July 26, 1975

milk support prices; and by continuing to
import milk from other countries, competing
with his herd and driving down prices.

JacksoN. How do you feel, Clifford?

GreeNwoon. Not worth a damn. If you
really want to know, I could bawl.

Jackson. If you had it to do over again,
would you go back into the dairy business?

GreeNwoop. Never. Not on your life, my
life, or anybody elses. You work your life to
buy a herd of cows, then give 'em away. What
I'd ke to see is just everybody just quit
farming, then we’ll see what city folks think
about high priced feed—food—and where
they're gonna get it from.

JacksoN. Clifford Greenwood thinks he and
other dairymen have been taken for granted.
And now—by going out of business and not
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producing milk—he says he hopes to get
even. Mike Jackson, NBC News, Bertha, Min-
nesota.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, we can thank
a number of people for the plight that
farmers like Clifford Greenwood find
themselves in. We can thank the House
of Representatives for refusing by 20
votes to include in the farm bill passed
last March 20 the provision increasing
dairy support prices to 85 percent. But
most of all, we can thank Secretary Butz
for providing the misleading informa-
tion about the consumer cost of the dairy
section of the bill which many urban
Members of Congress mistakenly be-
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lieved when they voted to strike the dairy
section from the bill. And even more im-
portantly, we can thank the Secretary
and the President for their opposition to
dairy support increases in general and
their insistence upon vetoing even the
watered down farm bill sent to them by
Congress on May 1.

I hope this Government has sense
enough to change its position the next
time we have a farm bill before us. It
will not help Clifford Greenwoed but it
might help a lot of other people and in
the process it might also help to keep
the United States self-sufficient in dairy
products.

SENATE—Saturday, July 26,

The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by Hon. RICHARD STONE, a Senator
from the State of Florida.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

O God, our Father, ever near to all who
call upon Thee, teach us how to pray not
only in the reverent and solemn moment
of public ceremony, but while we work
and wait. May every day be a National
Day of Prayer in this Chamber.
Strengthen our weakness. Sharpen our
thinking. Quiet our fretting. Keep us
patient and kind amid little irritations,
and major confrontations. For extra
duties and prolonged sessions impart to
us added grace and strength. And may
we ever be guided by Him who is the
Light of the World. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. EASTLAND) .

The assistant legislative clerk read the
following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT FRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., July 26, 1975.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, I appoint Hon. RICHARD
STtoNE, a Senator from the State of Florida,
to perform the duties of the Chair during my

absence.
JameEs O. EASTLAND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. STONE thereupon took the chair
as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Journal of
the proceedings of Friday, July 25, 1975,
be approved.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN
MEASURES ON THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate turn to the con-
sideration of the certain measures on the
calendar beginning with Calendar No.
295 and concluding with Calendar No.
315.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. HANSEN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. President, is the distinguished
majority leader asking for approval on
everything between Calendar No. 295 and
315?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No, we have three
“overs.”

Mr. HANSEN. I have not even seen
them.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No, but I talked to
the assistant Republican leader, and they
have been cleared with everyone, all but
three. If the Senator has any objection, I
will be glad to withdraw consideration of
them all.

Mr. HANSEN. I was not trying to ob-
ject, Mr. President, I am simply trying to
find out what the bills are about. I under-
stood that there was a possibility we
might be taking up some of the energy
bills, and I have notf even read through
them.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No, these are out of
the Committee on Rules and they have
to do with financing committees.

Mr. HANSEN. I have no objection, Mr.
President.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON AERONAUTICS
AND SPACE SCIENCES

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 37) authorizing addi-
tional expenditures by the Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences for in-
quiries and investigations which had been
reported from the Committee on Rules
and Administration with amendments as
follows:

On page 1, in line 8, strike out "Febru-
ary 28, 1975 and insert “February 29, 1976".

On page 2, in line 15, strike out “Febru-
ary 28, 1976” and insert “February 29, 1976".

1975

On page 2, in line 18, strike out “commit-
tee” and insert *“committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salaries of employees pald at
an annual rate”,

The amendments were agreed to:

The resolution, as amended,
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That, in holding hearings, re-
porting such hearings, and making investi-
gatlons as authorized by sectlons 134(a)
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1948, as amended, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, the Committee on Aero-
nautical and Space Sciences, or any subcom-
mittee thereof, is authorized from March 1,
1975, through February 29, 1978, in its dis-
cretion (1) to make expenditures from the
contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ
personnel, and (3) with the prior consent of
the Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, to use on a reimbursable basis
the services of personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency.

BSec. 2. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution shall not exceed 857,000,
of which amount not to exceed $1,000 shall
be available for the procurement of the serv-
fces of individual consultants, or organiza-
tions thereof (as authorized by section 202
(1) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946, as amended).

Sec. 3. The committee shall report its find-
Ings, together with such recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable, to the
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than February 29, 1976.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be pald from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate upon vouchers ap-
proved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required
for the disbursement of salaries of employees
pald at an annual rate.

was

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICUL-
TURE AND FORESTRY

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (8. Res. 15) authorizing ad-
ditional expenditures by the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry for inquiries
and investigations, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Rules and
Administration with amendments as fol-

lows:
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On page 2, in line 6, strike out “$250,000”
and insert “$335,000".

On page 2, In line 17, strike out “commit~
tee” and insert “committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salaries of employees pald at
an annual rate”.

The amendments were agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was agreed
to, as follows:

Resolved, That, In holding hearings, re-
porting such hearings, and making investiga-
tions as authorized by sections 134(a) and
138 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946, as amended, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, or any subcom-
mittee thereof, Is authorized from March 1,
1976, through February 29, 1976, in its dis-
cretion (1) to make expenditures from the
contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to em-
ploy personnel, and (3) with the prior con-
sent of the Government department or
agency concerned and the Committee on
Rules and Administration, to use on a reim-
bursable basls the services of personnel of
any such department or agency.

Sec. 2. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution shall not exceed $335,000,
of which amount not to exceed $11,201 may
be expended for the procurement of the serv-
ices of individual consultants, or organiza-
tlons thereof (as authorized by section 202
(1) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946, as amended).

Sec. 3. The committee shall report its ind-
ings, together with such recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable, to the
Benate at the earllest practicable date, but
not later than February 29, 1976.

SEc. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be pald from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required for
the disbursement of salaries of employees
paid at an annual rate.

———— e

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED
SERVICES

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 87) authorizing ad-
ditional expenditures by the Committee
on Armed Services for inquiries and in-
vestigations, which had been reported
from the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration with amendments as fol-
lows:

On page 2, in line 17, strike out “$605,000”
and insert “$493,300",

On page 2, In line 23, strike out “8487,000"
and insert '$428,300".

On page 3, in line 23, strike out “$118,000"
and insert “'865,000".

On page 4, in line 10, strike out “$645,000”
and insert “$533,300".

The amendments were agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was agreed
to, as follows:

Resolved, That in holding hearings, report-
ing such hearings, and making Investigations
as authorized by sections 134(a) and 136 of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
as amended, in accordance with its jurisdic-
tion under rule XXV of the Standing Rules
of the Senate, the Committee on Armed
Services, or any subcommittee thereof, is
authorized from March 1, 1976, through Feb-
ruary 29, 1976, for the purposes stated and
within the limitatlons imposed by the fol-
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lowing sections, in its discretion (1) to make
expenditures from the contingent fund of
the Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-
ment department or agency concerned and
the Committee on Rules and Administration,
to use on a relmbursable basis the services
of personnel or any such department or
agency.

Sgc. 2. The Committee on Armed Bervices
is authorized from March 1, 1975, through
February 29, 1976, to expend not to exceed
$40,000 for the procurement of the services
of individual consultants, or organizations
thereof (as authorlzed by section 202(i) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 19486,
as amended).

Sec. 3. The Committee on Armed Services,
or any subcommittee thereof, is authorized
from March 1, 1975, through February 29,
1976, to expend not to exceed $493,300, to
examine, investigate, and make a complete
study of any and all matters pertaining to
each of the subjects set forth below in suc-
ceeding sections of this resolution, sald funds
to be allocated to the respective specific in-
quirles in accordance with such succeeding
sections of this resolution,

Bec. 4. Not to exceed $428,300 shall be
avallable for a general study or investigation
of—

(1) the common defense generally;

(2) the Department of Defense, the De-
partment of the Army, the Department of the
Navy, and the Department of the Air Force
generally;

(3) soldiers’ and sallors’ homes;

(4) pay, promotion, retirement, and other
benefits and privileges of members of the
Armed Forces;

(5) selective service;

(6) the size and composition of the Army,
Navy, and Air Force;

(7) forts, arsenals, military reservations,
and navy yards;

(8) ammunition depots;

(9) the maintenance and operation of the
Panama Canal; including the administra-
tion, sanitation, and government of the
Canal Zone;

(10) conservation, development, and use
of naval petroleum and oll shale reserves;

(11) strategic and critical materlials nec-
essary for the common defense; and

(12) aeronautical and space activities pe-
culiar to or primarily associated with the
development of weapons systems or military
operations.

Sec. 5. Not to exceed $65,000 shall be avail-
able for studies and Investigations pertain-
ing to military readiness and preparedness for
the common defense generally.

Sec. 6. The committee shall report its
findings, together with such recommenda-
tions for legislation as it deems advisable
with respect to each study or investigation
for which expenditure is authorized by this
resolution, to the Senate at the earliest prac-
ticable date, but not later than February 29,
1976.

Sec. 7. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution, which shall not exceed in
the aggregate $533,300, shall be paid from the
contingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee.

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON BANKING,
HOUSING AND URBAN AFFAIRS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 57) authorizing addi-
tional expenditures by the Committee
on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
for inquiries and investigations, which
had been reported from the Committee
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on Rules and Administration with
amendments as follows:

On page 2, In line 10, strike out “$890,000"
and insert “$762,200".

On page 2, in line 16, strike out “$415,000”
and insert *“$388,600”.

On page 3, in line 6, strike out “$145,000”

and insert “$140,200",
On page 3, beginning with line 12, strike
out:
SEc. 6. Not to exceed $90,000 shall be avail-
able for oversight activities pertaining to all
matters over which the committee has juris-
diction under rule XXV 1(e).

On page 8, in line 15, strike out “7" and
insert “6".

On page 3, in line 20, strike out “Febru-
ary 28, 1976" and insert “February 29, 1976".

On page 3, in line 21, strike out “8" and
insert 7",

On page 3, in line 23, strike out “commit-
tee” and insert “committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salaries of employees paid at
an annual rate”,

The amendments were agreed to.
amended, was

The resolution, as
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That, in holding hearings, re-
porting such hearings, and making investiga-
tions as authorized by sections 134(a) and
136 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946, as amended, in accordance with its
Jurisdiction under rule XXV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs, or any sub-
committee thereof, is authorized from March
1, 1975, through February 29, 1976, for the
purposes stated and within the limitations
imposed by the following sections, in Its
discretion (1) to make expenditures from the
contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ
personnel, and (3) with the prior consent
of the Government department or agency
concerned and the Committee on Rules and
Administration, to use on a reimbursable
basis the services of personnel of any such
department or agency.

Sec. 2. The Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing and Urban Affairs, or any subcommittee
thereof, is authorized from March 1, 1975,
through February 29, 1976, to expend not to
exceed $762,200 to examine, investigate, and
make a complete study of any and all mat-
ters pertaining to each of the subjects set
forth below in succeeding sections of this
resolution, sald funds to be allocated to the
respective specific inquiries in accordance
with such sueceeding sections of this resolu-
tion.

SEc. 3. Not to exceed $388,500 shall be avail-
able for a study or investigation of—

(1) banking and currency generally;

(2) financial aid to commerce and indus-
try;

(3) deposit insurance;

(4) the Federal Reserve System, including
monetary and credit policies;

(5) economic stabillzation,
and mobilization;

(6) wvaluation and revaluation of the
dollar;

(7) prices of commodities, rents, and serv-
ices;

(8) securities and exchange regulations;

(9) credit problems of small business: and

(10) international finance through agen-
cies within legislative jurisdiction of the
committee.

Sec. 4. Not to exceed $233,500 shall be
avallable for a study or investigation of pub-
lic and private housing and urban affairs
generally.

SeEc. 5. Not to exceed $140,200 shall be
available for an inquiry and investigation
pertaining to the securities industry.

Sec. 6. The committee shall report its find-

production,
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ings, together with such recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable with
respect to each study or Investigation for
which expenditure is authorized by this res-
olution, to the Senate at the earllest prac-
ticable date, but not later than February 29,
1978.

8ec. 7. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required
for the disbursement of salaries of employees
paid at an annual rate,

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 50) authorizing addi-
tional expenditures by the Committee on
the Budget for inquiries and investiga-
tions, which had been reported from the
Committee on Rules and Administration
with amendments as follows:

On page 2, in line 6, strike out “§1,892,000”
and insert $1,681,400".

On page 2, in line 7, strike out *“$133,600"
and insert “$108,500".

On page 2, in line 17, strike out “com-
mittee” and insert “committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salaries of employees pald at an
annual rate”.

The amendments were agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was agreed
to, as follows:

Resolved, That, in holding hearings, report-
ing such hearings, and making investigations
as authorized by sections 134(a) and 136 of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1948,
as amended, in accordance with its jurisdic-
tion under rule XXV of the Standing Rules
of the Senate, the Committee on the Budget,
or any subcommittee thereof, is authorized
from March 1, 1975, through February 29,
1976, in its discretion (1) to make expendi-
tures from the contingent fund of the SBenate,
(2) to employ personnel, and (3) with the
prior consent of the Government department
or agency concerned and the Committee on
Rules and Administration, to use on a reim-
bursable basis the services of personnel of
any such department or agency.

Sec. 2. The expenses of the committee
under this resolution shall not exceed $1,681,-
400, of which amount not to exceed $188,500
may be expended for the procurement of the
services of individual consultants, or orga-
nizations thereof (as authorized by section
202(1) of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946, as amended).

Sec. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with such recommendations for
legislation as it deems advisable, to the Sen-
ate at the earliest practicable date, but not
later than February 29, 1976.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required
for the disbursement of salaries of employees
paid at an annual rate.

RESOLUTION PASSED OVER

The resolution (S. Res. 63), authoriz-
ing additional expenditures by the Com-
mittee on Commerce for inquiries and
investigations, was announced as next
in order.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Over.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The resolution will be passed over.

STUDY OF CERTAIN FEDERAL
AGENCIES

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (8. Res. T1) authorizing a
study of the purpose and current effec-
tiveness of certain Federal agencies,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration with
amendments as follows:

On page 9, in line 4, strike out “chairmen
of the".

On page 9, in line 6, strike our “Commerce,
acting jointly with the ranking minority
members of both committees,” and insert
“Commerce”,

On page 9, in llne 8, strike out “July 1,
1976, to” and insert “February 29, 1976",

On page 9, In line 14, strike out "consent
to"” and insert “request".

On page 9, in line 14, strike out *“assign-
ment” and insert “transfer”.

On page 9, in line 22, strike out "July 1,
1976," and Insert “February 29, 1976,”.

On page 10, beginning with line 6, strike
out:

Sec. 6. For the purpose of this resolution,
the Committee on Commerce is authorized to
expend, from the contingent fund of the
Senate, from March 1, 1975, through Sep-
tember 1, 1976, not to exceed $375,000, upon
vouchers signed by the chairman of that
committee, with the approval of the ranking
minority member. For the purpose of this
resolution, the Committee on Government
Operations is authorized to expend, from
the contingent fund of the Senate, from
March 1, 1975, through September 1, 1976,
not to exceed $375,000, upon vouchers signed
by the chairman of that committee with the
approval of the ranking minority member.

And insert:

Sec. 5. (a) The expenses of the Commit-
tee on Government Operations under this
resolution shall not exceed £250,000, of which
amount not to exceed $166,700 may be ex-
pended for the procurement of the services
of individual consultants or organizations
thereof (as authorized by section 202(1) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1948,
as amended).

(b) Expenses of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations under this resolution
shall be pald from the contingent fund of
the Senate upon vouchers approved by the
chairman of the committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salarles of employees pald at
an annual rate.

Sec. 6. (a) The expenses of the Commit-
tee on Commerce under this resolution shall
not exceed $216,700, of which amount not to
exceed $208,000 may be expended for the pro-
curement of the services of individual con-
sultants or organizations thereof (as author-
ized by section 202(1) of the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1946, as amended).

(b) Expenses of the Committee on Com-
merce under this resolution shall be paid
from the contingent fund of the Senate upon
vouchers approved by the chairman of the
committee, except that vouchers shall not
be required for the disbursement of salaries
of employees pald at an annual rate.

The amendments were agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, with its
preamble, reads as follows:
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Whereas there are a large number of Fed-
eral and State agencles which regulate in
significant ways various aspects of the Na-
tion's economy;

Whereas the proliferation of such agencies
over a long period of time, and under a
variety of circumstances, has resulted in
overlapping regulatory jurisdictions, con-
flicting mandates, and procedures that have
affected the efficient operation of the Gov-
ernment and the economy,;

Whereas to consider certain reforms in
Federal and State regulatory policles and in
the operations and organization of the agen-
cies, a Senate committee study is Indicated
to review the effectiveness of the agencies
and consider any necessary legislation: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate Committee on
Government Operations and the Senate Com-~
mittee on Commerce are authorized under
sections 134(a) and 136 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, and
in accordance with their jurisdiction speci-
fled in rule XXV of the Standing Rules of
the Senate to conduct a cooperative study
of instrumentalities in the Federal and State
governments with substantial economic,
health, or safety regulatory authority, activ-
ities of which affect the growth or eficlency
of the economy, or the quality or safety of
goods or services, or the health or safety of
the general public.

Sec. 2. (a) The study shall contain find-
ings, conclusions, and recommendations con-
cerning activities within the Federal regula-
tory agencies with respect to—

(1) the most serious deficiencies within
the regulatory process which tend to con-
tribute to inflation, lessen competition, or
which adversely affect the public and regu-
lated companies,

(2) the extent to which certaln areas of
the national economy are over-regulated or
under-regulated, with special emphasis on
overlapping regulatory jurisdictions, conflict-
ing mandates, and actual implementation of
existing laws and regulations,

(38) the economic costs and benefits of reg-
ulation, or the lack thereof, with special
emphasis on the inflationary impact of regu-
lation on the cost to the consumer of goods
and services, the added costs to manufac-
surers and suppliers in providing goods and
services, the anticompetitive effects of some
regulation, the degree of market concentra-
tion in regulated as opposed to nonregulated
industries, and productivity factors affected
by regulation,

(4) the continued appropriateness or ap-
plicabllity of original regulatory purposes
and objectlves as mandated by statute, and
an evaluation of the purposes and objec-
tives which regulation should ncw serve,

(6) the consequences to the Nation of
selective deregulation In specified areas or
selective modification of regulatory purposes,
operations, and procedures in specific areas,

(6) the need for, and specific recommenda-
tions concerning increased or more stringent
antitrust enforcement as a higher order na-
tional priority, including proposals for any
new legislation which may be needed or for
restructuring of the Federal antitrust effort,

(7) specific recommendations for legisla-
tive actions to improve the effectiveness, ef-
ficlency, and responsiveness to the public of
Federal regulatory agencies, including but
not limited to the following—

(A) selective elimination of specific regu-
latory functions, procedures, activities, or
practices;

(B) selective ellmination, merger, or trans-
fer or overlapping or related regulatory juris-
dictions, mandates, or functions;

(C) revisions in the laws, regulations,
structure, operation, procedures, activities, or
mechanisms of the regulatory agencies; and

(D) elimination, transfer, or separation
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out of the subsidy-granting or other forms
of promotional activities performed by regu-
latory agencies which adversely affect or in-
terfere with their principal regulatory
responsibilities;

(8) an evaluation of other proposals for
improving the effectiveness, efficlency, and
responsiveness to the public of the regula-
tory agencles including, but not limited to,
an evaluation of proposals—

{A) encouraging the enunciation of broad
policy guidelines by the regulatory agencies
instead of continuing to permit nuclear poli-
cles to develop impliedly through a series
of case-by-case decisions or adjudications
involving differing facts and circumstances;

(B) making the regulatory responsibilities
of selected or all regulatory agencies more
independent of the executive branch by re-
quiring simultaneous submission of budget
and legislative requests to the President and
the Congress, and by permitting each regu-
latory agencies to independently control and
supervise its own ltigation in the Federal
courts;

(C) eliminating collegial commissions alto-
gether or selectively, and replacing the com-
mission form with a single administrator;

(D) revising procedures for selecting com-
missioners and reviewing their qualifications,
including the designation or establishment
of a distinguished Board of Regulatory Re-
view to provide its recommendations or guid-
ance on names submitted by the President
as possible appointees for regulatory agency
positions;

(E) revamping the conflict-of-interest
statutes or their applicability to regulatory
agency officials, so as to limit the movement
of persons Ifrom a regulated industry or a
related industry to the agency which regu-
lates that industry, and the movement of
persons from the agency back to the regu-
lated industry;

(F) limiting the removal of regulatory
agency officlals to reason relating to their
inefficiency, neglect of duty, or malfeasance
in office;

(G) making regulatory agency officials, in
their personal capacity, civilly or criminally
responsible for intentional misuse or abuse
of their office for reasons relating to (1)
their disclosure of trade secrets or other con-
fidential or privileged information; (ii) their
failure to make information available to
the public pursuant to the Freedom of In-
formation Act; (ill) their fallure to open
up agency meetings, sessions, and agency ad-
visory committee meetings and sessions to
the publie; or (iv) their neglect or failure
to carry out the provisions of the laws ad-
ministered by them;

(H) providing for the payment of reason-
able costs and expenses in agency proceed-
ings of intervenors on behalf of the public
or consumer interests and an assessment of
the manner by which such proposal might
be implemented across the board including
the anticipated costs therefor;

(I) creating a new Administrative Court
of the United States as an expert judicial
unit to handle agencles;

(J) amending the Administrative Proce-
dure Act and modifying agency rules to ex-
pedite regulatory agency proceedings as a
means of facllitating more timely decision-
making and preventing wasteful costs atten-
dant to agency delays;

(K) substituting direct subsidies, where
appropriate, for complicated and cumber-
some regulatory schemes, with hidden taxes
and costs, which aim at achieving a particu-
lar economic or soclal purpose;

(L) improving the information-gathering,
analysis, storage, and retrieval systems within
the regulatory agencles while lessening the
paperwork burden both within the agencies
and within the regulated industries by avold-
ing needless duplication; and
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(M) providing for more effective means
of informing the public of the activities
within the regulatory agencies and their
specific or general impact on the public in-
terest In matters of particular importance
or impact;

(9) recommendations for assuring an on-
going review and assessment of the economic
costs and benefits, and the deficiencies of
Federal regulatory activities, including pro-
posals for limiting the growth of bureauc-
racy, and phasing out selected agencles or
establishing a time certain within which they
would expire unless Congress specifically re-
news their mandates by legislative enact-
ment, and

(10) a realistic and detailed assessment of
the costs or savings, transitional, interim, and
long-term, of Commission proposals and rec-
ommendations for regulatory reform.

(b) The study shall also consist of findings,
conclusions, and recommendations concern-
Ing activities within State, regional, and local
regulatory agencies which tend to contribute
to inflation, lessen competition, or which ad-
versely affect the public and the regulated
companies, The report shall give special em-
phasis to areas where Federal regulatory ac-
tivities interact with or are affected by the
activities of State, regional, or local regula-
tory units, and where the latter activities, or
the absence of misdirection thereof, have an
important inflationary impact.

(c) As used in this resolution, the term
“Federal regulatory agency” includes any ex-
isting independent Federal agency which, as
one of its principal responsibilities, exereises
regulatory functions affecting one or more
segments of American Industry, as well as an
agency or governmental unit within an
agency or department of the Federal Govern-
ment which exercises such regulatory func-
tions as one of its principal activities.

(d) In carrying out their responsibilities
under this section, the committees shall uti-
lize, wherever appropriate, all existing stud-
les, investigations, reports, and other existing
material relevant to their responsibilities.

Sec. 3. For the purposes of this resolution
the Committee on Government Operations
and the Committee on Commerce are author-
ized through February 28, 1976 (1) to make
expenditures from the contingent fund of
the Senate, (2) to employ personnel, (3)
with the prior consent of the Government de-
partment or agency concerned and the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration, to use
on a relmbursable basis the services of per-
sonnel of any such department or agency,
(4) to request the transfer of personnel of
other committees of the Senate to assist in
carrying out the purposes of this resolution,
and (5) to appoint an advisory panel or
panels of nongovernment experts, having fair
representation from business, labor, and con-
sumer Interests.

Sec. 4. The Committee on Commerce and
the Committee on Government Operations
shall prepare and submit not later than Feb-
ruary 29, 1976, to the Senate a joint report
on the findings of the study authorized by
this resolution. Each such committee shall
report its recommendations for such legisla-
tion as that committee deems advisable to
the Senate. Where findings and recommenda-
tions for legislation relate to an agency which
is subject to the jurisdiction of another com-
mittee of the Senate, such findings and rec-
ommendations shall be forwarded to that
committee for appropriate action.

Sec. 5. (a) The expenses of the Committee
on Government Operations under this reso-
lution shall not exceed $250,000, of which
amount not to exceed #166,700 may be ex-
pended for the procurement of the services
of individual consultants or organizatlons
thereof (as authorized by section 202(1) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
as amended) .
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(b) Expenses of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations under this resclution
shall be paid from the contingent fund of
the Senate upon vouchers approved by the
chairman of the committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salarles of employees pald at
an annual rate.

SEec. 6. (a) The expenses of the Committee
on Commerce under this resolution shall not
exceed $216,700, of which amount not to
exceed $208,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(1) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended).

(b) Expenses of the Committee on Com-
merce under this resolution shall be paid
from the contingent fund of the Senate
upon vouchers approved by the chairman of
the committee, except that wouchers shall
not be required for the disbursement of
salaries of employees paid at an annual rate.

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 30) authorizing ad-
ditional expenditures by the Committee
on the District of Columbia for inquiries
and investigations, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Rules
and Administration with amendments as
follows:

On page 2, in line b, strike out “$175,000"
and insert “$130,300".

On page 2, in line 16, strike out “commit-
tee” and Insert “committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-

bursement of salaries of employees pald at
an annual rate."

The amendments were agreed to.

The resolution,
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That, in holding hearings, report-
ing such hearings, and making investigations
as authorized by sectlons 134(a) and 138 of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 19486,
as amended, in accordance with its jurisdic-
tion under rule XXV of the Standing Rules
of the Senate, the Committee on the District
of Columbia, or any subcommittee thereof, is
authorized from March 1, 1975, through Feb-
ruary 29, 1976, in its discretion (1) to make
expenditures from the contingent fund of the
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3) with
the prior consent of the Government depart-
ment or agency concerned and the Committee
on Rules and Administration, to use on a
reimbursable basis the services of personnel
of any such department or agency.

Sec. 2. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution shall not exceed $130,300,
of which amount not to exceed $7,000 may be
expended for the procurement of the services
of individual consultants, or organizations
thereof (as authorized by section 202(1) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as
amended) .

SeEc. 3. The committee shall report its
findings, together with such recommenda-
tions for legislation as it deems advisable, to
the Senate at the earliest practicable date,
but not later than February 29, 1876.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be pald from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required
for the disbursement of salaries of employees
paid at an annual rate.

as amended, was
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ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (8. Res. 51) authorizing addi-
tional expenditures by the Committee on
Finance for inquiries and investigations,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration with
amendments as follows:

On page 2, in line 2, strike out “$990,000"
and insert “8£181,000, of which amount not to
exceed $10,000 may be expended for the pro-
curement of the services of individual con-
sultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended).”

On page 2, in line 13, strike out “commit-
tee” and insert *“committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salaries of employees paid at
an annual rate".

The amendments were agreed fo.

The resolution, as amended,
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That, in holding hearings, re-
porting such hearings, and making investi-
gations as authorized by sections 134(a) and
186 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946, as amended, In accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, the Committee on
Finance, or any subcommittee thereof, is
authorized from March 1, 1975, through Feb-
ruary 29, 1976, in its discretion (1) to make
expenditures from the contingent fund of
the Senate, and (2) to employ personnel.

Sec. 2. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution shall not exceed $181,000,
of which amount not to exceed $10,000 may
be expended for the procurement of the
services of indlividual consultants, or orga-
nizations thereof (as authorized by section
202(1) of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946, as amended).

SEec. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with such recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable, to the
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than February 29, 1976.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be reguired
for the disbursement of salaries of employees
pald at an annual rate.

was

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN
RELATIONS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 84) authorizing addi-
tional expenditures by the Committee on
Foreign Relations for a study of matters
pertaining to the foreign policy of the
United States, which had been reported
from the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration with amendments on page 1,
in line 8, after “1976,” strike out “for the
purposes stated and within the limita-
tions imposed by the following sections,”.

On page 2, beginning with line 8, strike
out:

Sec. 2. The Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions is authorized from March 1, 1975,
through February 29, 1976, (1) to expend not
to exceed $60,000 for the procurement of the
services of individual consultants, or organi-
zations thereof (as authorized by section

202(1) of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946, as amended) .
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Sec. 3, The Committee on Forelgn Rela-
tions, or any subcommittee thereof, Is au-
thorized from March 1, 1975, through Febru-
ary 29, 1976, to expend not to exceed $1,522,~
000 to examine, investigate, and make a com-
plete study of any and all matters pertalning
to each of the subjects set forth below in
succeeding sections of this resolution, said
funds to be allocated to the respective spe-
cific inquiries and to the procurement of the
services of individual consultants or orga-
nizations thereof (as authorized by section
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946, as amended) in accordance with such
succeeding sections of this resolution.

Sec. 4. Not to exceed $B885,000 shall be
available for a study of matters pertaining to
the foreign policy of the United States, of
which amount not to exceed $25,000 may be
expended for the procurement of individual
consultants or organizations thereof.

Sec. 5. Not to exceed $390,000 shall be
available for a study or investigation of mul~
tinational corporations and their effect on
United States foreign policy, of which
amount not to exceed $20,000 may be ex-
pended for the procurement of individual
consultants or organizations thereof.

Sec. 6. Not to exceed $247,000 shall be
available for a study or investigation of for-
eign assistance and economic policy, of which
amount not to exceed $£15,000 may be ex-
pended for the procurement of individual
consultants or organizations thereof.

Sec. 7. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with such recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable with re-
spect to each study or investigation for which
expenditure is authorized by this resolution,
to the Senate at the earliest practicable date,
but not later than February 29, 1976.

Sec. B. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution, which shall not exceed in the
aggregate $1,522,000, shall be paid from the
contingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chalrman of the committee.

And insert in lieu thereof:

Sec. 2. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution shall not exceed $1,083,-
300, of which amount not to exceed $60,000
may be expended for the procurement of the
services of individual consultants, or orga-
nizations thereof (as authorized by section
202(1) of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946, as amended) .

Sec. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with such recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable, to the
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than February 29, 1976.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be pald from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required for
the disbursement of salaries of employees
paid at an annual rate.

The amendments were agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was agreed
to, as follows:

Resolved, That, in holding hearings, re-
porting such hearings, and making investiga-
tlons as authorized by sections 134(a) and
136 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946, as amended, in accordance with its ju-
risdiction under rule XXV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, the Committee on For-
eign Relations, or any subcommittee thereof,
is authorized from March 1, 1875, through
February 29, 1976, in its discretion (1) to
make expenditures from the contingent fund
of the Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-
ment department or agency concerned and
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, to use on a reimbursable basis the

25065

services of personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency.

SEec. 2. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution shall not exceed $1,083,300,
of which amount not to exceed $60,000 may
be expended for the procurement of the
services of individual consultants, or or-
ganizations thereof (as authorized by section
202(1) of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946, as amended).

Sec. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with such recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable, to the
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than February 29, 1976.

SEc. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be pald from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required
for the disbursement of salaries of employees
paid at an annual rate,

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERN-
MENT OPERATIONS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 49) authorizing ad-
ditional expenditures by the Committee
on Government Operations for inquiries
and investigations, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Rules and
Administration with amendments as
follows:

On page 2, in line 11, strike out “$2,-
406,362" and insert *$2,308,000".

On page 2, in line 21, strike out *“$239,200"
and insert “'$237,200".

On page 9, in line 16, strike out “$388,644"
and insert “$383,144".

On page 10, in line 7, strike out *$258,618"
and insert “$238,468".

On page 11, in line 8, strike out “$292,000"
and insert “$222,850".

On page 12, in line 4, strike out “$115,000"
and insert "$113,338".

On page 13, in line 15, strike out *“$2,-
406,362" and insert *'$2,308,000".

On page 13, in line 18, strike out “com-
mittee” and Insert “committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salarles of employees at an
annual rate”.

The amendments were agree to.
The resolution, as amended, was agreed
to, as follows:

Resolved, That, in holding hearings, re-
porting such hearings, and making investi-
gations as authorized by sections 134(a) and
136 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946, as amended, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations, or any subcommittee
thereof, is authorized from March 1, 1975,
through February 29, 1976, for the purposes
stated and within the limitations imposed
by the following sections, in its discretion
(1) to make expenditures from the con-
tingent funds of the Senate, (2) to employ
personnel, and (3) with the prior consent of
the Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, to use on a relmbursable basis
the services of personnel of any such de-
partment or agency.

Sec. 2. The Committee on Government
Operations, or any subcommittee thereof,
is authorized from March 1, 1975, through
February 29, 1975, to expend not to exceed
$2,308,000 to examine, investigate, and make
a complete study of any and all matters per-
taining to each of the subjects set forth
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below in succeeding sections of this resolu-
tion, said funds to be allocated to the re-
spective specific Inquiries and to the pro-
curement of the services of individual con-
sultants or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by sectlon 202(1) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended) In
accordance with such succeeding sections
of this resolution.

Sec. 3. Not to exceed $237,200 shall be
available for a study or investigation of—

(1) budget and accounting measures, other
than appropriations;

(2) reorganizations in the executive branch
of the Government;

(3) reports of the Comptroller General of
the United States and recommendations
deemed necessary or desirable in connection
with such reports;

(4) the operation of Government activities
at all levels with a view to determining its
economy and efficlency;

(5) the efflects of laws enacted to reorganize
the legislative and executive branches of the
Government; and

(6) the Intergovernmental relationships
between the United States and the States,
municipalities, and international organiza-
tions;
of which amount not to exceed $20,000 may
be expended for the procurement of indi-
vidual consultants or organizations thereof.

Sec. 4. (a) Not to exceed $1,113,000 shall be
available for a study or investigation of—

(1) the efficlency and economy of opera-
tions of all branches of the Government
including the possible existence of fraud,
misfeasance, malfeasance, collusion, mis-
management, incompetence, corruption, or
unethical practices, waste, extravagance, con-
flict of interest, and the improper expendi-
ture of Government funds in transactions,
contracts, and activities of the Government
or of Government officials and employees and
any and all such improper practices between
Government personnel and corporations, in-
dividuals, companies, or persons affillated
therewith, doing business with the Govern-
ment; and the compliance or noncompliance
of such corporations, companies, or individ-
uals or other entites with the rules, regula-
tions, and laws governing the various govern-
mental agencies and its relationships with
the public: Provided, That, in carrying out
the dutles herein set forth, the inquiries of
this committee or any subcommittee thereof
shall not be deemed limited to the records,
functions, and operations of the particular
branch of the Government under inquiry,
and may extend to the records and activities
of persons, corporations, or other entities
dealing with or affecting that particular
branch of the Government;

(2) the extent to which criminal or other
improper practices of activities are, or have
been, engaged in the fleld of labor-manage-
ment relations or in groups or organizations
of employees or employers, to the detriment
of interests of the public, employers, or em-
ployees, and to determine whether any
changes are required in the laws of the
United States in order to protect such inter-
ests against the occurrence of such practices
or activities;

{3) syndicated or organized crime which
may operate in or otherwise utilize the facil-
ities of interstate or international commerce
in furtherance of any transactions which are
in violation of the law of the United States
or of the State In which the transactions
occur, and, if so, the manner and extent to
which, and the identity of the persons, firms,
or corporations, or other entities by whom
such utilization i1s being made, what facil-
itles, devices, methods, techniques, and tech-
nicalitles are being used or employed, and
whether or not organized crime utilizes such
interstate facilities or otherwlise operates in
interstate commerce for the development of
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corrupting influences in violation of the law
of the United States or the laws of any State,
and further, to study and investigate the
manner in which and the extent to which
persons engaged in organized criminal ac-
tivities have infiltrated Into lawful business
enterprise; and to study the adequacy of
Federal laws to prevent the operations of
organized crime in Interstate or International
commerce; and to determine whether any
changes are required in the laws of the
United States in order to protect the public
against the occurrences of such practices or
activities;

(4) all other aspects of crime and lawless-
ness within the United States which have
an impact upon or affect the national health,
welfare, and safety;

(6) riots, violent disturbances of the peace,
vandalism, clvil and criminal disorder, in-
surrection, the commission of crimes in con-
nection therewith, the immediate and long-
standing causes, the extent and effects of
such occurrences and crimes, and measure
necessary for - their immediate and long-
range prevention and for the preservation
of law and order and to Insure domestic
tranquility within the United States;

(6) the efficlency and economy of opera-
tions of all branches and functions of the
Government with particular reference to—

(A) the effectiveness of present national
security methods, staffing, and processes as
tested against the requirements imposed by
the rapidly mounting complexity of national
security problems;

(B) the capacity of present national secu-
rity stafling, methods, and processes to make
full use of the Nation’s resources of knowl-
edge, talents, and

(C) the adequacy of present intergovern-
mental relationships between the United
States and international organizations prin-
clpally concerned with national security of
which the United States 1s a member; and

(D) legislative and other proposals to im-
prove these methods, processes, and rela-
tionships;

(7) the efficiency, economy, and effective-
ness of all agencies and departments of the
Government involved in the control and
management of energy shortages including,
but not limited to, their performance with
respect to—

(A) the collection and dissemination of
accurate statistics on fuel demand and
supply;

(B) the implementation of effective en-
ergy conservation measures;

(C) the pricing of energy in all forms;

(D) coordination of energy programs with
State and local government;

(E) control of exports of scarce fuels;

(F) the management of tax, import, pric-
ing, and other policies affecting energy sup-
plies;

(G) maintenance of the independent sec-
tor of the petroleum industry as a strong
competitive force;

(H) the allocation of fuels in short supply
by public and private entities;

(I) the management of energy supplies
owned or controlled by the Government;

(J) relations with other oil producing and
consuming countries;

(K) the monitoring of compliance by gov-
ernments, corporations, or individuals with
the laws and regulations governing the allo-
cation, conservation, or pricing of energy
supplies; and

(L) research into the discover and de-
velopment of alternative energy supplies;
Provided, That, In carrying out the duties
herein set forth, the inquiries of this com-
mittee or any subcommittee thereof shall
not be deemed limited to the records, func-
tions, and operations of the particular
branch of the Government under inquiry,
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and may extend to the records and activi-
ties of persons, corporations, or other en-
titles dealing with or affecting that particu-
lar branch of the Government;

of which amount not to exceed $20,000 may
be expended for the procurement of the
services of individual consultants or organi-
zations thereof.

