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and on final passage of that bill, H.R.
8449.

Upon disposition of H.R. 8449, the
Senate will proceed to the consideration
of 8. 2776, a bill to provide for the effec-
tive and efficient management of the
Nation’s energy policies and programs.

ORDER TO PROCEED TO THE
CONSIDERATION OF 8. 2776

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent, in that event,
that the unfinished business be laid aside
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temporarily and remain in a temporarily
laid-aside status until the Senate com- .
pletes action on S. 2776 or until the close
of business tomorrow, whichever is the
earlier.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADJOURNMENT TO 11 AM.

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

The motion was agreed to; and at
6:36 p.m. the Senate adjourned until to-
xﬁurrow, Tuesday, December 18, 1973, at

a.m.

CONFIRMATION

Executive nomination confirmed by
the Senate December 17, 1973:
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Willlam B. Saxbe, of Ohlo. to be Attorney
General.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday,

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Reverend C. Wade Freeman, Jr.,
Capitol Hill Metropolitan Baptist
Church, Washington, D.C., offered the
following prayer:

So teach us to number our days, that
we may apply our hearts unto wisdom.—
Psalms 90: 12.

We thank you Father today. Forgive us
for being presumptuous in our manner of
life, living as if we were to be here for-
ever.

Teach us to remember the importance
of our days that we might accomplish
Your will in our individual lives. Grant
that today Thy holy divine wisdom shall
be both sought after by and granted to
these Members of Congress of this Chris-
tian Nation.

As day-by-day decisions are made,
grant that we may live the life revealed
to us by Thy Son Jesus.

In whose name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. 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 no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 6565. An act to provide for the naming

of the lake to be created by the Buchanan
Dam, Chowchilla River, Calif.

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

HR. 6186. An act to amend the District
of Columbia Revenue Act of 1947 regarding
taxability of dividends received by a cor-
poration from insurance companies, banks,
and other savings Institutions; and

H.R. 11372. An act to conserve energy on

the Nation's highways.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol-
lowing titles:

B. 1776. An act to amend the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended.
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The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills and a joint reso-
lution of the following titles, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

S. 1661, An act to provide that Mansfield
Lake, Ind., shall be known as “Cecil M.
Harden Lake";

S. 2150, An act to amend Public Law 92-
181 (85 Stat. 583) relating to credit eligibil-
ity for public utility cooperatives serving
producers of food, fiber, and other agricul-
tural products;

5. 2264. An act to provide civil service re-
tirement credit for certain language instruc-
tors of the Foreign Service Institute, Depart-
ment of State;

5. 2509. An act to name structure S-5A of
the Central and Southern Florida Flood Con-
trol District, located In Palm Beach County,
Fla., as the “W. Turner Wallis Pumping Sta-
tion” in memory of the late W. Turner
Wallis, the first secretary-treasurer and chief
engineer for the Central and Southern Flor-
ida Flood Control District;

8. 2535. An act to designate the Chartiers
Creek flood protection project in Allegeny
County, Pa., as the “James G. Fulton flood
protection project”;

8. 2795. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Treasury to change the alloy and
weight of the 1 cent plece;

8. 2812. An act to authorize a formula for
the allocation of funds authorized for fiscal
year 1975 for sewage treatment construction
grants, and for other purposes.

8.J. Res. 159. Joint resolution to provide
for the designation of the last Sunday in
May of each year as “Walk a Mile for Your
Health Day".

RESIGNATION AS A MEMBER OF
THE HOUSE-SENATE CONFER-
ENCE COMMITTEE ON H.R. 9142,
REGIONAL RATL, REORGANIZA-
TION ACT

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation as a member
of the House-Senate conference com-
mittee on H.R. 9142, Regional Rail Re-
organization Act of 1973:

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., December 14, 1973.
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
The Speaker of the House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SrEaxER: Because of personal
reasons, it is with the deepest regret that
I find it necessary to resign from the House-
Senate Conference Committee which will be
considering the differences between the Sen-
ate and House passed versions of H.R. 9142,
the Regional Rail Reorganization Act of 1973.

Thank you for your understanding.

Sincerely,
JaMES HARVEY,
Member of Congress.
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The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
resignation is accepted.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. FrReY)
as a conferee on the bill HR. 9142, the
Regional Rail Reorganization Act of
1973, to fill the existing vacancy thereon.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 11576

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the managers may
have until midnight tonight to file a con-
ference report on the bill (H.R. 11576)
making supplemental appropriations for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
for other purposes.

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

There was no objection.

ConrFERENCE REerPORT (H. REPT. NO, 93-736)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
11576) “making supplemental appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
for other purposes,” having met, after full
and free conference, have agreed to recom-
mend and do recommend to their respective
Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 1, 2, 4, 25, 39, 44, 69, 78,
85, 88, 93, 96, 99, and 101.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 6, 8, 10, 11, 12, 16, 20, 23, 27, 28, 30,
32, 33, 46, 49, 59, 61, 62, 63, 65, 66, 72, T3,
76, 77, 79, B1, 82, 98, 105, 108, and 107, and
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 3: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 8, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$1,300,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 5: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In ldeu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert:

“CHAPTER II
“DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—NMILITARY
"Operation and Malntenance, Navy

“For the exploration at Naval Petroleum
Reserve No. 4, 87,500,000 as authorized by
10 U.8.C. 7422."

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 9: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment to the Senate numbered 9, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as fol-
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lows: In lleu of the sum proposed by sald
amendment Iinsert ''$8,450,000"; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 13: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 13, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$125,000”; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 17: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 17, and agree
to0 the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$5,670,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 19: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 19, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *“'$29,100,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same,.

Amendment numbered 26: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 26, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment Insert "$8,960,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 34: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 34, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert "“$10,000,000"; and the Sensate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 37: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 37, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In leu of the matter proposed by sald
amendment insert: “HEALTH SERVICES DELIV-
ErRY. For an additional amount for ‘Health
services delivery’, for carrying out section
4(c) of Public Law 93-53, §7,000,000."; and
the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 40: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment or the Senate numbered 40, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In J=== of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$725,668,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 41: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 41, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$630,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 42: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 42, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter stricken by sald amend-
ment insert: “and section 110(b),”; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 45: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 45, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment Insert *“$47,8567,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 60: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 60, and agree
to the same with an amsndment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$11,300,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 67: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 67, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert *“$15,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 68: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 68, and agree
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to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert *$15,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 83: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 83, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment Insert “$2,250,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 84: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered B4, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert *$5,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 87: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 87, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *$2€,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 89: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 89, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$105,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 82: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 92, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$17,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 97: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 97, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *“£80,400,000" and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 102: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 102, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment Iinsert “$3,600,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 103: That the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 103,
and agree to the same with an amendment,
as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by
sald amendment insert *“$1,100,000”; and the
Senate agree to the same.

The committee of conference report in dis-
agreement amendments numbered 7, 14, 15,
18, 21, 22, 24, 29, 31, 35, 36, 38, 43, 47, 48, 50, 51,
52, 53, b4, b5, 56, 57, 58, 64, 70, 71, 74, 75, 80, 86,
90, 91, 94, 95, 100, 104, 108, 109, and 110.

GEORGE MAHON,

JamIE L. WHITTEN,

JOHN J. ROONEY,

JoE L. EviNs,

Epwarp P, BOLAND,

DantEL J. FLooD,

Tom STEED,

JoaN M. SLack,

JULIA BUTLER HANSEN,

JorN J. McFALL,

E. A. CEDERBERG,

RoserT H. MICHEL
(except to No. 5),

Smvio O. CoNTE
(except to No.5),

GLENN R. Davis,

Howarp W. RoBIsoN
(except to No.5),

JosEprH M. McDaApE
(except as to amend-

ment No. 5).
Managers on the Part of the House.

JoHN L. McCOLELLAN,

WARREN Q. MAGNUSON,

JOEN O, PASTORE,

ArAN BIsLE,

RoserT C. BYRD,
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GaLE W. McGeE,

WriLLIAM PROXMIRE,

JoserH M. MoONTOYA
(except for amendments

84, 85, 93, 94),

DanieL K. INOUYE,

THoMAS F. EAGLETON,

Mivron R. YoUNG,

RomaN L. HRUSEA,

Norris CoTTON,

CLIFFORD P. CASE,

HiraMm L. Poxg,

Margk O. HATFIELD,

TED STEVENS,

CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, Jr.,

RICHARD 8. SCHWEIEER,

HeNEY BELLMON,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and
the Senate at the conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 11576)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and for other
purposes, submit the following joint state-
ment to the House and the Senate in ex-
planation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the managers and recommended in
the accompanying conference report:

Amendment No. 1: The following provi-
sion in the opening paragraph of the Senate
bill, “and shall be made available for expendi-
ture except as specificaily provided by law"
was not agreed to by the conferees because
it was deemed to be an unnecessary restate-
ment of existing provisions of law. It was
therefore deleted without prejudice.

CHAPTER I
Department of Agriculture
Agricultural Research Service

Amendment No. 2: Deletes appropriation
in the amount of $500,000 proposed by the
Senate to carry out a comprehensive study
and investigation to determine the reason
for the extensive loss of livestock through
injury and disease while such livestock is
being transported in interstate commerce for
commereial purposes.

The conferees are in agreement that this
is an essential study that needs to be
initiated immediately and direct the Depart-
ment to proceed without delay. In the
opinion of the conferees, the cost of this
study for the remainder of the 1974 fiscal
year can be absorbed within available funds.

Foreign Agricultural Service

Amendment No. 3: Appropriates $1,300,000
for “Foreign Agricultural Service” instead of
$1,000,000 as proposed by the House and $1,-
628,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Forestry Incentives Program

Pending hearings on the next regular ap-
propriation, the incentives for tree planting
for the remainder of the current fiscal year
shall be financed under the cooperative tree-
planting program of R.E.AP. where up to
80 per cent of the cost has been paid by the
United States and more than 5.5 billion seed-
lings have been set out.

Environmental Protection Agency
Research and Development

Amendment No. 4: Restores House lan-
guage deleted by the Senate. The House
language prohibits the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency from using funds to admin-
ister any program to tax, limit, or otherwise
regulate parking facilities,

CHAPTER IT
Department of Defense—Military
Operation and Maintenance, Navy

Amendment No. 6: The conferees agreed
to provide £7,500,000 for further exploration
of pefroleum products at Naval Petroleum
Reserve No. 4, In Alaska, in lleu of the $72,-
000,000 provided by the Senate for the ex-
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ploration, development, and production at
Naval Petroleum Reserves Number 1 and 4.

CHAPTER III

Amendment No. 6: Changes chapter
number.

Veterans Administration

Amendment No. 7: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate to
insert language requiring independent audit
and approval through the appropriations
process of Veterans Administration contract
settlements, with an amendment to exclude
settlements of $1,000,000 or less. The man-
agers on the part of the Senate will move to
concur in the amendment of the House to
the amendment of the Senate.

Although this provision confirms current
. understandings of reprogramming authority,
the conferees recognize that it could place
a hardship on contractors who have recently
negotiated a settlement with the Veterans
Administration, but have not been paid by
the agency. The conferees agree that a se-
cured advance payment in an amount not
to exceed $6,000,000 can be made in such
sltuations prior to the effective date of this
bill, provided that such payment is formally
approved by the Office of Management and
Budget, with the understanding that an in-
dependent audit will ultimately be per-
formed and that final payment will be sub-
ject to Congressional approval.

It is the sense of the conferees that all
claims against the Veterans Administration
should be processed through the agency
board of contract appeals unless there is ade-
guate legal analysis, audit information, and
claim documentation to show that settle-
ment outside the board of contract appeals
is in the best interests of the Government.
This procedure should be taken into con-
sideration when appropriations are requested
to fund such claims. It is further the sense
of the conferees that when funds are re-
quested to settle such clalms, the sum
should include funds to pay interest on the
claim settlement.

CHAPTER IV
Amendment No. 8: Changes chapter num-

Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Amendment No. 9: Appropriates $8,450,000
for management of lands and resources in-
stead of §8,150,000 as proposed by the House
and 8,500,000 as proposed by the Senate.
The increase above the amount proposed by
the House includes $300,000 for coal leasing
activities,

Amendment No. 10: Appropriates $500,000
for construction and maintenance as pro-
posed by the Senate. The managers on the
part of the House and Senate are in agree-
ment that the House limitation of $29,000
on the unit cost of employee housing shall
not apply to the temporary housing to be
constructed by funds appropriated under
this paragraph.

Bureau of Indian Affairs

Amendment No, 11: Inserts heading as
proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 12: Appropriates $2,240,-
000 for education and welfare services as
proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 13: Appropriates $125,000
for resources management Instead of $197,-
000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 14: Reported in technical
t. The ma ers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate
which appropriates $1,020,000 for construc-
tion and which provides that $2,700,000 of
the amount appropriated under this heading
in the Department of the Interior and Re-
lated Agencles Appropriation Act, 1974, shall
be avallable for assistance to the Ramah Na-

disag
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vajo School Board, Incorporated, New Mexico,
for the construction of school facilities.

Amendment No. 15: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate
which provides an additional $1,000,000 ad-
vance to be disbursed, at the discretion of
the BSecretary of the Interior, among the
Reglonal Corporations established under the
Alaska Native Clalms Settlement Act.

Territorial Affairs

Amendment No. 16: Appropriates §10,-
110,000 for Trust Territory of the Pacific Is-
lands as proposed by the Senate Instead of
$8,410,000 as proposed by the House.

Bureau of Mines

Amendment No. 17: Appropriates $5,670,~
000 for mines and minerals instead of $4,-
170,000 as proposed by the House and $6,-
170,000 as proposed by the Senate. The in-
crease above the amount proposed by the
House includes $1,500,000 for construction
of the Mine Health and Safety Academy,
Beckley, West Virginia.

The managers on the part of the House
and Senate are in agreement that, of the
funds appropriated to the Bureau of Mines
for petroleum research, $1,300,000 shall be
for contract research on non-nuclear ex-
plosive fracturing to stimulate the produc-
tion of oil and gas wells.

Amendment No, 18: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion tq recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate with
an amendment which provides that $1,500,-
000 of the amount appropriated for mines
and minerals shall remain available until
expended instead of $2,000,000 as proposed
by the Senate. The managers on the part of
the Senate will move to concur in the
amendment of the House to the amendment
of the Senate.

Office of Coal Research

Amendment No. 19: Appropriates $29,100,-
000 for salaries and expenses instead of $26,-
100,000 as proposed by the House and
$30,200,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
increase above the amount proposed by the
House includes $1,000,000 for system studies,
and $2,000,000 for research on magnetohydro-
dynamics.

Amendment No. 20: Provides language as
proposed by the Senate which provides that
the appropriation for salaries and expenses
remain avallable until expended.

Office of Oil and Gas

Amendment No. 21: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate
with an amendment providing $33,545,000
for salaries and expenses instead of $21,-
145,000 as proposed by the House and $75,-
576,000 as proposed by the Senate. The man-
agers on the part of the Senate will move
to concur in the amendment of the House
to the amendment of the Senate.

The increase above the amount proposed
by the House includes additions of 2,600,000
for assistance to States under the authority
of the Economic Stabilization Act; $10,000,-
000, contingent upon enactment of S. 2589
or similar legislation, to be avallable as fol-
lows: $5,000,000 for a State grant program
and 5,000,000 for implementation of other
emergency energy programs authorized by
such legislation; and a reduction of $200,000
for the Mandatory Petroleum Allocation
Program.

Amendment No. 22: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate with
an amendment which provides that £10,000,-
000 of the funds made available for salaries
and expenses shall be set aside as a contin-
gency reserve and shall be available for obll-

December 17, 1973

gation only upon the enactment into -law
of 8. 2589, Ninety-third Congress, or similar
legislation, instead of $52,000,000 as proposed
by the Senate. The managers on the part
of the Senate will move to concur in the
amendment of the House to the amendment
of the Senate.

Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife

Amendment No. 23: Appropriates $450,000
for resource management as proposed by the
Senate instead of $500,000 as proposed by
the House.

National Park Service
Amendment No. 24: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate
which provides $12,000 for planning and con-
struction.

Office of Saline Water

Amendment No. 25: Deletes language as
proposed by the Senate. The managers agree
that closure by the Office of Saline Water of
the Roswell, New Mexico, Test Facility is con-
trary to the intent of Congressional appro-
priations to keep this facility operating and
direct that no funds be used to close or
deactivate this facility.

Office of the Secretary

Amendment No. 26: Approprlates $8,960,-
000 for salarles and expenses instead of
$8,505,000 as proposed by the House and
$9,445,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
decrease below the amount proposed by the
Senate includes a reduction of $485,000 for
energy conservation research related to mo-
bile homes.

Amendment No. 27: Appropriates 543,000
for departmental operations as proposed by
the Senate Instead of $400,000 as proposed
by the House.

Office of the Solicitor

Amendment No. 28: Appropriates $999,000
for salaries and expenses as proposed by the
Senate.

Related Agencies
Department of Agriculture
Forest Service
Forest Protection and Utllization
Amendment No. 20: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate with
an amendment providing $9,890,000 for forest
land management instead of $8,590,000 as
proposed by the House and $8,550,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. The managers on the
part of the Senate will move to concur in the
amendment of the House to the amendment
of the Senate. The increase above the amount
proposed by the House includes $1,300,000
for timber salvage and rehabilitation work
in the Northwest where the tussock moth
has caused widespread damage.
Amendment No. 30: Appropriates $240,000
for forest research as proposed by the Senate.
Amendment No. 31: Reported in tech-
nical disagreement. The managers on the
part of the House will offer a motion to re-
cede and concur in the amendment of the
Senate which provides language which pro-
hibits abolishing any region, moving or clos-
ing any reglonal office for research, State and
private forestry, and national forest system
administration of the Forest Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, without the consent of
the Committees on Appropriations and Com-
mittees on Agriculture and ¥Forestry in
the U.S. Benate and U.S. House of
Representatives.
American Revolution Bicentennilal
Administration
Amendment No. 32: Appropriates $7,100,000
for salaries and expenses as proposed by the
Senate.
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CHAPTER V
Department of Labor

Amendment No. 33: Changes chapter num-

ber.
Manpower Administration

Amendment No. 34: Appropriates $10,000,-
000 for “Community service employment for
older Americans”, instead of 40,000,000 pro-
posed by the Senate.

Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare
Health Services and Mental Health
Administration

Amendment No. 85: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment, which ap-
propriates $36,500,000 of which $9,5600,000
shall remain avallable until expended for
“Health services planning and development”,
instead of $9,500,000 to remain available until
expended as proposed by the House.

It has come to the conferees’ attention that
the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare is planning to further decentralize
and regionalize vital drug, alcohol and men=-
tal health programs administered by the
recently organized Alcohol, Drug Abuse and
Mental Health Administration. Because of
the possibility that further decentralization
of program decisions to the ten regional of-
fices involves implementation of a plan for
de facto revenue sharing of guestionable
legality which could retard development of
consistent policles and frustrate current ef-
forts to develop a more coherent administra-
tlon of drug, alechol, mental health and
other health programs, the conferees expect
the Secretary to defer any final decision on
this matter until the appropriate Committees
of Congress have had an opportunity to care-
fully review the decentralization and region-
allzation proposals.

Amendment No. 36: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment with an
amendment which will provide that $10,000,-
000 of the $27,000,000 earmarked for carry-
ing out the provisions of Public Law 93-154
shall be derived by transfer from funds pre-
viously appropriated for emergency medical
services activities, instead of a transfer of
$7,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
managers on the part of the Senate will
move to concur in the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate.

The managers are agreed that, of the funds
previously appropriated to the National
Heart and Lung Institute for the purpose of
conducting emergency medical services, 83
million is transferred to the “Health Serv-
ices Planning and Development’ appropri-
ation to carry out the program authorized
by the Emergency Medical Services Systems
Act and 87 million may be redirected to con-
tinue other Heart and Lung Institute re-
search grant programs.

Amendment No. 37: Appropriates $7,000,~
000 for “‘Health services dellvery”, Instead of
$30,105,000 proposed by the Senate, and ad-
Justs legal citation.

Natlonal Institutes of Health

Amendment No. 38: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment which ap-
propriates an additional amount of $5,000,-
000 for "“Health manpower", to be available
only upon enactment into law of authoriz-
ing legislation.

Office of Education

Amendment No. 39: Deletes appropriation
of $12,447,000 for “Emergency school as-
sistance”, proposed by the Senate,

Social and Rehabilitation Service

Amendments Nos. 40, 41 and 43: Appro-
priate 8725,668,000 for “Soclal and rehabili-
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tation services" instead of 8707,538,000, as
proposed by the House, and $752,668,000, as
proposed by the Senate, and provide that
$630,000,000 shall be for grants under sec-
tions 110 (a) and (b) of the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973, instead of $609,000,000 for grants
under section 110(a) and #$6,870,000 for
grants under section 110(b), as proposed by
the House, and #650,000,000 for grants un-
der sectlon 110(a), as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 43: Reported in techni-
cal disagreement. The managers on the part
of the House will offer a motion to recede
and concur in the Senate amendment with
an amendment which will provide that 84,-
000,000 to remain available until expended
shall be for facilities construction as author-
ized by section 301 of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973, Instead of §6,000,000, proposed by
the Senate. The managers are agreed that
$1,000,000 is to be used for the construction
of a new rehabilitation center In Arkansas,
and $3,000,000 is for upgrading and improv-
ing facilities at the West Virginia Rehabilita-
tion Center.

The managers on the part of the Senate
will move to concur In the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate.

Amendment No. 44: Deletes appropriation
of $7,500,000 for “Multidisciplinary centers
of gerontology"”, proposed by the Senate.

Related Agencies
ACTION

Amendment No. 45: Appropriates $47,-
857,000 for “Operating expenses, domestic
programs”, instead of $46,318,000 as proposed
by the House and $49,395,000 as proposed
by the Senate.

Administrative Provisions

Amendment No. 46: Inserts heading, as
proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 47: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will cffer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment with an
amendment which will insert a new section,
appropriating funds necessary for full obli-
gation of fiscal year 1973 appropriations
found by courts to have been illegally im-
pounded, as proposed by the Senate, with a
technical change in the number of the
section.

The managers on the part of the Senate
will move to concur in the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate.

Amendment No. 48: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur In the Senate amendment with an
amendment which will insert a new section
providing continuing appropriations for ac-
tivities of the Cabinet Committee on Oppor-
tunities for Spanish-speaking People and
manpower tralning programs of the Depart-
ment of Labor, as proposed by the Senate,
with technical changes in the language of
the Senate amendment to assure continu-
ation of various other ongoing activities of
the Manpower Administration, and to change
the section number.

The managers on the part of the Senate
will move to concur in the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate.

CHAPTER VI
Legislative Branch

Amendment No. 49: Changes chapter
number.

Amendment Nos. 50 through 56: Reported
in technical disagreement. Inasmuch as
these amendments relate solely to the Sen-
ate and in accord with long practice, under
which each body determines its own house-
keeping requirements, and the other con-
curs without intervention, the managers on
the part of the House will offer motions to
recede and concur in the Senate amend-
ments Nos. 50 through 56.

Amendment No. 57: Reported in technical
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disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate to ,
appropriate 117,000 for “Senate Office Build-
ings".

Amendment No. 58: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer & motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate to
appropriate $20,800,000 for “Construction of
an Extension to the New Senate Office Build-
ing".

CHAPTER VII
Atomic Energy Commission

Operating Expenses

Amendment No. 59: Changes chapter
number,

Amendment No. 60: Appropriates $11,300,-
000 instead of $5,500,000 as proposed by the
House and $16,500,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The managers are agreed that the
funds provided above the House Bill are
for energy related research for the Civilian
Reactor Research and Development and Re-
actor Safety Research Programs.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
Department of the Army
Corps of Engineers—Civil
General Investigations

The managers are in agreement that the
amounts for the studies provided for in the
Senate Report are to be allocated within
avallable funds.

Construction, General

The managers are agreed that the lan-
guage Included in the House and Senate re-
ports relating to the Tennessee-Tombigbee
Waterway is not intended and shall not op-
erate to slow down In any way the con-
struction of this project.

Flood Control, Mississippl River and
.Tributarles

Amendment No. 61: Appropriates $14,-
600,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of
£7,600,000 as proposed by the House,

Revolving fund

The managers agree that the Corps of
Engineers shall proceed with the immediate
planning in connection with the modification
and rehabilitation of hopper dredges. These
plans are to be submitted to the Committees
on Appropriation of the House and Senate
for approval. Otherwise the moratorium
shall continue.

CHAPTER VIII

Amendment No. 62: Changes

number,

chapter

Department of State
International Organizations and Conferences
Amendment No. 63: Inserts headings.
Contributions to International Organizations
Amendment No. 64: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate ap-
propriating $17,337,000 to be avallable with-
out regard to the ceiling set in the Depart-
ment of State Appropriation Act, 1973 and
to be available only upon the enactment of
authorizing legislation.
International Conferences and Contingencies
Amendment No, 656: Appropriates $1,700,000
as proposed by the Senate.
Department of Justice
Legal Activities and General Administration
Salaries and Expenses, Community Relations
Service
Amendment No. 66: Appropriates $500,000
as proposed by the Senate.
Department of Commerce
Economic Development Administration
Development Facilities
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Amendment No. 67: Appropriates $15,000,-
000 instead of $38,900,000 as proposed by the
' Senate.
Industrial Development Loans and
Guarantees

Amendment No. 68: Appropriates $15,000,-
000 instead of $28,700,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Planning, Technical Assistance, and
Research

Amendment No. 69: Appropriates $6,500,-
000 as proposed by the House instead of
$13,900,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 70: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate with
an amendment as follows:
which shall be avallable for extension of
grants to existing Economic Development
Districts and planning organizations, includ-
ing administrative expenses, and to fund new
districts which meet the requirements of 42
U.8.C. 3171, as amended.

The managers on the part of the Senate
will move to concur in the amendment of
the House to the amendment of the Senate.

Amendment No. 71: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate pro-
viding that no restrictions be imposed in the
authorization, designation, and funding of
new economic development districts which
meet the requirements of 42 U.S.C. 3171, as
amended.

Domestic and International Business
Administration

Salaries and Expenses
Amendment No. 72: Appropriates $2,100,-
000 as proposed by the Senate instead of
$1,053,000 as proposed by the House.
Participation in United States Expositions

Amendment No. 73: Appropriates $150,000

for Federal participation in the 1974 Arctic
Winter Games as proposed by the Senate.

United States Travel Service
Salaries and Expenses

Amendment No. 74: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate with
an amendment appropriating 2,000,000 in-
stead of $2,344,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The managers on the part of the Senate
will move to concur in the amendment of
the House to the amendment of the Senate.

Related Agencies

Equal Employment Opportunity
Commdission

Salaries and Expenses

Amendment No. 756: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer & motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate
with an amendment increasing the limita-
tion for payments to State and local agencies
to 82,500,000 instead of $3,700,000 as proposed
by the Senate.

The mansagers on the part of the Senate
will move to concur in the amendment of
the House to the amendment of the Senate.

Foreign Claims Settlement Commission
Salaries and Expenses

Amendment No. 76: Appropriates $105,000
as proposed by the Senate.

International Radio Broadcasting

Amendment No. 77: Inserts heading.

Board for International Broadcasting

Amendment No. 78: Appropriates $125,000
as proposed by the House instead of $150,000
as proposed by the Senate.
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CHAPTER IX
Department of Transportation

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

Amendment No. 79: Changes chapter num-
ber.

Amendment No. 80: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate with
an amendment which will appropriate $30,-
335,000 for traffic and highway safety instead
of £30,670,000 as proposed by the House and
$31,685,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
managers on the part of the Senate will move
to concur in the amendment of the House to
the amendment of the Senate.

The conferees agree that no fundas are to be
allocated to the crash recorder fleet test pro-

Amendment No. 81: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House making the appropriation
for trafic and highway safety contingent
upon the enactment of authorizing legisla-
tion by the Ninety-third Congress.

CHAPTER X

Amendment No. 82: Changes chapter num-
ber.

Department of the Treasury
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms

Amendment No. 83: Appropriates $2,250,-
000 for salaries and expenses instead of
$2,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$2,526,000 as proposed by the Senate.

United States Customs Service

Amendment No. 84: Appropriates $5,000,-
000 for salaries and expenses instead of
$7,000,000 ac proposed by the House and
$2,300,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No, 85: Restores language pro-
posed by the House which would make funds
available for payment for rental space in
connection with Customs preclearance
operations.

Amendment No. 86: Reported in technical
disagreement. The Managers on the part
of the House will offer a motion to recede
and concur in the amendment of the Sen-
ate which would prohibit the expend!“ure
of funds to changre the boundaries of the
Pembina, North Dakota Customs District
without consent of the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the United States Senate
and House of Representatives.

Internal Revenue Service

Amendment No. 87: Appropriates $26,000,-
000 for accounts, collection and taxpayer
service instead of $26,800,000 as proposed by
the House and $25,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Presidential Election Campaign Fund

Amendment No. 88: Deletes language pro-
posed by the Senate which would appro-
priate to the Presidential Election Campaign
Fund amounts designated to such fund by
individuals under section 6098 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954.

United States Postal Service

Amendment No. 89: Appropriates $105,-
000,000 for payment to the Postal Service
Fund instead of $110,000,000 as proposed by
the House and $100,000,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

Ezecutive Office of the President

Council on International Economic Pollcy

Amendment No. 80: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate
which adds one word for clarity.

Amendment No. 91: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
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concur in the amendment of the Senate
which would provide that the Council be
exempt from the provisions of law regulating
the employment and compensation of per-
sons in the government service, and would
provide $1,000 for official entertalnment
expenses.

Economic Stabilization Activities
Amendment No. 92: Appropriates $17,000,-
000 for salaries and expenses instead of §20,-
700,000 as proposed by the House and $10,-
000,000 as proposed by the Senate.
The White House Office

Amendment No. 93: Appropriates $1,500,-
000 for salaries and expenses as proposed by
the House instead of $1,250,000 as proposed
by the Senate.

Amendment No. 84: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment cf the Senate with
an amendment as follows. In lieu of the lan-
guage proposed by the Senate, insert the
following:

Provided, That of the amount heretofore
and herein appropriated for “Salaries and
expenses” for the current fiscal year, the
limitation for personal services as author-
ized by title 5, United States Code, section
3100, at such per diem rates for individuals,
as the Presldent may specify, and other per-
sonal services without regard to the provi-
slons of law regulating the employment and
compensation of persons in the Government
service is $3,850,000 and the limitatlon on
travel is $100,000.

The managers on the part of the Senate
will move to concur in the amendment of
the House %0 the amendment of the Senate.

Federal Energy Office

Amendment No. 85: Reported In technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate
which would appropriate $9,360,000 for sal-
arles and expenses for the newly established
Federal Energy Office.

Independent Agencies
Civil Service Commission

Amendment No. 96: Appropriates $760,000
for salaries and expenses as proposed by the
House Instead of $500,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

General Services Administration
Public Buildings Bervice

Amendment No. 97: Appropriates 890,-
400,000 for operating expenses instead of
$83,400,000 as proposed by the House and
$91,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 98: Appropriates $21,683,-
000 for repair and improvement of public
buildings as proposed by the Senate instead
of $19,000,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 99: Deletes language pro-
posed by the Senate, which would make
funds available until expended in connec-
tion with repair and improvement of public
buildings.

Amendment No. 100: Reported in techni-
cal disagreement, The managers on the part
of the House will offer a motion to recede
and concur in the amendment of the Senate
which would reappropriate $1,2900,000 for
additional funding for the Federal Office
Building project at Elkins, West Virginla.

National Archives and Records Service

Amendment No. 101: Deletes language
proposed by the Senate which would make
certain funds available until expended.
Property Management and Disposal Service

Amendment No. 102: Appropriates $3,5600,-
000 for operating expenses instead of 83,.-
000,000 as proposed by the House and
$4,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.
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Administrative Operations Fund

Amendment No., 103: Provides for an in-
crease in the limitation on the Adminis-
trative Operations Fund of $1,100,000 instead
of $1,000,000 as proposed by the House and
£1,200,000 as proposed by the Senate.

General Provisions—General Services
Administration

Amendment No. 104: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate with
an amendment as follows. In lieu of the
matter proposed by the Senate, insert the
following:

“Sec. 1001. No appropriated funds shall be
available for the purpose of defraying any
expenses (including expenses for the pay-
ment of the salary of any person) incurred
in connection with the transfer of title of
all (or any portion) of the Sand Point Naval
Facility, Seattle, Washington, to any per-
son or entity for aviation use unless and
until (A) the Administrator of General Serv-
ices has transferred to the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration title to that
portion of such facility as has been requested
by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration; and (B) the City of Seattle,
Washington, and the County of Eing in the
State of Washington, and the State of Wash-
ington have each approved a plan for avia-
tion use of a portion of such facility.”

The managers on the part of the Senate
will move to concur in the amendment of
the House to the amendment of the Senate.

CHAPTER XI
Claims and Judgments
Amendment No. 1056: Changes chapter
number.

Amendment Nos. 106 and 107: Add the
citation to include clalms and judgments
contained in Senate Document Numbered 93—

40 as proposed by the Senate; and appro-
priate $57,3562,301 for claims and judgments
as proposed by the Senate instead of $47,-
011,168 as proposed by the House.

CHAPTER XIT
General Provisions

Amendment No. 108: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment with an
amendment to change the chapter number
from XI to XII as proposed by the Senate,
and correct the section numbers in said chap-
ter to read Sec. 1201 instead of 1101, and
Sec. 1202 Instead of 1102, The managers on
the part of the Senate will move to concur
in the amendment of the House to the
amendment of the Senate.

Amendment No. 109: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede
and concur in the amendment of the Sen-
ate which provides language limiting the log
export prohibition to the contiguous 48
States. The managers are in agreement that
& recently reported practice among some pro-
ducers of giving a log two or more cuts, re-
assembling it and exporting it does not meet
the domestic primary manufacturing re-
quirements and is contrary to the letter and
spirit of the Congressional restrictions on log
exports. The Secretaries of Interior and Ag-
riculture are directed to take appropriate
steps to halt this practice.

Amendment No. 110: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede and
concur in the amendment of the Senate
which provides language that the limitation
on log exports shall not apply to specific
quantities of grades and species of timber
which the Becretaries of Interior and Agri-
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culture determine are surplus to domestic
lumber and plywood manufacturing needs.
Conference total—with comparison

The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for the fiscal year 1974 recommended
by the committee of conference, with com-
parisons to the budget estimate total, and
the House and Senate bills follows:

Budget estimates 1281, 534, 183, 886
- 1,433,035, 718
1,888, 425, 386
Conference agreement 21,638, 625, 386
1Includes $105,393,668 not considered by
the House.
*Includes $875,000 for fiscal year 1973.
Conference agreement com-
pared with:
Budget estimates
House bill

-+ 8104, 441, 500
-+205, 589, 668
—249, 800, 000

GEORGE MAHON,

Jamie L. WHITTEN,

JoHN J. ROONEY,

JoE L. EVINS,

EpWARD P. BOLAND,

DaANIEL J. FLOOD,

ToM STEED,

JoHN M. SLACK,

JULIA BUTLER HANSEN,

JoHN J. MCFALL,

E. A, CEDERBERG,

RobERT H. MICHEL
(except to No. 5),

SiLvio O. CoONTE
(except to No. 5),

GLENN R. Davis,

Howarp W. ROBISON
(except to No.§),

JOSEPH M. McDADE
(except as to amend-
ment No.5),

Managers on the Part of the House.
JOHN L. MCCOLELLAN,
WARREN G. MAGNTUSON,
JOHN O. PASTORE,

ALAN BIBLE,

RoegrT C. BYRD,

GaLe W. McGEE,

WILLIAM PROXMIRE,

JoseEPH M. MoNTOYA
(except for amendments
84, 85, 03, 94),

DawnieL K. INOUYE,

THOMAS F. EAGLETON,

MirToN R. YOUNG,

RoOMAN L. HRUSKA,

Nogris COTTON,

CLIFFORD P. CASE,

Hmam L. Fong,

MaRK O. HATFIELD,

TED STEVENS,

CHARLES McC. MaTHIAS, Jr.,

RICHARD 8. SCHWEIKER,

HENRY BELLMON,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

CONSENT CALENDAR

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

NAMING OF THE NUCLEAR-POW-
ERED AIRCRAFT CARRIER CVN-
70 AS THE U.S.8. “CARL VINSON”

The Clerk called the concurrent res-
olution (H. Con. Res. 386) to provide
for the naming of the nuclear-powered
aircraft carrier CVN-T0 as the U.8.S.
Carl Vinson.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the concur-
rent resolution?
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, first of all, I should
like to point out that many of these bills
were not available, not only on this cal-
endar, but listed elsewhere, were not
available until 1 o’clock Saturday after-
noon.

Some of them were received as late as
this morning. A number of the bills are
listed on both the Consent and Suspen-
sion Calendars. It seems to me that in
the future, they ought to be listed one
way or the other and not on both
calendars.

Mr. Speaker, I am not going to object
to consideration, particularly the stock-
piling bills on the Consent Calendar in
view of the situation that exists with re-
spect to time and the business to come
before the House before any possible ad-
journment,

With respect to the bill under consid-
eration, the naming of the nuclear-pow-
ered aircraft carrier as the Carl Vinson,
it seems to me that it would have been
well to continue the Navy tradition that
our warships not be named for persons
living.

I regret that this custom has been
abandoned, but I expect and I think the
Members of Congress can expect almost
anything in these days of Admiral Zum-
walt and his Z-grams.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, if I may
explain it to the gentleman, the proce-
dure was a little unusual this morning,
but it was at the request of the chair-
man of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices that we list all items from 10
through 20 on the suspension list, in
case they were objected to be on the
Consent Calendar. In the event there
was an objection, he did want to have
an opportunity to bring them up for a
vote.

May I also say that item 5 on the
Suspension Calendar has not been re-
ported, so it will not be considered today.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman. I hope that in the future we
will be able to get the bills representing
the legislation to come before the House
at an earlier hour and date than we did
this week.

I am aware that the House was in ses-
sion until nearly 2 o’clock on Saturday
morning and, therefore, it put great
pressure upon the document room and
those who could supply the bills.

However, it leaves those of us who
have some interest in what is going on
in the House of Representatives in a
bad situation in trying to read and
understand 25 bills, plus whatever con-
ference reports are available.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the con-
current resolution?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the concurrent resolution as fol-
lows:
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H. Con. REs. 386

Whereas the President of the United
Btates on November 18, 1973, at a ceremony
in honor of the Honorable Carl Vinson on
his ninetieth birthday, announced the nam-
ing of the CVN-T0 as the United States ship
Carl Vinson; and

Whereas the Honorable Carl Vinson, of
Milledgeville, Georgia, served as a Member
of the United States House of Representa-
tives from November 3, 1914, to January 2,
1065, a period of more than fifty years, thus
establishing a record of service in the House
of Representatives unparalleled in our Na-
tlon’s history; and

Whereas Carl Vinson served as chairman
of the former House Naval Affairs Commit-
tee from 1931 until 1947, and of the House
Committee on Armed Services for fourteen of
the sixteen years from 1949 through 1964, a
combined total of thirty years, thus estab-
lishing a record for congressional service as
chairman of a major committee; and

Whereas Carl Vinson's leadership of these
two committees of the Congress was marked
by great distinction and the exercise of high
responsibilities that demonstrated unswerv-
ing devotion to his country; and

Whereas Carl Vinson was a driving force
in the spectacular growth and development
of United States military strength and na-
tional security over a period of almost four
decades; and

Whereas Carl Vinson served his public
stewardship with immense integrity, hon-
esty, and selflessness, and with the needs of
the Natlon always as his primary concern;
and

Whereas among his many other notable
achlevements, Carl Vinson was the architect
of the farflung two-ocean Navy that gave the
United States its preeminent role as the
leader of the seas, among all world powers;
and

Whereas Carl Vinson has been a longtime
advocate of nuclear power for naval vessels;
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the Congress
of the United States concurs in the naming
of the nuclear-powered aircraft carrier CVN-
70 as the United States Ship Carl Vinson.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, on
November 18, 1973, at a celebration of
the 90th birthday anniversary of the
Honorable Carl Vinson, the President of
the United States announced that our
Navy’s newest nuclear-powered aircraft
carrier would be named the Carl Vinson.

The decision to designate the CVN-T0
as the US.S. Carl Vinson is unprece-
dented in that heretofore the Navy has
not named any of its ships after a living
person. Departure from this precedent is,
however, in the view of the Committee on
Armed Services, completely justified and
singularly praiseworthy since the Honor-
able Carl Vinson is uniquely deserving
of this honor. His lifelong government
service has been dedicated to the pros-
perity and welfare of our beloved Nation.
The Honorable Carl Vinson, more than
any other single Member of the U.S.
Congress, has contributed immeasurably
to the national security and, therefore,
merits the accolades and honor implicit
in this action by the President of the
United States.

The Honorable Carl Vinson is, in truth,
a living legend as 1s evidenced by the fol-
lowing short summary of his biography:

Carl Vinson was born in Baldwin
County, Ga., on November 18, 1883, the
son of Edward S. and Annie Morris Vin-
son. He attended the Georgia Military
College, in Milledgeville, Ga., and gradu-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ated from Mercer Law School, Macon,
Ga., on June 5, 1902, He practiced law in
Milledgeville in the firm of Hines & Vin-
son.

In 1905 Carl Vinson began his long
tenure of public service when he was ap-
pointed county prosecutor. He held that
office until 1909, when he was elected to
the Georgia Legislature. He served for 4
years, being elected speaker pro tempore
in his second term, at the age of 28. He
was appointed county judge in 1913.

In 1914 Carl Vinson was elected to the
U.S. House of Representatives to fill an
unexpired term in the 63d Congress. He
was reelected to each succéeding Con-
gress through the 88th, a total of 26 Con-
gresses. He represented Georgia’s 10th
District from 1914 to 1932 and, follow-
ing a reapportionment, the Sixth District
for the remainder of his service. He
served as chairman of the Naval Affairs
Committee from 1930 to 1946. With the
establishment of the Armed Services
Committee following the congressional
reorganization of 1947, he served as
chairman of that committee in the 81st,
82d, 84th, 85th, 86th, 87th, and 88th Con-
gresses.

Carl Vinson served in the House of
Representatives from November 3, 1914,
to January 2, 1965, a period of more than
50 years’ continuous service. He served
as chairman of a standing committee of
Congress for 30 years. Both of these rec-
ords are unequaled in the history of the
U.S. Government.

Carl Vinson married Mary Green of
New Philadelphia, Ohio, on April 6, 1921.
Mrs. Vinson died on November 16, 1950.

Mr. Vinson has been honored by prac-
tically every patriotic national organiza-
tion in the United States, including the
American Legion, American Political
Science Association, American Veterans,
Air Force Association, Association of the
U.S. Army, National Guard Association,
Reserve Officers Association, Society of
Naval Engineers, Navy League, Veterans
of Foreign Wars, as well as the U.S. Na-
val Academy and the U.S. Air Force
Academy.

In May 1964 Mr. Vinson was presented
the Thomas D. White National Defense
Award for 1964 for having contributed
most significantly to the national defense
and security of the United States during
the preceding years. On June 26, 1964, at
the direction of the President, he was
awarded the Distinguished Service
Medal for his outstanding contributions
to the Armed Forces and to the Nation.
On September 14, 1961, he was awarded
the Presidential Medal of Freedom with
Special Distinction.

When Carl Vinson retired at the con-
clusion of the 88th Congress, he had held
public office for 59 consecutive years.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
give this resolution their unanimous vote.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, I concur
wholeheartedly in the remarks of Mr.
Price. For my part, I consider it most
fitting that the name of Carl Vinson will
be commemorated throughout the U.S.
Fleet on the most modern carrier afloat.
At Carl Vinson’s 90th birthday the Pres-
ident stated that:

He was Mr. Armed Services, he was Mr.
Navy, he was Mr. American, he was Mr. Con-
gressman. He was all of those things, but the
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emphasls on his life was primarily that of
strength, military strength.

Certainly then it is entirely appropri-
ate that the House of Representatives by
this concurrent resolution wholeheart-
edly approve the naming of a great ship
for a great man. In that context then,
Mr. Speaker, I consider it most appro-
priate that I place in the REcorp com-
ments concerning the U.8.8. Carl Vinson
and particularly its impressive charac-
teristics:

THE CVN-T0, U.8.8. “CarL ViNson”

The newest nuclear-powered alreraft car-
rler authorized and funded by the Congress
is the CVN-T0. It is the fourth nuclear-pow-
ered aircraft carrier authorized by the Con-
gress—the previous carrlers being: U.S.S.
Enterprise, the U.8.8. Nimitz, and the US.S.
Eisenhower.

The characteristics of the US.8. Carl Vin-
son are most impressive. However, because
of the current awareness of the energy crisis
confronting the western world, none is more
impressive than the fact that this vessel
will be nuclear powered, and therefore free
from any dependency on fuel oil. It will be
capable of literally “steaming” indefinitely.

Set cut below are some of the character-
istics of this vessel which will enable it to
contribute most substantially to the military
strength of the United States:

CHARACTERISTICS

Displacement combat load—84 400 tons
Length overall—1,002 feet

Beam overall—252 feet

Beam at waterline—134 feet
Speed—30-plus knots

Reactors—2 pressurized water reactors
Alr wing—about 100 planes

Builder—Newport News Shipbuilding and
Drydock Company, Newport News, Va.

Keel laying—Fall 1975.

Commissioning—Fall 1980.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to

.A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table. ’

FRANK M. SCARLETT FEDERAL
BUILDING

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 11311)
to name the Federal building, U.S. post
office, U.S. courthouse, in Brunswick,
Ga., as the “Frank M. Scarlett Federal
Building.”

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

H.R. 11311

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Federal building, United States post office,
United States courthouse, at 801 Gloucester
Btreet, Brunswick, Georgia, shall hereafter
be known and designated as the “Frank M.
Bearlett Federal Building"”. 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 “Frank M. Scarlett Federal Building”.
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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.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remsarks, and
include extraneous matter, on the bill
just passed.

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

There was no objection.

F. EDWARD HEBERT FEDERAL
BUILDING

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 11622)
to name the Federal office building,
south, in New Orleans, La., as the “F.
Edward Hébert Federal Building.”

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

HE. 11622

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Federal office building, south, at 600 South
Street, New Orleans, Loulsiana, shall here-
after be known and designated as the “F. Ed-
ward Hébert Federal Bullding”. Any reference
in a law, map, regulation, document, rec-
ord, or other paper of the United States to
such bullding shall be held to be a reference
to the “F. Edward Hébert Federal Building”.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, of the
many bills that have been reported from
the Committee on Public Works over my
years of service with that distinguished
committee, as a member, and now as its
chairman, few have given me more pleas-
ure than the one that the House is con-
sidering today, HR. 11622, to name the
Federal Office Building South in New
Orleans, La., as the F. Edward Hébert
Federal Building.

Eppie HEserT is an old and dear friend
of mine; I have known him during my
entire 27-year tenure in the House of
Representatives. I have found him to be
a decent, warm human being, an ex-
tremely effective Congressman, a fine
leader of his Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, and, above all, a man who will sit
down and listen to another man’s prob-
lem and help him work it out if it is at all
possible.

Eppie HEéBerT epitomizes the finest
that can be said of a Member of Con-
gress. But, more important, Ebppie
HeserT epitomizes that quality that we
all admire and respect and eventually
learn to love in a man who combines a
sense of duty to country with a real feel-
ing toward his fellow Members and his
fellow citizens.

We honor ourselves when we today
unanimously pass this legislation to
name this building in New Orleans as a
tribute to the outstanding accomplish-
ments and dedicated services of my dear
friend, F. Epwarp HEBERT.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 11622, a bill to name the
Federal office building, south, in New
Orleans, La., as the “F. Edward Hébert
Federal Building.”
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My distinguished colleague, Ep HEBERT,
has served ably in Congress for 33 years,
is the dean of the Louisiana delegation,
and chairs a vital legislative committee,
the House Armed Services Committee.
His accomplishments in Congress are
many, including dedicated service to the
then House Un-American Activities
Committee, many of the subcommittees
of the Armed Services Committee and
the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct.

The committee believes it is fitting
and proper to name the Federal office
building, south, in New Orleans, La., as
the “F. Edward Hébert Federal Building”
as a tribute to his outstanding accom-
plishments and dedicated service.

Mr. HEBerT's record speaks far more
eloquently of his accomplishments than
any words I might utter.

I urge the approval of this legislation.

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

Mr. HOWARD. 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
Jjust passed.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT TO THE CIA RETIRE-
MENT ACT AND COST-OF-LIVING
ADJUSTMENT TO THE RETIRE-
MENT PAY OF CERTAIN OFFICERS
OF THE ARMED SERVICES

The Clerk called the Senate bill (8.
2714) to amend section 291(b) of the
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement
Act of 1964 for Certain Employees, re-
lating to cost-of-living increases, and to
increase the pay and allowances of cer-
tain officers of the Armed Forces whose
pay and allowances are not subject to
adjustment to reflect changes in the Con-
sumer Price Index.

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

5. 2714

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
o] Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 201(b) of the Central Intelligence
Agency Retirement Act of 1964 for Certain
Employees, as amended (78 Stat. 1043; 50
U.S.C. 403 note) is further amended—

(1) by renumbering paragraphs (1), (2),
and (3) as paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) re-
spectively; and

(2) by inserting the following new para-
graph (1):

(1) An annuity (except a discontinued
service benefit under section 234(a))
which—

“(1) 1is payable from the fund to a par-
ticlpant who retires, or to the widow or
widower of a deceased participant; and

“(i1) has a commencing date after the
effective date of the then last preceding an-
nuity increase under section 291(a);
shall not be less than the annulty which
would have been payable if the commencing
date of such annuity had been in effective
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date of the then last preceding annuilty in-
crease under section 291(a) In the ad-
ministration of this paragraph, a par-
ticlpant or deceased participant shall be
deemed, for the purposes of section 221(h),
to have to his credit, on the effective date
of the then last preceding annuity increase
under section 291(a), a number of days of
unused sick leave equal to the number of
days of unused sick leave to his credit on
the date of his separation from the Agency.”.

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall apply only with respect to annui-
ties which commence on or after July 2, 1973.

Sec. 2. (a) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, effective on the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the pay and allowances of
members of the Armed Forces to whom this
Act applies shall be increased to amounts
equal to the amounts such pay and allow-
ances would have been increased if the pay
and allowances of such members had been
increased, under section 1401a b, of title 10,
United States Code, by the same percentage
rates, consecutively compounded, that the re-
tired pay or retainer pay of members and
former members of the Armed Forces en-
titled to retired pay or retainer pay since
October 1, 1967, has been increased, and
such member shall, on and after the date of
enactment of this Act, have his pay and
allowances increased effective the same day
and by the same percentage rate that the
retired pay or retainer pay of members and
former members of the Armed Forces is in-
creased under such section 1401a(b).

(b) This section applies to members of the
Armed Forces entitled to pay and allowances
under either of the following provisions of
law:

(1) The Act of June 26, 1948, chapter 677
(62 Stat. 1052).

(2) The Act of September 18, 1950, chap-
ter 552 (64 Stat. A224).

(e) No amounts shall be paid, as the result
of the enactment of this section, for any
period prior to the date of enactment of
this section.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, I concur in
the remarks of the chairman of our Sub-
committee on Intelligence with regard to
8. 2714. For special reasons some years
ago the Congress passed legislation
creating a separate retirement act for
certain personnel of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency. However, at the same
time, the remaining personnel in the
Agency are covered under the provisions
of the Civil Service Retirement System
and it has been our policy to keep the
operations of both systems in the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency as equitable as
possible. In essence that is what section
1 of S. 2714 does with regard to cost-of-
living adjustments.

With reference Generals Bradley and
Spaatz, Mr. Speaker, I believe it most
appropriate that we approve also sec-
tion 2 of this legislation which would
bring the retirement compensation of
these two distinguished officers in line
with the benefits afforded other members
of the retired military community. As
noted by Congressman NEepzi, Generals
Bradley and Spaatz are the sole survi-
vors of that distinguished list of 13 offi-
cers whose service during World War II
received particular consideration by the
Congress.

Following the allied victory in World
War II Congress recognized in a special
way through legislative enactment the
contribution to that victory made by
13 men who because of their unique and
outstanding qualities rose to highest posi-
tions of command and leadership in the
Armed Forces.
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In the words of the Committee on
Armed Services in its report on the bill
which later became Public Law 79-333:

The success of the armed forces of this Na-
tion is largely due to the outstanding or-
ganizational abilities, vision, and strategical
concepts of the officers Involved in this bill.
From them stemmed the dynamic force
which insured the proper training, equip-
ping, and deployment of the strongest Army
and Navy the world has ever known. They
contributed greatly to the formulation and
execution of the strategy that caused the
annihilation of our enemies. Your committee
believes it is entirely appropriate that these
officers be permitted to continue to hold the
grades in which they have served.

Eight of those individuals had attained
during World War II the 5-star rank
which has traditionally been reserved
for those wartime commanders who
demonstrated to an oufstanding degree
the ability to command the combat
forces in wartime. A list of those individ-
uals were:

ARMY

George C. Marshall.

Douglas MacArthur.

Dwight D. Eisenhower.

AIR FORCE

Henry H. Arnold.

NAVY

William D. Leahy.

Ernest J. Eing.

Chester W. Nimitz.

William Halsey.

In addition, five other officers who dur-
ing World War II had attained the grade
of general or admiral and had served in
positions of high command and responsi-
bility and in those positions had made
outstanding contributions to the success

of the Armed Forces, were similarly rec-
ognized by special legislation. They are
listed below:

ARMY
Omar N. Bradley.

AIR FORCE
Carl Spaatz.
NAVY
R. A. Spruance.
MARINE CORPS
Alexander A. Vandegrift.

COAST GUARD
Russell R. Waesche.

The legislative recognition afforded
these officers consisted in making perma-
nent the grade in which they had served
during World War II and in authorizing
them to continue to receive, whether in
the active service or in retirement, the
pay and allowances authorized for their
grade. As a further mark of recognition
General Bradley was in 1950, by special
act of Congress, appointed to the perma-
nent grade of General of the Army, with
the same rights and benefits as were au-
thorized for the eight original appointees
in that grade.

General Bradley and General Spaatz
are the only surviving members of that
select group of officers.

These distinguished officers have re-
ceived but two increases in their compen-
sation since 1958; 3.2 percent in 1966 and
45 percent in 1967. From October 1,
1967 to July 1, 1973, persons on the mili-
tary retired rolls have received cumula-
tive increases in their retired pay totaling
in excess of 39 percent. Neither General
Bradley nor General Spaatz have re-
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ceived any increases in their compensa-
tion during that period.

S. 2714 will authorize an immediate in-
crease in their compensation of approxi-
mately 39 percent, and will authorize fu-
ture increases in their compensation at
the same time and in the same percent-
age as persons on the military retired
rolls.

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Speaker, this legisla-
tion consists of two sections:

The first to amend the CIA Retirement
Act to aline it with the cost-of-living pro-
visions of the ecivil service retirement
system. Second, the measure would pro-
vide increased retirement pay to Gens.
Omar Bradley and Carl Spaatz to aline
their retirement benefits with the cost-
of-living provisions enjoyed by other
military retirees.

Sinece about one-third of the CIA em-
ployees are covered by the CIA Retire-
ment System and the remaining two-
thirds by the civil service retirement
system, over the years the House Armed
Services Committee and the Congress
have endeavored to conform the CIA Re-
tirement Act to applicable changes in the
civil service system, including provisions
for cost-of-living adjustments. On Octo-
ber 24, 1973, the President approved Pub-
lic Law 93-136 which amended the cost-
of-living provision of the civil service
retirement system to guarantee retirees
and survivors an annuity no less than
what would have been paid had the in-
dividual been eligible to receive the last
cost-of-living increase. Thus, those who
retire after the effective date of the last
cost-of-living increase will be entitled to
that increase in retirement pay.

This will prevent that last minute rush
by Federal employees to retire just prior
to the effective date of the cost-of-living
increase and will spread retirement dates
over the former normal pattern. Section 1
of this bill would simply provide con-
forming legislation for Central Intelli-
gency Agency retirees. The Agency ad-
vises that the cost will be borne out of the
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement
and Disability Fund and the impact will
be relatively minor.

The second branch of the legislation
with regard to Gens. Omar Bradley
and Carl Spaatz will make them eligible
for the cost-of-living adjustments to re-
tirement compensation now enjoyed by
other military retirees. Generals Bradley
and Spaatz are the sole survivors of a
distinguished group of ranking World
War II flag officers who were the subjects
of special pay legislation in 1946 and 1948
which allowed them to receive active duty
pay and allowances while in a retired
status. The 1958 Military Pay Act pro-
vided cost-of-living adjustments to mili-
tary retirement pay but specifically ex-
cluded the category of officers which in-
cludes Generals Bradley and Spaatz.
Thus, since that time they have not bene-
fited from cost-of-living pay adjust-
ments except in two instances when spe-
cial legislation was passed which gave
them a 3.2-percent increase in 1966 and
4. 5-percent increase in 1967.

Section 2 of this bill would bring their
retirement pay up to date and make them
eligible for any cost-of-living adjust-
ments in the future.

On December 11 the House Armed
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Services Committee by unanimous vote
reported the bill favorably. Likewise, Mr.
Speaker, we recommend favorable action
on this bill today.

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.

ESTABLISHING UNIFORM ORIGINAL
ENLISTMENT QUALIFICATIONS
FOR MALE AND FEMALE PERSONS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3418)
to amend section 505 of title 10, United
States Code, to establish uniform original
enlistment qualifications for male and
female persons.

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

HR. 3418

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

SectioN 1. (8) The first sentence of section
505(a) of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by striking out “in the case of
male persons and not less than eighteen
years of age in the case of female persons”.

{(b) The second sentence of section 505(a)
of title 10, United States Code, is amended
by striking out “male” and by striking out
*, or female person under twenty-one years
of age,”.

Sec. 2. Section 505(c) of title 10, United
States Code, 15 amended by—

(1) Inserting “of persons for the duration
of their minority or for a period of two, three,
four, five, or slx years,” after “enlistments";

(2) inserting a period after “be" and by
striking out the dash after “be"; and

(3) by striking out paragraph (1) and
paragraph (2).

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.

PROVIDING FOR THE PRESENTA-
TION OF A FLAG OF THE UNITED
STATES FOR DECEASED MEMBERS
OF THE NATIONAL GUARD AND
SELECTED RESERVE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5621)
to provide for the presentation of a flag
of the United States for deceased mem-
bers of the National Guard and Selected
Reserve.

There being no objection, the Clerk

read the bill as follows:
H.R. 5621

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
1482 of title 10, United BStates- Code, is
amended by adding the following new sub-
section at the end thereof:

“{(e) The Becretary concerned may pay
the necessary expenses incident to the pres-
entation of a flag to the person designated to
direct the disposition of the remains of a
member of the Natlonal Guard or a Reserve
of an armed force under his jurisdiction who
is in the Selected Reserve, who is not cov-
ered by section 1481 of this title and who dies
under honorable circumstances as deter-
mined by the Secretary.”

With the following committee amend-
ment: Strike all after the enacting clause
and insert the following language:

That section 1482 of title 10, United States
Code, 1s amended by adding the following
new subsection at the end thereof:
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(f) The Secretary concerned may pay the
necessary expenses for the presentation of a
flag to the person designated to direct the
disposition of the remains of a member of
the Ready Reserve of an armed force under
his jurisdiction who is not covered by section
1481 of this title and who dies under honor-
able circumstances as determined by the
Secretary.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to amend title 10, United States
Code, to provide for the presentation of
a flag of the United States for deceased
members of the Ready Reserve.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
OPIUM FROM THE NATIONAL
STOCKPILE

The Clerk called the Senate bill (S.
2166) to authorize the disposal of opium
from the national stockpile.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, in view of the con-
troversial nature of the bill and in view
of the fact that there is some reason to
object to it, and in view of the fact that
this bill and the following bills, coming
out of the Committee on Armed Services,
relate to the disposal of certain metals
and other materials from the stockpile,
I ask unanimous consent that this bill

be passed over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING THE RELEASE OF
COPPER FROM THE NATIONAL
STOCKPILE AND THE SUPPLE-
MENTAL STOCKPILE

*The Clerk called the Senate bill (8.
2316) to authorize the disposal of copper
from the national stockpile and the sup-
plemental stockpile.

Mr, YATES, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
ALUMINUM FROM THE NATIONAL
STOCEPILE

The Clerk called the Senate bill (8.
2413) to authorize the disposal of alumi-
num from the national stockpile and for
other purposes.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is their objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.
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AUTHORIZING DISPOSAL OF SILI-
CON CARBIDE FROM THE NA-
TIONAL STOCKPILE

The Clerk called the Senate bill (8.
2493) to authorize the disposal of silicon
carbide from the national stockpile and
the supplemental stockpile.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING DISPOSAL OF ZINC
FROM THE NATIONAL STOCKPILE

The Clerk called the Senate bill (S.
2498) to authorize the disposal of zinc
from the national stockpile and the sup-
plemental stockpile.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING DISPOSAL OF MO-
LYBDENUM FROM THE NATIONAL
STOCKPILE

The Clerk called the Senate bill (S.
2551) authorizing the disposal of molyb-
denum from the national stockpile, and
for other purposes.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be passed over
without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDING UNITED STATES CODE
RELATING TO SALE OF NAVAL
VESSELS

The Clerk called the bill (8. 1773) to
amend section 7305 of title 10, United
States Code, relating to the sale of vessels
stricken from the Naval Vessel Register.

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

8.1773

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sub-
section (1) of section 7305 of title 10, United
States Code, Is amended to read as follows:

“(1) Except as provided in subsection (a),
no vessel of the Navy may be sold in any
manner other than that provided by this
section, or for less than its appralsed value,
unless the sale thereof Is specifically author-
ized by law enacted after June 30, 1973.”

Sec, 2, The amendment made by the first
sectlon of this Act shall not apply in the case
of any Navy vessel with respect to which a
written agreement to sale was entered into
prior to June 80, 1973.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

On page 1, line 3 strike all after the enact-
ing clause and insert in lleu thereof:

That section 7307 of title 10, United States
Code, is amended to read as follows:

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, no naval vessel over 100 tons may be sold
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or title otherwise transferred or otherwise
disposed of, to any other nation unless the
Chief of Naval Operations certifies that it is
not essential to the defense of the United
Btates, and a copy of such certificate shall
be submitted to the Committees on Armed
BServices of the Congress.

(b) After the date of enactment of this
law, no naval vessel over 100 tons may be
sold, leased, loaned, transferred or otherwise
disposed of, directly or indirectly, to any
other nation until the expiration of 30 calen-
dar days after the date upon which a report
of the facts concerning the proposed transac-
tion is submitted to the Committees on
Armed Bervices of the Senate and House of
Representatives.

The commitiee amendment was agreed
to.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, S. 1773
would provide congressional overview,
for the first time, of the transfer to other
nations of all naval vessels over 100 tons.

Presently, the law requires that the
Congress pass legislation approving the
proposed transfer of any aircraft car-
rier, battleship, cruiser, destroyer, or sub-
marine carried on the Naval Vessel Reg-
ister to any other nation. Since this law
went into effect in 1951 there have been
17 laws passed approving the transfer of
145 ships.

On the other hand, there have been
between 4,000 and 5,000 ships transferred
without the necessity of legislation since
the vessels were either not on the Naval
Vessel Register or not of the specific
class; that is, aircraft carriers, battle-
ships, eruisers, destroyers, or submarines.

S. 1773, as originally drafted, would
require enactment of legislation for the
approval of the transfer of all naval ves-
sels. The Armed Services Committee also
believes there should be some further
congressional review of the transfer of
these ships but does not believe new leg-
islative authority should be required for
each individual ship transfer. Your com-
mittee recommends that the method of
congressional review be the same method
of review normally observed in connec-
tion with real estate transactions.

Therefore, S. 1773, as amended, would
require that all of the proposed transfers
come before the Armed Service Commit-
tee and lie there for 30 days. This proce-
dure will provide the committee with the
opportunity to hold hearings in depth on
each transfer, if required, and approve
or deny the transfer or take any other
appropriate action. I would note again
that this will apply to all naval vessels
over 100 tons, not just the flve classes
presently listed in the law. I would also
note that this applies to the ships
whether or not they are carried on the
Naval Vessel Register.

Further, the Chief of Naval Operations
must certify, for any ship which is to be
sold or which title is to be transferred,
that it is no longer essential to the de-
fense of the United States. The certifi-
cate is not required for leasing or loaning
of vessels since it may be desirable for the
United States to be able to recapture
these vessels and use them again in its
own Navy at some time in the future. The
certificate is to be furnished to the Armed
Services Committee.

Both the Department of Defense and
the Department of State objected to S.
1773 in its original form. No official ex-
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ecutive branch position on the amended
bill has been received by the committee;
however, officials of the Department of
the Navy have expressed no opposition to
the bill as amended by the committee.

Mr. Speaker, the Armed Services Com-
mittee, a quorum being present, voted
without objection to recommend passage
of 8. 1773 as amended.

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

The title was amended so as to read:
“An act to amend section 7307 of title 10,
United States Code, relating to the trans-
fer of naval vessels to other nations.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

A “NO” VOTE AGAINST ADJOURN-
MENT RESOLUTION

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

Mr. VANIE. Mr. Speaker, today, I ex-
pect to vote against Senate Joint Reso-
tion 180, a resolution providing for an
adjournment of Congress until Janu-
ary 21.

I understand the plight and the need
for all Members to return to their dis-
tricts for a firsthand reaction of how
their constituents feel about the recent
course of national events. This is partic-
ularly important for Members whose
districts are a long distance away.

However, I do not believe that we need
a month to make our findings on condi-
tions at home. I believe I know how my
constituents feel. They are disillusioned.
They are angry and disturbed about the
energy crisis—the uncertainty of warmth
in their homes—the uncertainty of their
jobs—the sudden obsolescence of their
cars—the uncertainty of services they
deem essential to decent life.

Our constituents are angry with the
political process and the system which
has failed them. They are rightfully dis-
turbed that those who deal in the day-
to-day functions of the Government are
failing to act. They are concerned that
we are not legislating more providently
and anticipating grave problems before
they reach crisis dimensions.

I can understand the need for a short,
10-day visit to the constituency, but, in
my judgment, anything longer severely
sets back the capacity of this body and
the entire legislative process to respond
to the urgent problems of these days. If
I have correctly estimated voter reac-
tions, this decision to spend 30 days at
home will be too long for comfort. I
think they will send us packing back to
Washington with a mandate for action.

THE AMERICAN RATLROADS

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

Mr. BUREKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I take this time to call to the
attention of Members of Congress the
frichtening condition of the railroads of
America. At the present time there are
thousands of tons of coal being exported
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to our trading partners throughout the
entire world, and on the entire east coast
of America some ufility companies are
trying to convert from oil to coal because
of the energy crisis.

The warning signs of impending disas-
ter are all about us. Great Britain has
announced a 3-day workweek. Here in
America while we have been building
highways, cloverleafs, underpasses, over-
passes, this Nation has allowed its rail-
roads to deteriorate to such an extent as
to place in serious jeopardy the very
security of the United States. Yes, while
Rome burns Nero plays the fiddle.

The utility companies tell us they must
convert to coal in many of their plants
because of the shortage of oil.

They are unable to do this because
there are no railcars available. The road-
beds are in a terrible condition. I believe
that this is a matter that the administra-
tion and the Department of Transporta-
tion should be looking into.