(b) Nothing contained in this section shall
affect or impair the exercise by any other
standing committee of the Senate of any
power, or the discharge by such committee
of any duty, conferred or imposed upon it
by the Standing Rules of the Senate or by
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
as amended.

(c) For the purpose of this section the
committee, or any duly authorized subcom-
mittee thereof, or its chairman, or any other
member of the committee or subcomittee
designated by the chairman, from March 1,
1976, through February 29, 1976, is author-
ized, In its, his, or their discretion, (1) to re-
quire by subpena or otherwise the attendance
of witnesses and production of correspond-
ence, books, papers, and documents, (2) to
hold hearings, (3) to sit and act at any time
or place during the sessions, recesses, and ad-
Journment periods of the Senate, (4) to ad-
minister oaths, and (5) to take testimony,
elther orally or by sworn statement.

SEC. 5. Not to exceed $383,144 shall be
avallable for a study or investigation of in-
tergovernmental relationships between the
United States and the States and munici-
palities, including the fiscal interrelation-
ship between the Federal Government and
State and local governments and the manner
in which Federal assistance is disbursed to
State and local governments, and including
an evaluation of studies, reports, and rec-
ommendations made thereon and submitted
to the Congress by the Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations pursuant to
the provisions of Public Law 80-380, approved
by the President on September 24, 1959, as
amended by Public Law 89-733, approved by
the President on November 2, 1966; of which
amount not to exceed $15,000 may be ex-
pended for the procurement of the services
of individual consultants or organizations
thereof.

Skc. 6. Not to exceed $238,468 shall be avail-
able for a study or investigation of the effi-
clency and economy of operations of the Fed-
eral Government with respect to—

(1) policies, procedures, and activities af-
fecting—

(A) the accounting, financial reporting,
and auditing of government obligations and
expenditures;

(B) the oversight of Federal agency and
program performance and effectiveness;

(C) the development and effectiveness of
fiscal, budgetary, and program information
systems and controls; and

(D) the development and Iimprovement
of management capability and efficlency;

(2) policies, procedures, and activities af-
fecting—

(A) preparation and submission of Fed-
eral regulatory agency budgets to Congress;
and

(B) data collection and dissemination by
Federal regulatory agencies; and

(3) review and evaluation of procedures
and legislation with respect to Federal ad-
visory committees, Federal reports, ques-
tionnaires, interrogatories;
of which amount not to exceed $15,000 may
be expended for the procurement of services
of individual consultants or organizations
thereof.

Bec. 7. Not to exceed $222,850 shall be
avallable for a study or investigation of the
efficlency and economy of operations of all
branches of the Government with respect
to—

(1) Federal spending practices, particu-
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larly Federal procurement, and the laws, reg-
ulations, and procedures governing Federal
contracts, grants, transfer payments, and
other spending arrangements; the Office of
Federal Procurement Policy and other execu-
tive branch organizations responsible for
Federal spending practices;

(2) the efficlency and economy of Federal
spending practices, as applled and used to
meet agency statutory charters and pro-
gram objectives; and

(3) all measures relating to the open pub-
lic conduct of the meetings of all branches
of the Government;

of which amount not to exceed $10,000 may
be expended for the procurement of the
services of individual consultants or orga-
nizations thereof.

Sec. 8. Not to exceed $113,338 shall be
avallable for a study or investigation of the
economy, efficiency, and productivity of the
operations of the Federal Government with
respect—

(1) the development of—

(A) methods and procedures to effectively
oversee the operations of the executive
branch; and

(B) methods by which Federal programs
may be effectively reviewed and analyzed;

(2) budget measures, other than appro-
priations, or matters within the jurisdiction
of the Committee on the Budget as pro-
vided in the Congressional Budget and Im-
poundment Control Act of 1974, including—

(A) the formulation and submission to
Congress of budget recommendations by the
President; and

(B) the review and authorization of budg-
et requirements by the Congress; and

(C) the execution and control of au-
thorized budget obligations and expendi-
tures;

(3) the utllization and disposal of Fed-
eral property and administrative services,
including the management of Federal rec-
ords and archives; and

(4) the evaluation of efforts to reduce the
volume of Federal paperwork;
of which amount not to exceed 82,500 may
be expended for the procurement of services
of individual consultants or organizations
thereof.

Sec. 9. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with such recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable with
respect to each study or investigation for
which expenditure is authorized by this
resolution, to the Senate at the earliest prac-
ttc:ble date, but not later than February 29,
1976.

Sec. 10. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution, which shall not exceed in the
aggregate £2,308,000, shall be pald from the
contingent fund of the Senate upon vouch-
ers approved by the chalrman of the com-
mittee, except that vouchers shall not be
required for this disbursement of salaries
of employees pald at an annual rate.

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR
AND INSULAR AFFAIRS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 66) authorizing addi-
tional expenditures by the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs for inquiries
and investigations, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Rules and
Administration with amendments as
follows:

On page 2, In line 11, strike out “'$817,000"
and insert “$624,900". v

On page 2, in line 12, strike out “(1)”".

On page 2, beginning with line 16, insert:

Sec. 3. (a) The committee shall continue
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the study of national fuels and energy policy
authorized pursuant to S. Res. 45, agreed to
on May 3, 1971. In carrying out the purposes
authorized by S. Res. 45, the committe shall
make—

(i) a full and complete investigation and
study (including the holding of public hear-
ings in appropriate parts of the Nation) of
the current and prospective fuel and en-
ergy resources and requirements of the
United States and the present and probable
future alternative procedures and methods
for meeting anticipated requirements, con-
sistent with achleving other national goals,
including the high prioritles—national se-
curity and environmental protection; and

(1) a full and complete investigation and
study of the existing and prospective gov-
ernmental policies and laws affecting the
fuels and energy industries with the view
of determining what, if any, changes and
implementation of these policles and laws
may be advisable in order to simplify, co-
ordinate, and provide effective and reason-
able national policy to assure reliable and
efficlent sources of fuel and energy adequate
for & balanced economy and for the security
of the United States, taking into account:
the Nation's environmental concerns, the
investments by public and private enterprise
for the maintenance of reliable, efficient, and
adequate sources of energy and fuel and
necessary related industries, and the need
for maintenance of an adequate force of
skilled workers.

(b) In carrying out the investigations set
forth in S. Res. 45, agreed to on May 3, 1971,
the committee shall, in addition to such
other matters as it may deem necessary, give
consideration to—

(1) the proved and predicted avallabilities
of our national fuel and energy resources in
all forms and factors pertinent thereto, as
well as to worldwide trends In consumption
and supply;

(1) projected national requirements for
the utilization of these resources for energy
production and other purposes, both to meet
short-range needs and to provide for future
demand for the years 2000 and 2020;

(ii1) the interests of the consuming pub-
le, including the availability in all regions
of the country of an adequate supply of
energy and fuel at reasonable prices and
including the maintenance of a sound com-
petitive structure in the supply and distri-
bution of energy and fuel to both industry
and the public;

(iv) technological developments affecting
ene and fuel production, distribution,
transportation, and/or transmission, in prog-
ress and in prospect, including desirable
areas for further exploration and technologi-
cal research, development, and demonstra-
tion;

(v) the effect that energy producing,
transportation, upgrading, and utilization
has upon conservation, environmental, and
ecological factors, and vice versa;

(vi) the effect upon the public and pri-
vate sectors of the economy of any recom-
mendations made under this study, and of
existing governmental programs and policies
now in effect;

(vil) the effect of any recommendations
made pursuant to this study on economic
concentrations in Industry, particularly as
these recommendations may affect small
business enterprises engaged in the produc-
tion, processing, and distribution of energy
and fuel;

(viii) governmental programs and policies
now in operation, including not only their
effect upon segments of the fuel and energy
industries, but also their impact upon re-
lated and competing sources of energy and
fuel and their interaction with other govern-
mental goals, objectives, and programs; and

(ix) the need, if any, for legislation de-
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signed to effectuate recommendations in ac-
cordance with the above and other relevant
considerations, including such proposed
amendments to existing laws as necessary to
integrate existing laws into an effective long-
term fuels and energy program.

(c) In furtherance of the purposes of S.
Res. 45, agreed to on May 3, 1971, the chair-
man and ranking minority member of each
of the Committees on Aeronautical and Space
Sclences, on Commerce, on Finance, on For-
elgn Relations, on Government Operations,
on Labor and Public Welfare, and on Public
Works, or members of such committees des-
ignated by such chairmen and ranking mi-
nority members to serve in their places, and
the ranking majority and minority Senate
members of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy, or Senate members of such com-
mittee designated by such ranking majority
and minority members to serve in their
places, shall participate and shall serve as ex
officio members of the committee for the
purpose of conducting the Senate's National
Fuels and Energy Policy Study.

(d) The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with such recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable, to the
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than February 29, 1876.

On page 6, in line 10, strike out “3"” and
insert “'4".

On page 6, in line 12, strike out “commit-
tee” and Insert "“committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salaries of employees pald at
an annual rate.”

The amendments were agreed to.
The resolution, as amended, was agreed
to, as follows:

Resolved, That, in holding hearings, re-
porting such hearings, and making investi-
gations as authorized by sections 134(a)
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946, as amended, in accordance with
its jurisdiction under rule XXV of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, or any subcom-
mittee thereof, is authorized from March 1,
1975, through February 29, 1976, in its dis-
cretion (1) to make expenditures from the
contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to em-
ploy personnel, (3) with the prior consent
of the Government department or agency
concerned and the Committee on Rules and
Administration, to use on a reimbursable
basls the services of personnel of any such
department or agency, and (4) to consent
to the assignment of personnel of other com-
mittees of the Benate to assist in carrying
out the purposes of section 3 of this res-
olution. Travel and other expenses, other
than salary, of any personnel from other
committees assigned to the committee pur-
suant to this paragraph for the purposes of
section 3 of this resolution may be pald un-
der this resoclution.

Sec. 2. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution shall not exceed $624,900,
of which amount not to exceed $35,000 shall
be available for the procurement of the serv-
ices of Individual consultants, or organiza-
tions thereof (as authorized by section 202
(1) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946, as amended) .

BEec. 3. (a) The committee shall continue
the study of national fuels and energy policy
authorized pursuant to S. Res. 45, agreed to
on May 3, 1971. In carrying out the purposes
authorized by S. Res. 45, the committee
shall make—

(1) a full and complete investigation and
study (including the holding of public hear-
ings in appropriate parts of the Nation) of
the current and prospective fuel and energy
resources and requirements of the United

States and the present and probable future
alternative procedures and methods for

meeting anticipated requirements, consist-
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ent with achieving other national goals, in-
cluding the high priorities—national security
and environmental protection; and

(ii) a full and complete investigation and
study of the existing and prospective govern-
mental policies and laws affecting the fuels
and energy industries with the view of de-
termining what, if any, changes and imple-
mentation of these policies and laws may
be advisable in order to simplify, coordinate,
and provide effective and reasonable na-
tional policy to assure reliable and efficient
sources of fuel and energy adequate for a
balanced economy and for the security of
the United States, taking into account: the
Nation’s environmental concerns, the invest-
ments by public and private enterprise for
the maintenance of reliable, efficient, and
adequate sources of energy and fuel and
necessary related industries, and the need
for maintenance of an adequate force of
skilled workers.

{b) In carrying out the investigations set
forth in S. Res. 45, agreed to on May 3,
1071, the committee shall, in addition to
such other matters as it may deem neces-
sary, give consideration to—

(1) the proved and predicted availabilities
of our national fuel and energy resources in
all forms and factors pertinent thereto, as
well as to worldwide trends in consumption
and supply;

(i1) projected national requirements for
the utilization of these resources for energy
production and other purposes, both to meet
short-range needs and to provide for future
demand for the years 2000 and 2020;

(1i1) the interests of the consuming pub-
lic, including the availability in all regions
of the country of an adequate supply of en-
ergy and fuel at reasonable prices and in-
cluding the maintenance of a sound compet-
itive structure in the supply and distribu-
tion of energy and fuel to both industry and
the public;

(iv) technological developments affecting
energy and fuel production, distribution,

transportation, and/or transmission, in
progress and in prospect, including desirable
areas for further exploration and tech-
nological research, development, and demon-
stration;

(v) the effect that energy producing,
transportation, upgrading, and utilization
has upon conservation, environmental, and
ecological factors, and vice versa;

{vi) the effect upon the public and private
sectors of the economy of any recommenda-
tions made under this study, and of existing
governmental programs and policies now in
effect;

(vil) the effect of any recommendations
made pursuant to this study on economic
concentrations in industry, particularly as
these recommendations may affect small
business enterprises engaged Iin the produc-
tion, processing, and distribution of energy
and fuel;

(viil) governmental programs and policies
now in operation, including not only their
effect upon segments of the fuel and energy
industries, but also their impact upon re-
lated and competing sources of energy and
fuel and their interaction with other gov-
ernmental goals, objectives, and programs;
and

(ix) the need, if any, for legislation de-
signed to effectuate recommendations in ac-
cordance with the above and other relevant
considerations, Iincluding such proposed
amendments to existing laws as necessary
to integrate existing laws into an effective
long-term fuels and energy program.

{e) In furtherance of the purposes of 8.
Res. 45, agreed to on May 3, 1971, the chair-
man and ranking minority member of each
of the Committees on Aeronautical and
Space Sciences, on Commerce, on Finance,
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on Foreilgn Relations, on Government Oper-
ations, on Labor and Public Welfare, and
on Public Works, or members of such com-
mittees designated by such chairmen and
ranking minority members to serve in their
places, and the ranking majority and minor-
ity Senate members of the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy, or Senate members of
such committee designated by such ranking
majority and minority members to serve in
their places, shall participate and shall serve
as ex officio members of the committee for
the purpose of conducting the Senate’s Na-
tional Fuels and Energy Policy Study.

(d) The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with such recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable, to the
Benate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than February 29, 1976.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be pald from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required
for the disbursement of salarles of employ-
ees paid at an annual rate.

RESOLUTION PASSED OVER

The resolution (S. Res. 72), authoriz-
ing additional expenditures by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary for inquiries and
investigations was announced as next
in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Over.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The resolution will be passed over.

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND
PUBLIC WELFARE

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 40) authorizing ad-
ditional expenditures by the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare for inquiries
and investigations, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Rules and
Administration with amendments as fol-
lows:

On page 2, In len 5, strike out *1,850,-
000" and insert “$1,800,000".

On page 2, in line 16, strike out “commit-
tee” and insert “committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salaries of employees pald at
an annual rate”.

The amendments were agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That, in holding hearings, re-
porting such hearings, and making inves-
tigations as authorized by sections 134(a)
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946, as amended, in accordance with
its jurisdiction under rule XXV of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, or any subcom-
mittee thereof, is authorized from March 1,
1975, through February 29, 1976, in its dis-
cretion (1) to make expenditures from the
contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to em-
ploy personnel, and (3) with the prior con-
sent of the Government department or agen-
cy concerned and the Committee on Rules
and Administration, to use on a reimburs-
able basis the services of personnel of any
such department or agency.

Skc. 2. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution shall not exceed 8§1,-
800,000, of which amount not to exceed
$90,000 shall be available for the procure-
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ment of the services of individual consult-
ants, or organizations thereof (as authorized
by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended).

Sec. 3. The committee shall report its
findings, together with such recommenda-
tions for legislation as it deems advisable,
to the Senate at the earllest practicable
date, but not later than February 29, 1976.

SEc. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers ap-
proved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required for
the disbursement of salaries of employees
paid at an annual rate,

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE
AND CIVIL SERVICE

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 52) authorizing ex-
penditures by the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service, which had been
reported from the Committee on Rules
and Administration with an amendment
on page 2, in line 13, strike out “commit-
tee” and insert “committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the
disbursement of salaries of employees
paid at an annual rate”.

The amendment was agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was
agreed to as follows:

Resolved, That in holding hearings, report-
ing such hearings, and making investigations
as authorized by sections 134(e) and 136 of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
as amended, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service, or any subcommittee
thereof, is authorized from March 1, 1975,
through February 29, 1976, in its discretion
(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per-
sonnel, and (3) with the prior consent of
the Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, to use on a relmbursable basis
the services of personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency.

SEc. 2. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution shall not exceed $235,000.

SEc. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with such recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable, to the
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than February 29, 19786.

SEC. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required for
the disbursement of salaries of employees
paid at an annual rate.

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC
WORKS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 44) authorizing addi-
tional expenditures by the Committee on
Public Works for inquiries and investiga-
tions which had been reported from the
Committee on Rules and Administration
with amendments as follows:

On page 2, line 7, strike out “$875,000”
and insert “$848,600".

On page 2, in line 18, strike out “commit-
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tee” and insert “committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salaries of employees paid at
an annual rate”.

The amendments were agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was agreed
to, as follows:

Resolved, That, in holding hearings, re-
porting such hearings, and making investi-
gations as authorized by sections 134(a) and
136 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1046, as amended, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, the Committee on Pub-
lic Works, or any subcommittee thereof, is
authorized from March 1, 1975, through Feb-
ruary 29, 1976, in its discretion, (1) to make
expenditures from the contingent fund of
the Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-
ment department or agency concerned and
the Committee on Rules and Administration,
to use on a reimbursable basis the services
of personnel of any such department or
agency.

Sgc. 2. The expenses of the committee
under this resolution shall not exceed
$848,600, of which amount not to exceed
$12,000 may be expended for the procurement
of the services of individual consultants, or
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(1) of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946, as amended).

Sec. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with such recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable, to the
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than February 29, 1976.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required
for the disbursement of salaries of em-
ployees pald at an annual rate.

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON VETERANS'
AFFAIRS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 53) authorizing addi-
tional expenditures by the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs for inquiries and in-
vestigations, which had been reported
from the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration with amendments as fol-
lows:

On page 2, in line 7, strike out “'$304,000"
and insert “$294,300".

On page 2, in line 18, strike out “com-
mittee” and insert “committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salaries of employees palid at
an annual rate”.

The amendments were agreed fo.

The resolution, as amended, was agreed
to, as follows:

Resolved, That, in holding hearings re-
porting such hearings, and making investi-
gations as authorized by sections 134(a) and
136 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946, as amended, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, or any subcommittee thereof,
is authorized from March 1, 1875, through
February 29, 1976, in its discretion (1) to
make expenditures from the contingent
fund of the Senate, (2 ) to employ personnel,
and (3) with the prior consent of the Gov-
ernment department or agency concerned
and the Committee on Rules and Adminis-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

tration, to use on a reimbursable basis the
services of personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency.

SEec. 2. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution shall not exceed $249,300
of which amount not to exceed $60,000 may
be expended for the procurement of the serv-
ices of individual consultants, or organiza-
tions thereof (as authorized by section 202
(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946, as amended).

Sgc. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with such recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable, to fhe
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than February 29, 1976.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the commiftee,
except that vouchers shall not be required
for the disbursement of salaries of employees
paid at an annual rate.

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON
SMALL BUSINESS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 47) authorizing addi-
tional expenditures by the Select Com-
mittee on Small Business, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Rules and Administration with amend-
ments as follows:

On page 2, in line 21, strike out “$263,000"
and insert “$212,700".

On page 3, in line 7, strike out “commit-
tee” and insert “committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salaries of employees paid at
an annual rate’.

The amendments were agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was agreed
to, as follows: ’

Resolved, That the Select Committee on
Small Business, in carrying out the duties
imposed upon it by S. Res. 58, Eighty-first
Congress, agreed to February 20, 19560, as
amended and supplemented, is authorized to
examine, investigate, and make a complete
study of the problems of American small
and independent business and to make rec-
ommendations concerning those problems to
the appropriate legislative committees of the
Senate.

Sec. 2. For purposes of this resolution, the
committee, or any subcommittee thereof, is
authorized from March 1, 1875, through
February 20, 1976, in its discretion (1) to
make expenditures from the contingent
fund of the Senate, (2) to employ personnel,
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-
ment department or agency concerned and
the Committee on Rules and Administration,
to use on & reimbursable basis the services
of personnel of any such department or
agency, (4) to procure the temporary serv-
jces (not in excess of one year) to inter-
mittent services of individual consultants, or
organizations thereof, in the same manner
and under the conditions as a standing com-
mittee of the Senate may procure such serv-
jces under section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, and (5) to pro-
vide assistance for the members of its pro-
fessional staff in obtaining specialized train-
fng, in the same manner and under the
same conditions as any such standing com-
mittee may provide that assistance under
section 202(j) of such Act.

8Ec. 3. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution shall not exceed $212,700,
of which amount (1) not to exceed $10,000
may be expended for the nrocurement of
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the services of individual consultants, or
organizations thereof, and (2) not to exceed
£1,000 may be expended for the training of
the professional staff of such committee.

Sec. 4, The committee shall report its
findings, together with such recommenda-
tions for legislation as it deems advisable,
to the Senate at the earliest practicable date,
but not later than February 29, 1976.

Sec. 5. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chalrman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required for
the disbursement of salaries of employees
pald at an annual rate.

—_—————

RESOLUTION PASSED OVER

The resolution (S. Res. 54), continu-
ing and authorizing additional expendi-
tures by the Select Committee on Nutri-
tion and Human Needs was announced
as next in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Over.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The resolution will be passed over.

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON
AGING

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 62) continuing and
authorizing additional expenditures by
the Special Committee on Aging, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Rules and Administration with
amendments as follows:

On page 1, in line 4, strike out “Febru-
ary 9, 1976” and insert “February 29, 1976".

On page 3, in line 15, strike out “§561,-
000" and insert “'$485,100".

On page 4, in line 3, strike out “commit-
tee” and insert ‘“‘committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salaries of employees paid at
an annual rate".

The amendment were agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Speclal Committee on
Aging, established by S. Res. 33, Eighty-
seventh Congress, agreed to on February 13,
1061, as amended and supplemented, is
hereby extended through February 29, 1976.

Sgc. 2. (a) The committee shall make &
full and complete study and investigation of
any and all matters pertalning to problems
and opportunities of older people, including,
but not limited to, problems and opportu-
nities of malntaining health, of assuring
adequate income, of finding employment, of
engaging in productive and rewarding ac-
tivity, of securing proper housing, and,
when necessary, of obtaining care of assist-
ance, No proposed legislation shall be re-
ferred to such committee, and such commit-
tee shall not have power to report by bill,
or otherwise have legislative jurisdiction.

(b) A majority of the members of the com-~
mittee or any subcommittee thereof shall
constitute a quorum for the transaction of
business, except that a lesser number, to be
fixed by the committee, shall constitute a
quorum for the purpose of taking sworn
testimony.

Sec. 3. (a) For purposes of this resolutlon,
the committee is authorized from March 1,
1975, through February 29, 1976, in its dis-
cretion (1) to make expenditures from the
contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to hold
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hearings, (3) to sit and act at any time or
place during the sessions, recesses, and ad-
journment periods of the Senate, (4) to re-
quire by subpena or otherwise the attend-
ance of witnesses and the production of cor-
respondence, books, papers, and documents,
(5) to administer oaths, (6) to take testi-
mony orally or by deposition, (7) to employ
personnel, (8) with the prior content of the
Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and
Administration, to use on a reimbursable
basis the services of personnel, information,
and {facilities of any such department or
agency, and (9) to procure the temporary
services (not In excess of one year) or in-
termittent services of individual consultants,
or organizations thereof, in the same man-
ner and under the same condition as a
standing committee of the Senate may pro-
cure such services under section 202(i) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946.

(b) The minority shall receive fair con-
sideration in the appointment of staff per-
sonnel pursuant to this resolution. Such
personnel assigned to the minority shall be
accorded equitable treatment with respect to
the fixing of salary rates, the assignment of
facilities, and the accessibility of commit-
tee records.

Sec. 4. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution shall not exceed $485,100,
of which amount not to exceed $15,000 shall
be avallable for the procurement of the serv-
ices of individual consultants or organiza-
tions thereof,

Sec. 5. The committee shall report the
results of its study and investigation, to-
gether with such recommendations as it may
deem advisable to the Senate at the earliest
practicable date, but not later than Feb-
ruary 29, 1976. The committee shall cease to
exist at the close of business on February 29,
1976.

Sec. 6. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required
for the disbursement of salaries of employees
pald at an annual rate.

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON NA-
TIONAL EMERGENCIES AND DELE-
GATED EMERGENCY POWERS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 10) continuing and
authorizing additional expenditures by
the special Committee on National Emer-
gencies and Delegated Emergency Pow-
ers, which had been reported from the
Committee on Rules and Administration
with amendments as follows:

On page 2, in line 18, strike out “Febru-
ary 28, 1976" and insert In lleu thereof
“February 29, 1876".

On page 2, in line 20, strike out “$151,000”
and Insert in lieu thereof “$120,000".

On page 2, in line 21, strike out "$25,000"
and insert in lleu thereof “$5,000".

On page 3, In line 7, strike out “two co-
chairman” and insert In lieu thereof *co-
chairmen”,

On page 3, in line 8, strike out “committee”
and insert “committee, except that vouchers
shall not be required for the disbursement
of salaries of employees pald at an annual
rate",

The amendments were agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Speclal Committee on
National Emergencies and Delegated Emer-
gency Powers, established by Senate Resolu-
tion 9, Ninety-third Congress, agreed to
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January 6, 1973, as continued and supple-
mented by Senate Resolution 242, Ninety-
third Congress, agreed to March 1, 1974, is
continued through February 29, 1976.

SEc. 2. In carrying out such function, the
special committee 1is authorized from
March 1, 1975, through February 29, 1976,
in is discretion (1) to make expenditures
from the contingent fund of the Senate, (2)
to employ personnel, (3) to hold hearings,
(4) to sit and act at any time or place dur-
ing the sessions, recesses, and adjourned
periods of the BSenate, (5) to require, by
subpena or otherwise, the attendance of wit-
ness and the production of correspondence,
books, papers, and documents, (6) to take
depositions and other testimony, (7) to pro-
cure the service of individual consultants
or organizations thereof, in accordance with
the provisions of section 202(1) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1948, as
amended, and (8) with the prior consent
of the Government department or agency
concerned and the Committee on Rules and
Administration, to use on a reimbursable
basis the services of personnel of any such
department or agency.

Sec. 3. For the period from March 1, 1975,
through February 29, 1976, the expenses of
the special committee under this resolution
shall not exceed $120,000, of which amount
not to exceed $5,000 shall be available for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof, as au-
thorized by section 202(1) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended.

Sec. 4, The special committee shall make
the final report required by section 5 of that
Senate Resolution 9, Ninety-third Congress,
and modified by Senate Resolution 242,
Ninety-third Congress, not later than Febru-
ary 20, 1976, instead of February 28, 1975.

Sec. 5. Expenses of the special committee
under this resolution shall be paid from the
contingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the co-chairman of the speclal
committee, except that vouchers shall not be
required for the disbursement of salarles of
employees pald at an annual rate.

TUREKEY—UNITED STATES AND
NATO RELATIONS

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I am
somewhat concerned at the action taken
in the other body 2 days ago on the mat-
ter of the sale of arms to Turkey. It is
not a matter of the legitimacy of the ac-
tion taken based on the law as it applies,
because in that respect, they are abso-
lutely correct. But it is a matter of the
strength of NATO and the relationship
of NATO to the United States. I have
been one of those who have consistently
sought and will in the future seek to
bring about a decided reduction in the
number of deployed American troops and
military personnel in Europe, that per-
sonnel plus dependents, numbers well
over 500,000 at the present time, and
costs this country approximately $22 bil-
lion to maintain. While I advocate reduc-
tions, I do so in the strong belief that
of all of our security arrangements, that
with the North Atlantic countries under
the North Atlantic Treaty is the most im-
portant, the most significant, and the
most vital.

I would point out, Mr. President, that
the southern flank of NATO is, to put it
mildly, in a state of disarray at the mo-
ment. Portugal has a new government.
What its future will be and what its rela-
tion to NATO will be no one can say at
this time.
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Italy has seen recent strong Commu-~
nist gains in regional elections, and the
economy of Italy is not in good shape.

Greece is involved with Turkey over
the question of Cyprus, and just what
positions of strength both Greece and
Turkey provide to NATO at the present
time is open to question.

The result is that Portugal, at one
end, Greece and Turkey, at the other end,
are at the moment very weak links in the
NATO chain of defense.

I would point out, Mr. President, that
it was the Greek colonels, whom this
country recognized, who were responsible
for the first act of aggression insofar as
Cyprus was concerned: the Turks re-
taliated because of this act developed by
the Greek colonels, a situation was pre-
cipitated in that country which, in my
opinion, has tended to further weaken
the southeastern flank of NATO.,

I would hope that some way could be
found to consider this matter of aid to
Turkey because, Mr. President, may I
say, if it is not, Greece itself will suffer
in the long run. As far as the Republic
of Cyprus is concerned it, too, will con-
tinue to suffer because there will be no
give on the Turkish end.

If the Turks cannot buy arms from
this country, moreover, they will buy
them from Europe, either Western, East-
ern or the Soviet Union; and if they need
the money they will get it from the Arab
countries.

Turkey is a Moslem country. Turkey
has adopted a handsoff, strictly correct,
attitude as far as the Middle East is con-
cerned. What is going to be the result
of a lack of action or an action which
turns down an arms sales request which,
I understand, has been entered into for
some months? Will they with their
thousand-mile frontier with the Soviet
Union turn in that direction? Will they
become more actively interested in the
Middle East, which is troubled enough at
the present time? Will they withdraw
from NATO? Will they make conces-
sions on Cyprus?

These are questions to ponder because
as long as the present situation exists
there will be no give on Cyprus.

As far as the Greek Government is
concerned, with Karamanlis, the pre-
mier, and one of the outstanding states-
men in Europe, being buffeted from the
right and from the left, and with the
Cyprus question in his backyard all the
time, his position may well become
weakened.

So I reiterate, as I have on other oc-
casions, the extreme significance of the
situation which affects Turkish-United
States and, perhaps, Turkish-NATO
relations: The frontier with the Soviet
Union; the need for arms, where will
they get them, and where will they get
the money to pay for those arms; a more
active participation in the affairs of the
Middle East; a holdback of a settlement
on Cyprus and, possibly, in the long run
because of Cyprus, a weakening of the
present Greek Government which, I
think, ought to be given all the support
it needs. It has at long last—after the
overthrow of the colonels’ clique, which
started the whole thing—they have a
government which is democratic. They
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have a leader in the person of Premier
Karamanlis to whom the world can look
up, a man of great integrity and ability,
a man Greece needs at this time, but a
man who must be given some support
in helping to bring about a settlement
of this situation to the end that Cyprus’
future will not hang like an albatross
around his neck.

I hope, Mr. President, that Congress,
in its wisdom, will not give up on a
reconsideration of this matter so that
some degree of stability can be main-
tained in the Aegean and in Southeast
Europe, and so that these possibilities
which I mentioned will not come to pass.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I wish
to commend our distinguished majority
leader for the statesmanlike remarks he
has just delivered, demonstrating once
again that he is not only an effective
leader of his party but is also a very ef-
fective leader of our country.

I trust and hope that his words will
be heard not only in the Senate but on
the other side of the Capitol. He has
stated most elogquently the case and the
need for the legislative action requested
by the President.

In recent months and years the legis-
lative branch of the Government has
been seeking to assert a more active
role in the formulation of the foreign
policy of our country.

If Congress is to play a responsible role
in that field, then it is important for
Members of Congress to realize that for-
eign policy cannot be based on day-to-
day domestic political considerations;
that our foreign policy must follow a
steady and responsible course based on
the long-term best interests of the Na-
tion.

Perhaps, we do not have a great deal
to beat our chests about in the Senate.
It is true that we passed the needed leg-
islation by only one vote. But we did
pass it, with the support of our leader-
ship on both sides of the aisle.

I hope the other body, where I had
the privilege of serving for 10 years, will
respond affirmatively to the President’s
request and to the implicit suggestion of
the majority leader that it reconsider its
action, not only for the sake of the coun-
try but for the sake of Congress, which
seeks, and should have, a more important
and effective role in foreign policy.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I, too,
would like to commend the distinguished
majority leader for his very wise and con-
sidered and tempered remarks this
morning.

I have heard from a number of my
very fine and admired constituents in
Wyoming on this issue. A majority are
proud of their Greek heritage and I find
many things on which they and I, can,
and do agree that are proud moments
in the long history of the Greek people.

I think it is extremely unfortunate
that on this issue, we, do oftentimes re-
flect the feelings or yield to the pleas of
a majority of our constituents, or those
we know particularly well, rather than to
try to view an issue of this kind in the
context of what is best for America.

I have taken occasion in times past to
send to my inquiring and disapproving
friends in Wyoming, or to a number of
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them, speeches made by the distin-
guished majority leader.

I did that several months ago when I
thought he outlined better than I have
ever seen it done by any other person,
precisely the important elements in this
issue and why we had to consider the
understandable result that would obtain
in Turkey if we took the action we did,
as the distinguished majority leader has
pointed out here this morning.

On the strict issue of following the law,
we cannot argue that there was use by
Turkey of American supplied arms to
commit acts of aggression in Cyprus.
But I recall so well what the majority
leader said several months ago when he
observed that at that time those people
in Cyprus—and not only Premier Kara-
manlis but others as well—understood
that if America were by its actions to
alienate Turkey, and if as a consequence
of that alienation we severed all ties,
then what clout we may have had pre-
viously and what influence we might
hope to exercise in the future in a resolu-
tion of the tough, knotty, thorny prob-
lem of Cyprus would indeed have been
lessened very materially.

I thought what the majority leader
said needed to be repeated and needed
to be understood by all people.

We cannot, as we have learned time
after time, not only in this body but in
real life experience as well, undo all the
wrongs or the errors of the past. There
is no way we can go back and change the
moving finger of time.

So it is not or should not be a question
of trying to look back under the short
span of history and say that here is a
wrong that was committed so we are go-
ing to react another way and try to undo
that or penalize somebody for an action
that has displeased someone or that, in-
deed, has offended someone.

I just want to say that I agree com-
pletely with the distinguished minority
whip in applauding our majority leader
for his statesmanship and his ability to
help us put things in perspective.

I hope that the other body will do it,
too, because far more is at stake than the
issue of the resolution of these troubles
between Greece and Turkey.

Mr. HATFIELD subsequently said: Mr.
President, this morning we had, again,
one of those very rare and, I think, help-
ful experiences of listening to a résumé
by the distinguished majority leader (Mr.
MansrFIELD) concerning the problems of
the Mediterranean, involving the coun-
tries of Greece and Turkey.

I think we are all cognizant of the fact
that the majority leader has a very dis-

ed record and career as an acad-
emician, & man who has been trained
and schooled in history, having had the
responsibility to teach young people in a
university.

With such an outstanding background
of academic experience, we come to think,
oftentimes, that people become less than
pragmatic or practical in the field of
polities.

But I think we have seen in the politi-
cal career of the majority leader the ap-
plication and implementation of that
knowledge and experience in the aca-
demic classroom in a very practical and
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pragmatic way. His analysis this morn-
ing was an example of that point. He not
only is a man skilled in understanding
the background and history of peoples,
but also has the ability to apply that
knowledge to current events.

I appreciate very much not only his
ability to do that in reference, this morn-
ing, to Greek and Turkish relations, but
also the fact that he has demonstrated
his ability to be a conservator of words.
He gets to the point, makes it quickly and
eloquently, and that is that. Lest my
comments and commendation extend
beyond the length of his analysis of a
very complex issue, I simply congratulate
him and express my personal apprecia-
tion for his erudite and most practical
understanding of this complex problem.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there will
now be a period for the transaction of
routine morning business for not to ex-
ceed 15 minutes with statements therein
limited to 5 minutes each.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Heiting, one of his secre-
taries.