COMMONSENSE IN SAVING
GASOLINE

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

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, in better
than 90 percent of this country the
breezes blow, the air moves, and there
is no real problem affecting public health
from automobile emissions. To continue
to require the owners of cars registered
and operated in this huge majority of
the national geography to buy cars with
emission control devices that waste a
fifth of their gasoline mileage is out-
Tageous.

Suspend these requirements at least
for the duration of the gasoline shortage
and we would save hundreds of thou-
sands of gallons of gasoline each day.
The American people rightly demand
that the tail stop wagging the dog and
that this Congress act now to avoid
wildly escalating gasoline prices and
shortages.

No more immediately meaningful ac-
tion is presently available than to end
emissions controls where they are not
needed. Where autos significantly pol-
lute, emissions controls should and will
continue to be required, but this is in less
than 10 percent of the land area of the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, public indignation over
the continuation of this folly is mount-
ing each and every day. Those who blind-
1y persist in continuing the unreasonably
and blindly high auto emissions stand-
ards for the entire country will be held
accountable at the polls next fall—as well
they should be.

Those Members of Congress who voted
last Friday to take off auto emissions
controls in those parts of this country
where there is no significant air pollu-
tion harmful to public health deserve
public support for fighting gasoline
shortages and high prices in a most ef-
fective way.

WASHINGTON STREETS ARE SAFER

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

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, and
Members of the House, it was just 4
years ago that I was placed on the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia to
help make the 13th vote to get the Nixon
crime bill out of the Democrat-con-
trolled District of Columbia Committee
where it had been gathering dust while
crime was rampant in this city.

At that time it was not safe for a Con-
gressman fo walk from the Cannon
Building up to the Coronet Hotel.

At this time, Washington is not per-
fect by any means, but last Thursday,
at 10:30 p.m., my wife walked that route
by herself, and she is not necessarily a
brave woman.

I say to the people of this Nation, and
the citizens of the District of Columbia,
“you have a great deal to be thankful for
because of the Republican administra-
tion that has had the responsibility for
this city during the past 4 years.”

OUR NEGLECTED COAL RESOURCES

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

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, a moment
ago one of our colleagues made reference
Eo the exporting of coal to foreign coun-
ries.

When we were considering the Emer-
gency Energy Act last week, Mr. Speaker,
I repeatedly tried to get some attention
for that problem we have in the energy
field, and in this respect I pointed to
how we have neglected developing the
coal resources of our country. Then I
learned through an article that was in
one of our national publications about
foreign countries who are in the United
States now buying up coal mines in vari-
ous parts of the United States, and ex-
porting that coal which we have not
properly developed prior to this energy
crisis we are now in.

I appreciated the attention that was
given to this problem. What we have
done is to neglect the resources that we
have, and put the whole load on our
limited petroleum resources, and now we
find our country in an energy crisis.

We have abundant energy in the form
of coal, and I think it is important that
we look into its possible uses. We need to
do more in this area.

EXTENDING LIMITS OF CONFINE-
MENT OF FEDERAL PRISONERS

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr, Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 7352) to
amend section 4082(c) of title 18, United
States Code, to extend the limits of con-
finement of Federal prisoners, together
with a Senate amendment thereto, and
disagree to the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Page 2, after line 3, insert:
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TITLE I—COMPENSATION FOR VICTIMS
OF VIOLENT CRIME

DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

Segc. 101. It is the declared purpose of
Congress in this Act to promote the public
welfare by establishing a means of meeting
the financial needs of the innocent victims
of violent crime or their surviving depend-
ents and intervenors acting to prevent the
commission of crime or to assist in the ap=-
prehension of suspected criminals.

PaRT A—FEDERAL COMPENSATION PROGRAM

Sec. 102. The Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, is
amended by—

(1) redesignating sectlons 451 through 455,
respectively, as sections 421 through 425;

(2) redesignating sections 501 through 522,
respectively, as sectlons 550 through 671.

(3) redesignating parts F, G, H, and I
of title I, respectively as parts I, J, K, and
L of title I; and

(4) adding at the end of part E of title
I, as amended by this Act, the following new
part:

“PART F—FEDERAL COMFENSATION FOR
VicTiMs OF VIOLENT CRIME
“DEFINITIONS

“Spc. 450. As used in this part—

“(1) ‘Board’ means the Violent Crimes
Compensation Board established by this

art;

P “(2) ‘Chairman’ means the Chairman of
the Violent Crimes Compensation Board
established by this part;

“(8) ‘child’ includes a stepchild, an
adopted child, and an illegitimate child;

“(4) ‘clalm’ means a written request to
the Board for compensation made by or on
behalf of an intervenor, a victim, or the sur«
viving dependent or dependents of either of
them;

“(5) ‘claimant’ means an intervenor, vic-
tim, or the surviving dependent or depend-
ents of either of them;

“(8) ‘compensation’ means payment by
the Board for net losses or pecuniary losses
to or on behalf of an intervenor, a victim,
or the surviving dependent or dependents
of elther of them;

“(7) ‘dependent’ means—

“(A) asurviving spouse;

“(B) an individual who is a dependent of
the deceased victim or intervenor within the
meaning of section 152 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 (26 U.8.C. 152); or

“(C) a posthumous child of the deceased
intervenor or victim;

“(8) ‘financial stress’ means the undue fi-
nancial strain experienced by a victim or his
surviving dependent or dependents as the re-
sult of pecuniary loss from an act, omission,
or possession giving rise to a claim under
this part, disregarding ownership of—

“(A) aresidence;

“{B) normal household items and personal
effects;

“(C) an automoblile;

“(D) such tools as are necessary to main-
tain gainful employment; and

"(E) all other liquid assets not In excess
of one year's gross income or $10,000 in
value, whichever is less;

“{9) ‘'gross losses’ means all damages, in-
cluding pain and suffering and including
property losses, incurred by an intervenor or
vietim, or surviving dependent or dependents
of elther of them, for which the proximate
cause is an act, omission, or possession enum-
erated in section 456 of this part, or set
forth In paragraph (B) of subsection (18)
of this section;

“(10) ‘guardian’' means a person who is en-
titled by common law or legal appointment
to care for and manage the person or prop-
erty, or both, of a minor or incompetent in-
tervenor or victim, or surviving dependent
or dependents of either of them;
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“(11) ‘intervenor' means a person who goes
to the aid of another and is killed or injured
while acting not recklessly to prevent the
commission or reasonably suspected com-
mission of a crime enumerated in section
456 of this part, or while acting not reck-
lessly to apprehend a person reasonably sus-
pected of having committed such a crime;

*(12) ‘liquid assets’ includes cash on hand,
savings accounts, checking accounts, cer-
tificates of deposit, stocks, bonds, and all
other personal property that may be readlly
converted Into cash;

“(13) ‘member’ means a member of the
Violent Crimes Compensation Board estah-
lished bv this part:

“(14) ‘minor’ means an unmarried person
who is under eighteen years of age;

“(15) ‘net losses’ means gross losses, ex-
cluding pain and suffering, that are not
otherwise recovered or recoverable—

“(A) under insurance programs mandated
by law;

sr"(I.’.) from the United States, a State, or
unit of general local government for a per-
sonal injury or death otherwise compensa-
ble under this part;

“(C) under contract or insurance wherein
the claimant is the insured or beneficiary; or
“(D) by other public or private means;

“(168) ‘pecuniary losses’ means net losses
which cover—

*(A) for personal injury—

*(1) all appropriate and reasonable expens-
es necessarily incurred for medical, hospital,
surglcal, professional, nursing, dental, em-
bulance, and prosthetic services relating to
physical or psychiatric care;

“(2) all appropriate and reasonable ex-
penses necessarily incurred for physical and
occupational therapy and rehabilltation:

“(3) actual loss of past earnings and an-
ticipated loss of future earnings because of
a disability resulting from the personal in-
jury at a rate not to exceed $150 per week;
and

*“(4) all appropriate and reasonable ex-
penses necessarily incurred for the care of
minor children enabling a victim or his or her
spouse, but not both of them, to continue
gainful employment at & rate not to exceed
$30 per child per week, up to a maximum of
875 per week for any number of children;

*“(B) for death—

“(1) all appropriate and reasonable ex-
penses necessarily incurred for funeral and
burlal expenses;

“(2) loss of support to a dependent or de-
pendents of a victim, not otherwise compen-
sated for as a pecuniary loss for personal in-
jury, for such period of time as the depend-
ency would have existed but for the death
of the victim, at a rate not to exceed a total
of 8160 per week for all dependents; and

“(8) all appropriate and reasonable ex-
penses, not otherwise compensated for as a
pecuniary loss for personal injury, which are
incurred for the care of minor children en-
abling the surviving spouse of a victim to en-
gage In gainful employment, at a rate not to
exceed $30 per week per child, up to a maxi-
mum of $76 per week for any number of
children;

*(17) 'personal Injury’ means actual bodily
harm and includes pregnancy, mental dis-
tress, and nervous shock: and

*(18) 'victim’' means a person who Is killed
or who suffers personal Injury where the
proximate cause of such death or personal
injury is—

“(A) a crime enumerated In section 456 of
this part; or

“*(B) the not reckless actlons of an inter-
venor in attempting to prevent the commis-
sion or reasonably suspected commission of a
crime enumerated in section 456 of this part
or in attempting to apprehend a person rea-
sonably suspected of having committed such
a crime.
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“BOARD

“Sec. 451. (a) There is hereby established
a Board within the Department of Justice to
be known as the Violent Crimes Compensa-
tion Board. The Board shall be composed of
three members, each of whom shall have
been members of the bar of the highest court
of State for at least eight years, to be ap-
pointed by the President, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate. The Presi-
dent shall designate one of the members of
the Board to serve as Chairman.

“(b) No member of the Board shall engage
in any other business, vocation, or employ-
ment.

“(c) The Board shall have an officlal seal.

*(d) The term of office of each member of
the Board shall be eight years, except that
(1) the terms of office of the members first
taking office shall expire as designated by the
President at the time of appointment, one
at the end of four years, one at the end of
six years, and one at the end of elght years
and (2) any member appointed to fill a va-
cancy occurring prior to the expiration of
the term for which his predecessor was ap-
pointed shall be appointed for the remainder
of such term.

“(e) Each member of the Board shall be
eligible for reappointment.

“(f) Any member of the Board may be
removed by the President for inefficiency,
neglect of duty, or malfeasance in office.

“(g) The principal office of the Board shall
be in or near the District of Columbia, but
the Board or any duly authorized representa-
tive may exercise any or all of its powers in
any place.

“ADMINISTRATION

“SEc. 4562, The Board is authorized in carry-
ing out its functions under this part to—

“(1) appoint and fix the compensation of
an Executive Director and a General Counsel
and such other personnel as the Board deems
necessary in accordance with the provisions
of title 5 of the United States Code;

“(2) procure temporary and intermittent
services to the same extent as is authorized
by section 3109 of title 5 of the United States
Code, but at rates not to exceed $100 a day
for individuals;

“(3) promulgate such rules and regula-
tlons as may be required to carry out the
provisions of this part;

“(4) designate representatives to serve or
asslst on such advisory committees as the
Board may determine to be necessary to
maintain effective lialson with Federal agen=
cies and with State and local agencles devel-
oping or carrying out policies or programs
related to the provisions of this part;

“(6) request and use the services, person-
nel, facilitles, and information (including
suggestions, estimates, and statistics) of Ped-
eral agencies and those of State and local
public agencies and private institutions, with
or without relmbursement therefor;

“(68) enter into and perform, without re-
gard to section 529 of title 31 of the United
States Code, such contracts, leases, coopera-
tive agreements, or other transactions as may
be necessary in the conduct of its functions,
with any public agency, or with any person,
firm, association, corporation, or educational
institution, and make grants to any public
agency or private nonprofit organization;

“(7) request and use such Iinformation,
data, and reports from any Federal agency as
the Board may from time to time require and
as may be produced consistent with other
law;

“(8) arrange with the heads of other Fed~
eral agencies for the performance of any of
its functions under this part with or without
relmbursement and, with the approval of the
President, delegate and authorize the re-
delegation of any of its powers under this
part;

“(9) request each Federal agency to make
its services, equipment, personnel, facilities,
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and information (including suggestions, estl-
mates, and statistics) availlable to the great-
est practicable extent to the Board in the
performance of Its functions;

“(10) pay all expenses of the Board, in-
cluding all necessary travel and subsistence
expenses of the Board outside the District
of Columbia incurred by the members or
employees of the Board under its orders on
the presentation of itemized vouchers there-
for approved by the Chalrman or his desig-
nate; and

““(11) establish a program to assure exten-
sive and continuing publicity for the provi-
sions relating to compensation under this
part, including information on the right to
file a claim, the scope of coverage, and pro-
cedures to be utilized incident thereto.

“COMPENSATION

“Sec. 453. (a) The Board shall order the
payment of compensation—

“(1) in the case of the personal injury of
an intervenor or vietim, to or on behalf of
that person; or

“(2) in the case of the death of the inter-
venor or victim, to or on behalf of the sur-
viving dependent or dependents of either of
them.

“{b) The Board shall determine the
amount of compensation under this part—

“(1) in the case of a claim by an inter-
venor or his surviving dependent or de-
pendents, by computing the net losses of
the claimant; and

“(2) in the case of a claim by a victim or
his surviving dependent or dependents, by
computing the pecuniary losses of the
claimant.

“(c) The Board may order the payment of
compensation under this part to the extent it
1is based upon anticipated loss of future earn-
ings or loss of support of the victim for
ninety days or more, or child care payments,
in the form of periodic payments during the
protracted period of such loss of earnings,
support of payments, or ten years, which-
ever is less.

““(d) The Board may order the payment
of compensation under this part to a vietim
or his surviving dependent or dependents
held in abeyance until such time as the vic-
tim or his surviving dependent or de-
pendents has exhausted his liquid assets.

“(e) (1) Whenever the Board determines,
prior to taking final action upon a claim, that
such claim is one with respect to which an
order of compensation will probably be made,
the Board may order emergency compensa-
tion not to exceed $1,500 pending final action
on the claim.

*“{2) The amount of any emergency com-
pensation ordered under paragraph (1) of
this subsection shall be deducted from the
amount of any final order for compensation.

*(3) Where the amount of any emergency
compensation ordered under paragraph (1)
of this subsection exceeds the amount of the
final order for compensation, or if there
is no order for compensation made, the re-
cipient of any such emergency compensation
shall be liable for the repayment of such
compensation. The Board may walve all or
part of such repayment.

*(f) No order for compensation under this
part shall be subject to execution or attach-
ment.

“(g) The availability or payment of com-
pensation under this part shall not affect the
right of any person to recover damages from
any other person by a civil action for the
injury or death, subject to the limitations of
this part—

“{1) in the event an Intervenor, a victim,
or the surviving dependent or dependents of
either of them who has a right to file &
claim under this part should first recover
damages from any other source based upon
an act, omission, or possession giving rise
to a claim under this part, such damages shall
be first used to offset gross losses that do not
qualify as net or pecuniary losses; and
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“(2) in the event an intervenor, victim, or
the surviving dependent or dependents of
either of them recelves compensation under
this part and subsequently recovers damage
from any other source based upon an act,
omission, or possession that gave rise to
compensation under this part, the Board
shall be relmbursed for compensation pre-
viously paid to the same extent compensa-
tion would have been reduced had recovery
preceded compensation under paragraph (1)
of this subsection.

“(h) The Board may reconsider a claim
at any time and modify or rescind previous
orders for compensation based upon a
change in financial circumstances of a vic-
tim or one or more of his surviving de-
pendents that eliminates financial stress.

“LIMITATIONS

“SEc. 454. (a) No order for compensation
under this part shall be allowed to or on
behalf of a victim or his surviving dependent
or dependents unless the Board finds that
such a claimant will suffer financial stress
from pecuniary losses for which the act,
omission, or possession giving rise to the
claim was the proximate cause.

“(b) No order for compensation under this
part shall be made unless the claim has been
made within one year after the date of the
act, omission, or possession resulting in the
injury or death, unless the Board finds that
the failure to file was justified by good cause.

*(c) No order for compensation under this
part shall be made to or on behalf of an in-
tervenor, victim, or the surviving dependent
or dependents of either of them unless a
minimum pecuniary or net less of $100 or an
amount equal to a week'’s earnings or support
whichever is less, has been incurred.

“(d) No order for compensation under this
part shall be made unless the act, omission,
or possession giving rise to a claim under this
part, was repcrted to the law enforcement
officials within seventy-two hours after its
occurrence, unless the Board finds that the
failure to report was justified by good cause.

“(e) No order for compensation under this
part to or on behalf of a vietim, his surviving
dependent or dependents, as the result of
any one act, omission, or possession, or re-
lated series of such acts, omissions, or pos-
sessions, giving rise to a claim, shall be in
excess of $50,000, Including lump-sum and
periodic payments.

“(f) The Board, upon finding that any
claimant has not substantially cooperated
with all law enforcement agencies Incident to
the act, omission, or possession that gave rise
to the claim, may proportionately reduce,
deny, or withdraw any order for compensa-
tion under this part.

“(g) The Board in determining whether to
order compensation or the amount of the
compensation, shall consider the behavior of
the claimant and whether, because of prov-
ocation or otherwlise, he bears any share of
responsibility for the act, omission, or pos-
session that gave rise to the claim for com-
pensation and—

“(1) the Board shall reduce the amount of
compensation to the claimant in accordance
with its assessment of the degree of such re-
sponsibility attributable to the claimant, or

"“(2) in the event the claimant's behavior
was a substantial contributing factor to the
act, omission, or possession giving rise to a
claim under this part, he shall be denied
compensation.

“(h) No order for compensation under this
part shall be made to or on behalf of a person
engaging in the act, omission, or possession
glving rise to the clalm for compensation, to
or on behsalf of his accomplice, a member of
the family or household of either of them, or
to or on behalf of any person maintaining
continuing unlawful sexual relations with
either of them.

“PROCEDURES

“Sec. 4566. (a) The Board is authorized to

recelve clalms for compensation under this
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part filed by an Intervenor, a victim, or the
surviving dependent or dependents of either
of them, or a guardian acting on behalf of
such a person.

“(b) The Board—

“(1) may subpena and require production
of documents in the manner of the Securities
and Exchange Commission as provided in
subsection (c¢) of section (18) of the Act of
August 26, 1935, except that such subpena
shall only be issued under the signature of
the Chairman, and application to any court
for ald in enforcing such subpena shall be
made only by the Chairman, but a subpena
may be served by any person designated by
the Chairman;

“(2) may administer oaths, or afirmations
to witnesses appearing before the Board, re-
celve in evidence any statement, document,
information, or matter that may, in the opin-
ion of the Chairman, contribute to its func-
tlons under this part, whether or not such
statement, document, information, or mat-
ter would be admissible in a court of law,
provided it 1s relevant and not privileged;

“(8) shall, if hearings are held, conduct
such hearings open to the public, unless in
& particular case the Chairman determines
that the hearing, or a portion thereof, should
be held in private, having regard to the fact
that a criminal suspect may not yet have
been apprehended or convicted, or to the in-
terest of the claimant; and

“(4) may, at the discretion of the Chair-
man, appoint an impartial licensed physiclan
to examine any claimant under this part and
order the payment of reasonable fees for
such examination.

“(c) The Board shall be an ‘agency of the
United States' under subsection (1) of sec-
tlon 6001 of title 18 of the United States
Code for the purpose of granting immunity
to witnesses.

*(d) The provisions of chapter 5 of title 5
of the United States Code shall not apply to
adjudicatory procedures to be utilized before
the Board.

“(e) (1) A claim for compensation under
this part may be acted upon by a member
designated by the Chairman to act on be-
half of the Board.

“(2) in the event the disposition by a
member as authorized by paragraph (1) of
this subsection is unsatisfactory to the
claimant, the claimant shall be entitled to
& de novo hearing of record on his claim by
the full Board,

“(f) (1) Decislons of the full Board shall
be in accord with the will of a majority of
the members and shall be based upon & pre-
ponderance of the evidence.

“(2) All questions as to the relevancy or
privileged nature of evidence at such times
as the full Board shall sit shall be decided
by the Chairman,

“(3) A claimant at such times as the full
Board shall sit shall have the right to pro-
duce evidence and to cross-examine such wit-
nesses as INAY Appear.

“(g) (1) The Board shall publish regula-
tions providing that an attorney may, at the
conclusion of proceedings under this part,
file with the Board an appropriate statement
for a fee in connection with services ren-
dered in such proceedings.

“(2) After the fee statement is filed by an
attorney under paragraph (1) of this sub-
section, the Board shall award a fee to such
attorney on substantially similar terms and
conditions as is provided for the payment of
representation under section 3006A of title
18 of the United States Code.

“(3) Any attorney who charges or collects
for services rendered in connection with any
proceedings under this part any fee in any
amount in excess of that allowed under this
subsection shall be fined not more than
$1,000 or imprisoned not more than one year,
or both.

“(h) The United States Court of Appeals
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for the District of Columbia shall have juris-
diction to review all final orders of the Board.
No finding of fact supported by substantial
evidence shall be set aside.

""CRIMES

“8ec, 456. (a) The Board is authorized to
order compensation under this part in any
case In which an intervenor, victim, or the
surviving dependent or dependents of either
of them files a claim when the act, omis-
slon, or possession giving rise to the claim
for compensation occurs—

“(1) within the ‘special maritime and ter-
ritortal jurisdiction of the Unifted States’
within the meaning of section 7 of title 18 of
the United States Code;

“(2) within the District of Columbia; or

“(8) within ‘Indian country’ within the
meaning of section 1151 of title 18 of the
United States Code.

“(b) This part applies to the following
acts, omissions, or possessions;

(1) aggravated assault;

*“(2) arson;

"“(3) assault;

“(4) burglary;

“(5) forcible sodomy;

*“(6) kidnapping;

“(7) manslaughter;

*(8) mayhem;

“(9) murder;

“(10) negligent homicide;

“(11) rape;

“(12) robbery;

“(18) riot;

“(14) unlawful sale or exchange of drugs;

“(15) unlawful use of explosives;

*“(16) unlawful use of firearms;

“(17) any other crime, including poison-
ing, which poses a substantial threat of per-
sonal injury; or

“(18) attempts to commit any of the fore-

"(ci For the purposes of this part, the
operation of a motor vehicle, boat, or air-

craft that results in an injury or death shall
not constitute a crime unless the injuries
were intentionally inflicted through the use
of such vehicle, boat, or alrcraft or unless
such vehicle, boat, or aircraft is an imple-
ment of a crime to which this part applies.

“(d) For the purposes of this part, a crime
may be considered to have been committed
notwithstanding that by reason of age, in-
sanity, drunkenness, or otherwise, the person
engaging in the act, omission, or possession
was legally incapable of committing a crime.

“SUBROGATION

“Sec. 457. (a) Whenever an order for
compensation under this part has been made
for loss resulting from an act, omission, or
possession of a person, the Attorney Gen-
eral may, within three years from the date
on which the order for compensation was
made, institute an action against such per-
son for the recovery of the whole or any
specified part of such compensation in the
district court of the United States for any
Judicial district in which such person re-
sldes or is found. Such court shall have ju-
risdiction to hear, determine, and render
judgment in any such action. Any amounts
recovered under this subsection shall be de-
posited in the Criminal Victim Indemnity
Fund established by section 458 of this part.

“(b) The Board shall provide to the At-
torney General such information, data, and
reports as the Attorney General may require
to prosecute actions in accordance with this
section.

“INDEMNITY FUND

“Sec. 4568. (a) There is hereby created on
the books of the Treasury of the United
States a fund known as the Criminal Vietim
Indemnity FPund (hereinafter referred to as
the ‘Fund’). Except as otherwilse specifically
provided, the Fund shall be the repository of
(1) criminal fines paid in the various courts
of the United States, (2) additional amounts
that may be appropriated to the Fund as pro-
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vided by law, and (3) such other sums as
may be contributed to the Fund by public
or private agencies, organizations, or persons.

“(b) The Fund shall be utilized only for
the purposes of this part.

“ADVISORY COUNCIL

*“8ec. 450. (a) There 1s hereby established
an Advisory Council on the Vietims of Crime
(hereinafter referred to as the ‘Council’)
consisting of the members of the Board and
one representative from each of the various
State crime victims compensation programs
referred to in paragraph (10) of subsection
(b) of section 301 of this title, each of whom
shall serve without additional compensation.

“(b) The Chairman of the Board shall also
serve as the Chalrman of the Council,

“(¢) The Council shall meet not less than
once a year, or more frequently at the call of
the Chairman, and shall review the adminis-
tration of this part and programs under
paragraph (10) of subsection (b) of section
301 of this title and advise the Administra-
tion on matters of policy relating to their
activities thereunder.

“(d) The Council is authorized to appoint
an advisory committee to carry out the pro-
visions of this section.

“(e) Each member of the advisory com-
mittee, other than a member of the Board,
appointed pursuant to subsection (d) of this
section shall receive $100 a day, including
traveltime, for each day he is engaged in the
actual performance of his duties as a mem-
ber of the committee. Each member of the
Council or advisory committee shall also be
reimbursed for travel, subsistence, and other
necessary expenses incurred in the perform-
ance of his duties.

“REPORTS

“Sec. 460. The Board shall transmit to the
Congress an annual report of its activities
under this part. In its third annual report,
the Board upon investigation and study shall
include its findings and recommendations
with respect to the operation of the overall
limit on compensation under section 454(e)
of part F of this title with respect to the
adequacy of State programs recelving as-
sistance under paragraph (10) of subsection
(b) of section 301 of part C of this title.”

COMPENSATION OF BOARD MEMBERS

Sec. 103. (a) Section 5314 of title 5 of the
United States Code is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new para-
graph:

“(58) Chairman, Violent Crimes Compen-
sation Board.”

(b) Section 5315 of title 5 of the United
States Code 15 amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new paragraph:

“{95) Members, Violent Crimes Compensa-
tion Board.”

CRIMINAL VICTIM INDEMNITY FUND FINES

SEec. 104. (a) Chapter 227 of title 18 of the
United States Code is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new section:
“g 36579. Fine imposed for Criminal Victim

Indemnity Fund

“In any court of the United States, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, a territory or possession of the
United States, upon conviction of a person
of an offense resulting in personal injury,
property loss, or death, the court shall take
into consideration the financial condition of
such person, and may, in addition to any
other penalty, order such person to pay a fine
in an amount of not more than $10,000 and
such fine shall be deposited into the Crimi-
nal Victim Indemnity Fund of the United
States.”

{b) The analysis of chapter 2227 of title 18
of the United States Code is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
item:

“3579. Fine Imposed for Criminal Victim In-
demnity Fund.”.
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PART B—FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM

Sec. 105. Subsection (b) of section 301 of
part C of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph:

“(10) The cost of administration and that
portion of the costs of State programs, other
than in the District of Columbia, to com-
pensate victims of violent crime which are
substantially comparable in coverage and
limitations to part F of this title.”

Sec. 106. Paragraph (a) of section 601 of
part G (redesignated part K by this Act)
of title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and
Bafe Streets Act of 1968 is amended by strik-
ing “and” the second time it appears, strik-
ing “or” the sixth time it appears, striking
the period, and inserting the following: “, or
programs for the compensation of victims of
violent crimes.”

Sec. 107. Section 501 of part F (redesig-
nated as part I by this Act) of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1868,
as amended, is amended by inserting “(a)"
immediately after “501" and adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

“(b) In addition to the rules, regulations,
and procedures under subsection (a) of this
section, the Administration shall, after con-
sultation with the Violent Crimes Compen=-
sation Board, establish by rule or regulation
criteria to be applied under paragraph (10)
of subsection (b) of section 301 of this title.
In addition to other matters, such criteria
shall include standards for—

*(1) the persons who shall be eligible for
compensation;

*“(2) the categories of crimes for which
compensation may be ordered;

*“(3) the losses for which compensation
may be ordered; and

“(4) such other terms and conditions for
the payment of such compensation as the
Administration deems necessary and appro=
priate.”

PART C—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Sec. 108. Section 569 of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as
amended and as redesignated by this Act, is
amended by inserting *“(a)"” immediately
after 560" and by adding at the end thereof
the following new subsection:

“(b) There is authorized to be appropriated
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, $5,-
000,000 for the purposes of part F.”

Sec. 109. Until specific appropriations are
made for carrying out the purposes of this
Act, any appropriation made to the Depart-
ment of Justice or the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration for grants, activi-
ties, or contracts shall, in the discretion of
the Attorney General, be available for pay-
ments of obligations arising under this Act.

Sec. 110. If the provisions of any part of
this Act are found invalid or any amend-
ments made thereby or the application there-
of to any persons or circumstances be held
invalid, the provisions of the other parts
and their application to other persons or cir-
cumstances shall not be affected thereby.

Bec. 111, This Act shall become effective
upon the date of enactment.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman irom
‘Wisconsin?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, I would like to inquire
whether the gentleman from Wisconsin
proposes to ask for a conference with the
Senate.

Mr. EASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman from Iowa will yield, this
is a bill which the gentleman from Iowa,
I am sure, remembers, because we had a
colloquy on the floor regarding it. It is
a bill that costs nothing, and that was
passed by the House on September 17 of
this year, without a recorded vote.
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Mr. GROSS. But the gentleman did
not ask to go to conference. He called
the bill up, disagreed to the Senate
amendments, and it ended there. Does
the gentleman propose to go to confer-
ence with the bill?

Mr. EASTENMEIER. If the gentleman
will yield further, the answer is “No,” in-
asmuch as the Senate will now agree to
the House bill without the amendment
added, we are informed.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for his explanation.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was disagreed
to.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

to respond:
[Roll No. 690]

Ford,
William D.
Frelinghuysen

Adams
Addabbo
Anderson, Il.
Andrews, N.C.
Aspin

Badillo

Mitchell, Md.

Moakley

Moorhead, Pa.

Murphy, I1l.

O'Brien

Patman

Pepper

Peyser

Podell

Powell, Ohio

Rallsback

Rees

Reld

Rinaldo

Robison, N.Y,

Rodino

Roe

. Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rousselot

Beard
Blaggl
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brasco
Breckinridge
Broomfield
Burke, Callf.
Burke, Fla.
Burton
Butler
Carey, N.Y.
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran

Hudnut
Hunt
Eeating
Kluczynski
Euykendall

Vander Jagt
Veysey
Walsh
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wolft
Wright
Wyatt

Dickinson
Donohue
Downing
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Eshleman Wydler

Evans, Colo. Young, Alaska

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 304
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

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

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

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker,
charitable solicitations are big business
in this country. Estimates vary widely,
but it is generally conceded they raise at
least $8 billion a year and perhaps closer
to $30 billion.

Much of this money never reaches the
intended beneficiaries.

Instead, it is skimmed off to meet var-
ious overhead costs, sometimes includ-
ing commissions for the services of pro-
fessional fund raisers.

Unfortunately, the would-be contribu-
tor now usually has no way of knowing
where his donated dollar would go, how
it would be divided. He does not know
whether the campaign he is asked to sup-
port was initiated by a worthy cause or
by some outside promoter in it for what
he can get. Today I am offering a bill in-
tended to shed some light in this area.

Of course, no one wants to harm the
legitimate charities, and my bill would
not do that.

It is the fly-by-night operators who
are bilking the public and getting away
with it because there is nothing in exist-
ing law to stop them.

A case in point is the American
Kidney Fund which in 1972 raised $799,-
434 but spent less than $39,000 of that—
a meager 4.9 percent—on patient care.
The balance of $760,000 went for admin-
istrative and fundraising expenses, in-
cluding $604,000 for a direct mail cam-
paign.

It is doubtful the people who gave to
this drive had any idea how small a pro-
portion of their contributions was get-
ting through to the individuals who were
supposed to be helped.

Shoddy operations drain money away
from legitimate charities. The American
Kidney Fund, in fact, was in direct com-
petition with a well-regarded organiza-
tion, the National Kidney Foundation,
which pays out only about 20 percent of
its receipts for overhead.

The purpose of the truth-in-giving
bill which I am now introducing, Mr.
Speaker, is to protect bona fide charities

from unfair competition as much as it

is to penalize unscrupulous operators.

This bill has been a long time in the
works. It has gone through seven sepa-
rate drafts, with the hope of evolving a
final product that is fair as well as effec-
tive. For the past 11 months, I have been
assisted by a special advisory commit-
tee composed of representatives of some
of our leading charities.

In order to get a bill that satisfies the
twin requirements of cracking down on
the unethical firms while sparing the
others from undue harm we have had to
make some compromises.

We have attempted to limit the appli-
cauﬁm of our proposal to solicitations by
madl.

We have exempted churches, schools
and some of their support organizations.

We have turned to the Internal Reve-
nue Service for guidance as to what con-
stitutes a bona fide charity.
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The bill would do the following things:

It would require charities that solicit
through the mails to furnish on request
financial statements'and breakdowns of
how contributions are disbursed. In
most cases the information would have to
be provided within 30 days after the re-
quest was received.

The bill also would require most but
not all fundraisers to include in their
solicitation letters a statement about the
availability of the financial ' records.
Charitable organizations which the IRS
has determined already enjoy broad-
based support would not have to com-
ply with this stipulation, since it would
seem to serve little useful purpose if
applied to them.

It is unlikely, of course, that many in-
dividuals would go through the bother
of sending a stamped, self-addressed en-
velope, as provided by the bill, in order
to get some financial data.

The real value will come from the as-
sistance given postal fraud inspectors,
consumer profection agencies and other
organizations with a need to know how
the professional iundraisers function.
When questioned, a dubious operator
would no longer be able to simply duck
the issue.

It is my hope that the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce will
see fit to act on this legislation early in
the next session.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 1435,
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SELF-
GOVERNMENT AND GOVERNMENT
REORGANIZATION ACT

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I call up the
conference report on the bill (S. 1435) to
provide an elected Mayor and City Coun-
cil for the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the :equest of the gentleman from Michi-

q1¢
£ POINT OF ORDER

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, I raise
a point of order against this conference
report.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to raise one point of order concerning
section 738 of the conference report No.
93-703, the advisory neighborhood coun-
cil, for the reason that it fails to pro-
vide as the conferees stated and intended
during the conference held on this legis-
lation.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from Michigan desire to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr, DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
FRASER) .

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, as I un-
derstand it, the point of order is that the
conference report is not identical to the
language of the bill as it was passed by
the House.

Is that the gentleman’s point of order?

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, I will
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be glad to restate my point of order, if
the gentleman so desires.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
restate his point of order.

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, I
want to make a point of order concern-
ing section 738 of conference report
No. 93-703, ‘“Advisory Neighborhood
Councils” for the reason that it fails to
provide as the conferees stated and in-
tended during the conference held on
this legislation. F

In conference, the requirement was
Neighborhood Councils must first be ap-
proved by the electors in the same public
referendum required for the approval of
the charter. Nowhere in section 738 does
that requirement appear.

If the legislation were approved, the
councils would be created by operation
of law, not by the affirmation of the elec-
tors as provided for by the conferees.
This section is contrary to the intent of
the conferees and this report must not
be considered.

Mr. Speaker, I will ask, is that clear to
the gentleman?

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, may I just
make the observation that while it is true
that a clause was not in the conference
report, as many of us had intended, in
fact, the conference report is signed, it
has been filed, and it has been printed. It
stands upon its own merits, and the ab-
sence of that language is in no sense fatal
or even serious with respect to the op-
eration of the bill.

Moreover, that, along with certain
other technical errors which occurred in
this very complex and lengthy document,
will be cured with the consent of the
Chamber via a subsequent concurrent
resolution that will be offered.

But in any event, the conference re-
port was signed by the conferees, it
stands on its own and it speaks for itself,
and I cannot believe there is any point
of order that should be raised on the
claim that something is not in it that is
supposed to be in it.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a
parliamentary inquiry?

Mr. DIGGS. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, in the event the point of order
is overruled, is there any way for the
House at this time to insert the language
into the bill and into the conference re-
port, the language which was fully in-
tended by the conferees to be included in
the bill?

Obviously, it was a technical mistake,
an error in printing, that it was not in-
serted in the conference report to start
with.

The SPEAKER. In response to the in-
quiry made by the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, the Chair will state that the House
could by a concurrent resolution direct
the Secretary of the Senate to include
the language before the bill is finally
enrolled.

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

Mr. DIGGS. I vield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.
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Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I just want
to make the point that the referendum
dealing with the Neighborhood Councils
was in the bill, agreed upon by the con-
ference of both sides, and inadvertently
it was not included in the language. I
think we all admit that this is true.

It would seem to me that it should be
the wish of all of us to correct that over-
sight at some time, and at what point it
may be, I do not know. But I do feel
we should correct what was the inten-
tion of the conference committee.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I agree with the gen-
tleman from Minnesota. We should cor-
rect it, but I do not think the point of
order lies at this stage.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. LANDGREBE) wish to be
heard further on his point of order?

Mr. LANDGRERBE., Mr. Speaker, I hesi-
tate to belabor this point and delay the
process of this House, but this is a very
important point. There has been talk
here about some compromise, but, Mr.
Speaker, this is a very critical point. This
is not the omission of a dot or a comma.

This is a very important part of the bill.
What I am trying to get is an action on
this floor that this correction has been
made and not just to pass it over as some-
thing very insignificant, It is a very im-
portant part of the bill, and the conferees
admit it.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is prepared
to rule. The gentleman from Indiana
makes a point of order that the confer-
ence report violates the rules and prec-
edents of the House. Since the conference
report on the bill 8. 1435 was filed on
December 6, 1973, the Chair has carefully
scrutinized the agreements that were
reached in conference to be sure that the
managers have not violated the rules of
the House with respect to conference re-
ports. Obviously where, as here, there is
a Senate bill and a House amendment in
the nature of a substitute therefor and
both are extensive and comprehensive
legislative proposals the task of writing
a conference compromise is a difficult
and painstaking task.

Several of the managers on the part
of the House conferred with the Chair
during the conference deliberations and
stressed to the Chair that at every stage
of their negotiations particular attention
was being given to the rules governing
conference procedure and the authority
of the conferees.

Whenever a possible compromise in-
fringed or even raised a question of the
infringement of the rules of the House
the Chair was informed that the man-
agers on the part of the House resolved
that matter so there was no conflict with
the provisions of rule XXVIII, clause 3.

The gentleman from Indiana has
made the further point of order that the
conference report is not properly before
the House because a subsection of the
report, allegedly agreed to in conference
is not contained in the report submitted
to the two Houses.

The Chair, of course, has no knowl-
edge of how this agreement was reached.
The only information the Chair has on
what was agreed to in conference is de-
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rived from the conference report. The
Chair does note that the subsection al-
legedly omitted was not contained in the
Senate bill and thus the managers had
the authority, under clause 3, rule
XXVIII to eliminate that provision if
they so desired.

Volume 5 of Hinds’ precedents section
6497, states that “A conference report is
received if signed by a majority of the
managers of each House.” The Chair has
examined the report and the papers and
finds that it is signed by 6 of the 10
managers on the part of the House and
by all 7 managers on the part of the
Senate. The Chair can only observe that
the report is here in a legal manner.

The Chair therefore overrules the
point of order.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, I have
another point of order I would like to
make at this time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. LANDGREBE. I raise a point of
order against the conference report in
reporting section 502—Authorization of
Appropriations.

The conferees have clearly exceeded
any authorily in projecting a Federal
1lag.¥;nent of $300 million for fiscal year

The original Senate version of the bill
called for a percentage of general fund
revenues as the Federal payment. That
fgggentage was 40 percent by fiscal year

The House version called for a lump-
sum payment not to exceed $250 million.

The limits of disagreement are either
a lump sum of $250 million or a percent-
age—40 percent—of whatever the gen-
eral fund revenues are, not will be, in
1978. The conferees could have chosen
either method. Instead, they chose to
mix apples and oranges and come up
with an authorization which not only ex-
ceeds the amounts stated in either ver-
sion of the bill, but is an amount which
greatly exceeds any figure, any statistic
or any information presented for either
committee’s consideration.

Mr. Speaker, I could read on. I have
about 2 hours of language here. But I
think my point is clear, and I would ask
for a ruling at this time.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from Michigan desire to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. DIGGS. I do, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, the amounts in the con-
ference report reflect the compromise
between the House bill, as authorized
and the amounts that would have been
generated under the Senate provisions
as estimated by the Executive Office of
the Budget, and these amounts are not
based on any subsequent authority which
the Mayor and Council might need to
raise revenue, but rather are firmly
grounded in the basic revenue authority
which is in the report.

I have taken the opportunity, Mr.
Speaker, of conferring on this matter at
every juncture with the distinguished
and able gentleman from Kentucky, the
Chairman of the Committee on Appropri-
ations House Subcommittee on the Dis-
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trict of Columbia, Mr. NATCHER, and
these amounts reflect a reasonable esti-
mate of the cost to the District in the
coming years brought on by its role as
the Capital of the Nation.

For that reason, Mr. Speaker, I think
that the point of order raised by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. LANSGREBE)
should not be sustained.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is ready to
rule.

The gentleman from Indiana makes
the point of order that the conferees
have exceeded their authority under
clause 3, rule XXVIII by including in sec-
tion 502 of the conference report an au-
thorization above the amounts contained
in either the Senate bill or in the House
amendment in the nature of a substitute.
The Senate bill in section 201, provided
that the authorization for the Federal
payment for fiscal 1975 and each year
thereafter shall be an amount equal to
40 per centum of such fees charges re-
ceipts and revenues so estimated for
such fiscal year. The House amendment,
in section 502, provided for an annual
authorization of $250,000,000 for fiscal
1975 and each year thereafter. During
their deliberations, the conferees were
provided by the District of Columbia
government an estimate of general fund
revenues for fiscal years 1975 through
1978. The Chair is advised that the Com-
missioner of the District of Columbia
sent a letter to the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia Com-
mittee which incorporated by reference
that revenue estimate which has been
provided the conferees and which rati-
fied that estimate, based either upon
projected revenues to be derived from the
taxing authority conferred upon the city
council in the pending conference report
or, in the alternative upon revenue rais-
ing authority in existing law. Based upon
calculations of 40 percent of those esti-
mated revenues the conferees have rec-
ommended authorization figures for fis-
cal years 1975 through 1978 which though
higher than the authorizations for fiscal
1976, 1977, and 1978 in the House amend-
ment are lower than the 40 percent of
estimated revenue figures for those years
submitted by the District of Columbia
government to the conferees during their
deliberations.

In the opinion of the Chair, the House
conferees have remained within their
scope of authority under clause 3, rule
XXVIII and the point of order is over-
ruled.

Are there further points of order? If
not, is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Decem-
ber 6. 1973.)

Mr. DIGGS (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the further reading of the statement be
dispensed with.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. Dices) is recognized for
30 minutes, and fhe gentleman from
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Minnesota (Mr. NELSEN) is recognized
for 30 minutes.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, during my
19 years as a Member of the House this
has been my first opportunity to par-
ticipate in a conference as well as,
obviously, my iirst opportunity to par-
ticipate as chairman of such a con-
ference. As a result of this experience, I
now have gained an extra measure of
appreciation and understanding of the
work of a conference committee and of
those who have been sharing the respon-
sibility for this matter over the years.

I call particular attention, Mr. Speaker,
to the conferees themselves, because I
think that we are dealing here with a
report which reflects a truly national
consensus. When we talk about self-
determination for the District of Co-
lumbia we are not only talking about a
matter of local interest, but because of
the unique role of this capital community,
it is of concern to each one of the Mem-
bers of the 435 districts across this
country.

When we look at the list of conferees
and measure it in terms of geography or
ideology, or party affiliation, besides my-
self, the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
Fraser), the gentleman from California
(Mr. REEs), the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. Apams), the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. MaNN), the gentle-
man from Kentucky (Mr. BRECKINRIDGE) ,
we see a balance that speaks for itself.

Then when we apply the same meas-
urement to the conferees from the other
body, in addition to the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Missouri
(Senator EaGLETON) ; the gentleman from
Hawaii (Senator Iwouve), a former
House Member; the gentleman from
Illinois (Senator STEVENSON); the gen-
tleman from California (Senator Tuw-
NEY), also a former House Member; the
gentleman from Maryland (Senator
MaTHIAS), the ranking Republican Sen-
ate conferee who represents two of the
contiguous counties to the District; the
former Republican Governor of Okla-
hom, Dewey Bartlett; and the gentleman
from New Mexico, a former mayor-com-
missioner of Albuquerque (Senator PeTE
Domenicr) ; when we look at the confer-
ence report from that standpoint, Mr.
Speaker, we see a product well balanced
in the deliberative processes of the
Congress.

We went, Mr. Speaker, into this con-
ference with some 45 principal points of
difference to be resolved, and this pro-
ceeding was stretched out over a period of
almost 4 weeks, in which not only the
conferees to whom I have referred to
participated, but the House minority
party conferees also had ample oppor-
tunity to have their views evaluated.

I think we should also note, Mr. Speak-
er, that this product represents the pre-
ponderance of the House position. This
conference report is faithful to the House
version of the bill. This is contrary to the
expectations and speculation of some
people who anticipated that the pro-
ponent conferees were too dominant to
produce a balanced product.

The single most important difference
contained in this conference report as
far as the final House version is concern-
ed is the matter of partisan elections.
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But I look upon criticisms of partisan
elections as really being an attack upon
the institution of partisanship. We have
hed, in my view, enough of that kind of
criticism this year. In essence to say that
partisan elections are tainted in some
fashion, in my view reinforces the er-
roneous belief in some quarters that there
is something tainted about partisan elec-
tions, that inherently it produces some
kind of corruption or undue influence. We
need to defend the institution of parti-
sanship in this regard. We have also built
into the partisan provision a protection
of minority interests, that no party can
nominate more than three of their at-
large members of the city council.

In the give and take of this conference
report also, Mr. Speaker, we note that
some of the strongest feelings on the part
of some of us have been set aside. For
example, on congressional veto, the Sen-
ate was very strong on that and as a mat-
ter of fact I think I learned for the first
time the real reason the Senate has been
able to pass home rule in the past so ex-
peditiously is because it was just felt in
the other body that as long as there is a
veto apparatus, as long as there is a
congressional process to correct what
they might consider to be a misaction on
the part of a local legislative body, then
they were inclined to be generous about
it. So the veto was retained in the bill
despite some misgivings about it from
the self-determination purists among us
in this body and beyond.

Second, the Federal enclave was main-
tained, and although the House was al-
most evenly divided on that issue and
the Senate was opposed to it, we did con-
sider it seriously.

Additionally, we did something which
is not unprecedented but which is very
rare indeed, namely, at my request the
conferees agreed to have the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Oregon, the
author of that particular provision, come
into the conference to make a statement
and answer any questions.

It is my feeling in the final analysis
that even though it might be surplusage
in the minds of some people, what we
have basically here is a problem involv-
ing confidence between the Congress and
the Federal establishment and the local
community. If during this transition pe-
riod well-meaning Members feel more
comfortable or secure in the knowledge
that the Federal establishment is still
under the Federal jurisdiction, that it
is not subject to some capricious action
on the part of some locally elected official
that might affect the services within the
establishment, then in my view the en-
clave concept is worth preserving in the
conference report, and this is the ra-
tionale that I personally followed in sup-
port of it.

For those who might still have reserva-
tions about the Hatch Act, let me point
out that the District of Columbia is in
many respects really more like a State
than a new municipality in its functions
and its responsibilities, and every single
State in this Nation elects its officials
on a partisan basis.

I think there is another quite impor-
tant point here, namely, that out of all
the differences between the two bodies
during our conference, this partisan elec-
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tion, was the most significant one which
was insisted upon by the Members of
the other body. Seasoned Members who
are here will recognize there have to be
some victories on both sides. In that con-
text and for other reasons, I think that
concession was fair and equitable.

I think also that one must recognize
that all the protections in the current
Hatch Act are continued, which should
minimize abuses that one might have
reason to anticipate.

In connection with the judiciary, Mr.
Speaker, and Presidential appointment
of judges, some feel very strongly that
local judges should be appointed by local
authorities consistent with self-deter-
mination; but we stuck by the House
sentiment on this. We stuck by Bin
Harsea and left the appointment
where it was, while at the same time
taking what we considered to be a step
forward in a national trend, namely, the
establishment of the merit process in the
selection of judges. So in the establish-
ment of the Judicial Nominating Com-
mission, that provision is retained where
the President makes a selection from
three nominees that are submitted to
him.

So, Mr. Speaker, when we examine the
conference report based upon those par-
ticular provisions, we have reserved the
right of the Congress to legislate for the
District at any time on any subject; we
have retained in the Congress the au-
thority to review and appropriate the en-
tire District budget, set up authorized
audits and so on; we have preserved the
court system. We have insured that all

planning by the local government may

be vetoed by the Federal Planning Agen-
cy if it affects the Federal interests.

We have prohibited the local Coun-
cil from among other things, enacting
tax reductions and increasing height
limitations on buildings and affecting the
functions of property of the United
States.

We have prohibited them from regu-
lating the courts and the U.S. attorney’s
office and the marshal's office, and
from increasing their authority over the
Aqueduct, the National Guard, the Zo-
ological Park, or over any Federal
agency.

We have continued the President’s
right of control over the local police in
emergency situations, which is in addi-
tion to his other powers over law en-
forcement, civilian and military; we have
provided that all charter amendments be
approved by both Houses of Congress;
and that there will be a 30-day layover
for any act passed by the Council and
a procedure which would provide for the
disapproval of all Council acts.

This legislation is a reasonable and ra-
tional accommodation between the in-
terests of all Americans in their Nation's
Capital and the basie principle that gov-
ernment should be responsible to the
governed.

At the outset, I want to again re-
emphasize that the conference report re-
tains the key provisions of the House bill
which accomplish the objectives ex-
pressed by the House. These include:

First, reserving the right of Congress
to legislate for the District at any time
on any subject;
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Second, retaining in Congress the au-
thority to review and appropriate the en-
tire District budget;

Third, authorizing audits of the ac-
counts and operations of the District
government by the General Accounting
Office;

Fourth, preserving the court system
established by the Congress in the 1970
crime bill;

Fifth, insuring that all planning done
by the local government may be vetoed
by the Federal planning agency—
NCPC—if it adversely affects the Fed-
eral interest;

Sixth, prohibiting the local Council
from, among others, enacting a tax on
nonresidents, increasing the height lim-
itation on buildings, affecting the func-
tions or property of the United States,
regulating U.S. courts, U.S. attorney’s
office, and the U.S. marshal’s office in
the District of Columbia, or increasing
the Council’s authority over the Wash-
ington Aqueduct, the National Guard,
the National Zoological Park, or any
Federal agency;

Seventh, establishing a National Capi-
tal Service Area—enclave—and continu-
ing the efficacy of the Federal and local
laws within this prescribed area;

Eighth, authorizing emergency control
of the police by the President;

Ninth, preserving Presidential appoint-
ment of the judges;

Tenth, providing that all charter
amendments be approved by both
Houses of Congress within 35 days; and

Eleventh, providing for a 30-day lay-
over for congressional disapproval of all
Council acts.

I therefore urge your favorable consid-
eration and acceptance of this historic
effort.

Because of the length of the confer-
ence report and the complex and broad-
reaching nature of this legislation, I
would like to take this opportunity to
explain the major provisions of the con-
ference substitute.

AGENCY TRANSFERS

The conference report adopts the
House provisions transferring the follow-
ing agencies to the local government.

REDEVELOPMENT LAND AGENCY (RLA)

RILA is established as an instrumental-
ity of the District government with a
board of five members appointed by the
Mayor, subject to Council approval.
While the transfer of the agency takes
effect on July 1, 1974, the appointment
authority shall not become effective until
January 2, 1975. The conference adopted
the House provisions with an amendment
which would allow the newly elected
Council to adopt proposals covering the
disposition of complaints and claims in-
volving RLA, the safe and sanitary con-
dition of RLA rental property, assess-
ment procedures, and the planning, de-
sign, and construction of public facilities
in a redevelopment area. Of course, this
provision does not limit the Counecil from
taking any other action regarding RLA
activities.

D.C. MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION

All functions of the Secretary of Labor
with respect to manpower programs and
the District’s public employment service
are transferred. The District is also made
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eligible to participate in Labor Depart-
ment apprenticeship programs. In addi-
tion, all District employees workmen’s
compensation processes are transferred
to the District on the date the District
establishes an independent personnel
system or systems.
NATIONAL CAPITAL HOUSING AUTHORITY

The NCHA is transferred to the
District government and the Mayor is
vested with all functions, powers and
duties presently vested in the President
under the Alley Dwelling Act.

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

The Commission is maintained to
insure that every public utility doing
business within the District is required
to furnish safe, adequate, and reasonable
service and facilities. The Commission
shall be composed of three Commission-
ers appointed by the Mayor, with Couneil
approval.

ARMORY BOARD

The composition of the Board is
amended to consist of the Commanding
General, D.C. Militia, and two other
members appointed by the Mayor for
four-year terms, subject to Council
approval.

PLANNING

The Mayor is established as the central
planning agency for the District, and is
responsible for D.C. planning and prepa-
ration of the local elements of the Com-
prehensive Plan, The Mayor submits his
multi-year capital improvements plan to
the National Capital Planning Commis-
sion for review and comment. Neither the
National Capital Planning Commission
nor the Mayor has any power over the
U.8. Capitol Building and grounds, or
over any other buildings under the con-
trol of the Architect of the Capitol.

With respect to provisions for the
District of Columbia Zoning Commission,
the conference report adopts the major
provisions of both the House amendment
and the Senate bill, including the con-
tinuance of the five-member Zoning
Commission, consisting of the Architect
of the Capitol, the Director of the Na-
tional Park Service, and three citizens
appointed by the Mayor for four-year
terms. Other provisions adopted by the
conference report include a requirement
that all zoning maps, regulations and
amendments not be inconsistent with the
comprehensive plan; a requirement for
public hearings; and a requirement for a
30-day period for NCPC review and com-
ment on proposed zoning amendments.

BOARD OF EDUCATION

The present Board of 11 members is
retained with the Mayor and Council
given authority to establish the maxi-
mum amount of funds appropriated to
the Board, but prohibiting them from
specifying the purposes for which such
funds might be expended by the Board.

Since the present Board is made a part
of the District Charter all changes in the
structure of the Board can be made only
according to the charter amending pro-
cedure. v

CITY COUNCIL

The conference report provides for a
council composed of 13 members, 8 elect-
ed from single member wards, 5 elected
at-large, including a separate Office of
Chairman, each to serve for 4-year terms
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elected on a staggered basis in partisan
elections. Of the 5 at-large members, not
more than 3 may be nominated by any
one political party. The Chairman and
members must be D.C. residents for 1
year and are compensated at a rate equal
to the highest level of a GS-12—
$22,705—with the Chairman to receive
an additional $10,000.

The conference report grants general
legislative powers to the Council which
shall include:

First, authority to pass acts consistent
with this Act;

Second, authority to pass taxing meas-

ures;

Third, authority to reorganize, abolish
or establish agencies and departments of
the D.C. government; and

Fourth, authority to establish an inde-
pendent personnel system or systems
within 5 years.

The Council may not change the
building height limitations nor legislate
with respect to the Commission on Men-
tal Health. In adcition, Congress retains
authority over the District of Columbia
criminal laws until January 2, 19717.
During this period I shall actively sup-
port the revision of the D.C. Criminal
Code. After this time such authority
shall be vested in the D.C. Council and
any Council changes shall be subject to
a veto by either House for 30 legislative
days. We have also provided that any
Member may bring a disapproving res-
olution to the floor if the District Com-
mittee fails to report such disapproving
resolution over Council changes in the
Criminal Code. Finally, as an additional
safeguard to assure that Council actions
do not conflict with the Federal inter-
est, the President of the United States
may, within 30 days, sustain the May-
or's veto over Council acts.

MAYOR

The conference report provides for
the partisan election of a Mayor for a
4-year term who is required to be a D.C.
resident for 1 year. The Mayor is es-
tablished as the Chief Executive Officer
of the District and is vested with basic
executive authority including the fol-
lowing:

First, filing of financial reports by No-
vember 1 of each year;

Second, establishing, reorganizing, and
abolishing agencies, subject to Council
approval; and

Third, appointing a city Administrator.

In the event of a vacancy, the Chair-
man of the Council becomes Acting
Mayvor until a special election is held
within 114 days.

Because the conference spent a
lengthy period considering the most
forthright procedures for holding viable
elections in the District, I want to
clarify that in adopting partisan elec-
tions for the Mayor and City Council
the conference also adopted the House-
passed provision that no person other-
wise qualified to hold the office of Maycr
or Member of the Council shall be dis-
qualified from being a candidate for
such office because of employment in the
competitive or excepted service of the
United States. This assures that the
large resource of federally employed
talent in this city shall be permitted to
run for these positions. I hastily add,
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however, that this provision is terribly
limited and circumscribed since it would
only authorize an exemption during the
specific period that an employee is a
candidate. Clearly, it would not authorize
U.S. employees to engage in political par-
ticipation and management in support of
any candidate for those local offices.

The House provision was also adopted
to provide that no more than two of the
three members of the Board of Elec-
tions, all of whom are appointed by the
Mayor with Council consent, shall be of
the same political party.

In addition, during the course of the
conference, questions have been ad-
vanced regarding whether the present
Office of Commssioner of the District of
Columbia comes within the purview of
the Hatch Act. It is my view and the view
of the conferees that under section 732
(d) (4) of title 5 of the United States
Code, the Hatch Act does not apply to
Commissioners of the District of Colum-
bia or their successors under Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 3 of 1967. Specifically, the
Office of Commissioner of the District of
Columbia would not be under the scope
of the Hatch Act.

JUDICIARY

Under the conference report, Con-
gress retains authority over the composi-
tion, structure and jurisdiction of the
D.C. courts and the President continues
to appoint the local judges for a 15-year
term from a list of three nominees sub-
mitted to him by the newly created Ju-
dicial Nomination Commission,

The judicial nomination procedure as
encompassed in the conference report
reflects both the Federal interest in lo-
cal judicial nominees and the need for a
merit selection process for these nomi-
nees.

The purpose of the new Judicial Nomi-
nation Commission is to recommend
qualified persons to the President of the
United States to fill vacancies on either
of the District of Columbia local courts.
The composition of the Commission re-
flects both the need for community input
and representation of the Federal in-
terest in the consideration of nominees
for judgeships. The Commission will con-
sist of seven members to serve staggered
6-year terms. The members will be ap-
pointed as follows:

First, two will be appointed by the
Board of Governors of the Unified Bar
of the District of Columbia;

Second, two will be appointed by the
elected Mayor, one of whom shall be a
nonlawyer;

Third, one shall be appointed by the
Council who shall be a nonlawyer;

Fourth, one shall be appointed by the
Chief Judge of the U.S. District Court
for the Dstrict of Columbia who shall be
an active or retired Federal judge serv-
ing in the District; and

Fifth, one appointed by the President
of the United States.

Under this procedure the President re-
tains the appointing authority but is cir-
cumseribed in the execution of that au-
thority in that he must appoint one of
the persons the Commisslon recom-
mends. In cases where the President does
not select within 60 days one of the three
names submitted by the Judicial Nomi-
nation Commission, the Nomination
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Commission shall then select one of these
three names and transmit the selection
to the Senate for confirmation.

The conference also adopted the
House provisions establishing a District
of Columbia Commission on Judiecial Dis-
abilities and Tenure. The members of
that Commission will be appointed under
the home rule bill in exactly the same
way as the members of the Nomination
Commission. The Tenure Commission
has been given a new responsibility—to
evaluate candidates for reappointment.
Under the new system a judge who is &
candidate for reappointment declares
himself to be such. The Tenure Com-
mission then evaluates his performance
and rates him as either “exceptionally
well-qualified,” “well-qualified,” “quali-
fied,” or “not qualified.” The evaluation
is then submitted to the appointing au-
thority. The Tenure Commission was
selected for this evaluation task because
it is this Commission which will deal with
the day-to-day complaints about partic-
ular judges. If a judge is deemed to be
exceptionally well-qualified or well-qual-
ified, the Commission of the sitting judge
is automatically extended for another
15-year term. If the judge is deemed
to be qualified, the appointing authority
may reappoint him with the advice and
consent of the Senate. If the judge is
deemed to be not qualified, he may not
be reappointed.

This special procedure for renomina-
tion of judges was added to provide se-
curity of tenure for potential candidates
for the bench. This reappointment pro-
cedure assures that those attorneys who
do decide to leave the private practice
for the bench will do so with the knowl-
edge that they may continue in that
service and not be excluded from reap-
pointment for reasons that do not re-
flect upon their judicial temperament
and qualifications.

D.C. BUDGET AND AFPPROFRIATIONS

The conference report retains a sound
financial management system for all the
District of Columbia government opera-
tions as provided in the House-passed
bill. Most importantly, the conference
report preserves Congress complete role
in the review and appropriation of the
entire District budget, and mandates im-
provements in the budget’s formulation,
approval and execution.

First, the report retains a compre-
hensive program budget system for both
operating and capital outlay activities of
the new city government. The Mayor is
responsible for the preparation and sub-
mission to the Council of a balanced
budget consisting of seven documents,
including a detailed budget, multi-year
plans, program performance reports, and
issue analyses.

Taken together, these documents and
the planning required to produce them
will provide the District of Columbia,
the President, and the Congress with an
excellent budgeting system which identi-
fies both broad program analysis and
detailed line-item expenditures. A sound
budgeting system cannot, of course,
guarantee good decisions. But a sound
system, especially one which provides for
full public disclosure of information, in-
creases substantially the probability of
good decisions.

The report also retains very definite
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standards to assure soundness of the
budget execution process, including re-
quiring the Mayor to maintain consis-
tency between the budget, accounting
and personnel systems. Employees can
only be hired according to allotments
in balanced budgets approved by the
Council.

Legal and proper expenditure of all
District funds is also safeguarded
through three separate audits in the
House-passed version and retained in
conference.

First, there is an internal audit of all
accounts, operations and agency records
conducted by the Mayor’s office;

Second, there is created an Office of
the District of Columbia Auditor, se-
lected and approved by the Council,
which conducts on an ongoing basis a
thorough review of all the city’s accounts
and operations;

Third, there is authorized an inde-
pendent annual audit by the General
Accounting Office to determine if pro-
grams are being conducted in an efficient
and effective manner and in line with
the purposes for which the moneys, in-
cluding the Federal payment, were ap-
propriated.

It is the intent that to the extent
possible, such GAO audits of selected
operations shall be conducted on an
annual basis, and that the Comptroller
General shall continue the existing prac-
tice of keeping all the District govern-
ment activities under continual audit
review.

FEDERAL PAYMENT
The conference report retains com-
plete congressional approval over the

Federal payment with a thorough annual
review and recommendation by the Pres-
ident, the Office of Management and
Budget, and the House and Senate Ap-
propriations Committees, and Congress
in accord with the Budget and Account-
ing Act.

The House provisions for determining
an adequate, equitable Federal payment
level by weighing the costs and benefits
to the District of being the Nation’s
Capital, was also retained in conference.
I want to stress that there is nothing
automatic about the Federal payment
contained in this bill.

The conference substitute authorizes
the Federal payment at the following
levels: $230 million in fiscal year 1975,
$254 million in 1976, $280 million in
1977, and $300 million in 1978 and each
year thereafter. These amounts reflect
a compromise between the House bill
authorized amount and the amount that
would have been generated under the
Senate provisions.

DISTRICT’S BORROWING AUTHORITY

The conference report retains provis-
fons authorizing the District to borrow
on & long-term basis to pay for congres-
sionally approved ecapital projects, to
meet cash-flow emergencies, and to issue
revenue bonds for projects which would
be self-financing. There are five points
I believe essential to sound borrowing
legislation which are preserved in the
conference report.

First, no municipality should be
allowed to accrue debts beyond its capa-
bility to repay these debts. The substitute
retains a strict but workable limit on the
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District’s borrowings, requiring that the
principal and interest to be paid out in
any one year on all outstanding bonds
plus those bonds proposed to be issued
cannot exceed 14 percent of the esti-
mated current year revenues of the city.

Second, procedures should be estab-
lished to assure that a city can repay
those bonds which it is legally permitted
to issue. The conference report guaran-
tees such repayment by pledging full
faith and credit of the District to pay
off the bonds and notes. The District is
authorized when necessary to levy a spe-
cial tax which, together with other Dis-
trict revenues available for this purpose
is sufficient to retire the bonds as they
come due. These moneys are set aside in
a separate fund audited by GAO. As a
final safeguard, if the sinking fund is in-
sufficient, the annual Federal payment
to the District must first be used to make
up the deficit. I want to point out that
nothing in the borrowing provisions or
in any part of the conference report
eliminates the city’s responsibility to re-
pay all outstanding loans from the U.S.
Treasury.

Third, an optional referendum by the
voters of the city on the issuance of such
bonds is provided.

Fourth, bonds should be issued at a
reasonable cost to the taxpayers, and
should not have fto be sold at unduly
high interest rates. We have assured
that District bonds, like bonds of other
municipalities are exempt for Federal
and District of Columbia tax purposes.
The tax status of municipal bonds greatly
affect both their stability and long-term
costs.

Finally, capital improvements projects
which can be self-financing, should not
be financed by bonds paid from general
tax revenues. To avoid this, the confer-
ence adopted the House provision au-
thorizing the District to issue revenue
bonds to finance construction and re-
habilitation in the areas of housing,
healthy, education, recreation, commer-
cial, and industrial development. These
bonds are self-financing, that is the rev-
enues from the buildings and activities so
financed are sufficient to pay the costs of
the borrowings and do not constitute a
debt of the city.

ADVISORY NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCILS

The conference report provides that a
public referendum shall be held at the
time of the charter referendum to de-
termine if procedures should be estab-
lished to set up Advisory Neighborhood
Councils. If the referendum measure is
adopted, the Council is required to divide
the District into areas for Neighborhood
Councils, to advise the Council on plan-
ning, streets, recreation, social services,
health, safety, sanitation, and review
zoning changes and licenses.

NATIONAL CAPITAL SERVICE AREA

The conference report adopts the
House provision with amendments to in-
sure, among others, that all Federal and
District laws applicable to the area would
continue in force and effect and that
such laws are amendable by the appro-
priate authorities. We have also provided
that citizens who live in the area can
continue to vote in the local elections.
Additionally, the report makes certain
that all private property and District
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government buidlings and parking lots
are excluded from the service area.

I want to stress that the new Service
Director’s duties are designed to supple-
ment and not supplant existing struc-
tures and officials.

-It is our view that he would act to sup-
ply services only in those cases where
existing police, fire, sanitation and street
maintenance services are inadequate in
the service area.

CONCLUSION

For nearly 100 years, the residents of
the District of Columbia have been de-
nied the privilege and responsibility of
electing their local officials to decide
those matters purely local in nature.
Upon favorable consideration by this
House of Conference Report 93-703, the
citizens of this city will be one step closer
to this long-sought opportunity.

Mr. Speaker, when we went into that
conference, we indicated to the conferees
of the other body that if there was any
nonnegotiable provision in this act, it
was relative fo the role of the Appropria-
tions Committee of the Congress with
respect to the FPederal budget.

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

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference report on the
bill 8. 1435. As you know, this is the
District of Columbia Self-Government
and Government Reorganization Act,

I want to commend the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. Diges)
and the Members of his committee for
their accomplishments in passing this
act through the House and faithfully
carrying out their responsibilities to see
that the House passed provisions pre-
vailed in every instance possible in the
conference. It was a distinet privilege for
me to join with Mr. Dices and the mem-
bers of his committee in urging accept-
ance of this bill at the time it was pre-
sented to the House, At this time, I also
would like to commend the distinguished
gentleman from Washington, (Mr.
Apams) the chairman of the subcommit-
tee that spent many hours in preparing
the bill and in holding hearings on this
legislation.