RESCISSIONS AND DEFERRALS—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. StoNE) laid before the Sen-
ate a message from the President of the
United States proposing five rescissions
and reporting 23 new deferrals of budg-
et authority available for obligation in
fiscal year 1976, which was referred to
the Committees on Appropriations,
Budget, Agriculture and Forestry, In-
terior and Insular Affairs, Labor and
Public Welfare, Public Works, Govern-
ment Operations, Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs, and Commerce, jointly,
pursuant to the order of January 30, 1975.
The message is as follows:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with the Impoundment
Control Act of 1974, I herewith propose
five rescissions and report 23 new de-
ferrals of budget authority available
for obligation in fiscal year 1976. The
rescission proposals total $90.2 million
and the new deferrals total $541.8 mil-
lion. In addition, I am reporting an in-
crease of $1.0 million in deferrals pre-
viously transmitted.

Rescissions of budget authority are
proposed for programs in the Commu-
nity Services Administration and the De-
partments of Agriculture, Interior, and
Health, Education, and Welfare. The
rescissions are proposed for a variety of
reasons: to avoid duplicative efforts, to
preserve the effective and limited uses of
demonstration programs, and because
program objectives can be met with less-
er amounts than have been made avail-
able.
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The majority of the new deferrals I
am reporting—14 of 23—defer the obli-
gation of funding provided by the con-
tinuing resolution for 1976 (Public Law
94-41). I have proposed that several
ongoing programs be reduced, termi-
nated, or transferred to other agencies
beginning in fiscal year 1976. The Con-
gress has not yet completed action on the
1976 regular appropriation bills or on my
proposed modifications of certain pro-
grams. In the meantime, it has generally
provided for all programs to receive tem-
porary appropriations at ongoing rates. I
am deferring cbligations above the levels
I have proposed, pending completion of
Congressional action on my proposals.
The remaining new deferrals are rou-
tine in nature and have little or no ef-
fect on program levels.

The details of each deferral and pro-
posed rescission are contained in the
attached reports.

This special message increases to
eight the number of rescissions now
pending before the Congress. I urge
prompt, positive action on each of them.

GERALD R. FORD.

THE WrITE Housk, July 26, 1975.

ADDITIONAL FUNDS TO CONTINUE
THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. StoNE) laid before the Senate
a message from the President of the
United States requesting an additional §3
billion to continue the Food Stamp pro-
gram, which was referred to the Com-

mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. The
message is as follows:

To the Congress of the United States:

Due to the existing law which invites
almost unlimited expansion of the Food
Stamp program, the cost of the pro-
gram has nearly doubled in the past 6
months. The unemployment rate has also
been a factor in the increase. To con-
tinue the Food Stamp program for the
remainder of this fiscal year, I am forced
to ask the Congress for an additional $3
billion over the $3.8 billion which I re-
quested in my budget submitted in
February.

Accordingly, I am today transmitting
to the Congress a budget amendment re-
questing these additional funds.

The flaws in the existing law easily
can be seen. Only 10 years ago, there
were fewer than 500,000 people partici-
pating in the program at a cost of $36
miilion. Today, the number of partici-
pants has expanded to 20 million and the
cost to $6.8 billion. Furthermore, if all
those presently eligible under current law
suddenly signed up for the program, esti-
mates are that between 40 and 60 mil-
lion persons would be receiving food
stamps.

In short, what has evolved in just 10
years is another massive, multibillion
dollar program, almost uncontrolled and
fully supported by Federal taxpayers.

Some claim that the Food Stamp pro-
gram cannot be controlled and that ever-
increasing costs are inevitable. I refuse to
accept that proposition. Every public pro-
gram is controllable. The Food Stamp
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Act was placed on the Statute books by
the Congress which has the power and
authority to amend the law.

Earlier this year, I submitted a pro-
posal which would have required all par-
ticipants in this program to pay a pro-
portionate share of their total income for
food stamps. This plan would have con-
tinued assistance to those in need and
would have distributed benefits on an
equitable basis. This reform was re-
jected by the Congress. Had it been ap-
proved, a savings of $1 billion in fiscal
year 1976 at the current rate of partici-
pation would have resulted.

In submitting this revised budget re-
quest, made necesary by the existing law,
I once again ask the Congress to work
with me on needed changes. We must
work toward two goals:

—In fairness to those truly in need, we
must focus food stamp assistance on
them;

—In fairness to the overburdened tax-
payers who must pay the bills, we
must tighten eligibility and partic-
ipation requirements.

More than 70 Members of the Con-
gress already have joined in supporting
legislation which would recognize the
need for changes in the Food Stamp
Act. Their proposal would concentrate
resources on assistance to low-income
Americans and relate the Food Stamp
program to other assistance programs di-
rected toward these same families. It
would introduce a number of positive ob-
jectives which should be supported by
everyone who shares the desire to assist
those truly in need and to control costs.

I urge in the strongest terms possible
that the Congress begin hearings on
these proposals at the earliest possible
date. If this program is to be contained,
even within its current bounds action
must be taker. immediately.

GERALD R. FORD,

THE WHITE HoUSE, July 25, 1975.

REPORT OF THE COUNCIL ON WAGE
AND PRICE STABILITY—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. StonE) laid before the Senate
a message from the President of the
Council on Wage and Price Stability,
which, with the accompanying report,
was referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing, House and Urban Affairs. The
message is as follows:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with section 5 of the
Council on Wage and Price Stability
Act, as amended, I hereby transmit to
the Congress the third quarterly report
of the Council on Wage and Price Sta-
bility. This report contains a description
of the Council activities during the past
few months in monitoring wages and
prices in the private sector and review-
ing various Federal Government activi-
ties that lead to higher costs and prices
without creating commensurate benefits.
It discusses in some detail the Council's
studies of steel and metal can prices,
cost-of-living escalator clauses and mar-
keting spreads for food products. In ad-
dition, it contains a discussion of wages

July 26, 1975

and prices during the first quarter of
1975 and the outlook for the rest of the
year. Also included is a special chapter
prepared by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare on the cost of
medical care.

Although it requires continuing atten-
tion, progress has been made in reducing
the rate of inflation. With price increases
now decelerating, moderation in wage
settlements becomes very important.
Wage increases that substantially raise
unit labor costs could create new infla-
tionary pressures. Moreover, the recovery
of the economy should not be used as
an occasion for business to raise prices
in anticipation of stronger demand.
The Council on Wage and Price Sta-
bility also will continue to menitor close~
ly actions taken by the Government and
will call to public attention unjustified
activities that could have an adverse im-
pact on price levels.

GeRALD R, FoRb.

THE WHITE HOUSE, July 26, 1975.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr, StoNE) laid before the Senate
the following letters, which were referred
as indicated:

REPORT OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF

DEFENSE

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
Defense transmitting, pursuant to law, &
report of receipts and disbursements pertain:
ing to the disposal of surplus military sup-
plies and equipment for the third quarter
of the fiscal year 1975 (with an accompany-
ing report): to the Committee on Appro-
priations,

PROPOSED LEGISLATION BY THE DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE

A letter from the General Counsel of the
Department of Defense transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation relating to the ap~
pointment, promotion, separation, and re-
tirement of members of the armed forces,
and for other purposes (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION

A letter from the Secretary of Transporta-
tion transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
on Fare-Free Mass Transportation (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee cn.
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs.

REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE

A letter from the Secretary of Transporta-
tion fransmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port on the Rail Passenger Service Act (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Commerce.

REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH,

EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

A letter from Secretary of Health, Educa~
tlon, and Welfare transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the health consequences
of smoking (with an accompanying report);
to the Committee on Commerce,

REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
the National Marine Fisheries Service for the
calendar year 1974 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on Commerce,

PROPOSED ACT OF THE COUNCIL OF THE
DIsSTRICT OF COLUMBIA
A letter from the Chairman of the Coun-
cil of the District of Columbia transmitting,
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pursuant to law, a copy of an act adopted
by the Council regarding the Council of the
District of Columbia (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.
PROPOSED ACT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA

A letter from the Chairman of the Coun-
cil of the District of Columbia transmitting,
pursuant to law, a copy of an act adopted
by the Council to establish a District of Co-
lumbia Boxing and Wrestling Commission
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.
PrROPOSED LEGISLATION BY THE SECRETARY OF

THE TREASURY

A letter from the Secretary of the Treas-
ury transmitting a draft of proposed leglsla-
tion to provide for increased participation
by the United States in the Inter-American
Development Bank, and for other purposes
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Relations.

REPORTS OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

Two letters from the Comptroller General
of the United States each transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report, the first entitled
“Opportunity for Savings of Large Sums in
Acquiring Computer Systems under Federal
Grant Programs" and the second “Environ-
mental Assessment Efforts for Proposed
Projects Have Been Ineffective” (with ac-
companying reports); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

ProOPOSED DECONTROL OF PRICE oF OIL

A letter from the Administrator of the
Federal Energy Administration transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a proposed amend-
ment to the petroleum price and allocation
regulations (with accompanying papers); to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
Tairs.

STRIPPER WELL LEASE EXEMPTION AMENDMENT

A letter from the Administrator of the
Federal Energy Administration transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, an extension of the
stripper well lease exemption amendment
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

APPLICATION FOR LOAN TO A RECLAMATION

DISTRICT

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of the Interior reporting, pursuant to
law, on the receipt of an application for a
loan of $920,000 from the Wenatchee Heights
Reclamation Distriet, Chelan County,
Wash.; to the Committee on Interlor and
Insular Affairs.

REPORTS OF THE IMMIGRATION AND
NATURALIZATION SERVICE

A letter from the Commissioner of the
Immigration and Naturalization BService
transmitting, pursuant to law, reports cov-
ering the period May 1 through May 15,
1975, concerning visa petitions approved by
the Service (with accompanying papers); to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

PrROPOSED REGULATION BY THE DEPARTMENT
~ oP HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

A letter from the Executlve Secretary of
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare transmitting, pursuant to law, pro-
posed regulations and guidelines governing
section 102(b)(B8) of the Mutual Educa-
tional and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare.
PrOPOSED ALTERATION OF A PuBLIc BUILDING

A letter from the Administrator of Gen-
eral Services transmitting, pursuant to law,
a prospectus for alterations at the Wood-
lawn, Maryland, Operations Building (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Public Works.
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION BY THE SECRETARY OF
TRANSPORTATION

A letter from the Secretary of Transporta-
tion transmitting a draft of proposed legisla-
tion to amend the Highway Safety Act of
1966 to authorize appropriations, and for
other purposes (with accompanying papers):
to the Committee on Publle Works.
REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION

A letter from the Secretary of Transporta-
tion transmitting, pursuant to law, the first
annual report on Administrative Adjudica-
tion of Traffic Infractions (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Public
Works.

PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:
By ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore
(Mr. STONE) :
A petition seeking a redress of grievances
from several citizens of the State of Florida;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AU-
THORIZATION ACT, 1976—CON-
F'Esﬂa.fNCE REPORT—(REPT. NO. 94—

)

Mr. STENNIS submitted a report from
the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 6674) to authorize appropriations
during the fiscal year 1976, and the pe-
riod of July 1, 1976, through Septem-
ber 30, 1976, for procurement of aircraft,
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons,
and research, development, test, and
evaluation for the Armed Forces, and
to prescribe the authorized personnel
strength for each active duty component
and the Selected Reserve of each Re-
serve component of the Armed Forces
and of civilian personnel of the Depart-
ment of Defense, and to authorize the
military training student loads, and for
other purposes.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in execufive session, the following
executive reports of committees were
submitted:

By Mr. PASTORE, from the Committee on
Commerce:

The following-named persons to be mem-=-
bers of the Board of Directors of the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting for the
terms indicated:

For the remainder of a term expiring
March 26, 1976:

Robert S. Benjamin, of New York, vice Irv=-
ing Eristol, resigned.

Virginia Bauer Duncan, of California, vice
Thomas B. Curtis, resigned.

For the remainder of a term expiring
March 26, 1978:

Amos B. Hostetter, Jr., of Massachusetts,
vice Theodore W. Braun, resigned.

For a term expiring March 26, 1980:

Lucius Perry Gregg, Jr., of Illinois, vice
James R. Killian, Jr., term expired.

Lillie E. Herndon, of South Carolina, vice
Frank Pace, Jr,, term expired.
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Donald E. Santarelll, of Virginia, vice Rob-
ert 8. Benjamin, term expired.

W. Allan Wallis, of New York, vice Jack J.
Valenti, term expired.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first time
and, by unanimous consent, the second
time, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself and Mr.
BUCKLEY) :

5. 2184, A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Commerce to participate in the organiza-
tion for, planning, design and construction
of facilities in connection with the 1980
Olympic Winter Games at Lake Placid, N.Y.
Referred to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. MONTOYA:

S. 2185. A bill to amend the Emergency
Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973 to provide
for the gradual decontrol of domestic crude
petroleum prices and for other purposes. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. FONG (by request) :

S. 2186. A bill to ban the importation,
manufacture, sale, and transfer of Saturday
Night Specials, to improve the effectiveness
of the Gun Control Act of 1968, to ban posses-
sion, shipment, transportation, and receipt of
all firearms by felons, and for other purposes.
Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself and
Mr. BUCKLEY) :

S. 2184. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Commerce to participate in the
organization for, planning, design and
construction of facilities in connection
with the 1980 Olympic Winter Games at
Lake Placid, N.Y. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I today
introduce, along with Senator Buckley,
a bill to authorize the construction of the
necessary winter sports and supporting
facilities at Lake Placid, N.Y., the desig-
nated site for the 1980 Winter Olympics
games.

Last year, the Congress passed, in Sen-
ate Resolution 72, a resolution of support
and assistance for Lake Placid’s applica-
tion to the International Olympic Com-
mittee to host the 1980 Winter Olympics.
I am honored that the International
Commictee saw fit to choose the United
States as the host country for the games,
and I am especially pleased that the
games are returning to Lake Placid,
where they were successfully conducted
in 1932.

Lake Placid is an ideal setting for the
Winter Olympic games. Its combination
of pristine beauty, existing facilities and
accessibility make it perfectly suited for
the Olympic competitions, which attract
visitors from around the world and are
viewed by many millions more.

The organizers of the Lake Placid
games have a keen insight in the need
to conduct the Olympics for the ath-
letes—to provide the finest in competi-
tion at the highest international level.
Moreover, their commitment to the eco-
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logical protection of the Lake Placid area
is total and without question. The games
are truly being run by the people of the
area, who have voted by referendum to
welcome and support the town’s bid to
host the 1980 games.

An example of this commitment can
be seen in the following document, which
is the organizing committee’s view of
the need to return the Winter Olympics
to a small town, with only moderate ex-
penditures and no environmental deg-
radation. I ask unanimous consent that
the memorandum “Keeping the Winter
Olympics in Perspective” be printed in
the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the en-
vironmental problems that played a lead-
ing role in forcing Denver, Colo., to with-
draw as the site of the 1976 Winter Olym-
pics and that plague other possible sites
for the games in the United States, do
not exist in Lake Placid’s designation as
the 1980 site. A combination of circum-
stances dating back almost three-quar-
ters of a century have assured that Lake
Placid will not be faced with the ecologi-
cal problems that haunt other sites.

Prior to 1900, the New York Legisla-
ture, acting with almost unprecedented
foresight, amended the State constitu-
tion to establish the “Forever Wild” Ad-
irondack State Park. Lake Placid is
located almost in the center of the high
peaks area of the Adirondacks, and the
New York State constitution has pro-
vided a permanent safeguard against de-
spoliation of the park.

State legislation has created the Ad-
irondack Park Agency with broad au-
thority to establish a master plan for
State owned and privately owned lands
in the Adirondack Park. Even further,
the agency has already exercised its com-
prehensive authority to establish a State
land master plan and Adirondack Park
private land use and development plan
with rigid land use controls.

Both the town of North Elba and the
village of Lake Placid have a long his-
tory of professional community plan-
ning. Each community has detailed zon-
ing ordinances, active planning boards
and boards of zoning appeals. Strict sign
ordinances and trailer ordinances already
exist in the village of Lake Placid and
are nearing reality in the town of
North Elba. Lake Placid provides an
almost unlimited source of present and
future water requirements for the area.
Municipal facilities have been designed
to serve the needs of a community of
20,000 to 25,000 persons, far in excess of
foreseeable requirements for the next
25 years.

Without question, the hosting of a 1980
Winter Olympies will involve the expan-
sion and improvement of present facili-
ties and the construction of some new
facilities. It is here that Lake Placid can
point with pride to its almost unexcelled
existing winter sports facilities. Almost
every sports facility necessary to host the
1980 Winter Olympics now exists and is
in annual use. The following are the prin-
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cipal facilities and the necessary im-
provements to be made.
BOBSLEDDING

The Olympic bobrun, owned by the
State of New York, has been in opera-
tion for over 40 years, and it is considered
to be one of the finest in the world. The
bobrun area includes all necessary park-
ing, a new lodge, refrigerated finish
curve and complete water, sewer, and
power requirements. The run has been
approved by the FIBT for international
competitions and is repeatedly the site
of world bobsled championships, in-
cluding the 1973 world championships.
The only suggested improvements for
1980 would be refrigeration of the en-
tire run.

CROSS COUNTRY AND BIATHLON

Cross country facilities necessary to
conduct the Olympic cross country and
biathlon events already exist at the
Mount Van Hoevenberg Recreation Area
owned and operated by the State of New
York. These facilities were used for the
International Kennedy Games, the 1972
world university games, and they were
the site of the 1973 world’s biathlon
championships. The only additions re-
quired for 1980 would be limited trail im-
provements, a biathlon range, and lodge
expansion.

ALPINE SKIING

Whiteface Mountain ski area, also
owned and operated by the State of New
York, can properly be called one of the
major ski mountains in the East. There
now exist four ski shelters or lodges, six
ski lifts, several miles of ski trails, over
2 miles of snow making equipment, and
several parking lots, The present trails
have FIS approval for international al-
pine competition. Whiteface has fre-
quently been the site of major interna-
tional alpine events, including the re-
cent 1971 pre-FISU races, the 1972 world
university alpine events, the 1974 Cana-
dian-American slalom and giant slalom
alpine races and the U.S. national down-
hill races.

BKI JUMP

The town of North Elba park district
owned Intervale Olympic ski jump com-
plex already contains a T0-meter and a
40-meter ski jump. There now exist spec-
tator facilities, parking and ample room
for additional parking at the adjacent
airport and horseshow stadium, all of
which are owned and operated by the
town of North Elba park district. Plans
are available for the construction of a
new 90-meter ski jump, adjacent to the
existing T0-meter and 40-metfer jumps,
that would be required for the Olympics.
No new development of private or State-
owned lands would be involved for any
possible ski jump improvements that
might be made.

SPEED SEKATING

The required 400-meter speed skating
track constructed for the 1932 Olympics
is located on the campus in front of Lake
Placid Central School and adjacent to
the Olympic arena. Each year since 1932
a 400-meter speed skating track has been
constructed and maintained at this site
each winter for recreational and speed
skating competitions. The stadium would
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require refrigeration of the 400-meter
track and temporary spectator bleachers
for the 1980 Olympics. A refrigerated
400-meter oval would result in a new
modernized track surface for track and
field competitions, and assure future
ideal speed skating events and recrea-
tional skating.
FIGURE SKATING, HOCKEY

There are two ice sheets in the present
Olympic arena that are technically ade-
quate for both figure skating and hockey
competitions. Expanded seating capacity
for spectators should be provided at the
Olympic arena within the present struc-
ture. The scope of the present figure
skating programs and hockey activities
is now far beyond the capacity of the
present arena, and additional ice space
is required. For the 1980 Olympics, an
additional arena or ice sheet with sub-
stantially increased spectator capacity
will have to be constructed. This facility
could be provided adjacent to the pres-
ent Olympic arena without damage to
the arena, change in the character of the
community or adverse ecological impact.
The Olympic arena is located within easy
walking distance from most of the hous-
ing in the community.

ACCOMMODATIONS FOR VISITORS

Lake Placid is a resort community
whose economy is based upon the ac-
commodation of visitors. The community
has years of experience in handling large
conventions and peak crowds of visitors.
The existing 150 or more hotels, motels,
and guest houses are capable of catering
to the needs of over 10,000 visitors, and
housing far in excess of 25,000 additional
persons is already available at present
tourist facilities within an hour’s drive
from Lake Placid. While it can be antic-
ipated that the 1980 Olympics will create
a demand for additional housing in the
area, the existing and new municipal fa-
cilities previously outlined are more than
adequate to handle any expansion.

ACCESS H“IGHWAYS

An adequate network of modern ac-
cess roads presently exist in the area.
Lake Placid’s 1980 Olympic proposals
neither seek nor desire any additional or
expanded highways. During the summer
months, the present highway system
presently handles in excess of 100,000
daily visitors to the area.

OLYMPIC VILLAGE

For the Olympic Winter Games there
are a maximum of approximately 1,200
competitors and 600 officials that will
need housing, Lake Placid is fortunate in
having a number of practical alternatives
to the housing problem.

In the first instance, it would be pos-
sible, with very little additional con-
struction, to provide all required housing
from existing privately owned commer-
cial establishments.

A second alternative would be to es-
tablish a small college campus, at one of
several available locations in the area.
This would involve the construction of
dormitory facilities, cafeteria, and field-
house stadium that could be used as an
Olympic Village and be adapted for col-
lege purposes following the Olympic
Winter Games.
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A third alternative would be a proposal
that has already been submitted to the
organizing committee by Health Plan-
ning Associates, Inc., the establishment
of a four-county—Clinton, Franklin,
Hamilton, and Essex—multiple purpose
health service and mental health center
at the site of the present Ray Brook Hos-
pital to be used as an Olympic village
and immediately thereafter converted to
use for the above purposes.

Mr. President, the financing of the
1980 Winter Olympic Games must be a
combined effort of local, State and Fed-
eral Government as well as private con-
tributions. The local and New York State
governments have already begun to pro-
.vide their share.

The State of New York will provide the
funding for all improvements to facilities
owned or operated by the State. These
include the cross country trails, the bi-
athlon range, the bobsled and luge runs,
and the Alpine ski area at Whiteface
Mountain.

Lake Placid and the town of North
Elba are taking full responsibility for all
organization and administrative ex-
penses, as well as the funding of tempo-
rary facilities and special equipment.

We at the Federal level have a similar
responsibility, particularly since the con-
gressional resolution of support and as-
sistance was instrumental in the Inter-
national Olympic Committee’s selection
of Lake Placid as the 1980 site.

The commitment must not be delayed.
It is modest in extent and essential to the
successful fulfillment of the games. It
will provide the entire Nation with the
spirit and pride that derives from the
hosting of such a major international
athletic competition, and it will further
enhance for future generations the qual-
ity of our winter athletic facilities.

Mr. President, I am hopeful that this
legislation will not be delayed. Construc-
tion must begin this year if we are to
avoid serious problems in meeting the
unalterable date of the games themselves.
I believe each of my colleagues can en-
dorse this bill and take pride from the
successful hosting of the Olympics in the
United States in 1980.

ExmxisIT 1
“WINTERE OLYMPICS" IN
PERSPECTIVE

In terms of an international athletic com-
petiuon. the “Winter Olymplcs"—as they are
known to the world—are very similar to
those that were first held in Chamonix,
France in 1924. With the exception of the
post-war emergence of alpine skiing as a
major competition, the only new Olympic
events are the Biathlon, added at Squaw
Valley in 1960, with approximately 75 com-
petitors, and the Luge, added at Innsbruck
in 1964, with approximately 90 competitors.

At St. Moritz, Switzerland in 1948 the 28
participating countries sent a total of 878
competitors (801 men and 77 women). Sap-
poro, Ja.pan in 1972 had 35 CDmpEting coun-
tries and 1,128 competitors (911 men and 217
women)., The total number of competitors

has been almost static at approximately 1,100
for the past three “"Winter Olympics” (Inns-
bruck—1964, Grenoble—1868, and Sapporo—
1972). The slight increase in the number of
competitors was not caused by the additional
number of countries participating. Basically,
most competitors come from 21 winter-sport
countries. The remaining 14 participating
countries send five or less competitors each
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(actually a total of only 42), the majority of
whom compete in the alpine skiing events,
While from 1948 to 1972 the “Winter
Olympies” have remained basically un-
changed as an international athletic com-
petition with the minor exceptions pre-
viously noted in terms of number of coun-
tries, total competitors and winter sports
program—one significant change has taken
place. The “Winter Olympics” have moved to
the big citles, with some startling results.

The maximum costs, for all purposes, of
the 1948 Olympics at 8t. Moritz, Switzerland,
a community of less than 10,000 people, prob-
ably did not exceed $5,000,000.00. It is re-
ported that the total costs, including public
improvements, of the 1964 Olympics in Inns-
bruck, Austria, a city of 100,000 people, were
over 100 million dollars, and that the 1968
Olympics at Grenoble, France, a city of over
400,000 people, they were In excess of 400
million dollars. In 1972 at Sapporo, Japan, a
city of over 700,000 people, the reported costs
for administration expenses, new sports fa-
cllities and “related public projects” soared
to almost $700,000,000.

Several obvious conclusions can be drawn
from a detailed study of the reports of the
past three “City"” Winter Olympics (Inns-
bruck, Grenoble and Sapporo) :

1. The total cost for the construction of
all necessary sports facilities required, related
public projects and games organization in
recent Winter Olympics approximates 8$1,-
000.00 per “City” resident.

2. It cost Innsbruck approximately $100,-
000.00 per competitor, Grenoble approxi-
mately £400,000.00 per competitor and Sap-
poro §700,000.00 per competitor, for the priv-
ilege of putting on the Winter Olympics.

3. Cities hosting the Winter Olympics use
the event as the reason for massive public
facility urban renewal and construction proj-
ects, including parking, highways, alrports,
subways, housing projects and assorted pub-
lic bulldings and facilities totally unrelated
to the Olympics.

4. The sheer logistics of endeavoring to
stage a Winter Olympics in or near a city en-
vironment escalates all costs, traffic control,
parking, housing, sanitation, transporting,
and multiple other administrative problems
in almost a direct ratio to the size of the
city, and far out of proportion in relation
to the events themselves.

5. Only a small percentage of the local
residents of a city actually have (or take)
the opportunity to attend more than one
of the Olympic events when they are held
in or near their citles.

8. Only a small percentage of visitors (far
less than 10% —Sapporo less than 59 ) from
other countries comprise the attendance of
any of the various comvetitions,

7. The financing of a modern Winter Olym-
pic is beyond the resources of any local com-
munity or city, and they can only be or-
ganized and conducted with adequate State
and Federal financing.

8. Equally disturbing and Important is the
fact that the present “big city” Winter Olym-
pics syndrome is such that it may no longer
be possible for the many other small, moun-
tainous, winter sports communities through-
out the world, Winter Olympic sites siich as
Garmisch, St. Moritz, Chamonix, Cortina,
Squaw Valley, and Lake Placid, to even con-
sider seeking to be the site of a Winter
Olympies.

Lake Placid with pride in its past accom-
plishments, is prepared to organize and host,
with the necessary State and Federal assist-
ance in financing, the construction of the
limited additional sports sites and support-
ing facilities required, a successful 1980 Win-
ter Olympics.

We do not propose any large, Olympic
motivated, public works projects, new mul-
tiple-lane access highways, airports, huge
parking lots or multi-million dollar “one
time” sports faclilities. The time has come
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to restore the Winter Olympics to thelr prop-
er perspective, to take them out of the city
and return them to the small, mountainous
communities where they originated. We
would hope that our feelings might be
shared by the national and international
selection bodies.

By Mr. MONTOYA:

S. 2185. A bill to amend the Emergency
Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973 to pro-
vide for the gradual decontrol of domestic
crude petroleum prices and for other pur-
poses. Referred to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, the
time has come for a compromise on the
question of oil prices. It is clear that if
the President does not retreat from his
position of complete decontrol and the
congressional majorities do not retreat
from their position of price stability or
rollback, this impasse will not be broken.
That is the road to disaster.

If we had intentionally set out to dis-
rupt economic recovery, to create even
greater uncertainty about the future of
the oil industry and to give the OPEC
cabal a hammer with which to beat on
the American economy any time they
wish, we could not do it better than by
doing nothing now.

Surely there is a middle ground be-
tween the position of the President and
that of the congressional majorities
which all can agree upon and which will
meet the principal goals of both sides.
I define those goals as follows: First, to
assist the economic recovery which is now
at a critical stage; second, to provide the
resources which the oil industry needs to
increase domestic production; and, third,
to put control of our economy, our foreign
policy, and our destiny back into our
own hands.

I believe that the bill I am introducing
meets those goals by following a middle
path between the Presidential and the
congressional majority position. My hill
provides a moderate increase in the price
of old oil, freezes the price of new oil, and
makes adjustments in the definition of
new oil to insure that the Federal Energy
Administration treats oil from newly
sunk wells and from unitized properties
as new oil.

0Old oil. My bill authorizes an imme-
diate increase in price to $7.50 per barrel.
Thereafter, the price would increase as
the economy improves. For each 1-per-
cent decline in unemployment, old oil
prices will increase by 30 cents until a
ceiling price of $9 per barrel is reached.
Further increases above $9 will be per-
mitted based on increases in a special
cost of living index measuring increases
in the cost of material used in the ex-
ploration, drilling, and production of
domestic oil.

New oil. Prices will be frozen at $12.75
per barrel, plus periodic cost of living
increases as discussed above.

Definition of new oil. New oil would be
defined as any oil produced from a new
well, whether in an existing field or in
a new field, except that if the oil comes
from an existing field and from the same
horizon as existing old oil, there would be
a rebuttable presumption that it is old
oil; and as any oil from properties uni-
tized for the purposes of pressure main-
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tenance, on which secondary or tertiary
recovery processes are used,

An increase in the cost of old oil is
justified by the importance of increasing
our domestic supply of oil and by the
steep increases in the costs of drilling
which have occurred during the last 2
years. To refuse to provide any increase
in old oil prices is to ignore reality.

The cost of drilling a well has in-
creased by three times over the cost be-
fore the embargo, yet the average price
of old oil has been frozen at an ar-
tificially low price for nearly 2 years. It
is appropriate, therefore, that we pro-
vide an immediate increase of $2 in the
old oil price to reflect 2 years of in-
flation. Moreover, it is the proceeds from
producing wells which provide the capi-
tal needed to explore and bring new
wells into production. By providing addi-
tional revenues for the oil companies,
we are providing an economic incentive
for increased domestic production.

The remaining $1.50 increase in the
price of old oil would be phased in with
improvements in the economy. By phas-
ing the remaining inereases we avoid the
danger of putting too great a strain on
an economy already weakened by reces-
sion and high inflation. By tying the re-
maining increases into improvement in
the economy we are providing that the
American people will be able to more
easily absorb them. This position follows
the middle path between the President’s
request for phasing over a 39 month
period and the majorities position that a
phased increase still would be too great
a burden.

The ceiling price of $9 falls approxi-
mately midway between the controlled
price and the current market price of $13
per barrel. In this sense it is a compro-
mise. In the sense that it is a moderate
increase which will induce additional
production, it is a workable compromise.

The price freeze on new oil is essen-
tial if we are to reduce the influence the
OPEC cabal now has on our economy.
There is no justification for allowing the
basic price of new oil to rise above $12.75
per barrel. To do so is to tie American
prices to Arab decisions.

The fear of $16 per barrel oil is well
founded. It is expected that OPEC will
increase its basic oil prices by another
$2 this September, and the President has
threatened to impose an additional $1
per barrel tariff on imported oil. Thus,
we are looking at a price of $16 per bar-
rel for imported oil. At the very least,
$3 of that price is completely artificial
and completely unjustified in free mar-
ket terms. Yet due to our need of OPEC’s
oil and our importing of that oil we must
pay the $16 per barrel price. Without
this price freeze domestically produced
oil would immediately rise and match
the $16 figure. However, with this price
freeze we can assure the Nation that
any increase in the price of OPEC’s oil
will not be followed by an increase in the
domestically produced new oil. Through
this price freeze we can reduce OPEC’s
influence and once again direct our own
economic destiny.

It is clear that some type of control
is necessary. Our past experience with
the 1973 oil embargo, reports from the
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Interior and Insular Affairs Committee
and testimony from people from the
Brooking Institution and other institu-
tions all clearly show that total decontrol
would have disasterous effects. The in-
creased energy costs triggered by the
Arab embargo were a principal factor
in the 12-percent inflation of 1974 and in
prolonging and deepening the current
recesSion. Interior Committee reports
and testimony all indicate that if all
domestic crude oil was decontrolled there
would be a staggering $33 billion in-
crease in fuel costs. Surely the need for
price controls of some sort can be seen
clearly in these figures. The effect of
total decontrol on the economy would be
disasterous.

My bill also provides for a special
“cost of living” index. Oil prices were
frozen at a level which would provide
the needed capital and economic incen-
tive to increase domestic oil production.
Without a “cost of living” increase
these goals would be devoured by infla-
tion in materials cost. We would, there-
fore, end up in the same situation of
declining domestic production and in-
creased OPEC influence. This now com-~
mon “cost of living” provision will guard
against this erosion of economic incen-
tive and increased OPEC influence. It is
a middle ground solution between al-
lowing uncontrolled price increases and
not allowing any price increase in the
ceiling which would serve only to cause
further declines in our oil production.

Finally, my bill would redefine new
and old oil in order to provide further
incentives to increase the production of
domestic oil and to lessen our depend-
ence of OPEC’s oil. This bill insures that
oil produced by newly sunk wells in
existing fields is not considered old oil.
Much of the oil in old fields which is
found at depths deeper than the origi-
nal oil is not being pumped out. The
reason for this situation is that the
oil which is produced from an existing
fleld is considered by FEA to be old
oil even though a new well had to be
sunk in a different part of the field. Due
to the fact that drilling costs have tri-
pled in the past 2 years and that it is
not a sure thing that oil exists at a
deeper level the lower old oil price is
not a sufficient incentive. The result is
that much oil capable of increasing our
domestic production is allowed to lie un-
derground and dormant. I fell that by
this redefining we can pull that oil out
of the ground and put it to where if
will do most good for the American peo-
ple and the economy.

Any oil produced from properties unit-
ized for the purpose of pressure mainte-
nance or on which secondary or tertiary
recovery processes are used would be
classified as new oil. Admittedly the oil
produced by these processes comes from
already existing wells but it is also true
that it is produced only by using expen-
sive techniques. In order to increase the
vield of oil they have been forced to cap
wells or use water or gas injection. This
oil is, therefore, produced at an expen-
sive price which necessitates it being
considered new oil. If we are to provide
the Nation with the oil it needs in order
to limit the OPEC’s influence on our econ-
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omy we must secure maximum produc-
tion from this type of well. By allowing
these wells the classification of new oil
we will assure our independence from
OPEC. Thus, by compromising in the
definition of new and old oil we can avoid
many of the dangers of total decontrol
while at the same time increasing domes-
tic production and limiting OPEC’s abil-
ity to affect our economy.

In conclusion, I feel that the bill I am
presenting today is the long sought at
compromise on the troublesome problem
of oil prices. It is not the President’s total
decontrol plan. It is not the congressional
majorities price stability or rollback
plan. It is rather a workable compromise.
It is one which will prevent further eco-
nomic disruptions caused by OPEC on
the price of new oil and on the economy
in general. It is one which will increase
our domestic production of oil. It is not
everything that everyone wanted but it
does accomplish the basic needs of the
country.

By Mr. FONG (by request) :

S. 2186. A bill to ban the importation,
manufacture, sale, and transfer of
Saturday night specials, to improve the
effectiveness of the Gun Control Act of
1968, to ban possession, shipment, trans-
portation, and receipt of all firearms by
felons, and for other purposes. Referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, at the re-
quest of the administration, I am today
introducing a bill “to ban the importa-
tion, manufacture, sale and transfer of
Saturday night specials, to improve the
effectiveness of the Gun Control Act of
1968, to ban possession, shipment, trans-
portation, and receipt of all firearms by
felons, and for other purposes.”

The question of Federal control of
guns and especially the so-called Satur-
day night specials has been an issue of
much debate and emotional reaction
throughout the United States.

Saturday night specials, as my col-
leagues well know, are cheap, low-gual-
ity, easily concealed handguns.

These Saturday night specials have no
legitimate sporting use nor any valid de-
fense purpose.

This type of shoddy gun is of no value
to sportsmen. Sportsmen use rifles, shot-
guns, and well-constructed handguns,
but not the inaccurate Saturday night
specials.

No one, and I specifically include my-
self in that group, wants to prevent
sportsmen from pursuing their hobbies.

However, as President Ford pointed
out in his crime message to Congress on
June 19 of this year:

Since 1960, although billlons of dollara
have been spent on law enforcement pro-
grams, the crime rate has more than
doubled.

More significantly, the number of crimes
involving threats of violence or actual vio-
lence has Increased. And the number of
violent crimes in which the perpetrator and
the vietim are strangers has also increased.
A recent study indicates that approximately
65 percent of all violent crimes are com-
mitted against strangers.

The personal and social toll that crime ex-
acts from our citizens is enormous. In addi-
tion to the direct damage to victims of crime,
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violent crimes In our streets and In our
homes make fear pervasive.

Something must be done to control the
weapons and especially the cheap hand-
guns used to perpetrate these violent
crimes.

I have, as far back as 1968, voted for
a finding that destructive devices—such
as bazookas and mortars—machineguns
and short-barreled guns and rifles were
not appropriate for sport, recreation or
personal defense and that, therefore,
their flow in interstate commerce should
be regulated.

I have previously supported legisla-
tion to require Federal or State regis-
tration of all firearms and a license to
possess them. I also voted for proposals
to prohibit an applicant from recelving
a license to ship firearms or ammuni-
tion in interstate or foreign commerce
when his place of business was located
in a State which did not have in effect
a firearm control law which met Federal
minimum standards.

It is my position that we need legisla-
tion placing strong controls on improper
and illegal gun use and those laws must
be strictly, quickly, and uniformly en-
forced. To the extent that is possible
under article I, section 8 of the Consti-
tution and within the constraints of the
10th amendment reserving to the States
the powers not delegated to the United
States, the Federal Government must
and should do everything possible to re-
duce crime and as President Ford indi-
cated, “contribute to a safer America.”