As you will recall, Mr. Speaker, at the
time this bill was presented to the House,
I stated that in order to comply with
the provision of the Constitution’s dele-
gation of home rule to the residents of
the District, must be given with the ex-
press reservation that the Congress may,
at any time, revoke or modify the delega-
tion in whole or in part and further that
the Congress must take such action as in
its wisdom it deems desirable with re-
spect to any municipal action taken by
the people or the Government of the
District of Columbia. I further stated
that Congress must retain full residual
and ultimate legislative jurisdiction over
the District in conformity with the con-
stitutional mandate. In addition, Con-
gress must, under the constitutional
provision, retain the right to review and
to appropriate the entire District budget
approving of the necessary Federal pay-
ment and passing upon all reprogram-
ing requests.

Mr. Dices and his committee have car-
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ried out the constitutional mandate in
its entirety. Some Members in the House
and some of the residents of the District
of Columbia believed that Mr. Dices and
his committee should go further, but the
bill as presented clearly shows that the
District of Columbia Committee in the
House would not violate the constitu-
tional mandate. This was an excellent
job, Mr. Speaker and again, I want you
to know that it was a pleasure for me to
join with the members of the District of
Columbia in the passage of this legisla-
tion.

As Members of Congress, we have no
right to ignore the provision of the Con-
stitution concerning the District of Co-
lumbia and assuming that the committee
proceeded beyond this bill with powers
and duties granted which are in conflict
with the provision of the Constitution,
then, of course, upon the filing of a suit
the provisions exceeding the constitu-
tional mandate would, of course, be held
unconstitutional. There is only one way
to exceed the constitutional mandate
and that is after a constitutional amend-
ment is adopted by the Congress and
presented to the States for ratification.
Any future bills which grant additional
rights and responsibilities to the people
of the District in dealing with the mu-
nicipal problems must protect the
Federal interest and preserve the consti-
tutional authority of the Congress over
the Nation’s Capital.

Mr. Speaker, as I have stated before,
I may know as much about the operation
of the District government as any Mem-
ber of Congress. I have served on the
Committee on Appropriations for 19
years and during this period of time have
served on three subcommittees on the
Committee on Appropriations with one
of the subcommittees being the subcom-
mittee on the District of Columbia
budget.

I am chairman of *he District of Co~
lumbia budget subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and have served
in this capacity since 1961. I have never
voted against any legislation which com-
plies with the constitutional provision
concerning the operation of the District
of Columbia.

Our Nation’s Capital, like a great many
other large cities in this country, is faced
with major problems which became more
serious each year, Welfare, crime, educa-
tion, and health are some of the major
problems confronting our Nation’s Cap-
ital. As chairman of the District of Co-
lumbia Budget Subcommittee, I have
made every effort to see that adequate
funds were appropriated each year for
the operation of our Nation’s Capital.
As you have hard me say before,
the year I was elected to the Committee
on Appropriations and placed on the
Subcommittee of the District of Colum-
bia Budget, the total budget for our Na-
tion's Capital was $130,578,760. The Fed-
eral payment was $20,000,000. The budg-
et for fiscal year 1974 under which the
District of Columbia is now operating
approves the expenditure of a total of
$1,199,498,000. This includes a Federal
payment of $187,450,000. In 1961 when I
became chairman of the subcommittee,
the Distriet of Columbia budget totaled
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$223,086,004. The Federal payment was
$25,000,000.

Mr. Speaker, certainly we should con-
tinue our efforts to see that adequate
funds are appropriated for the public
school system here in our Nation's Cap-
ital. Our children must be taught to read
and write and to obtain a good education.
We now how a pupil-teacher ratio in our
elementary schools of 25.2 which is one
of the best in the country. Our total per
capita expenditure for education in our
Nation’s Capital for fiscal year 1974 is
$1,358. This is one of the highest in the
Nation. Since 1961, we have constructed
3,228 new classrooms at a total cost of
$303,337,463. The total number of proj-
ects is 118 and the number of projects
along with the number of classrooms and
the total amount expended is one of
the highest in our country. For public
schools, we will have a total for fiscal
year 1974 of $165,896,300. In addition to
this amount, the public school system
will receive $28,561,600 in Federal grants.

For human resources, we recommended
and Congress approved a total of $218,-
443,000 for fiscal year 1974.

For public assistance, we recommended
and Congress approved total expendi-
tures of $99,067,500. The local amount
totals $52,373,200 and the Federal ex-
penditure is $46,695,300. We now have
118,000 people on public assistance and it
is estimated that during the present fis-
cal year of 1974, this total will go to
120,000 people.

For some 6 years as chairman of the
subcommittee on the District of Colum-
bia Budget, I have maintained that in-
vestigators were necessary in the welfare
department, operating at reasonable
hours to see that ineligibles were removed
from the welfare roles. Back during the
days when Miss Thompson was director,
I maintained, Mr. Speaker, that if the in-
eligibles were removed, several million
dollars would be saved each year. The
hearings each year disclose the testimony
concerning this matter and it is a serious
problem here in our Distriet of Columbia.
Certainly, hungry people must be cared
for and those in need must be assisted.
At the same time, ineligibles and those
who constantly present fraudulent claims
for assistance must be removed. Mr. Yel-
dell is making every effort to comply with
the requests that we have made on our
subcommittee all down through the years
and if he receives the necessary assist-
ance from the District Building, I believe
that all of the ineligibles will be removed.

Our Nation’s Capital is the most beau-
tiful city in the world and this year some
20,000,000 visitors will come to visit with
us. Certainly, every effort should be made
to see that these people have an oppor-
tunity to visit the many different build-
ings and monuments without fear of
being robbed or molested. Chief Wilson
is making every effort to see that this
takes place.

Mr, Speaker, in going back again for
just a moment to the conference report,
I would like to call attention to the Mem-
bers that Mr. Dices and his committee
have carried out the wishes of the Con-
gress and the conference report accom=-
plishes the following 12 objectives:

First, reserves the right of Congress to
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legislate for the District at any time on
any subject;

Second, retains in Congress the au-
thority to review and appropriate the
entire District budget;

Third, authorizes audits of the ac-
counts and operations of the District
government by the General Accounting
Office;

Fourth, preserves the court system es-
tablished by the Congress in the 1970
crime bill;

Fifth, insures that all planning done
by the local government may be vetoed
by the Federal planning agency—
NCPC—if it adversely affects the Fed-
eral interest;

Sixth, prohibits the local Council from
among others, modifying the District of
Columbia Criminal Code until the Law
Revision Commission reports in 1977,
enacting a tax on nonresidents, increas-
ing the height limitation on buildings,
affecting the functions or property of
the United States, regulating U.S. courts,
U.S. attorney’s office and the U.S. mar-
shal's office in the District of Colum-
bia, or increasing the Counecil's author-
ity over the Washington Aqueduct, the
National Guard, the National Zoolog-
ical Park, or any Federal agency;

Seventh, establishes a National Capi-
tal Service Area to further guarantee our
control over principal Federal properties;

Eighth, authorizes emergency control
of the police by the President;

Ninth, preserves the Presidential ap-
pointment of the judges;

Tenth, provides that all charter
amendments be approved by both Houses
of Congress within 35 days;

Eleventh, provides for a 30-day layover
for congressional disapproval of all
Council acts; and

Twelfth, retains the governmental re-
organization as proposed by the Nelsen
Commission.

Mr. Speaker, I support the conference
report for the bill S. 1435 and sincerely
hope that all of the Members will support
this conference report.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen=-
tleman yield for a question?

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, is there a
provision in this conference report pro-
viding for a delegate to the District of
Columbia from the Senate?

Mr. DIGGS. No, there is not. It is not
a part of the conference report.

Mr. GROSS. That was conveniently
dropped in conference, is that correct;
the amendment to provide for a dele-
gate?

Mr. DIGGS. The amendment failed to
be sustained.

Mr. GROSS. The Members of the other
body did not care to be represented?

Mr. DIGGS. Well, I do not see a state-
ment on their part specifically directed
to that particular provision, but the re-
sults speak for themselves.

Mr. GROSES. May I say to the gentle-
man that neither do I see any statement
in the conference report to that effect.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIGGS. I yield to the gentlewom-
an from Oregon.
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Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman very much.

Mr. Speaker, I want to join in com-
mending the gentleman from Michigan
for a very, very fine job. He has been
eminently fair.

Certainly our association with him in
recent weeks has proven that he is a
man of his word, and certainly in the
conference committee and before that,
he did everything in his power to bring
out a bill which would be acceptable to
the House.

I wish also to pay my respects to the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. ANCHER
NELSEN) .

If the gentleman will yield further to
me, I wish to say that I think if it had
not been for the excellent work that the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. NELSEN)
has done, along with the gentleman from
Michigan, there simply would not be a
bill at this time.

Both of them sincerely and honestly
are interested in the District of Colum-
bia, and I want to express my personal
thanks for inviting me into that con-
ference. That was a new experience, as
I have said before.

Mr. Speaker, there is one question I
would like to ask, and that is in ref-
erence to the partisan elections. I noticed
that the gentleman said, with regard to
the partisan elections, that there should
not be an attack upon the partisan pro-
cedures we have. In my city, as the gen-
tleman knows, we have no partisan

elections, and I sought that. I realize it
is a matter of give and take in the
conference.

Mr. Speaker, my inquiry now, if the

gentleman from Michigan would re-
spond, is if, in view of the decision made
by the Chairman of the Civil Service
Commission, that would prevent the
Mayor and the members of the City
Council from running for these offices
because they are partisans, and it is my
understanding that at a later time, or
maybe the Senate has already acted on
this, we will amend the Hatch Act to
allow the Mayor and the members of
the City Council to run, even though
they are Federal employees.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I will say to
the gentlewoman that I welcome an op-
portunity to respond to that question.

We do expect to consider this matter
this week. I am working on it now, along
with the distinguished ranking minority
member of the committee.

As the gentlewoman knows, there were
two different bills, one partisan and one
nonpartisan, and the House bill or our
version has a provision that would allow
Federal employees to be candidates for
local elections.

It was our understanding that the cur-
rent Mayor would not be prohibited from
running by the Hatch Act, but the Civil
Service Commission, as the gentlewoman
indicated, has recently rendered an
opinion that both the Mayor and the City
Council members would have to resign
in order to run for office.

We certainly do not wish to have this
kind of hiatus in the Government, as I

am sure no other Member of the legisla-
tive or the executive branch wishes. And
s0 in order to prevent this, the Senate
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passed an amendment to House bill 6186
to exempt the Mayor and the City Coun-
cil members from the proscriptions of the
Hatch Act.

The fine communication so generously
referred to by the gentlewoman still
exists between myself the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. ANCHER NELSEN)
and there is no guestion in my mind that
before this week is out an effective solu-
tion to this problem will be brought back
to this body for disposition.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
would the gentleman yield for one other
question?

Mr. DIGGS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
is it the gentleman’s intention to exempt
all Federal employees from the Hatch
Act, or just the Mayor and the City
Council?

Mr. DIGGS. Well, I think that is a
matter that is to be resolved between,
first of all, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr., NELSEN) and myself.

I do see something emerging out of
the informal discussions, a desire, No. 1,
to make as many people eligible as pos-
sible for this first and historic election,
and that would seem to suggest an ex-
emption for both Federal and District
employees.

However, on the other hand, I see
emerging also some kind of time limita-
tion on this whole proposition, a time
limitation that might be tied to just this
election, so that before the next election
the very unique application of the Hatch
Act to this community might be ad-
judicated in some other fashion.

Furthermore, I wish to stress that
when I talk about Federal or District
employees I am talking only about those
who are candidates. So therefore there
is a considerable limitation even in that
regard.

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

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

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the con-
ference report.

Mr. Speaker, at the outset, I wish to
emphasize the fact that I am not opposed
to the principle of self-government for
all American citizens, including the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia. Be-
cause of the unique role of the District
as the Capital City of this Nation, how-
ever, in any action to grant home rule to
this city, we, Members of the Congress,
must hold paramount our responsibility
to assure that the inherent interest of the
Federal Government in this Nation’s
Capital be amply protected.

I yield to no Member of this body in my
sincere desire to grant to the citizens of
the District of Columbia as great a de-
gree of self-determination and participa-
tion in their local government as is con-
sistent with the Federal interest in this
Capital City, and I submit that the record
of my 21 years of service as a Member of
Congress bears elogquent witness to this
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fact. I was one of the sponsors of the
act of 1960, which gave the citizens of the
District the right to vote for President
and Vice President. Also, I grant strong
and active support to the bill which pro-
vided for the first elected Board of Edu-
cation in this city, as well as the legisla-
tion to give the District of Columbia its
nonvoting Delegate to the U.S. House of
Representatives. And further, on two
separate occasions, I testified before the
House Commitiee on the Judiciary urg-
ing favorable action on legislation which
would have afforded the District voting
representation in the Congress.

Thus, I have consistently acted to en-
courage greater participation on the par-
ticipation on the part of the voters in
the District of Columbia in the affairs of
their Government—and I shall continue
to support such measures, but not at the
sacrifice of the interest of the 200 mil-
lion American citizens to whom this city
belongs.

The version of this bill which the House
approved last October 10 and sent back
to the Senate for their further action
contained provisions which, if enacted
into law, would militate seriously against
the rightful Federal interest in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, as I pointed out at
that time, even though some substantial
improvements in the bill were attained
by amendments on the floor. And this is
the principal reason why I was obliged
to vote against its final passage on that
occasion. And now, the House-approved
bill has been so badly eroded by actions
of the conference committee, even in
some of the areas where it had been im-
proved by floor amendment, as to make
it even more unacceptable in its present
form.

One example of this deterioration of
the bill in conference is in the area of
appointment of judges to the Superior
Court of the District of Columbia and the
District of Columbia Court of Appeals.
When the House home rule bill, HR.
9682, was brought to the floor, it pro-
vided that such judges would be ap-
pointed by the mayor of the city, rather
than by the President as has been the
case since the District of Columbia was
founded.

This provision, which was sharply erit-
icized by the Federal judiciary and by the
organized bar, met with strong opposi-
tion on the Floor, and the bill was
amended to restore to the President the
authority to appoint all distriet court
judges, subject to approval by the Sen-
ate, from among lists of names submitted
by a D.C. Judicial Nomination Commis-
sion. This nominating commission was to
consist of nine members, to be appointed
as follows: Two by the unified District of
Columbia Bar; two by the mayor; one
by the Speaker of the House; one by the
President of the Senate; and three by the
President of the United States.

The conference report, however, while
retaining the appointment of judges by
the President, has seriously weakened
this provision by changing the composi-
tion of the Nominating Commission to
seven members, with two to be appointed
by the Board of Governors of the uni-
fied District of Columbia Bar, two by the
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Mayor, one by the District of Columbia
Council, one by the chief judge of the
U.S. District Court for the District of
Columbia, and one by the President.

Thus, whereas under the terms of the
House-approved bill, five of the nine
members of this Commission would have
been appointed by the Federal establish-
ment—three by the President and two
by the Congress—under the conference-
approved version, the Federal appointees
will number only two out of a total of
seven members, with one each by the
President and the chief judge of the U.S.
Court for the District. At the same time,
the number of appointments to the Com-
mission by the elected city government—
the Mayor and the Council—will increase
from two of a total of nine members to
three out of a total of seven.

The significance of this change is im-
mediately apparent, as it will serve to
so reduce the President’s latitude of se-
lection of appointees to judgeships in the
District’s courts as to seriously impede
his authority. And this situation is fur-
ther worsened by the fact that the con-
ference bill also provides that in the
event the President does not nominate
from the list of names sent him by the
nominating commission for any judge-
ship vacancy within a period of 60 days,
the nominating commission shall be au-
thorized to appoint a judge to that posi-
tion, subject, of course, to approval by
the Senate.

This emasculation of the House-ap-
proved bill could thus well resulf in a
situation wherein the President may be
confronted with the option of either
appointing a judge to the District of
Columbia bench from among a list of
three persons, none of whom he regards
as suitable for such a position, or of
having the District of Columbia govern-
ment-dominated Judicial Nominating
Commission name a judge of their own
choosing. Thus, this action of the con-
ference committee has completely cir-
cumvented the will and intent of the
House in this vitally important area.

I wish to point out that the delegation
of the power of appointment of judges
to these courts in the District of Colum-
bia to the Mayor, either by direct pro-
vision of law or by circumvention there-
of, is completely unprecedented, since in
no other city in the United States are
judges of courts of general jurisdiction
appointed by officials of the local gov-
ernment. The obvious reason for this is
to protect such judgeships from the evils
which could result from local political
pressures on the judiclary.

Furthermore, this provision relating to
the appointment of judges in the District
of Columbia courts in this bill is very
important to the Federal interest in the
city, because the District of Columbia
Superior Court and the District of Co-
lumbia Court of Appeals will have the
same jurisdiction over violations of the
law occurring in the Federal enclave,
which is provided for in the bill, as they
will have in the case of such violations
committed elsewhere in the District of
Columbia. For this reason, I regard it as
imperative that the judges of these
courts be appointed by the President,
with approval by the Senate, with no
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risk whatever of local political considera-
tions becoming involved in such appoint-

ments.

At this point, I should like to state that
the House amendment to the home rule
bill creating this Federal enclave, com-
prising the greater part of the Federal
buildings in the city and no privately
owned or residential properties whatever,
into a National Capital Service Area,
which will be conirolled by the Federal
Government, is the most significant and
beneficial element of this proposed legis-
lation. And I wish to express my admira-
tion and my gratitude to our colleague
from Oregon, the Honorable EbpITH
GRreEN, for her statesmanship in promot-
ing this concept and in getting it incor-
porated into the House-approved bill.
Further, I wish to state that I am un-
alterably opposed to any action which
would serve to weaken the rightful and
proper authority of the Federal Govern-
ment in this enclave.

Another serious problem which the
conference committee has injected into
this bill involves the city elections for
the offices of Mayor, Chairman of the
Council, and members of the Council. In
the House-approved bill, these elections
were to be nonpartisan, which would
have permitted broad citizen participa-
tion, since employees of the Federal and
District of Columbia Governments are
permitted under the Hatch Act to par-
ticipate fully in nonpartisan political
campaigns for local office, although they
cannot be candidates for election. The
conference-approved bill, however, pro-
vides that these elections shall be parti-
san—and further provides that Federal
Government employees may run as par-
tisan candidates in these elections. This
latter, of course, is nothing short of an
amendment to the Hatch Act, for the
special benefit of Federal employees who
are residents of the District of Columbia.

Not only is this discriminatory, since
Federal Government employees are not
permitted this degree of partisan political
activity in any other jursdiction in the
United States, but it also poses a grave
threat to the Federal interest, not only
in the District of Columbia but through-
out the entire Federal service system.

This ill-conceived provision, if enacted
into law, will inevitably serve as a prece-
dent for further erosion of the Hatch Act,
which will eventually destroy the effec-
tiveness of that act throughout the Fed-
eral Government. Partisan political pres-
sures, with all their vicious inequities, will
again be applied to Federal Government
personnel, and this will, of course, lead
to a return to the “spoils system" in Gov-
ernment service, the very evil which the
Hatch Act was designed to eliminate and
prevent.

I feel strongly that we, in the Con-
gress, cannot in good conscience support
this provision, which seeks to accom-
modate the selfish wishes of certain ele-
ments in the citizenry of the District of
Columbia at the expense of destroying
the moral fiber and effectiveness of the
entire Federal Government service.

The conference committee has wrought
still further serious damage to this bill in
the matter of the annual Federal pay-
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ment to the District of Columbia. The au-
thorization for this Federal payment is
presently $190 million, and the House-
approved version of the home rule bill
would have increased this authorization
to $250 million, for fiscal year 1975 and
each year thereafter. The Senate-ap-
proved bill provided that the District’s
annual Federal payment request, which
would automatically be appropriated,
would be based on a formula related to
the city’s annual revenues. The Senate
estimated that this formula would re-
sult in a Federal payment to the city of
about $211 million in fiscal year 1975, and
increasing to some $264 million by fiscal
year 1978.

The conference report contains a pro-
vision for a Federal payment authoriza-
tion of $230 million for fiscal year 1975,
$254 million for fiscal year 1976, $280
million for fiscal year 1977, and $300
million for fiscal year 1978 and each
year thereafter.

I take strong exception to this action
of the conference committee, first on the
grounds that I believe this $300 million
figure to be in excess of the scope of the
conference and thus properly subject to
a point of order. Neither the House-ap-
proved bill nor the Senate-approved ver-
sion contained an authorization or an
estimate for a Federal payment as high
as $300 million for fiscal year 1978, and
thus it is my opinion that this figure in
the conference report is improper in view
of the rules of conference.

I also feel strongly that the figures in
the conference-approved bill for Federal
payment authorizations are exorbitant
and completely unjustified at this time.
In the first place, the Congress has never
before established increases in the Fed-
eral payment authorization prospective-
ly for future years, as this conference-
approved bill would do. This is for the
very good reason that there can be no
reliable grounds for granting such in-
creases on that basis, as far as fiscal year
1978 is concerned. I contend that there
is no justification whatever for the Con-
gress to assume a need for a $300 million
authorization for a Federal payment to
the District of Columbia at that time,
since there simply is no valid reason for
such assumption four years in advance.

Furthermore, I seriously question the
justification for any increase in the pres-
ent Federal payment authorization what-
ever at this time, in view of the estab-
lishment of the National Capital Service
Area in this home rule bill. This enclave
provision means that the District Gov-
ernment will no longer be called upon to
spend any funds whatever in that very
considerable Federal portion of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. The city will provide
no police protection in the enclave ex-
cept in cases of emergency, which means
that the Metropolitan Police Force can be
reduced somewhat in size; and the city
will no longer be called upon to build or
maintain any streets in that area of the
city, which will result in a further con-
siderable saving to the District.

The bill does provide that the Direc-
tor of the National Capital Service Area
shall utilize, to the extent practicable,
District of Columbia governmental serv-
ices in the area of fire protection and
sanitation services. However, the Fed-
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eral Government will undoubtedly pay
the District government for any such
services which may be utilized, just as
they pay the city now for water and
sewer services in all Federal Govern-
ment buildings in the city. And further-
more, it must be remembered that the
Distriet will not lose 1 cent of tax reve-
nues as a result of the creation of this
Federal enclave, since there is no tax-
able property within its bounds.

Thus, we have the somewhat ridicu-
lous situation of the city government
facing a considerable decrease in expen-
diture of funds because of the creation
of this Federal enclave, and at the same
time being afforded a very substantial
continual increase in the authorization
for its anual Federal payment.

Here again, the Federal interest is def-
initely at stake, because these are Fed-
eral funds which are involved—revenues
collected from every taxpayer in the
United States—which are being so prodi-
gally pledged to the District of Colum-
bia government in this conference re-
port.

This problem has been a growing
source of concern to me for some time,
as I have seen the demand for Federal
funds by the District government mush-
room year after year. In fiscal year 1973,
for example, 51.7 percent of the Dis-
trict’s total financial resources available
were Federal funds, and I am confident
that this figure may be expected to in-
crease in future years.

I am quite conscious of the responsi-
bility of the Federal Government to af-
ford a proper share of the funding for
the operation of the Nation's Capital,
and for this reason I have supported
every increase in the authorization for
the annual Federal payment to the Dis-
trict of Columbia in the past 21 years.
At the same time, however, I am also
acutely aware of the fact that there is
a limit to the ability of the Nation’s tax-
payers to contribute increasingly each
year to the District. And for this reason,
we in the Congress must look for means
for every reasonable economy in this
expenditure. So in this present instance,
when we are proposing to decrease ma-
terially the District government’s ex-
penditures relative to the Federal pres-
ence in the Capital City, and at the same
time are being asked to approve an in-
crease of more than 50 percent in the
authorization for the annual Federal
payment to the city over the next 4 years,
I cannot in good conscience support such
a proposal.

I also see a danger, not only to the
Federal interest but also to that of the
suburban communities of the Washing-
ton metropolitan area—including the
10th district of Virginia, which I have
the honor to represent in the Congress—
in the provisions of this bill relating to
the National Capital Planning Commis-
sion, which is a Federal entity respon-
sible for planning and development for
the Federal Establishment both in the
District of Columbia and in the sub-
urban jurisdictions of the metropolitan
area.

At present, the NCPC consists of 12
members, 2 of whom are the District of
Columbia Commissioner and Deputy
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Commissioner. Under the provisions of
this home rule bill, however, the Com-
missions membership will include not
only the Mayor and the chairman of the
City Council, but also two other citizen
members appointed by the Mayor. The
other members of the NCPC will be the
Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary
of Defense, the Administrator of GSA,
the chairmen of the House and Senate
Committees on the District of Columbia
or their alternates, and three citizen
members appointed by the President, one
of whom shall be from Virginia and one
from Maryland.

Thus, the District of Columbia’s rep-
resentation on this vitally important
Commission will be doubled, to consist
of 4 out of the 12 members. This will give
the District an unfair overrepresenta-
tion on the agency, whose function in-
volves oversight over all the planning and
development of the Federal Government
throughout the entire metropolitan area.
This situation could give the District
a possible ratio as great as 7 to 1, against
only one person from Virginia and one
from Maryland. Inasmuch as the Dis-
triet of Columbia and the nearby areas
of Virginia and Maryland are in compe-
tition for Federal facilities and Federal
jobs, with the livelihoods of citizens in all
the jurisdictions vitally affected, this ad-
vantage to the District of Columbia rep-
resents grossly unfair competition.

As the representative of a consider-
able portion of northern Virginia, I will
not support any legislation containing
such a derogation of the rightful inter-
ests of my constituents, When the House
home rule bill was debated in this body,
I spoke in support of an amendment of-
fered by my colleague from Maryland,
Honorable Lawrence Hocan, which
would have corrected this inequity. How-
ever, the amendment was defeated, and
thus the last opportunity to achieve jus-
tice in this area of the bill was lost.

I have serious misgivings also in con-
nection with the provision in this bill
which requires the Council to establish,
within 5 years, a District government
merit system for its personnel. This Dis-
trict of Columbia merit system may pro-
vide for continued participation in all or
part of the Federal Civil Service System,
but I am fearful that the Council may
not avail themselves of the option of con-
tinuing the present inclusion of District
of Columbia government employees un-
der the U.S. Civil Service System, in
favor of establishing a new personnel
system of their own. This I believe would
be a serious mistake, as the experience
and expertise of the U.S. Civil Service
System, which has undeniably been a
tremendous benefit to employees of the
District government over the years,
would be lost; and I believe that a new
local system established in its stead
would take many years to perfect, with
the likelihood of great harm accruing to
the city’s employees in the meantime.

The bill provides that under the new
merit system, persons employed by the
District government at the time such a
system is established must be provided
benefits as to pay, tenure, leave, retire-
ment, et cetera, at least equal to those
which they enjoy at the time the new
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system is initiated. Thus, I am assured
that no present employees will suffer any
loss of such benefits. However, I am con-
cerned that a new and inexperienced ad-
ministration over a District of Columbia
merit system might result in discrimina-
tory practices in such areas as the hir-
ing of new personnel and promotions for
both present and future employees. Also,
nothing in this bill would prevent the
Council from requiring all future city
government employees to reside in the
District of Columbia, which in my opin-
ion would be an injustice.

I have received many calls and letters
from residents of my district who are
employed by the District of Columbia
government, expressing anxiety over this
potential situation, and I share their
concern. However, it is my hope that the
District of Columbia Council will real-
ize the wisdom of retaining the services
of the U.8. Civil Service Commission for
the administration of the District of Co-
lumbia merit system, in the best interests
of all the city’s employees and of the Dis-
trict itself. It is my opinion, however,
that this bill would be considerably more
desirable without the provision authoriz-
ing this option of an independent per-
sonnel system.

Mr. Speaker, as I have stated, I have a
deep and abiding conviction that all citi-
zens of this Nation should be free to par-
ticipate in the affairs of their local and
Federal Governments to as great a degree
as possible. I have worked and voted in
the Congress to make possikle and to en-
courage such participation on the part
of the residents of the District of Colum-
bia, and I would support this conference-
reported bill if its provisions did not mili-
tate against the Federal interest in the
District—the vested and inalienable
rights of all the citizens of the United
States to whom this city belongs, as the
capital of their Nation—and also if it
did not contain provisions which are
unfairly inimical to the interests of the
people in my congressional district. The
sponsors of this legislation could have
presented this body with such a bill, with
no harm or loss to the citizens of the
District of Columbia in their rightful
quest for self-determination in their local
government—and I would have given
such a bill my complete support. How-
ever, not only did these sponsors not
bring out such a bill, but they opposed
and defeated a number of amendments
offered on the floor which would have
achieved this purpose. And this attitude
was continued in conference, where, as I
have pointed out, further serious damage
was done to the bill. I was a member of
the conference committee, and I and my
colleagues on the minority side were sim-
ply outvoted at every turn.

So the result is that we have before us
today a conference report which in good
conscience I could not sign, and the ac-
ceptance of which, for the reasons I have
stated, I am obliged to vote against.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, first I want
to thank the chairman of the commit-
tee, Mr. Dices, for the fine communica-
tions that we continued all through this
conference. It has been a pleasure to
work with him. He has done a fine job
in his first management of a major piece
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of legislation as chairman of the com-
mittee.

Furthermore, I want to pay my re-
spects to my colleague from Minnesota
(Mr. Fraser), and the gentleman from
Washington, (Brock Apams). I have al-
ways felt free to deal with them on the
affairs of the District Committee to in-
sure the best interests of the residents
and the Congress and have always had
fine cooperation although we have not
always totally agreed. Certainly, however
we established understanding as we went
along and the District and the Nation
was the winner in the resolution of our
differences.

Next I want to state my very high re-
gard for and extend my respects to the
gentlewoman from Oregon  (Mrs.
GRrEEN) , for her work on this bill on the
floor and in the conference. Her con-
tributions in the national interest in
forging this bill will long be remembered.
It was a pleasure to work with Mrs.
Green again after having worked closely
with her in the 92d Congress when she
served on the District Committee. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to state that I favor home
rule for the District of Columbia and
expanded self-government for the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia. My
record as a member of the House District
Committee, first as a Member and more
recently as ranking minority member,
bears out that statement. Over the years
I have been highly instrumental in giv-
ing a Presidential vote to the residents
of the District of Columbia. I have been
instrumental in insuring that an elected
school board was provided in the Dis-
trict. More recently, I authored and saw
enacted into law a bill that provided for
representation in the Congress for resi-
dents of the District in the form of an
office of non-voting delegate in the House
of Representatives.

I have worked assiduously in the in-
terest of the residents of the District of
Columbia and in the interests of your
constituents and mine in insuring that
the Federal interest in the District of
Columbia has been protected as we move
over the years to address and expand the
local, parochial interests of the residents
here. That was the basic thrust behind
my moves to give land grant status to
the Distriet of Columbia, especially for
its vocational schools, and for working to
insure that the residents would have an
opportunity for a fine technical and vo-
cational education in a school such as
the Washington Technical Institute,
which has been so successful in recent
years under the leadership of Dr. Cleve-
land Dennard.

Mr. Speaker, the chairman mentioned
in his opening statement the people who
were involved in shaping this conference
report.

He did not mention that I was there,
and that I helped shape the conference
report, although I did not sign the re-
port. The reason I did not sign it is that
it contained provisions similar to H.R.
9682 which I opposed in the full com-
mittee but voted to report to the floor
because I thought the Congress should
have an opportunity to work its will on
the committee bill, H.R. 9682.

The House on October 10, 1973, passed
an amendment to S. 1435, the home rule
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bill, that provided for nonpartisan elec-
tions in the District of Columbia. This
provision for nonpartisan elections was
in contradiction to the action taken by
the House District Committee in re-
porting out H.R. 9682, wherein partisan
elections were provided for and required.

I objected to the partisan election pro-
visions in H.R. 9682, and I specifically
provided for nonpartisan elections in my
substitute bill, H.R. 10692, which I took
to the Rules Committee and obtained a
favorable ruling as respects its introduc-
tion as a substitute to the House Dis-
trict Committee bill as reported out by
the full committee.

After Congresswoman EpITH GREEN
and I went to the Rules Committee with
our substitute bills, more particularly
H.R. 10692, which I introduced and she
cosponsored providing for home rule for
the District of Columbia, and after win-
ning our fight before the Rules Com-
mittee to have our substitute HR. 10692
be held in order as a substitute when
the home rule issue came up for con-
sideration on the floor, those who spon-
sored and cosponsored H.R. 9682 hur-
riedly put together a substitute to their
own bill, which they introduced on the
floor on October 9, 1973. That substitute,
which the House ultimately passed, spe-
cifically provided for nonpartisan elec-
tions.

Unfortunately, the Senate bill, S. 1435
as passed by the Senate, contained pro-
visions for partisan elections. The con-
ference has taken the partisan pro-
visions contained in the Senate version
of S. 1435 and adopted that as part of
the conference report. This is unfortu-
nate in the extreme, because I believe
that it was unwise to impose partisan
elections on the residents of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

From the beginning when home rule
was discussed, the question of the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia elect-
ing their own officials was a predominant
feature and thrust of home rule. How-
ever, the introduction of the issue of
partisan elections in the District of Co-
lumbia necessarily raises the issue of
whether some of the home rule propo-
nents were not more concerned with
the issue of partisan elections than they
were with the issue of home rule of self-
government for the residents of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

This is compounded, of course, by the
fact that section 741 of the conference
report contains an exemption from the
Hatch Act, so that Federal employees
may be candidates for the offices of May-
or, chairman of the Council, and mem-
bers of the Council of the District of
Columbia.

My opposition to the bill reported out
by the House District Committee, which
also contained partisan elections and also
contained an exemption to the Hatch
Act—Section 740 of that bill—is thus as
valid today as it was when that original
bill was reported out of committee. My
dissenting views as they related to that
bill are quoted below with the exception
that I have stricken the word bill where
it appears in the dissenting views of that
report—House Report 93-482—and in-
serted the words “conference report.”
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It is difficult to conceive of an exemption
that 1s more llkely to strike a death blow to
the Hatch Act than one that offers the pro-
tection of the career service to one who is
seeking a politically partisan elective office.
Whether intended or as a result of over-
sight, it is highly probable that the foregoing
orovisions in this conference report would
have that result.

Proponents of this conference report might
well see a golden harvest in political con-
tributions from the pockets of Federal and
local employees were they able to success-
fully and indirectly initiate the repeal of
the Hatch Act. Exemptions such as those
contained in this conference report could
well open the door to a reversion to the
“spolls system” which the Hatch Act was
initially enacted to correct.

The Supreme Court decision on June 25,
19738, in U.S. Civil Service Commission v. Lel-
ter Carriers, (1873) upholds
a constitutional challenge to the Hatch Act
and its reasoning is worth calling to the
attention of Members of Congress:

We unhesitatingly reaffirm the Mitchell
holding that Congress had, and has, the pow-
er to prevent Mr. Poole and others like him
from holding a party office, working at the
polls and acting as party paymaster for
other party workers. An Act of Congress go-
ing ne further would in our view unques-
tionably be valid. So would it be if, in plain
and understandable language, the statute
forbade activities such as organizing a politi-
cal party or club; actively participating in
fund-raising activities for a partisan candi-
date or political party; becoming a partisan
candidate for, or campaigning for, an elec-
tive public office; actively managing the cam-
palgn of a partisan candidate for public of-
fice; initiating or circulating & partisan nom-
inating petition or soliciting votes for a par-
tisan candidate for public office; or serving
as a delegate, alternate, or proxy to a politi-
cal party convention. Our judgment is that
neither the First Amendment nor any other
provision of the Constitution invalidates a
law barring this kind of partisan political
conduct by federal employees.

. L] - - -

Such decision on our part would no more
than confirm the judgment of history, a
judgment made by this country over the
last century that it is in the best interest of
the country, indeed essential, that federal
service should depend upon meritorious per-
formance rather than political service, and
that the political infiuence of federal em-
ployees on others and on the electoral process
should be limited.

L] L] L] . -

In 1966, Congress determined to review the
restrictions of the Hatch Act on the partisan
political activities of public employees. For
this purpose, the Commission on FPolitical
Activity of Government Personnel was
created. B0 Stat. B68. The Commission re-
ported in 1968, recommending some liberali-
zation of the political activity restrictions on
federal employees, but not abandoning the
fundamental decision that partisan political
activities by government employees must be
limited in major respects. 1 Report of Com-
mission on Political Activity of Government
Personnel, supra.

This account of the efforts by the Federal
Government to 1imit partisan political activ-
ities by those covered by the Hatch Act
should not obscure the equally relevant fact
that all 50 States have restricted the political
activities of their own employees.

- - . L] -

Until now, the judgment of Congress, the
Executive and the country appears to have
been that partisan political activities by fed-
eral employees must be limited if the Gov-
ernment is to operate effectively and fairly,
elections are to play their proper part in rep-
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resentative government and employees them-
selves are to be sufficiently free from im-
proper influences. E.g., 84 Cong. Rec. 9598,
9603; 868 Cong. Rec. 2360, 2621, 2864, 0376.
The restrictions so far imposed on federal
employees are not almed at particular par-
ties, groups or points of view, but apply
equally to all partisan activities of the type
described. They discriminate against no
racial, ethnic or religious minorities. Nor do
they seek to control political opinions or
beliefs, or to interfere with or influence any-
one’s vote at the polls.
- L - - .

The Congress, acting as the local legis-
lature for the District of Columbia in
taking up this home rule bill, should cer-
tainly act responsibly. As we noted in the
dissenting views to the original home rule
bill, HR. 9682, as reported out of the
full committee, over two-thirds of the
cities in this country having a population
of over 100,000 have nonpartisan elec-
tions. Now we in this conference report
are imposing on the District of Columbia
partisan elections, which I think time
and circumstances will prove to be ex-
tremely unwise and taken together with
the amendment of the Hatch Act, may in
the future, if permitted to continue, be-
come the undoing of home rule in the
District of Columbia at some future time.

Thus, I submit that the conferees by
putting partisan elections in this home
rule legislation have erred. I want to
make this emphatic point, namely, that
the champions of home rule for years and
years and years have talked and talked
and talked about a voice in their own af-
fairs. Did they really mean they wanted
a partisan voice speaking in the District
for the foreseeable future with a spoils
system to sustain the voice here and
nationally.

The purpose of home rule is to give the
people a chance to participate in their
government. When you put partisan elec-
tions into this bill under the provisions of
the Hatch Act you immediately place
restrictions on over 125,000 individuals
to participate freely in these elections
which they would be free to do with non-
partisan elections. Is not full participa-
tion of citizens consistent with home rule
and the lack of full participation incon-
sistent with it. Of course, it is. And, do
not say the answer to that is to amend
the Hatch Act, so the Supreme Court
noted in the letter carriers decision, it is:

The judgment of history, a judgment made
by this country over the last century, that
it is In the best interest of the country, in-
deed essential, that Federal service should
depend on meritorious performance rather
than political service, and that the political
influence on Federal employees on others
and on the electoral process should be
limited.

It should also be noted that the Su-
preme Court stated that all 50 States
have restricted the political activities of
their own employees.

Not only that, but years ago I ran an
agency, the Rural Electrification Admin-
istration, and one of the big problems
was the fact that even under the laws
under which we operated—the Hatch
Act—we found that after I left to run
for Congress that people were coerced
into buying tickets for political rallies
with $50 down and $10 a month.
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There is every reason to believe that
8 spoils system can easily grow out of
partisan elections, which can more easily
be prevented under a system of nonparti-
san elections. Too, nonpartisan elections
are the rule in approximately two-thirds
of cities with populations over 100,000.

So when you last saw the home rule
bill as it was passed by the House it had
a provision for nonpartisan elections in
it. Then, we went into the conference
committee, and what happened? From
the Senate side they insisted on partisan
elections.

I want to say that at that point my
confidence in the fact that the propo-
nents of home rule wanted to give the
people a voice in their government began
to be whittled away and my belief began
to be strengthened that the purpose
claimed was only secondary to the par-
tisan appetites that began to appear.

I also want to make reference to some
of the lobbying that went on during the
process of legislating on home rule dur-
ing the first session of this Congress.
After we got through with the original
bill, H.R. 9682, that came out of the full
committee, and which ran into all kinds
of opposition, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. NATCHER) was opposed to it
because of the budget. I helped the gen-
tleman get what he wanted. I think we
were right—congressional control of ap-
propriations and the budget—and those
provisions are in there today. But each
time we raised valid objections to pro-
vision in H.R. 9682, we had difficulty. But
in fact the conference report conforms in
many respects with the Nelsen-Green bill
with one large notable exception, parti-
san elections and an amendment to the
Hatch Act.

I also wish to call attention to the fact
that during the course of the consider-
ation of home rule that Common Cause
representatives contacted individuals,
many of them active in my own political
party back in my district in Minnesota,
suggesting, if not alleging, that I was the
chief opponent to home rule. There was
also literature distributed that by innu-
endo, and not so artful draftsmanship,
left the reader with the impression that
anyone who would question any provision
in a bill providing home rule for the Dis-
trict of Columbia was motivated by rac-
ism. Now, this is nothing more or less
than patent nonsense. I think I can say
without fear of contradiction in this body
that at no time in the course of my serv-
ice in the Congress have I ever been mo-
tivated by such a factor. And I challenge
anyone to make such an allegation. It
is evidence of the dangerous and irre-
sponsible actions of Common Cause in
lobbying on this legislation that they
circulated this type of literature and
propaganda.

I have recently contacted representa-
tives of Common Cause to determine
what their position is on the repeal of
of the Hatch Act exemption, inasmuch
as we embark on that in this conference
report. I had difficulty getting a response,
and that which I received was equivocat-
ing. The League of Women Voters were
also contacted, and their response was
that they would leave the issue of Hatch

Act exemption to their local chapters.
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Now, I find that equivocating also—and
equivalent with ducking the issue, which
I refuse to do. There is certainly national
concern with repeal of the Hatch Act at
the seat of the Government.

So I am a little disappointed in some
of the things that have happened. But at
the same time I must say to the conferees
on the side of the House that my com-
munications and relations with them
have been very good. I am disappointed
in this part of the conference report, and
I think it is a mistake, but I am going
to support the conference report.

I will tell the Members why. I think I
could have made a point of order, and a
very valid one. We had come out of the
House after floor action with a bill with
nonpartisan elections in it; a bill permit-
ting the members of the council and the
Mayor to run for office in the newly
elected government even though subject
to the Hatch Act, because the House pro-
vided for nonpartisan elections.

I wish to insert in the Recorp at this
point the basis and rationale that I
could have used in making a point of
order against the action of the con-
ferees:

AMENDMENT OF THE HATCH ACT BY WAY OF AN
EXEMPTION CONTAINED IN SECTION 741 Is
OUTSIDE THE CONFERENCE
Section 741 of the Conference Report con-

stitutes an Amendment to the Hatch Act

and, accordingly, is subject to a point of
order in that it goes beyond the limits of the
disagreements confided to them.,

THE HOUSE PROVIDED FOR NON-PARTISAN ELEC-
TIONS—THE SENATE PROVIDED FOR PARTISAN
ELECTIONS—NEITHER VERSION
The House passed amendment to S. 1435

provided (Sec. 401) that members of the

Council “shall be elected on a nonpartisan

basis” and that (Sec, 421) the Mayor shall

be elected “on a nonpartisan basis.”

S. 1435 as passed by the Senate provided
(in Title VIII) that candidates for office
could run either as nominees of a political
party after a primary or may run directly for
election to the office for which they are
nominated.

The House District Committee reported
out HR. 9682 on July 80, 1973, and it pro-
vided for partisan elections and contained
& provision, Section 740, which constituted
an amendment and exemption to the Hatch
Act for Federal employees. I objected to this
exemption in the Dissenting Views in House
Report 93-482 which accompanied H.R. 9682,

The District Committee requested a rule
from the House Rules Committee on HR.
9682 where I appeared asking that my bill
be ruled in order as a substitute for H.R.
8682. The Rules Committee approved House
Resolution 581, which made my Substitute
H.R. 10692 (which provided for non-partisan
elections in the District) in order.

The sponsors of HR. 9682, after House
Resolution 581 was reported on October 5,
1973, rewrote their bill and introduced their
own Substitute to H.R. 9682 when it reached
the Floor on October 9, 1873, This “Commit-
tee Print” Substitute to H.R. 9682 deleted
the provisions for partisan elections and pro-
vided for nonpartisan elections as did my
own Substitute H.R. 10692,

However, the Committee Print Substitute
to H.R, 9682, which was finally approved by
the House on October 10, 1973, retained for-
mer Section 740 to H.R. 9682 and merely re-
numbered it Section T41. The Committee
Print Substitute amended all after the
enacting clause of S. 1435.

Section T4l of the House version of S. 1435
reads as follows:
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HOLDING OFFICE IN THE DISTRICT

SEc. T4l. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, no person who is otherwise
qualified to hold the office of member of the
Council or Mayor shall be disqualified from
being a candidate for such office by reason
of his employment in the competitive or
excepted service of the United States. For
the purposes of this section, a person shall
be deemed to be a candidate on and after
the date he qualifies under applicable provi-
sions of law in the District to have his name
placed on the ballot in either a primary or
general election for the office for which he is
a candidate., Such candidacy shall termi-
nate—

(1) with respect to a person who has been
defeated in & primary election held to nomi-
nate candidates for the office for which he
is & candidate, on the day of such primary
election;

(2) with respect to a person who is de-
feated in the general election held for the
office for which he is a candidate, on the
date of such general election; and

(3) with respect to a person who is elected
in the general election held for the office for
which he is a candidate, on the date such
person assumes such office,

Section 741 in the House version was mere
surplus age and was apparently retained in
the Committee Print Substitute to H.R, 9682
as reported by the Committee—through
error, inadvertence, or possibly extreme (but
unn ) caution, because it in no way
amended existing law.

Section 741, as it now appears in the Con-
ference Report and as it appeared in the
Committee Print Substitute as passed by the
House, merely permits what 18 more com-
prehensively permitted and stated in exist-
ing law. Title 5 of the U.S. Code, Section 7326
provides as follows:

§ 7326. Nonpartisan political activity per-
mitted

Secton 7324(a) (2) of this title does not
prohibit political activity in connection
with—

{1) an election and the preceding cam-
paign if none of the candidates is to be
nominated or elected at that election as rep-
resenting a party any of whose candidates for
presidential elector received votes in the last
preceding election at which presidential elec-
tors were selected; or

(2) a question which is not specifically
identified with a National or State political
party or political party of a territory or pos-
sesslon of the United States.

For the purpose of this section, questions
relating to constitutional amendments, ref-
erendums, approval of municipal ordinances,
and others of a similar character, are deemed
not specifically identified with a Natlonal
or State political party or political party of
a territory or possession of the United States.
Pub. L. B9-554, Sept. 6, 1966, 80 Stat. 526.
HISTORICAL AND REVISION NOTES
Reviser's notes

Derivation: United States Code—5 US.C.
118n (less applicability to 5 U.S.C. 118k(a)).

Revised Statutes and Statutes at Large:
July 19, 1940, ch. 640, § 4 “Sec. 18 (less ap-
plicability to § 12 of the Act of Aug. 2, 1838;
added July 19, 1940, ch 640, §4, 54 Stat.
767) ", 54 Stat. 772.

Explanatory Notes. The words “or political
party of a territory or possession of the
United States” are added on authority of
former section 118k-2, which is carried into
section 1501.

Standard changes are made to conform
with the definitions applicable and the style
of this title as outlined in the preface to the
report.

Library references

United States—45. C.J.8. United States
§ 42,

Section 7324(a) of Title 5 of the U.S. Code
reads as follows:
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§ 7324. Influencing elections; taking part In
political campaigns; prohibitions;
exceptlons

(a) An employee In an Executive agency
or an individual employed by the government
of the District of Columbia may not—

(1) use his official authority or influence
for the purpcse of interfering with or af-
fecting the result of an election; or

(2) take an active part In political man-
agement or in political campaigns.

For the purpose of this subsectlion, the phrase

“an active part in political management or

in political campaligns”™ means those acts of

political management or political campaign-
ing which were prohibited on the part of
employees in the competitive service before

July 19, 1940, by determinations of the Civil

Service Commission under the rules pre-

scribed by the President.

HATCH ACT CANNOT BE AMENDED IN
CONFERENCE REPORT

The effect of the Inclusion of Section T4l
in the Conference Report when that Report
contains a provision that provides for par-
tisan elections (Section 751) results in an
amendment to the Hatch Act, 5 U.S. Code,
Sectlon 7234 (see section gquoted In pertinent
part in a footnote to this statement) permit-
ting Federal employees to participate as can-
didates in local elections, which is expressly
forbldden in Section 7234, Title 5, U.S. Code.

Inasmuch as neither the Senate version
nor the House version contained an amend-
ment nor exemption to the Hatch Act, the
Conferees may not go beyond the limits of
disagreements confided to them.

The Senate provided for partisan electlons
with no Hatech Act exemptions for Federal
or District employees, both of whom are
expressly prohlblted from taking an ac-
tive part in political management or in
political campalgns in behalf of partisan
candidates by 5 U.S.C. 7324. The House,
on the other hand, provided for nonpartisan
elections with no Hatch Act amendment or
exemption, inasmuch as Section 741 in per-
mitting Federal employees who were resi-
dents of the District to be candidates in Dis-
trict of Columbia nonpartisan elections, is a
redundancy and mere surplusage, since an
exemption permitting all Federal employees
to be candidates in local nonpartisan elec-
tions is broadly provided for in 5 USC 8 7328
(see language gquoted earlier).

Thus we sse that—by taking the Senate
language providing for partisan election and
joining that with the language cf Section
741 of the House version of 8. 1435—the Con-
ferees have adopted language in the Con-
ference Report that in fact amends the Hatch
Act. No longer is the language of Section 741
mere surplusage.

The Conferees by amending the Hatch Act,
5 USC S 7324, and providing an exemption
for Federal employees to participate in Dis-
trict of Columbia partisan elections have
gone beyond the llmits of the disagreements
confided to them in effecting an amendment
to an Act (the Hatch Act, 5§ U.B.C. 7324),
which heretofore was not effected by either
the House or Senate version.

THE SPECIFIC TOPIC, ISSUE, OR PROPOSITION OF
AN AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2 OF THE HATCH
ACT (5 USC 7324) WAS NOT COMMITTED TO
CONFERENCE BY THE HOUSE

Bection 741 of the House verslon of S. 1435
was mere surplusage when read In the con-
text of the home rule bill as taken up and
passed by the House.

Section T41 was consistent with but nar-
rower than section 4 of the Hatch Act (6
U.S.C. 8 7326) and in no way or manner con=
stituted an exemption to section 2 of the
Hatch Act by amendment.

Moreover, the issue or proposition of ex-
empting Federal employees from local Dis-
trict of Columbia employees from the Hatch
Act was not a matter committed to the
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House Conferees or for that matter to the

conference commitiee.

The House Conferees, it is submitted, may
not agree to the Senate language on partisan
elections and certain House language relat-
ing to nonpartisan elections which results in
broadening the matter in disagreement. Go-
ing Into conference the Senate language pro-
vided for partisan electlons with no section
2 Hatech Act exemptions for Federal em-
ployees, and the House language provided
for nonpartisan elections with language per-
mitting Federal employees to participate in
District elections which was narrower than
existing law and constituted more surplusage
that was merely consistent with section 4 of
the Hatch Act. The Conference Report lan-
guage broadens the scope of the matter in
disagreement by taking Senate language and
House language to achleve a result that does
not constitute a germane modification of the
matter in disagreement.

The disagreement of the Conferees Is
broadened inasmuch as section 2 of the
Hatch Act, 5 USC 7324, is now amended by
the Conference Report, whereas neither the
Senate nor the House language effected that
result.

THE CONFERENCE REPORT LANGUAGE ALTERS THE
FUNDAMENTAL PURPOSE OF S. 1435 (HOME
RULE) BY AMENDING THE HATCH ACT (AN-
OTHER STATUTE) AND OFFENDS COMMON
SENSE

The fundamental purpose of S. 1435 as
stated In the hearings and in debate when
the matter was taken up on the Floor was
the opportunity for local residents to elect
their own mayor and cly council.

I submit that this fundamental purpose
was expressed in my own bill, HR. 10692, and
in the Committee Print Substitute approved
on the House Floor incorporating as it did
provisions for nonpartisan elections,

This fundamental purpose was not altered
or thwarted by the language in Section T41
of the Committee Print Substitute (8. 1435
as amended by the House), iInasmuch as Sec-
tion T41 did not amend existing law but
was merely consistent, but narrower, than
existing provisions of law exempting all Fed-
eral employees from participation in local
nonpartisan elections.

The Conference Report by adopting Senate
language providing for partisan elections and
employlng the House language to permit
Federal employees to be candidates In Dis-
trict of Columbia local partisan elections
(not only during the transitional period for
the first elected government, but for all
time) alters the fundamental purpose of
what the House voted upon and accepted
October 10, 1873, in amending S. 1435. It
amends section 2 of the Hatch Act, which
expressly prohibits Federal employees from
being candidates in partisan local elections.
Section 741, as it appears in the Conference
Report, 18 nothing more nor less than dis-
criminatory legislation favoring a specific
group of Federal employees, that is, those
Federal employees who happen to reside in
the District of Columbia.

I submit that my point of order, based on
the rule of germaneness in this section, is
not a partisan issue in the House today. What
the Conference Report does violates the rules
of the House and common sense and as a pro-
cedural matter my point of order should be
sustained.

CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing reasons, I request

that my polnt of order be sustained.

But I discussed this with the chairman
of the committee, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr, Dices) and it is my un-
derstanding that there will be a bill,
H.R. 6186, coming over from the Senate
dealing with another matter, and we will
have the usual nongermane tail tied to
this bill that would permit the Mayor
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and members of the City Council to run
for office without resigning—a further
indefinite amendment to the Hatch Act.
All of this amending and legislative
thrashing around all because of partisan
elections.

But I must be realistic and so I must
now work for reasonable arrangements
to permit an orderly transfer of govern-
ment with partisan elections.

Can the Members imagine a situation
like that for the District of Columbia,
where the entire Council and the Mayor
might have to step out in order to be a
candidate and thus endanger an orderly
transition in the local government. This
would never do.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
would the gentleman from Minnesota
also agree that perhaps the proposed
amending of the Hatch Act is not as
simple as some are suggesting it is going
to be? The Hatch Act comes under the
jurisdiction of another committee in the
House, as I understand it, either the
Committee on House Administration or
Post Office and Civil Service. The relevant
committee may want to exercise jurisdic-
tion in terms of what impact any amend-
ment to the Hatch Act may have not only
in the District of Columbia but in ail
of our congressional districts. Does not
the gentleman from Minnesota also agree
that there still is a possibility that with a
partisan election that the Mayor and all
members of the City Council may still
have to resign in order to run? I would
also think a non-Federal employee—or
one not exempt—might find it to his or
her advantage to file a suit in court to
test the constitutionality of such a special
provision.

Mr. NELSEN. I think definitely that we
have been acting in an area in which we
have no jurisdiction, and I question the
constitutionality of the action that the
Senate has taken in attaching the type
of amendment I understand appears
in H.R. 6186 as amended by the Senafe.

However, I should like to mention that
the agreement that I have reached with
the chairman is that when this bill comes
over, we will not directly amend the
Hatch Act. The amendment we would
support is transitional only to accommo-
date the special situation that is precipi-
tated by providing for partisan elections
in this conference report. This exemption
will also expire after the election Janu-
ary 2, 1975, after the newly elected repre-
sentatives have been installed, so that
this Congress can review the civil service
law without having to do something with
a gun to our heads in the process as we
seem to be doing now.

I do not know that there is more that
I can say. It is taking a chance, as far as
I am concerned, because I am assuming
that something will happen to another
bill. I am taking the chairman’s word for
it. I have discussed this with the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FrAsSEr), the
gentleman from Washington (Mr,
Apams), and the chairman, and I believe
it is a way out of the situation we are in
that I wished to avoid, but now that I
am faced with it I will act responsibly.
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Certainly it would be a travesty to
have the whole or a majority of the city
council and the mayor step out for 9
months so that they may run for office.
There would have to be an interim there
without a government. With the bill that
is coming over with the amendment, I
suggest that at least we will have a
chance to review it in some detail now
and more importantly next session.

The amendment that the chairman
and I have worked out would repeal sec-
tion 741 of the conference report, which
exempts Federal employees from the
Hatch Act who reside in the District of
Columbia for all time. It is a provision
that would have effect for the first elec-
tion and forever after. The amendment
that I favor that the chairman has
agreed to is one that would permit all
District employees to run as candidates
on an equal basis with all other candi-
dates for this first election only, so that
we need not have mass resignations from
the council, so that the District need not
lose its mayor, if he decides to run for
election, and so that on an equitable basis
other District employees need not resign
their position, in this instance only, so
that they may run for an office on the
council or for the office of mayor. It also
provides that Federal employees who
wish to be candidates for this first elec-
tion, and first election only, would be
placed on a parity with District employ-
ees. As you will note from a reading of
title 2 of the conference report, there are
three major agencies that are now Fed-
eral agencies or quasi-Federal agencies,
which will ultimately be absorbed into
the District Government. It would be un-
fair to permit District employees to run
in this first election and to deny it to
some of these Federal employees, who
will soon become part of the local govern-
ment. That is why I support in the
amendment a provision that would per-
mit Federal employees for this election
and this election only, because of the un-
usual circumstances, to participate as
candidates in this first election.

I might also add further that the dele-
tion of the referendum vote for the
neighborhood council in the conference
report is a sad oversight, but I am con-
vinced that it was not an intentional one.
Perhaps we can correct that by concur-
rent resolution shortly after the con-
sideration of this conference report to-
day. I favor that action.

I am going to support the conference
report. I did not sign it because of the
partisan elections and Hatch Act pro-
visions. I am convinced I am right, and I
think time will bear me out. Anyway, in
my judgment, the best way out is to
pass this conference report.

I hope that the Congress will support
the chairman and myself in adding the
amendments that we will need in order
to eliminate the possibility of a crisis in
the government in the District of Colum-
bia due to mass resignations during the
time of the campaign and up to the time
of having the new government sworn in.

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

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Virgnia.

Mr. PARRIS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.
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I call the gentleman’s attention to page
75 of the conference report. The lan-
guage appears there as follows:

The Senate bill contained provisions, not
in the House amendment, prohibiting the
Council from imposing any parking or road
use tax....

Are we to understand from that that
the Council could adopt discriminatory
tax assessments or fees for nonresidents
under the language of this conference
report?

Mr. NELSEN. I think the chairman
made reference to that. I would yield
to our chairman, the gentleman from
Michigan, to clarify that point.

Mr. DIGGS. In answer to the gentle-
man’s question, the Council would have
such authority, but it would be subject
to congressional veto.

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, the language
in the next paragraph on page 75 says:

The Conference Committee also agreed to
1limit the Council’s authority to require resi-
dency for District government employees to
those employed after the effective date of
the personnel system PR

Would it be the gentleman’s under-
standing that if this legislation is
adopted, the District Council will limit
District government employees to those
who reside in the District of Columbia?

Mr. NELSEN. Again I yield to the
chairman for clarification.

Mr. DIGGS. I should say to the gentle-
man that such action is prospective. It
would not affect any employee in that
category who is presently on the rolls.
They would be grandfathered in. Under
the concept of self-determination, if the
agency should make such a determina-
tion in the future, that would be within
the prerogative.

Mr. PARRIS. I thank the gentleman.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman for
yvielding. Was the gentleman a conferee?

Mr. NELSEN. Yes, I was.

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman know
why the Members of the Senate did not
want another Senator as a delegate to
the District of Columbia?

I just could not quite figure that out
but when the matter was brought up in
conference—and I assume I am not vio-
lating any ruie on confidentiality—it was
greeted by those from the other body
with thunderous silence and so I must
refrain from making a positive answer
because I cannot come up with one.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Will the gentleman yield to me to ask
one quick question of the chairman, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. D1Ges) ?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman spoke of the need to protect the
minority in the District of Columbia.
What minority was he talking about?

Mr. DIGGS. If the gentleman will
yield, we are talking about minority
party interests.

Mr. GROSS. Minority party?

Mr. DIGGS. We provide that no party
can fill more than three of the five-at-
large council—including the chairman—
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seats which means that minority inter-
ests will have an opportunity for the
election.

Mr. GROSS. So the gentleman was al-
luding in a political sense to minority?

Mr. DIGGS. In a political sense to
minority, but I think within a party re-
sponsibility sense that concept is much
broader, I will say to the gentleman.

The trend in partisan tickets around
the country is toward balance—racial,
ethnic religions, male-female. Smart
local political management will be en-
couraged to follow such a trend.

Mr. GROSS. We are dealing now
with the District of Columbia.

Mr. DIGGS. I understand.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
chairman yield.

Mr. DIGGS. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to ingiire of the chairman if my
understanding is correct as to the bill,
H.R. 6186, coming over from the Senate
which will provide that the sitting mem-
bers of the Council and the Mayor can
participate in the campaign for the first
election and thereafter the elected mayor
and members of the council can so par-
ticipate. I am opposed to this for the
reasons I stated earlier. I stated our
agreement, as I understand it, earlier
and I inquire if we are in accord? Is
that our agreement, so it is a matter of
record?

Mr. DIGGS. I would certainly agree
that whatever we agree upon would have
that kind of expiration date.

Mr. NELSEN. Is it the gentleman’s
understanding without question the
Senate would go along with our agree-
ment after we put it in the bill?

Mr. DIGGS. Yes. I think I can make
a fairly firm commitment on that in
terms of my own expectations. I would
be surprised if we encountered any really
serious or unresolvable problems.

Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentleman
for his comments.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I do
want to express my appreciation to the
distinguished gentleman in the well, the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. NELSEN)
for his part in helping to put together
this compromise, imperfect as it is, I
take particular pride in knowing that
two people from my State, the distin-
guished gentlemen from Minnesota (Mr.
NELSEN) and (Mr. Fraser) have had such
a strong hand in writing this historic
legislation.

I hope it will be passed overwhelm-
ingly. I hope even more so that we will
be successful in getting the two-thirds
necessary for suspension or whatever it
takes to pass the amendment to modify
the Hatch Act so that the suggestions of
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr,
NeLseN) about the city council will be
carried out.

I applaud the gentleman also for his
efforts in trying to maintain a nonpar-
tisan clection. I am sorry it did not
work out but I think he did a magnifi-
cent job on the bill as it is.

Speaker, will
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Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentleman.

For the benefit of the Members, I wish
to provide the following comparison of
whnat was contained in the home rule bill,

S. 1435 as amended in the House on

October 10, 1973, and the language con-

tained in the conference report, which

you have before you today. That com-
parison appears below.

ComparisoN oF House VErRsioN oF HoME
RULE BrLL (S. 1435) AND THE CONFERENCE
REPORT

CHARTER

House amended S. 1435

Title III and IV contained the charter.
Amendments could be proposed by either (1)
an act of the Councll, or (2) petition signed
by 6% of the registered voters; approved by
majority voting in special referendum, Char-
ter referendum was to be held not more than
5 months after date of enactment of the Act.

Conference report

The Substitute (sections 303, 601, 604, 701-
704) provides:

(1) Any change from an elected Mayor-
Council form of government must be initi-
ated by Congress and approved by the Presi-
dent;

(2) Any other changes in the Charter shall
be originated by the Council by act and then
shall be referred to referendum of the citi-
zens of the District of Columbia. If such
Charter change is approved by the citizens,
the Charter change or changes shall come to
the Congress for a period of 35 legislative
days. The committees shall have 20 legisla-
tive days within which to consider whether
to approve the proposed Charter amendment.
If at the end of the 20 days the committee
does not report out a resolution approving
such Charter amendment, any member may,
during the next 15 days, file a highly privi-
leged motion to approve the Charter amend-
ment. Both Houses must approve the Charter
amendment for it to go into effect.

GOVERNMENTAL REORGANIZATION
1. Redevelopment Land Agency
House amended S. 1435

The House amendment contained provi-
slons, not included in the Benate bill, which
would establish the RLA as an instrumen-
tality of the District Government. Its Board,
as of July 1, 1974, would consist of five mem-

bers appointed by the Commissioner with
the advice and consent of the Council.

Conference report

The Conference substitute (Section 201)
adopts the House provision with amendments
authorizing the Council to adopt legislation
(1) to assure uniform procedures relating to
disposition of complaints and claims involv-
ing the RLA; (2) to provide that all plan-
ning, designing, construction and supervi-
sion of public facilities contributed to any
redevelopment area be carried out by an ap-
propriate D.C. Agency; (3) to provide that
any occupled rental property owned by RLA
shall be maintalned in a safe and sanitary
condition; and (4) to provide that the Mayor
may walve speclal assessments as for cost of
sewers, streets, curbs and so forth where the
cost therefore can be applied as non-cash
local grants-in-aid.

2. National Capltal Housing Authority

House amended S, 1435

The House amendment contained a provi-
sion, not included in the Senate bill, which
transferred the NCHA which was established
under the D.C. Alley Dwellilng Act (D.C.
Code, secs. 5-103 and 5-116), to the D.C.
government; vested in the Commissioner all
functions, powers, and duties of the Presi-
dent under the said Alley Dwelling Act; and
authorized the transfer of all employees,
property (real and personal), and unex-
pended balances of appropriations, alloca-
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tions. and all other funds, and assets and
llabilities of the Authority, to the D.C. gov=
ernment.
Conference report

The Conference substitute (section 202)

conforms to the House amendment.
3. District of Columbla Manpower
Administration
House amended S. 1435

The House amendment contalned provi-
slons, not included in the Senate bill, which
transferred to the Commissioner all func-
tions of the Secretary of Labor with respect
to public employment services for the Dis-
trict. The District Public Employment Serv-
ice would be eligible to participate with the
Secretary on the same basis as a State, and
the District would be eligible to participate
in apprenticeship programs operated by the
Secretary. Also, all functions of the Secretary
with respect to claims filed by employees of
the District Government under the Federal
Employment Compensation Act (FECA) are
transferred to the District.

Conference report

The Conference substitute (section 204)
adopts the House provislons except that it
provides for the transfer of FECA functions
to the District only when the District has
established its own independent personnel
system or systems, as directed by this Act.

It iz understood that existing agreements
between the States of Maryland and Virginia
and District of Columbia relating to job
banks and the Cooperative Area Manpower
Planning System will not be adversely af-
fected by the transfer of the D.C. Manpower
Administration to the District of Columbia as
provided for in this Act.

4. Public Service Commission
House amended 8. 1435

The House amendment contained a provi-
sion, not included in the Senate bill, which
established a Public Service Commission to
insure that every public utility doing busi-
ness within the D.C. would be required to
furnish service and facilities reasonably safe
and adequate and in all respects just and
reasonable, sald Commission to be composed
of three Commissioners appointed by the
Mayor and Council approval.

Conference report

The Conference substitute (section 493)

conforms to the House amendment.
5. Armory Board
House amended 8. 1435

The House amendment amended present
law to provide that the Armory Board shall
consist of the Commanding General of the
D.C. Militia, and two other members ap-
pointed by the Mayor for four-year terms,
and subject to Council approval.

Conference report

The Conference substitute (section 404)

conforms to the House amendment,
6. Board of Education
House amended 8. 1435

The House amendment maintalned pres-
ent law, vesting finally in the Congress, the
determination of line items In the school
budget.