The bill I am today introduecing is a
good starting point for such legislation.

This bill, so far as it goes, does provide
additional safeguards not now in the
law.

Dealers, who are defined as ammuni-
tion retailers, firearm dealers, gunsmiths
or pawnbrokers would be prohibited to
sell a handgun to a person who did not
appear at the licensee’s premises for
purposes of clearly establishing his iden-
tity. The information is then to be for-
warded to the chief law-enforcement
officer where the transferee lives or will
keep the gun, as well as to the FBI, so
that a check can be made and reported
to the tr.nsferor. The transferor must
wait at least 14 days for this report be-
fore delivering the handgun. The pur-
chaser’s statement and the report of the
enforcement officers must be retained by
the dealer and are subject to inspection
by the Treasury. This is a good provi-
sion since it permits a waiting period
during which time the purchaser can be
checked out.

Licensed manufacturers, licensed im-
porters, licensed dealers or licensed col-
lectors may not manufacture, assemble,
sell or transfer a handgun, other than
a curio or relic, in the United States un-
less the handgun model has been ap-
proved by the Sscretary of the Treasury.
Further, it would make it unlawful to
sell or transfer an unapproved handgun
by an individual who is not a licensee if
he knows the handgun model has not
been approved. This is good as it would
prohibit Saturday night specials trans-
actions.

Resales or transfers of handguns must
be in accordance with Federal and State
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law and any applicable published ordi-
nances. However, this is not applicable
to transactions between licensed im-
porters, licensed manufacturers, licensed
dealers, and licensed collectors. See Sec.
922(f). This is good as it would by Fed-
eral statute prohibit sales in States and
localities with strong gun control laws.

Purchase or receipt of more than two
guns within a 30-day period is pro-
hibited, unless with the prior approval
of the Secretary of the Treasury. This is
good as it would prevent multiple sales
to persons who then redistribute the
handguns unlawfully.

Additionally, the Secretary of the
Treasury is given additional authority to
deny a license unless he finds the person
meets the age and criminal record re-
quirements and had premises from which
he conducts or intends to conduct the
business and that the applicant is not
prohibited by State or local law from
conducting the business to which the li-
cense would apply and that he is likely to
conduct the business in conformity with
applicable law. The Secretary would have
90 days instead of 45 days to act on this
application. This is a good tightening up
provision.

Prosecution for commission of a felony
where a firearm was carried or used
could be had in a court of the United
States, and, a prison term of 1 to 10
vears for a first offense and 2 to 25 years
for subsequent offenses to run consecu-
tively after the term of imprisonment for
the commission of the felony is also
provided. Strict enforcement of such
legislation hopefully would deter crim-
inal action and if not, it would certainly
protect society by removing the criminal
from society for a longer and more
certain term, since a suspended or pro-
bationary sentence is prohibited.

So, as my colleagues can see just from
the points outlined, the Administration
bill is indeed a very good starting point
toward making America a safer place
in which to live.

At the request of the Administration,
I am also introducing an amendment to
S. 1, the Criminal Justice Reform Act
of 1975. This amendment would
strengthen the penalties for criminal
convictions involving the use of firearms.

Every effort must be made to dis-
courage the use of firearms by criminals.
Severe additional penalties in our
Criminal Justice Reform Act where fire-
arms are used would, in my opinion,
hopefully deter the use of such firearms.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill,
the section-by-section analysis thereof
and the amendment to S. 1 be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill and
material were ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

S. 21868

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

(a) that the traffic in cheap, low-quality,
and easily concealable handguns, which are
commonly known as “Saturday Night Spe-
ecials” and which have no legitimate sport-
ing or valid defensive purpose, constitutes
a serious threat to general law enforcement,
to the public safety, and to the integrity of
State and local firearms control laws;
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(b) that the criminal misuse of these
handguns is a significant factor in the prev-
alence of lawlessness and violent crime In
the United States, thus contributing greatly
to the Nation's law enforcement problems;

(c) that the existing ban on importation
of Saturday Night Specials has been effec-
tively subverted by the importation of parts
and the domestic assembly and manufacture
of the weapons the Congress banned from
importation; and

(d) that the absence of effective controls
on domestic manufacture and sale of small,
easily concealable, and cheap handguns
known as Saturday INiZhi Specials consti-
tutes a major shortcoming in existing law,
circumvents the purpose of the import re-
strictions of existing law, and makes possi-
ble commercial traffic among the States and
within the States in cheap and deadly weap-
ons which serve no sporting or valid defen-
sive purpose and which threaten the physical
safety and well-being of all Americans.

Sec. 2. The Congress further finds and de-
clares:

(a) that the receipt or possession of fire-
arms and ammunition by persons barred by
federal law from such receipt or possession
constitutes:

(1) a burden on commerce within and
among the States; and

(2) a threat to the domestic tranquillity;

(b) that a person obtaining a federal li-
cense to import, manufacture, or deal in fire-
arms should be a bona fide importer, manu-
facturer, or dealer operating not only within
the federal laws but also within State and
applicable local laws; and

(c) that the burden on commerce caused
by illegal possession of handguns by felons
and by persons barred from possession of
handguns by Federal, State, or local law re-
quires an increased obligation on the trans-
feror of handguns and on law enforcement
agencies to assure that there is no sale or
transfer of a handgun to a person not au-
thorized to possess it.

Sec. 3. Section 842 of title 18, United States
Code, is amended:

(a) by deleting “(as defined in section
4761 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954)"
in subsection (d)(5);

(b) by deleting “drug (as defined in sec-
tion 201(v) of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act)" in subsection (d) (5) and in-
serting in lieu thereof “substance”;

(c) by deleting *'(as defined in section 4721
(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954);
or” in subsection (d)(5) and inserting in
lieu thereof “as those fterms are defined in
section 102 of the Controlled Substances Act
(21 US.C. 802)";

(d) by deleting subsection (d)(6) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“{6) has been adjudicated as mentally
incompetent or has been committed to a
mental institution; or

“(7) being an allen, is illegally or un-
lawfully in the United States.”;

(e) by deleting *(as defined in section
4761 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954)"
in subsection (1) (3);

(f) by deleting “drug (as defined in sec-
tion 201(v) of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetlc Act)” in subsection (1)(3) and
inserting in lieu thereof “substance”;

(g) by deleting *(as defined in section
4731(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954); or” in subsection (1)(3) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof "as those terms are de-
fined In section 102 of the Controlled Sub-
stances Act (21 U.S.C. 802)"; and

{h) by deleting subsection (i) (4) and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following:

"(4) who has been adjudicated as men-
tally incompetent or has been committed to
& mental institution; or

“(56) who, belng an alien, is illegally or
unlawfully in the United States;”.

Sec. 4. Section 843 of title 18, United
States Code, 1s amended:
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(a) by deleting “forty-five” in subsection
(¢) and inserting in lieu thereof “ninety’;
and

(b) by amending subsections
(e) to read as follows:

“{d) (1) The Secretary may revoke a license
or permit issued under this chapter if the
person holding the license or permit is in-
eligible to acquire explosive materials under
section 842(d).

“(2) A person who has a license or permit
issued under this section and who violates
8 provision of this sectlon or a rule or
regulation prescribed by the Secretary under
this chapter, shall be subject to a civil
penalty, to be imposed by the Secretary, of
up to $10,000 for each violation, or to sus-
pension or revocation of his license or per-
mit, or to both the civil penalty and revoca-
tion or suspension. The Secretary may at
any time compromise, mitigate or remit
such penalties. An action of the Secretary
under this subsection Is subject to review
only as provided in subsection (e) of this
section.

*{e) (1) Any person whose application is
denied or whose license or permit is sus-
pended or revoked or who is assessed a civil
penalty shall receive a written notice from
the Secretary stating the specific grounds
upon which such denial, suspension, revoca-
tion, or civil penalty is based. Any notice
of a suspension or revocation of a license
or permit shall be given to the holder of
such license or permit prior to or concurrent
with the effective date of the suspension or
revocation.

“(2) If the Secretary denies any applica-
tion for, or suspends or revokes, a license
or permit, or assesses a civil penalty, he
shall, upon request by the aggrieved party,
promptly hold a hearing to review his denial,
suspension, revocation, or assessment. In the
case of a suspension or revocation, the Sec-
retary may upon a request of the holder stay

(d) and

the effective date of the suspension or
revocation. A hearing under this section shall
be at a location convenient to the aggrieved

party. The Secretary shall give written
notice of his decision to the aggrieved party
within a reasonable time after the hearing.
The aggrieved party may, within sixty days
after recelpt of the Secretary's written deci-
sion, file a petition with the United States
court of appeals for the district in which
he resides or has his principal place of busi-
ness for a judicial review of such denial,
suspension, revocation, or assessment pur-
suant to sections 701 through 706 of title
5, United States Code.”.

Bec. 5. Section 921(a) of title 18, United
States Code, is amended:

(&) by amending paragraph (11) to read
as follows:

“(11) The term ‘dealer’ means any person
who is (A) engaged in business as an am-
munition retailer, (B) engaged in business
as a gunsmith, (C) engaged in business as a
firearms dealer, or (D) a pawnbroker. The
term ‘licensed dealer’ means any dealer who
Lse licensed under the provisions of this chap-

! i

(b) by redesignating paragraphs (12),
(13), (14), (15), (16), (17), (18), (19), and
(20) as paragraphs (19), (20), (21), (22),
(2?{), (24), (25), (26), and (27), respectively;
an

(¢) by adding after paragraph (11) the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

“(12) The term ‘ammunition retailer’
means any person who is not otherwise a
dealer who is engaged In the business of
selling ammunition at retall, other than am-
munition for deztructive devices.

“(13) The term ‘gunsmith’' means any per-
son who is not otherwise a dealer who is en-
gaged in the business of repairing firearms
or making or fitting special barrels, stocks,
or trigger mechanisms to firearms,
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“(14) The term ‘firearms dealer’ means any
person who is engaged in the business of sell-
ing firearms or ammunition at wholesale or
retail.

“{15) The term ‘handgun’ means a firearm
which has a short stock and which is de-
signed to be held and fired by the use of a
single hand. The term also includes any com-
bination of parts from which a handgun
can be assembled.

**(16) The term ‘handgun model’ means a
particular design and specification of a hand-
gun,
“(17) The term ‘pistol’ means a handgun
having a chamber or chambers as an in-
tegral part or parts of, or permanently
aligned with, the bore or bores.

“(18) The term ‘revolver’ means a hand-
gun having a breechloading chambered cylin-
der so arranged that the cocking of the ham-
mer or movement of the trigger rotates the
cylinder to bring the next cartridge in line
with the barrel for firlng."”.

SEc. 6. Section 922 of title 18, United States
Code, is amended:

(a) by adding after the words ‘“replace-
ment firearm"” in subsection (a)(2)(A) the
words “, other than a handgun of a model
which has not been approved by the Secre-
tary under section 923(k),”;

(b) by adding after the words “mailing a
firearm” in subsection (a) (2) (A) the words
“, other than a handgun of a model which
has not been approved by the Secretary under
section 923(k),";

(c) by deleting “resides in any State other
than that in which the transferor resides (or
other than that" in subsection (a)(5) and
inserting in lieu thereof “does not reside in
the State in which the transferor resides (or
does not reside in the State";

(d) by adding after the words “rental of a
firearm" in subsection (a)(5) the words
*, except a handgun of a model which has
not been approved by the Secretary under
section 923(k) of this chapter,”;

(e) by adding after the words “loan or
rental of a firearm" in subsection (b) (3) (B)
the words “, other than a handgun of a model
which has not been approved by the Secre-
tary under section 923(k),";

(f) by adding after the words “may sell a
firearm" in subsection (c¢) the words *, other
than a handgun,”;

(g) by deleting “, in the case of any fire-
arm other than a shotgun or a rifie, I am
twenty-one years or more of age, or that,
in the case of a shotgun or a rifie,” in sub-
section (¢) (1);

(h) by repealing subsections (d) and (h);

(i) by redesignating subsections (e) and
(f) as subsections (m) and (n), respectively,
by redesignating subsections (1), (i), (k),
(1), and (m) as subsections (o), (p), (q),
(r), and (s), respectively, and by redesig-
nating subsection (g) as subsection (h);

(j) by adding after subsection (c) the
following new subsections:

“(d) (1) It shall be unlawful for any
licensed manufacturer, licensed importer,
licensed dealer, or licensed collector to man=-
ufacture, assemble, sell, or transfer any
handgun, other than a curio or relic, in the
United States unless the handgun model has
been approved by the Secretary pursuant to
section 923(k) of this chapter.

“(2) It shall be unlawful for any person
other than a licensed manufacturer, licensed
importer, licensed dealer, or licensed col-
lector to sell or transfer any handgun, other
than a curio or relic, in the United States
knowing that the handgun is a model which
has not been approved by the Secretary pur-
suant to section 923(k) of this chapter.

“(e) It shall be unlawful for any person
to modify a handgun if the handgun model
was previously approved by the Secretary for
manufacture, assembly, importation, sale, or
transfer if as a result of the modification the
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handgun no longer meets the standards of a
handgun model approved under section
923(k) of this chapter.

“(f) It shall be unlawful for any person
who purchases or recelves a handgun with
the purpose of selling or transferring the
handgun to another person to sell or transfer
the handgun to another person unless he
knows or has reasonable cause to believe
that purchase and possession of the hand-
gun would be in accordance with Federal
law and with State law and any published
ordinance applicable at the place of sale, de-
livery, or other disposition. This subsection
shall not apply to transactions between
licensed importers, licensed manufacturers,
licensed dealers, and licensed collectors.

“(g) In any case not otherwise prohibited
by this chapter, a licensed importer, licensed
manufacturer, or licensed dealer many sell
& handgun to a person only if the person ap-
pears in person at the licensee's business
premises (other than a licensed importer,
manufacturer, or dealer) and, in order to
assure that purchase and possession of the
handgun by the transferee would be in ac-
cordance with Federal law and with State
law and any published ordinance applicable
at the place of sale, delivery, or other dis-
position, only if:

(1) the transferee submits to the trans-
feror a sworn statement prescribed in regu-
lations to be promulgated by the Secretary
setting forth:

“(A) his name, his residence, and the
place where the handgun will be kept; and

“(B) that his receipt of the handgun will

not be in violation of federal law, or of a
State law or any published ordinance of the
place of his residence or, if the handgun will
be kept at a place other than his place of
residence, of the place where the handgun
will be kept, and that he does not intend
to resell or transfer the handgun to a person
who is barred from owning or possessing it
by Federal or State law or any published
ordinance of the place of the latter person’s
residence or other place where the handgun
would be kept.
The sworn statement shall also include the
true title, name, and address of the chief
law enforcement officer of the place of the
transferee’s residence and the place where
the handgun will be kept. If a State law or
published ordinance applicable at the place
of the transferee’'s residence or the place
where the handgun will be kept requires that
a person must have a permit or license to
own, possess, or purchase the handgun, a
true copy of such permit or license shall be
attached to the sworn statement. Any other
information required to be supplied to own,
possess, or acquire a handgun under such
State law or published ordinance shall also
be attached to the sworn statement;

“(2) the transferee provides identification
sufficient to establish, under rules and regu-
lations of the Secretary, reasonable grounds
to belleve that the transferee is the person
he clalms to be, and that his resldence is at
the address stated in the transferee’s sworn
statement;

“(8) the transferor has, prior to delivery
of the handgun, forwarded immediately by
registered or certified mall (return receipt
requested), to the chief law enforcement of-
ficer of the transferee's place of residence
and to the chief law enforcement officer of
any other place where the transferee indi-
cates In his sworn statement that he will
keep the handgun, a copy of the sworn state=
ment, in a form prescribed by the Secretary,
for purposes of notifying such officer of the
proposed transfer and of permitting such
officer:

“{A) to check the record and identity of
the transferee, to determine whether owner-
ship or possession of the handgun by the
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transferee would be a violation of a State
law or any published ordinance of the place
of the transferee's residence or the place
where the handgun will be kept;

“(B) to request a name check by the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation which shall be
sent to the chief law enforcement officer
within five working days of the Bureau's
receipt of the request; and

“(C) to report to the transferor the re-
sults of such check, determination, and re-
quest;

“(4) the transferor has received a return
receipt evidencing delivery of the statement
or has had the statement returned due to
the refusal of the named addressee to accept
such letter in accordance with United States
Postal Service regulations;

“(5) the transferor has received reporis
from the chief law enforcement officer of the
transferee’'s place of residence and of the
other place where the transferee has indi-
cated that the handgun will be kept, and the
reports do not indicate that the transferee
is prohibited from shipping, possessing,
transporting, or recelving a handgun under
subsection (h) or (i) of this section, that
the transferee is less than twenty-one years
of age, or that the purchase or possession of
a handgun by the transferee would be a vio-
lation of a State law or any published ordi-
nance, applicable at the place of residence
or place where the handgun will be kept;
and

“(6) if the transferor has not received the

reports from the law enforcement officers,
the transferor has delayed delivery of the
handgun for a period of at least fourteen
days from the date the sworn statement re-
quired under paragraph (1) of this subsec-
tion was forwarded as prescribed in para-
graph (3) of this subsection.
A copy of the sworn statement and a copy
of the notification or notifications to the
chief law enforcement officer or officers, to-
gether with the reports received from such
officer or officers under paragraph (3) of this
subsection shall be retained by the licensee
as a part of the records required to be kept
under section 923(g).";

{k) by deleting “drug (as defined in sec-
tion 201(v) of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act)” in subsection (h)(3) and
inserting in lleu thereof *‘substance™;

(1) by deleting “(as defined in section
4731(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954); or"” in subsection (h)(3) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “as those terms are de-
fined in section 102 of the Controlled Sub-
stances Act (21 U.S.C. 802);";

(m) by amending subsection (h)(4) to
read as follows:

“(4) who has been adjudicated as mental-
ly incompetent or has been committed to a
mental institution; or";

(n) by deleting “to ship or transport any
firearm or ammunition in interstate or for-
eign commerce” in subsection (h) and in-
serting in lieu thereof:

*{6) who, being an alien, is illegally or un=-
lawfully in the United States;
to possess, ship, transport, or receive any
firearm or ammunition.”;

(o) by adding after subsection (h) the fol-
lowing new subsections:

“(1) It shall be unlawful for any person
who, while being employed by a person who
is prohibited from possessing, shipping, trans-
porting, or receiving firearms or ammunition
under subsection (h), and who, knowing or
having reason to belleve his employer falls
within one of the classifications enumerated
in subsection (h), in the course of such em-
ployment to possess any firearm or ammuni=-
tion.

“(j) It shall be unlawful for any person
to sell or otherwise dispose of any firearm or
ammunition to any person unless he knows
or has reasonable cause to believe that such
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person is not prohibited from possessing,
shipping, transporting, or receiving a fire-
arm or ammunition under subsection (h)
or (i) of this section. This subsection shall
not apply with respect to the sale or dis-
position of a firearm or ammunition to a
licensed importer, licensed manufacturer,
licensed dealer, or licensed collector who
pursuant to subsection (b) of section 925 of
this chapter is not precluded from dealing
in firearms or ammunition.

“(k) It shall be unlawful for any person
to ship or transport any firearm or ammu-
nition in interstate or foreign commerce if
such shipment or transportation is in viola-
tion of a State law in a place to which or
through which the firearm was shipped or
transported or of a published ordinance ap-
plicable at the place of sale, delivery, or
other disposition.

*(1)(1) It shall be unlawful for any
licensed importer, licensed manufacturer,
licensed dealer, or licensed collector to sell
or transfer two or more handguns to the
same person, other than another licensed im-
porter, licensed manufacturer, licensed
dealer, or licensed collector, in a period of
thirty days or less, unless the transferee has
obtained prior approval of the purchase from
the Secretary, pursuant to regulations pro-
mulgated by the Secretary.

“(2) It shall be unlawful for any person,
other than a licensed Iimporter, licensed
manufacturer, licensed dealer, or licensed
collector to purchase or receive two or more
handguns in a period of thirty days or less
from one or more licensed importers, licensed
dealers, or licensed collectors or from such
a licensee and from a person or persons who
are not such licensees, unless the person has
obtained prior approval of the purchase from
the Secretary pursuant to regulations pro-
mulgated by the Secretary. It shall be un-
lawful for any person, other than a licensed
importer, licensed manufacturer, licensed
dealer, or licensed collector to purchase or
receive two or more handguns in a period
of thirty days or less from a person or per-
sons other than a licensed importer, licensed
manufacturer, licensed dealer, or licensed
collector unless the person notifies the Sec-
retary of such purchase or receipt within
thirty days after the purchase or receipt.”.

SEc. 7. Section 923 of title 18, United States
Code, is amended :

(&) by deleting subsections (a)(1) (B)
and (C) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:
vices or handguns, a fee of $250 per year;

“(B) of firearms other than destructive de-
vices or handguns, a fee of $250 per year;

“(C) of firearms, including handguns, but
not including destructive devices, a fee of
$500 per year; or

“(D) of ammunition for firearms other
than ammunition for destructive devices, a
fee of $250 per year.";

(b) by deleting the word “or" at the end
of subsectlon (a) (2) (A);

(c) by deleting subsection (a) (2) (B) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“(B) of firearms other than destructive de-
vices or handguns or of ammunition for fire-
arms other than destructive devices, a fee of
$250 per year; or

“(C) of firearms, including handguns, but
not including destructive devices, a fee of
$500 per year.";

(d) by deleting subsections (a)(3) (B)
and (C) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“(B) who is a pawnbroker dealing in fire-
arms other than destructive devices or hand-
guns, or ammunition for firearms other than
destructive devices, a fee of $250 per year;

“(C) who is a pawnbroker dealing in fire-
arms, including handguns, but not including
destructive devices, a fee of 8$500;

“(D) who 15 not a dealer in destructive
devices or handguns, a pawnbroker, a gun-
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smith, or an ammunition retaller in other
than ammunition for destructive devices, a
fee of $100 per year;

“(E) in firearms, including handguns, but
not including destructive devices, $200 per

year;

“{F) who Is a gunsmith, a fee of $50 per
year; or

“(G) who is an ammunition retailer in
other than ammunition for destructive de-
vices, a fee of $25 per year.”;

(e) by deleting the language in subsection
(d) (1) which precedes subparagraph (A) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“Any application submitted under sub=
section (a) or (b) of this section shall be
approved if the Secretary finds that—"";

(f) by amending subsection (d)(1)(B) to
read as follows:

“(B) the applicant (including, In the case
of a corporation, partnership, or assocla-
tion, any individual possessing, directly or
indirectly, the power to direct or cause the
direction of the management and policies of
the corporation, partnership, or assoclation) :

“(1) is not prohibited from possessing,
transporting, shipping, or receiving firearms
or ammunition under section 822 (h) or (1)
of this chapter;

“(11) is not prohibited by the law of the
State or by relevant ordinance of his place
of business from conducting the business of
transporting, shipping, receiving, selling,
transferring, owning, or possessing the fire-
arms or ammunition to which the license
would apply; and

“(111) is, by reason of hils business experi-
ence, financial standing, or trade connec-
tions, likely to commence the business for
which the license is applied within a reason-
able period of time and to maintain such
business in conformity with Federal law and
with State and relevant local law applicable
at his place of business;";

(g) by deleting “forty-five"” in subsection
(d) (2) and inserting in lleu thereof “ninety”;

(h) by amending subsections (e) and (f)
to read as follows:

*(e) The Secretary may, after notice and
opportunity for hearing, suspend or revoke
any license issued under this section, or may
subject the licensee to a civil penalty of up
to $10,000 per vioclatlon, if the holder of such
license has vioclated any provision of this
chapter or any rule or regulation prescribed
by the Secretary under this chapter. The
Secretary may at any time compromise, miti-
gate, or remit the liability with respect to
such violation. The Secretary’'s action under
this subsection may be reviewed only as pro-
vided in subsection (f) of this section.

“(f) (1) Any person whose application for
& license is denied and any holder of a license
which is suspended or revoked or who is as-
sessed a civil penalty shall receive a written
notice from the Secretary stating specifically
the grounds upon which the application was
denied or upon which the license was sus-
pended or revoked or the civil penalty as-
sessed. Any notice of a suspension or revoca=
tion of a license shall be given to the holder
of such license before the effective date of
the suspension or revocation.

(2) If the Secretary denies an application
for, or suspends or revokes a license, or as~-
sesses a civil penalty, he shall, upon request,
by the aggrieved party, promptly hold &
hearing to review his denial, suspension, rev-
ocation, or assessment. In the case of a sus-
pension, or revocation of a license, the Sec-
retary shall upon the request of the holder
of the license stay the effective date of the
suspension or revocation. A hearing held
under this paragraph shall be held at a loca~-
tion convenient to the aggrieved party.

“(8) If after a hearing held under para-
graph (2) the Secretary decides not to re-
verse his decision to deny an application or
suspend or revoke a license or assess a civil
penalty, the Secretary shall give notice of
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his decision to the aggrieved party. The ag-
grieved party may at any time within 60 days
after the date notice was given under this
paragraph file a petition with the United
States district court for the district in which
he resides or has his principal place of busi-
ness for a judicial review of such denial, sus-
pension, revocation, or assessment. In a pro-
ceeding conducted under this subsection, the
court may consider any evidence submitted
by the parties to the proceeding. If the court
decides that the Secretary was not author-
ized to deny the application or to suspend
or revoke the license or to assess the civil
penalty, the court shall order the Secretary
to take such action as may be necessary to
comply with the judgment of the court.”:

(i) By adding the following new subsec-
tions after subsection (j):

“(k) The Secretary shall approve for manu-
facture, assembly, importation, sale, or trans-
fer any handgun model if he has caused to
be evaluated and tested representative sam-
ples of the handgun model and has found
that such handgun model is particularly
suitable for sporting or valld defensive pur-
poses and that:

*(1) in the case of a pistol, the handgun
model:

*“{A) has a poslitve manually operated
safety device; and

*“(B) has a combined length and height of
not less than ten Inches with the height
(measured from the top of the weapon, ex-
cluding sights, at a right-angle measurement
to the line of the bore, to the bottom of the
frame, excluding magazine extensions or re-
leases) being at least 4 inches and the length
(measured from the muzzle, parallel to the
line of the bore, to the back of the part of the
weapon that is furthest to the rear of the
weapon) being at least 6 iInches; and

“(C) attains a total of at least 85 points
under the following criteria:

“(1) Overall length: one point for each
one-fourth inch over 6 inches;

**(i1) Frame Construction: (a) 25 points if
investment cast steel or forged steel, (b) 30
points if investment cast, high tensile
strength alloy or forged high tenslle strength
alloy;

*“(1i1) Welght: one point for each ounce,
with the pistol unloaded and the magazine
in place;

“(iv) Caliber: (a) zero points if the pistol
accepts only .22 caliber short or .26 ACP
caliber ammunition, (b) three points of the
pistol accepts elther .22 caliber long rifle
ammunition or any ammunition within the
range dellmited by 7.65 millimeter and .380
caliber automatic, (¢) 10 points if the pistol
accepts 9 millimeter parabellum ammunition
or ammunition of an equivalent or greater
projective size or power;

"(v) BSafety features: (a) five points if
the pistol has a locked breech mechanism,
(b) five points if the pistol has a loaded
chamber indicator, (c¢) five points if the
pistol has a cocked position indicator, (d)
five points if the pistol has a grip safety, (e)
five points if the pistol has a magazine safety,
(f) 10 points if the pistol has a firing pin
block or lock;

“{vl) Other features: (a) one point iIf
the pistol has a contoured magazine exten-
sion, (b) three points if the pistol has a slide
hold-open device; and

“(vil) Miscellaneous equipment: (a) three
points if the pistol has an external hammer,
(b) 10 points if the pistol has a double
action firing mechanism, (c) five points if
the pistol has a drift adjustable sight, (e)
10 points if the pistol has a screw adjustable
windage and elevation sight, (f) five points
if the pistol has target grips, (g) three points
if the pistol has a target trigger;

“(2) in the case of a revolver, the hand-
gun model:

“{A) has an overall frame (with conven-
tional grips) length of four and one-half
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inches (measured from the end of the frame
nearest the muzzle, parallel to the line of
the bore to the back of the part of the
weapon that is furthest to the rear of the
weapon) ;

“(B) has a barrel length (measured from
the muzzle to the cylinder face) of at least
four inches; and

“(C) has a safety device which, either
(1) by automatic operation in the case of
a double action firing mechanism or (ii) by
manual operation in the case of a single ac-
tion firing mechanism, causes the hammer
to retract to a point where the firing pin
does not rest upon the primer of the car-
tridge, and which, once activated, except for
a used handgun, is capable of withstanding
the impact of a weight, equal to the weight
of the revolver, dropped a total of five times
from a height of 36 inches above the rear
of the hammer spur onto the rear of the
hammer spur with the revolver in a position
such that the line of the barrel is perpen-
dicular to the place of the horizon; and

*(D) attains a total of at least 60 points
under the following criteria:

“(1) Barrel length (measured from the
muzzle to the cylinder face) : one-half point
for each one-half inch that the barrel is
longer than four inches;

“(11) Frame construction: (a) 26 points
if investment cast steel or forged steel, (b)
30 points if investment cast, high tensile
strength alloy or forged high tensile strength
alloy;

“(ili) Weight: one point for each ounce
with the revolver unloaded;

“(iv) Caliber: (a) =zero points if the re-
volver accepts ammunition within the range
delimited by 4 millimeter and .25 caliber ACP
other than .22 caliber long rifle ammunition,
(b) three points if the revolver accepts .22
caliber long rifle ammunition or ammunition
within the range delimited by .30 caliber and
38 caliber S&W, (c¢) four points if the re-
volver accepts .38 cailber special ammunition,

(d) five points if the revolver accepts .357
magnum ammunition or ammunition of an

equivalent or
power;

“(v) Bafety features: three points if the
revolver has a grip safety;

“(vi) Other features: (a) two points if the
revolver has a front supported or shrouded
ejector rod, (b) five points if the revolver
has a rified portion of the barrel threaded to
or integral to the frame or strap component,
(c) two points if the revolver has a retracting
firing pin, (d) two points if the revolver has
a steel recoil plate, (e) five points if the
double action revolver has a crane mounted
cylinder or rear latch top break, (f) five
points if the single action revolver has a
spring-loaded ejector assembly and a loading
gate; and

“(vil) Miscellaneous equipment: (a) two
points if the revolver has a drift adjustable
sight, (b) five points if the revolver has a
screw adjustable windage or elevation sight,
(c) seven points if the revolver has a screw
adjustable windage and elevation sight, (d)
four points if the revolver has target grips,
(e) two points if the revolver has a target
trigger, (f) two points if the revolver has a
target hammer.

“(1) (1) The Secretary shall give written
notification of the results of evaluation and
testing conducted pursuant to subsection
(k) of this section to the licensed manufac-
turer, licensed importer, licensed dealer, or
licensed collector submitting samples of a
handgun model for such evaluation and
testing. If any handgun model fails to meet
the standards for approval, the Secretary's
notification shall state specifically the rea-
sons for such finding.

“(2) Any licensed manufacturer, licensed
importer, licensed dealer, or licensed collec-
tor submitting to the Secretary for testing
a handgun model which is subsequently

greater projectile size or
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found not in compliance with relevant
standards shall have ten days from receipt
of notification of noncompliance within
which to submit in writing specific objec-
tions to such findings and a request for re-
testing such model, together with justifica-
tion therefor. Upon receipt of such a request
the Secretary shall promptly arrange for re-
testing and thereafter notify the aggrieved
party of the results, if he determines suffi-
clent justification for retesting exists.
Should he determine that retesting is not
warranted, the Secretary shall promptly no-
tify the aggrieved party as to such determi-
nation. In the event that upon retesting
the Secretary's finding remains adverse, or
that the BSecretary finds retesting is not
warranted, the aggrieved party may within
sixty days after the date of the Secretary's
notice of such finding file a petition in the
United States district court in the district
in which the aggrieved party resides or has
his principal place of business in order to
obtain judicial review of such finding. Such
review shall be in accordance with the pro-
E!sécns of section 706 of title 5, United States
ode.

“(3) The Secretary shall publish in the
Federal Register at least semiannually a list
of handgun models which have been tested
and the results of those tests. Handgun
models:

(A) not in manufacture on or after the
effective date of this subsection; and

(B) which have not been tested or for
which the test results have not been pub-
lished;

shall be deemed to be approved under sec-
tion 923(k) of this chapter until such time
as notice of their disapproval has been pub-
lished in the Federal Register. The list shall
also be included with the published ordi-
nances required under section 921(a) (26)
to be furnished to each licensee under this
chapter.”,

SeEc. 8. Section 924 of title 18, United
States Code, is amended:

(a) by adding after the words “violates
any provision of this chapter” in the first
sentence of subsection (a) the words “, other
than section (j) of section 922,";

(b) by adding the following at the end of
subsection (a): “Whoever violates sections
922()) of this chapter shall be fined not
more than §1,000, or imprisoned not more
than one year, or both.”; and

(¢) by amending subsection (¢) to read
as follows:

“(c) Whoever—

“(1) uses a firearm to commit any felony
for which he may be prosecuted in a court
of the United States, or

“(2) carries a firearm during the commis-
slon of any felony for which he may be pros-
ecuted in a court of the United States,

shall, in addition to the punishment pro-
vided for the commission of such felony, be
sentenced to a term of imprisonment of not
less than one year nor more than ten years
in the case of the first offense, and to a term
of imprisonment of not less than two nor
more than twenty-five years for a second
or subsequent offense. Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the court shall not
suspend the sentence of such person or give
him a probationary sentence, nor shall the
term of imprisonment imposed under this
subsection run concurrently with any term
of imprisonment imposed for the commis-
sion of such telony.”.

Sec. 9. Sectlon 9256 of title 18, United
States Code is amended:

(a) by adding after the word “firearms” in
subsection (a)(2) the words *, other than
a handgun of a model which has not been
approved by the Secretary of the Treasury
pursuant to section 923(k) of this chapter,”;

(b) by adding after the words “may re-
ceive a firearm" in subsection (a)(3) the
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words “, other than a handgun of a model
which has not been approved by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury pursuant to section 923
(k) of this chapter,”;

(c) by adding after the words “of any fire-
arm” in subsection (a) (4) the words *, other
than a handgun of a model which has not
been approved by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury pursuant to section 923(k) of this chap-
ter,"”;

(d) by designating existing subsection
“{ec)" as subsectlon “(c)(1)" and adding a
new paragraph to subsection (c¢) as follows:

“(2) Any person who, having been adjudi-
cated as mentally incompetent, or who, hav-
ing been committed to a mental institution,
subsequently has been adjudicated by a court
or other lawful authority to have been re-
stored to mental competency, if such court
or other lawful authority specifically finds
that the person is no longer suffering from a
mental disorder and that the possession of
a firearm by the person would not pose a
danger to the person or to the person of an-
other, shall be relieved from the disabilities
imposed by this chapter with respect to the
acquisition, receipt, transfer, shipment, or
possession of firearms incurred because of
such adjudication or commitment.”;

(e) by adding after the words “National
Firearms Act” in subsection (c) (1) the words
“or of a State or local law which relates to
the importation, manufacture, sale or trans-
fer, of a firearm”; and

(f) by amending subsection (d) (3) to read
as follows:

“(3) is of a type that does not fall within
the definition of a firearm as defined in sec~
tion 5845(a) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954; is not a surplus military firearm; is
generally recognized as particularly suitable
for sporting purposes; and, if a handgun, the
model has been approved by the Secretary
pursuant to section 923(k) of this chapter;
or",

Bec. 10. Section 926 of title 18, United
States Code, is amended:

(a) by deleting “and" at the end of para-
graph (1);

(b) by deleting the period at the end of
paragraph (2) and inserting in lleu thereof
“; and”;

(¢) by adding after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

*(3) regulations precluding multiple sales
or transfers of handguns under section 922
{1) to persons who do not demonstrate to
the satisfaction of the Secretary in a trans-
action involving a licensed manufacturer,
licensed importer, licensed dealer, or licensed
collector, that such purchase or transfer is
for lawful purposes, as defined in the regu-
lations, and regulations concerning the
notice required under section 922(1) (2).".

(d) by designating the existing section as
subsection “(a)" and by adding a new sub-
section (b) as follows:

*“(b) Any officer or employee of the Bureau
of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms who is
designated by the Secretary to carry out the
provisions of this chapter is authorized to
administer such oaths or affirmations as may
be necessary for the enforcement of this
chapter and any other provisicn of law or
regulation administered by the Bureau."”.

Sec. 11. Title VII of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (18
U.B.C. Appendix 1202-1203) is hereby re-
pealed.

Sec. 12. Section 1715 of title 18, United
States Code, is amended:

(a) by adding after the words “Such ar-
ticles” in the second sentence the words “,
other than handguns whose transfer is re-
stricted under section 922(d),”; and

(b) by adding after the second sentence
the following new sentence: “The Postal
Service shall promulgate regulations, sub-
ject to approval of the Secretary of the
Treasury, consistent with sectlon 922(d)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

of this title, concerning conveyance in the
malls of handguns subject to that section
for the United States or any department
or agency thereof, or to any State, depart-
ment, agency or political subdivision there-
of.”

Sec. 13. This Act shall become effective
ninety days after the date of enactment,
except that:

(a) the amendments to section 922(a)
(2) (A) shall not preclude the return within
30 days of the effective date to the person
from whom it was received of a handgun
of a model not approved by the Secretary
under section 923(k) which was transferred
to the licensed importer, licensed manufac-
turer, licensed dealer, or licensed collector
before the effective date of the Act;

(b) section 5(i) shall become effective
on the date of enactment;

(c) a valld license issued pursuant to
section 923 of title 18, United States Code,
shall be valid until it expires according to
its terms unless it is sooner suspended, re-
voked or terminated pursuant to applicable
provisions of law; and

(d) the first publication of the list re-
quired under section 923(1) (3) shall be on
or before the date of expiration of the sixty-
day period following the date of enactment.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

The draft bill would accomplish several
major purposes, First, the bill would ban the
importation, manufacture, assembly, sale, or
transfer of the cheap, poorly made hand-
guns commeonly referred to as Saturday Night
Specials. Second, the bill would tighten the
controls of handgun sales by requiring that
the seller of handguns adequately check the
identity and residence of the purchaser and
take steps to assure that he is entitled to
purchase a handgun under State, federal,
and local law. Third, the draft bill would
eliminate certain loopholes In existing law
and improve the administrative effective-
ness of the Federal gun control program.

Sections 1 and 2 state the congressional
findings concerning the need for legislation
to Improve gun control. With respect to man-
ufacture, importation, sale and transfer of
Saturday Night Specials, section 1 declares
that traffic in Saturday Night Speclals is a
serious threat to law enforcement and pub-
lic safety and to the integrity of Btate and
local firearms laws, and that the ban on
importation of Saturday Night Specials has
been subverted by domestic assembly of
imported parts for such weapons and by
domestic manufacture of Saturday Night
Specials. The findings also state that the
receipt or possession of firearms and am-
munition by persons barred by Federal law
from such receipt or possession constitutes
a burden on commerce within and among the
states, and that it constitutes a threat to
the domestic tranquility. The section also
states the necessity of assuring that federal
licensees are bona fide businessmen operating
within the confines of federal, State, and
local law, and that the licensees should take
reasonable steps to assure that handguns are
not sold to persons not entitled to receive
them,

Sections 3 (a) through (d) would amend
section 842(d) of title 18, United States
Code, to make the list of persons to whom
distribution of exnlosives is barred consistent
with the list of persons barred from possess-
ing firearms. Sections 3 (e) through (h)
would make similar changes in the section
relating to bars on receipt of explosives.

Section 4(a) would amend section 843(c)
of title 18, United States Code, to increase
from 45 to 90 days the time in which the
Secretary of the Treasury must act on an
application for an explosives user permit or
a license to import, manufacture, or deal in
explosive materials., This additional time is
consistent with the period of time which the
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draft bill would give for acting on license
applications under the Gun Control Act of
1968, and is deslgned to give the Secretary
sufficlent time to assure that the applicant
is entitled to the license or permit.

Sectlon 4(b) would amend sections B43
(d) and (e) of title 18, which now provide
for the revocation of an explosives license or
permit and describe the procedures to be
followed for such revocation, to permit the
Secretary to suspend the license or permit or
to assess a civil penalty of up to $10,000 for
each violation of the license or permit. The
Secretary would be authorized to compro-
mise, mitigate, or remit the civil penalty at
any time according to the circumstances of
the case. The person would be entitled to a
hearing, and the Secretary’'s action could be
appealed under sections 701 through 706 of
title 5, United States Code.

Bection 5(a) would amend the definition
of “dealer” in section 921(a) (11) to describe
four categories of persons who are dealers
covered by the provisions of chapter 44 of
title 18, United States Code (the Gun Control
Act of 1968). The four categories of dealer
are:

(1) those engaged In business as “ammu-
nition retailers,” defined In proposed section
921(a) (12) as persons who are not otherwise
dealers and who are engaged in the business
of selling ammunition, other than ammuni-
tion for destructive devices, at retall;

(2) those engaged in business as “gun-
smiths”, defined in proposed section 921(a)
(13) as persons who are not otherwise dealers
who are engaged in the business of repairing
firearms or making or fitting special barrels,
stocks, or trigger mechanisms to firearms;

(3) those engaged in business as “fire-
arms dealers,” defined In proposed section
921(a) (14) as persons engaged in the busi-
ness of selling firearms or ammunition at
wholesale or retail; and

(4) those who are pawnbrokers.

Sectlon 5(b) would redesignate existing
paragraphs (12) through (20) of 18 US.C.
921(a) as paragraphs (19) through (27) to
accommodate the new paragraphs added by
section 5(c) of the draft bill.

In addition to adding to section 921(a) the
definitions of “ammunition retailer”, “gun-
smith”, and “firearms dealer” discussed in
connection with the definition of “dealer",
section 5(c) adds definitions of “handgun”,
“handgun model”, “pistol”, and *“revolver”.

Proposed section 921(a)(15) defines a
“handgun" as a filrearm which has a short
stock and 1s designed to be held and fired
by the use of a single hand.

The term “handgun' is also defined to in-
clude any combination of parts from which
a handgun can be assembled. As discussed in
connection with the proposed amendment to
section 925(d) (3) of title 18, the definition
of “handgun” includes a combination of
parts of a handgun in order to assure that
restrictions on importation of certain hand-
guns cannot be circumvented by importing
parts of the handguns and assembling the
handgun in the United States.

The term “handgun model” is defined in
proposed section 921(a) (16) of title 18 as
“a particular deslgn and specification of a
handgun.”

The term “pistol” is deflned in proposed
section 921(a) (17) of title 18 as a "handgun
having a chamber or chambers as an integral
part or parts of, or permanently aligned
with, the bore or bores.”

Proposed section 921(a) (18) defines a “re-
volver” as a handgun with a breechloading
chambered cylinder designed so that the
cocking of the hammer or movement of
the trigger rotates the cylinder to bring the
next cartridge in line with the barrel for
firing.

Section 6 of the draft bill wound amend
section 922 of title 18, describing various
firearms offenses, in several respects.
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Section 922(a) (2) (A) of title 18 presently
provides as exceptions to the bar against li-
censees' shipment or transportation in inter-
state or foreign commerce of firearms and
ammunition, the return of a firearm or re-
placement firearm to a person from whom
it was received, and the mailing by the
individual of a firearm to a licensee for re-
pair or customizing. Sections 6 (a) and (b)
of the draft bill would make the exception
inapplicable to the easily concealable weap-
ons whose manufacture, assembly, sale and
transfer would be barred under proposed
section 922(d) (1) of title 18. However, sec-
tion 13(a) of the draft bill would permit the
return of a handgun to its owner by a li-
censee who had received the gun prior to the
effective date of the Act.

Under existing 18 U.S.C. 922(a)(b), the
transfer of a firearm to a person other than
a licensee who the transferor knows or has
reason to believe lives in another State is
made unlawful, except in the case of cer-
tain interstale succession or in the case of
loan or rental of a firearm to a person for
temporary use for lawful sporting purposes.
Section 6(c) of the draft bill would change
the references to persons living in another
State to references to persons who do not
reside in the transferor’s State in order to
assure coverage of sales to persons who re-
side outside the United States. Section 6(d)
of the draft bill would preclude the loan
or rental of a handgun which had not been
approved by the Secretary of the Treasury
pursuant to proposed section 923(k) of title
18. This amendment is consistent with the
outright ban of transfers of such weapons
under proposed section 022(d) of title 18.

Section 922(c¢) of title 18, relating to sale
of firearms to persons who do not appear at
the licensee's place of business, would be
amended by section 6(f) of the bill to apply
to firearms other than handguns. Under pro-
posed section 922(g), it would be unlawful
to sell a handgun to a person who did not
appear at the licensee’s business premises for
purposes of clearly establishing his identity.

Section 6(g) of the bill would conform
the sworn statement required to be sub-
mitted by a mail-order purchaser under sec-
tion 922(e) with the amendment making the
provision inapplicable to handguns.

Section 6(h) of the bill would repeal sub-
sections (d) and (h) of sectlon 922. Those
subsections have been replaced by new sub-
sections (h), (i), and (J).

Section 6(1) of the draft bill redesignates
existing subsections (e) and (f) as subsec-
tions (m) and (n), respectively, and redesig-
nates subsections (i) through (m) as sub-
sections (o) through (s), respectively, In
order to permit the addition of proposed sub-
sections (d) through (1). The subsection
would also redesignate subsection (g) as
subsection (h).

Section (6) (j) of the draft bill would add
several new subsections to section 922 of
title 18.

Proposed section 922(d) (1) would make
it unlawful for any licensed manufacturer,
licensed importer, licensed dealer, or licensed
collector to manufacture, assemble, sell, or
transfer a handgun, other than a curio or
relic, in the United States unless the hand-
gun model has been approved by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury pursuant to proposed
section 923(k) of title 18. It is recognized
that there are presently in the United States
a number of high quality pistols and re-
volvers which by virtue of their size would
not be authorized models, but due to their
fine workmanship and scarcity have value
to collectors. Under existing law the Secre-
tary of the Treasury is authorized to classify
such rare or novel firearms as curios and
relies.

By expressly excluding curios and relics
from the sale and transfer restrictions con-
tained in proposed section 923(k), the draft
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bill would preserve the free transferability
of such firearms between licensed collectors.
The determination as to which firearms
should be classified as curlios or relics would
be made by the Secretary on a model by
model basis as 15 done under present law.
(See 26 C.F.R. §§ 178.11 and 178.26)

Proposed section 922(d) (2) would make
unlawful any sale or transfer of an unap-
proved handgun, other than a curio or relic,
by an individual who is not a licensee if
the person knows the handgun model has
not been approved. Thus, sectlon 922(d)
would prohibit any transaction relating to
the easily concealable handguns which are
commonly called “Saturday Night Specials.”
The definition of “handgun” includes a com-
bination of parts from which a handgun can
be assembled, so the manufacture, sale,
transfer, or importation of parts of a Satur-
day Night Special would be unlawful under
this subsection. “Transfer” of Saturday
Night Bpecials 18 covered in this provision
primarily in order to reach an illegal sale
where it is difficult to prove payment for
the handgun because of absence of financial
records. It is not intended to cover such
occurrences as passage of title to a Satur-
day Night Special by bequest or intestate
succession.

Under the provisions of section 922(d), the
licensee would be expected to know which
handgun models had not been approved by
the Secretary of the Treasury since the Sec-
retary is obligated to publish the list of
approved and disapproved models and make
it available to licensees. Since the lists would
not be as readily available to non-licensees,
sale or transfer of a Saturday Night Special
by a non-licensee would be covered only if
the person knew the handgun model had not
been approved.

The exception contained in existing section
925(a) (1) permitting transportation, ship-
ment, receipt, or importation for, or sale or
shipment to, or issuance for the use of, a
governmental entity would apply to the re-
strictions on Saturday Night Specials. If, for
example, the Department of the Army wished
to use for training purposes a target pistol
which did not meet the standards set by the
Becretary of the Treasury, it could do so, but
it could not redistribute the pistols to in-
dividuals for their personal use.

Proposed section 922(e) would make it un-
lawful for any person to modify a handgun
which had previously been approved by the
Secretary of the Treasury for manufacture,
assembly, importation, sale, or transfer if the
result of the modification was that the hand-
gun no longer met the standards for ap-
proval,

Proposed section 922(f) would make it un-
lawful for a person who purchases or receives
a handgun with the purpose of selling or
transferring it to another person to sell or
transfer the handgun unless he knows or
has reasonable cause to believe the purchase
and possession of the handgun would be in
accordance with Federal law and with State
law and published ordinances at the place of
sale, delivery, or other disposition. Transac-
tions between licensees would be covered by
other provisions of law. Proposed section 922
(f) is designed to assist enforcement of State
and local laws restricting sales of handguns
by preventing resale or transfer of handguns
by & “straw man” in a situation in which a
purchase by the person is legal but where he
merely intends to resell the handgun to a
person barred from receiving it under State
law or a published ordinance.

Proposed section 922(g) sets forth the re-
quirements which must be met by a licensee
before he may sell a handgun to a person
other than another licensee. Under section
922(g), the sale of a handgun could only
be made in person, and the transferor would
have to take certain specified steps to as-
sure that purchase and possession of the
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handgun would be in accordance with Fed-
eral law and with State law and published
ordinances at the place of sale, delivery, or
other disposition, before he would be per-
mitted to transfer the handgun. This will
not, in any way, of course, affect the States’
ability to take parallel action in restricting
unlawful intra-state transactions in hand-
guns,

Under proposed section 922(g) (1), the
transferee would be required to fill out a
sworn statement similar to that required
under existing subsection (c¢) for mail order
sales, but also including information con-
cerning the place where the handgun would
be kept and the name and address of the
chief law enforcement officer of the place
where the gun would be kept. The purpose
of this requirement is to assure that both
the place of residence of the transferee which
is required to be stated under existing law,
and the place where the gun will be kept
can be checked since the transferee may be
permitted to have a handgun in one place
and not the other, or the local law enforce-
ment officer in one place may have informa-
tion concerning the individual which is not
available to the other law enforcement offi-
cer. The sworn statement would be prescribed
in regulations to be promulgated by the
Secretary of the Treasury.

Under proposed section 922(g)(2), the
transferee would have to provide sufficlent
identification to establish, under rules and
regulations promulgated by the Secretary of
the Treasury, that he is the person he claims
to be, and that he has correctly stated his
place of residence. The rules and regulations
might require, for example, that the trans-
feree present an identification card with a
photograph and address, or that he present
two identification cards such as credit cards
containing his signature.

Under proposed section 922(g)(3), the
transferor would have to submit to the chief
law enforcement officer of the transferee's
place of residence and the chief law enforce-
ment officer of the place where the handgun
will be kept a copy of the sworn statement.

This submission would enable the law
enforcement officer or officers to check the
record and identity of the transferee to de-
termine whether ownership or possession of
the handgun would be a violation of State
law or local ordinance. It would also enable
the law enforcement officer or officers to re-
quest a name check by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation. Finally, the law enforce-
ment officer or officers would be able to re-
port the results of their check of the record
and ldentity, determination of legality of
possession and ownership, and the FBI name
check to the transferor.

The transferor also must receive a re-
turn receipt showing delivery of the sworn
statement or have the sworn siaiement re-
turned to the transferor because dellvery
was refused by the local law enforcement
officer. Under paragraph (5) of proposed sec-
tion 922(g), the transferor could deliver the
handgun if nothing received from either
law enforcement officer indicated that the
transferee was barred by Federal, State, or
local law from receiving or possessing the
gun. If the transferor does not receive the
reports from the law enforcement officers
within fourteen days of the date he for-
warded the sworn statements to the law
enforcement officers, he may transfer the
handgun.

It i1s necessary to send the sworn state-
ment to both the chief law enforcement of-
ficer of the transferee’'s place of resldence and
the chief law enforcement officer of the place
where the transferee would keep the hand-
gun in order to check whether either law
enforcement officer is aware of a clircum-
stance which would disqualify the person
from receipt or possession of a handgun, It is
not intended that a person be barred from
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purchase of a handgun if he is permitted, for
example, to possess a handgun at the place
where he intends to keep the gun but not at
his place of residence. However, If he were
barred from purchase or possession of a hand-
gun at the place where he indicated that he
intended to keep the handgun but not at
his place of residence, the transferor could
not deliver the handgun. Of course, if Fed-
eral law barred possession of a handgun out-
right, no transfer would be permitted.

Proposed sections 922(h), (i), and (j) of
title 18 carry forward, consolidate, and
amend the provisions of present subsections
(d), (g), and (h) of section 922, and of
title VII of the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968 (18 U.S.C. App. 1202—
1203), which describe the persons who are
not entitled to possess handguns under Fed-
eral law.

Existing sections 922 (g) and (h) of title
18 bar shipment, transportation, and receipt
of firearms and ammunition in interstate or
foreign commerce by the listed categories of
persons. Existing 18 U.S.C. App. 1202 lists
the persons barred from recelving, possessing,
or transporting firearms "in commerce or af-
fecting commerce”. Existing section 922(d)
bars licensees from sale of firearms and am-
munition to the listed categories of persons.

Sections 6 (k), (1), (m), and (n) of the
draft bill would amend section 922(h) of
title 18 (formerly section 922(g)), which
bars certain persons from shipping or trans-
porting firearms or ammunition in interstate
or foreign commerce, in several respects. SBec-
tions 6 (k) and (I) would update the cross-
references to the Controlled Substances Act.

Section 6(m) would modernize the lan-
guage relating to mental incompetency and
commitment proceedings, consistent with

the language now used in 18 U.B.C. App.
1202.

Section 6(n) would add to the end of the
list of persons prohibited from shipping or
transporting firearms or ammunition the

category of allens who are illegally or un-
lawfully in the United States. That category
iz barred under existing law from receiving,
possessing, or transporting “in commerce or
affecting commerce” any firearm under the
provisions of 18 U.S.C. App. 1202(a), which is
repealed by section 11 of the draft bill,

The reference in existing subsection (g) to
“interstate or foreign commerce” has not
been carried forward in proposed subsection
(h), nor has the phrase “in commerce or
affecting commerce” presently contained in
18 U.S.C. App. 1202(a) been used. In United
States v. Bass, 404 U.S. 3836 (1971), the Su-
preme Court found the language “in com-
merce or affecting commerce” contained in
18 U.S.C. App. 1202(a) to be ambiguous on
the question whether it was necessary to
prove in an individual case concerning illegal
possession or receipt of a firearm that the
possession or receipt was “in commerce or
affecting commerce.” In resolving this am-
biguity, the Court narrowly construed the
provision so that, for example, possession of
a firearm by a convicted felon, without spe-
cific proof that the possession was “in com-
merce or affecting commerce’ was insufficient
for conviction, Under the amendment to sec-
tion 922(h), the language “In commerce or
affecting commerce” has been omitted in
order to eliminate the ambiguity cited by the
Supreme Court in favor of the ability to
prosecute without having to prove a con-
nection with interstate commerce. Consist-
ent with eliminating proof of the connection
to commerce for conviction of illegal re-
ceipt, transportation, or possession, the ref-
erence to “interstate and forelgn commerce”
has also been omitted.

The coverage in existing sections 922(g)
and (h) concerning receipt, possession,
transfer, and shipment of ammunition
would also be carried forward to proposed
section 822(h).
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The offense described in subsection (h)
would be a b-year felony, consistent with
the penalty for violation of existing sec-
tions 922(g) and (h) and increased from
the 2-year penalty under 18 US.C. App.
1202(a).

Under section 2(e) of the draft bill, there
is a congressional finding that receipt or
possession of firearms or ammunition by
persons barred by federal law from such re-
ceipt or possession constitutes a burden on
commerce within and among the States and
a threat to the domestic tranquility.

Proposed section 922(i) carries forward
the provisions of existing 18 U.S.C. App.
1202(b) barring persons employed by a per-
son barred from recelving, possessing, or
transporting a firearm in the course of em-
ployment if he knows or has reason to be-
lieve the employer is in one of the groups
barred from recelving, transporting, or pos-
sessing a firearm, The provisions would also
apply to ammunition, consistent with pro-
posed subsection (h) and existing sections
922(g) and (h). Under section 924(a) of
title 18 as amended by section 8(b) of the
bill, the offense would be a misdemeanor
subject to up to one year’s imprisonment
and a 81,000 fine, rather than a 2-year felony
as provided in existing law.

Proposed section 922(j), relating to bars
against sales of firearms or ammunition by
licensees to persons barred from possessing,
shipping, transporting, and receiving any
firearm or ammunition under proposed sub-
section (h) and (i) of section 922, carries
forward the provisions of existing section
022(d), amended to cover offenses by any
person rather than Hmiting the provision to
lcensees.

Proposed section 822(k) would bar the
shipment or transportation of firearms or
ammunition in interstate or forelign com-
merce if the shipment or transportation was
in violation of a State law In a place to
which or through which the firearms or
ammunition was ship or of a published
ordinance applicable at the place of sale,
delivery, or other disposition.

section 921(1) (1) would bar the
sale by licensees of two or more handguns
to a single person In a perlod of thirty
days or less, and proposed sectlon 922(1) (2)
would bar the purchase by a person of two
or more handguns in a period of thirty days
or less from a licensee or licensees, or from a
licenses and an unlicensed person, without
prior approval of the SBecretary of the Treas-
ury under regulations to be issued by the
Becretary under proposed section 926(3).
Proposed section 922(1) (2) would also re-
quire that a purchaser or reciplent of two
or more handguns in a thirty-day perlod
from unlicensed persons notify the SBecretary
of such purchase or receipt within thirty
days. These provisions are designed to reach
the volume purchaser of handguns who is in
the business of redistributing handguns un-
lawfully. The regulations to be promulgated
by the Secretary would permit volume pur-
chases for lawful purposes, such as for pis-
tol clubs, licensed protection agencies, and
private collections.

Section 7 of the draft bill contains amend-
ments to section 923 of title 18, which re-
lates to licensing of manufacturers, import-
ers, dealers, and collectors.

Subsections (a), (¢), and (d) would amend
section 923(a) to increase the fees for all
licensees who manufacture, import, or deal
in firearms, other than destructive devices,
and who manufacture or import ammunl-
tion. The fee system is amended to accom-
plish two basic purposes: to help assure that
the licensee Is in fact planning to conduct
or is conducting the business for which he
is licensed, and to charge fees consistent with
the cost of conducting adequate investiga-
tions of the bona fide nature of the business
to be conducted by the licensee.
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The fee system would also be amended to
provide higher fees for handgun manufac-
turers, importers, and dealers than for manu-
facturers, importers, and dealers in long guns.
This differentiation would permit identifi-
cation of handgun dealers in order to permit
the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fire-
arms to concentrate its efforts on handgun
dealers, and the increased fees would help to
pay the costs of the increased inspection.

Section 7(a) of the draft bill would amend
section 923(a) (1) to increase the license fee
for manufacturers of firearms other than
destructive devices and handguns from 850
to $250 per year. The license fee for manu-
facturers of firearms including handguns,
but not including destructive devices, would
be $500 per year. The license fee for manu-
facturers of ammunition for firearms other
than ammunition for destructive devices
would be raised from $10 to $250 per year.

Section T(c) of the draft bill would raise
the license fee for importers of firearms other
than destructive devices and handguns and
importers of ammunition for firearms other
than ammunition for destructive devices
from $50 to $250 per year An importer of
firearms including handguns but not includ-
ing destructive devices would pay a fee of
§500 per year.

Section T(d) would increase some of the
dealer’s fees set forth in section 923(a)(3).
First, a pawnbroker dealing in firearms other
than destructive devices and handguns, or
in ammunition other than ammunition for
destructive devices would pay a license fee
of 260 per year rather than the present fee
of $25 per year. A pawnbroker who dealt in
handguns would pay a fee of $500. Most
dealers in firearms would pay a $100 per year
license fee, unless they dealt in destructive
devices or handguns or unless they were gun-
smiths or ammunition retallers.

The present fee is $10 for all dealers other
than those who deal in destructive devices. A
dealer in firearms including handguns but
not destructive devices would pay a fee of

$200 per year. Gunsmiths, as defined in pro-

posed section 921(a) (13), would pay an an-
nual fee of §50 per year. An ammunition
retailer, as defined in proposed section 921(a)
(12), would pay a license fee of $25 per year.
The fees for gunsmiths are kept low because
they are generally craftsmen not doing a
substantial business and not conducting
business in a manner detrimental to law en-
forcement. Ammunition retailers’ fees are
kept low since a dealer who carrles only am-
munition and no guns is generally a small
store which keeps ammunition on hand for
the convenience of its customers.

Sections T(e), (f), and (g) of the draft
bill contain amendments to the licensing
provisions of sectlon 923(d) of title 18.

Under existing law, the Secretary of the
Treasury has no authority to deny a license
to a person if he meets the age and criminal
record requirements and has premises from
which he conducts the licensed business or
from which he intends to conduct business.
SBection T(e) would amend section 922(d) (1)
to make clear that the determination whether
the Secretary will issue a license is based
on a finding of the existence of the factors.
Under section B8(f), section 923(d)(1)(B)
would be amended to provide that the Sec-
retary would make findings in two additional
areas before he could issue a license: first,
he would have to find under proposed sec-
tion 923(d) (1) (B) (i1) that the applicant is
not prohibited by State law or a relevant
ordinance of his place of business from con-
ducting the business to which his license
would apply; and, second, that the appli-
cant is, by reason of his business experience,
financial standing, or trade connections,
likely to commence the business to which the
license applies and to conduct the business
in conformity with federal, state, and rele-
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vant local law applicable at his place of
business.

The word “relevant” has been used in
describing local laws which would be of
concern to the Secretary in determining
whether to license an individual in order
to permit consideration not only of local
firearms laws but also of such matters as
laws prohibiting the conduct of business at
the place of business indicated in the ap-
plication. However, a local law relating to,
for example, fire regulations or building
codes is not intended to be covered since
1t is believed that compliance with such de-
talls of conducting business 1s a matter of
local and not Federal concern.

Section 7(g) would amend section 923(d)
(2) to increase the length of time in which
the Secretary of the Treasury must act on
a license application from 45 to 90 days.
The extension of the time limit is neces-
sary to give the Secretary sufficlent time to
check the business record of the applicant
in order to assure himself of the legality of
the license and to ascertain whether the
applicant is a bona fide businessman,

Bection T(h) of the draft bill would
amend sections 923(e) and (f), relating to
denial or revocation of licenses, and admin-
istrative review of such denial or revocation,
to permit the Secretary to suspend a license
or to assess a civil penalty of up to $10,000
per violation in appropriate cases rather
than requiring the more drastic step of li-
cense revocation in all cases of license viola-
tions. The Secretary would be authorized to
compromise, mitigate, or remit the liabllity
at any time with respect to a violation. Sub-
section (f) of section 923 is amended to con-
form the existing review procedures to in-
clude administrative and court review of sus-
pension of licenses and assessments of civil
penalties.

Section T(i) of the draft bill would add
several new subsections to section 923 of
title 18.

Proposed section 923(k) would require
the Secretary of the Treasury to approve for
manufacture, assembly, importation, sale or
transfer a handgun model which he had
tested and evaluated and which met speci-
fled criteria. To be approved, a handgun
would have to be particularly sultable for
sporting or valid defensive purposes. In
addition, a pistol, as defined in proposed
section 821(a)(17) of title 18, must have a
positive manually operated safety device,
have a height (measured from the top of
the weapon, excluding sights, at a right
angle to the line of the bore, excluding
magazine extensions or releases) of at least
4 inches and a length (measured from the
mugzzle, parallel to the line of the bore,
to the back part of the weapon that is
furthest to the rear of the weapon) of at
least 6 inches, and must attain a total of
at least 85 polnts under a detalled list of
criteria which applies points for factors re-
lating to, among other things, overall length,
frame construction, weight, caliber, and
safety features. The subsection would re-
quire that a revolver have a frame length
of at least 414 Inches (measured from the
end of the frame mnearest the muzzle,
parallel to the line of the bore, to the back
of that part of the weapon that is furthest
to the rear of the weapon), a barrel length
of at least 4 inches, certain safety features,
and a total of 60 points under a set of cri-
teria relating to, among other things, barrel
length, frame construction, welght, caliber,
and safety features, The factoring appr--ch
used In the subsection 1s similar to that
used by the BSecretary In determining
whether a firearm is importable under sec-
tlon 925(d) of title 18. The factoring test
in the bill would, however, require that a
handgun acquire more points, while in-
creasing the points given for steel or high
tensile strength alloy frame construction
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and adding consideration of additional cri-
teria which would improve the safety or
quality of construction of the weapon.
Curios and relics would not come under the
provisions of this subsection, but would
continue to be evaluated as provided in
existing law, 26 C.F.R. §§ 178.11 and 178.26.

Under proposed section 923(l), the Sec-
retary would give written notification to the
licensed manufacturer, importer, dealer, or
collector who submitted the samples for
evaluation and testing. It is expected that
most requests for testing will be made by
manufacturers and importers, since they
will not be able to manufacture, assemble,
or import models manufactured on or after
the effective date of proposed section 923(k)
without prior approval. The section also
provides that, if the Secretary does not ap-
prove a handgun model, the aggrieved party
may request retesting of the model within
10 days of receipt of notification that the
model does not comply with the standards.
If the Secretary retests and continues to
find the model not in compliance, or if he
finds that retesting is not warranted, the
aggrieved party may seek judicial review
under section T06 of title 5, United States
Code.

Under paragraph (3) of subsection (I),
the Secretary of the Treasury must publish
a list of approved handgun models in the
Federal Register at least semiannually, and
that list must also be included with the pub-
lished ordinances which the Secretary is re-
quired to furnish to licensees. The paragraph
also provides that if a handgun model was
not in production on or after the effective
date of subsection (1), and the model had
not been tested or, if the model has been
tested, the results have not been published,
the model is deemed to be approved for the
purposes of chapter 44 of title 18 until such
time as the model is disapproved. This pro-
vislon is necessary because of the thousands
of models which have been produced in the
past but are no longer in production. It is
anticipated that the Secretary will be able
to test most models produced since 1968 for
inclusion in the required list to be published
within sixty days after the date of enact-
ment since many of these weapons have al-
ready been tested in conjunction with the
import restrictions contained in the Gun
Control Act of 1968.

As to handguns not in production since
1968, it 1s expected that the Becretary will
test old handgun models according to their
relative availabllity and that he will publish
in the Initial listing reguired under section
13(d) of the draft bill a list of those read-
ily avallable old model handguns which fail
the size or safety requirements outright. Of
course, the drop test provided for in proposed
section 923(k) (2) (C) would not apply to a
used revolver since it would not be a rellable
indicator of the safety of the particular
handgun model and would probably damage
the weapon.

Sections 8(a) and (b) of the draft bill
would amend section 924(a) of title 18, relat-
ing to eriminal penalties for violation of the
gun control provisions, to make the offense
of possessing a gun in the course of employ-
ment by a person not entitled under Federal
law to possess a firearm (proposed 18 U.S.C.
922(1)) a one-year misdemeanor.

Section 8(c) of the draft bill would amend
section 924(c¢) of title 18 to make a first
offense of using a firearm to commit a Fed-
eral felony or carrying a firearm during com-
mission of a Federal felony subject to a man-
datory minimum sentence, with no proba-
tion and no suspension of the sentence. Exist-
ing law provides a mandatory term of im-
prisonment only for second or subsequent
offenses.

Section 9(a) would amend sectlon 925(a)
(2) of title 18 to make the provision permit-
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ting shipment or receipt of firearms sold
or issued by the Secretary of the Army under
section 4308 of title 10 (relating to rifie
ranges and permitting sale of “rifled arms"
to the members of the National Rifie Assocla-
tion and clubs organized for practice with
rifie arms) inapplicable to handguns not ap-
proved by the Secretary pursuant to proposed
section 823 (k) of title 18.

Section 9(b) would amend section 925(a)
(3) to preclude shipment of Saturday Night
Specials to members of the Armed Forces or
ciul;s for personal use of the member or
club.

Section 9(c) would amend section 925(a)
(4), relating to shipment of firearms to mem-
bers of the Armed Forces, to exclude Satur-
day Night Specials from the list of firearms
which may be shipped directly to members
who are on active duty overseas. Under the
amendment made to section 1715 of title 18
by section 12 of the draft bill, such firearms
could be shipped only for a government or
governmental entity, under regulations pro-
mulgated by the Postal Service, The Secre-
tary of the Treasury would have to approve
the regulations before they were promul-
gated. A SBaturday Night Special could not be
shipped by a licensee to a member of the
Armed Forces merely because of his status
as a member of the Armed Forces stationed
overseas.

Section 9(d) would amend section 925(c)
to add a new paragraph (2) which would
permit a court to provide relief from dis-
abilitles under the Gun Control Act for a
person adjudicated mentally incompetent or
committed to a mental institution. A person
could be relieved from the disabilities if the
court found that the person was no longer
suffering from a mental disorder and that
possession of a firearm by the person would
not pose a danger to that person or to an-
other.

Section 9(e) would amend section 925(c),
which presently bars licensing a person un-
der chapter 44 of title 18 if he has been con-
victed of an offense punishable by more than
one year's imprisonment involving use of a
firearm or of violating the chapter or the
National Firearms Act, to bar licensing of a
person convicted of a State or local offense
punishable by more than one year's impris-
onment if the offense related to importa-
tion, manufacture, sale, or transfer of a
firearm.

Section 8(f) of the draft bill would amend
section 925(d) (3) to clearly ban importation
of handguns which have not been approved
by the Secretary of the Treasury in accord
with the provisions of proposed sectlon 923
(k) of title 18. Since “handgun” is defined
to include a combination of parts from which
a handgun can be assembled, the provision
would also ban the importation of parts of
such handguns for assembly in the United
States.

Section 926 of title 18 is amended by sec-
tion 10 of the draft bill to include a refer-
ence to regulations to be promulgated by
the Secretary of the Treasury concerning ap-
proval or notice of multiple sales of hand-
guns under proposed section 822(7). A trans-
feree of two or more handguns in a thirty-
day period In a transaction involving a li-
censee would be required to obtain prior ap-
proval of the Secretary of the Treasury of
the transfer, and no approval would be given
unless the transferee demonstrated to the
satisfaction of the Secretary that the trans-
fer was for lawful purposes. If the transac-
tlon not involving a licensee, notice to the
Becretary of the transaction would be re-
quired within 30 days after the transaction.

Section 9268 would be amended by sectlon
10(d) of the draft bill to add a new sub-
section (b) giving officers and employees
designated by the SBecretary of the Treasury
to carry out the provisions of chapter 44 of
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title 18 the authority to administer oaths
and affirmations.

Section 11 would repeal title VII of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
(18 U.S.C. App. 1201-1203) which would be
covered under proposed sections 822 (h) and
(1) of title 18.

Section 12 would amend section 1715 of ti-
tle 18, relating to nonmailability of firearms,
to ban mailing of any handgun not approved
by the Secretary of the Treasury pursuant
to proposed section 923(k) of title 18 to any
individual. The Postal Service would issue
regulations, subject to concurrence in the
regulations by the Secretary of the Treasury,
concerning mailing of such handguns for a
government in the United States or an en-
tity thereof. It is intended that there be no
transfers of Saturday Night Specials to In-
dividuals except when they receive guns in
their capacity as Government employees, and
that, even in that case, transfer be made by
the government entity to the individual
rather than by a licensee. It Is also intended
that these firearms not enter the flow of
commerce at any time, but be returned to
the government entity by which they were
issued if they are no longer needed by the
employee’s government functions.

Section 13 of the draft bill provides that
the effective date of the bill would be 90
days after the date of enactment, except that
under section 13(b), the provisions concern-
ing approval of handgun models would be
effective upon the date of enactment in or-
der to permit the Secretary of the Treasury
to begin testing. Under sectlon 13(a), &
dealer would be permitted to return to the
owner a Saturday Night Special received be-
fore the effective date. Under section 13(e¢),
a valid license which was Issued under sec-
tlon 923 of title 18 would remain valid until
its date of expiration unless it was sus-
pended, revoked, or terminated hefore that
date. Under sectlon 13(d), the first Iist of
handgun models approved by the Secretary

of the Treasury would have to be published
In the first sixty days after enactment.

AMENDMENT No. 820
Onpage ,line |, insert the following:
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO 8. 1

(Page and line references to January 15,
1975 version)

On page 26, add the following after the
material following line 1:

**2307. Mandatory Sentence of Imprison-
ment.”

On page 166, strike line 84 and 35.

On page 167, strike lines 1 through 3.

On page 172, strike the language beginning
with the word "Notwithstanding” on line 15
through the end of line 23.

On page 190, add at the end of line 13 the
following: “Except as provided in section
2307(b), a defendant who has been found
guilty of an offense described in section 2307
{a) shall be sentenced to a term of imprison-
ment as set forth in subsection (e).”.

On page 191, add at the end of line 2 the
following: “Except as provided in section
2307(b), the minimum term of parole ineli-
gibility of a defendant who has been found
guilty of an offense described in section 2307
(a) shall be not less than six months or one-
tenth of the maximum term authorized for
the offense, whichever is greater, and the
minimum term of parole inellgibility of a
defendant who has been found guilty of a
Class A felony described in section 2307(a)
shall be three years.”.

On page 191, add the following after line 2:

“'(e) MANDATORY TEEM OF IMPRISON-
MENT.—Except as provided In section 2307
{b), a defendant who has been found guilty
of an offense described in section 2307(a)
may not be sentenced to probation but shall
be sentenced by the court to a term of Im-
prisonment of not less than six months or
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one-tenth of the maximum term authorized
for the offense, whichever is greater, and the
minimum term of imprisonment for a de-
fendant found gullty of a Class A felony de-
scribed in section 2307(a) shall be three
years. Such term of imprisonment shall run
consecutively to any other term of imprison-
ment imposed on the defendant.”.

On page 191, delete *The court,’” at the
end of line 4 and insert in lleu thereof the
following: “Except as provided in section
2307(b), the court shall impose a minimum
term of imprisonment on a defendant con-
victed of an offense described in section 2307
of at least the term prescribed in section
2301 (e). In any other case, the court,"”.

On page 192, llnes 26 and 27, delete the
words “The court,” and insert in lieu thereof
“Except as provided in section 2307(b), the
court shall Impose & term of parole ineligi-
bility on a defendant convicted of an offense
deseribed in section 2307(a) for the term pre-
scribed in section 2301(d). In any other case,
the court,”.

On page 193, line 19, delete “If" and insert
in lieu thereof “Except as provided in section
2301(e), if".