Conference report

The Conference substitute (sections 405,
719) provides that the school budget sub-
mitted to the Congress must be in line item
form as presently required by law. Also, the
Mayor and the Councll in establishing the
maximum amount of operating and capital
funds which will be included in the Dis-
trict’s annual budget for the Board of Edu-
cation shall attach to the budget transmit-
ted to the President a written statement ex-
plaining changes, if any, in the total amounts
recommended by the Board for the District’'s
school budget.
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PLANNING AND ZONING

1. National Capital Planning Commission and
Municipal Flanning
House Amended S. 1435

The House amendment contalned provi-
slons, not included in the Senate bill, which
established the NCPC as a Federal planning
agency for the Federal government to plan for
the Federal establishment in the National
Capital region and provided that the Mayor
would be the central planning agency for the
District, responsible for D.C. planning and
the preparation of the District elements of
the comprehensive plan, published jointly
with the NCPC. NCPC would comment on
D.C. planning and retain planning authority
for Federal and international projects. The
NCPC would be composed of 12 members, 7
ex officlo—the BSecretaries of Interior and
Defense, Administrator of GSA, the Mayor,
Chairman of D.C. Council, and Chairmen of
the House and Sensate District Committees,
or their designated alternates; and 5 citizen
members, 3 appointed by the President and
2 by the Mayor. One of the Presidential ap-
pointees would be from Maryland and one
from Virginia.

Conference Report

The Conference substitute (sectlons 203,
423) adopts, In essence, the House provisions
amended (1) with respect to procedural re-
quirements and time allowed the NCPC in
acting upon proposed District elements of a
comprehensive plan, or proposed District
projects; and (2) to require the Mayor to
submit his multi-year capital improvements
plans to the NCPC for review and comment.

Neither the Natlonal Capital FPlanning
Commission nor the Mayor has any power
over the United States Capitol Building and
Grounds as defined in sections 1 and 15 of
the Act of July 31, 1046, as amended (40
U.S.C. 193a and 183m), or over any other
bulldings under the control of the Architect
of the Capltol.

ZONING COMMISSION
House amended S.1435

The House amendment included provi-
slons, not in the Senate bill, amending pres-
ent law (1) establishing a Zoning Commis-
slon consisting of the Architect of the Capi-
tol, Director of the National Park Service, and
three citizens appointed by the Mayor for
four-year terms; (2) providing that amend-
ments to the zoning maps and regulations,
shall not be inconsistent with the compre-
hensive plans; and (8) requiring submission
of any amendments, zoning regulations, or
maps to the NCPC for review and to report
their recommendations within 30 days.

Conference report
The Conference -substitute (section 492)
adopts the major provisilons of both the
House amendment and the Senate bill.

D.C. COUNCIL—LEGISLATIVE POWERS AND
LIMITATIONS

House amended 8. 1435

The House amendment contailned provi-
sions, not in the Senate bill, providing (1)
the Council could organize, abolish or estab-
lish agencies and departments of the D.C.
government: (2) the Councll must establish
an independent personnel system or systems
within 5 years after the date of enactment;
and (3) the Council could not change build-
ing height limitations nor change D.C. crim-
inal laws or the organization and jurisdic-
tion of the D.C. courts.

Conference report

The Conference substitute (sections 404,
602) adopts the major provisions of both the
House amendment and the Senate bill and
deletes the prohibition on the Council’s im-
posing a parking or road use tax.

The Conference Committee also agreed to
1limit the Councll's authority to require resi-
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dency for District government employees to
those employed after the effective date of the
personnel system or systems to be adopted
by the Council under this Act.

The Conference Committee also agreed to
transfer authority to the Council to make
changes in Titles 22, 23 and 24 of the District
of Columbia Code, effective January 2, 1977.
After that date, changes in Titles 22, 23
and 24 by the Council shall be subject to a
Congressional veto by elther House of Con-
gress within 30 legislative days. The expe-
dited procedure provided in section 604 shall
apply to changes in Titles 22, 23 and 24.

D.C.. COUNCIL—LEGISLATIVE FROCESS
House amended S. 1435

The House amendment contalned provi-
slons, not in the Senate bill, (1) giving the
President power, within 30 days, to sustain
& Mayor's veto of Council acts; (2) requiring
the Council to submit all but emergency
acts to Congress for a 30-day layover before
they become effective; and (3) permitting
emergency acts to be effective for only 90
days.

Conference report

The Conference substitute (sections 404,
412, 602(c)) adopts the House amendment
provisions together with a Senate provision
specifylng that no act of the Council may
be passed until 13 days after its Introduction.

(3) The acts of the Council, after passage
by the Council and approval by the Mayor,
shall 1lle before Congress for 30 leglslative
days and shall thereafter go into effect un-
less a motion of disapproval has been passed
by both Houses of Congress. If a motion of
disapproval is filed, it shall be referred to
the House and Senate District of Columbia
Committees and if such committees report
such a motion of disapproval, it shall be a
highly privileged motion that the particular
act of the Council be disapproved.

RECALL AND INITIATIVE
House amended S. 1435

The House amendment provided that the
Mayor and any member of the Council or of
the Board of Education could be recalled by
petition filed with the Board of Elections and
signed by 25% of the registered qualified
voters voting in the last preceding general
election. Recall was to be effectuated by a
majority vote of the qualified electors voting
in an election for such recall.

Conference report
The Conference substitute contains no
such provisions.
MAYOR
House amended S. 1435

The House amendment provided for (1)
non-partisan election of a Mayor who would
be required to be a D.C. resident for 80 days
preceding the election; (2) compensation to
be at the Federal Executive Schedule level ITII
(current $40,000), plus official allowances;
(3) Chairman of the Council to serve as
Mayor until a special election could be held
approximately 114 days after a vacancy oc-
curs; (4) a fiscal report of the Mayor would
be required within 90 days after the end
of the fiscal year; and (5) the Mayor would
also be authorized to reorganize agencles
and department of the D.C. government.

Conference report

The Conference substitute (sections 421,
422, 445, 448) provides (1) for partisan elec-
tion of a Mayor for a 4-year term, who is re-
quired to be a D.C. resident for 1 year pre-
ceding the election; (2) compensation to be
at the Federal Executive Schedule level III
(currently $40,000), plus official allowances;
(3) Chairman of the Council to become Act-
ing Mayor until a special election approxi-
mately 114 days after a vacancy occurs; (4)
the Mayor is required to fille a financial re-
port by November 15t of each year; and (5)
the Mayor is authorized to reorganize agen-
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cies and departments of the D.C. government
subject to Council approval.

JUDICIARY
House amended S. 1435

The House amendment provided for (1)
the appointment of judges by the President,
subject to Senate approval, for 15-year terms
from three to five names submitted to him
by the Judicial Nomination Commission; (2)
retention by the Congress of authority over
composition, structure and so forth of the
D.C. courts; and (3) a Judicial Nomination
Commission of 8 members, staggered 6-year
terms, 2 appointed by the Unified D.C. Bar,
2 appointed by the Mayor from Council lists,
1 member appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and 1 member ap-
pointed by the President of the Senate, and
3 members appointed by the President; all
members to be U.B. citizens, D.C. residents,
and non-Federal or District employees, and
qualified to be judges of D.C. courts. The
House amendment contained provisions, not
in the Senate bill for (1) a Commission on
Judicial Disabilities and Tenure, with same
membership as the Judicial Nomination
Commission; (2) the Judiclal Nomination
Commission to submit three to five names
to the President; (3) the automatic reap-
polntment of judges by the President if
same were found by the Tenure Commis-
slon to be exceptionally well-qualified or
well-qualified for reappolintment, without
Senate approval, but if recommended only as
“qualified” for reappointment, requiring Sen-
ate approval; (4) a D.C, residence require-
ment for all new D.C. judges; and (5) the
D.C. courts to prepare their own annual
budget, submit the same to the Mayor for
transmission to the Council and to the Con-
gress along with the remalnder of the D.C.
budget.

Conference report

The Conference substitute (sections 431-
434, 445, 718) provides for (1) appointment
of judges by the President, subject to Sen-
ate approval, for a 15-year term, from a list
of 3 nominees submitted by the Judiclal
Nomination Commission; if the President
has not made an appointment within 60 days,
then the Nomination Commission shall make
the appointment, subject to Senate approv-
al; (2) retention in Congress of authority
over the composition, structure and juris-
diction of the D.C. courts; (3) a Judiclal
Nomination Commission to be comprised of
T members; 1 appointed by the President, 2
by the Mayor (1 to be a non-lawyer), 2 by
the Unified D.C. Bar, 1 by the Council (to be
a non-lawyer) and 1 by the Chief Judge of
the U.S. District Court for the District of
Columbla, to be a retired or sitting Federal
Judge; all to be appointed for é-year, stag-
gered terms, all to be United States citizens
and District of Columbia residents, non-Fed-
eral or non-District employees, and, in the
case of lawyers appointed to the Commission,
qualified to be judges of the D.C. courts; (4)
& Tenure Commission to consist of 7 mem-
bers of the same designation as for the Nom-
ination Commission; no Individual may
serve simultaneously on both Commissions;
(5) all new judges to be D.C, residents; and
(6) the D.C. courts to prepare their own
annual budget for submission to the Mayor,
thence to the Council and to the Congress
along with the remainder of the D.C. budget.

BOARD OF ELECTIONS
House amended 8. 1435

The House amendment included provislons
for the membership on the Board to be three
persons, all appointed by the Mayor with

Council approval, no more than two of whom
could be of the same political party.

Conference report

The Conference substitute (section 491)
conforms to the House amendment.
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ELECTIONS PROCEDURES
House amended 8. 1435

The House amendment provided for the
nomination of nonpartisan candidates by
petitions filed by not less than 60 days be-
fore the date of the general election, with the
first elections to be held in 1974.

Conference report

The Conference substitute (section 735)
conforms to the House amendment.

REVENUE SHARING
House amended 8. 1435

The House amendment contalned a pro-
vision, not in the Senate bill, which deleted
from present law the automatic reduction In
the District of Columbia's general revenue
sharing allocation, f the District enacts a
tax on the income of non-residents. The en-
actment of such a tax is prohibited in any
event under other sections of the bill.

Conference report

The Conference substitute (section 751)
adopts the House provisions amended to re-
gquire partisan elections.

ADVISORY NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCILS
House amended S. 1435

The House amendment contains provisions,
not included in the Senate bill, requiring the
Council to divide the District into Neighbor-
hood Councll areas. Upon receiving a petition
slgned by at least 5% of the registered qual-
ifled electors of an area, the Council was re-
quired to establish for that neighborhood an
elected Advisory Neighborhood Council to ad-
vise the Council on planning, streets, recrea-
tion, social services, health, safety, and sani-
tation and to review zoning changes and li-
censes. Expenses of such Councils to be paid
by a levy of 1¢ per $100 of assessed valuation
of real property.

Conference report

The Conference substitute (section 738)

adopts essentially the House amendment,

NATIONAL CAPITAL SERVICE AREA
House amended S. 1435

The House amendment included provi-
slons, not in the Senate bill, providing for
the establishment of the National Capital
Bervice Area, including the Federal monu-
ments, the White House, Capitol building,
Federal, executive, legislative, and judicial
office bulldings, Fort McNair, the Navy Yard,
and Bolling Air Force Base. The President
would appoint a Director who would assure
police and fire protection within the area,
and the maintenance of streets, highways,
and sanitation services therefor.

Within one year, the President would be
required to report to Congress his recommen-
dations on the feasibility of combining the
Executive Protective Service, the United
States Park Police in the service area, and
the United States Capitol Police under the
Director.

Conference report

The Conference substitute (section 738)
adopts the House provisions, amended to lim-
it the authority of the National Capital Serv-
ice Area Director over the bulldings and
grounds of the Capitol, the Supreme Court,
and the Library of Congress. The section was
also further amended to ensure that all Fed-
eral and District of Columbia laws applicable
to the area would continue in force and
effect; that such laws could be amended by
the appropriate authorities; and that all pri-
vate property, and buildings and adjacent
parking lots owned by the District of Colum-
bia government, are excluded from the Na-
tional Capital Service Area.

EMERGENCY CONTROL OF POLICE
House amendment S, 1435

The House amendment contained provi-
slons, not included in the Senate bill, to
permit the President upon request to secure
from the Mayor the services of the Metro-
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politan Police force when the President deter-
mined special conditions required such
police for Federal purposes.
Conference report
The Conference substitute (section 740)
adopts the House provisions, amended to
limit the same to make it a temporary re-
quisitioning only and subject to Congres-
sional review.
PUBLIC MEETINGS
House amended S. 1435
The House amendment contained provi-
sions, not in the Senate bill, requiring that
all meetings and hearings of any District of
Columbia government agency, board, or com-
mission in which official action is to be taken
or proposed, shall be open to the publie; and
the transcripts or transcriptions of such
meetings shall be made available to the
public.
Conference report
The Conference substitute (section 742)
adopts the House amendment, with a change
o Include tapes and transcriptions thereof
avallable to the public at & reasonable
charge.
D.C. SENATE DELEGATE
House amended S. 1435
The House amendment included provi-
sions, not in the Senate bill, providing that
beginning January 3, 1975, there would be
& non-voting Delegate in the Senate from
the District of Columbia, elected for 6 years;
such non-voting Delegate to be a qualified
elector, at least 30 years of age, a resident
of the District for 8 years Immediately pre-
ceding his election, and holding no other paid
office.
Conference report
The Conference substitute contains no
such provision.
HOLDING OFFICE IN THE DISTRICT
House amended S, 1435
The House amendment contained provi-
slons, not in the Senate bill, providing that
no person otherwise qualified should be dis-
qualified for being a candidate for the office
of Mayor or member of the Council because
of employment in the competitive or ex-
cepted service of the United States.
Conference report
The Conference substitute (sectlon 741)
conforms to the House amendment.
BALANCED BUDGET
House amended S. 1435
House directed Mayor to submit an annual
budget prepared on the assumption that
proposed expenditures for a fiscal year would
not exceed estimated existing or proposed
resources.
Conference report
House provision was adopted with minor
language clarifications.
BUDGET CONTENT AND FROCEDURE
House amended S. 1435
House specified content of budget and re-
talned Congressional appropriations and re-
programming provisions of existing law.
Conference report
House language was adopted with amend-
ments to clarify Mayor/Council budget pro-
cedures to permit Mayor to lilne-item veto
selected budget proposals and to clarify
President's role in review and transmittal
of the budget to the Congress.
1. Board of Education
House amended S. 1435
House made on change in existing law.
Conference report
Provision was adopted permitting the
Mayor and the Council to establish the max-
imum allocation of funds to the Board with
a prohibition against specifying the pur-
poses for which such funds may be expended
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for the various programs under the Board’s
Jurisdiction.
2. District of Columbia Courts’ Budget
House amended S. 1435
House specified that Courts’ budget was
to be forwarded by the Mayor to the Coun-
cil without revision but subject to his rec-
ommendations.
Conference report
House language was adopted with provi-
slon prohibiting Council from revising
budget estimates submitted by the D.C.
Courts.
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AUDITOR
House amended S. 1435
House established office of D.C. Auditor
appointed by the Council Chairman, subject
to Council approval, for six-year term.
Auditor was to conduct yearly review of D.C.
Government’s accounts and operations. Re-
ports were to be submitted to the Congress,
the Mayor and the Council.
Conference report
House provisions were adopted.
GAO AUDIT
House amendments to S-1435
House required periodic GAO audits of D.C.
Government's accounts and operations. Re-
ports were to be submitted to the Congress,
the Mayor, and the Council. The Mayor
would have 60 days to respond.
Conference report
House provisions were adopted with
amendments requiring annual GAO audits
and allowing Mayor 90 days to respond to
GAO reports.
ISSUANCE OF BONDS
1. General Obligation Bonds
House amended 1435

House allowed issuance of bonds to pay
costs of any capital project authorized by
Congress with rates of interest set by Mayor
provided total amount of prineipal and in-
terest to be pald in any one year on all such
outstanding bonds would not exceed 14% of
D.C. revenues credited during previous fiscal
year. House also continues present law per-
mitting Treasury borrowing and authorized
special tax and sinking fund, with GAO audit
responsibility, to pay principal and interest
on bonds; and permitted optional use of gen-
eral obligation bonds to pay D.C. Metro costs.

Conference report

House provisions were adopted with
amendments to include Treasury loan obli-
gations within the 149% limitation, to allow
optional referenda on bond issues, to permit
interim Treasury loan authority to complete
ongoing projects only, to allow general obli-
gation bonds to pay for D.C. Metro costs be-
ginning with FY 76, and to require an an-
nual audit by GAO of the sinking fund.

2. Short-term borrowing
House amended 8. 1435

House authorized issuance of short-term
notes in absence of unappropriated revenues
in amounts not to exceed 1% of total appro-
priations for a fiscal year, and, in anticipated
revenues for a fiscal year.

Conference report

House provislons were adopted with
amendment increasing limitation on short-
term borrowing in absence of unappropriated
revenues from 1% to 2% of total appropria-
tions for a fiscal year.

3. Revenue bonds
House amended S. 1435

House authorized Council to issue revenue
bonds to finance projects for housing, health,
transit, utilities, education and Industrial
development purposes to be financed solely
by a pledge of anticipated revenues from
such projects. Such bonds were not to con-
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stitute a general debt of the District and
could be issued without voter approval.
Conference report
House provisions were adopted with
amendments to include projects for recrea-
tional and commercial purposes and with
provisions allowing the mortgaging of pri-
vate propertles as additional security for
certain of such bonds,
ANTI-DEFICIENCY PROHIBITION
House amended S. 1435
House Included a provision prohibiting ex-
penditures in excess of amounts appropri-
ated, but contains no penalties for viola-
tions.
Conference report
Senate provision was adopted making Dis-
trict officers and employees subject to the
Federal Anti-Deficlency Act.
FEDERAL PAYMENT
House amended S. 1435
Federal payment of $250 million was au-
thorized for F.Y. 1876 and each year there-
after. Annual appropriation request was to
be based on study of inter-city expenditure
and revenue comparisons and nine other fac-
tors for assessing costs and benefits to the
District in its role as the Natlon’s Capital.
Each annual appropriation request for the
Federal payment was to include a request for
an annual Federal payment for the next fol-
lowing fiscal year as well.
Conference report
House provisions were adopted with spe-
cific annual authorizations for the Federal
payment as follows: FY 1975, $230 million,
FY 1976, 8254 million; FY 1977, $280 million;
FY 1878 and each year thereafter, $300 mil-
lion.

There are some differences in the
House amended version of S. 1435 and
the conference report that I have not

discussion above that deserve your at-
tention.

In title IT of the conference report we
transfer major Federal or quasi-Federal
agencies to the District government. In
my view, the contracts and agreements
which exist between those agencies and
other parties will continue unimpaired
under the local government. Constitu-
tional due process would permit no less,
but Congress certainly intends that pro-
cedures and safeguards for insuring and
protection arrangements between these
agencies and other parties that currently
exist will be honored.

For instance in general the budget and
financial procedures agreed upon by the
conferees parallel those recommended by
the Nelsen Commission by retaining the
respective roles of the Congress, the Pres-
ident, the Federal Office of Management
and Budget, and the Comptroller General
of the United States in the preparation,
review, submission, examination, author-
1zation and appropriation of the total
budget of the District government. I am
particularly pleased that the legislation
specifically identifies such elements of
costs and benefits to the District brought
about by its role as the Nation’s Capital
that should be considered by the Mayor
1n presenting his annual requests for ap-
propriation of the Federal payment, and
by the Federal Office of Management and
Budget in reviewing and revising such
requests prior to their submission to the
Congress.
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The provision in the legislation for
authorization of the Federal payment
departs from the Nelsen Commission
recommendations by establishing speci-
fic authorizations for the fiscal years
1975, 1976, 1977, and 1978 and each fiscal
year thereafter based upon some hur-
riedly prepared estimates obtained from
the District government., The amounts
of the authorizations contained in the
bill, which incidentally are substantially
in excess of the existing authorization,
were inserted without the usual detailed
review of the District government’s jus-
tification for the increases. The result is
that the House and Senate District
Committees are, for all practical pur-
poses, removed from their traditional
annual overview role in the authoriza-
tion of the Federal payment as recom-
mended by the Nelsen Commission. This
overview role, requiring annual author-
ization hearings approximately 18
months prior to a fiscal year in which an
increased authorization could be justi-
fied, has been of particular help to the
District in the past by encouraging long-
range planning on the part of the Dis-
trict government and through the early
identification of problem areas with fi-
nancial impact.

There are other provisions in the bill
that relate to changes in the composi-
tion of the Judicial Nominating Com-
mission and the Judicial Disabilities and
Tenure Commission that raise some
questions in my mind. Certainly as to
the composition of the appointments to
the National Capital Planning Commis-
sion, I question whether in a Federal
agency such as the Planning Commis~
sion, which is designed to protect the
Federal interest, whether the local gov-
ernment should have as strong a repre-
sentation as they would have under the
provisions of the conference report.

Finally, I am concerned that all of the
work that we put into the Nelsen Com-
mission which in report form was con-
tained in 3 volumes of over 2,000
pages whether that work and that effort
will be largely in vain, if it is lost in the
local government concern with elections,
charters, and other matters provided for
in this bill.

If the work of our Commission is not
given a high priority by the Mayor and
the City Council in the next year, then I
think that the residents of the District
and all of our constituents will have
been done a disservice. I think there are
great opportunities for improvements
which we set forth in our report. I think
it is in the interest of the residents of
the District of Columbia, the Congress,
and all of the citizens of this country
that to the maximum extent possible the
Commission’s report should receive the
greatest implementation possible within
the next year.

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

Mr. NELSEN. I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. Gupe).

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I am
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pleased to add my support to the con-
ference report on S. 1435, self-govern-
ment legislation for the Distriet of
Columbia. This represents a major step
toward equality in the fundamental
rights for citizens of Washington, while
at the same time recognizing the unique-
ness of the Nation’s Capital.

As the gentleman from ‘Minnesota (Mr.
NeLsSEN), who contributed so much to this
bill, pointed out there is a grandfather
clause in this legislation which protects
nonresident employees of the city.

The conference report retains the key
provisions of the House bill, and I feel,
adequately protects the legitimate Fed-
eral interest in this city. For those who
find fault and claim that the Federal
interests are not given substantial pro-
tection there are a number of items to
be remembered. We must remember,
first, that above all, Congress will always
retain its ultimate authority over the
District as set forth in the Constitution.
Nothing changes that. Second, this bill
retains the authority in the Congress to
review the city’s budget and appropriate
the moneys for it. Furthermore, it au-
thorizes independent audits of the ac-
counts and operations of the District
government, one to be conducted by our
own arm, the General Accounting Office.

The conference committee has also
adopted the House provision for a Na-
tional Capital Service Area, including
the monuments, the White House, and
other Federal buildings to assure ade-
quate police and fire protection and other
such municipal services in these areas.

I could enumerate several other provi-
sions in this conference report which
represent the House position on key is-
sues and which carefully and rightly pro-
tect the Federal interest in this Capital
City—30-day layover for acts of the
elected council and provisions for con-
gressional disapproval, emergency con-
trol of the police by the President, and
50 on. The council is prohibited from in-
creasing height limitations on buildings,
from enacting a tax on nonresidents or
impose any tax on property of the Fed-
eral Government.

It is a gross and cruel distortion of
this issue to call this bill unconstitutional
or an overwhelming and illegitimate con-
cession of power to the city. It is right
and it is fair. And it takes into account
the needs of Washington and the needs
of the American people.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. LANDGREBE) .

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, I must
admit the chairman has done a very kind
and very helpful job.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move a call
of the House.
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A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 691]
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson, Il

Frelinghuysen Podell
Powell, Ohlo
Rees

Reid

Rinaldo
Roblson, N.Y.
Rodino

Fuqua
Gilman
Goldwater
Grasso
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Hanrahan
Harvey
Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hillis
Holtzman
Hudnut
Hunt
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Eeating
Landrum
Lent
McEinney
Mailliard
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mitchell, Md.
Mpoorhead,Pa.
O'Brien
Patman

Roe
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, N.Y.

Treen
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Walsh
Whitehurst
Widnall
Winn

Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Young, Alaska

Cotter
Daniels,

Dominick V.
Delaney
Dent
Downing
Dulski
Edwards, Ala.
Eshleman
Ford, Pepper

Willlam D. Peyser

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 331
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

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

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 1435,
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SELF-
GOVERNMENT AND GOVERN-
MENT REORGANIZATION ACT.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Indiana is recognized.

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, after
some 49 minutes of violin playing and
guitar strumming I am not sure I can
do very much with the comments I have
against this conference report in the few
minutes that I have been allotted, but
I would like to give the Members some
of my feelings in opposition to this bill.

I happen to disagree with it. And I
thank the colleague who made the point
of order of no quorum being present.
I believe that in spite of the overwhelm-
ing support that this measure has had
that I at least have some valid objec-
tions to make.

One of the points that I would like
to make regards the legislative history
of this specific bill. This so-called home
rule bill was first written in the District
of Columbia Government Operations
Subcommittee, totally rewritten by the
full District of Columbia Committee,
and then, when, it was about to be in-
troduced in the House it was suddenly
jerked away, completely rewritten, with-
out Republican knowledge or consent
and then handed to this House. If I
remember correctly, we had only a few
hours to consider what that bill con-
tained when this House, under the fever
and the pressure for some sort of so-
called home rule, passed that bill, and
we went to conference.
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The conference to which I was named
substantially revised the House version
and reported it without the signature of
one Republican House conferee. House
minority Members were NELSEN of Min-
nesota, Harsaa of Ohio, BrovHiLL of
Virginia, and myself.

Now, I cannot give you the reasons why
my Republican colleague refrained from
slgning the conference report. However,
my reasons are as follows: The confer-
ence report puts entirely too much power
in the hands of 14 elected officials—the
mayor, and 13 councilmen will be elected,
and they will have at their disposal ap-
proximately $1.5 billion per year. They
will be running this city of 750,000 people.

Sure, there is reference to the Congress
still having control in section 601 of the
bill, but at the same time we say that out
of one side of our mouth, we are saying
out of the other side that those 14 people
shall run this city.

There are a few things about the elec-
tion procedures that have not even been
dealt with in this bill. No. 1, how about
the funding for these candidates? We
have had a lot of talk in this country
about the fear among the people con-
cerning election frauds, the questionable
sources of campaign money, and the
amount of money that candidates spend.

This bill would permiit unlimited cam-
paign expenditures; it would permit un-
limited contributions from corporations,
unlimited contributions from unions, and
from all kinds of special interest groups.
It would require the keeping of a list of
those contributions, but it does not spec-
ify a reporting date.

There are quite a few things like that
that are not covered in this bill, which
constitute part of my objections.

There is another prevalent feeling
that, because there are so many black
people in the District of Columbia, per-
haps they ought to have control of this
city. Now, I am not the one who raised
the racial issue. This issue was raised in
the letter that was sent out by the Dis-
trict Delegate FaunTrOY, and I will read
it to the Members if any of them have not
bothered to do so. It says:

But there are some votes a Congressman
can give that are cheap, that is, he will pick
up votes and gain credit for himself with
the black electorate, and not cost him any-

thing with his white base of support. A vote
for DC home rule is such a vote.

Now, I am going to ask the Members
what is cheap about this bill? Let me tell
you a few things that “ain’t” cheap about
this bill.

No. 1, this bill authorizes a total pay-
ment from the Federal Government, from
your taxpayers and from mine, of $1,-
069,000,000, over the next 4 years. This
amounts to a payment during the next
4 years from each and every congres-
slonal district in this United States of
$2,450,000.

What is cheap about that, and how are
the Members going to explain that to
their people back home—nearing doubl-
ing the Federal payment from $194 mil-
lion to $300 million, based on somebody’s
estimate down at city hall? No one has
produced any figures upon which to base
those estimates. How can we in good con-
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science give our approval here today,
to that kind of fiscal insanity?

I wish to call to the attention of my
colleagues a little article from this week’s
Human Events which reads as follows:

Joseph P. Yeldell, a black, a Hubert Hum-
phrey Democrat and the director of Wash-
ington, D.C.s department of human re-
sources, released figures last week showing
that one of every three families receiving aid
to dependent children (ADC) payments was
either ineligible or overpaid. According to
Yeldell, the clty government msay be shell-
ing out $13.2 million more every year in

these kinds of payments than it should be
under the law.

How am I going to explain that to my
people back in Indiana who are trying to
educate their kids and who now pay more
money for their limited amounts of gaso-
line?

There are many more objectionable
features about this bill. There is no jus-
tification, no grounds that the people of
this District are being harmed. In other
words, if we are going to be sitting here
as a tribunal, how can we indicate that
the people living in the District of Colum-
bia are being hurt, harmed, injured?
They have the Federal schools; they have
the Federal colleges; the Federal institu-
tions, hospitals, and they have a per
capita receipt from the Federal Govern-
ment in Federal grants alone of $745 per
person.

Compare this if you will to the State of
Towa where the Federal grant to each
person is $115; in Ohio, it is $102 per
capita.

Even though the very few minutes al-
lotted me to state my obligations to this
very bad piece of legislation have been
consumed at this point I feel compelled,
for the record to complete my remarks.

First. The broad general legislative
authority delegated to the District gov-
ernment in S. 1435 is unconstitutional.
It is in direct contravention of article I,
section 8, clause 17, of the Constitution
which gives to Congress alone the
“power—to exercise exclusive legislation

in all cases whatsoever over—the seat of
government of the United States.”

The purpose of this legislation can only
be achieved by a constitutional amend-
ment. The retention of congressional au-
thority, contained in section 601 of the
bill, is a farce. It states that:

The Congress of the United States reserves
the right, at any time, to exercise its Con-
stitutional authority as legislature for the

District, by enacting legislation for the Dis-
trict on any subject.

In effect, Mr. Speaker, the proponents
of this bill bill are admitting in this sec-
tion that what they are doing in and
through passage of this bill is unconstitu-
tional. In this section, they pay lipservice
to the Constitution, while the rest of the
bill gives the general legislative power to
the local government in direct contra-
vention of the Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, the Constitution itself is
based on the principle of self-govern-
ment; yet, it contains an express provi-
sion denying self-government to the
“seat of Govermment of the United
States”—the District of Columbia. This
bill tries to circumvent this clear expres-
sion of what the Constitution intends by
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reserving “ultimate legislative authority”
to the Congress over the District. My
experience does not permit me to jump
to the conclusion that “ultimate author-
ity"—as reserved in this bill—is the same
as the constitutional mandate of “exclu-
sive authority” contained in article I,
section 8, clause 17. Mr. Speaker, I main-
tain that if we pass this bill, we lgnore
the Constitution, at our peril.

Second. 8.1435 creates something
which is beyond the constitutional power
of the Congress to establish—a virtually
autonomous city-state. This bill concen-
trates in just 14 individuals all executive
and legislative authority for the Dis-
trict’s 43,000 to 44,000 employees—its
over 700,000 residents—and its $1.5 bil-
lion annual budget. In every other part
of the country, there is a layering of local
governments, starting at the township or
city level on up to the county and State
level. In establishing only one level of
government for the District, this bill fails
to provide the necessary checks and bal-
ances to protect against an abuse of the
tremendous amounts of power granted
these 14 individuals. This legislation
should not be examined on the assump-
tion that good men will be implementing
it; rather, we should be mindful of tne
consequences for the Capital City if un-
principled men take advantage of the
opportunities for abuse of the power and
authority that are built into the govern-
ment structure set up by this bill. On
that basis, I submit that the conference
report should be rejected.

Third. Local interest over Federal in-
terest. Mr. Speaker, this bill clearly
favors the local interests over the Federal
interest; it gives effective control of the
Capital City—which belongs to all the
American people—to locally elected mu-
nicipal officials. A significant number of
appointments on such agencies and com-
missions as the Judicial Nomination
Commission, the Judicial Disability Com-
mission, the Armory Board, and the Na-
tional Capital Planning Commission have
been given to the local government. Ob-
viously, it is the intent of 8. 1435 tfo
downgrade the Federal interest in the
Nation’s Capital and replace it with local
interest and control.

I agree with President Taft who op-
posed self-government in the District of
Columbia “to prevent its being con-
trolled by the parochial spirit that would
necessarily govern men who did not look
beyond the city to the grandeur of the
Nation,” and I am convinced that the
conference report now before us will per-
mit control of the Nation’s Capital by
local interests.

Where Federal and local interests con-
flict, it is clear that the Federal interest
must prevail. It will not do so if this con-
ference report is passed.

This bill has been drafted for the sup-
posed benefit of the 750,000 residents of
the District, to the disadvantage of all
American citizens. About 20 million
Americans visit Washington every year.
These people are your constituents who
come for a visit to their Nation’s Capital.

They will be significantly affected by
the change of authority over the law en-
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forcement agencies of this city. Under
this bill, the local government will have
full authority over the Metropolitan Po-
lice Force, not the President and the Con-
gress; the mayor will appoint the chief of
police, not the President. In addition, the
President's ability to deal with emergency
situations in the Capital has been severe-
1y restricted; this Congress is being very
foolhardy if we ignore the lessons of the
past few years and lessen the President’s
ability to protect the Federal Govern-
ment from violent force.

Fourth. Federal Payment Provisions. S.
1435 authorizes over $1 billion in the next
4 years as the Federal payment to the
District government not including the
over $2 billion in Federal grants and aid
which the District will receive in the
same period. Despite self-government,
the Congress will be committed to pay-
ing larger and larger amounts of the Dis-
trict’s expenses. By 1978, the taxpayers
of this country will be contributing
almost $1 million a day to the Dis-
trict government. It is obvious that this
conference report foresees not a decrease
in Federal subsidy to the local govern-
ment as it embarks on home rule, but an
increase in Federal support to the locally
elected government. In effect, this would
indicate an admission of greater inef-
ficiency through elective government.
The per capita cost of government in the
District of Columbia is the highest of any
city or county in the country, and this
bill would increase per capita cost at a
tremendous rate.

The proponents of home rule contend
that home rule of the District of Colum-
bia is the same as home rule in any com-
munity in any of the States, and that
District residents should be given the
same privileges. This oversimplified con-
tention ignores several important and
significant facts. The impact of home
rule in a community of any of the States
is essentially limited to the local citizens.
The impact of home rule in the District
of Columbia would be felt by more than
200 million people in the States of the
Union. The conduct of the District gov-
ernment is of importance to all the citi-
zens of the United States. Every taxpayer
throughout the Nation contributes taxes
for the operation of the District gov-
ernment. No other local government can
extract funds from the people of the
Nation as does the District of Columbia.
The District receives the highest per
capita Federal payments in grants and
assistance of any city or State in the
country. For example:

Per capita In Federal grant money

(Calculated from “Federal Aid to States,
Fiscal 1972—Annual report of Treasury
Dept., Fiscal Division, Refer.—pg. 132 Com-
mittee Report on H.R. 9682)

It is clear that the people of the Dis-
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trict are not being shortchanged under
the present system. The seat of the Na-
tional Government is not a territory of
the United States. It is the Capital of
the Nation

Mr. Speaker, I must object to the con-
ferees’ effort to distort and subvert the
Hatch Act. Section 741 of the report
effectively amends the Hatch Act to per-
mit Federal employees to become candi-
dates for local office in the District.

Neither the Senate nor House version
of the bill contained this amendment to
the Hatch Act. This unfortunate amend-
ment was added by the conferees, and is
another example of the way the confer-
ence exceeded its proper authority. The
combination of unrestricted campaign
spending and this Hatch Act amendment
can only result in the establishment of a
corrupt political system in the District

I ask the Members; if the seat of the
Federal Government were to be moved
to Indianapolis, or Oklahoma City, or
Wounded Knee, S. Dak., would you, espe-
cially Mr. FaunTroY and Mr, Dicas, insist
that the local citizens of those communi-
ties exercise absolute control over the af-
fairs of our Capital City? No, you would
not want it, and you could not want it
because the Constitution prohibits local
confrol of the Nation’s Capital in the
clearest and most unambiguous lan-
guage.

In conclusion, Mr, Speaker, this con-
ference report can only be described as
an unconstitutional power grab that
would impose a poorly structured local
government on our Capital City. I urge
support for the motion to recommit
which I intend to offer at the proper
time.

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

Mr. LANDGREBE. I shall return to
my seat. I am sorry I did not get to yield
to other Members.

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

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

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

I should just like to ask the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. LANDGREBE), a ques-
tion. Does this conference report actual
mandate a doubling of the Federal con-
tribution to the District of Columbia
budget?

Mr. LANDGREBE. It does not man-
date; it authorizes an increase from $194
million presently to $300 million for 1978.

Mr, WILIAMS. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOGAN) .

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op~
position to the conference report on S.
1435, especially to the provisions of the
bill which would turn over to a local gov-
ernment in the District of Columbia
much of the authority over planning and
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development for a Federal Government
in the Nation’s Capital region including
my district.

The effect of the provisions in the pm
regarding the National Capital Planning
Commission indicates clearly that physi-
cal planning and leasing for the Federal
Government in the entire metropolitan
Washington area, which vitally affects
the interests of both Maryland and Vir-
ginia, will come under control of the Dis~
trict of Columbia Government.

The new membership of the NCPC
would be overwhelmingly weighed in
favor of the District of Columbia, by a
possible ratio of 7 to 1. Under the pro-
posal, the members of the Commission
would be the Secretary of the Interior,
the Secretary of Defense, the Adminis-
trator of GSA, the Mayor of Washington,
the chairman of the District of Columbia
City Council, and the chairman of the
House and Senate Committees on the
District of Columbia or their alternates.
Then the bill calls for five citizen mem-~
bers; three to be appointed by the Presi-
dent only one of whom must be from
Maryland and one of whom must be from
Virginia; but the other two are appointed
by the Mayor of Washington. In other
words possibly seven members of t:,he
Commission would be oriented in the in-
terests of the District of Columbia with
little interest in planning in the subur-
ban areas of Maryland and Virginia.

This Commission is supposed to be a
Federal planning agency for the region,
so why should the Mayor and the City
Council of the District of Columbia be
permitted to sit on the planning com-
mission any more than the county ex-
ecutive and chairman of the county
council from my county and from all
other counties, since our inferests are
vitally affected?

TI‘E;7 constitutional questions which I
have always had in the past to home
rule legislation for the District of Co-
Jumbia have been satisfied by the Green
amendment which incorporates the en-
clave concept in the legislation. I have,
in the past, introduced legislation to
give full voting representation in Con-
gress to District of Columbia r951der_1t5.
but I cannot approve of a Commission
which will have control over planning
in my district which is itself controlled
by District of Columbia residents. This,
in its own right, is unequal representa-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I could have supported
this legislation if the committee had
seen fit to make some changes in the
National Capital Planning Commission
provision, the parking tax provision and
the authority to restrict District of Co-
lumbia employment to residents of the
District of Columbia. Since these ob-
jectionable provisions still remain, I feel
compelled to oppose the legislation. I
will vote “no” on the conference report.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, the con-
ference report adopts a very important
feature of the House bill—section 738,
relating to the advisory neighborhood
councils. Language has been added to
require citywide approval by the voters
at the charter referendum election next
May 7, through a separate vote on neigh-
borhood councils.
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This concept was discussed in subcom-
mittee hearings last spring, in full com-
mittee markup this summer, and by those
of us who were on the conference com-
mittee in recent weeks. The clear in-
tent is to establish an official body in
each community or neighborhood,
elected by voters of that part of the city
at a regular school board election at the
official polling places, using ballots pro-
vided by the city election board.

When a neighborhood council has
been elected, it will receive from the city
“notice—of requested or proposed zoning
changes, variance, public improvements,
licenses or permits of significance to
neighborhood planning and development
within its neighborhood council area for
its review, comment, and recommenda-
tion.”

In this way the local people will be
involved in decisions affecting their local
area. An official group of local citizens
will “review, comment, and recommend.”

The duties and powers of each local
council are also set out in these words:

May advise the District government on
matters of public policy including decisions
regarding planning, streets, recreation, soclal
services programs, health, safety, and sanita-
tion In that neighborhood council area.

This increase in control over decisions
affecting their local area by the people
closest to the problems is not such a
novel idea in America. We have always
had a good deal of local autonomy for
each small community of 10,000 or 50,000,
It is only in the greatly expanding cities
of the past 100 years with annexation of
suburbs and consolidation of functions
that the people have been getting farther
and farther away from the elected offi-
cials who are responsible for providing
municipal services and making decisions
on zoning and development. Washing-
ton, D.C., will have a way to reverse this
trend in the new home rule bill we are
now adopting,

London, England, has organized its
municipal services in a way that gives
more local control, yet leaves larger
questions such as the transportation sys-
tem to a larger unit of government. The
32 boroughs of the London area each
elect councils which have a good deal of
responsibility. The overall Greater Lon-
don Council is elected to perform area-
wide functions.

Community councils are being dis-
cussed and voted on in many large cities
throughout the United States. Indian-
apolis is in the process of defining the
boundaries and then holding elections
for its local councils. Detroit has just
adopted a new charter under which
“subunits of government” may be estab-
lished. Community councils in Detroit
may be given advisory or substantive
authority, or both, with respect to such
programs as urban renewal, relocation,
public housing, planning, and zoning
actions, and other physical development
programs; crime prevention and juve-
nile delinquency programs, health serv-
ices; code inspection; recreation; educa-
tion; and manpower training. In the
words of the new Defroit charter:

The community council shall act as advo-
cate, on the basis of ongoing research and
study, for the needs of the community before
the city counecil.
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That is essentially the role we visual-
ize for community councils in Washing-
ton, D.C. The language of the bill is
purposely broad so that each community
can focus on the activities and problems
it considers most important to the local
community. A small amount of tax
money is provided to go directly to each
local council to be used for programs
or local expenses or even staff. Addi-
tional financing by the city council, by
other Federal programs, or by voluntary
funding is permitted, as the local council
takes on more responsibility.

The broad legislative powers given to
the city council under this home rule bill
are intended to relieve Congress of the
chore of making local regulations for
local problems. Specific language in sec-
tion 738 makes it clear that the city
council can legislate as to neighborhood
councils. Congress has set up the basic
framework and authorization for financ-
ing, but it is not necessary for the city
council to return to Congress for addi-
tions and changes to the neighborhood
council program.

Mr. NIX. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
support the conference report on S. 1435,
the District of Columbia Self-Govern-
ment Act. When this measure becomes
law, the citizens of our Nation’s Capital
will have restored to them the precious
right of self-government. They will at
long last have the right to elect their own
mayor and city council and to manage
their own municipal affairs, a right taken
for granted by all other American cities.

This bill is lor.g overdue. But I am
happy that the new system of govern-
ment for the District of Columbia will
be in operation at the time of our na-
tional Bicentennial. By passing this law,
we are keeping faith with the belief of
our Founding Fathers that the people
are capable of governing themselves. In
the future, when American and foreign
visitors come to our Federal City, they
will see that democracy is a living reality
here, as it is throughout our land.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. Dicgs)
and the members of the District of Co-
lumbia Committee for their efforts in
making self-government for the District
a reality. But above all, I want to extend
my best wishes to the citizens of the Dis-
trict of Columbia as they prepare to em-
bark on a new future. Self-government is
a great blessing and a great responsibil-
ity. I am confident that the people of our
Nation’s Capital will prove to all doubters
that democratic government is, as it al-
ways has been, the best guardian of
the liberties and welfare of the people.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the conference re-
port.
The previous question was ordered.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY

MR. LANDGREBE

Mr. LANDGREBE, Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the conference report?

Mr. LANDGRERE. I certainly am, Mr,
Speaker.,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit. The Clerk read
as follows:
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Mr. LANDGREBE moves to recommit the con~
ference report on the bill (S. 1435) to the
Committee of Conference.

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question on the mo-
tion to recommit.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit.

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

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

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 pres-
ent.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 80, nays 259,
not voting 93, as follows:
[Roll No. 692]

YEAS—S80
Flynt
Goodling
Gross
Haley
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Hosmer
Huber
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Katchum

Eing
Landgrebe
Lott

Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.
Quillen
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rousselot
Ruth
Satterfield
Bcherle
Bebelius
Skubitz
Bnyder

Arends
Ashbrook
Bafalis

Baker
Bauman

Bray

Brooks
Broyhlill, Va.
Burgener
Burleson, Tex.
Camp

Casey, Tex.
Chappell
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Collins, Tex.
Conlan

Crane

Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert

Lujan
Mayne
Michel
Minshall, Ohio
Mizell

Montgomery
Moorhead,
Callif.
Myers
Parris
Pike
Poage
NAYS—259
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Caollier
Collins, I1l.
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums

Flood
Flowers
Foley
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel

Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong
Ashley
Barrett
Bell
Bennett
Bergland

Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Ginn
Gonzalez
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.

Bevill
Blester
Bingham
Boggs
Bowen

Heinz

Hicks

Hillis
Holifield
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Earth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Eemp
Kluczynski
Eoch

Kuykendall
KEyros
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
McClory
MeCloskey
McCollister
McCormack

Miller
M

ink
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Mollohan
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix

Obey

O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens

Patten
Perkins
Pettls
Pickle
Preyer
Price, I11.
Pritchard
Quie
Railsback
Randall
Rangel
Regula
Reuss
Riegle
Roblson, N.¥.
Ro

gers
Roncallo, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose

Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush

Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe

St Germain
Sarbanes
Schneebeli
Beiberﬁz;.g
Shipley
Shoup
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Shriver
Shuster
Sisk

Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.¥.
Stanton,

J. William
Stark
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield

tuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Callf,
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton

Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Udall

Ullman
Van Deerlin

Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wylle
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Il.
Young, B.C.
Zablocki
Zwach

NOT VOTING—83

Dominick V.
Delaney
Dent
Downing
Dulski
Edwards, Ala.
Eshleman
Ford,

William D.
Frelinghuysen
Fuqua
Gilman
Goldwater
Grasso

Mitchell, Md.
Moorhead, Pa.
O'Brien
Patman
Pepper

Peyser
Podell
Rees
Reid
Rinaldo
Rodino

Roe

Roncallo, N.¥Y.
Rooney, N.XY.
Ryan
Sandman
Sarasin

Bikes
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Steele
Stokes
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Tex.
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Walsh
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Younsg. Alaska
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Mr. Taylor of Missourl for, with Mr. Wid-
nall against.
Mr. Hanrahan for, with Mr. Hunt against.

Until further notice:

Mr, Rooney of New York with Mr. Staggers.
Mr, Boland with Mr, Mills of Arkansas.

Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Aspin,

Mr. Biaggl with Mr. Talcott.

Mr. Badillo with Mr. Ryan.

Mr, Burton with Mr. Walsh.

J:;r. Carey of New York with Mr. Vander
Mr. Downing with Mr. Martin of Nebraska.
Mr. Dulski with Mr. Sandman.

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. William D. Ford.

Mrs. Grasso with Mr. Roncallo of New York,

Mr, Cotter with Mr. Rinaldo.

Mr. Helstoski with Mr. Clay.

Mr. Minish with Mr. Stokes.

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Frelinghuysen.

Mr, Hanna with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.

Mr. Moorhead of Pennsylvania with Mr,
Gilman.

Mr. Clark with Mr. Beard.

Mr. Dominick V. Danfels with Mr,

Eshleman.

Mr. Delaney with Mr. Goldwater.

Mr. Dent with Mr. Broomfleld.

Mr. Rodino with Mr, Grover.

Mr, Reid with Mr. Harvey.

Mr. Podell with Mr, Maraziti.

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Martin of North

Carolina,

Mr. Rees with Mr. Butler.

Mr. Roe with Mr. O'Brien.

Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr, Mailllard.

Mr. Wolff with Mr. Don H. Clausen.

Mr, Wright with Mr. Peyser.

Mr. Alexander with Mr. Edwards of

Alabama.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Lent.

Mrs. Burke of California with Mr. Sarasin.

Mr. Henderson with Mr, Steele,

Ms. Holtzman with Mr. Hudnut.

Mr. Patman with Mr, Gubser.

Mr. Whitehurst with Mr. Wyatt.

Mr. Wydler with Mr. Young of Alaska,

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice; and there were—ayes 272, noes 74,
not voting 86, as follows:

[Roll No. 693]
AYES—272

Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Byron
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, Il.
Conable
Conte
Conyers

Abdnor
Abzug
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C,
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong
Ashley
Barrett
Bell
Bennett
Bergland

du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif,
Ellberg
Erlenborn
Esch

Evans, Colo,

Brademas
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.

Byron
Carney, Ohio
«Carter
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EES
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Drinan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.

Findley

Gude
Gunter
Guyer

Hansen, Wash,
Harrington
Harsha

Hastings
Hawkins
Hays

Hechler, W. Va.

Heckler, Mass.

So the motion to recommit was

rejected.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote:
Mr. Hébert for, with Mr. Adams against.
Mr, Landrum for, with Mr. Fuqua against,
Mr. Sikes for, with Mr, Brasco against,
Mr. Teague of Texas for, with Mr. Mitchell

of Maryland against.
Mr. Blackburn for, with Mr. McKinney

against,

Bevill
Bilester
Bingham
Boggs

Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brotzman
Brown, Calif,
Brown, Mich,
Brown., Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burgener

Corman
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Danlelson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums
Derwinski
Diges
Donohue
Dorn
Drinan
Dunecan

Froehlich
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Gialmo
Gibbons
Ginn
Gonzalez
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Gude
Gunter
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Guyer
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helnz
Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw
Holifleld
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Ichord
Johnson, Callf.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Earth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Kemp
King
Kluczynskl

McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
MceSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann

Arends
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker

Burleson, Tex.
Camp

Casey, Tex.
Chappell
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Collins, Tex.
Conlan

Crane

Daniel, Dan
Danlel, Robert

Mathias, Callf.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Miller

Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.¥.
Moakley
Moliohan
Morgan
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, 1.
Murphy, N.Y.
Mpyers
Natcher
Nedzi

Nelsen
Nichols

Powell, Ohio
Preyer

Price, 111,
Pritchard
Quie
Rallsback
Randall

Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy

Roybal
Ruppe

8t Germain
Sandman
Sarbanes

NOES—T4

Fisher
Flynt
Goodling
Gross
Haley
Hogan
Holt
Hosmer
Huber
Hutchinson
Jarman
Ketchum
Landgrebe
Lott
Lujan
Mayne
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Parris
Passman
Pike
Poage
Price, Tex.
Quillen
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Schneebell
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Bisk

Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Stanton,

J. William
Stark
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Btubblefleld
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Callf.

Thompson, N.J.

Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
White
Wiggins
Wwilllams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolft
Wydler
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, 1l.
Young, 8.C.
Zablockl
Zwach

Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruth
Satterfield
Scherle
Sebellus
Sikes
Skublitz
Snyder
Spence
Steed

Symms
Teague, Tex.
Treen
Waggonner
Whitten
Wyman
Young, Fla,
Young, Tex,
Zion

NOT VOTING—86

Alexander
Anderson, Ill.
Aspin
Badillo
Beard

Blaggl
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boland
Bolling
Brasco
Broomfleld
Burke, Callf.

Burton
Butler
Carey, N.Y.
Chisholm
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cotter
Danlels,
Dominick V.,
Delaney
Dent
Downing

Dulskl
Edwards, Ala.
Eshleman

Ford,
Willlam D.
Frellnghuysen
Fuqua
Gllman
Goldwater
Grasso
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Hanna

Hanrahan
Harvey
Hébert
Helstoskl
Henderson
Holtzman
Hudnut
Hunt
Keating
Landrum
Lent
McEinney
Madilliard
Marazitl

Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mitchell, Md.
Moorhead, Pa.
O'Brien
Patman
Pepper

Peyser

Podell

Rees

Sarasin .
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Steele
Stokes
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Vander Jagt
Veysey
‘Walsh
Whitehurst
Widnall
Roncallo, N.Y. Wright
Martin, Nebr. Rooney, N.Y. Wyatt
Martin, N.C. Ryan Young, Alasks

So the conference report was agreed

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Adams for, with Mr. Landrum against.

Mr. Mitchell of Maryland for, with Mr.
Hébert against.

Mr. McKinney for, with Mr. Taylor of Mis-
souri against,

Mr. Hanrahan for, with Mr. Blackburn
against,

Until further notice:

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Vander
Jagt.

Mr. Badillo with Mr. Wyatt.

Mr. Clark with Mr. Delaney.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Steele.

Mr. Brasco with Mr. Sarasin.

Mrs. Grasso with Mr. Talcott.

Mr. Cotter with Mr. Grover.

Mr. Rodino with Mr, Martin of North
Carolina.

Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr. Hunt.

Mr. Stokes with Mr, Helstoski.

Mr. Henderson with Mr. Walsh.

Mr. Boland with Mr. Gubser.

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Rees.

Mr. Moorhead of Pennsylvania with Mr.
Lent.

Mr. Clay with Mr. Minish,

Mr. Biaggl with Mr. Harvey.

Mr. Alexander with Mr, Edwards of Ala-
bama.

Mr. Willlam D. Ford with Mr. Anderson of
Ilinois.

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Hudnut.

Mr. Hanna with Mr, Martin of Nebraska.

Ms. Holtzman with Mr. Keating.

Mr. Staggers with Mr. Beard.

Mr, Wright with Mr. Eshleman.

Mr. Reld with Mr. Broomfield.

Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Roncallo of
New York.

Mr. Dent with Mr. Frelilnghuysen.

Mr. Dominick V. Daniels with Mr. Mailliard.

Mr, Dulski with Mr. Don H. Clausen.

Mr. Downing with Mr. Goldwater.

Mr, Carey of New York with Mr. Maraziti.

Mr. Burton with Mr, Gilman.

Mrs, Burke of California with Mr. Aspin.

Mr. Patman with Mr. O'Brien.

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Butler.

Mr. Podell with Mr. Rinaldo.

Mr. Ryan with Mr. Peyser.

Mr. Fugua with Mr. Young of Alaska.

Mr. Widnall with Mr. Whitehurst.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded. A motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. ArrINGTON, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate disagrees to the
amendments of the House to the bill (8.
2589) entitled “An Act to declare by
congressional action a nationwide energy
emergency; to authorize the President
to immediately undertake specific actions
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to conserve scarce fuels and increase
supply; to invite the development of lo-
cal, State, National, and international
contingency plans; to assure the con-
tinuation of vital public services; and
for other purposes,” agrees to the con-
ference asked by the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and appoints Mr. JAcKksoN, Mr. BIBLE,
Mr., MeTcaLr, Mr. FANNIN, Mr. HANSEN,
Mr. RavporpH, Mr. Muskie, Mr. BAKER,
Mr. HoLLinGgs, Mr. STEVENSON, and Mr.
SteEVENS to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The message also announced that Mr.
EAcLETON be appointed as a conferee on
the bill (H.R. 11576) entitled “An Act
making supplemental appropriations for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
for other purposes,” in lieu of Mr. HoL-
LINGS, excused.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks on the conference
report just agreed to.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

DIRECTING SECRETARY OF THE
SENATE TO MAKE CORRECTIONS
IN THE ENROLLMENT OF 8. 1435

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent for the immediate con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution
(H. Con. Res. 402) directing the Secre-
tary of the Senate to make corrections in
the enrollment of S. 1435.

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

H. Con. Res. 402

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That in the en-
rollment of the bill (S. 1435), to reorganize
the governmental structure of the District
of Columbia, to provide a charter for local
government in the District of Columbia, sub-
ject to acceptance by a majority of regis-
tered qualified electors in the District of
Columbia, to delegate certain legislative pow-
ers to the local government, to implement
certain recommendations of the Commis-
sion on the Organization of the Govern-
ment of the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes, the Secretary of the Sen-
ate shall make the following corrections:

(1) In the parenthetical phrase in section
602(a) (5) of the bill, strike out “the Act of
July 16, 1947" and insert in lieu thereof “title
I of the District of Columbia Income and
Franchise Tax Act of 1947,

(2) At the end of section 738 of the bill,
insert the following subsection:

“(h) The foregoing provisions of this sec-
tion shall take effect only if agreed to in ac-
cordance with the provisions of section 703
(a) of this Act.”

(3) In the first sentence of section 712 of
the bill, strike out “711"” and insert in lieu
thereof “404(a)".

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
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A motion to reconsider was laid on the as being the first Member of Congress to

table.

HONORABLE LEE SULLIVAN NAMED
ADMIRAL OF THE OCEAN SEA

(Mrs. GREEN of Oregon asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, it is with a great deal of personal
pride, personal pleasure that I call to
the attention of the Members of the
House a richly deserved honor which has
been awarded to one of our most dis-
tinguished colleagues, Mrs. LEge SvuLLI-
van, the gentlewoman from Missouri.
May I also say it is one of the most poetic
citations of which I have ever heard. Who
would not envy, indeed, a time when one
would be named “Admiral of the Ocean
Sea”! That is exactly LEE SULLIVAN'S new
title, bestowed upon her at a very gala
oceasion in New York City last week. Just
the title inspires a sense of romance and
adventure, of exploration and daring,
and superb skill. And for that matter
those are the very qualities which mark
LeEE SULLIVAN's life.

One of the very few women, indeed
half a dozen only in the history of the
Congress, to ever chair a congressional
committee and one of the relatively few
women, in fact, to ever serve in Con-
gress, she has indeed charted unknown
seas and has done so with immense dig-
nity and courage and success.

This latest tribute to her comes from
individuals and groups most knowledge-
able about the world’s merchant fleet
and therefore most knowledgeable, also,
about the contributions of those hearty
individuals who fight on behalf of these
modern mariners.

In being named the 1973 Admiral of
the Ocean Sea, LEE SuLLIVAN joins the
eminent ranks of only four previous
awardees: Spyros Skouras, Helen Bent-
ley, Andrew Gibson, and Joseph Curran.
She is the first Member of Congress to
be so honored. I know the pride I feel
in being associated with her is shared
by Lee’s other colleagues. With affection
and admiration and respect, may I offer
our warmest congratulations.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. RANDALL) .

Mr. RANDALL. Mr, Speaker, I join
with the gentlewoman from Oregon in
these congratulations to our colleague
(Mrs. SULLIVAN) .

As 3 member of the Missouri delega-
tion, of course we all love the gentlelady
from Missouri, Lee Suvrrivan. We also
honor and respect her for her ability as
a good legislator. Today we take this
moment to commend and congratulate
her as a recipient of the Admiral of the
Ocean Sea. In New York last week Mrs.
Surrivan was selected to receive the
AOTOS award conferred by United Sea-
men's Service, which is an industry orga-
nization. The award is to honor those
who have made outstanding contribu-
tions to the American merchant marine.
Lee SvirLivan has distinguished herself

be so honored.

The recipient of this honor, of course
we know is the chairman of the House
Merchant Marine Committee, and the
first woman Member of Congress to chair
that distinguished committee. At the
awards ceremony Tuesday evening, De-
cember 11th in New York, Mrs. SULLIVAN
made the point that our country must
bolster its merchant marine, and warned
that while that will not be easy and will
require some hard accommodations by
both maritime management and labor,
such increase in the strength of our
merchant marine is a necessity unless
we are willing to risk in the future inter-
national blackmail from any nation that
chooses to attempt it.

The gentlewoman from Missouri made
the very strong point that we carry less
than 6 percent of our commerce in our
own ship bottoms. She went on in her
acceptance remarks to make another
strong point that either the personal
whim or nationalistic zealousness of
leaders of autocratic regimes can bring
the American economy to a precarious
position. She said the suddenness of the
energy crisis and the Arab embargo
should bring home to us the need for our
own strong merchant marine,

The very impressive point which Mrs.
SvrrLivan developed in her remarks was
in the form of a rhetorical question, that
if we are now suffering some economic
dislocation because of the arbitrary
shutoff of less than 10 percent of our to-
tal oil needs by the concerted action of a
few small Arab nations, what would hap-
pen to us if the 94 percent of ocean ship-
ping that we use were to be sharply cur-
tailed or denied to us for political rea-
sons of the countries that own these
ships?

These sobering warnings should wake
up every Member of the House to the
need that whatever we can do to
strengthen and increase the capacity of
our own merchant marine should be
voted by this Congress.

Finally, we salute Admiral SuLLivaN.
We honor her today and congratulate
her as the recipient of AOTOS. For those
of us who are members of the Missouri
delegation, we have always known and
regarded her as a good shipmate.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to join in the commendation to Ad-
miral Svrrivan who is a leading Member
of the Missouri delegation and a fine
friend to us all and a constructive legis-
lator. Certainly she contributes much to
the work of this body.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I thank my
colleague, the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SYMING-
TON).

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I do
want to join with my colleagues and the
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gentlewoman from Oregon in expressing
gratitude for this well-deserved honor to
our esteemed shipmate Lee Svrrivan,
the gentlewoman from Missouri.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. ICHORD).

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate our colleague, the gentlewoman
from Oregon, taking this time to bring
the honor bestowed upon our colleague,
the beloved and highly esteemed gentle-
woman from Missouri, LEoNORA SULLI-
vaN, to the attention of the Members of
the House.

When most people are asked who is the
father of the U.S. Navy, they reply that
it is John Paul Jones, but in fact it was

- not John Paul Jones who was the father

of the U.S. Navy. It was a man by the
name of John Barry, a naturalized Amer-
ican of Irish descent. I am happy that
we again have the Irish name of Sullivan
in the front ranks of the U.S. Navy.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in which
to extend their remarks on the subject
of the award to Mrs. SurLrivan, the gen-
tlewoman from Missouri.

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

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I find in the
Recorp that I was not recorded on roll-
call' No. 682, although I did insert my
voting card in the voting machine and
I did vote “aye.” I ask that my statement
be noted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
that I was present and did vote “aye” on
this rolleall.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3180,
USE OF FRANKING PRIVILEGE BY
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I call up the
conference report on the bill (H.R. 3180)
to amend title 39, United States Code, to
clarify the proper use of the franking
privilege by Members of Congress, and
for other purposes, 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 Ari-
zona?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Decem-
ber 11, 1873.)

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks and to include ex-
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traneous matter on the conference report
now under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, it is with
considerable pride that we in the House
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice bring to the House Chamber today
for final action this important legislation
on the franking privilege. Since the be-
ginning of our Government we have had
the franking privilege for the purpose of
communicating with our constituents and
between Members of Congress. If we need
anything today, we need communication
and understanding between the citizens
of this country and those who hold im-
portant positions in Government.

So we have brought this conference re-
port for your approval. It is a bill which
I believe is in the public interest and in
the interest of the orderly transaction of
business in the House of Representatives.

I would call attention to the Members
of two or three of the major differences
which exist between the House-passed
bill and the conference report. These are
matters that were worked out in the con-
ference committee.

The first deals with mass maliling. As
Members will recall, when the bill passed
the House there was no prohibition of
mass mailing of franked mail prior to an
election. In the Senate an amendment
was carried which would have had a 30-
day cutoff in which a Member was cam-
paigning as a candidate.

In the conference committee we agreed
to a cutoff of 28 days covering both pri-
mary and general elections. We feel this
will satisfy the legitimate demand for
some kind of legal cutoff and yet not in-
terfere with the legitimate rights of
Members to communicate with their
constituents.

I would point out that the cutoff would
not apply to direct responses to inquir-
fes. If a major public event or a major
public issue arose during the last week
of the campaign and thousands of con-
stituents wrote to the Member, he would
be able to respond to those requests or
communications. The cutoff would not
apply to communications between Mem-
bers and their colleagues, the typical
“Dear Colleague” letter, nor to news
media communications relating to of-
ficial business. The postal patron privi-
lege which has been extended pretty
much to the House is included in this
conference report. Not only that, we spell
it out. We clarify it. We relate it to the
situation in which Congressional dis-
tricts have been changed and we do this
in a fair and responsible way.

In addition, a number of Members
have raised a question regarding mass
mailings utilizing the “postal patron”
form of address. The question involves a
situation where the postal facility re-
sponsible for delivering the mass mailing
may be physically located outside the
congressional district where the mail is
destined to be delivered.

Assurances have been received that the
Postal Service is aware of this matter
and the legislation is clear that when

]
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this situation exists, it is the responsi-
bility of the Postal Service to insure de-
livery of such franked mail in the correct
congressional district notwithstanding
the fact that the actual postal facility
responsible for such deliveries is outside
the congressional district.

These are the two major provisions to
which I call my colleagues’ attention.

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

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

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Does the
conference report deal at all with the
subject of leftover campaign funds from
one campaign? Can they or can they not
be used for the mailing out of monthly
reports or questionnaires?

Mr. UDALL. Yes. This matter was set-
tled as the House originally settled it
when we debated it last spring.

‘We had an anomaly in that the Senate
originally had held that excess funds
could be spent for the printing and pub-
lishing of news letters. There had been a
ruling, however, on the other hand that
House funds could not be used for that
purpose. The report makes clear that
surplus campaign funds held by a com-
mittee can be used for the printing of
news letters, questionnaires and similar
matters of official business. It is the lan-
guage of the Gubser amendment which
also said that voluntary newsletter funds
are not to be used as campaign funds,
nor controlled by the 1971 Campaign Act.

So, this clarifies these two very vital
questions.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman.

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

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

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, does the
conference address itself to a Member
including in his personal income funds
which were spent for the printing and
mailing of newsletters?

Mr. UDALL. No, this matter was not
covered specifically. It ought to be ad-
dressed by the Committee on Ways and
Means at some point, and I think we owe
the Members some specific disposition.
There is much gray area in this field and
we ought to clarify it at the earliest op-
portunity.

Mr. Speaker, to assist our colleagues, I
am attaching a further explanation of
the conference report to highlight and
detail the various provisions:

EXPLANATION OF CONFERENCE AGREEMENT

There are a number of significant differ-
ences between the conference agreement and
the House passed bill.

The first deals with mass mallings. As you
recall, the House passed bill did not contain
a provision prohibiting mass mallings, but
did require the House Commission on Con-

gressional Malling Standards to study and re-
port to the House recommendations concern-

ing the use of mass mailings during the pe-
riod of thirty days before elections. The con-
ference agreement deletes this provision and
provides that mass mallings (defined as
newsletters and similar mailings of more
than 500 substantially identical pleces) may
not be mailed less than 28 days before any
election in which a Member is a candidate
for public office, except for mallings—
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(1) in direct response to inguiries or re-
quests;

(2) to colleagues in Congress or to Federal,
Btate or local officials; and

(8) of news releases to the communica-
tions media.

I might mention in this regard that the
conference agreement allows postal patron
mailings by Members of the House in the
same manner as is presently utilized today.

The second major difference concerns the
cost of franked mail as a political contribu-
tion. The conference agreement adopts the
Senate language, which I might add we asked
them to consider, which would prohibit con-
sideration of the cost for franked malil, not-
withstanding any Federal, State or local law
to the contrary, as a contribution to or ex-
penditure with respect to any limitation on
campaign expenditures.

The third major difference relates to the
franking of Mailgrams. The conference agree-
ment allows costs due to the Postal Service
for the sending of Mailgrams to be paid for
under the frank. Other items transmitted by
electronic means, as was provided for in the
Senate amendments, could not be franked.

There are also some other differences
which, in my opinion, are not major factors
in the conference agreement.

The first deals with the inclusion in the
conference agreement of a specific prohibi-
tion against using the frank for mailing cards
expressing holiday greetings.

The second deals with the expiration of
the franking privilege for non-returning
Members of Congress. The conference agree-
ment would allow the sending of official busi-
ness matter and public documents under the
Ifrank until April 1st following the expira-
tion of a term of office, as opposed to present
law which allows such mallings until June
30th.

The next area deals with inclusion in the
conference agreement of a provision which
provides for administrative and judicial re-
view for alleged violations by Senate Mem-
bers and Senate officials. The Senate exercised
its prerogative of choosing its own method
of review, which Is substantially different
irom that provided for violations by Mem-
bers of the House. I should like to empha-
size that the latter provision remains un-
changed except for two technical amend-
ments.

The last area of difference concerns franked
mail for a surviving spouse of a Member.
Presently there are no specific restrictions on
the type of mall which a surviving Epousa
may send during 180 days following the death
of a Member. The conference agreement pro-
vides that only “non-political” correspond-
ence relating to the death of a Member may
be sent during this perlod.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield ¢

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

Mr. DULSEI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference agreement on
HR. 3180 and urge its adoption.