On page 194, add the following new section
after line 29:

*'§ 2307. Mandatory Sentence of Imprison-
ment

“‘(a) INn GenNeERAL—Except as otherwise
provided in subsection (b), a defendant who
has been found gullty of:

“*(1) an offense under section 1823 (Using
a Weapon in the Course of a Crime);

“*(2) an offense described in section 1621
(Kidnapping), 1631 (Aircraft Hijacking), or
1811 (Trafficking in an Opiate), or 1812
(Trafficking in drugs) if the controlled sub-
stance is a narcotic drug listed in Schedule
IorII; or

“*(3) a violent offense committed after
conviction for the commission of a previous
violent offense, or conviction for the com-
mission of a previous State or local offense
which would be a violent offense if the
offense was a Federal offense, if the offenses
were committed on separate occasions;
shall be sentenced to a mandatory term of
imprisonment and parole ineligibility in ac-
cordance with the provisions of sections
2301(d) and (e).

*'(b) ImpPosITION NOT REQUIRED.—Notwith=-
standing the provisions of subsection (a), the
court may sentence the defendant to a
shorter term of parole ineligibility than re-
quired under section 2301(d), to a term of
imprisonment with no term of parole in-
eligibility, or to probation, if the court finds
that, at the time of the offense:

**(1) the defendant was less than eighteen
years old;

***(2) the defendant’s mental capacity was
significantly Impaired, although not so im-
palred as to constitute a defense to prose-
cution;

“'(8) the defendant was under unusual
and substantial duress, although not such
duress as would constitute a defense to prose-
cution; or

“‘(4) the defendant was an accomplice,
the conduct constituting the offense was
prineipally the conduct of another person,
and the defendant's participation was rela-
tively minor.

“*‘(c) DeFmNiTION.—AS used in this sec-
tion, a “viclent offense” is an offense de-
scribed in section 1601 (Murder), 1602 (Man-
slaughter), 1611 (Maiming), 1612 (Aggra-
vated Battery), 1641 (Rape), 1711 (Burglary),
1712 (Criminal Entry), 1721 (Robbery), 1722
(Extortion), or 1805 (Facilitating a Rack-
eteering Activity by Violence).".

On page 276, line 21, strike “1811(b) or
1823(b) " and insert In lleu thereof “2301(e) .

On page 353, add the following after line
32: “‘Rule 32.2—Sentence to a Mandatory
Sentence of Imprisonment
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“'If a defendant is convicted of an offense
described in 18 U.S.C. 2307(a), the court,
prior to imposition of sentence shall hold
a hearing to determine whether a term of
imprisonment and parole ineligibility is
mandatory under 18 U.S.C. 2307, The hearing
shall be held before the court sitting with-
out a jury, and the defendant and the gov-
ernment shall be entitled to assistance of
counsel, compulsory process, and Cross-ex-
amination of such witnesses as appear at the
hearing. If it appears by a preponderance of
the Information, including information sub-
mitted during the trial, during the sen-
tencing hearing, and In so much of the pre-
gentence report as the court relies on, that
the defendant is subject to a mandatory term
of imprisonment and parole ineligibility, the
court shall sentence the defendant in ac-
cordance with the provisions of 18 US.C.
2301(e) and 2307(a). The court shall place
in the record its findings, including an iden-
tification of the information relied upon in
making its indings."”.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND RESOLUTIONS

8., 1359

At the request of Mr. Muskie, the
Senator from Towa (Mr. CLARK) was add-
ed as a cosponsor of S. 1359, a bill to co-
ordinate State and local government
budget-related actions with Federal Gov-
ernment efforts to stimulate economic
recovery by establishing a system of
emergency support grants to State and
local governments.

8. 1878

At the request of Mr. TowER, the Sena-
tor from Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN)
was added as a cosponsor of 8. 1878, a
bill to amend the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act, as amended, by defin-
ing navigable waters.

8. 1865

At the request of Mr. MonTOYA, the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
Brooke) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1965, a bill to provide for the striking
of medals in commemoration of the bi-
centennial of the U.S. Army, Navy, and
Marine Corps.

S. 2104

A the request of Mr. Tower, the Sena~-
tor from North Carolina (Mr. MORGAN)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2104, a
bill to establish a National Commission
on Small Business in America.

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR
PRINTING

CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFORM ACT OF
1975—S. 1

AMENDMENT NO. B20

(Ordered to be printed and referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.)

Mr. FONG submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (S." 1) to codify, revise, and reform
title 16 of the United States Code; to
make appropriate amendments to the
Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure; to
make conforming amendments to crim-
inal provisions of other titles of the
United States Code; and for other pur-

poses.
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PUBLIC WORKS EMPLOYMENT ACT
OF 1975—S. 1587

AMENDMENT NO. 821

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on the
table.)

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, the
amendment I am submitting today is de-
signed to make certain that funds au-
thorized under this bill, which aims to
help reduce unemployment, are sent fo
areas of highest unemployment where
the need is greatest.

As reported, the bill has two principal
sections. The first authorizes $1 billion
for title I public works. The second au-
thorizes an additional $1 billion for the
title X job opportunities program.

The public works section of the bill has
a formula which stipulates that 70 per-
cent of the available funds must go to
areas whose unemployment rate exceeds
the national average.

The title X section has no such stipu-
lation. Funds are available to any area
whose unemployment is over 6.5 percent,
and that will not put the funds where
they are needed most.

My amendment simply takes the com-
mittee’s T0-percent language from title I
and applies it also to title X.

By adopting by amendment, the Sen-
ate can, by directing aid to those areas
with the greatest need, further the stated
aim of the bill, “To amend the Public
‘Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 to increase the antirecessionary ef-
fectiveness of the program.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of my amendment be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp, as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 821

On page 16, line 2, insert the following:
beginning with the comma, strike out all
through the word “average” on line 3 and
insert in lieu thereof a periocl and the follow-
ing: “The Secretary, if the national unem-
ployment rate is equal to or exceeds 614 per
centum for the most recent three consecu-
tive months, shall expedite and give priority
to grant applications submitted for such
areas having unemployment in excess of the
national average rate of unemployment for
the most recent three consecutive months.
Beventy per centum of the funds appropri-
ated pursuant to this section shall be avail-
able only for grants in areas as defined in
the second sentence of this subsection. If
the national average unemployment rate re-
cedes below 61, per centum for the most
recent three consecutive months, the author-
ity of the Secretary to make grants under
this section Is suspended until the national
average unemployment has equaled or ex-
ceeded 614 per centum for the most recent
three consecutive months”,

NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVES—
8. 2173
AMENDMENT NO. 822

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on the
table.)

Mr. BARTLETT submitted an amend-
ment to the bill (8. 2173) to fully explore
and develop the naval petroleum re-
serves of the United States and to permit
limited production with revenues de-
rived therefrom to be placed in a special
account, and for other purposes.
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HOME MORTGAGE DISCLOSURE
ACT—S. 1281
AMENDMENT NO. 823

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on the
table.)

Mr. STONE submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to
Amendment No. 596, intended to be pro-
posed to the bill (S. 1281) fo improve
public understanding of the role of de-
pository institutions in home financing.

AMENDMENT NO. 824

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on the
table.)

Mr. STONE submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the hill
(8. 1281) to improve public understand-
ing of the role of depository institutions
in home financing.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS

Mr. ABOUREZE. Mr. President, I wish
to inform my colleagues in the Senate
and the Indian community that the Sub-
committee on Indian Affairs of the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
will continue its review of Indian hous-
ing needs and programs through two
days of field hearings during the August
recess.

The distinguished ranking minority
member of the subcommittee, Senator
Dewey Bartlett, will chair the hearings
at two sites in Oklahoma as follows: in
Muskogee, August 6; and in Anadarko,
August 7.

I feel that the forthcoming hearings
will add to our growing record in the area
of Indian housing. Such a record will
contribute to legislative proposals de-
signed to meet more realistically Indian
housing needs as they exist today.

Anyone desiring further information
on the proposed Indian housing hearings
should contact Ella Mae Horse of the
committee staff on extension 47144,

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

REGULATORY REFORM

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, together
with other of my colleagues, I have been
meeting with the President in discussions
having to do with the need for regulatory
reform.

The President has expressed his con-
cern about costly and outdated regula-
tion and is seeking reforms in the execu-
tive branch. Our colleagues on the House
side are suggesting a regulatory agency
summit in order to obtain a wide-range
discussion of the leading issues relating
to regulatory reform.

The bottom line is, we need improved
regulation in the public interest. Total
deregulation is not a panacea. What we
need is less obstruction and swifter
action.

Frustration with the regulators is
something we have all experienced.

Following is a chronology of a simple
application pending beiore the Federal
Power Commission for approval of 33
miles of pipeline to provide needed gas
to the Wasatch Front in Utah this win-
ter. This maddening and inexcusable
delay is a prime example of the frustra-
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tions of the public in dealing with these
agencies.

First. The original application for
these facilities was filed with the FPC
on February 7, 1973.

Second. The FPC gave notice of the
filing on February 15, 1973.

Third. On May 1, 1973, the FPC re-
quested additional information and doc-
uments.

Fourth. On May 18, 1973, Mountain
Fuel responded to the May 1 request for
information by filing a supplement to its
application.

Fifth. On August 20, 1973, a request
was received from the FPC for certain
additional environmental information.
One environmental study had been com-
pleted prior to the request, and a fur-
ther environmental study was underway
at the time of the request. The later
study was completed and furnished to
the FPC on December 26, 1973, shortly
after it was received by the company.

Sixth. On February 27, 1974, the FPC
instructed Mountain Fuel to amend its
application, since the environmental
impact report indicated a minor change
in pipeline routing. Mountain Fuel was
also instructed to supply certain other
additional information.

Seventh. Mountain Fuel’s file copy of
the requested amendment and additional
information is stamped as received by the
FPC on March 14, 1974.

Fighth. At the late date of May 10,
1974, the FPC made a request for further
supplementation of the application, or
in the alternative, for the withdrawal of
the application without prejudice to its
resubmittal at a later date.

Ninth. The requested supplement to
the application was filed on May 20, 1974,
stressing the urgency of the situation
and the need for an immediate decision.

Tenth. On May 28, 1974, Mountain
Fuel again pleaded with the FPC for
construction authorization by filing a
“Request * * * for Inmediate Certificate
Authorization.”

Eleventh. On June 4, 1974, the Com-
pany received a telephonic request for
additional information from an FPC
staff member.

Twelfth. On June 5, 1974, the infor-
mation was telephonically supplied,
followed by written confirmation the
same day.

Thirteenth. On June 7, 1974, Governor
Rampton wrote to the FPC requesting
an expedited resolution of the case.

Fourteenth. On June 10, 1974, the
Public Service Commission of Utah sent
a telegram to the FPC Chairman also
requesting an expedited resolution of the
case.

Fifteenth. On June 27, 1974, the FPC
published notice of the amendment to
the application, giving interested parties
until July 15, 1974, to respond.

Sixteenth. On July 16, 1974, Hal 8.
Bennett, executive director of the Public
Service Commission of Utah, sent a tele-
gram to the Chairman of the FPC urging
that the FPC promptly authorize com-
mencement of construction of the pipe-
line.

Seventeenth, On July 22, 1974, the
FPC issued an order denying our request
for a temporary certificate, instituting
a show cause proceeding, setting the
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matter for formal hearing, and estab-
lishing procedural dates. The order, in
effect, stated that our filings to that date
had failed to establish a need for the
pipeline and set forth in some detail the
additional information which should be
filed. The order set the date of Au-
gust 20, 1974, for the filing of Mountain
Fuel's direct testimony and exhibits and
the date of October 8, 1974, as the hear-
ing date. Additionally, the order noted
that Mountain Fuel did not have cer-
tificates to construct and operate storage
reservoirs in the Bridger Lake and Chalk
Creek fields and ordered Mountain Fuel
to show cause why certificate applica-
tions for these fields should not be filed.

Eighteenth. On August 5, 1974, Moun-
tain Fuel filed all of its testimony and
exhibits in support of its application.
The testimony and exhibits were filed
15 days early to support a petition for
immediate reconsideration of the Com-
mission’s July 22 order denying the tem-
porary certificate and renewing Moun-
tain Fuel’s request for the prompt is-
suance of the temporary certificate. Con-
currently with the filing of the testimony,
exhibits, and petition for reconsidera-
tion, Mountain Fuel filed an application
for a certificate on the Chalk Creek stor-
age field, which was assigned FPC docket
No. CP75-33, and an application for ad-
ditional expenditure authorization and
an extension of time in connection with
the further development of the Coalville
field, which application was filed under
Mountain Fuel's underground storage
development, docket No. CP71-52. No
certificate application was filed on
Bridger Lake, but the operation of this
field and our position on why a certificate
was not currently needed were explained
in the testimony which was submitted in
the Coalville to Bountiful pipeline case.

Nineteenth. On August 30, 1974, the
Federal Power Commission issued an
order denying Mountain Fuel's request
for reconsideration of its July 22, 1974,
order, denying Mountain Fuel’s request
for temporary certificate authorization.
Although the order concedes that Moun-
tain Fuel’s evidence may address the is-
sues raised by its filings in the docket,
the order states that such direct evidence
has not been subjected to the scrutiny
of cross-examination and evaluation in
a public hearing and restates the Com-
mission’s position that significant issues
have been raised which should be dealt
with in a formal public hearing.

Twentieth. On September 19, 1974, the
company was served with a letter request
from the FPC staff requesting volumi-
nous amounts of data on the Chalk
Creek storage project, which was al-
legedly necessary in order for the staff
“* = * {5 make an adequate analysis
of—Mountain Fuel's—proposal and to
prepare for cross-examination.” The let-
ter contains 13 items of requested in-
formation, and regquired extensive re-
search through files dating back almost
13 years.

Twenty-first. On September 26, 1974,
Mountain Fuel sent all data which had
been requested by the Federal Power
Commission in its letter dated Septem-

ber 19, 1974.
Twenty-second. Hearings were held
commencing October 8, 1974. No inter-
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venors appeared, and the staff presented
no evidence.

Twenty-third. On November 6, 1974,
the initial brief and proposed findings
were submitted on behalf of Mountain
Fuel Supply Co.

Twenty-fourth. On November 6, 1974,
the initial brief of the Commission staif
was filed.

Twenty-fifth. On November 15, 1974,
Mountain Fuel Supply Co. filed a
motion with the Federal Power Commis-
sion to reopen the record to receive the
affidavit deseribed in No. 26 below.

Twenty-sixth. On November 15, 1974,
an affidavit by Mr. Douglas Reese was
filed with the Commission as an expert
geological opinion indicating that the
feasibility of the development of the
Coalville storage field into a substantial
gas storage reservoir had been proven.

Twenty-seventh. On November 25,
1974, the Commission staff filed its reply
brief responding to Mountain Fuel’s
initial brief, along with its answer to
Mountain Fuel’s motion to reopen the
record.

Twenty-eighth. On November 27, 1974,
Mountain Fuel's reply brief was filed,
responding to the Commission stafi’s
initial brief.

Twenty-ninth. On March 27, 1975, the
presiding administrative law judge sub-
mitted his initial decision issuing a
certificate of public convenience and
necessity, authorizing Mountain Fuel
Supply Co. to construct and operate cer-
tain facilities as described more fully in
the application filed in docket No.
CP73-213.

Thirtieth. On April 25, 1975, a brief on
exceptions to the initial decision was
filed by the Commission staff.

Thirty-first. On May 12, 1975, a brief
was filed by Mountain Fuel Supply op-
posing staff’s exceptions to the initial
decision. A motion was also submitted on
this date to expedite the decision.

Thirty-second. On May 17, 1975, a let-
ter was sent by Gov. Calvin L. Rampton
to the Federal Power Commission urging
an expeditious decision.

Thirty-third. On May 17, 1975, a let-
ter was sent by Gov. Calvin L. Ramp-
ton to the Federal Power Commission
urging an expeditious decision.

Thirty-fourth. On May 22, 1975, a let-
ter was sent by Senator Franxk E. Moss,
also urging the Federal Power Commis-
sion’s immediate, positive response.

Thirty-fifth. On May 28, 1975, Senator
E. J. Garxn senf a letter to the Federal
Power Commission urging the impor-
tance of expediting a decision.

Thirty-sixth. On June 13, 1975, Gov.
Calvin Rampton sent a telegram to the
Federal Power Commission stressing the
urgency of the matter and noting pos-
sible action which he might be required
to take in the event of further FPC delay.

Today is July 26, 1975, with not the
slightest indication of when the FPC
will act—if ever.

Surely this is an example of the need
for regulatory reform. There must be
regulatory reform when, after the judge
rules an application is in the public in-
terest, the staff which presented no evi-
dence back in October 1974 again inter-
venes and further delays approval.

25087

Winter is coming and Utah citizens
may be cold unless the pipeline can be
built this summer. What a price to pay
for timid, indecisive, procrastinating
regulation.

NEW HAMPSHIRE VACANCY

Mr. McCLURE., Mr, President, it seems
to remain clear that the overwhelming
sentiment in the country supports resolv-
ing the New Hampshire election contest
by sending it back to the people who are
to be represented by that Senator. An
editorial appearing in the Harrisburg
Patriot on July 24, 1975, reaches that
conclusion after analyzing the constitu-
tional argument which has often been
raised on the floor of this Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the editorial be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REecorbp,
as follows:

SENATE VacaANCY—LET NEW HAMPSHIRITES

DECIDE

In the enervating and senseless controversy
under way in the U.S. Senate over picking a
winner in last November's senatorial race in
New Hampshire, Majority Leader Mike Mans-
fleld is fond of quoting the U.S. Constitution
which says that “each House shall be the
judge of the elections, returns and qualifica-
tions of its own members.”

Mansfield adds: "We seem to have some
editorial writers against us but the Constitu-
tion is with us,” and he and his fellow sen=-
ators steadfastly refuse to return the matter
to the New Hampshire voters to select be-
tween Louis C. Wyman, the Republican, and
John Durkin, the Democrat.

Mansfield’s contention—that this matter
belongs solely in the Senate and nowhere
else—is based on the most wooden of Inter-
pretations of that constitutional passage. To
the contrary, being equally literal, it is pos-
sible to argue that since neither Wyman nor
Durkin is yet a member of the Senate, the
Senate has no jurisdiction whatever.

A broader-based rebuttal to the Mansfield
position is grounded on what appears to be a
reasonable definition of the word “judge.”
According to Mansfield, the Senate must
“judge’—that is, decide—who won the No-
vember election. It never seems to occur to
him that an equally valid judgment by the
Senate would be that, in view of irrecon-
cllable technical difficulties, the last election
was no election at all—and order that an-
other balloting be held.

Or the problem could be resolved by Wy-
man and Durkin themselves. Since each is on
record as being willing to participate in a
new election, let them lssue a joint statement
that neither will serve unless the voters go to
the polls again and make a clearcut selection
between them.

There can be little doubt that this is the
will of the New Hampshire citizenry, since its
Legislature, under popular pressure, has
modified state law to make a new election
legal.

In any case, what is now under way in the
Benate is unfair to the candidates, both of
whom have conducted themselves as gentle-
men and a denial of ongoing representation
to New Hampshire. Another segment of the
Constitution, from which Mansfield has not
been quoting, says that “no state, without
its consent, shall be deprived of its equal suf-
frage in the Senate.” But that's what’s hap-
pening and, in view of the confrontation be-
tween selfish political Interests in the Sen-
ate, may continue indefinitely.

Let the Senate send the matter back to the
voters of New Hampshire for thelir decislon.
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Any other course will lead to charges of theft
of an election, of bitterness and recrimina-
tlion. How strange that the members of the
Upper House can't see thiz—a matter that is
simplicity itself to most anyone but a par-
tisan U.S. senator.

THE NEED TO PREPARE CAPITOL
HILL: FOR THE BICENTENNIAL

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, the
Bicentennial year is upon us, various
ceremonies and celebrations have been
taking place across this Nation for the
past several months, and yet on Capitol
Hill, we are not prepared.

It could be a catastrophe around here
unless proper plans are made. It is es-
sential that we get fully and properly
prepared to receive literally hundreds of
thousands—yes, millions of visitors in
1976. We have to prepare to take care
of just the basic humamn needs of the
mass of people who will be touring the
Capital next year, not to mention the
need for appropriate displays and pro-
grams to celebrate our Bicentennial.

We know that Capitol Hill buildings
are so ill-equipped that they cannot
house even the Members and their staffs.
We cannot even permit our summer
interns to eat in the staff restaurants
during lunch hour, because of the prob-
lem of congestion and long lines in the
cafeterias. The eating facilities in the
Capitol are totally inadequate for visi-
tors, and there are few eating establish-
ments immediately adjacent to Capitol
Hill which can take care of our current
luncheon crowd demands, much less the
masses which are expected next summer,

The problems we confront in feeding
our visitors are equal to those we con-
front in providing an adequate number
of restrooms, water fountains, resting
benches, first aid services, lost and found
centers, children locaters, and the many
other services for large numbers of
people.

Mr. President, on June 13, the Senate
passed a bill to provide for the appoint-
ment of a Joint Committee on Arrange-
ments for Commemoration of the Bi-
centennial of the United States. The
House passed a similar bill on June 23.
However, no further action has been
taken. I would urge my colleagues to act,
to take final action on this legislation in
order that this joint committee might
begin its work. There is much to be done
and so little time to do it that we cannot
afford any further delays.

One of the major responsibilities of the
joint committee will be to coordinate
congressional programs with the activi-
ties and events planned and imple-
mented by governmental and nongov-
ernmental groups, including the State
and local governments, private groups,
and the American Revolution Bicenten-
nial Administration. As part of this over-
all responsibility, I would hope that the
joint committee would also deal with
the more immediate logistical and facil-
ity problems—the basic people needs to
which I have referred.

The transportation appropriations bill
just passed by the Senate includes $10
million requested for the special Bicen-
tennial fringe parking and bus service
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plan. The money would provide parking
space for 16,000 tourist cars on existing
lots at the Pentagon, Kennedy Stadium,
and Fort Myer, and for buses to shuttle
visitors to the mall. The House-passed
allowance for these costs was $5 million.
I would urge my colleagues in the House
to accept the Senate level of funding, be-
cause this city can ill afford the massive
traffic jams which will result if we can-
not relieve the Mall area of the addi-
tional traffic which is expected.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the REcorp a copy of
a Washington Post editorial of Friday,
July 18, entitled “Federal Hospitality,”
which discusses our current lack of pre-
paredness for the Bicentennial celebra-
tion,

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REec-
ORD, as follows:

FEDERAL HOSPITALITY

We are much encouraged that the Ford
administration has now acknowledged fed-
eral responsibility for the millions of tour-
ists from all over the world expected in
Washington next year. The White House is
now helping to coordinate the region-wide
efforts to accommodate them, having stepped
in nine weeks ago, when presidential
counsellor John O. Marsh ecalled a meeting
of the representatives of ten federal agen-
cles, the Washington Metropolitan Council
of CGovernments, the American Revolution
Bicentennial Administration, and the city
government. The President assured the group
of his concern for the welfare of the visitors.
Out of the meeting emerged a White House
task force, headed by Richard Hite of the
Interior Department. The task force is not
concerned with planning the celebration as
such, Its concern is entirely with logistic
matters, such as transportation, parking,
emergency services, accommodations and in-
formation. Mr, Hite, a seasoned administra-
tor, seems to have a good grip on most of
these problems, but he and his task force
still face some formidable obstacles.

The foremost need, perhaps, Is for Con-
gress to restore the 5 million cut made by
the House in the $10 million budget request
for the special bicentennial fringe parking
and bus service plan. The plan, worked out by
the U.S. Department of Transportation,
would provide parking for 16,000 tourist cars
on existing lots at the Pentagon, Kennedy
Stadium, Ft. Myer and other places and
shuttle visitors to the Mall in special buses.
This is the only way to prevent the capital
bicentennial celebration from being smoth-
ered in traffic congestion and poliution. The
original cost estimate for this project was
$21 million. A $10 million minimum is need-
ed for the acquisition of buses and an ex-
tensive information program to tell motor-
ists about the parking service before they
bring their cars downtown. All six area mem-
berg of Congress have urged the Senate to
restore the budget cut to “avold what could
be an embarrassment to the entire nation.”

Another most urgent need is for full co-
operation on the part of the Department of
Defense. There are several ways in which
the military could and should contribute
to the national celebration and Interior Sec-
retary Morton has written Defense Secretary
Schlesinger about them. One is to make
some of the extensive and unused military
real estate In the area, notably Anacostia-
Bolling, available for visitor parking and
camping. The White House task force has
found some sites that can be used by people
who prefer their tents or recreation vehicles
to motels or hotels. The military properties
would of course be used only for the “dura-
tion"—that is to say the bicentennial sum-
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mer months. The military has also been
asked for medical help—first aid stations and
ambulance services. The military medical
corps would surely gain good training and
good will by helping out. While there are
regulations that allow assistance to civilians
only in emergencies, the expected presence
of 200,000 daily visitors on the Mall is surely
just that.

To direct, inform, clean up after, and
control this many people, the White House
task force estimates that additional over-
time funds are going to be needed for the
National Park Service. To help house the
visitors, the task force hopes to organize
a central referral system for telephone reser-
vations. Such a system, which worked well
at the Montreal and San Antonio world fairs,
would cost about $300,000 and Mr. Hite will
be talking to the Office of Management and
Budget about that.

Provision is also going to have to be made
for adequate food service and adequate rest
rooms for the Mall visitors, particularly
since the new National Gallery cafeteria will
not be completed in time. The proposal to
invite tourists to the cafeterias and facilities
of nearby government bulldings strikes us
as less than promising. Government cafe-
terias lines are already too long. We would
rather see the National Park Service open
two or three competing summer restaurant
and cafe concessions on the Mall. They could
operate under light tents or temporary struc-
tures and serve simple, high quality fare.
Come to think of it, the Mall could use some
light refreshments—with or without the bi-
centennial.

In all the planning for the health and wel-
fare of blcentennial visitors—as in the bi-
centennial celebrations planned by local
jurisdictions and communities—some careful
divisions of labor, responsibility and author-
ity are going to have to be worked out and
faithfully observed. Just as the District, for
example, must contribute its fair share of
resources and energy to strictly local projects
if 1t is to expect federal assistance for those
projects, so the federal government, in ful-
filling its obligations to supply the local
program, must take care not to Iimpinge
upon the home rule powers recently bestowed
upon the local government. In the same way,
while local jurisdictions have a role to play
as host they cannot be expected to pay the
heavy costs entailed In handling this ex-
traordinary invasion of bicentennial visitors.
This divvying up of the burden strikes us
as a fundamental principal in bicentennial
planning and we are glad to see it acknowl-
edged in the President’s initiative and in
Mr. Hite's activities.

SENATOR HUGH SCOTT'S RECORD
ON DEFENSE

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, never be-
fore in history has our Nation been faced
with the prospects of a lasting genera-
tion of peace. Agreements among the
world’s great powers can lead to such a
peace—agreements to hold the spread of
nuclear weapons, agreements to refrain
from the hostile settlement of conflict.

Congress plays a vital role in the de-
velopment of America’s defense posture.
From the authorizing and appropriating
of funds to the ratification of treaties, we
do have a unique part to play. As a mem-
ber of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, I have long noted Senator HucH
Scorr’s consistent support of a strong
defense while keeping the lines of com-
munication open to all who desire peace.

Senator Scorr’s record on defense
matters deserves public recognition. I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed in
the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

DEFENSE-—94TH CONGRESS
LEGISLATION

S.J. Res. 27—a joint resolution to amend
the Defense Production Act of 1950.

8.J. Res. 48—a joint resolution to amend
the Defense Production Act of 1950, as
amended, and for other purposes,

DEFENSE—93p CONGRESS
LEGISLATION

8. 156—a bill to require the termination by
July 1, 1975, of all Naval weapons range ac-
tivities on and in the vicinity of the Puerto
Rican Island of Culebra.

5. 3961—a bill to authorize the release of
1,653,600 pounds of cadmium from the nae
tional stockpile and the supplemental stock=
pile,

8. Res. 115—a resolution to pay tribute to
members of the Armed Forces who are miss-
ing in action in Indochina.

8. Res. 117—a resolution to commemorate
the loss and suffering of the dead and
wounded members of the Armed Forces occa-
sioned by war in Vietnam,

S. Res. 200—a resolution relating to the
National Security of the United States.

5. Con. Res. 63—Seek new efforts to obtain
compliance with the terms of the Paris Peace
agreement as they apply to prisoners of war
and personnel missing in action.

Amend. No. 1613—an amendment to S.
3417, military construction authorization bill,
that makes provisions for missing military
personnel.

VOTES

Voted for Amendment expressing sense of
Congress that the United States and the
Soviet Union should seek an agreement on
specific mutual reductions In military ex-
penditures so each country can devote a
greater proportion of resources to its domes-
tic needs.

Voted for Amendment to strike bill’s sec-
tilon 7 barring use of funds to carry out
Azores base agreement with Portugal until
it had been submitted to the Senate as a
treaty for its advice and consent.

Voted for Department of State Appropria-
tions Authorization Act of 1973.

Voted for Second Supplemental Appropria-
tions Act, 1978.

Voted for Continuing Appropriations, fiscal
year 1974.

Voted for War Powers Act.

Voted for amendment to reduce the num-
ber of enlisted men used as aldes by the
military.

Voted for amendment calling for the Secre-
tary of the Army to keep the new main battle
tank within strict cost parameters.

Voted for amendment to restore $495.5 mil-
lion in funding for procurement of F-14 type
alreraft.

Voted for amendment calling for Pres-
ident to seek, through bilateral and multi-
lateral arrangements, payments to offset
fully any balance-cf-payments deficit in-
curred by the United States during fiscal
year 1974 as a result of the deployment of
forces In Europe to fulfill NATO commit-
ments,

Voted for amendment callilng for reduc-
tion of 110,000 rather than 125,000, in the
number of U.S. military forces assigned to
duty in foreign countries.

Voted for Department of Defense Appro-
priation Authorization Act of 1974.

Voted for War Powers Resolution.

Voted for Military Construction Author-
ization.

Voted for Military Construction Appro-
priation Act, 1974.

Voted for Forelgn Assistance Act of 1973.
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Voted for Naval Petroleum Reserves De-
fense Production Authorization Act of 1973.

Voted for Emergency Security Assistance
Act of 1973.

Voted for amendment to limit to 218 the
number of enlisted personnel who could be
assigned on a temporary basis by the Secre-
tary of Defense to highranking military offi-
cers to meet their official responsibilities.

Voted for amendment to prohibit the use
of dogs under this act in research, testing,
or evaluation of toxic or radicactive agents,

Voted for amendment to bar expenditures
of funds for naval ordnance training opera-
tions at the Culebra complex (Puerto Rico)
or at any keys within three nautical miles
thereof after December 31, 1975.

Voted for amendment to prohibit DOD, in
carrying out any program under which fi-
nancial assistance is provided to persons
pursuing an education program (other than
persons enrolled in & ROTC program), from
denying assistance to enrocllees in a college
or university solely on the grounds that such
institution had previously terminated its
ROTC program,

Voted for amendment to make the role of
the Secretary of DOD in reviewing the export
of goods and technology a recommendatory
one,

Voted for amendment to bar U.S. economic
and military aid to any government which
does not effectively prevent the diversion of
oplum and its derivatives into illicit markets
and which permits the production of opium
poppies.

Voted to extend and expand authority for
carrying out conservation and rehabilitation
programs on military reservations, and to au-
thorize the implementation of such pro-
grams in certain public lands,

Voted for amendment placing restrictions
on the obligation of funds provided for the
expansion of the Naval Communications Sta-
tion on the Island of Diego Garcla in the
Indian Ocean.

Voted for amendment to appropriate an
additional 200 milllon for Israel.

Voted for amendment to authorize the
President to suspend section barring mili-
tary assistance to Turkey beginning on date
of enactment and ending on December 10,
1974, if he determined that such suspension
would further negotiations for a peaceful
resolution of the Cyprus conflict.

Voted for Further Continuing Appropria-
tions, fiscal year 1975.

UNITED STATES-CUBA POLICY

Mr. STONE. Mir. President, on June 16,
1975, Puerto Rican Gov. Rafael Her-
nandez Colon declared that terror-
ists who have been placing bombs
throughout Puerto Rico and the United
States are very well trained in Cuba to
carry out such subversive activities. He
said that many members of the Puerto
Rican Socialist Party travel frequently
to Havana, a capital which he described
as containing great knowledge of how
the terroristic acts are conducted in
Puerto Rico and in the United States.

My office has contacted Gov. Her-
nandez Colon’s assistant, Jose Luis
Lopez, who not only confirmed the Gov-
ernor's statement, but sent me the taped
remarks, which were made to newsmen

in a press conference given in the city of
Ponce, P.R.

In 1972, J. Edgar Hoover declared that

the Cuban mission to the United Nations
was the focal point of Cuban subversive
activities directed against the United
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States. Since then, events have added
evidence to confirm these words and to
illustrate the Cuban regime’s encourage-
ment of terrorism within and against
the United States.

A June 17 article from the Chicago
Tribune describes in detail how Cuban-
trained agents were responsible for two
bombings in the area of Chicago's Loop.
It states that according to Federal in-
vestigations, “at least six persons, trained
in Cuba to carry out guerrilla warfare
and prepare explosive devices, are based
in Chicago as members of the FALN,"—
Armed Front for National Liberation. In
an article he wrote for the New York
Times, Puerto Rico’s Resident Commis-
sioner JarmME BENITEZ mentions this group
in connection with a similar Castroite
following operating in Venezuela. Fili-
berto Ojeda Rios, a Puerto Rican born
and raised in Cuba and a leader of the
FALN, has been identified as the Cuban
agent responsible for the January 24
Fraunces Tavern bombing in New York
City, which took the lives of 5 persons
and injured 56 others. The attached arti-
cle describing these events appeared in
the New York Daily News, and states that
this same Cuban-trained spy has been
responsible for other bombings in New
York, Chicago, and Puerto Rico.

Nevertheless, on July 16, U.S. Ambas-
sador to the OAS William Mailliard made
clear that the United States favors ter-
minating the OAS sanctions against the
Cuban regime, and that our Government
will vote to do so at an OAS Meeting of
Consultation of Foreign Affairs Ministers
which will probably be discussing the
matter next Tuesday. Ambassador Mail-
liard said that—

Cuba does not constitute a serious and im-
portant threat to the Organization of
American States.

Significantly, he added that—

I have not seen that country change its
policy of exporting revolution.

To admit this while favoring the ter-
mination of the sanctions, which were
originally imposed because of the present
Cuban regime’s subversive interference
in the internal affairs of other countries,
is an explicit aceptance by the State De-
partment of such illegal foreign policy
measures of the Cuban regime. The Sen-
ator from Florida does not understand
why Communist Cuba’s subversive ac-
tivities mattered so much to us in 1964,
when the OAS imposed the sanctions
and isolated Cuba from the Inter-Ameri-
can system if they matter not at all to
us Nnow.

If the United States votes “yes” in the
upcoming OAS Meeting of Consultation,
it will be flagrantly ignoring the a_mple
showing of the present Cuban regime’s
assistance of acts of terror, sabotage, and
violence on an international level even
including our own country.

I ask unanimous consent that the
articles published in the June 17 Chicago
Tribune and the June 20 New York Daily
News be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:
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[From the Chicago Tribune, June 7, 1975]
CuBA-TRAINED GUERRILLAS TIED To BoMBS
(By Ronald Koziol and Willlam Griffin)
Federal Investigators disclosed Monday

that at least six persons, trained in Cuba to
carry out guerrilla warfare and prepare ex-
plosive devices, are based in Chicago as mem-
bers of FALN, a Puerto Rican nationalist
group responsible for two terror bombings
in the Loop Saturday.

Until Saturday, it was belleved by po-
lice and the Federal Bureau of Investigation
that FALN was concentrating its terrorist
activities for Puerto Rican independence
from a base In New York City, where similar
bombings killing five persons have taken
place since last October.

FALN—initials for the Armed Forces of
National Liberation—is believed to operate
In small, loosely knit and mobile groups, and
infiltration by undercover agents has been
impossible.

The Tribune disclosed Monday that a
member of the Chicago police intelligence
unit being groomed to infiltrate the terrorist
group was taken off the assignment two
months ago because of public protest over
recent disclosures of police spying.

Because of the New York City tles, New
York detectives arrived here Monday and
met for more than two hours with Chicago
police officials.

After the meeting, Capt. James O'Grady,
acting chief of investigators, sald there is
no doubt that the FALN was responsible for
the Saturday night bombings which ripped
the Mid-Continental Plaza Building and the
United of America Bank.

Propane tanks were used to accelerate
detonation. This was the same method used
to set off the bombs in New York City.

“Our bomb and arson experts said that
whoever put the bombs together had expert
knowledge of explosive devices,” O’Grady
sald.

Besides the bomb fragments, which are
being studied by the police crime laboratory,
a typewritten note found in a telephone
booth In Union Station has been sent to
Washington for FBI analysis.

The letter had listed the Federal Building
as a third target but a search falled to turn
up any bomb.

Acting on the assumption that there is a
third bomb that failed to detonate, 24 police~
men have been assigned to check other fed-
eral buildings downtown, O'Grady saild.

James Sullivan, New York deputy chief of
detectives, has assigned detectives to check
airline manifests of persons traveling recent-
ly from San Juan, P.R., to Miami and then on
to New York.

Sullivan told the Tribune: “We believe
we have managed to ldentify a handful of
members of the FALN, and maybe we can
trace their most recent movements.”

[From the New York Daily News, June 20,
1975]
FraUNCES ProBe EvEs MaN CaALLED CUBAN-
TRAINED SPY

(By Frank Faso and Arthur Mullligan)

A man the authorities describe as a Puerto
Rican-born master spy and saboteur who re-
ceived his terrorist tralning in Cuba was
identified by the police and the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation yesterday as the man
responsible for the Jan. 24 bombing of the
Fraunces Tavern, as well as other bombings
here and some In Puerto Rico and Chilecago.