The primary purpose of this legislation
is, for the first time in some 200 years,
to clarify the proper use of the frank-
ing privilege by Members of Congress.

Mr. Speaker, there are some significant
differences between the conference
agreement and the House-passed bill,
However, I would like to assure the Mem-
bers that, in my opinion, the agreement
is a fair one, which should be supported
by all the Members of the House.

I would like to address myself briefly
to those areas of major interest in this
legislation. The language in the House
bill concerning postal patron mailings
has not been changed.
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Also the language concerning adminis-
trative and judicial review for violations
by House Members and officials remains
unchanged except for two minor tech-
nical amendments. This was an area
where we expected some difficulty in con-
ference, since the Senate had adopted
amendments which would have substan-
tially changed the scope of this review.
The conferees agreed to adopt two pro-
cedures: one for the House as was passed
by the House and another for the Senate
for Members of the Senate.

Although I feel that a uniform re-
view procedure for both Houses is prefer-
able, the conference agreement, leaving
the House provisions untouched and al-
lowing the Senate to choose its own
standards, is a reasonable compromise.

Mr. Speaker, there are other areas in-
corporating significant changes from the
House-passed bill. One includes a pro-
hibition on mass mailings. The gentle-
man from Arizona (Mr. UpaLr) will ex-
plain this provision and all other major
differences contained in the conference
agreement.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the conference report.

Mr. Speaker, although I was a conferee
on this legislation, my name does not ap-
pear on the conference report primarily
because other important business on the
floor prevented me from attending the
conference, and I hestitate to sign a con-
ference agreement which I had no part in
drafting.

‘While I continue to have reservations
about some parts of this franking reform
legislation, I will not oppose its approval.

I continue to be concerned, Mr. Speak-
er, with the so-called laundry list of
what is and is not frankable under this
legislation, for I believe such lists lend
themselves to contradiction and misin-
terpretation. Therefore, I strongly urge
the Members appointed to the House
Commission on Congressional Mailing
Standards, if this bill is enacted, to move
promptly toward establishing a set of
reasonable and equitable guidelines
which will make the act workable in the
interest of Members of the Congress and
the public.

During debate in the House on
April 11, the House received assurances
that the provisions of this legislation
which establish the special commission
will not involve additional cost and will
require no additional hiring of staff. I
trust this pledge will be carried out, and
I hope that there will be no effort to
circumvent the language of the legisla-
tilon which specifies that the special
commission will draw its personnel, office
space, equipment and facilities from the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

Mr. Speaker, the franking privilege
which Members of Congress have en-
joyed since the days of the Continental
Congress is a special and valued privi-
lege. Because this legislation confers
upon the Congress certain self-policing
duties, it is important that the adminis-
tration of this legislation be circumspect
and evenhanded and that the final re-
sult in the application of this act is both
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helpful and fair to us and to the con-
stituents we serve.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DERWINSKI) .

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, as a
conferee and a signer of the conference
report, I can assure the Members of the
House that this conference report sus-
tains the House position on important
points, and represents a major and long-
needed reform of franking privilege laws.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, the conference
report in some aspects is even better leg-
islation than the bill which passed the
House in that it provides additional safe-
guards against misuse of the frank and
establishes firm restrictions on mass
mailings prior to elections.

For example, the conference report
prohibits the use of the frank for mail-
ing holiday greeting cards. While the
House bill would have prohibited such
use by inference, it is practical, I be-
lieve, to specifically spell out this prohi-
bition.

The conference report also tightens up
the law with respect to Members of Con-
gress using their frank after the expira-
tion of their term of office. The House bill
allowed such franking privilege to con-
tinue for 6 months, but the conference
report allows this privilege to continue
only until the first day of April following
the expiration of a Member’s term of
office.

The conference report imposes a re-
striction on mass mailings prior to an
election, whether such mailings are
postal patron or individually addressed.
This issue was unresolved in the House-
passed bill, The conference report pro-
vides that mailings of 500 pieces or more
of substantially identical matter may not
be mailed under the frank for a period of
28 days before a primary or general elec-
tion in which the Member of Congress is
a candidate. In the interest of a Mem-
ber’s constituency, the provision does
allow mailings of identical matter in
direct response to an inquiry or request.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to reiterate the
statement I made when this legislation
was before the House this past April. The

-issue we are faced with is that of remov-

ing the cloud that has been placed over
the entire scope of congressional frank-
ing privileges because of a series of con-
flicting court decisions that emerged last
year.

The key provisions of this conference
agreement will, in my opinion, serve the
public interest and insure, to the greatest
extent possible, against misuse and viola-
tion of the franking privileges. I urge the
approval of the conference report.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

CONVENING OF 2D SESSION OF 93D
CONGRESS

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the Senate

42059

joint resolution (S.J. Res. 180) relative
to the convening of the second session
of the 93d Congress.

The Clerk read as follows:

8.J. Res, 180

Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
second regular session of the Ninety-third
Congress shall begin at noon on Monday,
January 21, 1874, or at noon on the second
day after their respective Members are noti-
fled to reassemble in accordance with section
2 of this resolution, whichever event first
occurs.

Bec. 2. The Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives and the President pro tempore of
the Senate, or the Majority Leader of the
Senate and the Majority Leader of the House
of Representatives, or the Minority Leader of
the Senate and the Minority Leader of the
House of Representatives, shall notify the
Members of the Senate and the House of
Representatives, respectively, to reassemble
whenever in their opinion the public inter-
est shall warrant it.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, we had col-
loquy with respect to this matter on
Friday night, and if one looks in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on page 41779,
he will find the colloquy between myself
and the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
Gross) and the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DELLENBACK) .

Mr. Speaker, the resolution speaks for
itself. We expect to get through on
Thursday or Friday of this week. We
have talked to the leadership on both
sides of the House and on both sides of
the Senate.

This is a resolution which the leader-
ship of the House has agreed to. Sec-
tion 2 of the resolution is exactly the
same as the resolution that we passed
for the August recess enabling the
Speaker of the House and the President
pro tempore of the Senate; the majority
leader of the House and majority leader
of the Senate; the minority leader of the
House and minority leader of the Senate,
if they feel we should be called back, we
could be called.

Mr. Speaker, it is my feeling that we
have been here for many weeks; for
many months, and that this is a well-
deserved opportunity for us to go home
during the Christmas vacation for an
opportunity to work in our offices and see
the people, to get the feeling at the grass-
roots.

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

Mr. O'NEILL. I yield to the distin-
guished minority leader.

Mr. RHODES, Mr. Speaker, I agree
with the statement made by the distin-
guished majority leader. This is a good
resolution, and it will be a good thing for
the Members of this body to go back
home and see what the boys in the drug
store think about things. This is a part of
being a Representative, and we have all
too little time to do that very important
part of our duties.
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Mr. SPEAKER. I hope the resolution
will be agreed to.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DELLENBACK) .

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Iowa for
yielding to me.

As the distinguished majority leader
pointed out, we did nave dialog on this
subject the other evening in the closing
minutes of the last day. One thing which
was touched upon and which I would like
to re~emphasize and say to the Members
who are in attendance now and were not
on the floor at that particular moment is,
as the resolution points out, that this is
not an adjournment from which we can-
not return if there be any matters of
urgency.

It was made expressly clear by the ma-
jority leader that there is a group which
can call us back into session. If the
Speaker wishes us to come back, he can
call us back; if the President pro tem-
pore of the Senate wishes to call us back,
he can call us back; if the majority
leader of the Senate and the majority
leader of the House of Representatives,
working together, wish to call us back,
they can do so; and if the minority lead-
er of the House and the minority leader
of the Senate agree they should call us
back, they can call us back.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is extremely
important that we be in a condition of
flexibility at this time so that when we
adjourn, if there be any reason of im-
portance for us to come back into ses-
sion, we will come back. Otherwise we
cannot come back unless the President
calls us back., As this resolution makes it
clear, there is a series of alternative ways
whereby the Congress can, and, I expect,
would be called back into session.

I would like also to emphasize what the
distinguished minority leader said; that
it is not a case of our deserving the right
fo return to our districts as a matter of
vacation. It seems to me it is extremely
important that in order for us to func-
tion well and effectively at these jobs, we
keep in very close contact, on a two-way
street with our respective constituencies.

To those of us who come from a long
distance, as from the west coast, that is
very difficult, if what we are trying to do
is done only on weekends. A recess of
this particular nature makes it possible
for us to go back and attend some mid-
dle-of-the-week meetings which we lack
the opportunity to do in the normal
course of events.

So as one who comes from the oppo-
site side of the country, I am delighted
to see this kind of a resolution come into
being, and I am sure that many of my
colleagues who also come from any ma-
jor distance will agree that this kind of
a recess, particularly one from which we
can be called back into session again, is
highly desirable at this time.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the
distinguished majority leader why we are
doing this, in other words providing for
sine die adjourment piecemeal.
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Why Is not the date of adjournment
stated in this resolution?

Mr. O’'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, actually I
do not know when the conference com-
mittee is coming back with respect to
the energy bill, and nonetheless I would
hope we would be able to recess by Thurs-
day or Friday or Saturday. We must, of
course, pass that energy bill.

I am sure that is what the leader-
ship on both sides is most concerned with,
and the Members of the House do not
want to go home without it being passed.

I understand that the Senate is think-
ing of returning the 28th, and they will
be amending this resolution to January
28. So if there will be a difference in the
dates, we do want to get this over to the
Senate.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, did I un-
derstand the gentleman to say that the
other body is conjuring with the idea
of working until December 28 and re-
convening on the 28th of January?

Mr. O'NEILL. Well, there is a remote
possibility of that. They are thinking of
coming back, I understand, on January
28, so they will offer an amendment
to our bill.

Mr. GROSS. Will they not feel lonely
if we take off before they do?

Mr, O'NEILL. No, not any more lonely
than we will feel without them after we
come back on January 21.

Mr. GROSS. Well, does the gentleman
think that we can come back as late as
January 21 and do better than we have
in this session?

Mr. O'NEILL. Well, I think the rec-
ord of this session has been pretty good,
if the gentleman will examine the
record. I would only hope that we would
be able to continue with this next ses-
sion as well as we have in the first.

If we would summarize the legislation
we have passed and what we have accom-
plished and the new rules we have put
into effect, I would say that this has
been an excellent Congress.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the point is
that we are still here almost on Christ-
mas Eve, not knowing whether we are
going to get out or not.

Mr, O’NEILL. I cannot argue with that
point. ’

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. RousseLor).

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I will
ask the distinguished majority leader
this guestion:

‘What are the two or three major items
we are waiting for besides the energy bill
and the railroad bill? And are those
“must” items of legislation before we go
home for Christmas?

Mr., O'NEILL. We have on the second
page of the whip notice the conference
reports.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I have seen all of
those, but my point is—are there to be
“must” items of legislation before we go
home?

Mr. O'NEILL. Three of them are all
ready—the health maintenance organi-
zation, the Federal financing bank, the
Federal health benefits—but I do not feel
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there is any problem whatsoever about
them.

Mr, ROUSSELOT. Are all of those
things you just listed “must” items be-
fore we leave at Christmas ?

Mr. O’NEILL. May I say I do not want
to put all of them in the category of
‘lmusts.*!

Mr. ROUSSELOT. That is what I am
trying to determine.

Mr. O'NEILL. Let me say this further,
if you will allow me to. Having checked
each one of these matters that are on
the whip notice, we do not contemplate
that there is any difficulty in getiing
them before the House before Thursday
of this week. I do not want to categorize
all of them as “must” legislation, but I
say, having spoken to the chairmen of
the committees, they do not anticipate
there will be any trouble or any holdup
on any of them whatsoever. The only
thing we will be waiting on is the con-
ference reports on the appropriation bills
and the energy bill.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle-
man,

Mr. ICHORD. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. O'NEILL. I am delighted to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. ICHORD. I presume section 2 of
the resolution in giving the leadership
of the respective Houses the right to con-
vene at a certain time contemplates giv-
ing them the authority to call the Con-
gress back into session prior to January
21, 1974.

Mr. O’'NEILL. That is exactly right.

Mr. ICHORD. It is not intended, then,
to give them the authority to call us back
after January 21, 1974, is it?

Mr. O'NEILL. No. This would give
them the power to call before Janu-
ary 21.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. Havs).

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

I just listened to the majority leader
talking about the urgency of this energy
bill. I would like to tell the House I was
making some speeches Friday and Sat-
urday and I talked to over 1,000 people
in three meetings. At least 200 of them,
both Democrats and Republicans, came
up to me after these meetings—not at
each one but a total at the three—and
universally they were saying, “What is
wrong with you people in the Congress
that you would give any administration
this kind of power over the life and
death of the American people but espe-
cially this administration?” And “Why
would you put this power in the hands
of a man like Simon, who has been mak-
ing $3 million a year? He will certainly
have a great conception of the problems
of a coal miner or a steel worker who has
to drive 60 or 70 miles round trip to work,
and most of them in Ohio do.”

So I just want to say, as far as T am
concerned, if we got around to the energy
bill in 1979, that would be time enough
for me.

Although I was not here, I was paired
against it.
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Those of you who voted for the legis-
lation will have a lot of explaining to do
if you do not go to Florida during Christ-
mas,

Mr, RHODES. Will the gentleman
yield to me?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. RHODES. I am a little amazed
that the gentleman from Ohio would
want to go home without having voted
for an emergency energy act. FPurther-
more, I do not have any objection to
Mr. Simon being appointed as energy
administrator. I think you should have a
successful man to be energy administra-
tor. It is a very important job. I think
the gentleman from Ohio’s coal miners
and steel workers would be well served
if they had such a man doing this job
and allocating fuel to them for their cars
rather than having somebody who was
not qualified do this important work. I
ar; a little amazed at the gentleman from
Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. Do not be amazed and do
not be too shocked, because I will be back
next year, and if you keep talking like
that, you will not, so you will not be
here to hear what I have to say.

Mr. RHODES. I will meet the gentle-
man from Ohio right in the well of the
House on the day we are both sworn in
for the 94th Congress and shake his
hand.

Mr. HAYS. I am going to meet a lot
of your own colleagues over there in their
own district during the election cam-
paign next year.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of Senate Joint
Resolution 180, convening of the 2d
session of the 93d Congress. There are
those Members of Congress who do not
want to return to their home districts.
Yes, there are Members who do not listen
to the voice of the people. They can be
compared to the ostrich who buries his
head in the sand. They wish the bad
news so prevalent today would go away.
The people are losing their confidence in
public officials according to recent polls.

' This is no time to be lacking in courage.
This is the time to go back to our dis-
tricts, set up meetings with “We The
People,” hear them out at a grassroots
level. I have made arrangements to meet
the people of my congressional district
by inviting all the residents into my
three district offices and at several post
offices. I have invited business people,
public officials, utility firms, shoe firms,
textile firms, labor officials, electronic
firms, plastic manufacturers, shipbuild-
ing firms, the clergy, and the public in
general to come in and discuss with me
their problems with the Federal Govern-
ment. I expect to see a cross section of
my district from those living in the teem-
ing tenement district to those in the more
affluent neighborhoods. I expect to talk
to those who operate gasoline stations
and also to those who supply home heat-
ing fuels. Yes, it is time that the Mem-
bers of Congress returned back home in
order to find out what the folks back
home think of the present crisis.

It will be a rewarding experience. It
will prepare the U.S. Congress to face up
to the vital issues that confront us in
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1974. Yes, this is no time to be lacking
in courage. This is the time for all Mem-
bers to face the music. Let us go back to
hear the voice of the commonwealth. Let
us shed ourselves of the influence of the
Potomac. Let us return to Main Street,
America.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. O'NerLn), that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
Senate Joint Resolution 180.

The question was taken.

Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on fthe ground that a
quorum is not present and make the point
of order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 263, nays 91,
not voting 78, as follows:

[Roll No, 694]
YEAS—263

Eckhardt MeCloskey
Edwards, Calif. McCormack
Eilberg MecDade
Erlenborn McEwen
Evins, Tenn. McFall

Fish McEay
Fisher MecSpadden
Flood Macdonald
Flowers Madden
Foley Madigan
Forsythe Mahon
Fountain Mann

Praser Martin, N.C.
Fulton Mathias, Calif.
Gaydos Matsunaga
Gettys Mazzoli
Giaimo Meeds
Glbbons Melcher

Ginn Metcalfe
Gonzalez Mezvinsky
Gray Milford
Green, Oreg. Mink

Green, Pa. Minshall, Ohio
Gunter Mitchell, N.Y.
Guyer Mizell

Haley Moakley
Hamilton Mollohan
Hanley Montgomery
Hanna Moorhead,
Hansen, Idaho

Callf,
Hansen, Wash. Morgan
Harrington

Mosher
Hawkins Moss

Abdnor
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Badillo
Baker
Barrett
Bell
Bevyill
Boggs
Boland
Bowen
Brademas
Bray
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byron Hays Murphy, I11.
Camp Hechler, W. Va. Murphy, N.Y.
Carney, Ohlo Hicks Myers
Carter Hillis Nedzi
Casey, Tex. Hinshaw Nelsen
Cederberg Hogan Nichols
Chamberlain

Holifield Nix

Chappell Holt Obey
Clawson, Del O'Hara
Cochran O'Nefll
Collins, T11. Passman
Conable - Pettis
Conlan Pickle
Conte Pike
Conyers arman Poage
Corman Johnson, Calif. Powell, Ohio
Cotter Johmson, Colo. Preyer
Crane Johnson, Pa.  Price, 11,
Cronin Jones, Als. Price, Tex.
Culver Jones, N.C. Pritchard
Daniel, Dan Jones, Okla. Quie
Danle‘li Robert Jones, Tenn. Quillen

W., Jr.

Jordan
Danielson Kastenmeier
Davis, Ga.

EKazen
Davis, 8.C. Eetchum
de la Garza

King
Dellenback Kluczynski
Dellums Euykendall
Denholm

Kyros
Dennis
Derwinski
Dingell
Donochue

Robinson, Va.
Rodino
Roe

Rose
Rosenthal

Dorn
Duilski
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Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Sandman
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.¥Y.
Snyder
Stanton,

J. William
Stark
Bteed

Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Stephens
Stratton
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Symms
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex. Wolfl
Tiernan Wydler
Towell, Nev. Yates
Treen Yatron
Udall Young, Fla.
Ullman Young, Ga.
Van Deerlin Young, Ill.
Vigorito Young, 8.C.
Waggonner Young, Tex.
Zion

Zwach

Whitten
Wiggins
Willlams
Wilson,

Charles H.,

Calif.
Wilson,

Charles, Tex.
Winn

Waldle
Ware
Whalen
White

NAYS—01
Abzug Frey
Archer Froehlich
Armstrong Goodling
Grasso
Gross

Bafalis

Brotzman
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Burke, Fla.
Butler
Clancy
Cleveland Koch
Cohen Landgrebe
Collier Lehman
Coughlin Litton
Davis, Wis. McClory
Devine McCollister
Dickinson
Drinan
Duncan

du Pont
Esch

Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Flynt
Frenzel

Hastings
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz

Huber

Earth

Eemp

Selberling

Shuster

Spence

Steele

Steiger, Wis.

Stubblefield
dds

Teague, Calif.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.

Perkins
Railsback

NOT VOTING—T8

Ford, O'Brien
William D. Patman
Frelinghuysen Patten
Fuqua Pepper
Gilman Peyser
Goldwater Podell
Griffiths Rees
Grover Reld
Gubser Rinaldo
Hanrahan Romnecallo, N.¥Y.
Harvey Rooney, N.Y.
Hébert Ryan
Helstoski Btaggers
Henderson Stanton,
Holtzman James V.
Hudnut Btokes
Hunt Talcott
Eeating Taylor, Mo.
Landrum Vander Jagt
Lent
McEKinney
. Mailliard
Marazi

1
Martin, Nebr.
Mills, Ark.

Adams
Anderson, IIl.

Minish
Mitchell, Md.
Moorhead, Pa.

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the Senate joint resolution was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

TERMINATING FEDERAL SUPER-
VISION OVER MENOMINEE INDIAN

TRIBE OF WISCONSIN

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speak-
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er’s desk the bill (H.R. 10717) to repeal
the act terminating Federal supervision
over the property and members of the
Menominee Indian Tribe of Wisconsin
as a federally recognized, sovereign In-
dian tribe; and to restore to the Menom-
inee Tribe of Wisconsin those Federal
services furnished to American Indians
because of their status as American In-
dians; and for other purposes”, with
Senate amendments thereto, and concur
in the Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments as follows:

Page 2, lines 5 and 6, strike out “at a gen-
eral council meeting called by the Secretary
pursuant to section 4(a) of this Act,” and
insert “pursuant to subsections 4(a) and
4(b) of this Act.”.

Page 2, line 24, strike out “Nothing” and
insert “Except as specifically provided in this
Act, nothing”.

Page 3, line 15, after “propriated.” insert
“The Menominee Restoration Committee
shall have full authority and capacity to be
a party to receive such grants to make such
contracts, and to bind the tribal governing
body as the successor in interest to the
Menominee Restoration Committee: Pro-
vided, however, That the Menominee Resto-
ration Committee shall have no authority
to bind the tribe for a period of more than
six months after the date on which the tribal
governing body takes office.”.

Page 3, line 16, strike out “thirty” and
insert “fifteen”.

Page 3, line 20, strike out “ninety” and in-
sert “thirty”.

Page 3, line 21, strike out “sixty” and in-
sert “forty-five™.

Page 4, line 9, after "Act.” insert “The
Menominee Restoration Committee shall
have no power or authority under this Act
after the time which the duly-elected tribal
governing body takes office: Provided, how-
ever, That this provision shall in no way in-
validate or affect grants or contracts made
pursuant to the provisions of subsection 3(e)
of this Act.”.

Page 5, lines 1 and 2, strike out “Menomi-
nee Restoration Committee,” and insert “Sec-
retary,”

Page 5, lines 2 and 3, strike out “Secretary,”
and insert “Menominee Restoration Commit-
tee,”.

Page 5, llne 21, strike out all after *“is"
down to and including all of line 23 and
insert “initiated.”.

Page 6, lines 4 and 5, strike out “one hun-
dred and eighty days after enactment of this
Act,” and Insert “sixty days after final certi-
fication of the tribal roll.”.

Page 6, line 12, strike out "Menominees”
and insert “Menominee”,

Page 6, line 21, after “officials” insert “as".

Page 7, lines 4 and b, strike out “subsec-
tions (a) and (c) of”.

Page 7, after line 10, insert:

“(e) The time periods set forth In subsec-
tlons 4(c), 6(a), and 6(c) may be changed
by the written agreement of the Becretary
and the Menominee Restoration Committee.”

Page 7, line 16, after “cooperation.” insert
“The Secretary shall submit such plan to the
Congress within one year from the date of the
enactment of this Act.”.

Page 17, line 17, strike out “(b) The" and
insert:

“(b) If neither House of Congress shall
have passed a resolution of disapproval of
the plan within sixty days of the date the
plan is submitted to Congress, the”.

Page 8, line 9, strike out “his” and insert
“this".

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I would ask the gen-
tleman if all the Senate amendments are
germane to the bill?

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, the answer is yes. They
are all germane, I think they are all help-
ful to the legislation. They have all been
checked, by the majority and the minor-
ity, on both sides. I know of no objection.

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

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

There was no objection.

The Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

The title was amended so as to read:
“An Act to repeal the act terminating
Federal supervision over the property
and members of the Menominee In-
dian Tribe of Wisconsin; to reinstitute
the Menominee Indian Tribe of Wis-
consin as a federally recognized sover-
eign Indian tribe; and to restore to the
Menominee Tribe of Wisconsin those
Federal services furnished to American
Indians because of their status as Amer-
ican Indians; and for other purposes.”
* Lf?l motion to reconsider was laid on the

.

AMENDING THE SMALL BUSINESS
ACT

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill (8. 2482) to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

S. 2482

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

AUTHORIZATION

SectioN 1. Paragraph (4) of section 4(c)
of the Small Business Act 1s amended—

(1) by striking out “$4,300,000,000” and in-
serting In lieu thereof “‘$4,785,000,000"";

(2) by striking out “$500,000,000" where it
appears in clause (B) and inserting in lleu
thereof *'$556,250,000";

(3) by striking out “$500,000,000" where it
appears in clause (C) and inserting in lleu
thereof *“$525,000,000"; and

(4) by striking out “$3650,000,000" and in-
serting in lleu thereof “$381,250,000".

Any additional amounts authorized by this
act which are not obligated by June 30, 1974,
shall no longer be avallable after that date.

LOAN TO MEET REGULATORY STANDARDS

SEc. 2. (a) Section T(b)(5) of the Small
Business Act Is amended to read as follows:

“(6) to make such loans (either directly
or in cooperation with banks or other lend-
ing institutions through agreements to par-
ticipate on an immediate or deferred basis)
as the Administration may determine to be
necessary or appropriate to assist any small
business concern in effecting additions to
or alterations in its plant, facilities, or meth-
ods of operation to meet requirements Im-
posed on such concern pursuant to any
Federal law, any State law enacted in con-
formity therewith, or any regulation or order
of a duly authorized, Federal, State, regional,
or local agency issued in conformity with
such Federal law, if the Administration
determines that such concern is likely to

December 17, 1973

suffer substantial economic injury without
asslstance under this paragraph: Provided,
That the maximum loan made to any small
business concern under this paragraph shall
not exceed the maximum loan which, under
rules or regulations prescribed by the Ad-
ministration, may be made to any business
enterprise under paragraph (1) of this sub-
section; and”.

(b) (1) Bection 7(b) (6) of the Small Busl-
ness Act is repealed.

(2) Paragraph (7) of such section 7(b) 1s
redesignated as paragraph (6).

(c) Bection 28(d) of the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970 (Public Law
91-596) is amended by striking out “7(b)
(6)” and inserting in lieu thereof “7(b) (5)".

(d) In no case shall the interest rate
charged for loans to meet regulatory stand-
ards be lower than loans made in connection
with physical disasters.

CONFORMING TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

Sec. 3. (a) Subsection (g) of section 7 of
the Small Business Act, as added by section
3(b) of the Small Business Investment Act
Amendments of 1972, is redesignated as sub-
section (h).

(b) Subsection (c) of sectlon 4 of the
Bmall Business Act is amended by striking
out “7(g)” each place it appears In para-
graphs (1) (B), (2), and (4) and Inserting
in lieu thereof “7(h)".

AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE WITH
RESPECT TO NATURAL DISASTERS

SEec. 4. Notwithstanding the provisions of
Public Law 93-24, the SBecretary of Agricul-
ture shall continue to exercise his authority
with respect to natural disasters which oc-
curred after December 26, 1972, but prior to
April 20, 1973, in accordance with the provi-
slons of section 5 of Public Law 92-385 as
such section was in effect prior to April 20,
1973.

LIVESTOCK LOANS

SEec. 5. Sectlon 7(b) (4) of the Small Busi-
ness Act 1s amended by inserting before the
semicolon at the end thereof the following:
*: Provided, That loans under this para-
graph include loans to persons who are en-
gaged in the business of raising livestock
(including but not limited to cattle, hogs,
and poultry), and who suffer substantial
economic injury as a result of animal dis-
ease”.

LOANS FOR ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE IN BASE
CLOSINGS

Szc. 6. Section 7(b) of the Small Business
Act is amended by adding after paragraph
(6) the following new paragraph:

*“(7) to make such loans (either directly
or in cooperation with banks or other lend-
ing institutions through agreements to par-
ticipate on an Immediate or deferred basis)
as the Administration may determine to be
necessary or appropriate to assist any small
business concern in continuing in business
at its existing location, in reestablishing its
business, in purchasing a new business, or
in establishing a new business if the Admin-
istration determines that such concern has
suffered or will suffer substantial economic
injury as the result of the closing by the
Federal Government of a major military in-
stallation under the jurisdiction of the De-
partment of Defense, or as a result of a se-
vere reduction in the scope and size of op-
erations at a major military installation.”.
ANNUAL REPORT ON STATE OF SMALL BUSINESS

Sec. 7. The first sentence of subsection
(a) of section 10 of the Small Business Act
and the first word of the second sentence of
such subsection are amended to read as
follows: “The Administration shall, as soon
as practicable each calendar year make a
comprehensive annual report to the Presi-
dent, the President of the Senate, and the
Bpeaker of the House of Representatives.
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Such report shall include a description of
the state of small business in the Nation
and the several States, and a description of
the operations of the Administration under
this chapter, including, but not limited to,
the general lending, disaster relief, Gov-
ernment regulation relief, procurement and
property disposal, research and development,
technical assistance, dissemination of data
and information, and other functions un-
der the jurisdiction of the Administration
during the previous calendar year. Stich re-
port shall contain recommendations for
strengthening or improving such programs,
or, when necessary or desirable to implement
more effectively congressional policles and
proposals, for establishing new or alterna-
tive programs. In addition, such".
ANTIDISCRIMINATORY AMENDMENT

Sec. 8. Section 4(b) of the Small Business
Act is amended by adding after “The Ad-
ministrator shall not engage in any other
business, vocation, or employment than that
of serving as Administrator.” the following
new sentence: “In out the pro-
grams administered by the Small Business
Administration including its lending and
guaranteeing functions, the Administrator
shall not discriminate on the basis of sex or
marital status against any person or small
business concern applylng for or receiving
assistance from the Small Business Admin-
istration, and the Small Business Adminis-
tration shall give special consideration to
veterans of the Armed Forces of the United
States and thelr survivors or dependents.”.

INFLUENCING-OF SBA DECISIONS

Sec. 9. The Small Business Act is amended
by inserting at the end thereof the following
new section:

“SEc, 22. (a) No Member of Congress or
officer or employee of the United States may
attempt to improperly influence the official
conduct of any officer or employee of the
Administration with respect to the entering
into by the Administration of any loan, loan
guarantee, or other agreement.

“(b) For purposes of subsection (a), the
term ‘Membership of Congress' means &
United States Senator, a Representative in
Congress, a Delegate to Congress, or the Res-
ident Commissioner from Puerto Rico.

“(¢) Any person who violates subsection
(a) shall be fined not more than $10,000 or
imprisoned for not more than one year, or
both.

*(d) Any official declsion of any officer or
employee of the Small Business Administra-
tion with respect to which any violation of
subsection (a) occurs is null and void.”

Sec. 10. (a) Section 3 of Public Law 93-
24 is amended by striking therefrom: “, and
made unable to obtaln sufficient credit else-
where to finance their actual needs at reason-
able rates and terms, taking into considera-
tion prevailing private and cooperative rates
and terms in the community in or near
which the applicant resides for loans for
similar purposes and perlods of time”, and
insert in lieu thereof the following: “Such
loans shall be made without regard to
whether the required financial assistance is
otherwise avallable from private, cooperative,
or other responsible sources".

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) of
this section shall be given effect with re-
spect to all loan applications and loans
made in connection with a disaster occurring
on or after April 20, 1973.

(e¢) With regard to all disasters occurring
on or after December 27, 1972, the Secretary
of Agriculture shall extend for ninety days
after the date of enactment of this section
the deadline for seeking assistance under
section 321 of the Consolidated Farm and
Rural Development Act as amended by this
sectlon.

(d) Section 321(a) of Public Law 87-128,
as amended, 1s hereby amended by striking
“which cannot be met for temporary periods
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of time by private, cooperative, or other re-
sponsible sources (including loans the Sec-
retary is authorized to make or insure under
subtitles A and B of this title or any other
Act of Congress), at reasonable rates and
terms for loans for similar purposes and pe-
riods of time". The provisions of this sub-
section shall be given effect with respect to all
loan applications and loans made in connec-
tion with a disaster occurring on or afier
December 27, 1972.

The SPEAKER., Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, I demand a second.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The SPEAKER, The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. KEOCH. Is the gentleman from
Ohio opposed to the bill?

The SPEAKER, Is the gentleman from
Ohio opposed to the bill?

Mr. J, WILLIAM STANTON. No, I am
not, Mr. Speaker.

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, the leg-
islation before the House, S. 2482, with
only a few major exceptions is identical
to legislation which passed the House
earlier this summer but was subsequently
vetoed by President Nixon because of
provisions in the legislation that would
have provided liberal assistance to vic-
tims of natural disasters.

Between the time that the legislation
was vetoed and before consideration of
the new legislation took place in the
Small Business Subcommittee, the sub-
committee became aware of a large num-
ber of reports about SBA offices around
the country in which alleged, question-
able activities regarding SBA’s loan pro-
grams were taking place. The subcom-
mittee immediately launched investiga-
tions into these practices to make certain
that the agency was operating in a man-
ner in which Congress intended. Al-
though the investigation has covered
only two SBA offices there is sufficient in-
formation available to indicate that SBA
has problems in a number of its offices.
These problems range from possible
criminal activities to poor management.

As originally passed by the Senate, S.
2482 would have increased the SBA's
loan ceiling authorization by $2.3 bil-
lion or enough authority to carry the
agency for an additional 2 years. How-
ever, when the subcommittee uncovered
the problems at SBA it decided it would
not be wise to authorize a full 2-year ex-
tension until the investigation had been
completed and corrective actions taken.
Thus, the subcommittee voted only
enough of an authorization increase to
provide for a 6-month extension. The
actual increase in the total ceiling is
$575 million with corresponding 6-month
increases in SBA subloan ceilings. A few
members of the subcommittee seem to
think there are grounds not to provide
any SBA increased lending authority
until corrective actions have been taken.
While I share their concern for correc-
tive action, I do not feel it would be fair
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to penalize small businessmen across the
country for the unfortunate acts of some
SBA officials, employees, or borrowers.

In addition, President Nixon in re-
sponding to a letter of concern signed by
more than a majority of all members of
the full Banking Committee, both
Democrats and Republicans, stated that
he would take all necessary action to
correct the SBA problems. SBA Adminis-
trator, Thomas Kleppe, has also said
that he will conduct indepth investiga-
tions of SBA offices to find the problems,
try to provide answers to them and re-
port to us by February. Thus, the legisla-
tion that the Banking Committee is of-
fering today is designed to help small
businessmen, but at the same time warn
the Small Business Administration that
it must put its house in order. As chair-
man of the Small Business Subcommit-
tee, let me assure my colleagues that un-
less corrective actions are taken that
when the 6-month authorization expires,
I will not come before you for an addi-
tional increase. It may well be at that
time that we will have to write an en-
tirely new approach to small business
legislation. But, if that is what it takes
to correct the problem then it must be
done.

Testimony also revealed that when
disaster struck in California and Agnes
struck in the East, normal SBA func-
tions were virtually stopped for 6
months. We put this duty on SBA.

Perhaps, after looking into this short-
age of staffing, legislation to move disas-
ter loans from SBA would be in order.
But, perhaps the first step that must be
taken by the Small Business Administra-
tion is to increase its audit and inves-
tigations staff. Of the more than 70 of-
fices which contain loan portfolios, only
35 have ever received a full examination
by SBA's portfolio review team which
was created in 1970. In addition, the
Small Business Administration’s exter-
nal audit division is so understaffed that
it cannot even begin to process an audit
request until 4 months after it has been
received. The security and investigations
unit of SBA has only approximately 11
employees including secretarial help to
cover the entire country. This unit
spends most of its time processing name

-checks on loan applicants with the Fed-

eral Bureau of Investigation.

Certainly, this lack of oversight by the
agency has contributed to the problems
now facing the Small Business Adminis-
tration. Let me take just a few moments
at this point to outline exactly what is
contained in S. 2482 as recommended by
the Banking and Currency Committee on
& section-by-section basis. In order to
facilitate floor action on the bill what is
being recommended is that all after the
enacting clause of the Senate bill be
stricken and new language be used in the
entire bill. With the exception of the new
money figures and a section prohibiting
improper influence in connection with
SBA’s activities, the bill is identical to
the Senate passed resolution.

Section 1 of the legislation increases
from $4.3 billion to $4.785 billion the
amount of money the SBA may have out-
standing at any time in its loan and
guarantee program. This section also in-
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creases the various subeeilings for SBA’s
lending programs. This section does not
appropriate any new funds, but allows
SBA to spend funds when they are ob-
tained.

Section 2 of the legislation consolidates
several existing SBA loan programs and
provides that if Congress enacts new
standards for small businesses such as
the Occupational Safety and Health Act
of 1970 or the Coalminers’ Safety Act of
1969, the SBA will make loans to small
businesses and it must comply with these
new requirements.

Section 3 contains only technical
amendments.

Section 4 requires the Secretary of
Agriculture to provide loans made in con-
nection with natural disasters occurring
after December 26, 1972 but prior to April
20, 1973 at an interest rate of 1 percent
with a $5,000 forgiveness feature. This
will enable farmers to receive disaster
loans on the same terms as those received
by homeowners and small businessmen
from the SBA during that period of time.

Section 5 of the legislation would allow
livestock feed operators to obtain disaster
loans if their herds were seriously dam-
aged by disease.

Section 6 provides low interest loans to
small businesses affected by the closing
of military installations.

Section 7 provides for an annual re-
port to the Congress from the SBA on
the state of small business. Although
annual reports are now required from
the SBA, the contents are not spelled
out. In the present law, S. 2482, the
guidelines for such reports are set down.

Section 8 prohibits SBA from dis-
criminating against any borrower be-
cause of that person’s sex and in addi-
tion requires SBA to give special con-
sideration to assistance requests from
veterans of the Armed Forces, their
survivors or dependents.

Section 9 prohibits any Member of
Congress or official or employee of the
United States from attempting to im-
properly influence the SBA in any mat-
ter pending before that agency. Such a
violation would be punishable by a fine
not to exceed $1,000 or imprisonment for
not more than 1 year, or both. In addi-
tion, the applications pending before the
agency would automatically become null
and void.

Section 10 provides that in all future
disaster loans, the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall make loans on the same
basis and terms as those provided to
homeowners and small businessmen by
the Small Business Administration.

We do not want to kill SBA but help
it. Voting down our present proposal
might come near to accomplishing the
demise.

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 13 minutes.

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

Mr. STEPHENS. I will yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my distinguished colleague for yielding.

I wish to commend the gentleman
from Georgia, the chairman of the sub-
committee, and the members of the sub-
committee—I have the honor to serve
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on that subcommittee—for the outstand-
ing job they have done in the last month
to 6 weeks in uncovering, with the chief
investigator of the committee, all of the
irregularities that have been before the
committee.

I wish to commend the gentleman for
the patience he has exercised throughout
the hearings, where he gave the Admin-
istrator of this program full and ample
opportunity in which to testify and to
tell his side of the story.

Mr. Speaker, I want to point out that
in this legislation we are only extending
the loan for a 6-month period. We are
hoping that at the end of 3 months the
Administrator will come back to us with
a program so that in the offices, in the
21 offices around the country, wherever
there are any wrongdoings, they will
report back to the subcommittee, and
at the end of that time the subcommit-
tee will possibly go out in the field and
work with the various officers.

At the end of this 6-month period we
are going to come back to the Congress
with a package that I am sure my col-
leagues in the House will approve.

I further want to point out in this
particular legislation the 6-month ex-
tension of time is a good one, because we
should not punish these people who are
not guilty of any wrongdoing. The small
businessmen of America need these loans
and they need this money and especial-
ly at this time do they need it to continue
in business.

I urge adoption of the bill.

Mr. STEPHENS. I thank the gentle-
man for his support of the bill.

Mr, Speaker, it is not the objective of
the Small Business Subcommittee to kill
the Small Business Administration but,
rather, to help them. The voting down
of the present proposal before us might
come nearer to accomplishing the de-
mise of the Small Business Administra-
tion than anything else in view of the
work that we have done and the hear-
ings we have held and the thought we
have given to this proposition.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. KEOCH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 8 minutes,

Mr. Speaker, I must say at the open-
ing that it is a new experience having 20
‘minutes as opposed to the customary 5,
but I will do my best.

I am distressed that I am speaking in
opposition to a bill which comes out of
the subcommittee on which I serve. The
chairman under whom I serve, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. STEPHENS), 8
great man and a great chairman and a
good friend, I know understands what
motivates me in this regard, which is a
desire to bring to the House matters that
I think are terribly important and which
warrant your rejecting the bill before us
under suspension of the rules.

If it comes up under a rule where we
can amend it to make it a good bill, we
can then pass it. My objection is not to
legislation being enacted for the benefit
of the Small Business Administration
but, rather, enacting it under suspension
of the rules where we cannot amend it.
Let it come up under a rule. There are
good amendments which will make this
a much better bill.

December 17, 1973

Recent hearings were held by our com-
mittee which went on over a week’s time.
I attended those sessions. Under our dis-
tinguished chairman an enormous
amount of information was elicited
which would certainly have shocked you
if you had listened with us.

This is what we ascertained from wit-

nesses who came before us, including our
own very great chief counsel, Curt Prins,
who is a superb investigator and wit-
ness.
We know there are 72 Small Business
Administration lending offices. Of those
72 lending offices at least 21 are under
suspicion of having participated in some
way in either criminal activity in which
there may be some indictments, or in
having mismanagement in their offices in
possessing portfolios that are under great
suspicion.

As the chairman pointed out, only 35
of the 72 offices have ever been audited
at all. Now let me tell you what our in-
vestigation disclosed in part.

One of those involves the Richmond
office where $11 million was obligated
by the SBA by the director of that office,
to his brother-in-law’s benefit or interest.
Much of that was canceled as the result
of our committee holding hearings. Had
the hearings not been held, they would
not have in all probability canceled those
obligations. And there is no question but
that what took place in the Richmond
office is something that calls for more
than oversight on our part; undoubtedly
it will and already has been forwarded
to law enforcement agencies. Why? Be-
cause we even have affidavits that were
presented at the hearings that were in
conflict where someone committed per-
jury in that very case.

Let me give you another illustration in
New York. We had a situation involving
Dr. Matthew who received millions of
dollars under the SBA program, all of
the money now uncollectable. He is under
66 indictments, none having to do with
this particular aspect, but other matters
involving Federal funds. And it was also
testified before our committee that there
was an attempt to have an SBA auditor
lose the Matthew file. That came up in
the examination that our chairman and
my colleagues on the committee con-
ducted, an attempt on the part of higher-
ups in the SBA to get the auditor to lose
the Matthew file.

Let us talk about the program in gen-
eral. SBA sounds terrific, right? Always
find a good name for a program, and it
does not make any difference what is be-
neath that good name. Small Business
Administration, one would think we were
talking about $10,000 loans, $25,000
loans, or $35,000 loans to small business
people who cannot get them from the
banks because they are not bankable
loans.

You know, one of the ingredients
of getting a loan from the SBA is that
you get two letters from two different
banks saying they will not give you a
loan because you are not bankable, But
that is understandable, that is the na-
ture of the SBA, that we will provide 80
percent guaranty so that the bank will
make the loan having only a very mini-
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mum obligation, in the event of a loss,
and will therefore grant the loan. But
what are we really talking about? We
are talking about loans of $350,000. And
do you know what a small business is as
defined by Tom Kleppe? If it is a whole-
sale business it can do $5 million gross
annually and qualify. Is that a small
business in your district, a wholesale op-
eration that does $5 million a year, and
is eligible for a small business loan? A
retail establishment that does $1 million
annually is eligible for a small business
loan. Again that is not a small business
not even in New York.

Let me go a little farther. The question
is raised: Will the Small Business Ad-
ministration come to a halt if we do not
pass this bill? It will not. Under the ex-
isting legislation there is a revolving
fund from which they can make new
loans to the extent of $70 million a
month. What this bill will do is add an-
other $48 million to that kitty. So that
instead of making loans up to $70 mil-
lion a month, we are going to have to
worry about $118 million a month being
made by an agency which is not doing
too well with the lesser sum. There is
something wrong with that in my judg-
ment.

What should we do? Well, I will tell
you what we should do, and that is do
exactly what was proposed in the com-
mittee. There were amendments in that
committee, for example, an amendment
to have the GAO audit those loans dur-
ing this temporary period of the
6-month extension. It was the distin-
guished chairman, the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. WricHT PaTMaAN, who made
that proposal

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

Mr. KOCH. I yield to our distinguished
chairman.

Mr. STEPHENS. I thank the gentle-
man. That proposal was made in the full
committee, not in the subcommittee.

Mr. KOCH. Yes, exactly.

Mr., J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. J. WILLTAM STANTON. I thank
the gentleman. Is it not true that the
chairman of our full committee offered
an amendment and it was withdrawn?

Mr. KEOCH. Yes, and I am going to tell
the Members why. The distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Banking
and Currency proposed taat his amend-
ment be effective during this 6-month
period, during which time we are going
to have our oversight hearings.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
s21f £ additional minutes.

The chairman of our committee said
during this period of 6 months in order
to make certain that we do not have
the kind of loans continue that have
gone on in the past that we would be
ashamed of, and that we would want
stopped, because we do not want to have
our tax dollars squandered, that we have
the GAO audit those loans. He withdrew
the amendment. Why? Because Mem-
bers said we have got to get this bill out
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in time to go to conference with the
Senate.

I will ask the chairman of our com-
mittee if that is not correct.

Mr. STEPHENS. Would the gentleman
yield?

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

Mr. STEPHENS. The gentleman is
correct in saying that he withdrew it,
but he withdrew it also without objec-
tion because he said every loan made
by the SBA had to be approved by the
GAO before it was made.

Mr. KOCH. I do not disagree with the
chairman. What I am saying is that the
major reason for withdrawing it was that
it would prevent us from going to confer-
ence with the Senate. I do not know why
it is so important to go to conference
with the Senate precipitously. With re-
spect to the other amendments that
came on before that committee it was
the feeling that we could not, as the dis-
tinguished chairman indicated, debate
them in time to meet some arbitrary
deadlines. What I am saying is there is
no deadline. This SBA program goes on.

Should the Members vote this bill
down and it comes up under a regular
rule this week or when we come back, it
makes no difference, because as I men-
tioned it is an ongoing program permis-
sible at the rate of $70 million a month
in terms of new loans; we can amend it
before final passage.

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

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle-
man. There was substantial testimony
about that, and I was as concerned as
the gentleman is about the improprieties
that have occurred, and we do want to
correct them, but during the testimony
it was shown that the authority for SBA
would run out at the end of this month
or January.

The reason we are asking that action
be taken now on a very temporary basis
for 6 months or 2 years is to be assured
that those that are genuine and real
loans be made in time. I think our coun-
sel, Mr, Mitchell, and others made the
point that we need to have the ongoing
program continue.

When would the gentleman want a
regular rule to be brought up?

Mr, KEOCH. I understand the gentle-
man’s point. I am going to respond to it.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. KOCH. As I understand what the
Committee on Rules does is if the Com-
mittee on Rules feels that this is an emer-
gency, and the chairman of the subcom-
mittee made the point that this is an
emergency, they would give us a rule.

The reason we should do what I am
suggesting, which is to amend this bill
to protect the taxpayers, would be best
illustrated by this one example. Let me
just tell the Members what happens un-
der this bill.

Probably most of the Members know
what a bank bailout is, but for those few
who do not, let me tell them. A bank
gives someone a loan of—let us take a
figure—$200,000, and we know of situ-
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ations like this, where the interest is 5
percent and the loan goes sour. It is not
a Small Business loan.

Now as far as the one who made the
loan, the borrower, the one who received
the money, and the bank granting the
loan, adequate security was lacking and
it is a sour loan; the bank wants some-
how or other to get its money back. The
borrower now goes to the SBA and he
gets a new loan of $260,000 from that
same bank guaranteed by the SBA and
now it is at 11-percent interest, insured
by the Government to the extent of 90
percent. The bank first takes back its
$200,000 which was sour, and now it be-
comes a U.S. taxpayers’ sour note, and
sometimes even the balance of $60,000,
which one might have thought the bor-
rower might have gotten to put into that
small business, may be required by the
bank to put on deposit with a certificate
of deposit, so the borrower gets nothing
and the bank has been bailed out.

That has happened under SBA. That
has happened in the program that is now
ongoing, What I am suggesting is that
we stop it, that we permit them to use
this revolving fund, of $70 million per
month and that between now and 6
months from now that we evolve a pro-
gram which will safeguard the American
taxpayer.

It does not have to take that long. If
the Rules Committee thinks it is an
emergency we can handle this on the
floor through a regular rule this week.

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

Mr. EOCH. I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. RoUsseLOT).

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, is it
not true we have high-risk loans and
some of them go sour in SBA, just as
they do on foreign aid which the gentle-
man votes for all the time without com-
plaining. There are some sour notes with
some small businesses trying to get
started up. I am sure the gentleman does
not want to cut off the ability of this
agency to go ahead with the program
for decent people.

Mr. EOCH. I do not want a single
dollar to be spent in a corrupt program
if we can avoid it.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Neither do I

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON) .

Mr. J. WILLTAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, it is obvious from the parlia-
mentary procedure we are in that we
could not find a Member on the minority
side who would be willing to take the 20
minutes allotted to the gentleman from
New York. The reason for this is that
we have reached the conclusion with-
in our subcommittee and before the en-
tire Banking and Currency Commit-
tee on this legislation, which was voted
out by a vote of 30 to 2. We felt this was
the type of compromise our committee
wanted to bring before our colleagues for
their favorable consideration today. A
vote of 30 to 2 is a very substantial vote,
especially out of our committee. We did
so because of the fact that we have
reached this compromise as a recognition
that first of all we do have in the Small
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Business Administration certain def-
inite problems.

These problems we are looking at for
the first time in the 9 years I have been
on this subcommittee. We have been into
hearings for several weeks. Immediate-
ly after our return in January and the
first part of February we want to con-
tinue these investigations.

We are faced with the dilemma that
unless we have this legislation passed
which is before us, the lending of the
Small Business Administration on some
programs will be reaching a limit within
the next few weeks, and on other pro-
grams in the early part of February.

What we are doing in seeking this con-
tinuation is to hav : a simple extension of
6 months on these existing programs.
The reason we are doing this, and we
have set in this bill a time ceiling of
June 30, is with the sole purpose that our
committee can come back and make
some definite recommendations for the
improvement of this legislation.

The SBA themselves are sending out
17 special investigating teams starting
now for the next 6 weeks. We have with-
in our committee investigators going out
on an ongoing investigation and I per-
sonally give the Members assurances
that we will continue to do our very best
to protect the integrity of the Ameri-
can dollar, which all of us sincerely want
to do.

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

Mr, J, WILLIAM STANTON. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. BURGENER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to clarify one point. Our distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from
New York, may have inadvertently left
an erroneous impression on the amount
of the loans. I agree with the gentleman
that $350,000 is not a small loan but I
can point out the testimony in the case
showed the average loan made through-
out the country by SBA is $72,000 and
I think the record should show that.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. I thank
the gentleman from California.

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

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, I want to
compliment the subcommittee for bring-
ing out this bill. In my congressional dis-
trict we have made hundreds of small
business loans. We have hundreds of very
fine and helpful business loans made.
Overall, the record is outstanding. Let us
clean up what we find in the bill here.
Let us not stop this fine bill from passing.

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

Mr, J. WILLIAM STANTON. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, the
impression has been given in newspaper
reports that every small business loan is
bad, but it is not. Mr. Kleppe has made a
good effort to go to the Department of
Justice and insist on prosecution where
it has been called for. I think it would be
clearly wrong to cut off the Small Busi-
ness Administration, although there are
some complaints about it, without keep-
ing its door open because we are going
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home for Christmas. That is the reason
for this suspension.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for his
comments and I point out to my col-
leagues today that small business loans
are made at the rate of almost 1,000
a day. When we pick out one bad loan
here, one bad loan there, it is a very
small percentage of SBA's total business.

Mr, KEOCH. Mr. Speaker, am I correct
when I state that there is a revolving
monthly fund of $70 million available to
the SBA if this bill is passed?

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. The gen-
tleman is absolutely right, but I just got
through stating to the gentleman from
California that when we have the volume
of loans that we have now, we cause a
general slowdown throughout SBA's 72
offices if we fail to pass this legislation.
The gentleman’s premise that we have
enough money is not correct.

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time for the
conclusion.

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. HANLEY).

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this measure, in particular be-
cause of my apprehension about the
economy of our Nation during the next
6-month period.

I believe it is incumbent upon this body
to recognize that the road appears to be
8 little bit rocky. Certainly we do not
want to do anything that might jeopard-
ize the ability of the small businessman
during the next 6-month period to enjoy
the accommeodations of the Small Busi-
ness Administration program.

I think it is unfortunate that we have
to think and deal in terms of a short-
term 6-month program; but this was
brought about because of the circum-
stances that prevailed.

I have offered an amendment—I might
say before that, that true, the resolving
fund in all probability could take care of
the present volume, that it is also true
that the next 6 months can have the ef-
fect of increasing that volume measur-
ably. For that reason it is well to consider
and approve these additional moneys.

Beyond that, during the course of
these hearings some very solid informa-
tion was presented to the committee
evidencing the improper influences from
the executive branch, which have proven
very costly to the Small Business Ad-
ministration and, for that matter, to the
taxpayers.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
KocH) has already related some of these
improprieties; so in an effort to make
sure that these improper overtures are
put to rest through this six-month
period, I introduced an amendment
which was accepted by the committee
which would have the effect of impos-
ing a criminal penalty on any Federal
employee, any official of the Federal Gov-
ernment, or for that matter, any Mem-
ber of Congress who exercised improper
influence or association with an FBA loan

application.
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Along with that, I want to make it
quite clear that during the course of our
hearings there was not any suggestion
at all that there was any undue or im-
proper congressional influence advanced.

I want to make it clear also that this
amendment in no way impedes or jeop-
ardizes the ability of a Member of Con-
gress to respond to a legitimate com-
plaint of a constituent.

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

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I yield one
additional minute to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HANLEY) .

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, this in no
way jeopardizes the ability of a Member
of Congress to respond to a constituent’s
complaint related to a Small Business
Administration loan application; we as-
sure the Members of that. That will be
written into the legislative history of
this bill.

Some people have evidenced a little
bit of concern about that, but in es-
sence what we are doing here has a
similarity in the Postal Reorganization
Act, when at that time we made an ef-
fort to rid that agency of any semblance
of political activity, so this particular
overture somewhat parallels it.

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

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

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
man said that there was nothing wrong
or improper about responding to a con-
stituent’s complaint. How about assisting
a constituent in his application?

Mr. HANLEY. Not at all. Actually, it is
not the prerogative of a Member of Con-
gress to assist with that application.
That applicant has a responsibility——

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from New York has again ex-
pired.

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Speaker, I wish to use
the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, what is it that we are dis-
cussing here today? It is not the aboli-
tion of the SBA program, because every-
body on the committee, myself included,
is for the SBA. What I am saying is that
before we give it an additional $287 mil-
lion in the next 6 months over and above
the $70 million each month that it can
use out of this current revolving fund,
that we ought to have those amendments
in this bill which will protect the tax-
payer.

Nobody has to convince me that the
SBA is a necessity in this day and age.
We have it in New York and every other
State, and the New York office and other
offices are under a cloud just as a re-
sult of some of the matters that have
been raised.

What I am saying is that before we
enlarge the program, we ought to con-
duct the investigation, and during that
time should not give them the money
that this bill would provide without hav-
ing some safeguard provisions such as
the GAO audit that the chairman of the
full committee has suggested.

Again, what I am suggesting to the
Members is this: Vote this bill down. If
it truly is an emergency, it will come
up under a rule and we will then pro-
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vide the necessary amendments to make
certain that next year the Members will
not have to respond to constituents who
say, “Listen, in that 6 months’ time they
took the $287 million and they threw it
away. We do not want that done with
the taxpayers’ money.”

We can safeguard the taxpayer by
voting this down, coming in with a rule,
amending this bill in a way that I think
most committee members would agree
it should be amended if they thought we
had enough time to do that, and then
pass this bill unanimously.

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, let me
point out to the gentlemen and ladies of
the House that what has been alleged as
matters of actual fact are really allega-
tions. These are allegations we are in-
vestigating. We need more time to in-
vestigate these allegations of things we
have had reported on hearsay. Then we
want more time to get actual evidence
that could be substantial in a courtroom,
if necessary, and to then base our judg-
ments upon that.

Mr. Speaker, we have not had an op-
portunity to do anything except listen
to these kinds of allegations since Octo-
ber 24. Now, what we want to do is to get
time to go into these things further, but
not to kill SBA.

At the time we are trying to get some
actual evidence that would stand up in
a courtroom, something upon which we
can base our legislation, which is really
what we need.

Insofar as this matter is concerned
on the rule, the Committee on Rules has
no more scheduled meetings, and it would
not be possible for us to move ahead with
the bill, and SBA would be halted.

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

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

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia. There is still some confusion as
to the effect of the Hanley amendment
which I understand is still in the bill.

What can a Member of Congress do
insofar as assisting a constituent is con-
cerned with SBA? What can he do, or
what can he not do, will the gentleman
tell me briefly?

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, I think
it is the language in that amendment
that can tell us what is proper, to com-
mence with, and the final decision would
have to be made by the court, in case
something was brought up and some-
thing was done that was improper.

However, I do not believe we can as-
sume that a Member of Congress is go-
ing to do something which is improper.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, over the
years I have had an intense interest in
small business. I operated a couple of
small ventures, and know what it is like
to be strugegling along without help,
without resources, without access to
credit, and without even so much as good
advice. My district is dominated by small
businessmen; there are very few big
employers in San Antonio, outside of the
Government itself,

Knowing what small business needs, it
gives me special pain to see the scandals
and troubles that have affected the

Small Business Administration. From
the very beginning of the Nixon admin-
istration, I have seen people in SBA take
advantage of their positions—and I have
seen convictions spring from those specu-
lations. And I have seen small business-
men mistreated, ill advised and ill used.
I have seen a minority enterprise pro-
gram that deprived needed resources
from legitimate businessmen, while at the
same time using those resources in ven-
tures that seem more often than not to
collapse or become troubled—and which,
even when successful, often seem to be
only fronts through which aspiring mi-
nority businessmen are abused, used,
and exploited. I have seen the lending
authority of SBA used for political ends,
and I have seen a woefully large num-
ber of appointments made on the basis
of politics rather than merit.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
Small Business, I have learned that
many cf my worst fears about the recent
administration of SBA have been all too
true.

Knowing all this, dedicated as I am to
small business, I see no sense in continu-
ing the activities of the agency until it
is thoroughly cleaned up. It seems to me
that we would do more to help business-
men by cleaning up SBA first, and then
restarting it, rather than trying to re-
cover the agency after it has been lost.

Sometimes it is better to stop for a
while and get things straight—and this
is one of those times. I think that SBA
ought to have a thorough cleaning now,
and that this can best be done while
it is stopped. You have to lay a ship in
drydock once in a while, and SBA right
now is one of those cases.

I support the purposes of SBA. It is
an agency worthy of anyone’s support—
if it does its job. Our responsibility is to
see that it does its job, and that means
that we have to do more than throw
some more money at it.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. STepHENS), that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
Senate bill, 8. 2482, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present, and make the point of or-
der that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 339, nays 21,

not voting 72, as follows:

[Roll No. 695)
YEAS—339

Barrett

Bauman

Bell

Bergland

Bevill

Blester

Boggs

Abdnor

Abzug
Addabbo
Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley
Badlllo
Bafalls

Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Boland Burke, Mass.
Bowen Burleson, Tex.
Brademas Burlison, Mo.
Bray Butler
Breaux Byron
Breckinridge Cam

Brinkley
Brooks

D
Carney, Ohlo
Carter
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Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, IIl.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Danlel, Robert
W., Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Donchue
Dorn
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch

Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Forsythe
Fountaln
Fraser
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Glaimo
Gibbons
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Gross
Gude
Gunter

Hamllton

Hammer-
schmidt

Hanley

Hanna

Hansen, Idaho

Harsha

Hastings

Hawkins

Hays

Hechler, W. Va.

Heckler, Mass,

Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Callf.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Earth
Kazen
Eemp
Ketchum
Eing
Kluczynski
Euykendall
Kyros

Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent

Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
MeClory
MecCollister
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McKlnney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Meahon
Mallary
Mann
Marazitl
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Miller
Minish
Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.¥.
Mizell

Moakley
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif,
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, N.Y.
Mpyers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix
Obey
O’'Hara
O'Nelll
Parris
Passman
Patten
Perkins
Pettls
Pickle
Poage
Powell, Ohlo
Preyer
Price, 11,
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rangel
Rarick
Regula
NAYS—21
Blaggl
Bingham
Cotter
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Reuss
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot
Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth

Bt Germain
Bandman
Barasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Schroeder
Sebelius
Selberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster

Smith, Towa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Btark
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Btubblefield
Btuckey
Studds
Bullivan
Symington
Symms
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Callf.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Tlernan
Towell, Nev,
Treen
Tdall
TUllman
Van Deerlin
Vigorito
Waggonner
‘Waldle
Wampler
Ware
Whalen

Wolff
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, I1l.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zlon
Zwach

Eckhardt
Gonzalez
Harrington
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Huber
Kastenmeler

Nedzi

Owens

Pike

Riegle
Roncallo, Wyo.

NOT VOTING—T2
Frelinghuysen Patman
Fuqua Pepper
Gllman Peyser
Griffiths Fodell
Grover Rees
Gubser Reid
Hanrahan Roncallo, N.¥.
Hansen, Wash. Rooney, N.¥.
Harvey Ryan
Hébert Staggers
Heinz Stanton,
Henderson James V.
Hoitzman Stokes
Hudnut Talcott
Johnson, Colo. Taylor, Mo.
Keating Vander Jagt
Landgrebe
Landrum
McCormack
Mailliard
Martin, Nebr.
Mills, Ark.
Mitchell, Md.
Mollohan

Ford Moorhead, Pa.
Willlam D.  O’Brien

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. Rooney of New York with Mr. Taylor
of Missouri.

Mr. Brasco with Mr. Talcott.

Mr. Carey of New York with Mr, Clay.

Mr. Adams with Mr. Vander Jagt.

Mr. Delany with Mr. O'Brien.

Mr. Diggs with Ms. Holtzman.

Mr. Wright with Mr. Roncallo of New York.

Mr. Burton with Mr. Mitchell of Maryland.

Mr, Staggers with Mr., Martin of Nebraska

Mr. Widnall with Mr. Peyser,

Mr. Reid with Mr. Buchanan.

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Willlam D. Ford.

Mr, Ryan with Mr. Stokes.

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Grover.

Mr. Moorhead of Pennsylvania with Mr.
Frelinguysen.

Mr, Fugua with Mr. Mailliard.

Mr, Patman with Mr. Gilman

Mrs. Grifiiths with Mr. Anderson of Illinols.

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr. Gub-

Rosenthal
Vanik
Yates

Blackburn
Blatnik
Bolling
Brasco
Broomfield
Buchanan
Burke, Callf,

Whitehurst
Widnall
Wright

Wyatt

Young, Alaska

Ber.
Mr. Hébert with Mr, Hanrahan.
Mr., Mollohan with Mr. Beard.
Mr. McCormack with Mr. Don H, Clausen.
Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Edwards of
Alabama.
Mr. Downing with Mr, Broomfield.
Mr, Dingell with Eshleman.
Mr. Dent with Mr. Blackburn.
Mr. Aspin with Mr. Harvey.
Mr, Blatnik with Mr. Heinz,
Mrs. Burke of California wtih Mr. Podell
Mr. Rees with Mr. Hudnut,
Mr, James V, Stanton with Mr. Landgrebe.
Mr. Walsh with Mr. Henderson.
Mr. Young of Alaska with Mr. Landrum.
Mr. Whitehurst with Mr. Wyatt.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and to
include extraneous matter, on the bill
8. 2482, just passed.

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

There was no objection.
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FHA-INSURED LOANS FOR FIRE
SAFETY EQUIPMENT IN NURSING
HOMES AND INTERMEDIATE
CARE FACILITIES

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill—S. 513—+to amend section 232 of the
National Housing Act to authorize in-
sured loans to provide fire safety equip-
ment for nursing homes and intermedi-
ate care facilities.

The Clerk read as follows:

8.513

Be it enacied by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 232 of the National Houslng Act is
amended by adding at the end thereof & new
subsection as follows:

“(1) (1) The Secretary is authorized upon
such terms and conditions as he may pre-
scribe to make commitments to insure and
to insure loans made by financial institu-
tions or other approved meortgages to nursing
homes and intermediate care facilities to pro-
vide for the purchase and installation of fire
safety equipment necessary for compliance
with the 1967 edition of the Life Safety Code
of the National Fire Protection Assoclation
or other such codes or reguirements ap-
proved by the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare as conditions of participation
for providers of services under title XVIII
and title XIX of the Social Security Act.

“(2) To be eligible for insurance under
this subsection a loan shall—

“(A) not exceed the Secretary's estimate
of the reasonable cost of the equipment fully
installed;

“(B) bear interest at not to exceed a rate
determined by the SBecretary to be necessary
to meet the loan market;

“{C) have a maturity satisfactory to the
Becretary;

“(D) be made by a financial institution or
other mortgagee approved by the Secretary
as eligible for insurance under section 2 or
a mortgagee approved under section 203(b)
(1); and

“(E) comply with other such terms, con-
ditions, and restrictlons as the BSecretary
may prescribe,

“(8) The provisions of paragraphs (5),
(8), (7)., (9), and (10) of section 220(h)
shall be applicable to loans insured under
this subsection except that all references to
‘home Improvement loans' shall be construed
to refer to loans under this subsection.

“(4) The provisions of subsections (c),
(d), and (h) of section 2 shall apply to loans
insured under this subsection, and for the
purpose of this subsection references in such
subsections to ‘this section” or ‘this title’
shall be construed to refer to this subsec-
tion.".

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I demand a second.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, the Hous-
ing Subcommittee unanimously approved
8. 513 on December 11 and was reported
unanimously by the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency on December 13. The
bill passed the Senate on November
30. This bill would authorize FHA to
insure loans for the purchase and instal-
lation of fire safety equipment which is
necessary to meet the safety standard set
in the 1967 Life Safety Code so that nurs-
ing homes and intermediate care facili-
tles can qualify as service institutions
under the medicare and medicaid pro-
ETams.
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A similar provision was included in
both the Senate-passed Housing bill in
1972 and in our own housing bill. The
principal difference between S. 513 and
the provisions adopted in 1972 concerns
the amount of these loans. In 1972 the
Senate provided for loans of up to $10,000
for fire safety equipment: the House bill
provided for loans of up to $50,000. The
interest rate on the loans would be set

at whatever the HUD Secretary deems

necessary to meet the market. S. 513 lim-
its the loan amount to the reasonable cost
of the fire safety equipment, determined
by the Secretary. The Secretary would
also be authorized to set such other terms
and conditions as he deems necessary.

It is my understanding that nursing
homes and intermediate care facilities
are experiencing serious difficulties in
two areas in their efforts to comply with
the life safety code: first, there is appar-
ently a scarcity of contractors qualified to
install these facilities; and second, there
is a shortage of financing at reasonable
rates.

. 5. 513 would help to solve one of these

problems.

This bill has the support of the admin-
istration and I include in the Recorp fol-
lowing my remarks the letter from the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare expressing the administration’s
support.

I urge the adoption of S. 513.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
December 12, 1973.

Hon. WRIGHT PATMAN,

Chairman, Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear MR, CHAIRMAN: There 1s before your
Committee 8. 513, a bill “To amend section
232 of the National Housing Act to authorize
insured loans to provide fire safety equip-
ment for nursing homes and intermediate
care facilities.”

The bill would authorize the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development to make
commitments to insure, and to insure, loans
made to nursing homes and intermediate
care facilities for the purchase and installa-
tion of fire safety equipment needed to com-
ply with the 1967 edition of the Life Safety
Code of the National Fire Protection Asso-
ciation or other such codes or requirements
approved by the Secretary of Health, Educa~
tion, and Welfare as conditions of participa-
tion for providers of services under the
Medicare and Medicald titles of the Soclal
Security Act.

To be eligible for the insurance, the loans
must be limited to the reasonable cost of
the equipment as installed, and must comply
with such terms and conditions as the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
may prescribe, including those governing
rate of interest, maturity, and qualifications
of the lender.

Current law permits the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development to Insure sup-
plemental loans made to finance improve-
ments to nursing homes and intermediate
care facilities that were originally con-
structed with FHA financing. Therefore, the
bill would have the effect of broadening this
authority to include fire safety improve-
ment loans to nurslng homes and inter-
mediate care facllitles that are not FHA-
insured.

In the Administration’s proposed Housing
Act of 1973, H.R. 10688, there is included a
provision wunder which the Secretary of

and Urban Development could in-

sure a supplemental loan for repairs or im-

provements to a broad range of health facili-

tles, including hospitals, nursing homes, in=
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termediate care facilities, and group practice
facilities, as well as repairs or improvements
to multifamily housing, even though the
health facilities or housing are not covered
by an FHA-insured mortgage, if the loan
“would assist . .. in providing protection

nst fire or other hazards"., (Sectlon 503
(e) of the Revised National Housing Act as
contained in section 201 of H.R. 10688.) This
extension is sought because the Administra-
tion recognizes that the need for improved
fire protection is not confined to nursing
homes and intermediate care facilities, but
exists also with respect to other health facili-
ties and housing, including health facilities
and housing used by the elderly people that
S. 513 seeks to safeguard.

It is unnecessary to recall for the Com-
mittee the details of the recent tragedy in
Pennsylvania that underscored for all of us
the importance of swift action by the Federal
Government, as well as by State and local
governments, to reduce the threat posed to
the elderly by premises Inadequately shielded
from fire, In order to avert such tragedies in
the future, insofar as the Federal Govern-
ment may act to do so, we urge that 8. 513
recelve prompt and favorable consideration
as an interim measure pending enactment
of the more comprehensive provisions of sec-
tion 201 of H.R. 10688 as part of the overall
restructuring of Federal housing legislation.

We are advised by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget that there is no objection
to the presentation of this report and that
enactment of H.R. 10688, and the portion of
that bill incorporated in 8. 513, would be in
accord with the President’s program.

Sincerely.
FraNk Carrucct, Under Secretary.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding.

I quite concur with what the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania has said. This is
necessary legislation. There is no objec-
tion to the legislation of which I know.
The administration supports it. We on
the minority side support it. I urge its
acceptance.

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

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) .

Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. Speaker, I am
glad to see this bill come before the
House because it was the culmination our
efforts. I started many months ago.

Everyone in the House knows of the
terrible tragedies that have affected
nursing homes. Virtually every State has
experienced tragedies when nursing
homes caught fire. Federal agencies have
rightly set stringent standards on nurs-
ing homes, to reduce the hazards of fire
and lower the chances of more tragedies.
Yet we have a responsibility to do more
than outlaw bad conditions; we also have
a duty to help insure that nursing home
operators can comply with Federal re-
quirements. To do less would be to regu-
late thousands of poor and helpless peo-
ple into the street; it would accomplish
nothing.

This bill will help nursing home opera-
tors install the equipment they need to
comply with Federal fire regulations. By
passing this bill, we are insuring that
there would be conformity with the law,
and at the same time nursing homes will
not be forced to close down because of in-
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ability to obtain financing for needed
equipment.

I commend my colleagues on the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee for their
help in bringing this legislation out. It
is worthy of everyone’s support.

I support this bill, and am proud to
have had a role in it, from the very be-
ginning of efforts to help nursing home
operators meet Federal fire requirements.
This bill saves lives, it saves homes, and
it saves nursing home operators from
being faced with an impossible task. In
this bill, Congress has completed the re-
sponsibility of protecting people from
needless hazards and met its duty to as-
sist nursing home operators in this task.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
Hicks).

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of S. 513, to amend section 232 of
the National Housing Act to authorize
insured loans to provide fire safety equip-
ment for nursing home and intermediate
care facilities.

As you may recall, Mr. Speaker, when
8. 513 came over to the House, I asked
that it be given early consideration, call-
ing attention to the December 4 fire in a
suburban Philadelphia Nursing Home re-
sulting in the death of 10 persons, 4 of
whom were on medicaid. I wish to thank
both the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
chairman of the Housing Subcommittee
and the gentleman from Texas, the
chairman of the Banking and Currency
Committee, for bringing S. 513 before
the House today, so promptly. This ex-
traordinarily quick action on the part of
that committee is to be commended.

As chairman of the Special Studies
Subcommittee of the Committee on
Government Operations, I am concerned
with the safety of the eldery in nursing
homes and senior citizen residences. In
October, our subcommittee held 3 days
of hearings on the subject, based on a
tragic fire in West Philadelphia, which
took 11 lives.

In 1972, the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, as the result of the
work of the Special Studies Subcom-
mittee, issued a report “Saving Lives in
Nursing Homes Fires.” It recommended
the installation of complete automatic
sprinkler systems, which would also
transmit an alarm to the nearest fire
service, in all nursing homes, regardless
of the type of construction. It also rec-
ommended Federal insurance of such
loans, as a means of providing the neces-
sary credit mechanism to facilifate fi-
nancing of the installation of such equip-
ment.

8. 513 is a bill to achieve this purpose.
Its provisions permit the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development to
make loans for such amounts, maturities
and . interest rates as he thinks proper.

I believe that he will exercise his judg-
ment to achieve the objectives of the
bill. While a number of prior proposals
limited loans to 12 year maturities, this
feature is not present in this bill. The
differences in payments, between a re-
stricted 12-year term and a 20-year loan
is substantial, making it easier for the
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nursing home operator to make pay-
ments under the longer loan. Automatie
sprinkler systems, according to the ex-
perts, have a life of at least 40 years, so
that a loan for 20 years would not ex-
ceed the life of the security.

I trust also that if a “fire-resistive"”
home applies for insurance on a loan to
install a sprinkler system, the Secretary
will construe that as “fire safety equip-
ment necessary for compliance” with the
Life Safety Code, even though this is
only optional under the code for such a
structure. In fact, optional fire safety
equipment in the code should be eligible
for inclusion in such loans.

The passage of this bill, which, I un-
derstand, is not opposed by the admin-
istration, should open the way to a new
safety era in nursing homes. It should be-
gin to send downward the average num-
ber of multiple fire deaths in nursing
homes which have averaged 30 per year
for the last 5 years. It should enable
us to attack the problem of the single
fire death, on which there are no re-
liable figures, but which all agree is an
even more severe problem.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
FINDLEY) .

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port this bill and this motion.

I am particularly committed as the
author of H.R. 15030, I introduced this
after the tragic fire which took 10 lives
at the Carver Nursing Home in Spring-
field, IIl. According fo a study conducted
by the American Nursing Home
tion:

It is most likely that there would have
been no loss of life from the fire [at the Car-
ver Home] if . . . automatic sprinkler pro-
tection has been provided.

Nothing can bring back the 10 citizens
who lost their lives earlier this year. But
action like this, which is designed to pre-
vent a recurrence of this tragedy, will do
much to ease the pain for those who live
on, especially those confined to nursing
homes.

Fires such as the one at the Carver
Home put into question our whole sys-
tem of Federal, State, and local safety
standards for health care facilities for
the elderly.

It is my understanding that at the
present time HEW has required that only
skilled nursing homes must meet these
stringent safety requirements, not inter-
mediate facilities. I do not believe that
such a distinction was intended by Con-
gress in enacting the medicare-medicaid
legislation; the fire at the Carver Home
proves that no such distinction is war-
ranted.

Just because one elderly patient gen-
erally requires a lesser degree of nurs-
ing care than another does not mean
that he deserves a lesser degree of safety
precautions or can provide for his own
safety during an emergency. Every pa-
tient in every institution deserves pro-
tection from a sudden fire which may
awaken him in the middle of the night.

For this reason, I urged all nursing
home facilities shall in the future be re-
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quired to meet the standards of the Life
Safety Code.

The Life Safety Code has been devel-
oped by the National Fire Protection As-
sociation as an attainable and realistic
standard which all nursing homes, hos-
pitals, and other such facilities should
meet. In 1968, Congress by law required
skilled nursing homes to meet the strict
standards of the Life Safety Code in or-
der to qualify for Federal medicaid pay-
ments.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. Ran-
DALL).

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, I enthu-
siastically support 8. 513 to amend the
Housing Act to authorize insured loans
to provide fire equipment for nursing
homes and intermediate care facilities.

I take this moment also to commend
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
BarreTT) for bringing this matter passed
by the other body to the floor of the
House for consideration today. There is
no reason for any single Member of the
House to oppose this legislation.

My interest in this legislation stems
from the 92d Congress when I was chair-
man of the Special Studies Subcommit-
tee of the House Committee on Govern-
ment Operations. By agreement of the
House leadership and the Rules Com-
mittee, my subcommittee devoted the
entire year of 1972 to problems of the
aging in the United States. In connec-
tion with our exploration of the problems
of the aging, of course we considered
housing problems. There we considered
the safety of inhabitants of nursing
homes and intermediate care facilities
as they are exposed to fire hazards.

Mr. Speaker, it was my sad duty to
conduct investigations and hearings con-~
cerning the fires in the Geiger Nursing
Home of Honesdale, Pa., where 18 aged
persons lost their lives, and also the Lin-
coln Nursing Home near Cincinnati,
Ohio, where 14 of our senior citizens met
their deaths. While we made a thorough
investigation of the foregoing fires, we
made a shorter investigation of a nursing
home fire in Springfield, 1ll., where a to-
tal of 20 died, and a small Wisconsin
nursing home where 5 died as a result
of fires.

The report of the Special Studies Sub-
committee which I was honored to chair
on the investigation of nursing home
fires estimated that two-thirds of all
nursing homes in the United States are
without effecive fire warning and control
equipment. Our subcommittee also de-
veloped the information that the esti-
mated cost of providing such equipment
wo&ud amount to as much as $400 per
bed.
S. 513, the bill before the House today,
authorizes HUD to issue insurance on
purchases of fire protection equipment
for nursing homes. While the bill sets no
amount of money limitation on insur-
ance, the sponsors of this legislation be-
lieve that the program will be self-sus-
taining, in that no Federal funds will be
invested for a long term and probably
only to start or initiate the program.
The remainder of the expense will be
financed from premiums received.
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There is no doubt that this bill is
needed, because nursing homes and in-
termediate care facilities are experienc-
ing serious difficulties in their efforts to
comply with the new Life Safety Code
which has been required by the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Weliare.

Mr, Speaker, I do not want to dwell on
unpleasant events, yet I cannot erase
from my mind some of the testimony
that was brought to my subcommittee
last year by witnesses who arrived at the
scene of these nursing home fires. We
were told that these dear old souls were
overcome as they were groping their way
down the smoke-filled halls, and some
were found suffocated by smoke trying
to open the doors of their rooms, and
even others were found smothered in
their own beds. There is no way to know
exactly how these lives could have been
saved, but the best testimony submitted
to our subcommittee was that there
should be sprinkler systems installed,
and then there should be an alarm sys-
tem provided that would tie directly into
the nearest fire department. There was
some evidence that failure to isolate com-
bustible materials in another building
might have been helpful, but the key rec-
ommendation of all the fire marshals who
appeared to testify was the need for some
kind of a dampening system, and most
of all early warning, in order that fire
equipment and firefighters could be on
their way to the scene of the fire just as
soon as humanly possible.

This measure should be completely ac-
ceptable to every Member of this House,
and my only regret is that our body had
not acted on such legislation earlier.

Mr. STEELE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of S. 513, a bill authorizing loan
insurance for federally mandated fire
safety equipment in nursing homes.
Tragic headlines continue to illustrate
the vital necessity for improved fire
safety in these institutions and S. 513 is
an important first step in providing that
safety. But loan insurance is only a start.

I first began researching and writing
fire legislation over 2 years ago. Since
that time there has been a growing rec-
ognition of the need to provide more Fed-
eral assistance in dealing with the Na-
tion’s fire problem. This problem has been
most simply stated by the National Com-
mission on Fire Prevention and Control
in its comprehensive report entitled
“America Burning.” To quote from the
report:

Appallingly, the richest and most tech-
nologleally advanced nation In the world
leads all the major industrialized countries
iﬂn per capita deaths and property loss from

Ie.

As chairman of the House Republican
Task Force on Aging, I have been espe-
cially concerned with the tragic toll that
fire takes on the elderly. Let me begin by
citing a frightening statistic which will
help to highlight this problem. According
to the National Safety Counecil, the high-
est death rate by fire is among persons 65
years of age and older. In fact, the death
rate for this age group is 10 times higher
than that of young adults, aged 15 to 24.

Annually, 3,500 to 4,000 fires break out
in nursing homes and homes for the
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elderly, and expose the residents to the
dangers of fire. During the 20 years from
1950 to 1970, 496 residents of facilities for
the aged died in multiple death fires, an
average of some 25 per year. Amost un-
believably, the toll has actually risen
above this 20-year average during
the last year and a half. In 1972 there
were 34 victims of multiple death fires in
these facilities and in the first 6 months
of 1973 there were 27. All this in a sup-
posedly enlightened age of fire resistive
buildings and the broad adoption of the
Life Safety Code.

In testimony before the Senate Special
Committee on Aging on October 3, I dis-
cussed the fire safety regulations for
skilled nursing facilities that were re-
cently promulgated by HEW. I expressed
my concern that these regulations do not
adequately provide for the safety of
elderly nursing home patients. These
standards allow the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare to waive portions
of the Life Safety Code under certain
conditions, the most disturbing of which
is when g State has fire safety laws which
“adequately protect” patients in skilled
nursing facilities. Unfortunately, the
regulations offer no definition of “ade-
quately protects.” nor is provision made
for the cutoff of Federal funds to homes
not in compliance with such State laws.
Apparently, there are no plans to amend
these requirements.

HOW TO SAVE LIVES

Our grim history of deaths by fire de-
mands that we find a way to save lives.
In my opinion, and in the opinion of
many fire experts, the best way to save
lives in fires is to require automatic
sprinkler systems and alarms in all hous-
ing designed for the elderly. On Sep-
tember 13, I introduced H.R. 10293, the
Elderly Life Safety Act, which would
help to accomplish this goal. The Elderly
Life Safety Act, or ELSA, would require
automatic sprinkler systems and auto-
matic alarms linked directly to municipal
fire departments. In new buildings con-
structed with Federal Housing Adminis-
tration insured mortgages, the sprinkler
installation and alarm installation
would be mandatory. If existing build-
ings fail to meet the new requirements,
the bill authorizes HUD to insure loans
made by private institutions to the own-
ers of these facilities to bring them into
compliance. This loan insurance pro-
vision, with a maximum 20-year pe-
riod, recognizes the responsibility of
the Congress to assure that adequate
funds will be available for improvements
in the facilities that we require. Failure
to provide this help would close many
nursing homes.

SPRINELERS VERSUS FIRE RESISTIVITY

It has often been asked why should
we go to the expense and suffer the dis-
ruption occasioned by the installation of
sprinklers. The answer is simple. Sprin-
klers and alarms are the best method of
saving iives, once a fire begins in facili-
ties for the elderly. This conclusion has
been recognized by this subcommittee as
well as by the President’s Commission on
Fire Prevention. In their recently issued
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report, the Commission recommended
that:

Early warning detectors and total auto-
matic sprinkler protection or other suitable
automatic extinguishing systems be required
in all facilities for the care and housing of
the elderly.

While the record of fire-resistive con-
struction is good, it by no means pro-
vides the degree of protection from fire
that sprinklers and alarms do. It is
usually materials burning within a build-
ing such as carpets, trash, foam-stuffed
furniture, a bed, or nightclothes that
cause death. Sprinklers put out fires and
save lives once the fire has begun. Fire-
resistive construction can only serve a
preventive role.

Regrettably, many government of-
ficials on the local, State, and Federal
levels do not make the vital distinction
between prevention and life safety in a
fire. A case in point is the Sbona Towers,
a 12-story high rise for the elderly in
Middletown, Conn. This structure is one
of the finest elderly housing projects in
the State and is, in many respects, sim-
ilar to the Baptist Towers in Atlanta, Ga.
Earlier this year I received a letter from
the Middletown Housing Authority re-
questing my help in obtaining funds
from HUD for the installation of a
sprinkler system or automatic smoke de-
tectors. HUD turned down the request
citing compliance with all Federal, State,
and local building codes. In its letter,
HUD stated, and I quote:

According to technical comments, the 12
story bullding 1s very close to a fireproof
structure.

I can only say that, in general, today’s
buildings are more escape-proof than
fireproof. I know of no expert who can
certify any building as ‘‘close to 100 per-
cent fireproof.” Such a comment totally
overlooks life safety within the struecture
if it does start to burn. It also overlooks
the special dangers faced by the elderly
in a fire situation caused by immeobility,
loss of sensory perception and panic.

As we all recall, the Baptist Towers
was an 1l-story apartment building for
the elderly which was also fire resistive.
It is the consensus of fire officials that 9
of the 10 lives lost in that blaze could
have been saved by automatic sprinklers.
I only hope that such a fire does not
strike the Sbona Towers building. Local
fire officials have informed me that the
fire department does not have the equip-
ment to insure rescue of trapped occu-
pants during a fire, and thus great faith
must be placed in the ability of the
elderly residents to evacuate the build-
ing by climbing down some 12 flights of
stairs. It is difficult for me to stretch
faith that far.

Tragically, HUD's reference to the
Sbona Towers as being close to 100 per-
cent fireproof reflects the parochial
thinking which still survives when we
talk about fire safety. I know my own
thinking, and that of the members of
this commitiee, is oriented toward the
safety of the occupants of a building, not
whether the structure will burn. In short,
the buildings will not burn, but every-
thing inside them will. It is for this
reason that I stress the importance of
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having sprinkler systems in all facilities
that house the elderly.

Mr. Speaker, we have sifted through
the ashes of fires for nearly 200 years in
this country. For nearly 100 years, it has
been said that sprinklers are the best
protection against fires. We, the law-
makers have not yet accepted this wis-
dom. But today we are making a start.
I urge your support of S. 513. Thank you.

The SPEAKER, The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Barrerr) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
Senate bill S. 513.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter and that all Members
may have b legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
Senate bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

REQUIRING CONFIRMATION OF
FUTURE APPOINTMENTS OF DI-
RECTOR AND DEPUTY DIRECTOR
OF OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
11137) to amend the Budget and Ac-
counting Act, 1921, to require the advice
and consent of the Senate for future ap-
pointments to the offices of Director and
Deputy Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, and for other purposes,
as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 11137

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
first two sentences of section 207 of the
Budget and Accounting Act, 1821 (31 U.S.C.
16) are amended to read as follows:

“Sec., 207. There is in the Executive Office
of the President an Office of Management
and Budget. There shall be in the Office a
Director and & Deputy Director, both of
whom shall be appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate.”

Sec. 2. The amendment made by the first
section of this Act shall take effect—

(1) insofar as such amendment relates to
appointments to the office of Deputy Director
Office of Management and Budget, imme-
diately after the individuals holding that of-
fice on the date of the enactment of this
Act ceases to hold that office;

(2) insofar as such amendment relates to
appointments to the office of Deputy Director
of the Office of Management and Budget, im-
mediately after the individual holding that
office on the date of the enactment of this
Act ceases to hold that office; and

(3) Immediately as to such vacant office or
offices, if the Office of the Director or the
Office of the Deputy Director of the Office of
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Management and Budget is vacant when this
Act is enacted.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded ?

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

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

There was no objection.

(Mr. HOLIFIELD (at the request of
Mr. Brooks) was granted permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.)

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, H.R.
11137 was introduced by Representative
Jack Brooks and a large number of co-
sponsors, including myself. The bill
amends the Budget and Accounting Act
of 1921 to require confirmation by the
Senate of future appointments to the
offices of Director and Deputy Director
of the Office of Management and Budget.
The committee vote was unanimous.

This bill is a response by our com-
mittee to the failure of the House to
override the President’s veto of our ear-
lier bill, H.R. 3932, on May 23 of this
year. That vote was 236 ayes to 178 nays.
Although not sufficient to override the
veto, it was a tremendous majority in
favor of the bill.

The pending legislation acts only pros-
pectively, affecting future Directors and
Deputy Directors and does not contain
other features in the bill, such as re-
vesting in the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget, those fune-
tions which were transferred to the Pres-
ident by Reorganization Plan No. 2 of
1970. The Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget is undoubtedly one
of the most powerful men in Government
next to the President himself, The Con-
gress should and must have the oppor-
jmi;ﬂty to review his credentials for the
ob.

There is no doubt in my mind about
the constitutionality of this legislation.
It is a bipartisan measure and I hope the
House will pass it overwhelmingly.

A technical amendment was made in
committee to make certain no functions
would be transferred under the legisla-
tion. My understanding is that some
sources in the administration had some
concern about this. The amendment
makes it crystal clear that the bill is
limited only to confirmation and has no
effect on functions.

Mr, BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, this legis-
lation would require that the Senate con-
firm nominees for the positions of Di-
rector and Deputy Director for the Office
of Management and Budget. The merits
of this legislation have been agreed to by
a majority of the Members of the House
on two occasions already this year and by
a majority of the Senate on three occa-
sions. It would be the law today but for
the failure of the House to get a two-
thirds majority to override a Presidential
veto. At the time the veto was before the
House, a number of Members who voted
to sustain it expressed a willingness to
support such legislation if it were appli-
cable to only future Directors and Deputy
Directors of the Office of Management
and Budget.

The legislation has been revised to pro-
vide for Senate confirmation of all fu-
ture nominees to those offices and at this
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time, enjoys broad bipartisan support
throughout the Congress. It passed
the Government Operations committee
unanimously.

Similar legislation has again passed
the Senate and I am confident they will
accept our minor changes so that this
bill can become law quickly and the Con-
gress can assume its constitutional role
of passing on the qualifications of ap-
pointees to these most powerful and re-
sponsible Government positions.

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. HORTON) .

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, it is with
great reluctance that I am now suppo_rt.-
ing this bill. It is true that the major
concern I have about the constitutional-
ity of requiring incumbents to face Sen-
ate confirmation is not at issue in the
legislation before us today. It is q.lso true
that recent events have emphasized the
need for adequate congressional review
of executive branch actions. In my mind,
the balance is now tipped in favor of re-
quiring congressional imput on the selec-
tion of the Director and Deputy Director
of the Office of Management and Budget.

I would, however, like to make three
points of a cautionary nature:

First, the House has always had a
closer, more important, relationship with
the OMB Director; a relationship which
is directed by our constitutional role of
originating all revenue bills. The pre-
eminence of the House in money matters
has produced a stronger and more unified
congressional role in this vitally impor-
tant legislative area. It would not be
helpful to the interests of congressional
reform if the preeminent role of the
House is lessened through an increase
in Senate prerogatives in the budget

Tref.

¥ gecund. the OMB Director has a vitally
important function in the executive
branch as Staff Assistant to the Presi-
dent for budget matters. The budget is
the principal means for providing Presi-
dential direction to executive branch ac-
tivities. The Congress, in my opinion,
must be exceedingly cautious about in-
terfering in the relationship between the
President and his Budget Director.

Third, the House must not be lulled
into thinking that it has, with this leg-
islation, made any of the vitally needed
changes in the budget system of the
Federal Government. With passage of
this legislation before us today, I think
it will become even more important for
us in the House to give the closest scru-
tiny to needed reforms in the Federal
budgetary system. This legislation could
cause problems; and we must make sure
that we reform the system in such a way
as to truly strengthen the role of the
Congress in the bugetary system, as well
as assure that the budgetary system
continues to function as a central and
cohesive force in the management of the
Federal Government.

As the chairman noted, the commit-
tee reported this legislation unanimously.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. HORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Does the House have
any part in confirming the budget re-
duction?

Mr. HORTON. It does not. This bill
would offer that would be done by the
Senate.

Mr. GROSS. Since appropriation bills
originate in the House, why should not
the House have a hand in confirmation
of the budget?

Mr. HORTON. I would not object to it,
but that is not the procedure we have
always followed.

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

Mr. HORTON. I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman fromTexas (Mr, STEELMAN) .

Mr. STEELMAN. Mr. Speaker, I do
not intend to take much of my col-
leagues’ time.

I think support of this bill is biparti-
san. That is evidenced by the fact that
I was able, along with the help of many
of my colleagues, to get 160 cosponsors
on the bill from both sides of the aisle.

I would like to review what the issues
are. The basic issue, of course, is the
same as it was last May when we first
took this up, that is, whether or not the
Senate should confirm the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget.

The bill has changed somewhat, how-
ever, from its original version. We are
not seeking to confirm the current hold-
ers of these two offices, but rather future
appointees to these two offices. I think
this cures the problem fhat many of the
Members of this body had with the orig-
inal bill.

I would like to say to my colleagues,
what do we get by confirming Presiden-
tial nominees?

First, we establish the fitness of a
nominee for a particular job; that is, we
establish what particular success he has
had in whatever his previous business or
governmental service has been. I think
this is particularly important for an of-
fice with duties as far reaching as those
of the Office of Management and Budget.

I think, furthermore, and just as im-
portant, is the fact that we establish the
philosophy of the particular nominee
with regard to the job. What is his
philosophy with regard to the budget-
making powers of Congress?

What is his philosophy with respect to
spending? What is his philosophy with
respect to impoundments?

Mr. Speaker, the argument that has
been made in opposition to this bill and
that I expect will be in the minds of some
Members of the body today is that the
Director is simply a “faceless” confiden-
tial adviser to the President.

Mr. Speaker, while this might have
been the case upon the occasion of the
enactment of the 1920 Budget and Ac-
counting Act, I submit that is not the
case today. This argument simply does
not hold water. The Director and Deputy
of the Office of Management and Budget
directs an organization of 660 employees.
Federal agencies cannot propose legisla-
tion without sign off by the Office of
Management and Budget. Federal agen-

will
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cise or employees cannot present testi-
mony to congressional committees with-
out approval of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget. And, the Office of
Management and Budget recommends to
the President whether bills need vetoing
or not.

I think, while this office and this agency
are of great importance and great help
to the President in helping the executive
branch be more efficient in the discharge
of its duties, that does not argue for
exempting the holders of the directorship
or deputy from Senate confirmation. I
would like to contrast, in concluding my
argument, Mr. Speaker, other officers
within the Executive Office of the Pres-
ident. These are not just agencies within
the executive branch; these are compo-
nents of the Executive Office of the Pres-
ident, as is the OMB, who are subject to
Senate confirmation.

There are 22 officers in seven Executive
Office components subject to confirma-
tion, including the chairman and two
members of the Council of Economic Ad-
visors; director and deputy of the Central
Intelligence Agency; the special repre-
sentative and two deputies in the Office
of Special Representative for Trade Ne-
gotiations; director, deputy, and five as-
sistant directors of the Office of Economic
Opportunity; a chairman and two mem-
bers of the Council of Environmental
Quality; the director and deputy of the
Office of Telecommunications Policy; and
director and deputy director of the Spe-
cial Action Office for Drug Abuse and
Prevention.

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues will
see, and I think the vast majority do, that
the time is long past for the director and
deputy of the Office of Management and
Budget, the most powerful single agency
within the Office of the President, within
the entire executive branch, be subject to
Senate confirmation, as are these officials
I have named and as are members of the
President’s Cabinet.

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

Mr. STEELMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Maine.

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

Mr. Speaker, I take this time to as-
sociate myself with the remarks the gen-
tleman has made in this regard.

I recall last spring the gentleman’s ef-
forts in the original bill which would have
made the OMB Director subject to con-
firmation. However, the now Vice Presi-
dent Forp at that time said that if we
really want to do this thing right, we
should keep away from any suggestion of
a partisan attack. We are doing this, and
that is what the gentleman does. I sup-
port it.

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

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

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Speaker I thank the
gentleman for yielding to me. I would
like to associate myself with the remarks
of the gentleman in the well.

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, before we
vote, I would just like to make this com-
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ment; I think it is important for the
House to consider it.

In a substantial way, what the House
is really trying to express here in this
legislation is a desire to get some control
over the Federal budgetary system. If
this bill takes the concentration and at-
tention of the House away from the really
only way it can do that—and that is by
passing into final law the budgetary con-
trol legislation which we considered here
previously—we will be doing ourselves
and the country a disservice.

This bill will not really allow the Con-
gress any overall budgetary control. The
only way we can do that is with other
legislation, and I hope that we will press
hard to see that that is enacted.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WYDLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan, Mr. Speak-
er, it oceurs to me that with the adop-
tion of the 25th amendment, we have
started upon a new era with respect to
confirmation. It seems to me that in
adopting this legislation, since the House
is the fiscal body in the Congress, here
was an opportunity for the House to
draw upon the 25th amendment in the
confirmation process and have these
fiscal agents of our executive confirmed
by the fiscal body in the Congress; that
is, confirmed by the House rather than
by the Senate.

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

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Brookxs) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill HR.
11137, 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.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the Senate bill (S. 37
to amend the Budget and Accounting
Act, 1921, to require the advice and con-
sent of the Senate for future appoint-
ments to the offices of Director and
Deputy Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, and for other
purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as
follows:

8. 37

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
207 of the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921
(31 U.8.C. 18), is amended to read as follows:

“SEc. 207. There is In the Executive Office
of the President an Office of Management
and Budget. There shall be in the Office a
Director and a Deputy Director, both of
whom shall be appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate. The Deputy Director shall perform
such dutles as the Director may designate,
and during the absence or Incapacity of the
Director or during a vacancy in the office of
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the Director he shall act as Director. The
Office, under such rules and regulations as
the President may prescribe, shall prepare
the budget, and any proposed supplemental
or deficiency appropriations, and to this end
shall have the authority to assemble, cor-
relate, revise, reduce, or increase the requests
for appropriations of the several departments
or establishments.”.

BEc. 2. The amendment made by the first
section of this Act shall take effect—

(1) finsofar as such amendment relates
to appointments to the office of Director of
the Office of Management and Budget, im-
mediately after the individual holding that
office on tho date of the enactment of this
Act ceases to hold that office; and

(2) insofar as such amendment relates to
appointments to the office of Deputy Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget,
immediately after the individual holding
that office on the date of the enactment of
this Act ceases to hold that office.

Bec. 3. The functions transferred to the
President by section 101 of Reorganization
Plan Numbered 2 of 1970 are transferred
to the office of Director of the Office of
Management and Budget. The President may,
from time to time, assign to such office such
additional functions as he may deem nec-
essary.

Sec. 4. The Director and the Deputy Di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget shall each serve for a term of four
years beginning at noon on January 20 of
the year in which the term of the Presi-
dent begins, except that (1) the term of
the Director and Deputy Director serving
on the date of the enactment of this Act
shall begin on such date and shall expire at
noon on January 20, 1977, and (2) any in-
dividual appointed to flll a vacancy in the
office of Director or Deputy Director occur-
ring prior to the expiration of the term
for which his predecessor was appointed shall
serve only for the unexpired portion of such
term. Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to affect the power of the President
to remove the Director or Deputy Director.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. BROOKS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BrRooKs moves to strike out all after
the enacting clause of 8. 87 and insert in
lieu thereof the provisions of H.R. 11137, as
passed, as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause,
and insert:

That the first two sentences of section 207
of the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (31
U.S.C. 16) are amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 207. There is in the Executive Office
of the President an Office of Management
and Budget. There shall be in the Office a
Director and a Deputy Director, both of
whom shall be appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate.”

Sec. 2. The amendment made by the first
section of this Act shall take effect—

(1) insofar as such amendment relates to
appointments to the office of Director of the
Office of Management and Budget, immedi-
ately after the individual holding that office
on the date of the enactment of this Act
ceases to hold that office;

(2) Insofar as such amendment relates to
appointments to the office of Deputy Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget,
immedlately after the individual holding
that office on the date of the enactment of
this Act ceases to hold that office; and

(3) immediately as to such vacant office or
offices, If the Office of the Director or the
Office of the Deputy Director of the Office of
Management and Budget is vacant when this
act is enacted.
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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 (HR. 11137) was
laid on the table.

AUTHORIZING THE SECRETARY OF
THE INTERIOR TO ENTER INTO
AGREEMENTS WITH NON-FEDER-
AL AGENCIES FOR THE REPLACE-
MENT OF THE EXISTING AMER-
ICAN FALLS DAM, MINIDOKA
PROJECT, IDAHO

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the Senate bill (S. 1529) to author-
ize the Secretary of the Interior to enter
into agreements with non-Federal agen-
cies for the replacement of the existing
American Falls Dam, Minidoka project,
Idaho, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
S.1529

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Becretary of the Interior (hereinafter called
the Secretary) 1s authorized to negotiate and
enter into agreements with the American
Falls Reservoir District or other appropriate
agency representing the present spacehold-
ers (hereinafter called the constructing
agency), which agreements shall authorize
the constructing agency to finance and pro-
vide for the construction of a dam and re-
lated facilities to replace the exlsting Amer-
ican Falls Dam of the Minidoka project, Ida-
ho-Wyoming. The United States shall take
title to the dam upon a determination by
the Secretary that construction of the dam
is substantially completed, and the dam
shall be a feature of the Minidoka reclama-
tlon project and shall be considered to be a
“Government dam” as defined by the Fed-
eral Power Act (Act of June 10, 1920, 41 Stat.
1063, as amended). The Secretary shall op-
erate and maintain the replacement dam as
& feature of the Minidoka project. The con-
struction and operation of the replacement
dam shall not result in an increase in the
elevation of the reservoir water surface
above that maintained for the original dam,
and provision shall be made for the correc-
tion and prevention of erosion related to the
reservolr or for the full and adequate com-
pensation of adjacent landowners (includ-
ing owners of land subject to a flowage ease-
ment for the reservoir) if such erosion can-
not be corrected or prevented.

Sec.2. (a) Replacement of the existing
dam as authorized in section 1 hereof shall
in no way alter or change the present pro-
portionate storage rights of present space-
holders in the American Falls Reservoir and
shall constitute a reaffirmation of existing
contract rights between the Secretary and
the spaceholders except as otherwise pro-
vided in this Act.

(b) The constructing agency shall: (i) in-
clude as a part of the project, a river crossing
meeting the then cwrrent Department of
Transportation standards for Federal-aid
secondary bhighway two-lane traffic which
crossing shall be located on top of the re-
placement dam or immediately downstream
from the dam, and which crossing shall be
fingnced by State, Federal, and constructing
agency funds, or any combination thereof as
the parties deem appropriate; and (i1) de-
sign and construct an additional two lanes
on top of the replacement dam, which addi-
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tional two lanes may be funded with State,
Federal, or constructing agency funds, or
any combination thereof. For the purposes
of subpart (ii) of this subsection, the con-
structing agency shall be considered an
“agency” within the meaning of section 320
(a) of title 23, United States Code.

(c) The plans and specifications for the
construction of the dam shall require that
an adequate two-lane, two-way crossing shall
be maintained at or near the site of the dam
during construction.

Spc. 3. The constructing agency may enter
into repayment contracts with the space-
holders in the existing American Falls Res-
ervoir providing for the repayment by the
spaceholders of proportionate shares of the
total project costs incurred by the construct-
ing agency for engineering financing, de-
signing, and constructing the replacement
dam, and the Secretary shall be a party to
sald contracts and the delivery of water to
the spaceholders shall be contingent upon
the execution of such contracts and the ful-
fillment of the obligations thereunder: Pro-
vided, That said contracts shall be consistent
with the terms of existing contracts between
the Secretary and the spaceholders for re-
payment of the costs of the existing Ameri-
can Falls Dam.

Sgc. 4. The constructing agency may con=-
tract with an appropriate non-Federal entity
for the use of the falling water leaving the
dam for power generation, which contract
ghall provide for a monetary return to the
constructing agency to defray the costs of
construction of the replacement dam. The
constructing agency may enter into agree-
ments with an appropriate non-Federal en-
tity to coordinate the construction of hydro-
electric power facilities with the construc-
tion of the replacement dam. The contract
and agreements for use of the falling water
ghall not be subject to the limitations of
section 9(c) of the Reclamation Project Act
of 1939 (53 Stat. 1194), or any similar limi-
tations in any other applicable Acts of Con-
gress: Provided, That sald contract for fall-
ing water shall be approved by the Secretary
and shall not impair the efficlency of the
project to serve the other purposes of the
Minidoka project.

Sec. 5. Construction of the replacement
dam shall not be initiated until the Secre-
tary has approved the designs and specifi-
cations of the dam and the plan of construc-
tion of the dam and of the proposed opera-
tion of the dam and reservolr. Construction
of each related facllity shall not be initiated
until the Secretary has approved the designs
and specifications thereof. Costs incurred by
the Secretary in reviewing such designs,
specifications, plans, and construction shall
be included as project costs allocated to
beneficiaries of the replacement dam and
shall be reimbursable to the Secretary.

SEc. 6. 'The Secretary is authorized to pro-
vide specific facilities for public recreation
and fish and wildlife enhancement in con-
nection with the replacement dam, and the
costs of such facilities shall be repaid in
accordance with the provisions of the Fed-
eral Water Project Recreation Act (79 Stat,
213). In addition, specific facilities for pub-
lic recreation may also be provided in accord-
ance with the Land and Water Conservation
Fund Act of 1965 (78 Stat. 897), as amended
(16 U.8.C. 460, et seq.).

Bec. 7. There i1s hereby authorized toc be
appropriated for construction of specific
facilities for public recreation and fish and
wildlife enhancement the sum of $400,000
(July 1972 prices) plus or minus such
amounts, if any, as may be required by reason
of the changes in the cost of construction
work of the type Involved therein as shown
by engineering cost indices. There are also
suthorized to be appropriated such funds as
may be necessary to meet the prorated con-
struction cost apportionable to the irrigation
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storage rights of the Michaud Division of the
Fort Hall Indian Reservation for space in the
reservoir behind the American Falls Replace-
ment Dam and such cost shall be subject to
the Act of July 1, 1932 (47 Stat. 564; 25
U.S.C. 368a). There are also authorized tc be
appropriated such funds as are required for
the operation and maintenance of the dam
and related facilities.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded ?

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in
support of 8. 1529, to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to enter into agree-
ments with non-Federal entities for the
replacement of American Falls Dam,
Minidoka project, Idaho, and for other
purposes.

This measure is in sharp contrast to
the usual bill from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs authorizing
construction of a Federal Reclamation
facility. In this case, we are making it
possible for the people of Idaho to accom-
plish, through their own initiative and
largely with their own resources, an im-
portant public improvement rather than
to authorize the work to be done with
the Federal taxpayers’ money.

American Falls Dam is a structure con-
tructed almost 50 years ago by the
Bureau of Reclamation. It creates a res-
ervoir of about 1,700,000 acre-feet to reg-
ulate the water supply for 800,000 acres
of land in the Snake River valley. In
recent years, deterioration of the con-
crete has been noted and the stability of
the structure has been so affected that
it has been necessary to limit the water
storage content in the reservoir by ap-
proximately one-third. The water supply,
thus limited, poses a serious and continu-
ing threat to the productivity of the
dependent lands and the success of the
entire agriculture-related economy of
southern Idaho.

Because of the large backlog of au-
thorized reclamation projects and the
probable time lag in securing a replace-
ment structure through conventional
reclamation construction, the people of
Idaho, working through their delegation,
have sponsored this legislation to enable
nonFederal construction. Accordingly,
this measure is attractive from two
standpoints; first, it allows the deficient
dam to be replaced much more promptly
than would be the case through Federal
construction; and second, it enables the
replacement to be accomplished at a
minimal public expense.

Actually, Mr. Speaker, S. 1529 is a
simple measure. It authorizes the Secre-
tary of the Interior to contract with the
American Falls Reservoir District, an
entity created and empowered by Idaho
law, through which the district will raise
capital, design and construct the dam—
in accordance with plans approved by the
Secretary. When the dam is completed, it
will revert to the Secretary for operation
and maintenance and title will vest in the
United States. This is important to the
protection of the public investment in re-
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lated canals and dams forming the total
system of which American Falls is a part.

The bill authorizes the reservoir dis-
trict to enter into an agreement with a
private power company through which
the irrigation water releases from the re-
servoir can be used for the generation of
hydroelectric power in a powerplant fo
be constructed wholly by private funds.

Revenues from such a falling-water
contract will enable the district to retire
the debentures which it must issue to
finance construction of the replacement
facility.

An added aspect of 8. 1529 is that it
affords a mechanism for replacing the in-
adequate and dangerous highway cross-
ing of the Snake River over the existing
American Falls Dam. State, local, and
Federal-aid highway funds will be used
for this purpose and it is anticipated
that there will be a completely modern
four-lane crossing facility when the proj-
ect is completed. Two lanes will occupy
a river bridge being constructed initial-
ly to serve during the construction pe-
riod and two additional lanes will occupy
the crest of the replacement dam.

Safeguards are included in the bill
to assure that the reservoir shall not be
to a higher elevation and thereby in-
volve any new land resources; that pro-
grams for reservoir bank erosion pre-
vention and correction will be vigorously
prosecuted; and that the water rights
and contract entitlements in the present
reservoir will be preserved and protected.

The bill also provides that $400,000
be authorized for fish and wildlife and
recreation enhancement. This develop-
ment will be carried forth under the
provisions of existing law which requires
one-half of the amount to be repaid to
the United States at interest.

Also involved in the bill are about
$200,000 of Federal appropriations to
cover the cost of Secretarial oversight of
the replacement program. This amount
is required to be reimbursed to the Unit-
ed States.

There is an added Federal obligation
in the bill to cover the prorata—2.8 per-
cent—share of the cost of the new dam
assignable to the Fort Hall Indian Res-
ervation. The amount of this obligation
can only be estimated at this time as
$750,000 since the final cost of the re-
placement dam is not known.

The summation of these public ex-
penses is $1,350,000. For this modest
public investment, the Government will
be saved the construction of a major dam
that could cost as much as $30 million.
The Nation will also be protected against
the loss of valuable food production from
almost 1 million acres of land and the
economy of southern Idaho will be sup-
ported against the caprices of drought
for the indefinite future.

Mr. Speaker, this is one of the most
clearly supportable bills that I have ever
had the privilege to be associated with.
I cannot see any reason for any Member
to withhold his vote. It has no adverse
environmental effects of any measurable
consequence, it undergirds our food pro-
duction capability and it enhances our
capacity to produce pollution-free hydro-
electric power. It does all of these things
at minimal expense.
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I urgently urge its passage.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S.
1529, In the 21 years that I have served
on the House Interior Committee, I have
seen few legislative proposals as fitting
as this measure to bring about the con-
struction of a replacement dam at Ameri-
can Falls, Idaho.

As has been pointed out, the existing
American Falls Dam was built 40 some
vears ago to encourage development of
the once arid land of southern Idaho.
The dam and its ancillary facilities have
proved quite successful.

Today. nearly 1 million irrigated acres
of the American Falls complex provide
security and abundance to many thou-
sands of our fellow Americans. Annually
they add over a hundred million dollars
worth of agricultural commodities to the
national economy.

In recent years, the structural depend-
ability of this dam has been compromised
by an alkali-aggregate reaction in its
concrete. As a consequence, the storge
capacity of the reservoir behind the dam
has been effectively decreased by one-
third. Today the reservoir can impound
only a fraction of the spring runoff
waters it was designed to hold. It lacks
storage to offset the lack of rain waters
in a dry year.

To preserve the social and economic
benefits of the original dam, it is nec-
essary to build a replacement dam as
soon as possible To this end the people
of Idaho have proposed a novel and far-
sighted action: they will build the dam
with their own money if the Federal Gov-
ernment will clear away redtape and
bureaucratic obstacles.

To a Congress regularly besieged by
professional handout seekers and treas-
ury looters, this comes as a refreshing
proposal. In the season when Santa
Claus is on many minds and legislative
Christmas trees sprout like weeds, a
group of Americans actually are asking
for an opportunity to do something for
themselves.

Astrologers may look at this as one of
those strange turnarounds that develop
once or twice per century to coincide
with the coming of a comet, but there are
others who see in it an even more won-
deroue development: the reassertion of
the old American belief that citizens can
sometimes take care of themselves with-
out direction and financing from Wash-
ington.

This dam is needed by the hard-work-
ing people of Idaho. They do not deserve
to see their hard-won economic and so-

" cial gains wiped out by an engineering
blunder of a half century ago. Enact-
ment of S. 1529 will protect them from
the threat of future dry spells. It will
protect them from floods in an abnorm-
ally wet year. It will provide a new river
crossing at American Falls and, addi-
tionally, it will make possible 2% times
the hydroelectric generating capacity of
the existing generating facility at the
dam.

Enactment of S. 1529 will demon-
strate, once again, that the world be-
longs to the strong and self-reliant—to
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those who look to their own resources for
the protection of their own well being.

This is an excellent piece of legislation
and I urge its adoption.

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

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
this measure authorizing replacement of
the American Falls Dam (8. 1529) is of
vital importance to the national economy
as well as to the economy of the State of
Idaho. In recommending its approval to-
day, I would first like to express my
sincere appreciation for the remarkably
prompt and efficient efforts of the distin-
guished members of the House Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs who
have unanimously recommended the
measure for favorable action by the full
House. I also commend Chairman Hagr-
oLp T. JounsonN of the Subcommittee on
Water and Power Resources, for the pri-
ority attention he has given this legisla-
tion, and for expediting field hearings in
Idaho earlier this year.

The House leadership has also demon-
strated an understanding of the need for
prompt affirmative action on the Ameri-
can Falls Dam replacement legislation by
bringing it to the fioor at this time under
suspension of the rules. Final approval
by the Congress this year would make
favorable action al. the more effective by
speeding the construction and full opera-
tion of a safe and adequate dam on the
American Falls Reservoir.

Because of the present emphasis on
legislation that would make the United
States self-sufficient in energy at the
earliest possible date, it should be pointed
out at the outset that proposed dam will
provide 2% times more electrical energy
than is now produced by the present
American Falls Dam. The proposed plant
together with downstream plants would
generate on the average about 420 mil-
lion kilowatt hours of electricity per year.
That is equivalent to about 210,000 tons
of coal or 28 million gallons of oil per
year.

As much as this increased power is
needed, there are other compelling
reasons to authorize replacement of the
dam.

The Bureau of Reclamation built the
American Falls Dam in 1927. Since that
time gradual and progressive concrete
deterioration has produced severe limi-
tations on the strength and durability of
the dam. In its present weakened con-
dition the storage level has been reduced
to less than 65 percent of the reservoir's
capacity. The level will be further re-
duced if the dam is not replaced.

The reservoir behind the dam was de-
signed to store 1.7 million acre-feet of
the Upper Snake River and supply water
for the irrigation of nearly 900,000 acres
of very fertile and productive farmland.

It is because the productivity of this
agricultural land is jeopardized that af-
firmative action is needed without delay.
With hundreds of thousands of acres of
farmland dependent on water stored in
the reservoir, the combination of reduced
storage capacity and one or more water
short seasons could result in serious crop
losses. This would obviously inflict severe
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economic injury on the farming industry
in the area as well as the communities
that depend on and serve the agricul-
tural economy. The significance of this
potential loss is even more alarming in
view of the Nation’s present need to ex-
pand food production. Such a loss would
have a serious effect on the national
economy.

The present condition of the dam not
only threatens the agricultural economy
of the region, as well as the Nation, but
also endangers the recreation, fish and
wildlife, flood control, and hydroelectric
functions of the reservoir.

Another major consideration is the
need to provide a safe and adequate road
across the top of the dam. The inade-
quacy of the present highway, which is
the only river crossing in nearly 80 miles,
has resulted in burdensome traffic re-
strictions. This means a serious incon-
venience to the traveling public, an ad-
verse impact on the economy because of
heavy dependence on trucking, and an
additional burden to a section of the Na-
tion already confronted with a severe
energy shortage. The effect of this bill's
passage will be to provide for a four-lane
crossing to greatly alleviate current traf-
fic problems incurred by the approxi-
mately 3,000 vehicles that now cross the
dam daily.

This bill has progressed quickly
through various stages of the legislative
process. It was introduced simultan-
eously in the House and Senate on April
10, 1973, with the united support of
Idaho's entire congressional delegation.
Senate hearings were held on June 15,
with subsequent passage by the full Sen-
ate on June 19. House subcommittee
hearings were held both in Washington
on May 15, and at Burley, Idaho, in
October.

During the Idaho field hearings it was
estimated that if the bill is enacted this
year, and other State and locals are not
unduly delayed, the new dam would be
ready for full irrigation use and power
production at the beginning of 1976.

The people of Idaho deserve credit for
their support of enactment of this mea-
sure. Communities, organizations, and
individuals from my State offered well
reasoned and helpful testimony during
House subcommittee field hearings in
Idaho. At this time when so many claims
are being made on the Federal dollar, the
people of Idaho are not asking for Fed-
eral funding. They are only requesting
the go-ahead to rebuild the structure
themselves. I am sure that the Members
of this body are even more inclined to act
favorably on behalf of those who exhibit
the kind of problem-solving, do-it-your-
self spirit that the citizens of Idaho have
demonstrated in this situation.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to associate myself with the statement of
the distinguished dean of the Idaho
House delegation, Mr. HansEN. The peo-
ple of the First District stand behind the
American Falls project. The replace-
ment of American Falls is an amazing
example of free enterprise. Local people,
realizing they would stand in line as
much as 30 years for a Federal dole, got
together to solve a local problem. I not
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only support the project on the basis of
need and merit, but I wholeheartedly
salute the water users and those associ-
ated wtih the project for finding an in-
genious solution that does not require
vast expenditures of Federal funds. May
it set an example for others.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. LUJaAN).

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to join my Interior Committee colleagues
in enthusiastic support of 8. 1529.

The members and staffl of the Sub-
committee on Water and Power Re-
sources have devoted countless hours in
recent months to the development of this
vital piece of legislation. As a result, we
have before us a first-class legislative
proposal for the remedy of a situation
that threatens the social and economic
fabric of southern Idaho.

As my colleagues have already pointed
out, the structural strength of the exist-
ing American Falls Dam has deferiorated
markedly over the past several decades.
The decreasing strength of the dam has
made it necessary to severely limit the
amount of water that can be impounded
behind it. Maximum storage is now re-
stricted to 11.3 feet below full pool which
reduces the reservoir’s storage capacity
to 1,125,000 acre-feet or approximately
66 percent of maximum capacity. If a
new dam is not built soon, additional
operating restrictions will almost cer-
tainly be required.

This means that the men and women
who depend upon American Falls to irri-
gate the 900,000 acres of land in its ir-
rigating system are skating on thin ice.
If next summer is as dry as last summer,
there will not be enough spring runoff
waters stored behind the dam to offset
the paucity of rain during the growing
season.

Mr. Speaker, those of us who represent
the drier areas of this country are keen-
ly aware of what such events can mean.
Thousands of Idahoans depend directly
upon American Falls water for their live-
lihood. Millions of their fellow Americans
depend upon the hundred million dollars
worth of agricultural commodities that
are produced each year in this area. If we
fail to avert this potential crisis, we must
bear a large portion of the responsibility
for what is likely to happen.

S. 1529 would avold this possibility by
allowing the construction of a replace-
ment dam. Significantly, it would do so
by authorizing the Secretary of the In-
terior to contract with local interests
who would actually bear the cost of
building the new dam. This represents
an important departure from the usual
method of financing Federal dams. The
water users supported this proposal be-
cause they felt that it would ultimately
speed authorization and construction.

In addition to guaranteeing the future
of the irrigation system, the construc-
tion of the new dam would provide flood
protection in unusually wet years by per-
mitting greater impoundments behind
the dam. It would provide a needed river
crossing for auto traffic—the only cross-
ing for 80 miles, And, it would provide
for a 21%-fold increase in hydroelectric
generating capacity at the damsite.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation should be-
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come law. I urge all my colleagues to sup-
port it.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. JoensoN) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill S. 1529, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
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. JOHNSON of California. 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 Senate bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR TRAVEL AND
TRANSPORTATION ALLOWANCE
TO MEMBERS OF UNIFORMED
SERVICES

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (S. 1038) to amend title 37, United
States Code, to authorize travel and
transportation allowances to certain
members of the uniformed services in
connection with leave.

The Clerk read as follows:

S. 1038

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That chap-
ter 7 of title 87, United States Code, Is
amended:

(1) By inserting the following new sec-
tion:

“§411b. TRAVEL AND TRANSPORTATION ALLOW-
ANCES: TRAVEL PERFORMED IN CON-
NECTION WITH CERTAIN LEAVE.

*(a) Under uniform regulations prescribed
by the Secretaries concerned, a member of &
uniformed service stationed outside the
forty-eight contiguous Btates and the Dis-
trict of Columbia who is ordered to make a
change of permanent station to another duty
station outside the forty-eight contiguous
States and the District of Columbia may be
paid travel and transportation allowances In
connection with authorized leave from his
last duty station to a place approved by the
Secretary concerned, or his designee, or to
a place no farther distant than his home of
record if he is a member without dependents,
and from that place to his designated post of
duty, if either his last duty station or his
designated post of duty is a restricted area
in which dependents are not authorized.

“(b) The allowances prescribed under this
section may not exceed the rate authorized
under section 404(d) of this title. Author-
ized travel under this sectlon is performed
in a duty status.”.

(2) By inserting the following new item in
the analysis:

“411b. Travel and transportation allowances:
travel performed in connection
with certain leave.”

immediately below

“411a. Travel and transportation allowances:
travel performed in connection
with convalescent leave.”.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
demand a second.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of the bill,
S. 1038, is to provide to members of the
Armed Forces payment for travel and
transportation back to the continental
United States between consecutive over-
seas assignments when at least one of
those assignments is without dependent
accompaniment. The great majority of
military personnel who serve consecutive
overseas assignments do so as volunteers.
Exceptions occur when there are par-
ticular requirements for specific skills in
specialties which are undermanned. In
these cases it is necessary to direct con-
secutive overseas assignments. It was also
necessary to do so in order to rectify
imbalances in troop levels in Europe to
meet the requirements of multiple tours
in Vietnam.

The benefits to which this bill refers in-
clude transportation provided in kind
aboard military, chartered, or commer-
cial carriers or reimbursement in lieu of
such travel. While awaiting such trans-
portation and while traveling overseas, a
per diem allowance is authorized at an
amount dependent upon the established
rate for the particular location involved.
Within the continental United States the
reimbursement poliey provides either re-
imbursement for actual costs of trans-
portation via commercial carriers or a
mileage allowance if privately provided
transportation is utilized. It is important
to realize that this bill does not affect the
existing transportation or travel allow-
ances. It merely adds to those eligible for
such allowances, service members who
serve consecutive tours of duty overseas.

The benefits are limited to only those
service members who are ordered to con-
secutive overseas assignments when at
least one of those assignments is to a
duty station where the member will not
be accompanied by his dependents. In
addition, the bill limits the entitlements
of bachelor personnel to an amount not
to exceed the cost of such benefits had
the single person returned to his or her
home of record.

The obvious intent of the bill is to
provide to service members the oppor-
tunity to return to the continental
United States for the purpose of either
relocating their families from an over-
seas duty station to the place of residence
where the family will await the mem-
ber’s return from an accompanied tour,
relocating a family from a Conus base
to the overseas duty station, or visiting
with the family between two unaccom-
panied tours overseas.

In the case of bachelor personnel, the
bill provides an opportunity for the
member to return to visit his or her
family between consecutive overseas as-
signments. Since the family may have
moved from the entry point of the mem-
ber onto active duty—that is from the
member’s home of record—the bill limits
the Government’s liability for the costs
involved.

Existing travel and transportation en-
titlements between consecutive overseas
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assignments are computed on the basis
of the most direct route between such
duty stations. Thus, if a member desired
to return to the 48 contizguous States or
the District of Columbia for the purposes
listed previously, he or she would have
to do so at great personal expense. Your
Committee on Armed Services feels that
this is important in these cases and
seeks, through this bill, to correct that
deficiency.

In addition, the bill provides that such
time as is consumed in the actual travel
to and from the continental United
States, including any time consumed
awaiting transportation, be considered
as being in a duty status, thus insuring
that the member’s accrued annual leave
is not wasted.

The Department of Defense estimates
that the costs associated with this bill
will approximate $1.2 million per year.
‘While it is not possible to accurately pre-
diet the situation over the next 5 years,
it is fair to say that should present force
levels and overseas obligations remain as
they are now, the above figures should
represent the maximum cost for each of
the next 5 years. Should the number of
overseas assignments be reduced, the
costs associated with this bill will dim-
inish accordingly.

In addition, since it is quite possible
that this new benefit may induce more
volunteers for consecutive overseas as-
signments, additional savings will accrue
to the defense budget in that fewer per-
sonnel relocations will be required to fill
billet vacancies overseas from service-
men stationed within the continental
United States.

Mr. Speaker, the Department of De-
fense supports this legislation and the
Office of Management and Budget has in-
terposed no objection to its considera-
tion.

Members will recall that the House
passed this measure unanimously in the
last Congress (H.R. 3542) but it expired
in the Senafte.

It is the opinion of your Armed Serv-
ices Committee that this is a good bill
and rectifies a deficiency in the personnel
management capabilities of the Defense
Department.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
vield mvself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker S. 1038 is the same bill
passed unanimously by the House in the
92d Congress.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of S. 1038 is
to provide the means whereby a member
of the armed services may assist his fam-
ily in their relocation between overseas
assignments, or, if the member is with-
out dependents, to return to the United
States to visit with his or her family be-
tween consecutive overseas assignments.

I am certain that each of us is aware
of the difficulties involved in moving a
family and its household goods and per-
sonal effects. These problems are com-
pounded when the movement involves
transportation to or from foreign coun-
tries. It is made even further difficult
when the movement must be made either
without the service member himself; or
with him but at his own personal ex-
pense. This bill would resolve these sorts
of problems.

It also provides an additional benefit
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to the service as a whole. In the case of
both bachelor and married personnel,
the bill makes it economically feasible
for the members to return to the United
States for the purpose of taking annual
leave between overseas assignments. The
tremendous boost to the morale of those
concerned can be easily imagined, As a
matter of fact, although no firm esti-
mates are possible, the Department of
Defense believes that this legislation will
provide a real inducement to military
personnel to volunteer for consecutive
overseas assigsnments. This will undoubt-
edly assist in maintaining a higher mo-
rale among military personnel overseas
since they will be volunteers and the fre-
quency of involuntary consecutive over-
seas tours can be reduced.

It will also effect certain cost savings,
based upon the numbers who volunteer,
sinee it will not be necesasry to reassign
other personnel to fill the wacancies
these volunteers will be assigned to.

The benefit which this bill provides
to military personnel is smilar, though
not quite as broad, as the benefit pres-
ently afforded to civil servants assigned
overseas. Civilian employees are pro-
vided Government transportation and
additional leave time in order to return
to the United States every 2 years. This
bill limits the benefits o military per-
sonnel in those instances wherein at
least one of the overseas assignments is
without the family. This was done in
recognition of the fact that military per-
sonnel accept the fact that some portion
of their career will be served unaccom-
panied and are thus better prepared, and
indeed in some cases, desirous of the
more mobile lifestyle. The nature of mili-
tary service overseas and the remoteness
of some of the bases makes unaccom-
panied duty assignments inevitable. The
committee and the House, which passed
this measure last year, believe that a re-
turn trip to the United States is desir-
able and fully justified when one of the
consecutive overseas assignments is to
be served without the member’'s family.

In addition, when a bachelor service
member, male or female, is ordered to or
volunteers for consecutive overseas as-
signments, the bill provides for Govern-
ment transportation and travel allow-
ances back to the States for the purpose
of leave. If a serviceman desired to take
leave at some place other than his home
of record, such as at the new residence
of his parents, the Government’s costs
would be limited to only that amount
which did not exceed what it would have
cost to go to the home of record.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. PRICE of Iinois. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
have been interested in this kind of legis-
lation for 2 or 3 years. I have introduced
bills on the subject, but they did not
lﬁave a limit on them such as this one

as.

If a young man comes from his duty
station outside the 48 States and goes

to another duty station within the 48
States, he cannot get a trip home under

this bill. However, if he goes o a new
duty station outside the 48 States, he
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can. In some instances, for example, he
will come in from the Pacific to San
Francisco and his next duty station is
some other place in California. That
serviceman must pay his own way back
to Iowa and then back to California, and
some of these boys just cannot do it.
Why should the military treat him that
way?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I think that this
bill takes care of a portion of the com-
plaint raised by the gentleman from
Towa, at least in those cases that apply
to two consecutive overseas tours.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. If he is going to
go back to Hawaii it takes care of him
but if he goes to.a new duty station in the
48 States, he pays his own way back to
Iowa.

I do not think that that is the way
the military should treat them in these
instances, and I believe that this is an-
other instance of being pennywise and
pound foolish. They are having trouble
trying to recruit new members for the
service, and I think that such paying for
trips home after a man has been overseas
would lead to a better enlistment record
in the voluntary service. Paying trans-
portation so a young man could go back
home would be money spent better than
paying some of these recruiters to go
around trying to recruit men.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I think this cor-
rects just a portion of the complaint that
the gentleman from Iowa is concerned
about.

Mr, SMITH of Iowa. That is correct in
a limited way.

The SPEAKER. The guestion is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. Price) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the Senate bill
S. 1038.

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

GENERATL LEAVE

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks in
connection with the Senate bill just
passed, S. 1038.

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

There was no objection.

FURTHER LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. O'NEILL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute,)

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to announce that we are adding
to the Suspension Calendar tomorrow
House Joint Resolution 865, authorizing
the President to proclaim March 29,
1974, as “Vietnam Veterans Day."”

DEMOCRATIC IMPEACHMENT
STRATEGY
(Mr. OWENS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, as one of
the so-called fire-eating junior Demo-
cratic Congressmen on the House Judi-
ciary Committee who was interviewed
by Robert Novak in preparation for
his syndicated article on impeachment
printed in this morning’'s Washington
Post, I want to speak out to deny that
his interpretation of Democratic im-
peachment strategy is accurate.

It is not the intention of that commit-
tee, nor its distinguished chairman, nor,
I am convinced, of the House party
leadership, to delay a House decision on
the impeachment resolutions beyond
early spring. Obviously, a case for im-
peachment can be made in that much
time, or it can not be made at all.

All committee Democrats are aware
that the President is not able to concen-
trate on running the Government be-
cause he is so completely preoccupied
with his own survival, and because all are
aware of the turmoil, not to mention
election year political instability that the
energy shortage will cause. None want to
be responsible for the inability of the
President to focus on that and other
problems.

Mr. Novak’'s observation that political
motives of the House Democrats will gov-
ern, eventually, and his conclusion that
such motivation will result first in delay,
then in impeachment, shows a naive un-
derstanding, in my opinion, of the emerg-
ing facts of American political life. It is
in the political interests of the Demo-
crats in Congress to retain Mr. Nixon in
office—to face the elections of 1974 and
1976 with a discredited, demoralized,
lameduck President. It is in the political
interests of the Republicans in Congress
to clean their own house, to present to the
electorate as the leader of their party
in post-Watergate 1974 the only Repub-
lican certified clean and honest by the
Democratic Congress. An incumbent
President Forp in 1976 would, in all prob-
ability, be very difficult for the Democrats
to defeat.

A more sophisticated observer would
have sensed the Democratic determina-
tion to see this serious matter through. If
we are political in our actions, it will be
to resist impeachment, not push for it.

I believe the majority and the minority
in Judiciary Committee want a rapid,
thorough, complete, investigation and a
decision early next year to charge the
President or to clear him, in the realiza-
tion that this country, with so much
power in the executive, now desperately
needs a president able to concentrate on
crisis of unprecedented proportion. I
speak for only one of the “fire-eating
young Democrats,” but I want this thing
over and done with—one way or the
other—by March or April at the latest.
This country ecan not survive without
a President able to govern and if we don’t
have hard evidence assembled by this
spring which dictates removal from of-

fice, I for one, will do what I can to help
rehabilitate Richard Nixon.

VIETCONG AMBUSHES AMERICAN
TEAM SEARCHING FOR MIA'S

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

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Speaker, this last
Saturday the press reported that about
30 Communist troops ambushed and
killed an unarmed American officer and
seriously wounded four soldiers as their
helicopters landed to inspeect an old
crash site 12 miles from Saigon. These
men were part of a team searching for
our missing in action. This team was
in a plainly marked helicopter and was
carrying out a mission in accordance
with the terms of the agreements pre-
viously signed with the Vietcong and the
North Vietnamese.

What the Communists did was typical
of all Communists but particularly typi-
cal of the activities of the enemy in Viet-
nam. Terror is always more important
than military objectives in their view.
Such activities of the Communists makes
the passage of my House Concurrent Res-
olution 271, which requires that we
not consider any aid, trade, diplomatic
recognition, or any other form of com-
munication, travel, or accommodation
with North Vietnam and the Vietcong
(PRG) until there is compliance with
the agreements of January 27 and June
13, 1973, relative to our MIA’s, more im-
perative than ever.

Indeed, it is a sad affair that this
body, unfortunately, in my view, voted
Friday to cut off the export of petroleum
products for military use in Indochina at
the time this happened. Would this body
have our men walk into the jungles to
search for crash sites without any pro-
tection? Would it have the trucks, tanks,
and planes of our allies in southeast Asia
grind to a halt in order to make their
point? Is not continued North Viet-
namese aggression plain enough for all
to see? Perhaps instead of marching
down the aisle to pass crippling amend-
ments relative to our allies, we ought to
be coming up with the amendments to
hurt the other side or do we no longer
want to protect our men who risk their
lives?

The article follows:

U.S. ProTESTS RED AMBUSH

SarcoN.—About 30 Communist troops am-
bushed and killed an unarmed American offi-
cer and wounded four other U.S. soldiers
yesterday as their helicopters landed to
search for the remains of a GI 12 miles south
of Saigon, a survivor said,

He sald one South Vietnamese pllot also
was slain and at least three other Vietnam-
ese crewmen were wounded, and that he
saw about five dead attackers left in the
fleld. Twelve South Vietnamese accompanied
the Americans in their three choppers.

The American officer killed was identified
as Fapt. Richard Morgan Rees, 32, of Kent,
Ohlo.

The Pentagon identified four Army men
wounded in the incident:

Lt. Ben C. Elfrink who was listed as very
seriously wounded. His wife, Sheryl, has been
flown from Thailand to South Vietnam to
be with him, the Army said. His parents are

Mr. and Mrs. Olifford H. Elfrink of Isabel,
8.D.

Spec. 4 Randall J. Nash of Amarillo, Tex.,

was listed as seriously wounded. His parents
are Mr. and Mrs, James Nash,

Listed as slightly wounded were Sgt. Her-
man C. Ballard, son of Don R. Ballard, Co=
lumbus, Ohio, and Sgt. 1 Ronnile L. Watson,
husband of Mrs, Rossalind Watson, North
Fort Pierce, Fla.
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They were the first American casualties
reported among the 150-man Joint Casualty
Resolution Center, charged with searching
for 1,300 Americans missing in action in the
Indochina war.

(In Washington, BSecretary of Defense
James R. Schlesinger denounced the shoot-
ing attack on the U.S. search helicopter in
South Vietnam as *“a despicable act” and
sald “We should be prepared to take the nec-
essary measures” to prevent a recurrence.

(“We will indicate our substantial dis-
pleasure to the other side, but we will not
cease the search for the missing in action,”
Schlesinger sald during a talk before a group
of Jaycees officers. He did not indicate what
“the necessary measures” might be. The
United States is barred by Congress from any
military action in Indochina.

(The State Department sald: “We are mak-
ing known to the Communist side in the
strongest terms our condemnation of this
latest and most outrageous action . . .