He is Fillberto Ojeda Rlos, 42, whose last
known address was 318 E. 169th St., Bronx.
Special Agent James Ingram, in charge of
the FBI investigation, said Rios was a master
of disguises and used various aliases.

IDENTIFIED AS ACTIVIST LEADER

Ingram sald that Rios was a leader of
FALN, Fuerzas Armadas de Liberacion Na-
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tlonal, the Puerto Rican activist group that is
seeking independence for Puerto Rico, a com-
monwealth of the United States. FALN has
claimed responsibillity for the Fraunces Tav-
ern bombing, in the financial district, which
cost five lives and injured 56, as well as other
bombings.

The FBI man said that Rios had jumped
$100,000 baill after having been arrested in
San Juan in 1969 in connection with the
bombing of three hotels there. Federal war-
rants were issued at the time, and he has
been an elusive fugitive ever since.

The $100,000 ball had been met in cash by
a mystery man who said he was Rios’ brother-
in-law, but who proved not to be. The mys-
tery man also disappeared.

ELUDES COPS, AGENTS

Federal sources in Washington sald that
Rios used so many disguises and aliases that
even members of what was described as his
own organization were not sure of his true
identity. He has eluded Spanish-speaking un-
dercover policemen and federal agents trying
to trace him.

The sources credit him with having united
loosely knit bands of activists in this country
and Puerto Rico into the now-formidable
FALN organlzation.

The authorities said he was one of at least
six persons recruited off the campus of the
University of Puerto Rico by a Cuban spy ap-
paratus in 1960 and 1961, shortly after Fidel
Castro had taken over in Cuba.

Rlos stayed in Cuba until 1963 and then re-
turned to Puerto Rico, the authorities sald. It
is not known whether he went back to the
university.

Rios, it was said, 1s a trumpeter who played
in orchestras in Puerto Rico under the alias
of Felipe Ortega Rivera. He uses the code
name Ruben in dealings within his spy ring,
it was sald.

He Is described as 5-feet-8 and 160 pounds,
with brown halr and brown eyes. He is said
to wear eyeglasses most of the time. He is
married and has two children, believed to be
living with their mother in Puerto Rico, the
authorities said.

GAO REPORT ON FOREST SERVICE
EFFORTS TO CHANGE TIMBERS
SALE PAYMENT METHOD

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, for
some time I have been concerned about
the effects of a plan by the Forest Service
to change the formula it uses to establish
the prices of timber sales. At the present
time, most timber sales by the Forest
Service are priced on the basis of the log
scale method. The Forest Service has
proposed a change from the log scale
method to the tree measurement method
as its primary formula.

Under the scaling method the sale
price is determined by scaling each log
to adjudge the amount of merchantable
timber taken by the purchaser. Using the
tree measurement method, Forest Serv-
ice employees cruise a timber stand to
determine the merchantable volume that
could be realized from the area. I believe
that the competing merits of the two sys-
tems should be explored before a change
is made to the tree measurement ap-
proach as the dominant method.

Representatives of the timber indus-
try have expressed concerns that the
Forest Service lacks the capacity to ac-
curately judge timber volume by means
of the tree measurement method. The
Forest Service discounts these concerns
and argues that the change of methods
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would reduce costs of timber sale ad-
ministration and would foster more effi-
cient timber utilization.

I asked the GAO to undertake a study
to compare the accuracy of the two
methods and to offer conclusions as to
the advisability of the Forest Services’
proposed change of methods. The GAO
concluded that “because the Forest Serv-
ice had not provided special funds and
adequate guidelines and procedures for
comparing the tree measurement and log
measurement methods, the relative ac-
curacy and cost of the two scale methods
has not been determined.”

The report also included four recom-
mendations:

We recommend that the Secretary of
Agriculture direct the Chief, Forest Serv-
ice, to:

Set dates for timely completion of test
sales and give high priority to meeting
those dates.

Take steps to provide the Forest Serv-
ices’ regions with the funds needed to
conduct adequate and timely test sales.

Evaluate and report to the appropriate
congressional committee the results of
test sales as they are completed for spe-
cific forests, tree species, and timber
conditions.

Use the tree measurement method for
all forests, tree species, and timber con-
ditions for which test sales have shown
net benefits to be gained from its use
and where Forest Service personnel have
the capability to prepare tree measure-
ment sales professionally and accurately.

I am considering the conclusions and
recommendations of the report as the
basis for subsequent legislative or ad-
ministrative action. I have asked the
Chief of the Forest Service and officials
of the timber industry for their com-
ments on the substance of the report. I
solicit any comments and suggestions
from my colleagues as to potential
courses for congressional followup of
the GAO report. For that reason, Mr.
President, I request unanimous consent
that the report be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrp,
as follows:

COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C.
Hon. PeTE V. DOMENICI,
U.S. Senate.

Dear SeEnaToR DomeNICcI: In accordance
with your August 20, 1974, letter and sub-
sequent discussions with your office, we re=
viewed the efforts of the Department of Ag=
riculture’s Forest Service to change the pri-
mary method of selling timber in its western
regions from the log measurement or scale
method to the tree measurement or lump=-
sum method. You expressed concern about
the comparable accuracy and cost of the two
methods, the Forest Service's plans for con-
verting to the tree measurement method on
most timber sales by the end of the decade,
and the difference of opinion between the
Forest Service and the timber industry on
tl;e feasibility of the planned change.

We made our review at the Washington,
D.C., headquarters offices of the Forest Serv-
ice, the Department of the Interior's Bureau
of Land Management, and the Office of Man-
agement and Budget; at the Forest Service
regional offices in Albuquerque, New Mexico;
Portland, Oregon; and San Francisco, Cali
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fornia; and at selected Forest Service forest
and district offices in Arizona, New Mexico,
Oregon, and California. We also discussed the
proposed change with several timber pur-
chasers and members of national timber in-
dustry associations. We discussed the report
contents with Forest Service officials and
considered their views in preparing this re-
port.

The primary timber sale method used in
the Forest Service’s western reglons is 1og
measurement. Under this method a timber
purchaser agrees to pay for logs taken from
a sale area on the basis of scaling—a Forest
Service or scaling bureau estimate of the
merchantable volume of wood in the logs
after the trees have been cut down (felled)
and cut into logs (bucked).

In recent years the Forest Service has been
trying to increase its western regions’ use
of the tree measurement method of selling
timber. Under this method the purchaser
basically agrees to pay a specific amount for
the timber in a sale area on the basls of &
Forest Service estimate of the merchantable
volume of wood in the trees before they are
cut down. The estimate is derived by cruising,
or physically surveying, the sale area.

The following data, obtained from the
three Forest Service western regions we se-
lacted for review, shows the portlons of each
reglon’s fiscal year 1972, 1973, and 1974 tim-
ber sales made under the tree measurement
method.

Percent of timber sales made under tree
measurement method by fiscal year
1972 1973 1974
a3 7.0 5.3
3.8 4.1
8.0 8.7

The timber industry has generally opposed
the increased use of the tree measurement
method in the western regions claiming that
the Forest Service has not demonstrated the

Pacific Northwest
Southwestern

effectiveness and efficlency of the tree meas-
urement method compared with the log

measurement method. The Forest Service
belleves, however, that the tree measure-
ment method should be as effective as the
log measurement method, that it should de-
crease manpower requirements and the over-
all costs of timber sales, and that it should
increase timber utilization.

To confirm its beliefs, the Forest Service
has attempted through test sales, to obtain
data to compare the two methods. As dis-
cussed on pages 5 to 10, however, the test
sales that had been carried out in the three
regions covered in our review had not been
adequate for this comparison.

EFFORTS TO CHANGE BALE METHOD

A chronology of major events related to the
Forest Service's efforts to increase the use
of the three measurement method is en-
closed. (See app. I.) Our review of the records
relating to these events and our discussions
with Forest Service and Office of Manage-
ment and Budget officlals Indicate that:

Early Forest Service efforts to increase the
use of the three measurement method lacked
specific headquarters direction and guidance,
resulting in inconsistencles among the re-
gions in carrying out tree measurement sales
and test sales to compare the two methods.

The emphasis on Increased tree measure-
ment sales has come not only from within
the Forest Service but also from the Depart-
ment’s Office of Audit (formerly called Office
of the Inspector General), the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, and a 1973 interagency
task force appointed by the Secretary of
Agriculture and the Director of former Cost
of Living Council to consider changes in For-
est Service timber sales procedures.

The Forest Service has recognized the need
to develop adequate technigues and to train
people to make tree measurement sales, since
the move toward increasing such sales began.
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The tree measurement method has been
used for many years in the Forest Service's
eastern and southern regions, on some thin-
ning and young-growth sales In the western
regions, and by the Bureau of Land Man-
agement. At issue, however, is the extension
of tree measurement to sales of defective,
old-growth trees which make up a large
part of the Forest Service’s timber holdings
in the Western regions. The timber industry
has maintained that a change in the meas-
urement method will bring about many vn-
certainties, additional costs, and large finan-
cial risks In the defective of high-value
western timber and that there is no con-
clusive evidence that tree measurement, even
if done well, will actually cost less than log
measurement.

Although the Forest Service proposed a
timetable in mid-1973 to gradually increase
the volume of timber sold by tree measure-
ment from 5 percent by the end of 1973 to
90 percent by the end of 1980, the Forest
Service has abandoned the timetable be-
cause of concerns expressed by the Senate
Appropriations Committee (see p. 16) and
because of the uncertalnty of funding for
tree measurement sales.

The Forest Service does not want to aban-
don 1its efforts to increase the use of tree
measurement sales because it believes that
there are long-range benefits in savings and
management fexibility which will justify
using tree measurement for a high propor-
tion of sales, Including those In some areas
where other measurement methods are used.
However, the Forest Service recognizes that,
before moving ahead with tree measure-
ment, it will have to:

1. Establish through test sales the com-
parative cost and accuracy of volume and
value estimates under each method.

2. Use tree measurement only where it has
the skills and manpower to do a professional
and accurate sale preparation job.

INDUSTRY VIEWS ON CHANGE OF SALE METHOD

Timber industry representatives told us
that they were generally opposed to the For-
est Service's plan to Increase Its western
reglons' use of the tree measurement method
of selling, except for small, low-value tim-
ber sales where the financial risk is low and
the cost of scaling is not justified. They said
that their primary concerns with the pro-
posed increase were:

The Forest Service's inability to accu-
rately estimate the volume of usable wood
under the tree measurement method due
to the:

1. Difficulty of estimating volume in high-
ly defective timber.

2. Large turnover of Forest Service per-
sonnel.

3. Varylng accuracy rellabllity among For
est Service personnel.

The resulting increased costs of tree meas-
urement sales to timber purchasers because:

1. Each prospective purchaser would need
to cruise the sale area to assure himself of
the accuracy of Forest Service volume esti-
mates.

2. Additional scalilng and recordkeeping
would be required to develop scaling data so
that adequate production controls could be
maintained. (The Forest Service has custom-
arily provided much of this scaling data
although timber sales contracts do not re-
quire that it do so.)

The industry representatives emphasized
the need for industry participation in any
Forest Service study or comparison of the
two sale methods. They believe that the solu-
tion to the differences of opinion about the
accuracy and cost of each method is to get
comparable data for each method and dem-
onstrate to the Congress, the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, and the public which
is the best method of measuring timber for
sale.
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REGIONAL TEST SALE PROGRAMS WERE NOT ADE-
QUATE TO COMPARE SALE METHODS

The three regions selected for review had
carried out only limited test sale programs
and had not developed sufficient volume and
cost information on their test sales to com-
pare the accuracy of the volume estimates
and the costs of the two sale methods. These
weaknesses are attributable to a lack of ade-
quate guidelines and procedures and insuf-
ficlent funds for conducting test sales.

At the time of our fieldwork, seven test
sales had been completed and eight were un-
derway in the three regions. The completed
test sales are listed below.

Region and
name of
test sale
California:

Date
Date of Com-
sale pleted

Estimated
total
value

10-73
12-73
10-73

£1, 076.6
209.3
735.3

Pacific Northwest:

Claypool
Fleece
Three Pee__.

Southwestern:

Water Canyon 12-72 9-74

NEED FOR ADEQUATE FUNDING

The Forest Service had not provided its
regions with special funds for their test sale
programs; instead, each region was requested
to fit the test sales into its regular timber
sale program as funding and manpower
would permit. As a result, the sales volume
of each reglon’s test sales was a very small
part of 1ts total sales volume, as shown in the
following table.

Sales volume of test sales as percent of total
sales volume by fiscal year
1971 1972 1973
California 0 0 2.4 1.1
Pacific Northwest._.. 0.2 0 0.04 0.03
Southwestern 2.8 2.6 0

Officials in each region said that the lack
of adequate funding and manpower had lim-
ited their ability to carry out comprehensive
test sale programs. In test sales, two meas-
urements—one to measure the standing trees
and one to measure the cut timber—need to
be made for comparlison purposes. Accord-
ing to one reglon, these double measure-
ments are costly. A Forest Service headquar-
ters official agreed that the lack of funding
had inhibited the regions in conducting their
test sale programs.

NEED FOR ADEQUATE GUIDELINES AND PROCEDURES

Because national guidance had not been
provided for conducting test sales, each re-
gion had structured its test sale program to
achieve its own objectives, which were gen-
erally as follows:

California region officlals sald that thelr
region’s test program was initially intended
to give district personnel experience in set-
ting up tree measurement sales and to assess
the impact on district operations. They sald
that efforts to compare the costs of tree
measurement and log measurement sales
were included in their test program only
after industry pressure began to mount fol-
lowing a Forest Service announcement in
May 1973 of the planned conversion to tree
measurement sales by the end of 1980.

Pacific Northwest reglon officials said that
their region’s test sale program was designed
primarily to investigate the technical aspects
of tree measurement and to determine what
combinations of sampling and volume-esti-
mating technigues were best suited to various
types of timber. No efforts were made to de-
velop cost data for comparing tree measure-
ment and log measurement sales,

Southwestern region officials said that their
reglon’s test program was to give forest and
district personnel more experience using the

5-T1
43
3-73

9-72
11-73
6-74

23.5
342.4
214. 6

249 .3

1974
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tree measurement method and to enable them
to select which type of tree measurement
method to test, should additional funding
and manpower become avallable for this
purpose.

A headguarters official acknowledged that,
until March 1975, the regions had not been
provided adequate guidelines and procedures
for conducting fest sales. According to the
March 1975 guidelines and procedures, the
western reglons are to develop data for both
sale methods on (1) the accuracy of volume
estimates, including determinations of the
volume of usable timber left in sale areas by
purchasers, and (2) fotal Government and
purchaser sale preparation and contract ad-
ministration costs,

NEED FOR COMPLETE VOLUME DATA

To compare the accuracy of volume esti-
mates under the two methods, complete in-
formation is needed on the total volume of
merchantable timber to be sold from the
sale area. In estimating volume under the
tree measurement method, the Forest Serv-
ice considers all trees that are to be har-
vested. Under the log measurement method,
however, only the timber removed from the
Bale area is measured. Forest Service head-
quarters officlals told us that, to provide
comparable volume data in a log measure-
ment sale, a utilization scale—an estimate
of the volume of merchantable timber left
in the sale area by the purchaser—should be
made with the estimated volume’s being
combined with the volume of timber
removed.

A utilization secale had been made on only
one of the seven completed test sales, the
Fleece sale in the Pacific Northwest region.
On the six other sales:

A California region official said that the
region had informally advised district per-
sonnel to make utilization scales only if
utilization for test sales appeared to be
worse than that normally considered accept-
able for log measurement sales,

Pacific Northwest region officials said that,
i preparing their test sales plans, they had
overlooked the need for utilization scales
and had not recognized this need until two
of their test sa'es had been completed.

Southwestern region officials said they
thought a utilization scale was not neces-
sary for their completed test sale because
district personnel observations of the sale
area had indicated good utilization with
little merchantable material left behind.

Forest Bervice headquarters officials said
that they recognized the need for utiliza-
tion scales on their test sales early in 1974
and that the March 19756 procedures pro-
vided for them.

NEED FOR COMPLETE COST DATA

To compare the combined Government
and purchaser costs of the two sale methods,
adequate cost data relating to each method
must be developed. However, no cost data
was developed for the three Pacific North-
west reglon sales and the data developed for
the four sales in the other two regions was
inadequate.

The data developed for the Southwestern
region sale was limited to the costs related
to felling, bucking, and scaling the sample
trees used to estimate timber volume for
the true measurement method. Not devel-
oped were the Forest Service's other con-
tract preparation costs; its contract admin-
istration costs; the purchaser's costs; and
changes in the purchaser's costs which would
result from the change in sales method.

For the three California region sales:

Purchaser costs and changes in such costs
were not developed.

Estimates of log measurement sale costs
included an overhead allowance of 40 per-
cent of direct costs while the overhead costs
associated with preparing and administering
the tree meas 'rement sales raethod were not
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determined or considered. For example, the
labor costs used in computing tree measure-
ment sale costs were based on wage rates
exclusive of the Government's costs of em-
ployee leave time or health and retirement
benefits.

The log measurement sale preparation
and administration costs considered in the
comparison were average costs developed
from reglonwide data on the number of staff-
hours required to prepare and administer
the sale. This regionwide data did not re-
flect the actual log measurement sale prep-
aratlon and administration cost experience
of the districts involved.

California reglon officlals sald that the
omission of overhead costs for the tree meas-
urement method would bias any cost com-
parisons and that regionwide data on staff-
hour requirements was useful only in very
broad terms and might vary widely from
the experience of a particular district. These
officials said that regionwide averages were
used for lack of better data and that de-
velopment of accurate data would require
preparing each sale twice—the first time to
tree measurement standards and the second
time to log measurement standards. They
sald that it was not feasible to do this ad-
ditional detalled and costly work with the
limited funding and manpower available.

A headquarters official sald that the For-
est Service recognized the need for complete
cost data late In 1973 as a result of a com-
bination of industry and congressional con-
cern and the Forest Service's desire to sup-
port its belief that the tree measurement
method would be less costly than the log
measurement method. This official believed
that the March 1975 guidelines and pro-
cedures for collecting test sale data would
provide the needed cost data.

According to the offielal, however, specific
funds will not be designated for collecting
this information. Instead, the regions will
be required to fit the test sales into their
regular timber sale programs as funding per-
mits. The official said that a date for com-
pleting the test sale program had not been
determined and that completing the pro-
gram would probably depend on the avall-
ability of funding and manpower within
each region.

CONCLUSIONS

Because the Forest Service had not pro-
vided speclal funds and adequate guldelines
and procedures for comparing the tree meas-
urement and log measurement methods, the
relative accuracy and cost of the two sale
methods has not been determined. The Forest
Service has issued revised guldelines and
procedures for developing accuracy and cost
data for its test sale program. If the regions
properly implement them and headquarters
coordinates and monitors thelr implementa-
tion, these guidelines and procedures should
result in the development of data adequate
for comparing the two sale methods. However,
the Forest Service has not determined when
the test sale program is to be completed and
does not currently plan to provide any special
funding for the program.

We recognize that special funding for
timely completion of the test sale program
must compete with other Forest BService
priorities, but, until the test sale program
is completed, the Forest Service will not be
able to provide well-documented evidence to
settle the questions of effectiveness and costs
of the two methods.

If there are net benefits to be gained from
using the tree measurement method, as the
Forest Service believes, these benefits should
be documented and attained as soon as pos-
sible.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Secretary of Ag-
riculture direct the Chlef, Forest Service, to:
Set dates for timely completion of test
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sales and give high priority to meeting those
dates.

Take steps to provide the Forest Service's
regions with the funds needed fo conduct
adequate and timely test sales.

Evaluate and report to the appropriate
congressional committees the results of test
sales as they are completed for specific forests,
tree species, and timber conditions.

Use the tree measurement method for all
forests, tree specles, and timber conditions
for which test sales have shown net henefits
to be gained from its use and where Forest
Service personnel have the capability to pre-
pare tree measurement sales professionally
and accurately.

As your office agreed, we are sending copies
of this report to the Senate and House Com-~-
mittees on Appropriations and on Govern-
ment Operations; to various other congres-
sional committees and subcommittees; and
to Senators James A. McClure and Bob Pack-
wood and Representatives Patricia Schroeder,
Al Ullman, and Don H. Clausen, because of
their interest in this matter. We are also
sending coples to the Director, Office of Man~
agement and Budget, and the Secretary of
Agriculture.

Bincer=ly yonrs,
ELMER B. STAATS,

Comptroller General of the United States.

ArpENDIX I

CHRONOLOGY OF MaJoR EVENTS RELATED TO
ForeEsT SERVICE EFFoRTS TOo CHANGE ITS
WEeSTERN REGIONS’ PRiMArRY METHOD OF
SELLING TIMBER

AUGUST 1870

The Office of the Inspector General, De-
partment of Agriculture, issued a report
stating that, in its opinion, measuring each
log (100-percent scaling) was obsolete and
did not provide for the economical use of
funds or the eflicient use of employees. The
report said that the Porest Service had done
much development work on more efficlent
timber measurement systems, such as sample
scaling and tree measurement with the use
of statistical sampling, but that industry op-
position had been a severe deterrent to im-
plementing these systems.

The report recommended that the Chief
of the Forest Service establish a national
policy to eliminate log scaling as a basis for
payment, whenever possible, by phasing in
other, more efficient measuring methods.

APRIL 1971

The Forest Service advised its regions that
it agreed with the Office of the Inspector
General’s recommendation and would pro-
ceed to implement it as rapidly as possible.
It sald, however, that the regions should
not increase the volume of timber sold by
the tree measurement method until ade-
quate technigues had been developed and
enougn employees had been trained in its
use, particularly where large, defective tim-
ber was Involved. The Forest Service said
that one region was testing the efficiency of
several tree measurement techniques and
that other regions should get tests underway
promptly because such tests take time to
consummate. It said that, until satisfactory
techniques were developed, the reglons should
continue existing sample-scaling arrange-
ments and efforts to convert 100-percent
sealing to sample scaling.

SEPTEMBER 1971

The Forest Service told the Office of the
Inspector General that the Forest Service was
expanding the use of the tree messurement
method, sample tree measurement, and
sample scaling but that, before any large-
scale expanslon could occur, it needed to de-
velop some expertise in these methods and
to build industry confidence in areas where
these practices were new.
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OCTOBER 1972

The Federal Timber Purchasers Committee,
a timber industry group which meets periodi-
cally with Forest Service officials, questioned
the speed with which some Forest Service re-
gions were moving to tree measurement sales,
alleging that these regions were not living
up to the Forest Service's prior commitment
to develop sound procedures before increas-
ing the number of such sales. The Forest
Service said that its objective was to increase
tree measurement sales considerably but that
it expected its reglons to use management
systems which would produce acceptable
results.

MARCH 1973

The Secretary of Agriculture and the Di-
rector of the Cost of Living Council appointed
an interagency task force on softwood timber
and plywood to consider changes In Forest
Service timber sale procedures.

MAY 1973

The Chief of the Forest Service, on the
basis of the work of the interagency task
force on softwood timber and plywood, an-
nounced that, as one of the actions to meet
increased timber productlvity goals, conver-
sion from the log measurement system of
paying for Forest Service timber fo one in
which payments would be based on free
measurement methods would be pursued and
be achieved throughout the Forest Service
as soon as feasible.

MAY 1873

The Forest Service sent its reglons the fol-
lowing tentative timetable for converting to
tree measurement.

By December 31:

Percent
5

The Forest Service's Director of Timber
Management to each reglon to prepare de-
tailed plans, by national forest, for increas-
ing tree measurement sale offerings to meet
the goals of the proposed timetable.

AUGUST 1973

The Forest Service included $1 million in
its budget request for fiscal year 1975 to par-
tially cover the costs of converting to the
tree measurement method. The Department
deleted the fund request in September 1973
because of higher priorities,

NOVEMBER 1973

At a tree measurement conference of For-
est Service headguarters and field officials,
it was pointed out that, to accomplish the
transition from log measurement to free
measurement, a well-planned implementa-
tion program was needed fto establish con-
fidence in the equity of such a change. Also
pointed out were the needs of (1) national
instructions, which would establish the bases
for accuracy standards for tree measurement
sales, and (2) additional financing, to offset
the costs of the conversion. In addition, it
was noted that the following considerations
must be analyzed carefully in any compari-
son of tree measurement and log measure-
ment methods.

The relative costs of both methods.

The experience of personnel involved in
making these comparisons.

The sampling-error standard used for the
tree measurement method.

The accessibility and conditions of timber
in the sale area.

Flexibility in use of Forest Service per-
sonnel.

NOVEMBER 1973

At a meeting with Forest Service officials,

the Federal Timber Purchasers Committee
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stated that it intended to talk further with
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
and western congressional delegations to try
to prevent the Forest Service's making wide-
spread use of tree measurement in the West.
The Forest Service sald that it intended to
proceed only as rapidly as its abilily to make
acceptably accurate volume estimates per-
mitted, giving priority to those situations in
which maximum long-term cost savings
could be realized. The Forest SBervice said it
expected to make considerable progress to-
ward using tree measurement in the next
several years but that it could not predict
whether implementation plan targets could
be met.

APRIL

In a brlefing paper distributed to the west-
ern reglons, the Forest Service said that, be-
cause additional financing had not been re-
ceived for fiscal year 1975, the proposed time-
table for converting to tree measurement
sales had to be reviewed. It said also that
the western regions had already reduced
their estimates of progress by 1980 to 48 per-
cent but that this figure might need to be
reduced further.

The Forest Service added that:

It appeared that its past direction had re-
sulted in inconsistencies among the regions
and that more specific directlon was indi-
cated.

Its intent continued to be to measure
timber in the manner which most effec-
tively met both public and purchaser needs.

Although 1t could not visualize eliminat-
ing all scaling, it continued to belleve that,
in the long run, tree measurement would be
shown to best satisfy these needs. How-
ever, it did not want to move so fast that
it made mistakes and risked discrediting the
value of tree measurement. Therefore it was
thinking in terms of delaying making any
additional tree measurement sales in high-
value, high-defect stands until it had ac-
cumulated more comparative data on costs
and volumes.

To obtain that data, it would prepare as
many sales as possible to tree measurement
standards but would sell them as scaled
sales. Exceptions might be necessary for in-
dividual sales where, for some reason, scaling
could not be provided at reasonable cost.

It would continue to increase using tree
measurement sales of relatively sound and/
or low-value timber where experience had
shown this method to be satisfactory.

JUNE 1974

The Forest Service sent its reglons pro-
posed general guidelines for the tree meas-
urement sale program and emphasized the
need for agreement on guldelines for using
tree measurement sales in high-value, high-
defect, old-growth timber stands. The re-
glons were requested to prepare as many
test sales as financing would permit and each
forest which planned to offer old growth
by the tree measurement method was asked
to make at least one test sale in fiscal year
1975, if the necessary preparation work
could be done.

1874

AUGUST 1974

The Senate Appropriations Committee, in
its report ! on the Forest Service's fiscal year
1975 approprlations, said:

“In the expenditure of funds appropriated
by this Act, the Forest Service should not
extend the use of tree measuremsznt systems
for timber sales in Forest Service Reglons
where there is not well-documented evidence
that (1) the practice will provide volume
data for payment purposes that are as ac-
curate and reliable as thoze provided for log
scaling, (2) the combined cost to the Gov-
ernment and timber purchaser for timber

18. Rept. 83-1069, Committee on Appropri-
ations, 93d Cong., 2d sess., Aug. 2, 1974.
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measurement in tree and log form is not in-
creased, except for investigative purposes.”

The Committee added:

“For the past two years the Forest Service
has undertaken a program to increase the
gales of timber on a tree measurement
bﬂﬁis. L

“Timber prices throughout the Nation
have continued to rise and it is important
that both the buyer and seller for the Na-
tional Forest timber be able to rely on
volume measured as the basis for payment.
It is recognized that current log scaling
practices include truck scaling, weight scal-
ing, water scaling, and sample scaling. Where
the practices are sound they should be con-
tinued unless the above criteria are met.

“Tree measurement methods for National
Forest timber sales have been used satis-
factorily throughout the eastern National
Forests and on certain kinds of timber sales
on the western National Forssts. However,
timber sales in highly defective and valuable
timber stands on the western National For-
ests have normally been sold by log scaling
procedures.

“Tree measurement procedures in such
timber have been demonstrated to be quite
accurate. However, the method has not en-
joyed complete confidence by many purchas-
ers of defective timber who might well be
faced with severe financial losses If errors
oceur. Although we recognize the Forest
Service has expanded tree measurement sales
in the western United States to save cost in
both man-hours and dollars, we request For-
est Service not to expand tree measurement
sales further until the criterla cited above
have been met.”

OCTOBER 1974

The Director of Timber Management told
GAO that the Forest Service had provided
little directlon to its regions from 1970 to
1973. He sald that during this period the
headquarters office was mainly trying to en-
courage the use of tree measurement meth-
ods. He sald that the Forest Service had
abandoned its conversion timeable because of
(1) the concern expressed by the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee and (2) the uncer-
tainty of future funding for the tree meas-
urement testing program.

The Director of Timber Management ad-
vised the western regions (excluding Alaska)
of the congressional concern about the pro-
gram to increase the sale of timber by the
tree measurement method. He said that the
Forest Bervice did not want to abandon its
efforts to increase the use of this method but
that, in view of the congressional concern,
each region should strive to keep the volume
offered at about the same level as last year.
The Director also finalized the tree measure-
ment sale program guidelines, sent to the
regions In June 1974, relating to sale size,
defective timber, road construction costs,
value of specles, and personnel qualifica-
tions.

The Director suggested that test sales be
made to establish a “track record” in broad
timber types where tree measurement had
not been used previously. He sald the two
greatest items of concern in the tree meas-
urement program were accuracy and costs
and that the Forest Service needed sound,
defensible data to support its bellef that
tree measurement sales could be highly ac-
curate while achieving reduced costs.

The Director said that Forest Service head-
quarters would develop and issue procedures
and a format to insure that uniform data
would be collected on time and costs in-
volved in preparing and administering tree
measurement sales and that industry should
be asked to cooperate in the program by pro-
viding time and costs involved in reviewing
and administering the sales from industry’s
standpoint. He said that the Forest Service
needed to make a thorough and complete
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comparison of savings to justify moving
ahead with tree measurement.

NOVEMBER 1874

An OMB official told GAO that OMB first
got involved in the tree measurement ques-
tion in 1973. He saild that OMB’s interest
came about indirectly as a result of in-
creasing timber prices which got OMB in-
volved in looking for ways to increase effi-
clency and decrease costs. He sald that, at
that same time, the Forest Service and the
Bureau of Land Management were doing
work for the interagency task force on soft-
wood timber and plywood and that both
agencies felt that tree measurement was one
method by which timber utilization could be
increased.

The OMB official added that OMB had no
problems with tree measurement because
both agencies sald it would save money and
increase efficlency but that he planned to
ask the agencles to test Industry’s allega-
tions that tree measurement was more cost-
1y and less accurate than log measurement.

JANUARY 1975

The Forest Service sent 1ts western regions
(excluding Alaska) proposed procedures and
a standardized format for collecting costs
and time on test tree measurement sales. Ac-
cording to these procedures, both Govern-
ment and purchaser data was to be developed
or obtained to compare time and costs for
preparing and administering log measure-
ment and tree measurement sales on the
same sale area. Also the regions were to de-
termine, by measuring or estimating the
amount of usable material left on sale areas,
whether utilization differed greatly from con-
tract specifications.

MARCH 1875

The Forest Service finalized the procedures
proposed in January 1975 for collecting time
and cost data on test sales and asked that
individual test sale results be submitted to
the headgquarters office as they were compiled.

A Forest Service headquarters official told
GAO that specific funds would not be des-
ignated for collecting this information, In-
stead, the regions would be required to fit
the test sales into their regular timber sale
programs as funding permitted. The officlal
said that a date for completing the test sale
program had not been determined and that
completing the program would probably de-
pend on the avallabllity of funding and man-
power within each region.

USE OF THE DULLES AIRPORT
ACCESS ROAD

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, when Dulles International Airport
was built in northern Virginia, a special
access road was constructed to provide
rapid transportation to and from the
new facility.

This road serves only Dulles; commu-
ters are prohibited from direct access to
the road between the airport and the
terminus of the road at 1495, the Capital
Beltway. Those using it must drive to
the airport and “double back” to their
destinations.

The Dulles Access Road is underutil-
ized. Commuter automobiles making use
of the “turnaround” at Dulles form the
bulk of the traffic at rush hours, and at
other times it is nearly empty.

By contrast, other roads in the area,
many of which were never designed to
handle commuter traffic, are badly con-
gested.

Since 1968 I have advocated the pro-
vision of direct access to Dulles Access
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Road to commuter traffic until such time
as the road becomes crowded, at which
time other highways should be com-
pleted to handle the congestion at rush
hours.

Recently the employees of the U.S.
Geological Survey at Reston have been
seeking permission from the Federal
Aviation Administration to wuse the
Dulles Access Road for direct transporta-
tion to and from their employment. To
date, their request has not received fa-
vorable action.

On April 10, 1975, a letter was sent to
President Ford by the Dulles Corridor
Committee, a group representing the
USGS employees. The letter was framed
as a petition, bearing 1,339 signatures,
and it urged the prompt opening of the
Dulles Access Road to work trips for
USGA personnel, without the necessity
for the round trip to the airport.

As you will note in paragraph 8 of the
letter, Virginia now has done what FFA
requested.

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
ter of the Dulles Corridor Committee to
President Ford be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

DurLLES CORRIDOR COMMITTEE,
McLean, Va., April 10, 1975.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. PRESIDENT: We would like to call
the following to your attentlon concerning
the Dulles Road and access to the U.S. Geo-
loglcal Survey facility at Reston, Virginia.

1. The U.S. Geological Survey National
Center for research in natural resources was
bullt without provision for acceptable access
to it. The location of this facility at Reston,
Virginia, was part of a plan for decentrallza-
tion of government.

Such a move involved great sacrifice on the
part of the employees.

2. The country roads that the Survey em-
ployees are now forced to use are very un-
safe. Even during the summer there are
numerous potholes. During the winter they
are impossible. We have to come to work in
the dark, dodging school children and ani-
mals. The roads are narrow and winding,
hilly and bumpy. Accidents and near-acci-
dents are common.

3. An obvious solution to these problems
is the use of the Dulles Airport Access Road.

4. The Dulles Road was built with public
funds; yet it is reserved for the sole use of
a narrow segment of private industry. This
is a subsidy of the airlines to the detriment
of Federal employees who are serving the
public interest.

5. The F.A.A. holds that their road was
built for a specific purpose, and therefore
we cannot use it for commuting. The roads
that we are forced to use were not built for
commuting either. While using these coun-
try roads we really interfere with the pur-
pose for which they were built.

6. The Dulles Road is now in fact being
used as a commuter road by residents of
Sterling Park, Leesburg, and other areas to
the west as well as by Geological Survey em-
ployees who make the approach from the
east. Between 7:00 and 8:00 A.M. more than
90% of the trafic on the road is commuter
non-airport) traffic that makes the turn
around at the airport and then heads back
toward Washington.

7. Wolf Trap Farm Park is another Interior
Department facility. It is devoted to amuse-
ment, where the Geological Survey is de-
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voted to solving the long-range energy and
mineral needs of the country. Yet, Wolf
Trap enjoys the use of the Dulles Road and
the Survey employees are kept on the by-
ways.

8. Mr. Dexter Davis of the F.A.A, stated
that if the Virginia authorities made a defi-
nite decision to bulld parallel commuter
roads, the F.A.A., would look at our matter
differently, thereby inferring that they would
allow use of the Dulles Road to commuters
while the parallel roads were being bulilt.
The Virginia legislature has now passed the
bill authorizing the parallel roads, and the
governor has signed it. There is now an obli-
gation on the part of the F.A.A. to respect
this commitment.

9. The times of day when the Federal em-
ployees of the U.S. Geological Survey would
be using the Dulles Road and the directions
they would by travelling are such that their
being on the road would absolutely in no
way interfere with airport traffic.

10. National Airport is approached on the
heavily travelled George Washington Park-
way; yet, there is never any trouble getting
into Natlonal because of the Parkway traf-
fic. In comparison, Survey traffic on the
Dulles Road would not even be noticed.

11, Denial of the right to use the Dulles
Road by the Federal employees of the U.S.
Geologlical Survey results in a waste of more
than 200,000 gallons of gasoline each year.
The F.A.A. has dismissed this senseless waste
of a valuable resource by stating that the
energy crisis is over. Their posture Is un-
conscionable with respect to the matter of
waste.

12. Denial of the use of the Dulles Road
to Survey employees effectively eliminates
minority groups in Washington from work-
ing at the Survey. Regardless of the doctri-
naire exhortations of the F.AA., the figures
show this statement to be true.

13. The morale of the Federal employees
of the U.S. Geological Survey is affected ad-
versely by this road situation. We did not
choose to come to Reston; our agency was
moved here and we were ordered to report.
Yet, twice each day we have to pass over
this fine highway that 1s empty of traffic, or
if we use it we have to drive the exira ten
miles to the alrport and back. Twice a day
we feel the pang of being neglected by a
bureaucracy that really just doesn't care.

We urge that you take immediate steps to
galn access to the Dulles Road for the em-
ployees of the U.S. Geological Survey and
that our own access ramps be built as soon
as possible using our present easement,

Very sincerely,
JAMES Woop CLARKE,
WinmA B. WRIGHT,
Coordinators, Dulles Corridor Commit-
tee (And attached petitioners (1,339)).

e ——

PUBLIC EMPLOYEE UNION POWER

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I would like
to call the attention of my distinguished
colleagues to a very worthwhile editorial
which appeared yesterday, July 25, 1975,
in one of our finest and most respected
newspapers, the Wall Street Journal.