("We deplore this unprovoked attack on

unarmed helicopters engaged in a humani-
tarian mission specifically authorized by the
Parls accords . . .
(“This was the latest and most contemp-
tible of a series of violations by the Com-
munist side of the accords they signed in
Parls last January. They have consistently
adopted a callous attitude toward the pro-
visions of the agreement that call for a full
accounting of those of all nationalities miss-
ing in action in Vietnam."”)

Bpokesmen for the North Vietnamese and
Viet Cong delegations to the Joint Military
Team sald they had no report on the inci-
dent and had not been informed of the mis-
sion in advance. The South Vietnamese de-
nied this.

The helicopters had the orange stripes of
the Joint Military Team authorized to con-
duct searches under the cease-fire, sald Army
Maj. Richard Laritz, 38, of St. Paul, Minn.,
the operatlons officer in charge of the mission,

Most of the members of the 13-man U.S.
search team had gotten off the helicopters
when Laritz sald they “were taken under in-
tense enemy fire. I heard four heavy explo-
sions land alongside my helicopter.

“After my officer exited we started taking
heavy fire. I don't know whether he was
knocked down by a bullet or whether he was
knocked down by an explosion . .. As you
know our people were unarmed and the air-
craft was unarmed and we had no weapons
as means of protection.”

Laritz said he had been instructed as re-
cently as Friday that if they engaged hostile
fire they were to surrender themselves im-
mediately “to insure that we took the least
possible casualties.”

“My officer picked himself up out of the
grass and mud, put his hands up in the air
and sald something. I don’'t know what he
sald, And at that time he was shot and
killed.

*T fought in the Korean War and numerous
battles in Vietnam. I've seen many people
die. I can understand that in a war ... But
my officer, my man, was murdered in cold
blood. It's as simple as that.”

Laritz sald rocket-propelled grenades and
machine gun fire hit all three aireraft, com-
pletely destroying one.

CODE OF CONDUCT IN THE
FORCES

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

Mr., BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, on
Thursday, December 13, the Department
of Defense announced that it would be-
gin the first major review of the military
Code of Conduct in nearly 20 years. The
study will consider how the code should
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be updated in the light of the experience
of the U.S. servicemen held prisoner dur-
ing the Indochina war.

This is gratifying, since I called for
major changes in the Code of Conduct
almost 5 years ago. In a letter to the
President on January 27, 1969, prompted
by the obvious, shameful and ludicrous
inadequacy of the Code of Conduct dur-
ing the Pueblo crisis, I urged that drastic
revisions be made in the rule that re-
quires American prisoners, under threat
of court martial, to give their captors
nothing more than name, rank and
service number information. My sugges-
tion was that American prisoners should
be allowed to sign statements or make
confessions which do not contain any
factual information which would be use-
ful to the hostile power and that, to the
best of the prisoner’s knowledge, is not
already known to the hostile govern-
ment. This change should be accom-
panied by announcements by the U.S.
Government, through all available chan-
nels, that American military personnel
have been so instructed, and that there-
fore, no such statement or confession can
be believed.

“This suggestion is still relevant, and
I urge the Department of Defense to in-
clude consideration of it in its study.

Although I regret that it took so long
for the Defense Department to under-
take this study, I commend it for finally
doing so.

I include at this point in my remarks
a copy of my January 1969, letter to the
President on this subject:

JANUARY 27, 1969.

Mr. PResmENT: The mental and emotional
torture suffered by Commander Lloyd M.
Bucher and members of the crew of the USS
Pueblo at the hands of their North Korean
captors shows (in addition to the inhuman-
ity of the current government of North Ko-
rea) the shameful and ludicrous inadequacy
of the Code of Conduct for Military Person-
nel. The rule that requires American prison-
ers, under threat of court martial, to give
their captors nothing more than “name,
rank, and service number” must be drasti-
cally revised.

The mistreatment American prisoners are
forced to undergo to avold signing false
“statements™ and “confessions"” does not pre-
vent their captors from using such state-
ments for propaganda purposes. If death or
sheer stamina under torture permits an
American prisoner to resist making or slgn-
ing statements dictated by his captors, it is
easy enough for them to use similar treat-
ment on other prisoners until someone sub-
mits. Even if no prisoner can be forced to
make or sign trumped-up statements, hos-
tile captors can forge prisoner’s signatures,
or simply issue whatever propaganda state-
ments they wish to promulgate without a
prisoner’'s submission.

In short, American prisoners are forced, by
the “name, rank, and service number” limi-
tation, to trade severe mental and physical
mistreatment, and sometimes their very
lives, without in any way frustrating the
enemy's goals—to suffer and often to die for
nothing.

The probability that American prisoners
would be subjected to this kind of severe
mental and physical torture could be greatly
reduced if the following steps were taken
immediately:

1. Revise the “name, rank and service
number' provision of the Code of Military
Conduct to permit any American soldier im-
prisoned or detained by a hostile govern-
ment to slgn or make any statement or con-
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fesslon which does not contain any factual
information that would be useful to the hos-
tile power and that, to the best of the pris-
oner's knowledge, 1s not already known to
the hostile government.

2. Announce through all avallable diplo-
matic and public channels, including the
United Nations, that American military per-
sonnel have been so instructed, and that no
statement or confession signed by any Ameri-
can military person held or detalned by &
hostile government can be belleved.

These changes would be consistent with
our international commitments under the
Geneva Convention relative to the Treat-
ment of Prisoners of War. American captives
would not be allowed to glve any real as-
sistance or factual information to hostile
governments, any more than they are per-
mitted to do so under the current Code.
‘What these changes would do is remove one
of the major excuses used by hostile captors
to torture and kill American military men,
reduce the probability that American sol-
diers would have to suffer such torture and
death, and reduce the propaganda usefulness
of false enemy statements and confessions
attributed to American captives.

I strongly urge you, as President of the
United States, to make these changes in the
Code of Military Conduct by Executive Order
before any more American military men are
forced to suffer and perhaps die under the
::llselass “name, rank, and service number”

e.

JONATHAN B. BINGHAM,
Member of Congress.

0. J. SIMPSON RUSHES INTO HIS-
TORY: THE STORY OF A CHAM-
PION WHO STRIVES MIGHTILY

The SPEAKER pro tempore, (Mr. Mc-
Farr) Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New York
(Mr, Kemp ) is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, I want to
share with my colleagues in the Congress
my feelings about the historic, record-
shattering performance of O. J. Simp-
son.

These, I believe, are eloguently ex-
pressed by the renowned American poet,
Edgar Lee Masters who wrote:

Immortality is not a gift,

Immortality is an achievement:

And only those who strive mightily

Shall possess 1t.

Mr. Speaker, these profound lines per-
fectly fit the indomitable, super athlete
and extraordinary human being that we
in western New York call “The Juice.”

Orenthal James Simpson, the Buffalo
Bills’ running back is not as big nor as
physically overpowering as the great Jim
Brown whose record he surpassed Sun-
day in Shea Stadium. But to the delight
of millions of television football fans who
identify with the achievement of seem-
Ingly impossible American goals, O. J. is
the epitome of dedication and self-gen-
erated excellence. Two thousand three
yards in one season sounds more like a
team than just one man, but that is the
record set in New York vesterday by my
friend, O. J. Simpson.

Within the heart of this thoughtful,
gentle-speaking man, there burns a rag-
ing desire. Not to be just good at his
chosen profession. Not just to be a record-
Ere?king running back but to be the very

est.

0. J—simply—has that priceless and
rare dedication to stretch, beyond all
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limits, the superb talent with which he
is endowed.

The published account of his meeting
with Jim Brown, as a teenager in San
Francisco, is typical of O. J.’s matter-of-
fact approach to his iron-willed deter-
mination to excel. Following a game in
which the famous Cleveland Brown play-
er had tested the Forty Niners, the young
0. J. is reported to have told his idol:

I'll break your record someday.

Mr, Speaker, I like that attitude. It
says to the world especially young Amer-
icans everywhere “you must have a goal
in life.” Someday was Sunday, Decem-
ber 16, 1973, when O. J.’s prediction be-
came foothall history.

Against the New York Jets, O. J.
amassed 200 yards with 34 carries, aver-
aging nearly 5.9 yards for each bruising
assault upon the Jet defense. In the
course of his performance, O. J. sur-
passed Jim Brown's heretofore record of
1,863 yarils, established a decade ago, by
140 yards and he wound up his regular
1973 rushing total with an unprece-
dented 2,003 yards, a record that many,
recordkeeping football buffs, had de-
scribed as “unattainable” against mod-
ern day, sophisticated defenses.

Mr. Speaker, anybody who knows O. J.
Simpson also knows he does not know the
meaning of “can't.”

During my last year with the Buffalo
Bills in 1969, when this two-time All-
American, Heisman Trophy winner was
the Bills’ No. 1 draft choice, his other
teammates, our coaches and I knew, in-
stinctively, that O. J.s a leader and
champion.

Not just because he had been all-city
at Galilee High School in San Francisco,
not just because the astute John McKsay
of U.S.C. had described him as “not only
the finest player I have ever coached but
also the finest human being,’” but because
0. J. worked and tried harder and was
the team’s team player.

Such spirit and team attitude is a joy
to a coach, such as Lou Saban, the great
head coach of Buffalo, owner Ralph C.
Wilson, Jr., and the entire Bills team.

And O. J.’s example has an incalculable
effect upon his offensive teammates up
front, the people to whom he gives the
credit, like guards Reggie McKenzie and
Joe DeLamielleure, tackles Donnie Green
and Dave Foley, center Bruce Jarvis and
tight end Paul Seymour and his running
mates Jim Braxton and Larry Watkins.
Quarterback Joe Ferguson knows he can
count on O. J. to catch passes and to
block with the same enthusiasm as he
shows when he is called upon to carry the
ball for critical yardage.

After his 7 yard run in the fourth
quarter of yesterday's game, that took
him to the 2,003 yard mark. O. J. typi-
cally ascribed his achievement to the
play of his teammates.

That monumental accomplishment—
and the marking of a record 332 carries
in a regular season, 27 more than any
other man in professional football,
evoked a typical O. J. understatement.

“Things,” he said, “are starting to turn
out right.” They sure are—for O. J. and
the Buffalo Bills.

And no man in sports, or in many other
fields of human, competitive endeavor,
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knows better than O. J. that “Immortal-
ity is not a gift.”

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues join
me in expressing our best regards to O. J.
Simpson, his lovely wife Marguerite and
family.

As the UPI reports in today’s edition of
the Washington Star-News, O. J. ac-
knowledges that “records are made to be
broken.”

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I request
permission to add the story captioned
“Simpson Rushes Into History"” to my
remarks.

Sivpson RusHEsS INTO HISTORY

New Yorxk.—It was a record many said
never would be broken but O. J. Simpson
predicted he’'d do it 12 years ago.

The record was Jim Brown's single-season
rushing record of 1,863 yards and Simpson
dl.in't break it Sunday, he demolished it with
a 200-yard performance that sparked the
Buffalo Bills to 34-14 romp over the New
York Jets.

The 200 yards gayve Simpson 2,003 for the
season. He's the first player to surpass the
2,000-yard mark and to gain 200-yards three
times inh one season.

“I guess I was about 13 or 14,” Simpson
told nearly 1560 newsmen, “and we were in
the ice cream parlor. Brown was in ‘there
for some reason or other late after a game
and everybody was milling around asking
for his autograph. But I was a real wise kid
and I told him, ‘You ain't so tough, I'm going
to break all your records.'

“Now I find it happens to me. I go into a
playground and kids come up telling me I'm
not so tough. But records are made to be
broken and I'm sure this one will, too. I set
a lot of records in college and I thought
would last for years but Don McCauley broke
the yardage record and A. D. (Anthony
Da.vt?} is just wiping them out at Southern
Cal."

Simpson wasted little time in overwhelm-
ing the Jets. Treading gingerly over a lcy,
snow-covered Shea Stadium turf, Simpson
plcked up five yards on his first carry of the
game and then burst for 30 yards to become
only the 20th player in history to surpass the
5,000-yard career rushing mark. The former
Heilsman Trophy winner from Southern Cal
carried seven times for 57 yards in a drive
that ended with Jim Braxton plunging over
from the one for a 7-0 lead.

Simpson broke Brown's record on his
eighth carry and was mobbed by his team-
mates but the joy was short-lived as he fum-
bled on the next play and two plays later,
Joe Namath hit Jerome Barkum with a 48-
yard TD pass to tie the score.

Simpson burst 13 yards for a TD with 72
seconds left in the half and the Bills broke
it open when rookie Bill Cahill returned a
punt 51 vards for a touchdown 48 seconds
later.

The 2,000-yard mark came on a seven-yard
run with 5:56 left to play and even the pro-
Jet crowd of 47,740 roared its approval,
chanting, “Juice, Juice, Juice.”

Simpson made sure he shared his greatest
moment with the guys who made it pos-
sible—his linemen. He brought the entire
line plus wide receivers Bob Chandler and
J. D. Hill and Ferguson, the rookle quarter-
back, to the crowded news conference and
introduced each one.

“They're the ones who did it for me and
they should get the same credit,” Simpson
said.

While Simpson was obviously overjoyed
at the records, he sald making the playoffs
might have made them sweeter. The Bills
were knocked out of contentlon when Cin-
cinnati beat Houston 27-24.
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MORE SERIOUS THAN WATERGATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr, ASHBROOK) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, the
possibility of perjury, leaking of classi-
fied information, cleansing of security
files, another confrontation of Congress
with the White House on executive
privilege and, believe it or not, denial of
access to still more telephonic tapes, has
turned a perfunctory confirmation hear-
ing before the Senate into a situation
more serious than Watergate. Involved
are not just the small cast of Watergate
characters, however highly placed, but
officials and employees of the entire Fed-
eral service. Nor is this but a one-time
Watergate affair—President Nixon ran
into this continuing problem as a U.S.
Congressman.

As in Watergate, the problem centers
around the integrity, reliability, and
trustworthiness of Federal employees
and the denial to Congress by executive
privilege of access to needed information
to carry out its responsibility to evaluate
laws and programs it has authorized. The
central constitutional issue, again as in
Watergate, hinges on the basic issue—
can executive privilege be used to cover
up wrongdoing?

Unfortunately, the spirit of “Operation
Candor” apparently does not apply to the
State Department on congressional

queries not related to Watergate.

While Special Watergate Prosecutor
Jaworski will be permitted to search
secret White House files, a U.S. Senator
is denied by the State Department access

to pertinent tapes or summaries on an-
other matter.

While the White House permits several
executive branch officials to appear pub-
licly before the Senate Watergate hear-
ings on one hand, the State Department
permits a Federal employee to be inter-
viewed by a Senator and then denies to
a Member of a House investigating com-
mittee the same opportunity to question
the same Federal employee on the same
matter.

State officials fully realize that if they
are compelled by the White House to
submit to “Operation Candor,” and pro-
vide data and witnesses now sought by
the House Internal Security Committee,
a thorough fumigation of State would
be well on its way. Additionally, shake-
ups at other culpable agencies and de-
partments would ensue, and meaningful
corrective action on the Watergate affair
would have a basis in a revised Federal
employee security-suitability program.
This is the scope of the situation men-
tioned above as “more serious than
Watergate.”

THE SONNENFELDT CASE

The matter concerns in the first in-
stance Mr. Helmut Sonnenfeldt, whose
nomination for Under BSecretary of
Treasury has been withdrawn after op-
position to the nomination developed in
Senate Finance Committee hearings.
Speculation that he would be nominated
for a State Department position was
recently confirmed when Mr. Sonnen-

December 17, 1973

feldt’s name was sent up to the Foreign
Relations Committee of the Senate for
the key position of Counselor at State.

For those unfamiliar with the Sonnen-
feldt case, the Senate Finance Commit-
tee held its first hearing on the Sonnen-
feldt nomination for Under Secretary of
Treasury on May 15 of this year. What
appeared at the outset to be a pro forma
review of the nominee’s record actually
took a coniroversial turn when John
Hemenway, a former colleague of Mr.
Sonnenfieldt's at State, appeared as an
opposition witness and, among other
things, named several persons who al-
leged that Mr. Sonnenfeldt had leaked
classified information both to the press
and to representatives of a foreign coun-
try. When Chairman RusseLn Lonc de-
cided that FBI security records should
be consulted to confirm or refute the al-
legations, further hearings were sched-
uled for a later date.

On October 1 and 2 additional hear-
ings were held and conflicting testi-
mony under oath raised the question of
possible perjury. The Senate Committee
subsequently voted to approve the Son-
nenfeldt nomination and by mutual con-
sent of the concerned parties, Monday,
December 10, was set as the date for the
Senate vote. Prior to the December 10
date, Secretary Kissinger announced at
a press conference that Mr. Sonnen-
feldt’s nomination was being withdrawn
and that he would later be submitted
again, this time to fill the post of Coun-
selor of the State Department, a key
State position. Thus the speculation
which began in August that he would
go over to the State were confirmed. The
nomination is now before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee for action.

Despite President Nixon’s cooperation
with the Senate Watergate Committee,
the State Department, now led by Mr.
Henry Kissinger, a personal friend of
Mr. Sonnenfeldt for many years and his
close associate on the National Security
Council, on November 30 forbade a po-
tentially key Federal witness, Francis
Niland, to provide information to the
House Internal Security Committee relat-
ing to Mr. Sonnenfeldt’s suitability for
hizh zovernment office. A photograph of
Mr. Sonnenfeldt, incidentally, appeared
in the Washington Post on December 12
in which he is sitting next to Secretary
Kissinger at a meeting of the European
Economic Commission in Brussels, illus-
trating his important function in U.S.
foreign affairs.

Another extraordinary circumstance
in this Congress-executive confrontation
is that the State Department official who
accompanied Mr. Niland revealed, in
answer to questions that Mr. Niland had
been permitted previously by the State
Department to discuss the Sonnenfeldt
case privately with Senator RusseLLn
Lone in detail.

The situation clearly shows that the
State Department is diseriminating
against the House of Representatives and
its committees and that it is now form-
ally denying the duly authorized com-
mittee in the area of internal security
information which it provided on an in-
formal basis to the chairman of a Senate
committee.
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I submit this decision of the State De-
partment is characteristic of that insti-
tution, which prefers to act outside
official channels, where official responsi-
bility can be clearly established, and
seeks channels of informal or personal
contacts where public accountability is
difficult to trace. The denial of pertinent
information on November 30 indicates
that the State Department feels that it
may reveal some, or perhaps all, infor-
mation in its security files on occasions
of its own choosing. Is this, then, not the
rule of men, of selective invocation of
executive privilege? It certainly is not
the rule of law.

The American public is already deeply
scandalized by the revelations of the
Watergate affair. It has a right to be. It
is now manifest that persons in the high-
est places in the White House, with direct
access to the President, have manipu-
lated documents, have diverted informa-
tion, have lied both personally and pub-
licly, have stated falsehoods under oath.
Many of these persons were lawyers,
committed by their profession to uphold
the law and to agents of justice. Many of
these men, of thorough legal profes-
sional training, are now themselves sen-
tenced to prison for breaking the very
laws they swore to protect and serve.

THE SERIOUSNESS OF LEAKS

From time to time we hear that there
was some genuine issue of national se-
curity, involving the life of some top
secret informant residing in the Mos-
cow Kremlin, behind the operations of
the apparatus known as the “plumb-
ers.” We are told that this issue of na-
tional security was so great that the
“plumbers” even felt they had to risk
breaking American law to protect Amer-
ican national survival. Indeed, Presi-
dent Nixon stressed his concern about
leaks in his remarks at the White House
to recent POW’'s on May 25 of this year:

And by our secrets, what I am saying here
is not that we are concerned about every
little driblet here and there, but what I am
concerned about Is the hlighest classified
documents in our national security files, in
the State Department, In the Defense De-
partment, which, if they get out, for ex-
ample, in our arms control negotiations with
the Soviets, would let them know our posi-
tion before we ever th to the table.

If “leaks” are so dangerous, why does
the State Department insist on conceal-
ing from the House Internal Security
Committee its evidence of the “leaks” of
classified information in which Mr. Son-
nenfeldt allegedly participated? Some of
these alleged leaks have been stated pub-
licly already at the hearings before the
Senate Finance Committee. Mr. Ste-
phen Koczak, a retired foreign service
officer of more than 20 years service with
the State Department, has testified un-
der oath to personally hearing Mr. Son-
nenfeldt leak top secret information to
officials of a foreign power. Mr. Koczak
is currently the Director of Research of
the American Federation of Govern-
ment Employees—AFL-CIO. He has ap-
peared at least a hundred times before
Senate and House Committees to pre-
sent or support testimony on all issues
involving the conditions of employment,
and the rights and duties of Federal em-
ployees.
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Yet, Mr. Sonnenfeldt testified publicly
under oath that Mr. Koczak's allegations
are untrue. On the very surface, there-
fore, there is here the possibility of per-
jury. On the very surface, therefore, it is
apparent that Mr. Koczak should have
no motive to harm Mr. Sonnenfeldt per-
sonally. I believe, in the light of the per-
juries which have been revealed in the
Watergate, this contradiction under
oath should be clarified at once.

An initial step to resolve the perjury
matter has already been taken. In an-
swer to an inquiry, the office of the U.S.
Attorney responded to John Hemenway,
a key opposition witness in the case:

Your letter dated November 1, 1973 regard-
ing poesible criminal violations by Mr. Hel-
mut Sonnenfeldt, an employee of the U.S.
Department of State has been referred to Mr.
Joseph Tafe, Internal Security Division, De-
partment of Justice for investigation and
prosecutive determination.

Mr. Sonnenfeldt has also under oath
denied “leaking” any information to cer-
tain press correspondents, contradicting
Mr. Otto Otepka's testimony under oath
that Mr. Sonnenfeldt had. Mr. Niland’s
testimony deals with evidence obtained
by the State Department reportedly cor-
roborating Mr. Otepka’s testimony that
Mr. Sonnenfeldt in fact “leaked” infor-
mation repeatedly to the press over a
number of years. In the 1960 election he
allegedly “leaked"” information to Robert
Kennedy, then managing the campaign
of John EKennedy for the Presidency
against Richard Nixon. The purpose, ap-
parently, was to assist John Kennedy to
defeat Richard Nixon, if the allegation
is true.

Testimony before the Senate Finance
Committee alleged that Mr. Sonnenfeldt
was seen leaving the home of Marguerite
Higgins, the deceased author and re-
porter, in the company of Senator Robert
Kennedy. Unfortunately, critical ques-
tions as to whether it was just a lunch-
eon or & political strategy meeting and
who else attended were not explored in
the committee questioning. Presumably,
the State Department, which had Mr.
Sonnenfeldt under personal surveillance
in addition to a tap on his phone during
this period, has the information in its
files.

The Higgins’ episode could be of sig-
nificance when it is remembered that it
was during this period, during the Ken-
nedy-Nixon 1960 campaign, that a clas-
sified study on the U.S. posture abroad
was given by a State Department em-
ployee to a member of the Eennedy cam-
paign committee, William Brubeck. I
understand the contents were promptly
leaked to the Washington Post. When
President Kennedy assumed office, Mr.
Brubeck was brought into the State De-
partment where he still holds a responsi-
ble position, and his State Department
cohort was continued in Federal service.

Did Mr. Sonnenfeldt fill a similar po-
litical role during the Kennedy cam-
paign?

Was the Higgins’ luncheon in reality a
political strategy meeting?

If so, this could explain Mr. Sonnen-
feldt’s return to the Bureau of Intelli-
gence and Research—INR—during the
Eennedy administration, with a pro-
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motion, after having been transferred
from there because he, allegedly, could
not get approval for access to certain
highly sensitive information due to his
propensity for leaking classified infor-
mation and because he was not a native-
born citizen. As previously stated, State
Department files, and Mr. Sonnenfeldt’s
security file in particular, should indicate
the truth of the matter and whether
someone is lying, covering up, or both.
In light of these allegations, I believe
that the House and Senate should know
whether there was a previous situation
in 1960 similar to the Watergate which
led to certain actions by the State De-
partment security officers resulting in
Mr. Sonnenfeldt’s transfer to a less sen-
sitive position in the Arms Control and
Disarmament Administration. They also
need to know whether Mr. Sonnenfeldt
was subsequently cleared to a post of
high sensitivity because of his past serv-
ices to Robert Kennedy and John Ken-
nedy in the 1960 campaign.
THE VARIOUS SONNENFELDT INVESTIGATIONS

In his very complete review of the
Sonnenfeldt case in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp on December 10, 1973, page
40361, Senator Jesse HeLms of North
Carolina presented a very useful descrip-
tion of the various Sonnenfeldt investi-
gations. To present a proper background,
the following treatment of the investiga-
tions duplicates in part Senator Herms’
review.

As the House is not involved in the
confirmation process, my interest is that
of ranking minority Member of the House
Internal Security Committee. Our com-
mittee, since September, 1970, has been
reviewing the Federal civilian employee
loyalty-security program which seeks to
provide for Federal service reliable and
trustworthy employees, while at the
same time providing equal and fair treat-
ment for all such employees. In the four
volumes of hearings on this issue, Execu-
tive Order 10450 plays a central role
and outlines standards or guidelines for
Federal employment. It is in this con-
text that the committee is primarily in-
terested in this case. And it is in this
contest that our committee will seek to
obtain all pertinent information even if
it comes down to subpoenas and the ex-
ercise of executive privilege.

In 1954, when Mr. Sonnenfeldt was in
INR, it was judged necessary to tap his
phone because of the leaking of classified
information to newsmen, according to
Mr. Otto Otepka who was a State secur-
ity officer at that time. Several persons
are still at State who were involved in
the 1954-55 episode. The tapes of the
phone conversations were recently de-
nied to Senator RusseLL LoNg, chairman
of the Senate Finance Committee, ac-
cording to his remarks in the CoNGRES-
s10NAL REcorp on December 6 of this
year. Summaries of the tapes were re-
viewed by Mr. Otepka who, in his sworn
testimony before the Senate Committee,
stated that John Secali, now our Ambas-
sador to the UN., and Marvin Kalb of
CBS, were two of the newsmen involved.

Based on the Senate hearings and
other sources of information, some of
the questions concerning the case that
still await satisfactory answers are:
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Was classified information actually
leaked by Mr. Sonnenfeldt to newsmen in
the 1954-55 period?

Did Mr. Sonnenfeldt give classified in-
formation to newsmen John Scali, Mar-
vin Kalb and others, as charged by Mr.
Otepka? Mr. Otto Otepka, a security of-
ficer at State at that time who saw sum-
maries of taped conservations of Mr.
Sonnenfeldt confirmed the leaks under
oath. Mr. Sonnenfeldt later denied the
charges.

Were the other newsmen involved?

If Mr. Sonnenfeldt did have contacts
with newsmen at this time, were the at-
tractions of the press for a GS-7 or GS-
9, his position ratings at this time, based
on his intelligence research position and
his willingness to dispense his highly de-
sirable product, classified material?

If so, was other classified information
conveyed by means other than by phone?

Were any breaches of security noted in
Mr. Sonnenfeldt’'s security file at that
time and are they a part of his security
record today, if the allegations are true?

How does one account for the fact that
Mr. Sonnenfeldt was not questioned on
this matter until the 1960-61 period?

THE 1958 ALLEGATION

In 1958 a State Department official,
Stephen Koczak, heard Mr. Sonnenfeldt
transmit orally highly sensitive intelli-
gence information to representatives of
the Government of Israel, without au-
thorization, according to Mr. Koczak’s
sworn testimony before the Senate Fi-
nance Committee on October 1, 1973.

Unable to obtain assistance in the
chain of command at State when he re-
ported the violation, Mr. Koczak reported
the allegation to a CIA friend with whom
he had served in Israel several years be~
fore. The CIA agent contacted the FBI
and Mr. Koczak was interviewed by an
agent of the FBI in 1959.

As to the disposition of this particular
investigation, Mr. Koczak, in his sworn
testimony before the Senate committee,
stated that:

The Department of State had determined
that the information in those telegrams (the
sources of the classified information) con-
cerning the Lebanese Government and their
relations with us was so sensitive that they
could not be entered as evidence and for this
reason no prosecution took place.

In the same vein, in his sworn Senate
testimony Mr. Otepka stated:

I, as a security officer, could not examine
all of the vital details. But my understanding
was that these offenses were committed; that
the State Department decided not to take
any administrative action based on this par-
ticular offense since 1t might impair our re-
lations with the Government involved.

As Mr. Otepka was to find out later, in
his one and only interrogation of Mr.
Sonnenfeldt, he was not permitted to dis-
cuss at all the most serious allegation—
the Israell episode.

Serious questions again arise in con-
nection with the 1958 episode:

How did State handle Mr. Koczak’s
allegation when he first reported it in
1958?

Why the delay until the 1960-61 pe-
riod when Mr. Sonnenfeldt admitted be-
ing questioned about the classified tele-
grams?

Why, according to Mr. Otepka, was
neither he nor Mr. Niland allowed to
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broach the Israeli incident or see the
telegrams? Was it because of the sensi-
tivity of the issue, as claimed by Messrs.
Koczak and Otepka?

Was the whole Israeli affair, as
claimed by Mr. Otepka, handled by the
FBI and State at a high level because of
its sensitivity?

Does the sensitivity of the issue ex-
plain why the 1958 investigation was not
listed in correspondence to me by the
Secretary of Treasury or the Civil Serv-
ice Commission in their rundowis of the
Sonnenfeldt investigations?

Why did the State Department not
call in the FBI to question Mr. Sonnen-
feldt on so serious an allegation of com-
mission of a felony?

Is there any record of this allegation
in Mr. Sonnenfeldi’s personnel security
file?

Was this, in short, another Water-
gate-type coverup?

THE 1860-61 INVESTIGATION

During the 1960-61 period, according
to Mr. Otepka, Mr. Sonnenfeldt was
transferred from INR to a position in the
U.S. Disarmament Agency with a reduc-
tion in his security clearance status. As
discussed previously, when the Kennedy
administration arrived on the scene, Mr.
Sonnenfeldt, some months later, trans-
ferred back to INR—with a promotion.

Later in 1960 a second wiretap was
used to investigate Mr. Sonnenfeldt’s ac-
tivities along with personal surveillance.
According to Mr. Otepka, it was during
this investigation that Mr. Sonnenfeldt
was seen in the company of the late Sen-
ator Robert Kennedy at the Marguerite
Higgins function at her house. Here
again, a record of the wiretap tapes
should be available, plus the reports on
the personal surveillance.

In late 1960 or early in 1961 Mr. Son-
nenfeldt submitted to a lie detector test,
the results of which he assumed were
favorable as he was continued in his po-
sition and subsequently promoted. Mr.
Otepka, in his testimony, stated that he
was informed by the investigator in-
volved that only perfunctory questions
that did not go into substance were
asked.

Again, many pertinent questions sug-
gest themselves:

As Mr. Sonnenfeldt, during this period,
submitted to a lie detector test, had his
phone tapped, was under personal sur-
veillance, and was interrogated for the
first and only time by Messrs. Niland and
Opteka, why was no mention made of
this investigation by either Treasury or
CSC in their correspondence to me?

Are the summaries of wiretaps during
this period still available and are they in-
cluded in Mr, Sonnenfeldt’s personnel
security file?

Was the above-mentioned Higgins’
Iuncheon a political strategy meeting? .

If so, did Mr. Sonnenfeldt play a poli-
tically partisan role in the 1960 Presi-
dential campeaign?

Was payment for political service a
reason for his advancement up the State
Department iadder—as it possibly was in
the case of William Brubeck?

Did political service explain his re-
turn to the Bureau of Intelligence and
Research—INR—during the Kennedy
administration—with a promotion—
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after having been transferred from INR,
according to Mr. Otepka, because he
could not get approval under security
standards established and enforced by
the U.S. Joint Intelligence Board for ac-
cess to certain highly sensitive data?

Were the reasons for his transfer, as
claimed by Mr. Otepka, because of his
propensity for leaking classified infor-
mation and because he was not a native-
born citizen?

Was his security clearance status re-
duced when he transferred to the U.S.
Disarmament Agency where, it is
claimed, he occupied a position not in-
volving the “need to know” for commu-
nications intelligence data?

Mr. Sonnenfeldt's explanation of his
transferral to the Disarmament Agency
is quite different from that of Mr.
Otepka. Mr. Sonnenfeldt, in his Senate
testimony, relates his transfer to some
experience in the disarmament field
when a number of people with disarma-
ment experience were collected to form
8 nucleus of a new disarmament agency.

Here again, State Department files,
and especially IMr. Sonnenfeldt’s security
file, should indicate whose version of the
matter is correct, and who is lying, cov-
ering up, or both.

THE 1959-71 PERIOD

In the 1969-71 period press accounts
list Mr. Sonnenfeldt as one of the 17
newsmen and government officials whose
phones were tapped because of leaks of
sensitive information. It will be remem-
bered that the tapes in this case became
an issue between the Foreign Relations
Committee and the executive during the
nomination of Henry Kissinger as Sec-
retary of State. Although Secretary Kis-
singer stated that his subordinates were
exonerated, the issue could well be re-
viewed again by the House Internal Secu-
rity Committee.

MORE SERIOUS THAN WATERGATE

In addition to its possible bearing on
foreign policy, the Sonnenfeldt case as-
sumes importance as a test case in eval-
uating the workability of the Federal em-
ployee personnel security program. This
program, which at one time covered the
activities of Messrs. Dean, Erlichman,
and Haldeman, in addition to Mr. Son-
nenfeldt, could in effect be described as
the conscience of the Federal service.
The term “security” encompasses the
standards of loyalty and suitability and
is detailed in Executive Order 10450 and
implementing regulations. It seeks to de-
termine the fitness of citizens for Federal
employment while guaranteeing them
fair and equitable treatment.

The extensive hearings before the
House Internal Security Committee have
made clear that Executive Order 10450
needs drastic revision or even scrapping,
and very explicit legislation with appro-
priate penalties must be enacted to pro-
vide fair treatment for Federal servants
while at the same time protecting our
national interests.

Specifically, various questions concern-
ing the order relate to Presidential nom-
inees, the security investigations index,
the integrity of personnel security files,
accountability for personnel investiga-
tions and evaluations, the safeguarding
of classified information, and many oth-
ers. A number of these have been brought
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to light because of the Sonnenfeldt issue
and other cases now before the House
Internal Security Committee.

When Watergate has become an issue
of the past, the Federal employee pro-
gram will still be very much needed.

When Watergate is no longer a com-
pelling issue, concessions on Executive
privilege might again be hard to come
by, thus again complicating congres-
sional review of Federal activities.

Whatever its outcome, the Sonnen-
feldt case can help the American public
to understand that the overall problem is
monumental—and more serious than
Watergate.

CONGRESSMAN GLENN ANDERSON'S
ELOQUENT STATEMENT ON THE
INVISIBLE PLIGHT OF ASIAN-
AMERICANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Hawail (Mr. MATSUNAGA) is
recognized for 10 minutes,

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, on
the third day of January of this year
my distinguished colleague from Cali-
fornia, Mr. GLENN ANDERSON, and I in-
troduced H.R. 261, a bill to assist one
of the most misunderstood groups of
Americans in the Nation—Americans of
Asian ancestry. Since then we have been
joined by 15 of our colleagues, who fully
appreciate the hardships and obstacles
confronting these American citizens.

The difficulties they faced, since the
first Chinese immigrants were enticed
to our western shores to construct
America’s railroads, and now face daily
in the crowded inner cities of San Fran-
cisco, New York and elsewhere, were re-
cently related most eloquently and force-
fully by my good friend and colleague,
GLENN AnDERSON of California. Testify-
ing before the California State Advisory
Committee to the U.S. Civil Rights Com-
mission, Congressman ANpErRSON brought
home the often overlooked sufferings of
many Asian Americans.

I offer his timely and most persuasive
statement for the benefit of my col-
leagues and other readers of the
RECORD:

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN GLENN M.
ANDERSON BEFORE THE CALIFORNIA STATE
ADVisoRY COMMITTEE TO THE U.S, ComMmMis-
s1oN oxN Civin RiGHTS, NovEMBER 30, 1973
In the New York Harbor stands a symbol

of Liberty, beckoning the newcomers to our

land:

“Give me your tired, your poor,
Your huddled masses yearning to breathe
free,
The wretched refuse of your teeming shore,
S8end these, the homeless, tempest-tossed
to me:
I lift my lamp beslde the golden door.”

The Swedes, the Irish, the Poles, the
Itallans—the millions who entered this coun-
try—were met, at first, with aggression which
later subsided as the people assimilated.

But, here, on the West Coast, the Asians,
the Pacific Peoples, who “yearned to breathe
free,” who came seeking a better life, were
met with a hostility, an aggression that has
not subsided, but rather has continued to
this day. However, the attitudes towards
Americans of Asian descent vary from blatant
racism—bred by ignorance—io a mythical
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concept of the model citizen—the myth—
“That they have It made”.

Obviously, these stereotypes deter reason-
ing and rational thinking in dealing with
the specific problems that confront Asian
Americans.

But, there Is a saying that the “past is
prologue to the future,” and, as a result, the
inequitable practices and victimization by
prejudice are not merely a phenomenon of
years gone by, but are still very much alive
today.

And our duty, as Inheritors and caretakers
of the American experiment, is to insure
that the attalnment of the ideal of “life,
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness"” is not
denied a person simply because the color of
the skin may be different, or the customs and
the language unigue.

It is our duty—yours as a private citizen
and mine as a public official—to insure that,
in the case of Aslan Americans, the past of
raclal prejudice is not prologue to a future
of discrimination.

And, in the final analysis, to overcome
prejudice, change must come from within
individuals, with individual cooperation and
with individual interaction.

But, let me now describe some of the prob-
lems that must be confronted and overcome
if we are to attain a truly equal and demo-
cratic society.

First, the government—at all levels—must
take the lead in both abolishing old policles
which discriminate against Asian Amerizans
and in establishing new programs which are
designed to bring all the advantages of this
society to all people.

The first step must be an awakening to the
fact that Americans of Asian descent, the Pa-
cific peoples, do, in fact, have problems—
unique problems, problems unlike those en-
countered by other groups—that must be
met.

THE ELDERLY

Elderly Asian Americans perhaps face the
most severe problems in the community.

According to the White House Conference
on Aging, “elderly Asian Americans are suf-
fering from unprecedented problems that are
devastating the lives of these aged people.”

Because of the language barrier, the lack
of bilingual staff in social service agencies,
and the fallure of the government to publi-
cize the avallabllity of programs, the older
Asian American is not acquainted with the
avallable benefits such as soclal security, old-
age assistance, health care, housing and
recreation.

When we realize that the suicide rate
among Asian American elderly, in certain
areas, is three times the national average;
when we realize that studies show that 34
percent of Aslan American elderly have never
had a medical or dental examination, it
should be obvious that their problems—
again, according to the White House Confer-
ence—are “overwhelming to the point that
it is impossible for Asian American aged to
look only to their families for help.”

The problems of the aged Filipino Ameri-
cans are particularly acute, since the first
entrants to this country were male and the
laws prohibited marriage to “white” women.
As a result, the elderly males—who never
married—have no family to help them. The
median age of the Filipino American is 40.9
years, compared to 26.6 for whites.

And the Federal government has not of-
fered the kind of assistance needed to solve
these problems.

For example, between 1969 and 1971, grants
to communities to aid the aged totaled $32
million; yet, not one dollar was given to
Asian American communities for thelir aged
problems.

And the reason, as documented by the
White House Conference, is that “according
to government officlals, Asian Americans don’t
have problems."

42083

EMPLOYMENT

Of all employers, the government should
be a model in equality. But, unfortunately,
that is not the case.

A five-member Task Force appointed by
the Los Angeles County Board of Supervi-
sors in January 1973, found that the Asian
Americans were not advanced in county jobs
in accord with their skills and ability, and
the Task Force accused county officials of
racial and ethnic blas against Aslan Ameri-
cans.

And, the Federal government is not any
better. Of some 2.5 million Federal em-
ployees, 5,712 people are in top positions
(GS-186, 17, 18); yet, only 23 are Americans
of Asian descent, And in the very top posi-
tions—GS8-17T and 18—some 1,657 em-
ployees—only 6 are Aslan American.

YOUTH

As in all countries, the hope of the future
rests with the younger generation. Yet, in
the Asian American community, the young
are not receiving the speclal attention that
should be accorded the leaders of the future.

Like other communities, the Aslan Ameri-
can community has been wracked by drugs.
In a recent year, in one section of Los An-
geles alone, at least a dozen deaths of Asian
American youth were attributed to the over-
dose of drugs.

In order to meet the needs of rising ex-
pectations, Aslan American children must
receive a quality education—an education
designed to bring the Asian American eco-
nomic and social success.

This has not been the case in the past,

According to & 1965 study by the Califor-
nia Department of Industrial Relations, me-
dian school years completed by Filipino
Americans was 8.7 years.

Perhaps the reason for this alarming drop-
out rate is the language barrier. Obviously,
it is difficult, if not impossible, to compete if
the language 1s not understood.

The New York City Chinatown Planning
Council estimates that 80 percent of new ar-
rivals to the United States do not under-
stand spoken English. And, in San Franclsco
Chinatown, over 70 percent of the new popu-
lation lack a knowledge of English.

In Pasadena, California, 15 percent of the
Japanese-Americans In the school system
identify Japanese as their first language.

But, the myth that Aslan Americans “do
not have problems” persists. Programs are
not aimed at helping Asian Americans. Re-
search has not been conducted to determine
the depth of these problems.

In fact, from 1969 to 1971, the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare author-
ized $30.7 million in research and demonstra-
tion grants to minority communities for
child welfare, rehabilitation and special
health projects, but none of these grants
were made avalilable to Asian American com-
munities.

No doubt, the Asian American has been
discouraged and frustrated by the lack of
government empathy. They see Federal pro-
grams helping other minorities, but they are
neglected. They see that special college pro-
grams, designed for minorities from disad-
vantaged areas, are not available to Asian
Americans.

While In a recent year only five Filipino
Americans from the Seattle area graduated
from the three local universities, the govern-
ment continues to turn its back on the needs
of the Asian American student largely due to
the myth that “all Aslan American students
do well in school and, thus, do not need gov-
ernment help.”

It is particularly disturbing when we real-
ize the Emergency Desegregation Act, as rec-
ommended by the Administration in 1970,
by definition, excluded Asian American com-
munities from the benefits of this Act—de-
spite the fact that schools in Aslan Ameri-
can communities are in desperate need of
Federal assistance.
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Fortunately, the Congress corrected this
oversight, and allowed Federal funds to aid
the schools in the Asian American com-
munity.

CONCLUSION

A major problem that has stifled efforts to
recognize, investigate, isolate and correct the
inequities relating to the Asian American
community has been a lack of information.
In fact, more often than not, when seeking
factual data, Americans of Asian descent are
listed as “others”. And, as “others” it is easy
to get lost in this crowd of over 200 million
people; it is easy to close our eyes, forget and
ignore their problems. But action s needed—
now.

What we need is a beginning—and the
place to start, as I see it, is with a Federal
Cabinet-level committee established to pln-
point the problems and recommend action
to eliminate the inequities and the injus-
tices. This committee would have the speclfic
task of ldentifying areas of discrimination—
areas of need—and developing solutions.

On the state level, I favor an Asian Ameri-
can Advisory Council—similar to the one
created in the State of Washington—to find
solutions and offer recommendations to short
and long term problems of the Asian Ameri-
can community.

While it is true that many Aslan Ameri-
cans have surmounted legal, economie, po-
litical, and soclal barriers, the facts show
that in all too many instances, the remnants
of prejudice and bigotry still pervade our so-
clety and continue to confront Americans
of Aslan descent.

It should be clear that, if one man’s rights
are denied, the rights of all are in danger—
that if one man is denied equality, we cannot
be sure that we will enjoy our fundamental
rights.

History has placed us all within a common
border. All of us—from the weakest to the
most powerful—share one possession: the
name “American”. To be an “American"
means to have been a stranger to the new
land—elther yesterday or yesteryear—and to
deny the stranger—to reject his human dig-
nity and rights—is to reject America and our
ideals.

Let us remember the words engraved In
the Statue of Liberty, and begin to live them
in our dalily lives.

THE ENERGY CRISIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. HamILTON) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, Amer-
icans no longer doubt that the Nation is
in an energy crisis.

The warning signs have been appear-
ing since around 1970, and their gravity
has steadily mounted:

Scattered electrical blackouts and
brownouts;

Shortages last winter of propane gas
for drying crops;

The Arab oil cutoff;

Gasoline shortages and periodic shut-
downs of gas stations;

Reduced airplane schedules; and

Heating oil shortages last winter and
critical shortages predicted for this win-
ter and the years to come.

Americans also understand that we
are at a decisive moment in the devel-
opment and use of our energy resources.
They recognize the elements of the
crisis; an increase in the price of energy,
the dilemma of increased energy produc-
tion at the expense of some additional
abuse to the environment, arguments
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over energy policy among politicians and
bureaucrats, the necessity of importing
more energy from abroad, and perhaps
personal inconveniences and even hard-
ships. They are beginning to believe the
experts who say we will be chronically
short of fuel for at least the next 5 years,
regardless of what steps may be taken
immediately.

Although Americans have come reluc-
tantly to accept the fact of the shortage,
they do not understand why it came upon
us so suddenly, or what the prospects are
for the future, or what decisions con-
front us.

The observations that follow are made
with the hope that they may contribute
to a better understanding of a complex
and far-reaching problem, and with the
belief that, although the energy crisis is
real and solutions to it will come hard,
there is no reason for panic and every
reason to think that intelligent planning
and action will see us through.

I. BOURCES OF ENERGY

A beginning point in our quest for a
better understanding of the energy crisis
is & quick survey of the sources of energy
and the prospects for their development
in the next several years:

OIL AND GAS

0Oil and gas provide 75 percent of our
current energy needs. They are widely
used because of low transportation costs,
convenient form, and environmental ad-
vantages. Expansion of supply depends
on improved rates of recovery in drilling
operations and development of alterna-
tive sources, such as the vast oil shale de-
posits in the western United States. The
technology of getting the oil from the
shale is difficult, however, and full pro-
duction of perhaps one million barrels
per day is not likely until the mid-1980’s.

Even with the oil from the Alaska pipe-
line, estimated to rise to 2 million bar-
rels per day by 1980, domestic produc-
tion of oil will not exceed 12 million bar-
rels per day, leaving a balance of 18
million barrels per day to be imported in
order to meet estimated consumption by
1985 of 30 million barrels per day. Even
with large imports, shortages will become
severe in the next few years due to lack
of refining capacity. Gasoline and heat-
ing oil rationing are likely, at least until
the end of the Arab oil boycott.

Production of gas, as of oil, has peaked.
1t is difficult to import gas because it must
be liquefied and transported in special
ships. The gas shortage has been exacer-
bated by price controls, which have held
the cost of gas below that of other energy
sources. The controls have also promoted
waste and discouraged exploration.

United States reserves of oil and gas
are lilmted. If they were to come only
from domestic sources, our reserves
would be exhausted by the end of the
century. Most experts believe it is un-
likely that our oil and natural gas pro-
duction can be sufficiently expanded. We
simply cannot sustain a total annual
growth in oil and gas consumption of
over 4 percent, without an expensive and
risky reliance on foreign imports.

It is, therefore, unlikely that oil and
gas will meet the anticipated demands of
the future.
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COAL

Coal, which amounts to about one-
fifth of our total fuel used, is the most
abundant fossil fuel in the Nation. The
reserves are ample for the foreseeable
future, but extracting them from the
earth by strip-mining or deep mining
can be unsafe and unhealthy, and coal
burning pollutes the air.

Nevertheless, coal is a promising fuel
for the future. Converting it to gas—
coal gasification—or to a liquid—coal 1i-
quification—is appealing because of de-
clining natural gas and oil supplies. Pilot
plants for coal gasification are in opera-
tion and commercial plants are expected
b_y 1985. By 1990, coal could be supplying
significant amounts of gas and oil if
enough capital is forthcoming, ample
water for the manufacturing process is
available, and the safety and environ-

mental problems of extracting the coal
are solved.

NUCLEAR POWER

Nuclear power, the best developed new
source of energy, is at once the most
promising and the most troublesome. It
will not, however, be much help in the
short-term energy crisis. At present, 39
nuclear-powered generating plants are
in use, 55 are under construction, and 90
others are on order. Nuclear powerplants
already provide about 1 percent of the
total national demand for energy, and by
1980 they will provide about 7 percent.

Nuclear power is gradually overcom-
ing a succession of difficulties, including
assurance of safe operation, economic
feasibility, and environmental accept-
ability. But other difficulties lie ahead.
The expansion of nuclear power may
consume all U.S. uranium stocks in
about 10 years, forcing the nation to
develop a “breeder reactor,” which uses
a more plentiful form of uranium and
produces more fuel than it consumes. It
will also require some technological re-
finements. A commereial demonstration
plant by the mid-1980’s is the target.
Some scientists think the long-range
answer to our energy needs is thermo-
nuclear fusion, a process that could re-
lease inexhaustible amounts of clean en-
ergy through the combusion of hydrogen
atoms to form heavier atoms of helium
and without dangerous radioactivity.
The technology of controlled fusion
power is immensely complex, and scien-
tific, economic and engineering barriers
must be overcome.

Nuclear research should receive top
priority by the Federal Government. It
has developed at a slower pace than
originally planned. If the many ques-
tions, particularly regarding the envir-
onment, are solved, the rate of use
should rise sharply in coming years.

GEOTHERMAL ENERGY

Geothermal energy is already being
tapped to generate about .1 percent of
our electric power. Using various meth-
ods, the almost limitless heat stored in
the earth’s interlor can be brought to
the surface as steam or hot water for
heating and power generation. The en-
couraging results of the limited research
being done on extracting heat energy
from the earth indicate the need for ex-
panded geothermal study.

If the pollution problems—and they
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are less formidable than the dangers in

nuclear energy—could be overcome, geo-

thermal energy, virtually unlimited as it

is, could make a much larger contribu-

tion to our total energy production.
SOLAR ENERGY

The amount of energy in the sun is
immense, and enough of that energy
reaches the earth daily to more than
supply all the energy the world needs.
Long underrated as a source of energy,
solar energy is attracting more attention.
Utilization of this source is almost non-
existent. Since solar energy is thinly dis-
tributed and intermittent, with night and
overcast skies often prevailing, its effi-
cient collection and storage present diffi-
cult technological problems. Although
costs are likely to be high, solar energy
is clean, renewable and abundant, and
these qualities provide strong incentives
to develop it, especially for heating and
cooling buildings, which now consume
more than 20 percent of our total energy
requirements.

This year, Federal funding for solar
research was increased from $3 million fo
$12 million. Even this figure is low and
should be increased.

HYDROGEN GAS

Although little time or money has been
put into research and development of
hydrogen fuel, it is an appealing source
of energy because it is abundant and
clean, with no waste disposal problems.
The production of hydrogen, though, re-
gquires large amounts of electricity, and
at present all known methods of produec-
ing electricity, except solar power, cause
pollution. When the collection of energy
from the sun becomes feasible, it could
be used to generate hydrogen. Such a
combination, though still lying far in the
future, could be a clean, usable and abun-
dant source of energy.

Until these alternatives and largely
untapped sources of energy fulfill their
promise, the United States must rely on
more conventional fuels and confront the
problems they entail. The energy short-
age today arises because we failed to plan
adequately yesterday. Today we must
plan to assure sufficient energy for to-
morrow and these far-out and far-off
solutions demand attention and develop-
ment.

II. REABONS FOR THE ENERGY CRISIS

But for the immediate future many
of these forms of energy are not yet
available to us. It is only too obvious
that the United States was pitifully un-
prepared for the energy crisis. Many
voices correctly foresaw the coming of
the crisis, but with remarkable consist-
ency the top policymakers failed to pay
enough attention to advocate and take
the painfully unpopular steps needed.
The energy crisis is a classic illustration
of the difficulty democratic governments
have in heading off a crisis before it
breaks.

In hindsight, at least, the reasons for
our shortage are easy to identify.

DEMAND

Burgeoning demand is far and away
the most important cause of the en-
ergy crisis. The explosive economic
growth in Western Europe, Japan, and
the United States has led to a dramatic
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increase in worldwide demand for en-
ergy. As other countries become more
prosperous, they are demanding, and
competing with the United States to
obtain fuel supplies.

The United States, with 6 percent of
the world’s population, is now consum-
ing 35 percent of the world’'s energy. We
consume twice as much energy per cap-
ita as the prosperous West Germans,
four times as much as the Japanese. We
are the world's largest consumer of oil,
natural gas, and coal. Our demand for
energy continues to increase at a rate
far in excess of population growth.

Furthermore, a major shift in the pat-
tern of energy use has occurred with de-
mand for cheap, clean, but scarce, na-
tural gas going up while relative demand
for abundant but dirty coal declines.

Low energy prices in the United States
have encouraged high levels of consump-
tion. We have been paying recently 35—
45 cents for a gallon of gas com-
pared with prices of between 75 cents
and $1 in Western Europe, and govern-
ment-regulated low prices for natural
gas has exploded demand for it.

GOVERNMENTAL ACTIONS

Bad governmental policy has contrib-
uted to the energy shortage, too. The Na-
tion has simply failed to manage its en-
ergy resources well.

Government has done little, until very
recently, to discourage high consump-
tion and waste, Research and develop-
ment were inadequate, poorly organized
and with insufficient cooperation between
government and industry.

Federal policies, by their lack of sta-
bility, thoroughness and long-term plan-
ning, have inhibited the power companies
from looking for greater resources. Oil
companies and utilities have been in con-
stant uncertainty over Federal policy.

For many years Federal policy includ-
ed oil import quotas, established at a
time when we produced more oil than we
were using domestically. The President
delayed much too long in lifting the quo-~
tas, even waiting long after his own
Commission advised him to do so. Phase
VI regulations, which set price ceilings
on fuels, may have encouraged the oil
companies to withhold production as a
means of pressuring the Government to
raise the ceilings. Oil companies com-
plain that the regulations holding prices
at unnaturally low levels have inhibited
further exploration, and that accumu-
lation of adequate capital to develop new
resources has been discouraged.

Another aspect of Government policy,
environmental regulation, has forced cut~
backs in polluting fuels, stymied efforts
to site powerplants, caused increased
fuel consumption—as with automobile
emission standards—postponed con-
struction of the Alaska pipeline, and dis-
couraged stripmining of coal.

As Americans increasingly realize the
crunch of the energy shortage, the search
for scapegoats intensifies and the en-
vironmental movement is a likely candi-
date. While the primary culprit is the
explosive growth in demand, not the ten-
tative success of the environmental
movement, it is nonetheless true that en-
vironmental controls have increased con-
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sumption of energy somewhat—that is,
automobile emission controls have re-
sulted in an average 10 percent loss in
fuel economy.

Even as the Nation squandered nearly
half of its energy by overheating, over-
cooling, and overlighting, the President
dragged his feet in developing tough con-
servation measures.

Moreover, the administration under-
estimated the repeated threats from the
Arab States to halt oil shipments unless
the United States changed its pro-Israeli
policy, and it also misjudged the severity
of the crunch that the lack of Arab oil
could have on the U.S. economy.

The energy shortage has also been due
to distribution difficulties. Last winter
some parts of the country suffered from
severe shortages while other parts had
all the fuel they needed.

OIL COMPANIES

The oil industry can share much of the
blame for the energy crisis. It refused
until recently to acknowledge a shortage,
claiming even in 1972 that crude oil
stocks were sufficient to meet demand
and over a period of years opposing ef-
forts to remove import quotas. The com-
panies now admit that they failed to ap-
preciate how rapidly the demand for oil
would grow. Even as late as 1968 the oil
companies thought that with Alaska, the
North Sea, Santa Barbara, and other
finds, their supply problems were over.

The allegation is often heard that the
major petroleum companies are creating
an artificial shortage by restricting out-
put in an effort to fatten profits. Critics
of the oil companies, citing profit in-
creases of up to 90 percent for this year
over 1972, have discounted industry
claims of a sgueeze by an international
cartel of oil-exporting countries and in-
sufficient economic incentives to explore
for more oil. They accuse the producers
of reducing supply and raising prices to
eliminate cutrate dealers,

Oil companies, while admitting that
their profits are much higher than they
were in 1972, attribute the increase to
a mild winter, which slowed business last
year, and inadequate profits in earlier
years for adequate investment and ex-
ploration.

Although there is little direct evidence
of abuses, we should not discount the
possibility that they may have occurred.
It is possible that short-term oil short-
ages may be partly artificial, and that
some companies have acted to exploit
the shortages, but, even so, these in-
stances should not be allowed to obscure
the fact that the long-term problem is
real and not contrived.

III. PROSPECTS FOR THE FUTURE
BHORT TERM

The immediate concern in the United
States centers around the short-term
availability of fuel supplies, from now
into the 1980’s. Little that we can do now
can possibly make any more fuel avail-
able for 3 to 5 years at the very least.
For now, the only way to make energy
supplies stretch farther is to consume
less.

On a nationwide basis, the recently
implemented mandatory allocation con-
trols will not make any more energy
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available, but, hopefully, will provide a
more even distribution of scarce re-
sources. If controls work, no one will be
totally without fuel, and neither will
anyone have unlimited access to energy.

No one can be sure how severe the
shortage will be. In November 1973, a
Library of Congress study summarized
the impact this way:

The shortage will be the most severe since
World War II and will affect every energy-
consuming phase of American life. At the
worst, some factories, schools and businesses
may have to close or limit operations, and
many personal activities may have to be
curtalled. Many homes may be cold and many
electric utilities may have to limit output
because of fuel restrictions. If the shortage
{8 as severe and protracted, serious strains
could develop in the U.S. economy.

We can expect to have enough heat
this winter only if:

American oil refineries continue to
operate at capacity, without major
breakdowns;

The winter is not unusually cold, either
here or in Western Europe; and

We are able to import enough oil fo
make up the difference between domestic
supply and demand. The Interior De-
partment figures that the country will
have to import 650,000 barrels of heating
oil a day to supply adequate heat, but
many fear that other nations will sell us
only 350,000 or less.

Our best hope is that an early settle-
ment on the Middle East will induce the
Arabs to increase their oil production
immediately and to resume sales to the
United States and Europe. Until this
situation changes, though, we will have
to look elsewhere for up to 20 percent of
our oil or, more likely, go without. There
is little the United States can do to in-
crease supply during the next 12 months,
Even a favorable Middle East settlement
and renewed imports of Arab oil would
not close the gap between present supply
and demand, although it would be much
eased within 6 weeks after the embargo
and production cutback ended.

LONG-TERM

There appears little relief in sight un-
til sometime in the 1980°s. It takes 3
vears to build a refinery, 5 years to create
a port, 5 years to develop an oil field, and
8 years for a nuclear plant. Development
of nonconventional fuels such as solar,
geothermal, and so forth, will take even
longer. .

If the Nation does embark on a na-
tional energy strategy, the long-run
prospects for self-sufficiency beyond
1980 seem excellent. As noted, several of
the energy sources are promising for the
long run. For most, the technology exists,
and it is simply a matter of time—and
large sums of money—before the difficul-
ties are worked out and the present tech-
nical complications overcome.

IV. ENERGY STRATEGY THUS FAR

Confusion and lack of direction have
characterized the early months of the
energy crisis. Until December 1973, there
was no centralization of energy policy
and no central source of information on
fuel supplies and cutlook. For months the
President, the Congress, over 50 Federal
regulatory agencies and the oil compa-
nies debated the crisis without apprecia-
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ble results. Governor Love’s Energy Pol-
icy Office, with a professional staff of
less than a dozen, failed to serve as a
focal point for policy. The President’s
creation of a Federal Energy Adminis-
tration has come far too late. It is still
too early to predict how the new agency
will function. However, its existence 1s an
encouraging sign that perhaps the Pres-
ident is finally beginning to realize the
magnitude of the crisis.
THE ADMINISTRATION

Notwithstanding this most recent ac-
tion, it remains true that the President
has simply failed to provide strong lead-
ership in alerting the Nation to the
energy crisis, or in planning and acting
to meef it. Often he has only thickened
the fog surrounding the energy problem.
So far this year he has delivered five
separate energy messages, each contain-
ing different proposals, some conflicting
with his previous proposals, and each
trying to correct the deficiencies of its
predecessor. He has called for halfway
measures, and demonstrated a lack of
commitment to tough conservation and
exploration of alternative energy
sources. Even his recent message seri-
ously underestimates the shortfall in oil.
Rather than the 2 or 3 million barrels
per day the President suggested, it may
be more like 6 million barrels each day.

The President’s mistakes are numer-
ous. He impounded millions of dollars for
energy research, maintained an oil im-
port control program foo long, refused
to implement the mandatory fuel alloca-
tion authority granted by Congress until
too late, failed to devise contingency
plans and to stockpile fuel reserves in
the face of the Middle East instability,
mishandled the price control program
forcing refiners to convert crude oil to
gasoline rather than heating oil, and
failed to inform the American people of
the gravity of the energy crisis.

The actions he calls for, though some
are desirable and necessary, are insuffi-
cient. His suggestion for the conversion
of industry to coal, for example, should
have been made months ago. For too long
he emphasized increasing fuel supplies,
when, in the short term, the only really
effective step was to curb rising demand.
Even in April of 1973, he denied the
existence of a crisis, refused to discuss
the foreign policy implications of the
energy shortage and decline fo increase
sharply energy research.

In view of his record, his repeated ef-
forts to blame the Congress for the en-
ergy crisis simply will not wash. Nor will
his attempt to deride the Congress for
failure to act on his energy program of
seven pieces of legislation. He thereby
overlooked the fact that the Alaska
pipeline bill is now law; one piece of
legislation—providing compensation for
the companies that had drilling leases
cancelled in the Santa Barbara Chan-
nel—was not an energy bill at all, and
the President has himself withdrawn
support for it; the proposal for a tax
credit to encourage exploration no
longer seems necessary, given the pres-
ent boom in exploration currently lim-
ited only by severe shortages in drilling
equipment; the proposal for deep water
ports is still under consideration, but with
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diminished urgency in view of the Arab
embargo and the goal of self-sufficiency.

Other proposals, one to simplify power
plantsite selection and another to set
new standards for strip mining, are mov-
ing slowly because of difficult environ-
mental and safety problems, and neither
offers great relief from the shortage. The
proposal to deregulate natural gas is the
only one that would help the country
this winter, and it raises many complex
questions of balancing industry and con-
sumer interests which simply cannot be
easily resolved in the Congress, even
though the case for deregulation gets
stronger as the price of oil rises.

In his November 1973, speeches, the
President finally began to acknowledge
the magnitude of the crisis. For the first
time, he urged Americans to start con-
serving fuel. The legislation he proposed
in that message has merit, particularly
the request for broad Presidential au-
thority to take emergency measures to
cut consumption and, if necessary, in-
stitute rationing.

The President is also right in wanting
to reorganize and streamline the Federal
agencies dealing with energy policy. In
December, Nixon established the Federal
Energy Administration to coordinate the
energy programs of Government agen-
cies. Earlier this year he proposed division
of responsibility for energy research and
development on the one hand, and licens-
ing and regulatory functions on the other,
between new agencies. Existing programs
would be split to fit the new organiza-
tional structure, with most functions
placed under the proposed Energy Re-
search and Development Administration.

CONGRESSIONAL ACTION

The congressional record of action on
the energy crisis has been decidedly un-
distinguished, and the Congress must
share the blame for the current energy
crisis with the Executive.

In some respects the Congress has been
ahead of the President. For instance, in
April the Congress gave him standby
authority to make mandatory fuel allo-
cations, but he did not use it until No-
vember. And many elements of the Presi-
dent’s program to deal with the energy
shortage have been proposed or forecast
by Members of Congress throughout 1973,
including the need for stepped up energy
research, the rejection of the oil import
quotas and the necessity of developing
a national energy strategy.

A few Members of Congress have been
urging action on energy legislation for
several years, but the legislative branch
began seriously to tackle the problem
only in the late part of 1973. Even now,
its performance is hampered by many
shortcomings, organizational and other-
wise:

Energy policy on Capitol Hill is frag-
mented, with no clear-cut lines of re-
sponsibility in the committees, and a pro-
liferation of energy-related bills emanat-
ing from many committees, without an
overall plan;

Congress is split over administration
reorganization proposals to meet the en-
ergy crisis; and

Even as shortages become more and
more acute, the Congress is unable to
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decide whether it wants to dampen de-
mand for gasoline by rationing, by taxa-
tion or deregulation.

The President's accusation that the
Congress has been inactive on energy
policy has some merit, but the Congress
has passed, held hearings, or is other-
wise acting on most of the energy legis-
lation proposed by Nixon, and has had
difficulties in keeping up with his fluc-
tuating views on fuel. As with all impor-
tant legislation, Congress needs strong
Presidential leadership in order to act
decisively.

The fact, then, is that there is plenty
of blame for both the President and the
Congress to share.

The roots of our energy difficulties ex-
tend deep, of course, and, although the
President and the Congress in power at
the time the difficulties erupt must take
most of the blame, it is probably true
that the Nation slid into the energy crisis
over a period of years, with many leaders
and groups contributing mistakes and
failing to act with foresight.

Late in 1973, the President and the
Congress responded to the energy crisis
with several important pieces of legis-
lation. The trans-Alaska oil pipeline was
approved, the President was required to
institute mandatory allocations of petro-
leum, a National Energy Emergency Act
granted the President extensive author-
ity to allocate supplies and reduce de-
mand, a major reorganization of the
Government’s energy research and de-
velopment functions was approved, and
all-year daylight saving time—exempt-
ing Indiana—was authorized. Other
energy legislation can be expected in
1974, including authorization for deep-
water ports and further increases in
funds for energy research.

We can take hope, then, that, with the
organizational changes, the conservation
measures already announced and under
consideration, and the spate of energy
legislation the Congress enacted in late
1973, we are beyond the takeoff stage,
always a difficult one in a democracy,
and on our way toward a coherent and
systematic approach to the energy crisis,
recognizing, of course, that many ob-
stacles still remain.

V. RECOMMENDATIONS

The overriding question, then, is what
steps should be taken to resolve the ener-
gy crisis. It seems to me several steps are
required, among them:

NATIONAL ENERGY STRATEGY

The most important step is to develop
a comprehenssive national energy strat-
egy. This strategy will require that we
limit our demand for energy, expand our
research, exploration, development and
production of energy, resolve the conflict-
ing demands of energy production and
environmental protection, and adjust
American foreign policy to the challenges
of the crisis.

Energy policy in this country should
aim at an adeqate supply at reasonable
prices without unacceptable abuse to the
environment and without dependence
upon foreign sources. Such a target must
be approached with appropriate regard
for costs and for the environment. Devel-
opment of U.S. energy sources, for ex-
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ample, could be very expensive in the
short term as compared with some reli-
ance on imports, and the production of
energy without heed to envircnmental
damage could be disastrous.

A national energy policy should set
forth steps the Nation could take in the
immediate short and long term as sug-
gested, for example, in this chart pre-
pared by the Energy Subcommittee of
the House Science and Astronautics
Committee:

NUMBER OF YEARS REQUIRED TO DEVELOP

ENERGY SOURCES
0—1 YEAR

Energy Conservatlon: voluntary, encour-
aged and mandatory.

Ratloning of all finished petroleum prod-
ucts.

Use Naval Petroleum Reserves.

Convert to Daylight Savings Time.

Insulate homes.

1—-5 YEARS

Revitallze the coal mining industry.

Improve transportation facilities for coal.

Convert central power stations to coal.

Modify air quality standards to allow use
of coal with best-avallable sulfur removal
technology.

Enact Strip mining legislation.

Provide Incentives for small cars.

Improve and use more mass transit.

Complete the Alaska pipeline.

Provide incentives for new drilling pro-
grams for gas and oil.

Build new oil refinerles.

Develop & coordinated energy planning
and management authority.

5-20 YEARS

Develop solar energy for heating and cool-
ing.

Develop geothermal energy.

Develop oll shale.

Enact legislation to facllitate power plant
siting and eliminate delay in construction.

Develop a nuclear breeder reactor.

Enlarge Uranium Enrichment Programs.

Gasify and liquefy coal.

MORE THAN 20 YEARS

Develop nuclear fusion.

Develop solar farms to make electricity.

Develop satellite solar energy.

Develop a hydrogen energy economy.

We need a national commitment, with
strong leadership from Congress and the
President, to develop and follow a com-
prehensive energy strategy. The public
must be educated to recognize the di-
mensions of the problem ard to partici-
pate in finding solutions. No matter how
expensive the national energy search
may prove to be in the short run, it is
preferable by far to the alternative—the
prospect of increasingly scarce, expen-
sive, and dirty fuels coupled with the
flexibility in international affairs would
accompany dependence on foreign
sources.

CONSERVATION

Any national energy strategy must
create a political and economic environ-
ment that will encourage energy con-
servation. It is important that Govern-
ment officials, and the Federal Govern-
ment itself, lead by example in reducing
wasteful practices. If each of us becomes
energy-conscious, we can substantially
reduce our consumption of energy.

These energy-saving suggestions may
be helpful:

Before buying any new applicance, be
sure it is really needed;

Stop using unnecessary gadgets:
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Turn off lights and appliances when
not in use;

Shop for energy-saving appliances. For
example, regular refrigerators—which
use 40 percent less power than the frost-
free variety—and black and white TV
sets—which use 30 percent less voltage
than color sets.

Use fluorescent lights instead of regu-
lar lightbulbs;

Wash clothes in cold water and dishes
by hand;

Use recycled paper;

Use containers that can be recycled;

Eliminate unnecessary packaging;

Insulate buildings better;

Set thermostats lower;

Keep cars tuned properly;

Use car pools;

Drive smaller cars;

Igrive more slowly and less frequently;
an

Use mass transit.

GOVERENMENT ORGANIZATION

The creation of the Federal Energy
Administration in December 1973, is an
encouraging step. It must be given the
authority to implement a national
energy policy, oversee energy research,
development and demonstration, gather
and assess all information, direct the
energy conservation program, and
evaluate economic and environmental
factors in energy proposals.

The President’s plan to create a new
Federal agency to manage research and
development on energy should be ap-
proved in the Congress and is expected
to be. For the present, action is delayed
on his allied proposal to create a new
Department of Energy and Natural Re-
sources because there are tvo many con-
troversial issues, but such a reorganiza-
tion should be pursued.

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

As already suggested, a mnational
energy strategy should increase invest-
ment on a major scale in diversified re-
search and development of fossil fuels
and newer forms of energy. Price, lead
times, environmental abuse, availability
and other factors will have to be taken
into account in the range of choices of
energy sources. The proposal in the Con-
gress for a crash program of new invest-
ment in energy with $20 billion of Fed-
eral money over a 10-year period should
be enacted as a part of our overall energy
strategy for the future. This research
will not close the gap between demand
and supply today, but it is essential for
tomorrow.

It is also imperative that the Federal
Energy Administration develop more ac-
curate statistics on both the supply and
demand of energy resources. The begin-
ning of every solution is an accurate un-
derstanding of the problem and such
understanding can be based only on ac-
curate information. The lack of informa~-
tion makes difficult policy decisions
more difficult, and increases the risks
of bad decisions. There have been too
many uncertainties about how bad the
shortage will be and how much it would
be relieved by particular actions.

SPECIAL POLICY MEASURES

The problem for the Federal Govern-

ment in the face of a fuel shortage of
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growing but uncertain dimensions is to
make choices in devising a program
among alternatives that most Ameri-
cans will not like. The Government pro-
grams will likely develop in stages as the
gravity of the shortage becomes clearer.
One task of the Congress, already
achieved, was to pass legislation to help
us cope with shortages this winter. Key
bills are those concerning mandatory
allocation and special Presidential pow-
ers to order emergency curtailment of a
variety of energy-consuming activities.
The Congress was forced to arm the
President with broad powers to dictate
a national response to the shortage,
simply because the unwieldy Congress
cannot devise quickly an intricate pro-
gram of allocation and conservation.

The Government must also act to de-
velop reserves of fuel, such as the shale
reserves and oil in the outer continental
shelf and encourage greater exploration
and research.

No matter how vigorously pursued,
voluntary conservation probably will not
save enough fuel. If it does not, Federal
energy policy will have to consider other
laws to cut energy consumption. Most of
these proposals are matters of real con-
troversy and they raise questions with no
simple answers, but they are proposals
which such policy must confront.

No one wants rationing, but for the
first time since World War II, 110 mil-
lion American motorists may soon have
it. At this moment no final decision has
been made, and the President has said
he would turn to rationing only as a last
resort. He is seeking the least painful
way to achieve a 30-percent reduction in
gasoline consumption in early 1974. The
Congress has granted to the President
the authority to employ some kind of
end-use allocation. Several alternative
approaches to restrict consumption are
under consideration: first, a tax increase
of 3040 cents per gallon, coupled with a
possible tax writeoff for low-income
groups; second, an increase in the price
of oil to whatever level it takes to clear
the market; third, rationing, with either
a plan of nontransferable coupons as-
signed to motor vehicle owners on the
basis of their occupations, or a plan to
distribute transferable coupons to every
licensed driver, allowing a motorist to
sell his unnecessary coupons to others;
or fourth, any combination of these ap-
proaches.

In Washington rationing is coming to
be regarded as increasingly likely, es-
pecially since there are no signs of a let-
up in the Arab oil export embargo. No
system will be equitable and any system
will have disadvantages, but there is
simply no way to manage scarcity with
complete fairness.

William Simon, the head of the Fed-
eral Energy Administration, has stated
that no decision on rationing will be
made until January 1974, and even then
it would take another 2 months to draw
up plans, print coupons, and get the pro-
gram started.

New approaches to discourage con-
sumption should also be examined: For
example, a tax on automobiles with a
sharply rising tax rate according to
weight or gasoline consumption or tax
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incentives to owners of automobiles with
more efficient engines. The entire price
structure for consumption of natural gas
and electricity may have to be revised,
and instead of the price being lowered as
more energy is consumed, the price could
be raised to encourage conservation. Peak
load pricing, charging more for electric-
ity at peak use periods, should also be
considered. Advertising that promotes
energy use could be banned or disallowed
as a business deduction, building codes
could encourage buildings that use en-
ergy efficiently, and industry could be re-
quired to label fuel consumption on prod-
uets. Industry incentives to expand pro-
duction, including guarantees that con-
struction of refineries will not be inter-
rupted, and tax incentives can be given.

A difficult area of energy policy is to
balance the demand for energy with the
protection of the environment. For ex-
ample, Federal standards for auto emis-
sions help to clean the air, but reduce
gasoline consumption by about 10 per-
cent. Is conserving energy through re-
laxation of clean air standards more im-
portant than clearer air? Single-minded
pursuit of either desirable goal—clean
air or fuel economy—will lead us astray,
and the task of Government policy is
strike an appropriate balance. Any
changes should be made in ways that will
minimize potential adverse effects on ef-
forts to clean up the environment. Per-
haps the best approach is that environ-
mental regulations should be relaxed on
a “temporary, case-by-case basis,” as the
President suggested, and not by sweeping
suspensions of environmental standards.

A growing concern for Government
policymakers is that the spiraling energy
shortage will cause a serious slowing
down of the Nation's economy. Already
automobiles and airline industries have
announced employment layoffs. Eco-
nomic forecasts for 1974 are being revised
downward.

Chairman Stein of the President’s
Council of Economic Advisers says the
energy shortage could slow real growth
to only 1 percent and cause unemploy-
ment to increase from its present 4.7 per-
cent to nearly 6 percent. Economists are
quick to admit they are engaging in
much more guesswork than usual, but in
general the pre-Arab embargo forecasts
for 1974 of reduced but respectable eco-
nomic growth have been changed to near
zero growth or even a recession. Many
experts expect a first half of the year
recession, coupled with more inflation
and higher unemployment. A major aim
of the Nation’s energy policy must be to
insulate the productive sector of the
economy, as much as possible, from the
energy shortage, and to keep the econ-
omy operating as close to full employ-
ment as possible.

FOREIGN POLICY

A vital portion of a national energy
strategy, until we are self-sufficient, will
be foreign policy. Our energy consump-
tion and available domestic supply re-
quire that we import more energy from
abroad. We presently import about one-
third of our consumption of oil, and by
1980 we could be importing about 50 per-
cent of our total consumption. Only in
the long term can our foreign depend-

December 17, 1973

ence be reduced without sharp limits on
domestic demand. With the recognition
of U.S. dependence on foreign oil all sorts
of difficult foreign policy issues are
raised, including the impact of the Arab-
Israeli conflict, Soviet-United States re-
lations, the relationship of the United
States to the oil producing states, co-
operation among the oil consuming
states, and many others.
THE MIDDLE EAST

Our strategy toward the Middle East
must reflect our realization of a number
of important factors.

Close to 75 percent of the free world’s
proven oil reserves are in the Middle
East area. Saudi Arabia’s proven reserves
alone are almost 4 times those of the
United States.

With American production of both ofl
and natural gas declining, we will have
to import significant quantities of pe-
troleum products from the Persian Guif.
Like it or not, there is no other source
available.

The United States, wealthy and power-
ful as it is, finds itself in the uncomfort-
able position of being dependent upon
small, independent and potentially un-
stable states, which have the quantities
of oil our gargantuan appetite requires.
The annual cost of these oil imports in
1980 could be on order of $70 billion, some
of which may flow back to the United
States through the purchase of goods
and services, The prospects of huge addi-
tional cash outlays of this magnitude, at
a time when the United States already
has trade problems, raise potentially
serious economic and political problems.

Peace in the Middle East is vital to the
flow of oil to the United States. Though
we cannot forget our need for good rela-
tions with the rest of the world, the Per-
sian Gulf area will have to assume high
priority among our international con-
cerns. We will need excellent Presidential
leadership to ensure us a continual sup-
ply of Arab oil, at the same time we con-
tinue to demonstrate support for Israel.

Our policy toward the Middle East
should emphasize several features:

First, a peace settlement of the Arab-
Israeli conflict is an urgent national in-
terest. A thorny linkage exists between
our policy toward this conflict and our
access to Middle East oil, as President
Nixon has acknowledged. A quick, per-
manent settlement of the conflict may
not be likely, but some movement toward
a settlement may be possible, Peace
should not be imposed from the outside,
and can only be achieved by the Arabs
and Israelis themselves, but we must im-
press upon them our deep desire for
peace. The proposals for a time-related,
phased withdrawal peace plan and the
idea of big power guarantees of any
agreement need concerted attention.

Second. We must pay more attention
to the Arab world, learning more about
it, demonstrating a concern for its eco-
nomic development and acknowledging
its place in the international economy.
The oil rich Arab States can buy tech-
nical assistance and technology to help
them diversity and strengthen their econ-
omies. Effective economie, political and
security policies toward the Arab States
are our best guarantees that they will be
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willing to help us with our energy prob-
lem. Our present policy toward the
Persian Gulf has a strong military flavor,
emphasizing arms sales to Iran and
Saudi Arabia, but our policy should be
more comprehensive with equal emphasis
on economic and social development.

The United States, however, cannot
allow the Arab world to undermine its
political and economic independence,
and we must be prepared as a nation to
take whatever steps may be necessary to
keep the Arab world from bending our
interests.

These policies will allow us to remain
committed to Israel's survival, and her
deterrent strength. They will offer ac-
ceptable alternatives to the distasteful
choice between an adequate oil supply
or support of Israel.

Our foreign policy must also take into
consideration the U.S.S.R. and Canada,
countries with an important actual or
potential bearing on our fuel supplies. It
is important that the United States
diversify our sources of foreign supply.

T.5.5.R.

In the U.S.S.R. immense gas fields
have recently been discovered. Though
more expensive than domestic, regulated
gas, Soviet natural gas could eventually
become competitive if the price of gas is
allowed to rise in the United States. Of
potentially great significance in main-
taining our gas supply, therefore, is our
ability to continue détente with the
U.S.S.R. We must assure that we not rely
too heavily on the U.S.S.R., and that any
dependence is mutual and in pursuit of
détente.

CANADA

Canada has been our best source of
imported oil. Recently, fearing shortages
at home and anxious not to alienate the
Arabs, Canada has imposed export quotas
and a stiff tax on oil exports to the United
States. This marks a break in our nor-
mally friendly relations with our neigh-
bor, one which must be resolved without
delay. The United States and Canada
are economically and culturally inter-
dependent, and it is to our mutual ad-
vantage to negotiate resumption of this
important element in our national energy
strategy.

VENEZUELA

Although Venezuela is today our major
supplier of imported oil, its production
has peaked, and the political condition
in the country makes it unlikely that the
United States can count on it for a major
portion of its oil imports. Nevertheless,
a sympathetic understanding by the
United States of the Venezuelan desire
for a balanced economy would be help-
ful to the United States in assuring ac-
cess to a stable supply of oil.

OTHER COUNTRIES

Cooperation with the industrial na-
tions in research, emergency planning
and sharing should also be a part of our
national energy strategy. We have sud-
denly, surprisingly, become one of the
many oil-importing countries. We can
compete with others for fuel suppliers,
but we must also cooperate. We can work
with Western Europe and Japan to de-
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velop jointly new energy sources, to de-
velop mutual assistance programs, to
guard against short-term supply inter-
ruptions and to avoid destructive price
competition for fuels, and in efforts to
bring about negotiations which may lead
to peace or a reduction of tensions in
the Middle East.

CONCLUSION

As difficult as it may be for Americans
to comprehend, we are in an energy crisis.
Perhaps a situation as serious as this
was needed to jolt us out of our com-
placency and force us to act with resolve
to find ways of using the limitless energy
around us. We can do it, but eventual
self-sufficiency will require the coopera-
tion of all parts of society—government,
business and individual citizens.

Undoubtedly, Americans will find in-
convenience and some may experience
hardship in the energy shortage. But, the
shortage may not be all bad. Many of
our troubles today stem from our sur-
pluses, and the extravagant consumption
of many of us simply could not go on
forever in a finite world. For those of us,
maybe a little belt tightening will be
good, b50-mile-per-hour speed limits,
cooler rooms and staying home can have
some benefits, too. One writer put it this
way:

We need to cut down, slow up, stay home,
run around the block, eat wvegetable soup,
call up old friends, and read a book once in a
while. Americans have always been able to
handle austerity and even adversity. Pros-
perity’s what's been doing us in.

As important, then, as any single step
is for all of us to change some or our
basic attitudes. The energy shortage is
here to stay for several years. It is not
an isolated, passing event, and we had
best learn to live with it.

It is encouraging that, by decisive mar-
gins, the polls show that the American
people are prepared not only to go along
with the demands put upon them by the
President in the energy crisis, but they
are willing to go well beyond current
sacrifices if necessary.

Technology alone will not save us from
the energy crisis. It will help ease the
crunch, but the basic solution lies in
politics, not science—the politics of de-
veloping and implementing a national
energy strategy and in evolving relations
with the rest of the world that make for
peace, stability and international eco-
nomiec order.

A difficult era lies ahead. But that is
nothing new in the American experience,
and we should enter it not with panie,
but with confidence that by good sense
and determination, the American dream
can continue to be realized.

“0. J4.” SPELLS JOY FOR BUFFALO
AS GRID STAR SETS RECORD
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. DuLsk1) is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.
Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, there is
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.j'tg ‘Ijn.Bufra!o this day, and it is spelled

To those few who may not watch TV
football or see the sports pages, O. J.—
or, as Buffalonians know him: “The
Juice”"—is O. J. Simpson, the star ball-
carrier of the Buffalo Bills professional
football team.

The Buffalo Evening News today pro-
claimed O. J. as “Buffalo’s Man of the
Hour” and to that, I say: Amen.

0. J. carried the ball for the Bills 2,003
yards this season, demolishing the 1963
record of 1,863 yards set by Cleveland’s
Jim Brown.

Sunday’s game with the New York
Jets was the last game of the regular sea-
son for Buffalo. Going into the game, O. J.
had already amassed 1,803 yards and he
and his teammates were fired up to see
him break that record at the same time
hﬁo'pefully keeping Buffalo in the play-
offs.

Buffalo didn't make the playoffs, by
a whisker, but O. J. was roaring down the
field from the opening kickoff and never
stopped until the closing moments when
the new record was safely in the bag.

O. J. is not just another football play-
er. I have the privilege of knowing him
and of knowing what a humble, consid-
erate man he is. Too few know of this
genfleman’s concern for his fellow man.

Indeed, one New York City sportswriter
is quoted as saying in the dressing room
after Sunday’s game: “I'm more im-
pressed with O. J. Simpson as a man than
a player.”

The reason for this accolade is clear
when one knows how O. J. insisted on
meeting with the press after Sunday’s
game. He refused to face the press unless
every member of the Bills’ offensive unit
went with him.

This is the mark of a real man—a man
I am proud to know personally—and the
incident is so well told by sports writers
for our Buffalo newspapers that I include
their stories at this point in my remarks.
[From the Buffalo Courler-Express Dec. 17,

1973]
A TovcH oF CLass—O, J. Laups His “LiNe"
(By Warner Heassler)

New Yorx.—It was O. J. Simpson’'s great-
est moment.

No, not the records.

O. J.'s greatest moment came 40 minutes
after the final gun had sounded when,
flanked by six security guards, he was led into
a press room under Shea Stadlum to answer
questions from a crowd of reporters.

They were prepared for the Buffalo Bill's
record-breaking runner, many having serib-
bled down questions on note paper. They
were not prepared, however, for the kind of
entrance Simpson made.

As O, J. walked into the crowded room, he
was followed by 10 members of the Bills' of-
fensive unit. “He wouldn't go face the press
unless we went with him,” said one plaver.

“Gentlemen, I want you to meet my boys,"
sald O. J. after he settled into a chair facing
the microphones. “These cats did it for me
all year, and I'll be forever grateful to them
for their work.”

Before allowing any questions to be asked,
Bimpson introduced each member of the
starting lineup, including “my main man,”
guard Reggle McEenzle, and told the press
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how much each player contributed to his
record.

MEW YORK PRESS IMPRESSED

“I'm more impressed with O. J. Simpson
as a man than as a player,” sald one member
of the New York press.

“Yeah, you'd never see Joe Namath or Jim
Brown do something like that, sharing the
spotlight with his teammates,” echoed an-
other.

Simpson then went into an unprepared
opening statement which answered a lot of
questions before they were asked.

“Our game plan, as you could tell, was
to go after the record from the beginning,
get it out of the way, and then settle down
and concentrate on winning the game,” said
0. J.

“Getting the record meant a lot to me, per-
sonally. Just two years ago, I was as low as
I could be, so you will never realize just how
much this means to me.

“All season long, people talked about the
record, but I tried to keep it out of my mind
so I could concentrate on playing football.
I was able to do that pretty well until last
week, when the record drew very near.

“I knew I gained a lot of yards on that
first touchdown drive, but I didn’'t know how
close I was to the record until Fergy (quar-
terback Joe Ferguson) came over to me on
the sidelines and sald we needed just four
more yards.”

“I LOVE THESE GUYS"

Simpson then turned to face his offensive
teammates and talked about them.

“Every team has been playing us for the
run all season, but these guys have been
knocking them out. My name is going to go
into the record books, but it’s as much theirs
a4 it is mine. I love these guys.”

0. J. then turned back to the microphones
and talked about the team'’s future . , . and
his future with them.

“My only disappointment today comes
from us not making the playoffs, We lost
games this year we should have won, but
we're the youngest team in the league, and
we made mistakes you won't see us make
next year. The Super Bowl is our goal, and
this team’s getting there. I plan to play two
more years, but if we're close to the Super
Bowl, then I'll play longer. I think at this
stage of the season we're as good as any team
in the league.”

0. J.'s rushing record, the team rushing
record, and the 9-5 season had a positive
effect on the players’ outlook for next year.

NEW SPARK IN TEAM

“I told O. J. during the summer, ‘Let's
shoot for 2,000 yards and really set the world
on fire,” and we did,” sald McEenzie. “Right
is, we've done a hell of a lot, come a long
way, and we'll do even more next year.

“0. J. is always talking about his offensive
line, and you have to feel something speclal
for a man like that. I love him.”

Guard Joe DeLamielleure echoed those
thoughts, “Nobody can take away from us
what we did this year,” sald Joe D. “There’s
not much glory being an offensive lineman,
but here's a record, something we can iden-
tify with. We were counting yards on the
field today, keeping track. Everybody wanted
the record.”

Two lockers down, tackle Donnie Green was
immersed in higown thoughts,

“I'm thinking of next year right now," sald
Green. "I actually started thinking of next
year as the final minute ticked off the clock
today. There is so much we know we can do
next year.

“Everybody on this team knows this season
is nothing compared to what we can do in the
future. We know we're going to get better,
and we Just can't wait.”

Suddenly, it’s fun again being a Buffalo
BIll.
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[From the Buffalo Evening News, Dec. 17,
1973]
BimpsoN's FrIENDs SHARE His GLORY

New Yorx, Dec. 17—Frank Ramos, the
Jet's public relations director, had issued
387 press passes for the O, J, Simpson's ex-
travaganza and the media men stood in a
special room set up in Shea Stadium for
0. J. interview following Sunday’s game.

When Simpson entered the room he wasn't
alone.

“Gentlemen,” he sald as he.entered, “I'd
like you to meet some friends of mine.”

In nis wake walked the Bills' entire of-
fensive unit, even Bob Penchion, the extra
offensive tackle.

0. J. hadn't forgotten anyone.

“This is Joe Ferguson, our guarterback,”
he began. “He's a rookie and did he do a

b!”
jc"'Thia is Jim Braxton, who missed the first
half of the season due to an old problem,
a birth defect in his back. When he got back
in the lineup as our fullback he really opened
things up for me.”

On he went, introducing all of them to the
assembled reporters, insisting they share the
glory of the moment.

MY MAIN MAN, REG

“And, of course, this s my maln man, Reg
McEenzie,” he finished.

Milt Richman, the United Press Interna-
tional sports editor, said he had never seen
anything like it in 30 years covering sports.

“What makes it all the more amazing is
that he does it so naturally,” commented
Richman. “You know he genuinely enjoys
sharing this success with them.”

Ferguson disclosed that Simpson's record
progress was relayed down to the players
from the scouting booth in the press box by
assistant coaches Bob Shaw and Billy Atkins,

“We knew where he was,” sald Fergy.

Simpson reminded his interviewers that
just 2 years ago the Bills were the dregs of
the sport with a 1-13 won-lost record.

GLAD HE WAITED

“We couldn't have been lower,” he said. “I
wanted out. I wanted to play somewhere
else.”

‘““The person who kept me from going to
Ralph Wilson to ask to be traded was Jack
Horrigan, who isn't with us any more (Hor-
rigan, the Bills’ vice president for public re-
lations dled last June.)

“Jack was my man. He listened to my
troubles and my complaints and soothed me.
He was a man you listened to. He told me
then that Lou Saban was probably coming to
Buffalo and that it would mean good times.
He told me just to be patient and wait.

“I'm glad I did.”

The team effort which O. J. was ac-
knowledging was captured by another
Buffalo sportswriter in this report of
what happened on the field:

[From the Buffalo Evening News, Dec. 17,
1973]

0. J., TEAMMATES SHARE ODYSSEY TO GRID
GLORY

(By Larry Felser)

New York, Dec. 17.—With approximately 7
minutes remaining in Sunday’s football game
between Buffalo and the New York Jets in
Shea Stadium, the Bills' quarterback, came
into the huddle with some interesting inior-
mation.

“I have some news which I think will fire
up you guys,” sald Ferguson. “Juice is only
60 yards away from 2000."

As soon as he made the announcement
that the “Juice,” O. J. Simpson. was within
reach of what was thought to be the unreach-
able In professional football, Ferguson said
he immediately saw a reaction.

“They just seemed to rise up off the
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ground,” he said. “Everyone started yelilng,
‘let’s get it." ™

Simpson dashed through the holes opened
by his big blockers 34 times for 200 yards,
reaching an all-time record for a professional
ball carrier, 2003 yards in a single season.

Jim Brown'’s old record fell only 17 plays—
4 minutes, 26 seconds into the game.

“It was a 27 play,” explained Ferguson. In
Bills' parlance that is the No. 2 back Simp-
son, through the No. T hole, left tackle.

“I take to the fullback (Jim Braxton) up
the middle. Reggie McKenzie (the left guard)
leads the way and the other guard, Joe De-
Lamielleure, pulls in front of him through
the hole,

0.J'S FAVORITE PLAY

*It's O. J.'s favorite play.”

It is basic and simple, but, as Joe Namath
says, “when Simpson gets the ball on any
play all hell breaks loose."”

The Jets even anticipated the play.

“I called a 5 under, and undershift,” said
Jet linebacker Ralph Baker, who dec!des
what defense the New Yorkers will use, “They
ran right into the strength of our defense.

“But they came here to get a record and
they got it.”

The play galned 6 yards, putting Simpson
at 1865 yards for the season, 2 more than the
record Brown, the great Cleveland power
runner, set in 1963.

Coach Lou Saban removed Simpson from
the game after he passed the 2000-mark. The
few thousand fans remaining in cold, dank
Shea Stadium gave him a standing ovation
and his teammates on the fleld hugged him
and slapped him on the back.

As he ran toward the bench the other Bills
ran out to meet him, defensive end Earl Ed-
wards leading the way. They hoisted him
atop their shoulders and carried him to the
bench.

When he got down on the ground he ran
over and embraced the team's offensive line
coach Jim Ringo, the man who told him last
September—after the Bills had lost all their
exhibition games—“stay on your feet and
we'll get you 1800."

When the fans started pouring out on the
field to mob him in congratulations, he got
& police escort to the dressing room with al-
most 3 minutes remaining in the game.

When the contest ended and the rest of the
Bills reached the dressing room, Simpson
stood at the door to greet each man, fre-
quently wiping away tears.

“These are the cats who did it,” he said.
“They worked for it all year.”

Over In the corner of the dressing room
Donnie Green, the huge offensive tackle,
smiled and said, “I can hardly wait for next
season to get here."

O.J. saw to it that his great offensive
teammates received full credit for their
job in helping him achieve national
fame. Credit, too, must go to Coach Lou
Saban for patiently and skillfully build-
ing a winning combination around the
rushing star.

The following editorial considers these
broader aspects of this great day for
Buffalo:

[From the Buffalo Evening News, Dec. 17,
1973]

BUFFALO'S MAN OoF THE HOUR

Every generation produces one or two
superstar athletes whose exploits far out-
shine all others. O. J. Simpson is such an
athlete, and every Western New Yorker can
be proud that he was wearing a Buffalo uni-
form when he compiled the incredible yard-
age that carried him into pro football im-
mortality. That the crowning moment oc-
curred at New York's Shea Stadium, in the
process of humbling Buffalo's special rivals,
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the New York Jets, only added to the sense
of exhilaration,

Almost as memorable as O. J.'s climactic
achievement on the field Sunday was the
way he shared the spotlight with his team-
mates. Bringing the entire offensive unit
with him to meet the press after the game,
he introduced each of the 10 other players
personally and identified them as “the cats
who did the job all year.” It was, indeed, a
well-deserved tribute to an outstanding
team effort that set a league rushing record
for the Bills, and it reflected a spirit that
should help this still-young team in its ef-
forts to cap this year's fine over-all record
with a shot at the Superbowl next year.

Much credit must obviously go, too, to
Coach Lou Saban, who patiently and skill-
fully built a team offensive around the re-
markably talented O. J., as well as to Ralph
C. Wilson Jr., owner of the Bills and the man
with ultimate responsibility for their up and
downs.

Most of all, however, it is an occasion to
pay special recognition to a brilliant athlete,
one who combines natural gifts with that
great concentration and dedication that is
the mark of every true champion. It is equal-
1y a moment of satisfaction for Buffalo and
Erle County, which have invested both emo-
tion and tax dollars in supporting major-
league football here—in large part as a
means of advertising this region and build-
ing up its image for economic and civic de-
velopment. The national spotlight trained
all this year on the exploits of O. J. and the
Buffalo Bills can’'t help but bring enhanced
prestige and promotion for the entire Buf-
falo community.

As a well-known entertainer would say
it: “How sweet it is.”

The Buffalo Bills were in the doldrums
in 1969, so much so that they had first
draft choice. Their pick, naturally, was
0. J. Simpson, the phenomenal star of

the University of Southern California
team who had won the coveted Heisman
trophy.

The pickings were lean for a couple
of years for O. J. in pro football. Indeed,
he despaired and was ready to leave the
team, except for the wise counsel of one
of Buffalo’s finest citizens, Jack Horri-
gan, former sportswriter who became
vice president of the Bills, Sadly, Jack
did not live to see O. J. reach the pinnacle
Jack was sure he would achieve. Jack
died last June after a hard-fought bout
with cancer.

Another who counseled O. J. during his
lean years in Buffalo was his former
coach at USC, John McKay, who retains
highest respect for O. J. as a “human
being.” Following is a recent interview
with McKay:

[From the Buffalo Courler-Express, Dec. 17,
1973]
Juice Misusep ForR 3 YEARs—McEAY
(By Warner Hessler)

O. J. Simpson was misused, and possibly
almost ruined, during his first three profes-
sional football years with the Buffalo Bills,
says his college coach, John McEay of the
University of Southern California.

“I have never been associated with, or
seen, & player who could dominate a football
game &s much as O. J. could,” said McEKay
last week. “O. J. can chart the course of al-
most any game he plays in, If you get the ball
to him often enough."

According to McEay, the Bills' reluctance
to get the ball to Simpson often enough led
to what O. J. calls his “three lost years.”

RAUCH, MCEAY DISAGREE

John Rauch, who coached Simpson his first
two years in Buffalo before resigning before
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the 1971 season, didn't believe any player, not
even O, J., could dominate his offense. “Hav~
ing one player carry the load is not my style,”
Rauch once said. “I couldn’t build my offense
around one player, no matter how good he
was. O. J. can be a good pass receiver, and I
expect him to block also.”

McKay totally disagrees with this philos-
ophy when he talks about Simpson.

SOUGHT MCHEAY'S ADVICE

“We happen to think of O. J. as a home-
run hitter.” sald McKay, “and you don’t tell
& home-run hitter to bunt. We gave the ball
to him every chance we got, knowing that
sooner or later he would get the home run.
It pald off for both him and us.”

McEay said O. J. came to him for advice
occasionally during the lean years in Buffalo.

“It was clear to me that he was playing for
a coach who didn't understand the running
game, and wasn't aware that he had the
greatest threat in football,” McEay added.
“I told O. J. not to let the situation get him
down, that things would change for the
better.

“When I found out that Lou Saban was
going to coach Buffalo last year, I told Simp-
son that was a guy who understands what
made up a sound running game, and that
with Saban there was no way he could fail
to make it big."”

It didn’t take O. J. long to realize his col-
lege coach was right.

INSPIRED BY SABAN

“Lou Saban has Inspired me,” sald Bimp-
son shortly after his first meeting with the
new coach last year in pre-season. “He's
tough, but he's fair, and there seemed to
be a reason for every play he gave us.”

McEKay's office is cluttered with pictures of
0. J. from the 1967-68 glory years at South-
ern Cal, and McEay admits he will never
forget “'O. J. the football player.”

McKay also will never forget “O. J. the
human being.”

“I have never been around a man I ad-
mired more,” McEay remembers. “He was a
warm person, the most popular man on cam-
pus, and he went out of his way to make
friends.

“He wasn't noisy, although God knows he
had every right to be loud, boastful and a 1it-
tle above everybody else. I think so much of
0. J. that if he called me right now and said
he wanted to talk to me in Buffalo, I'd take
the next plane.”

ARE WE FORGETTING THE MIA'S?

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, as the
Christian world prepares to celebrate
the Christmas season and as another
year draws to a close, the families of the
almost 1,200 men listed as missing in
action in Vietnam face still another sea-
son of wondering about the fate of their
loved ones.

Today, almost 11 months since the
peace accord was signed, those who con-
trol Communist destinies in Southeast
Asia have done little to aid in the search
for those men or ease the minds of their
families. In many cases they refuse to
allow our teams to look for bodies. They
have offered us no further help in ac-
counting for the MIA’s who seemingly
have been swallowed up in the after-
math of the fighting.

It is obvious that the Communist
leaders in their callous disregard for
humane considerations have no inten-
tion of honoring the peace accord which
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called for a full accounting of prisoners
and missing in action.

Why is it that we hear no voices raised
in the Congress in behalf of these unfor-
tunate individuals? Is there no longer
concern about what has happened to so
many of our people and to their families?
Are we willing to let the MIA issue and
the hopes of MIA families slowly die on
the vine?

I do not want to see the memory of
these unfortunate individuals and the
hopes of their families relegated to dust-
covered files and hidden from the con-
sciousness of a country which owes so
much to those who are missing.

I am one of those who would like to
see sufficient pressure brought to bear to
insure full disclosure from the Com-
munists about American MIA’s and free-
dom to search without restrictions in
any areas where it is felt MIA’s might
have disappeared. Yet there is little like-
lihood that this can be accomplished. The
Communists ignored diplomatic efforts.
The Congress has stripped the President
of any power he may have had to deal
with problems in Indochina by taking
from him the authority to use the mili-
tary forces in America’s interests.

Needless to say, the United States must
continue to express in the strongest
terms its determination that these
men be accounted for when they are ne-
gotiating with Communists, for there
should be continued insistence on in-
formation and help on the MIA ques-
tion, and we Congressmen have not lost
our voice. We should continue to speak
up at every opportunity until the Com-
munist world realizes that the American
people will refuse to have this subject
relegated to oblivion.

THE ARMED SERVICES NEED MORE
NOT FEWER RESERVISTS

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I have been
reading disturbing reports in various
quasi-official military publications, put
out by service-oriented organizations,
which are deeply concerned with the
defense posture of this great Nation of
ours. I speak particularly of the Na-
tional Guardsman and the Officer which
are the official publications of the Na-
tional Guard and Reserve Officers As-
sociations respectively. Also, the Army
Times has recently carried similar stor-
ies noting that, in the near future, dras-
tic personnel cuts in the Department of
Defense will include reductions in th:
Army National Guard and Army Re-
serve. It is absolutely incredible to me
that at a time when everybody from
our Commander in Chief on down
through the Defense Establishment has
rationalized deep cuts in our Active
Forces that people within the Pentagon
would even consider a decrease in the
Army Reserve components. In various
public statements and in advancing the
total force concept, it has been repeat-
edly emphasized that the Reserve forces
are to have increasing responsibility for
national security. It should be clear to us
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all, therefore, that DOD and the mili-
tary forces should be building up the
strength of the Reserve in manpower
and weaponry.

At a time when the Active Army’s
strength is the lowest since the start of
the Korean confiict in 1950, to reduce the
strength of the Army National Guard
and Army Reserve is sheer folly. We not
only are imperiling our national secu-
rity, but we are seriously weakening the
hands of our statesmen at the bargain-
ing table. Let me quote from an editorial
by Major General McMillan, the presi-
dent of the National Guard Association,
in a recent issue of the Guardsman:

We believe most earnestly that such re-
ductions will exzpose the Natlon to unac-
ceptable risks . . .

Leading officials in the Pentagon have told
us on several occasions that, with such large
slices being taken from the Active Forces,
it was imperative that the Guard and Re-
serve be maintained at high strength and
readiness levels. I feel certain that those
statements reflected their best military
judgment. It seems inescapable, therefcre,
that the Reserve Forces reductions now be-
ing studied reflect political and economie
pressures, more than sober military assess-
ments.

Additional cuts in the Active Military
Forces will subject this Country to risks
that prudent men should not be willing to
accept. If cuts also are imposed on the Guard
and Reserve, we put the Nation in even
greater peril. . ..

There is a limit below which further re-
ductions represent wishful thinking and fool-
hardiness rather than a reasoned assess-
ment of our National security needs.

Now from Reserve Officers Association
magazine, the Officer:

‘We take seriously the statement attributed
to the Chief of Staff of the Army several
months ago, who said that any members
of his staff who did not fully support the
Reserves would find themselves in another
assignment. At the same time, we recognize
that the cross-current of the competitive
forces at large in the Pentagon do indeed
damage the cause of the Reserves, and that 1t
is unlikely that the Total Force Concept will
be manifest in precisely the same application
of standards to the Reserves and the Active
Forces.

In an Administration which is as open as
the current one, the degree of secrecy sur-
rounding the daily conferences and the plan-
ning in the military Services has greatly
diminished. It is no great feat to determine
what the Active Force leaders had in store
for their services, including the Regulars and
Reserves, and thus there is no great sense of
accomplishment in being able to report the
reversal of the traditional oft-stated policy
in the nation's military establishment:

The nation shall maintain a relatively
small professional active force, but it shall
be supported by a substantially larger Re-
serve force; and that as the Regular force is
reduced in size, the Reserve forces, taking
advantage of the availability of additional
trained and ezperienced men and women,
shall be proportionately enlarged.

The new policy being advanced and sought
to be established as permanent policy by
the military forces is that under the Total
Force Concept equality of treatment means
that when the Regular forces are reduced the
Reserve forces will see aplied a same per-
centum reduction. =

I am afraid we are creating another
“Paper Tiger.” I would hope that key
defense officials are not again giving
“lipservice” to the Reserves. Shades of
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post-World War I, post-World War II,
and post-Korea. During the fiscal year
1974 budget hearings before the Senate,
posture statements were made by top
defense personnel. The Secretary of De-
fense stated:

Programs to modernize Guard and Re-
serve forces and Iimprove their readiness
will be continued in FY 1974. . .. These units
are essential to our total force concept which
places increased emphasis on the Guard and

Reserve forces as the size of our active forces
declines.

Admiral Moorer,
stated:

While the US does not plan to compete
with the USSR and PRC in number of mili-
tary personnel, US ground forces, both active
and reserve, must be equipped with modern
weapons and maintained at a high state of
combat effectiveness so that they can be
moved overseas in a relatively short period of
time. Moreover, because of the decreasing
size of our active ground forces, we will have
to rely even more than in the past on our
Reserve forces, particularly the organized Re-
serves. Accordingly, we must improve Re-
serve force readiness by ensuring that the
Reserve units are properly manned, equipped,
and trained. This will not only require more
funds, but also Congressional approval of the
new Reserve personnel legisiative proposals
reflected In President Nixon's FY 1974
Budget.

Speaking about recruiting, the Secre-
tary of the Army said:

Our aim in recruiting is to have enough
full-time trained recruiters in the Reserve
Components to get both the quality and
quantity of people needed to man units at
authorized strength, although we continue to
rely heavily on the units themselves to re-
cruit in their own locale. However, to date
our recruiting efforts have not produced the
required numbers. More is needed. Proposed
legislation to provide economic incentives
such as enlistment/reenlistment bonuses,
Educational Benefits, and Servicemen’s Group
Life Insurance are considered high priority
items that are strongly supported by the
Army. I hope that such legislation will be
enacted soon. It will help.

General Abrams, Army Chief of Staff,
stated, before the same committee in
March of this year:

Turning now to the Reserve Components,
I can report that these vital elements of our
military power are well aware of their essen-
tial mission, and they are making every ef-
fort to meet the stated goals. However, as is
the case in the Active Army, recruiting and
retention of personnel pose a major challenge
for the future. The Army National Guard is
approximately 12,800 people short, while the
Army Reserve is short close to 26,700 of its
mandated strength. Our on-going recruiting
efforts have produced encouraging upward
trends, and the hire of Guard and Reserve re-
cruiter technicians should result in even bet-
ter progress. However, your help is needed to
provide visible incentives such as bonuses
and insurance. Such Incentives are essential
if we are to maintain the required strength
of the Reserve Components in an all-volun-
teer environment.

In response to a letter from our distin-
guished colleague. O. C, Fisher, the pres-
ent Secretary of Defense, Mr. Schlesin-
ger, said in part:

I shall also expect, in addition to those
designated as having a Reserve responsibility,
that all members of my staff and the mili-
tary departments will actively contribute to
the development of Reserve Forces capable

JSC chairman,

December 17, 1973

of being the Initial and primary augmenta-
tion of the Active Forces in wartime.

This response was dated August 23 of
this year.

How can responsible people forget so
quickly or are they all talking with
tongues in their collective cheeks? Or
are they talking with forked tongue?

As I stated earlier a buildup of Reserve
Forces would appear to be critically
needed. Although in the spring Army of-
ficials were asking for immediate action
on a bonus for enlistment and reenlist-
ment, DOD took the view, and it was
stated in public hearing in the Senate
only last week, that due to improvements
in the situation they would not ask for
any substantial new incentives for the
Reserve components at this time. It is
true there are some strength improve-
ments but a look at the record shows how
few new enlistments are coming into the
system, and the record clearly indicates
that such legislation is needed now. Al-
though prior service people are welcome
you cannot run an Army with all chiefs
and no Indians. New blood is required to
achieve the proper balance. I strongly
urge that we ask the Secretary of De-
fense to have the Reserve component
chiefs from all the services to appear be-
fore the House Armed Services Commit-
tee and state their requirements to at-
tain and maintain their strength goals.
Although nonprior service enlistments
are of paramount importance a reenlist-
ment bonus is also needed to increase re-
tention. It is also highly cost effective.

‘We keep hearing about the total forces.
It appears to me that the Reserve com-
ponents should share in the pluses that
the Active Army enjoys, not just the
minuses such as reduction in forece and
decreases in the budget.

Another question we should ask each
of the service departments is “Do they
have the proper balance in combat and
combat support type units?” Perhaps it
is time to add more combat units in the
Reserve components due to the extreme
cutback of the Active Forces.

I have often heard it stated that about
60 percent of the DOD budget costs are
attributable to personnel costs. In these
days of an extreme economy pinch, it is
clear to me that we can get far more for
our money with a larger Reserve. With
the last two pay raises, it costs approxi-
mately $10,000 to pay, clothe, and feed
an active force member for 1 year. Main-
taining an Army Reservist or Army
Guardsman over the same period is about
$2,000.

We have had clearly demonstrated,
just within the last few weeks, what a
viable, responsive, and motivated Re-
serve Force can accomplish in a critical
war where they are called upon to en-
gage in a fight for their homeland.

It seems to me that it is time to take
a good hard look at the Defense Depart-
ment and ascertain its priorities. My long
service with Government, dealing with
all aspects of defense questions, has
proven to me that the attainment of na-
tional security through military pre-
paredness is essential to all our other
goals. Without that we can come in sec-
ond best. Let us strive for a strong Re-
serve. Only by increasing our Reserve
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Forces can we have the bench strength
to augment the Active Establishment
should the necessity arise.

ON THE SUBJECT OF IMPEACHMENT

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, the most im-
portant matter before the House of Rep-
resentatives today is whether to impeach
the President. This issue has been the
subject of most of my mail in recent
weeks and the subject of passionate
debate whenever I meet with constitu-
ents. On December 9, I spoke at a well-
attended meeting of the New York Civil
Liberties Union. The topic was Richard
Nixon's impeachment. Similar meetings
are being called throughout the country
by local ACLU chapters to give those who
believe that President Nixon should be
impeached an opportunity to press their
views on their Congressmen.

I believe it is vital that we move deci-
sively to resolve this issue. The national
interest requires resolution. For this rea-
son I am today urging the Judiciary
Committee to reconvene immediately
after the New Year recess to commence
full-scale hearings on impeachment. I
am writing to each member of the Judi-
ciary Committee to express my strong
feelings and those of my constituents
that action must be taken immediately.
I shall urge the members of the Judiciary
Committee to hold hearings promptly
and to set a goal of reporting their find-
ings and recommendations to the full
House by February 28, 1974.

I am taking this action, because I be-
lieve there has been regrettable delay
in moving forward with the impeach-
ment process since October when more
than 100 of our colleagues, including my-
self, sponsored resolutions to initiate im-
peachment proceedings. However, I do
not believe—as do some—that impeach-
ment should be voted upon without a
prior hearing by the Judiciary Commit-
tee, in which evidence is presented under
oath and the President has the oppor-
tunity to defend himself,

There are several reasons why I be-
lieve such hearings to be essential. Im-
peachment of a President is an extra-
ordinary event. It must not be under-
taken recklessly. We must not let the
passions of the moment provoke an act
that may be regretted in history's more
demanding perspective. Our system has
always made a distinction between a frial
under conditions of due process and
“trial by the press.” Although the im-
peachment process is not a judicial trial,
it is a solemn determination by the Na-
tion’s legislature and must accord with
prevailing standards of civil liberties. An
ordinary eriminal facing serious charges
has the right under our system to grand
jury indictment and other pretrial safe-
guards. The President should not be
denied similar fundamental elements of
fair procedure.

Proper procedural safeguards are also
necessary to demonstrate to the public
and to the world that impeachment is
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not—and will not in the future become—
a tool of partisan politics. Impeachment
must never become a substitute for the
electoral process. As a Democrat who be-
lieves, on the basis of available informa-
tion, that President Nixon has com-
mitted impeachable acts, I nevertheless
believe deeply that he be accorded every
measure of due process which our sys-
tem extends to those accused of crimes—
and I shall base my vote on the evidence
presented to, and under the procedures
established by, the House of Represent-
atives.

It would be far better if the President
recognized the corrosion of confidence
and the inability of his administration
to govern effectively, if he recognized
the toll of each new revelation of abuse
on the public’s forbearance and confi-
dence in our Government, if he recog-
nized that the good of the country de-
mands his resignation. But the Congress
cannot sit back and wait for the Presi-
dent to resign. We have the constitu-
tional responsibility—as well as the au-
thority—to determine whether a Presi-
dent has committed high erimes and
misdemeanors and to remove him from
office if it is so determined. We cannot
avoid this responsibility, and the future
effectiveness of the Congress will be
colored by how we respond to this chal-
lenge. If we fail to deal with this question
promptly, with fair and effective pro-
cedures, and with dispassionate motives,
we shall have failed the Nation at a time
of peril and each of us shall have failed
in his or her responsibility to “uphold
and defend the Constitution.”

Our Nation’s history shows that the
tenor of national leadership affects the
moral tone of all segments of society.
‘While we cannot place full responsibility
on the Nixon administration for the
breakdown of moral fiber in this country,
the impact on the public of the unlaw-
ful and unethical activities of our Chief
Executive and those around him cannot
be underestimated. In the public con-
fusion and outrage that have followed
the revelations of the past year, an atti-
tude of callousness and cynicism has
emerged in our citizenry that will not
easily be removed. A “return to nor-
malcy" will not come overnight, but we
must begin to restore confidence and re-
spect—and, Mr. Speaker, leadership in
this effort should be made here in the
House of Representatives through the
impeachment process.

The confirmation of Gerarp Forp as
Vice President removes the concern of
some over who would succeed Richard
Nixon if he were to be impeached. Now
we must remove the unsettling uncer-
tainty of not knowing whether or not
Richard Nixon will serve out his term of
office. I, therefore, urge the Judiciary
Committee to act promptly on the ques-
tion of impeachment, and tfo present
its findings and recommendations to the
full House by February 28, 1974.

THE FAR LEFT AND THE FAR
RIGHT: REVERSE SIDES OF THE
SAME COIN

(Mr. EOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
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point in the REcorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Speaker, the calumnies
against the Jews on the part of those on
the far left and the far right grow more
strident every day. But, this comes as no
surprise to those who have always rec-
ognized that the far left and the far right
are reverse sides of the same coin.

The other day I read an article which
reported that the Soviet Union is stir-
ring up anti-Jewish feelings among its
public to distract their attention from
the monumental problems facing that
society. From time immemorial, rulers in
the Soviet Union and other countries
have attempted to make Jews the scape-
goat for their societies’ difficulties. The
Soviet Union seeks to camouflage its
anti-Semitism by using the euphemism
“Zionism” as the object of its criticism
and so now we have the official Soviet
press agency, Tass, asserting that there
is “deliberate anti-American and openly
subversive activity of the Zionist lobby”
in the United States. The statement of
Tass went on with even viler canards.
Now the Soviet Union's anti-Semitism
campaign has gained an ally in Father
Daniel Berrigan, S.J. Father Berrigan
recently addressed the Association of
Arab University Graduates and said the
following in describing Israel as “a crimi-
nal Jewish community” and a “night-
mare,” that manufactures human waste.
“The coinage of Israel is stamped with
the imperialist faces whose favor she has
courted; the creation of an elite of mil-
lionaires, generals, and entrepreneurs.”

These comments are reminiscent of
those of Father Charles Coughlin, whose
philosophy lay on the far right of the
ideological spectrum. Both have used
anti-Semitism to advance what they be-
lieve to be social justice. It is sad that
such detractors of human decency should
command such a large following of very
good people who in their desire to right
wrongs and improve social conditions,
listen only to selected rhetoric of these
leaders and fail to examine their basic
philosophies.

Just as it is absurd to give any eco-
nomic assistance to the Soviet Union
without demanding any changes in its
repressive policies against its own people,
it is absurd to award Father Daniel Ber-
rigan the Gandhi Peace Award for anti-
war activities. Those interested in justice
for all should look at the whole state and
the whole man before they make such
decisions.

FREEDOM FOR GREECE

Mr., MADDEN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, George
Anastaplo, professor, lecturer, author,
and former citizen of Greece, is a reec-
ognized leader of forces dedicated to win
freedom and self-government for his na-
tive homeland.

The following communication to the
editors of Greek publications is a factual
and brief recommendation for a prac-
tical solution which he recommends to
free the Greek people from tyranny:




42094

THE KARAMANLIS SOLUTION FOR GREECE
To the Editor:

The crisis which has toppled the bloody
Papadopoulos dictatorship in Athens can-
not be resolved, or even smothered, by re-
course to still another military strongman,
especially one with so much experience in
torture. This crisis is rooted in the incom-
petence and arrogance of colonels who can-
not be expected to handle intelligently the
complex social and economic problems of
Greece. Such usurpers cannot enlist the nec-
essary services and good will of the better
professionals, politiclans and military offi-
cers of that country for the great work of
reconciliation and austerity which Greece so
desperately needs.

The shortsighted role played by our gov-
ernment since the colonels first took over
in 1967 has already (and perhaps even per-
manently) compromised, in the eyes of the
resentful Greek people, our legitimate Iin-
terests in that country and hence in the
Middle East. Among our mistakes of the past
six years have been that of publicly backing
the wrong man in Greece. I have found, in
my visits at the State Departament and the
Pentagon during this period, that our lead-
ers have been remarkably unequipped to con-
slder serlously the long-range consequences
of the policies they were pursuing.

We should, before still another dictator
becomes consolidated in Athens, try to re-
deem somewhat our good name by using our
remaining influence in Greece and NATO to
help the Greek people recover control of their
own affairs, This can best be done, it seems
to me, by vigorously encouraging the colo-
nels to step aside for Constantine Karaman-
lis, the man whose prestige as a former con-
servative prime minister still recommends
him to the Greek people as the best way to
avoid the even bloodier crises which now
threaten their country.

Greece may be the only country in the
world today where the genuine popular al-
ternative to domestic tyranny is so moderate
and so experienced a politician as Mr. Kara-
manlis,. What more can the Greeks or the
United States hope for? Dare we or they risk
further deterioration in Greece and in Amer-
ican-Greek relations? Everyone should real-
ize by now that phony constitutions and
fake elections cannot work in Greece today.

GEORGE ANASTAPLO,
Lecturer in the Liberal Arts, The Uni-
versity of Chicago; Professor of Politi-
cal Science, Rosary College,

SENATOR HENRY JACKSON ON
ENERGY CRISIS

(Mr. MADDEN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, on last
Saturday evening, U.S. Senator HENRY
JacksoN was the guest speaker to a mass
meeting sponsored by the Young Demo-
crats of Lake County, Ind. This was the
largest gathering of Young Democrats in
the history of northwest Indiana. His
analysis of the deplorable economic situ-
ation of our Nation was factual and well
received by the No. 1 industrial region
in the United States—the Calumet dis-
trict of the Hoosier State.

In the Sunday edition of the Gary Post
Tribune, the newspaper’s bureau chief,
Guy Slaughter has ouflined the Sena-
tor’s analysis of our domestic and inter-
national problem.

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
article from the Gary, (Ind.) Post Trib-
une:
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SENATOR JACKSON: NEED CRASH RESEARCH TO
SoLve ENERGY CRISIS
(By Guy Slaughter)

MERRILLVILLE.—AN unannounced but obvi-
ously working candidate for the U.S. presi-
dency said here Saturday night America's en-
ergy crisis could be solved by a crash re-
search program coupled with able adminis-
tration and a quick exploitation of domestic
oil deposits.

U.S. Sen. Henry “Scoop” Jackson, D-Wash-
ington, speaking at a press conference pre-
ceding a Democratic fund-raising dinner
here, told what he would do to solve the en-
ergy crunch if he were president.

Tacking a 50-cent tax on each gallon of
gasoline won't help the oil shortage, Jack-
son salid.

Instead of cutting consumption, it would
merely bite into the wallet of the “little
fellow,” and add financial hardship to gaso-
line deficiencies, he said.

Sharing the news conference with U.S, Sen.
Vance Hartke of Indiana, Floyd Fithian of
Lafayette, a candidate for Democratic nomi-
nation as Indiana's 2nd District Congress-
man, and U.S. Rep. Ray Madden, D-Gary,
Jackson blamed the energy crunch on *“all
past administrations™ for a poliey of depend-
ency upon oil imports.

But the present administration, he said,
must carry the major share of the blame for
“Its fallure to foresee what was happening”
and for allowing “rising prices and rising
profits” in the oll industry to overshadow the
national welfare.

If he had won the presidency he tried for
in 1972 and were now in office, Sen, Jackson
told The Post-Tribune, his first acts would
be to:

Launch a crash research program to dis-
cover how to burn America’s abundant coal
and shale oil resources without polluting the
atmosphere with sulphur products, thus
utilizing vast untapped deposits of coal and
shale oil to produce “clean” energy for cen-
turies to come.

Push studies of solar energy and atomie
fission as sources of heat, light and power.

Tap naval reserve oil supplies that are
adequate to head off further declines in
energy materials,

Exploit untapped oil fields in Alaska and
off-shore areas whose productive capacity
could end the shortages.

Overhaul national policy to utilize foreign
oil supplies in the short run and end depend-
ency on those supplies in the long run.

He hopes to see Increased emphasis on
federal subsidy money plowed Into mass
transportation systems to help alleviate gas-
oline shortages, Sen. Jackson said,

And he called the energy shortage the
“biggest issue and the greatest problem™
facing the American public now and for a
decade or more to come.

“It could put milllons out of work with
its impact on steel, aluminum, copper and
allled industries,” he sald.

“The government must intervene in this
situation if we are to avold a serious eco-
nomie crisis,” Jackson said, adding that he
regards energy czar Willlam Simon as one
“Who will do everything he can to protect
jobs; I don't always agree with him, but I
respect him."”

Earlier, Sen. Hartke said one complicating
factor in the energy crisis 1s what he called
“hoarding,” which, he sald, he hopes to con-
trol through legislation.

His bill, Hartke saild, will call for volun-
teered inventories of all cil-products storage,
with those holding supplies that won't be
used up within 30 days ineligible to procure
more.

“Storage facilities throughout the country
are loaded with gas and oll,” he asserted.
“And nobody actually knows how much we
have in this nation.”
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Younc of Alaska (at the request
of Mr. RuoDES), on account of death in
family,

Mr. EsuLEMAN (at the request of Mr.
Ruopes), for today, on account of the
weather.

Mr. Moss. for the period December
20, from 3:30 p.m., through the period
December 31, 1973, on account of official
business.

Mr. Brasco (at the request of Mr.
O'Nemnr), for today, on actount of
weather conditions.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. THoNE) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. EscH, for 15 minutes, on December
18.

Mr. Kemp, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. AsHBROOK, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr, FisH, for 60 minutes, on December
18.

Mr. STeELE, for 15 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MezviNsky) and to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. MaTsurNaca, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. HaMILTON, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. GonNzaALEZ, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DuLskr, for 15 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. MappEN, and to include extraneous
matter:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. TrONE) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. Wyman in two instances.

Mr. Eemr in two instances.

Mr. Ste1GER of Wisconsin.

Mr. ASHEROOK in three instances.

Mr. Youne of Illinois in two instances.

Mr. DErRwWINSKI in three instances.

Mr. CorLrLins of Texas in three in-
stances.

Mr. Bray in three instances.

Mr. MatH1as of California.

Mr. M1LLER in six instances.

Mr. RousseLoT in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, Mezvinsky) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. KARTH in three instances.

Mr, RaNGEL in 10 instances.

Mr. Moss.

Mr. WOLFF.

Mr. Annunzio in six instances.

Mr. HeErsToskr in 10 instances.

Mr. RoE in three instances.

Mr. GonzALEZ in three instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. Nix.
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Mr. McCORMACK.

Mr. O'NEILL.

Mr. Dan DaANIEL in two instances.

Mr. MazzOLI.

Mr. Anprews of North Carolina.

Mr. PicxLE in 10 instances.

Mr. Brown of California in 10
instances.

Mr. HARRINGTON in three instances.

Mr. SYMINGTON.

SENATE BILLS AND A JOINT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

Bills and a joint resolution of the Sen-
ate of the following titles were taken
from the Speaker’s table and, under the
rule, referred as follows:

S. 1561. An act to provide that Mansfield
Lake, Indiana, shall be known as “Cecil M.
Harden Lake"”; to the Committee on Public
Works.

5. 2150. An act to amend Public Law §2-
181 (85 Stat. 583) relating to credit eligibility
for publie utility cooperatives serving pro-
ducers of food, fiber, and other agricultural
product; to the Committee of Agriculture.

8. 2176. An act to provide for a national
fuels and energy conservation policy, to es-
tablish an Office of Energy Conservation in
the Department of the Interior, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

8. 2509. An act to name structure S-5A of
the Central and Southern Florida Flood Con-
trol District, located in Palm Beach County,
Florida, as the “W. Turner Wallis Pumping
Station” in memory of the late W. Turner
Wallis, the first secretary-treasurer and chief
engineer for the Central and Southern Flor-
ida Flood Control District; to the Committee
on Public Works.

S. 2535. An act to deslgnate the Chartiers
Creek flood protection project in Allegheny
County, Pa., as the “James G. Fulton flood
protection project”; to the Committee on
Public Works.

S. 2795. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Treasury to change the alloy and
weight of the 1 cent plece; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

8. 2812, An act to authorize a formula for
the allocation of funds authorized for fiscal
year 1975 for sewage treatment construction
grants, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

S.J. Res. 159. Joint resolution to provide
for the designation of the last Bunday in
May of each year as “Walk a Mile for Your
Health” Day; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill and a joint reso-
lution of the Senate of the following
titles:

5. 1776. An act to amend the Federal Water
Control Act, as amended; and

5.J. Res. 180. A joint resolution relative to
the convening of the second session of the
93d Congress.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.3180. An act to amend title 39, United
States Code, to clarify the proper use of the
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franking privilege by Members of Congress,
and for other purposes.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on December 15, 1973,
present to the President, for his ap-
proval, bills of the House of the following
title:

H.R.3490. To amend section 40(b) of the
Bankruptey Act (11 U.S.C. 68(b)) to remove
the restriction on change of salary of full-
time referee; and

H.R. 11324, To provide for daylight saving
time on a year-round basis for a 2-year trial
period, and to require the Federal Commu-
nications Commission to permit certain day-
time broadcast stations to operate before
local sunrise.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MEZVINSKY. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock p.m.), the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Tuesday, De-
cember 18, 1973, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1635. A letter from the Deputy Director,
Office of Management and Budget, Executive
Office of the President, transmitting a report
that the appropriations to the General Serv-
ices Administration for “Public buildings
service, operating expenses,” “Repair and im-
provement of public buildings,” and “Na-
tional archives and records service” for fiscal
year 1974, have been apportioned on a basis
which indicates the necessity for supple-
mental estimates of appropriation, pursuant
to 31 U.8.C. 665; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

1636. A letter from the Executive Director,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting a report on the backlog of pending
applications and hearing cases in the Com-
mission as of October 31, 1973, pursuant to
section 5(e) of the Communications Act, as
amended; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

1637, A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Power Commission, transmitting a copy of
the publication entitled “Regulations to Gov-
ern the Preservation of Records of Natural
Gas Companies, January 1, 1872”; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

1638. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization BService, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting reports
concerning visa petitions approved according
certain beneficlaries third and sixth prefer-
ence classification, pursuant to section 204
(d) of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
as amended [8 U.S.C. 1154(d) ]; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

1639. A letter from the Chairman of the
Board of Governors, U.S. Postal BService,
transmitting the annual report of the Post~
master General for flscal year 1973; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

1640. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, Department of the Army, sub-
mitting a report on St. Joseph River Basin,
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Mich. and Ind.; to the Committee on Public
Works.
RECEIVED FrROM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
1641. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a list
of reports issued or released by the General
Accounting Office during November 1973,
pursuant to 31 U.8.C. 1174; to the Committee
on Government Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. MAHON: Committee of conference.
Conference report on H.R. 11576 (Rept. No.
93-736) . Ordered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ARENDS:

H.R. 11985. A bill to authorize the estab-
lishment of the Washington Square Natlonal
Historic Site in the State of Illinois, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HICES (for himself, Mr.
Anpasso, Mr, BapiLLo, Mr. BURGENER,
Mrs. CHIsHOLM, Mr. CLaY, Mrs. CoL~
LiNs of Illinois, Mr. CroNiw, Mr.
Dominick V. DanieLs, Mr. DENHOLM,
Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. EILBERG, Mr. HAR-
RINGTON, Mr. Hawrmws, Mr. HEL-
sTosKI, Mr, Legman, Mr. LiTTON,
Mr. LonG of Maryland, Mr. MAzzOLI,
Mr. MircHELL of Maryland, Mr.
MoagLEY, Mr. MurPHY of Illinois, Mr,
Poperr, Mr. RoBisoN of New York,
and Mr. RoE) :

H.R. 11986. A bill to amend the Civil Righta
Act of 1064 to make it an unlawful employ-
ment practice to discriminate against indi-
viduals who are physically handicapped be-
cause of such handicap; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. HICKS (for himself, Mr. RoN=
carro of New York, Mr. ROSENTEAL,
Mr. SARBANES, Mrs. ScHROEDER, Mr.
Stark, Mr. THONE, Mr. VANIK, Mr.
WinNw, Mr. Won Par, and Mr.
YATRON) :

H.R. 11987. A bill to amend the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 to make it an unlawful employ-
ment practice to discriminate against indi-
viduals who are physically handicapped be-
cause of such handicap; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. EARTH:

HR. 11988. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 with respect to the in-
clusion in gross income of, and the deduction
allowed for, certain moving expenses of mem-
bers of the Armed Forces; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (for himself,
Mr, MosHER, Mr. Davis of Georgia,
Mr. HecHLER of West Virginia, Mr.
BeLL, Mr. WYpLER, Mr. DownNinG, Mr.
Wmn, Mr. Foqua, Mr. FrEy, Mr.
SyMINGTON, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr,
HanwNa, Mr, EscH, Mr. FLowErs, Mr,
Camp, Mr. Roe, Mr. CoTTER, Mr.
Parr1s, Mr. McCorMACE, Mr. CRONIN,
Mr. BErGLaND, Mr. MarTIN of North
Carolina, Mr. Pickre, and Mr.
EETCHUM) @

HR. 11989. A bill to enhance the publie
health and safety by reducing the human
and material losses resulting from fires
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through better fire prevention and control,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Bcience and Astronautics.
By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (for himself,
Mr. MosHER, Mr. Davis of Georgia,
Mr., Cowrawn, Mr. Brown of Cali-
fornia, Mr. Mmurorp, Mr. THORNTON,
Mr. GUNTER, and Mr. STEELE) :

H.R. 11990. A bill to enhance the public
health and safety by reducing the human
and material losses resulting from fires
through better fire prevention and control,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Sclence and Astronautics.

By Mr. VAN DEERLIN:

HR. 11991. A bill to provide for disclosure

of certain information by certain persons
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making charitable solicitations by use of in-
strumentalities of interstate commerce; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

By Mr, HAYS:

H. Res. T48. Resolution authorizing pay-
ment for a limited period of 1974 and on the
same basis as In 1973 of certaln House com-
mittee expenses before adoption of appli-
cable 1874 commlittee expense resolutions;
to the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin:

H. Res. T49. Resolution to amend the Rules
of the House of Representatives regarding
reports of the Committee on Rules repeal-
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ing or amending any of the House rules; to
the Committee on Rules.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

375. By the SPEAKER: Petition of June S.
Johnson, Cleveland, Ohio, and others, rela-
tive to ilmpeachment of the President; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

376. Also, petitlon of Horace E. DeLisser,
Freeport, N.¥Y., relative to holding a joint
session at the closing of the current session
of Congress; to the Committee on Rules.

SENATE—Tuesday, December 18, 1973

The Senate met at 11 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro tem-
pore (Mr. EASTLAND).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Eternal Father, amid the pressures of
these busy days in this Chamber, in com-
mittee rooms and in offices, we pause to
pray that peace may come at last to the
land where first was heard the anthem
“Peace on earth, among men of good
will.” May the wise men prevail in the
councils of government. Transform sol-
diers’ guns into shepherds’ staffs. Lead
statesmen in obeisance to Him who is
born to the King of Kings and Lord of
Lords. Imprint in our lives the eternal
truth of Christmas, that love is stronger
than hate, right more confident than
wrong, good more durable than evil.

Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon-
day, December 17, 1973, be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider nomi-
nations on the Executive Calendar under
new reports.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
nominations on the Executive Calendar,
beginning with new reports, will be
stated.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Anthony E.
Rozman, of Michigan, to be U.S. marshal
for the eastern district of Michigan.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is consi-
dered and confirmed.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read sundry nominations
in the Department of State.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am
about to ask that these nominations be
considered en bloc, but before I do so, I
want to say a special word on behalf of
Mr. Francis E. Meloy, Jr., of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, who is to be our new
Ambassador to Guatemala.

I have known Mr. Meloy for many
years. In my opinion, he is one of the out-
standing members of the Foreign Service.
I am delighted that he is getting this as-
signment. He should be given considera-
tion for bigger things.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the nominations be considered
en bloc.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nominations are con-
sidered and confirmed en bloe.

WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Dr. S. Paul
Ehrlich, Jr., of Virginia, to be a rep-
resentative of the United States of Amer-
ica on the Executive Board of the World
Health Organization.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is consid-
ered and confirmed.

OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT
CORPORATION

The second assistant legislative elerk
read the nomination of David Gregg III,
of New York, to be Executive Vice Presi-
dent of the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
sidered and confirmed.

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE
SECRETARY'S DESK

The second assistant legisative clerk
proceeded to read sundry nominations in
the Diplomatic and Foreign Service, Air
Force, Army, Navy, and Marine Corps
ghs.té:h had been placed on the Secretary’s

esk.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-

out objection, the nominations are con-
sidered and confirmed en bloc.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President
be notified of the confirmation of these
nominations.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
sume the consideration of legislative
business.

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of legislative
business.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
may be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

POSTPONEMENT OF IMPLEMENTA-
TION OF THE HEADSTART FEE
SCHEDULE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a
message from the House on H.R. 11441,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate H.R. 11441, which was
read twice by title, as follows:

A bill (HR. 11441) an aet to postpone the

implementation of the Headstart fee sched-
ule.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I support
Senate adoption of H.R. 11441, a bill to
postpone the implementation of the
Headstart fee schedule until July 1,
1975.

This bill follows very closely S. 2700,
introduced on November 14 by Senator
MonpaLg, and which I cosponsored.
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