As a former mayor, it comes as no sur-
prise to me that the mayor of Seattle re-
ferred to in this editorial ranks the
growing power of municipal unions only
second to his concern for money prob-
lems. I can certainly testify as to what
compulsory unionism and binding ar-
bitration mean to a State or local gov-
ernment official charged with the re-
sponsibility of governing.

What it means is that a third-party
arbiter who has not been elected by the
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people or by their representatives can set
a wage rate that a local government offi-
cial does not have the tax money to cover.
And, the end result is that indirectly
someone who is never accountable to the
voters sets a tax levy and in essence su-
persedes the elected public officials au-
thority to do so.

Whether we talk of public employee
unions at the State or at the Federal
level, what we need to ask and have an-
swered is whether government, by its na-
ture a monopoly and the protector of all
citizens, has the authority legally and
morally to transfer functions vital to the
very operation of government to a pri-
vate individual or an independent
organization.

The answers to these questions are
coming in daily as we see our cities and
governments sink deeper into financial
trouble, widespread unemployment con-
tinue, and our inflation rate begin to
inch upward.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to
read and consider carefully the contents
of this very fine article.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

THE NEED FOR A LITTLE BACKBONE

During the recent U.S. conference of
Mayors, the mayor of Seattle sald that the
growing power of municipal unions ranked
Just behind money worrles as the “most
dominant concern of every mayor in the
conference.”

The most flagrant and most publicized
instance is of course New York City. The
city's capitulation to the strike by sanita-
tionmen probably dashed its last opportu-
nity to save its creditworthiness. By now
some of its municipal union leaders seem
to favor bankruptcy, partly out of vindictive-
ness and partly out of the notion that if the
city defaults on its bonds it could go on
spending at the rate that bullt the debt
bubble in the first place.

But such public union power is by no
means isolated to New York. Some 76,000
members of Pennsylvania's biggest public
employe union crippled the Eeystone state
for three days by walking out in a wage
dispute. Strikes have recently occurred in
Birmingham, Chicago and Baltimore. Albu-
querque has just suffered a police strike,
though without any dramatic change in the
crime rate.

Such walkouts are usually illegal, yet re-
turning workers are rarely penalized, In-
stead, the usual pattern is to give them more
or less what they demand: Most sanitation
layoffs in New York were rescinded and Penn-
sylvania state employes, who had been of-
fered & 3.5% increase on grounds that any-
thing higher would require a tax increase,
received an average 129% hike in three stages.

Despite the growing power of the esti-
mated 11.5 milllon public employes, there is
sentiment in Congress and in varlous state-
houses to Increase that power further by
guaranteeing public employes the right to
strike. Only about a dozen states give pub-
lic employes broad collective bargaining
rights, but any federal legislation would
require every state and municipality to bar-
gain with their employes. E

Any such federal law, and for that matter
any state efforts to give unions a greater
say over wages and working conditions, needs
to be reexamined and reconsidered. Not be-
cause public employes should not be treated
fairly, for of course they should be. And not

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

because public employes are second class
citizens, for of course they are not. But
because the nature of their relationship to
their employer is different and because col-
lective bargaining in the public sector is
fundamentally different from collective bar-
galning in the private sector.

Collective bargaining impllies parity, more-
or-less, between employer and employe;
theoretically, each side has economic alter-
natives. But such parity does not exist in
the public sector, since there is no alterna-
tive in the event firemen, policemen or other
key workers withdraw their services. In that
event a strike i1s not merely an inconveni-
ence, but perhaps a matter of life or death.

There are other differences as well. Public
employe unions enjoy unprecedented job
security; only in the very worst of times
is there any suggestion that civil service jobs
be reduced or eliminated. But few trade
unionists are insulated from the economic
vagaries. Furthermore, while it 1s not
unknown for trade unions to demand the
moon at contract time, most contracts In
the private sector are settled with an eye
toward profit and loss. But municipal union
employes often act as though there were no
limits to the public coffers.

This attitude is understandable, especially
since not a few politiclans have encouraged
municipal unionists to believe that govern-
ment treasuries are bountiful. But as New
York City officials are finally learning, there
is & limit to how much the public can be
taxed before it finally rebels. It doesn't take
a mathematical genius to realize it just
doesn't add up that municipal worker job
rolls and payrolls have been expanding con-
stantly while productivity has declined and
municipal services are worse than ever.

This situation isn't likely to get any better
unless city halls, state houses and even
Washington begin showing more backbone.
One way to do so would be to impose auto-
matic penalties against municipal strikers,
perhaps by reducing their retirement bene-
fits for each day they remain out on strike.
But the best way to avold illegal walkouts
in the future is for politiclans to resist from
the outset efforts to expand the power of
public employe unions.

RESIGNATION OF SECRETARY
HATHAWAY

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, it is with
deep regret and heavy heart that I note
the resignation yesterday of Stanley K.
Hathaway as Secretary of the Interior
after but 6 short weeks in that important
office.

As I said in June in supporting the
confirmation of my friend Stan Hath-
away.

The most important ingredient in a man
or woman is not whether you agree or dis-
agree, but whether that person’s integrity
and ability are above reproach.

Mr. President, I think it is no secret
that Stan Hathaway and I have had our
disagreements over the years as spokes-
men for differing political points of view
and parties. But my respect for the man,
his integrity, and his ability, is un-
diminished. It is most unfortunate that
the vicissitudes inherent in the human
condition we all share have been visited
upon this able and dedicated public serv-
ant at the acme of his public life just
as he was setting about a new position
of service to the entire Nation.

The people of Wyoming, where Stan
Hathaway was an effective and respected
Governor for two terms and where he
enjoys inestimable esteem, join me, I
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know, in wishing Governor Hathaway a
speedy return to good health, in hoping
for good fortune to follow for him, his
wife Bobby and their children, and in
expressing thanks for the distinguished
way In which he has conducted himself
through a difficult period.

THE EMPRESS OF IRAN ON SCIENCE
AND SOCIETY

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, today’s
New York Times carries an article con-
densed from a speech made in Colorado
by Farah, Empress of Iran. She has posed
the predominate problem of modern man
so succinctly that her speech merits the
close attention of the Senate. We must be
blind and deaf to the disintegration of
values in the world around us if we do
not respond when she asks—

. . » how to reconcile the computer with
the demands of a spirituality that underlines
the very substance of human life. . . .

... how to harness the resources of
sclence and technology without depriving
mankind of his human heritage. . .

It should be noted, of course, that few
nations confront this challenge more
squarely than Iran. One of the world’s
most ancient cultures is threatened by
the affluence derived from oil which on
the one hand produces great revenues
and on the other induces heavy expendi-
tures for technology and weaponry.

But in the resulting atmosphere of ac-
tivity and change the Empress has been
an articulate and effective advocate of
the preservation of the rich heritage of
art, architecture, literature and religion.
As she travels from one historie Iranian
city to another the Empress pleads that
progress should not be purchased at the
price of the sacrifice of a culture that ex-
tends over a period of more than 2,500
years. The Iranian press carries her
message beyond the range of her own
voice and helps to raise the national level
of consciousness of the Persian past and
of the danger of a catastrophic collision
between that past and the on-rushing
future. The United States and the rest
of the world should clearly understand
this dilemma and appreciate both the
depth and the urgency of the issue be-
fore all mankind.

I ask unanimous consent that the
article, “Computer and the Spirit: The
Chasm,” adapted from the Empress’
speech be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

COMPUTER AND THE SPIRIT: THE CHASM

(By Farah Pahlevi)

I want to comment on a chasm that tends
to separate more and more the technological
world from the spiritual heritage of civiliza-
tion.

It appears that the material achievements
of our age have come about at the expense
of gradual erosion of the cultural patrimony
that has taken the toil of so many centuries
to accumulate.

The development of communications and
the general tendency toward uniformity of
the modes of life seem to have endangered
cultural diversity, itself the fountainhead of
creativity and progress.

Travellng at the speed of sound and com-
municating at the speed of light, we have
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entered a period of cultural osmosis—a pe-
riod whose manifestations range from what
Arthur Koestler had called the “architec-
tural esperanto” to many common problems
confronting major ecities throughout the
world.

On the other hand, along with the enor-
mous accumulation of modern knowledge,
isolated blocs of speeclalized knowledge
emerge that often remain impenetrable from
one discipline to another.

Another disparity is the abyss that sepa-
rates the masses from a smaller group of
specialists. This is largely due to the fact
that the discoveries of contemporary sclence
do not readily lend themselves to normal
expression in everyday language. As the phys-
icist Erwin Schroedinger said, when new
sclentific discoverles can be expressed in
clear words, one 1s confronted with state-
ments that are less absurd than “triangular
circle” but more so than “winged lions.” It
is obvious that If the divorce between sclen-
tific expression and the understanding of
the masses continues, man’'s condition could
become increasingly precarious.

Finally, and this is perhaps the most
pressing of all dangers, the environment is
belng rapidly degraded by the thrust of an
unbridled technology that has lost sight of
the ultimate ailm of progress, namely, man
and his total well-being. The optimists will
say that for decades we have been witness-
Ing the ascendance of man over the universe
and the domination of matter by spirit. And
yet, without being a pessimist, one may won-
der at the folly of a chaotic material growth
that violates the laws of nature while pre-
tending to be honoring them.

Should one, under the circumstances, con-
demn, as some would suggest, the accelera-
tion of technological progress? Or even pro-
clalm & moratorium on scientific research?

I do not believe g0, because sclentific dis-
coverles are man's creation, and therefore
cannot be held responsible. In my opinion,
the basic cause of our present dilemma lies
elsewhere. The human race today is at the
mercy of the unchecked capabilities of its
own inventions—Iinventions that are blind
to their own consequences, or to the means
to rectify them. Therefore, a pressing task
lies before us if we seek to avert a catastro-
phe upon future generations. This task is
nothing less than correcting the detrimental
effects of technology while at the same time
restoring the balance between men of sclence
and ordinary people.

We will have to embark on a gigantic pro-
gram of education. To be sure, one cannot
expect everyone to master every discipline of
science, but they should at least understand
its essence, that 1s, the scientific spirit and
method that characterlze it.

The limitless powers of modern sclence
call for a redefinition of scientific responsi-
bility. The unpredictable progress of knowl-
edge must comply with the fundamental
right of each individual to know. The benefit
of science and technology should be made
available to all countries, rich or poor.

In other words, all relations between seci-
ence and society, on the national as well as
the international level, is the concern of our
times. Certainly, we face urgent problems
other than some to which I referred at the
beginning. But the problem which, by virtue
of embodying the very first element of prog-
ress, demands the highest priority, is no
other than scientific and technological
progress.

Until now, human societies have given
priority to material growth. This 1s without
doubt important, especially in areas where
the tempo of development has been slow in
the last two centurles. But the qualitative
dimension of progress is just as essential.
We would be committing an irreparable error
if we were to content ourselves with guan-
titative aims alone.
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More than ever, the concept of “gross na-
tional happiness” should stand beside that
of “gross national product.” In this context,
it is indeed important to remain alert to the
role of culture and the involvement of crea-
tive artists in the process of over-all plan-
ning.

Thus, the problem before us is how to
reconcile the computer with the demands of
a spirituality that underlines the very sub-
stance of human life. How to harness the re-
sources of science and technology without de-
priving mankind of his human heritage—
this is the challenge that we face and must
surmount.

RABBI FELDMAN—"RELIGIOUS
LIBERAL"

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, Rabbi
Abraham J. Feldman, of Congregation
Beth Israel, West Hartford, Conn., is an
old, respected, and dear friend. He has
served not only the Jewish community
but the overall Hartford community for
many, many constructive years. He has
also been a chaplain at the Institute of
Living for more than 40 years.

The July 1975 issue of Chatterbox,
published by the Institute of Living,
contained an article about Rabbi
Feldman.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

Rapel FELDMAN—"RELIGIOUS LIBERAL"

Rabbi Abraham J. Feldman has served the
Jewish Community at the Institute of Living
as Chaplain for over 40 years. During a recent
interview Dr. Feldman reflected on the
changes which have evolved in the role of
religion within the hospital, and the in-
creasingly relaxed services which have al-
lowed him to interact with patlents, to dis-
cuss and explain points made during his
services. He spoke of the many people who
have come to him with questions or concerns
about the Jewish faith, and especially about
the strengths and reasons for their own
beliefs.

Over the years Dr. Feldman has worked
closely with our other two chaplains, Father
Kiely and the Reverend Bobbitt, and ex-
pressed a feeling of warmth and consistent
cooperation among them, He has provided
many non-denominational services in the
past and works together with the other
chaplains on Ecumenical Services which are
held, notably on Thanksgiving, each year.
The chaplains work out a service and then
take turn delivering the sermon each year.
Next Fall will bring the hundredth anniver-
sary of our Elizabeth Chapel, and plans are
already in motlon for a celebratory ecumeni-
cal service. Plans include inviting prominent
speakers to participate in the ceremonies.

Though Rabbi Feldman is a familiar figure
here, there are probably few who are aware
of how illustrious & man he is. Dr, Feldman
was born in the Ukraine and came to the
United States as a boy. He attended Co-
lumbia University and received his B.A. from
the University of Cincinnatl. He then went
on to earn the Rabbinical Degree from the
Hebrew Union College in Cincinnati, He will
be honored soon at the centennial celebra-
tlon of the Hebrew Union College which he
will attend with his wife,

Dr. Feldman also holds five honorary de-
grees and STD from Trinity College, LLD
from Hilliar College (now the University of
Hartford), Doctor of Humanity from Hartt
College and Doctor of Literature from Par-
sons College of the University of Hartford. He
has published more than twenty books and
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“hundreds of pamphlets”, He is also honored
with the Medal of the City of Hartford for
community involvement. Dr. Feldman has
always worked closely with other religious
and clvic leaders for the community.

Rabbi Feldman’'s religious career has been
long and worthy of recognition. He holds
the title of Rabbl Emeritus of the Temple
Beth Israel In West Hartford where he has
recently completed 50 years of leadership in
that congregation. He is a past President of
the Central Conference of American Rabbis
and of the Synagogue Council of America
which includes all divisions of the Jewish
falth. During the War he was Chaplain to the
Connecticut State Guard, retiring with the
rank of Colonel. He has also been a chaplain
to the Veterans’ Administration Hospital in
Newington since it opened some forty years

Rabbi Feldman’s leadership has been and
continues to be a valuable asset to the com-
munity as well as to the Institute of Living.
It is our sincere hope that his association
with us will be on-going and on-growing,
and that more within the hospital will take
advantage of the vast knowledge and kind-
ness which he has always shown to us,

OREGON: WHERE ALL ROADS LEAD
TO ROAM

Mr. HATFIELD. The State of Oregon
has been known for its innovative legis-
lative steps in several areas. Our work
pioneering the initiative and referen-
dum; our early child labor, workman’s
compensation, and other protective leg-
islation all are well known.

More recently, the huge success of our
State ban on nonreturnable beverage
containers has spawned similar efforts
throughout the country. Just a few
weeks ago, Oregon became the first State
to act against aerosols containing certain
fluorocarbons as propellants.

Another forward-looking State law is
our proposal to allocate a certain per-
cenfage of our gas tax revenues for the
construction of bicycle trails.

In a recent article in Svorts Ilustrated,
Robert Cantwell did a god job in captur-
ing the spirit of this law, and of people
in Oregon who know about the legisla-
tion. I ask unanimous consent that an
article from a recent Sports Ilustrated
be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

WHERE ALL Roaps LEap To Roant
(By Robert Cantwell)

Along with wheat and forest products, laws
are one of the major exports of Oregon. The
state is fertile ground for legislative ideas.
American voters in general say, “The govern-
ment ought to do something,” but in Oregon
folks say, “We ought to do something to the
government.,” It Is a land of close votes, of
great expectations, of bold experiments and
partial accomplishments, of reforms that are
praised abroad but often bog down at home.

In the 18405, when the covered wagon emi-
granfs set up a makeshift government, they
passed & law under which any married man
able to drive four stakes in the ground could
claim a square mile of land, This legislation
was one of the forerunners of the Homestead
Act, which led to the settling of the West,
but in Oregon It led to so many disputes over
boundary lines that the family histories of
the old aristocracy can usually be traced
through the court records of their suits for
fraud.

Nowadays, when the citizens of the state
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are not fishing, or dedicating historic sites
and campgrounds, or attending hearings to
protect the environment, they are settling
down with volumes of the Oregon Laws and
dreaming up ingenious new measures.

One of Oregon's many legislative innova-
tions is the initiative and referendum, which
enables voters to put their own laws on the
ballot if the legislature refuses to act. All
that is required for a referendum is a peti-
tion signed by 4% of those who voted in the
last gubernatorial election; for an initiative,
8% . Initiative and referendum was a nation-
wide sensation when Oregon adopted it in
1902, and 21 other states eventually followed
suit, but at times the Oregon electorate gen-
erated less than earthshaking reforms. One
early plece of legislation that voters got on
the ballot by their own initiative was a bill
outlawing passes on railroads. Enthused by
the prospect of passing thelr own laws, Ore-
gon voters pressed on, coming up with acts
increasing the bounty on jackrabbits, legal-
{zing slot machines and regulating the sale
of oleomargarine,

Prodded by Oregon’s creative electorate, In
1971 the state legislature passed House Bill
1700, the first of its kind anywhere. The law
provides that the state highway department
must spend a minimum of 1% of all gasoline-
tax money—1% of all highway revenue gen-
erally—bullding bicycle and pedestrian paths,
The Oregon gasoline tax is 7T¢ a gallon, on
top of the federal tax of 4¢ a gallon (and the
federal tax, of course, ultimately returns to
the state). Oregon motorists buy about a
billion gallons of gascline a year. From this,
one would assume that there is, or should be,
or soon will be, enough money to build bi-
cycle paths from Oregon to Rarotonga.

Bills modeled on HB 1700 have been intro-
duced into the legislature of at least 30 other
states, and the Oregon law is held by cyclista
to be only a little less epochal than Magna
Carta. But there is an old problem having to
do with Oregon: you can export its laws, but
not the people, the climate or the background
that produced them. They do not work else-
where as they do at home. In fact, even at
home they often do not work the way they
are supposed to.

The bicycle bill squeaked through the leg-
islature in the midst of an environmental
uprising that centered on the more famous
bottle bill, This measure—also passed and
exported and subsequently considered in sev-
eral states—requires beer and soft drinks to
be sold in returnable contalners.

Why the blke bill got the backing of the
legislators iIs a puzzle. Perhaps the politiclans
saw the way antipollution laws were going
and appreciated the argument that there
were no exhaust fumes from bicycles to be-
foul the moist Oregon air. Perhaps it passed
because nobody expected that it would. Nine
Representatives and one State Senator orig-
inally decided to back the bicycle bill, whose
unique feature was that it compelled the
highway department to build the paths
whether it wanted to or not. So HBE 1700 was
passed and signed by former Governor Tom
MecCall on the seat of a bicycle, the seat
then being shipped to the Bicycle Museum
on New York’s Staten Island. That done, state
officials realized nobody in the Oregon high-
way department knew anything about bicycle
paths. This lack of expertise prevailed not
only in the state but in the nation. However,
one city in the U.8.—Davis, Calif.—could pro-
vide a building plan.

In January 1972 an Oregon delegation
visited Davis. Almost everyone in that city
owns a bicycle and pays an annual $2 license
fee for it. There are 22,000 registered bicycles
in this farm-and-college city of 32,000. Much
of the traffic consists of bicycles. At the cor-
ner of Third and F Streets, a busy intersec-
tion during rush hours, the ratio of bicycles
to cars is 8 to 1. Davis’ growth began in the
late '50s, after the University of California’s
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agricultural college branch was turned into
a liberal arts college. Bicycles became so nu-
merous they virtually force automobiles off
the streets. Some of Davis’ streets happen to
be extremely wide. It was possible to park
cars and run bicycle paths between the side-
walks and the parked cars. These paths
proved to be so safe and convenlent that a
citywide system of bicycle paths was con-
structed.

Only one automobile-bleycle accident has
occurred in a bike lane In the 11 years of
Davis' bicycle-path system, which now ex-
tends for some 16 miles. One reason for this
record is the rigorous enforcement of auto-
mobile traflic regulations: complete stops at
stop signs and tickets for drivers going 26
mph in 25 mph zones. A uniformed cop
mounted on a 10-speed bike hands out tick-
ets to speeding cyclists as well.

The Oregon delegation decided that the
Davls program depended too much on unique
local conditions to be applicable to Oregon.
So the highway department hurriedly bullt
a number of short paths in widely separated
locations, using highway maintenance crews
when they were not working at their regular
jobs. Counters were placed on some of the
paths to determine how often they were
used. A guestionnaire was sent to 600 bi-
cyelists asking why they rode: For touring?
For recreation? To save money? (Sixty-nine
percent replied that they rode for exercise.)
Ten thousand coples were malled to names
selected at random by a computer. “A silly
questionnaire,” huffed by the Eugene Reg-
ister-Guard, noting that many of the re-
spondents undoubtedly didn't own bikes.

After the first rains the asphalt surfaces of
the bike paths were cracked, broken, washed
out or covered with mud. “A pretty lousy
deal,” sald Les Anderson, the mayor of
Eugene (pop. 79,000), who had been swept
into office with the enthuslastic support of
the city’s 40,000-odd bicycle owners, “A waste
of money,” sald others.

Still, by the time the 1873 Oregon legisla-
tive session opened, the highway department
had completed or had under construction
about 100 miles of bikeways.

The legislature answered its critics by set-
ting up the Bilcycle Advisory Committee to
oversee the program. The eight-member com-
mittee goes from town to town holding hear-
ings that last from 10 in the morning until
10 at night. A kind of game is involved, ab-
sorbing but entirely serlous, which anyone
with a bicycle and a map of Oregon can play.
You mark where you think a bicycle path
should be built and try to get the state to
build it there. “I have this fantasy bicycle
path in my mind,” sald a young man at a
hearing in Eugene. Asked to step closer to
the microphone, he said his name was Skeeter
Duke. He wore a red-checked shirt and brown
corduroy trousers, and had the nervously
determined air of a man about to reveal his
private fantasles. “Yes, Mr. Duke?” said a
committee member sympathetically.

“I would like to see a bicycle path built
from Eugene down to the coast at Florence,"
sald Skeeter Duke.

As fantasies go, this was one even a part-
time bicyclist could appreclate. If such a
path should be built it would run westward
from the city of Eugene and the University
of Oregon, through level farmlands, past
some good fishing sites on Fern Ridge Reser-
voir, and enter the low mountains of the
Coast Range.

There it would thread through narrow
valleys, with timbered slopes on both sides
s0 steep that even the trees seem to remain
upright in defiance of the law of gravity.
After passing at least three campgrounds in
60 miles, the path would come out of the
woods into tidewaters and the little town of
Florence, the only community in an expanse
of 100-foot-high sand dunes and dunes-
locked lakes—a desolate, windswept but liv-
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able region, immense breakers pounding the
shore, offshore rocks inhabited by sea lions,
a country at once drenched and arid, as
though the Sahara had unaccountably com-
mingled with the coast of Maine. At Florence
the fantasy bicycle path would connect with
a genuine roadway, U.S. 101, the Coast High-
way, which is to have—eventually—a bicycle
path along its entire 348 Oregon miles.

“My name is Carolyn Hall,” said a little
redheaded girl wearing a blue sweater and
a green skirt. “I am 12 years old, I em a
sixth-grade student at Ellis Parker Elemen-
tary School in Eugene.” To prepare for the
hearing, the students of her class had taken
a bicycle apart and reassembled it. They
then rode their bicycles over a new path, five
miles long, by the Willamette River. The
path runs through a park leading to fishing
spots, picnic tables, thickets of brush and
alder populated with birds, cottonwood and
beech trees and glimpses of the rapids of the
river. A bridge for bicycles and pedestrians
arches over the 200-foot-wide river to the
University of Oregon campus. The path is a
favorite tralning ground for the university’s
distance runners, and is beloved by bird
watchers, elderly hikers and cyclists. Round-
ing a turn one may meet a gathering of bird
watchers transfixed by a green-tailed tow-
hee, or encounter an oncoming bike rider,
head on.

For their English assignment the sixth-
graders wrote presentations on bicycle paths
for the committee. Those who wanted to
read thelr papers were on hand to do so.
Carolyn’'s paper sald there should be signs
warning people of sharp turns. The commit-
tee members agreed, and thanked her. Traci
Marshall, 12 years old, said there should be
places on the path where you can stop and
rest. John Thornton, also 12, said there
ought to be some better way to get to the
path, and that it should be wider. “But I
like it,” he sald. “There is plenty of nature
around.” Twenty-three members of the
sixth-grade class flled out.

For 12 hours equally concerned spokesmen
told the committee what was wrong with
the operation of HB 1700, where they wanted
new paths located and why bicycle routes
combined with roads or streets were no
good. More than 100 witnesses appeared, and
from their accounts emerged a picture of
cyclists forced off the road, insulted by truck
drivers, tallgated by sports cars, toppled by
debris, and so harassed, honked at and be-
labored that it appeared the only safe bi-
cycle in Oregon would be one that was able
to climb a tree.

One listened to the testimony of 54 wit-
nesses until the accounts of hazards and
discomforts set off some automatic switeh:
each new report sounded like a replay of the
one before it. Could this be the result of
HB 1700? The Magna Carta of bicycle riders?
The measure that cyclists in 30 states were
urging their legislatures to adopt? But occa-
slonally a speaker described the bicycle paths
he would like to see built, summoning up
& vision of secluded, rustic trails in country
settings.

Take Fort Stevens, for example. It stands
on a peninsula where the Columbia River
enters the Pacific, a thin cover of brush
planted around it to prevent the sand from
blowing away, a maze of cracked-concrete
gun emplacements, the streets and buildings
engulfed in blackberry vines. Built during
the Civil War to discourage Confederate gun-
boats, Fort Stevens saw no action until
1842, when a Japanese submarine surfaced

nearby and lobbed shells into it, the only
military installation in the continental U.S.
attacked by enemy gunfire. A bicycle path
from Highway 101 to the fort had long been
advocated, and 7.3 miles have been completed.

The first great Amerlcan bicycle craze oc-
curred after the pneumatic tire was developed
in the 1880s. Oregon was so thinly settled and
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the distance between towns was so great
that the fad hit the state with extraordinary
force. There were so many bicycles in the
wide-open gold-rush town of Baker near
the Idaho border in eastern Oregon that bi-
cycle riding on the sidewalk was prohibited
in 1881, although almost everything else
known to mankind was permitted there.
Now one of the projected bicycle paths under
HB 1700 would run from Baker along an
abandoned narrow-gage rallroad line through
worked-out gold fields to the ghost town
of Bourne. Nothing much remains of Bourne
except a sumptuous mansion dating from the
turn of the century. The swindlers of Bourne
were unsurpassed in the way they sold stock
in the Sampson Company, of London, New
York and Bourne, long after it was well
known there was no gold in its mines. The
whole town was in on the secret, and two
different (but identical-appearing) editions
of the local newspaper were printed, one con-
taining authentic news, the other, distribut-
ed in distant cities, containing entirely
fietitious references to nonexistent gold
strikes. The inhabitants spent much of their
time pretending to be rich, in case a nosy in-
vestor happened by, and the masquerade,
sometimes called the most outrageous gold-
mining swindle of all time, went on for
several years,

The nationwide bicycle boom reached its
peak in 1899, when the U.S. population was
75 million, and 1,182,691 new bicycles were
sold, At that time the population of Oregon
was only 400,000, but the state had about
3,600 miles of bicycle paths over 60 separate
routes. Most of the paths were bullt by local
bicycle clubs. They were narrow, limiting
cyclists to traveling in single file from town
to town through the woods. In a sense, the
paths of the "70s, resemble those of two gen-
erations before. For example, one proposed
route runs from Portland to the state capi-
tal at Salem, 47 miles away. When Herbert
Hoover was a boy in Newberg, south of Port-
land, he got a job weeding onions and saved
his money to buy a secondhand bieycle.
Moving to Salem, he worked in an uncle’s
real-estate office, saving all his wages for
several months in order to buy a new bi-
cycle. Hoover eventually went to Stanford
with his hard-won two-wheeler and $160 to
start the career that ultimately led to the
presidency.

Local history abounds along some of the
paths, such as the one proposed for Bend,
a city of 16,200 east of the Cascades. The
path would skirt Sunriver, a resort and
residential development that has 18 milles
of bicycle paths leading to every home and
shopping center. Bend was an obscure cattle
town of 500 until 18156, when Tom Shevlin
built & sawmill there. Twice an All-America
end on Walter Camp’s great 1902-04 teams,
Shevlin introduced himself simply: "“I'm
Tom Shevlin, probably the greatest football
player that ever lined up for Yale.” The
sharpest dresser in the college (he always
took three suits to out-of-town games) and
Yale's fastest motorist (he raced his 60-hp
Mercedes against the express train to New
York), he enjoyed loafing around the lobby
of the Waldorf-Astoria, hiring bellboys to
page him. His standing as Bend's most
glamorous citizen ended when Clark Gable
got a job in the sawmill, A legendary ladies’
man, Gable was a parttime actor until he
played Romeo to Jane Cowl's Juliet in Port-
land in 1925 and became famous.

A host of extravagant escapades surrounds
the projected paths. In 1900 a possessed pro-
fessor at the University of Oregon, Frederic
Young, pushed or pedaled his blcycle over
the entire length of the Oregon Trall, 2,000
rough miles of prairies and mountains. He
wanted to experience what the emigrants
had gone through. “The interminableness of
it!" he wrote when he got back to Eugene.
In 1902 Oregon’s worst outlaw, Harry Tracy,
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escaped from the penitentiary, shot and
killed seven men, and for three months
evaded the militia called out to capture him,
much of the time speeding on stolen bicycles
ahead of his pursuers.

One wants to ride with Harry Tracy, but
bicyclists more often find themselves at a
dead end. Only 1449 miles of paths have
been completed—or are under construction—
in the four years since the bicycle bill be-
came law, and the cost has been a stagger-
ing $5.9 million. One percent of the gasoline
tax is about $2 million a year, so presumably
the state has had about $8 million to spend
on the paths. But a complicated division into
payments to citles and counties limits the
amount available for any long-distance run,
and procurement of funds is subject to con~-
siderable legal tugging and pulling. The first
44 miles of paths built with gasoline-tax
money were the result of no less than 35 dif-
ferent projects by the state, counties and
towns, most of them less than half a mile
long.

Today the Oregon highway department has
a magnificent statewide plan. The only trou-
ble is that it would cost $101 million to com~
plete. But that, too, I1s an old story
in Oregon; there has never been enough
money to do what the voters wanted. At one
time, under the initiative and referen-
dum, the electorate approved a measure to
build a courthouse and then voted down
the money to bulld it. During the gold rush,
voters approved a plan to finance the con-
struction of a county courthouse in Jack-
sonville by mining gold from the excavation
for the building’s basement.

Despite such traditions, the voters take it
for granted that HB 1700 will be imple-
mented while feeling considerable satisfac-
tion that so many other states are follow-
ing their example.

Meanwhile, pending the completion of
their paths, cyclists tour on little-used back
roads. Following a path described in Nick
and Elske Jankowski’s 55 Oregon Bicycle
Trips, one cyeclist met a single car in 21 miles.
The hard-topped road runs through a small
forest of dead apple trees, all that remains of
a gigantic apple-growing insurance scheme.
The idea was that the tree’s planted in one's
early years would provide retirement income
in old age, but they never produced any
frult.

In 55 Oregon Bicycle Trips one gains an
idea of the homely attractions to be found
on the way: each steep hill meticulously
noted, old houses, totem poles, art centers,
zoos, blackberry bushes, wrecked ships and
agates In the gravel of Agate Beach. Ernest
Drapela and EKevin Pratt's 30 Bike Rides in
Lane County tells you how to cycle to a
scenic attraction where there is a sign read-
ing, what are you doing about Jesus? The
book guides you to an abandoned school-
house fllled with hay, a riverbank populated
with beavers, a windmill, a lot of waterfalls,
& salmon pool, driftwood, and a 1ist of public
campgrounds where you can go to the tollet.

One of the projected new paths is to run
from the city of Grants Pass, known as Grass
Pants, through groves of pines and madrona
trees and the town of Wonder (so named
because people wondered how anybody could
make a living there), to wind up, 28 miles
later, in the Oregon Caves. Another path, in
the southwest corner of the state, will run
near the Rogue River past fields of bent coast
grass (exported for putting greens) into
forests of Port Orford cedar, a wood found
nowhere else that became famous when Sir
Thomas Lipton used it in his challengers
for the America’s Cup. But generally there ia
something anticlimactic about riding a
bicycle to an historic site in Oregon. The
oldest things in the state are often of so
recent vintage that an anclent ruin merely
looks out of date. But it is true that on a
bicycle it s easy to stop and examine any
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point of interest, though why it 1s interest-
ing may be hard to define. Everything seems
close at hand and approachable, and the uni-
form gray overcast, on days that are neither
too hot nor too cold for cycling, glves a
muted Eastman color charm to the scenery,
the leaves or the bark of trees, or the forlorn
grandeur of some empty shack outlined
against snowy mountains. The bicycle-path
program is part of an old regional pattern:
something at once romantic and practical,
vislonary and sensible, grandiose but rela-
tively inexpensive. What it really shows is a
love of the country and a way to see it with-
out parking problems. Maybe someday it will
all work.

VOTING RIGHTS EXTENSION ACT

Mr, CANNON. Mr. President, 10 years
ago Congress passed the Voting Rights
Act of 1965. It did so in order to renew
the pledge that every American, regard-
less of racial or ethnic background,
should have an equal right to register
and vote.

The original act took aim at those
jurisdictions that ulitized literacy tests
or other devices to exclude segments of
the population from the voting lists. As
a result of the 1965 law, literacy tests
were suspended in many jurisdictions
throughout the United States. Sub-
sequently, registration among minorities,
especially in the black community,
showed dramatic increases.

In 1970, Congress enacted the voting
rights amendments which extended the
ban on discriminatory tests in all other
jurisdictions for a period of 5 years. That
ban is due to expire on August 6. The
Voting Rights Extension Act will extend
the lifetime of the 1965 law as amended
fc_)r_ 10 years and add a number of pro-
visions.

First, a permanent ban would be enact-
ed on literacy tests and on other dis-
criminatory voting practices.

Second, the bill would prohibit for 7
years, the use of English-only election
materials in a jurisdiction if more than
5 percent of the residents of voting age
are members of a language minority
group and if less than 50 percent of the
residents of voting age participated in
the 1972 Presidential election. If cover-
age is triggered under the act, then first,
election materials must be provided in
the language of the minority group that
triggered the coverage, and second, the
jurisdiction becomes subject to preclear-
ance and to monitoring by Federal regis-
trars and observers.

Title III of the act also adds provi-
sions to protect against disecrimination in
voting rights on the basis of illiteracy.
If more than 5 percent of the residents
of voting age in g jurisdiction are mem-
bers of a language minority and the il-
literacy rate for the minority group is
higher than the national average, then
the jurisdiction must provide election
materials in the language of the minority
group in question.

Census figures indicate that seven
counties in Nevada will come under the
coverage of title III of this act. These
counties were found to have Spanish-
speaking populations greater than the
5 percent specified in the act combined
with an illiteracy rate greater than the
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national average of 5.5 percent. The
definition of illiteracy for purposes of
this act is that part of the population
over the age of 25 with a fifth primary
grade education or less.
Those seven counties are:
Census Bureau figures for Spanish-speaking
minorities in selected Nevada counties
County, illiteracy rate, and minority per-
centage:

5. 285
5.292
No figures T7.464
9.828 11. 228

13. 963 7.88
1 Figures based on percentage of minority
over the age of 256 with a fifth grade educa-
tion or less.
Indian minority figures
County, illiteracy rate, and minority per-
centage:

7.9

To come under Title III coverage counties
must have more than a 5% minority popula-
tion speaking the same language AND must
have an illiteracy rate higher than the na-
tional average of 5.56%.

If any of these counties had a voting
turnout of less than 50 percent in the
1972 Presidential election, they would
have been subject to the more stringent
requirements of title II.

The inclusion of these counties in the
Voting Rights Act raises some impor-
tant questions. There is no evidence, for
example, that points to voting discrimi-
nation against segments of the popula-
tion in any of these counties or on a
statewide basis. In fact, the Nevada
State Legislature acted in 1973 to pro-
vide voting assistance for those people
unable to read or write English. Nevada
Revised Statute 293.296 provides that
individuals with a physical disability—
modified by NRS 293.070 to include
those unable to read or write—have the
right to assistance in marking their bal-
lots from an individual of their own
choosing.

Title III of the Voting Rights Exten-
sion Act broadens the assistance provi-
sion to include provisions for bilingual
ballots as well as assistance in register-
ing to vote. This added protection is a
laudable step. But I do not believe that
there is evidence of voting discrimina-
tion in Nevada sufficient to require the
intervention of the Federal Government.
Nor do I believe that the Voting Rights
Act takes adequate notice of the good
faith concern of the Nevada State Legis-
lature for the voting rights of minorities
as evidenced by prior legislation.

But the voting rights extension has
passed the House and the Senate. It has
the support of the White House and the
time remaining for renewal of the act
expires on August 6. Failure to approve
this measure, despite justified reserva-
tions over its application to our State,
would repudiate this country’s overall
commitment on equal access to the vot-
ing booth. While I am not persuaded
that there is sufficient evidence of vot-
ing discrimination in Nevada, there is
little question that it remains a substan-
tial evil elsewhere in America.
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I therefore support this measure. It
has short term applicability to Nevada.
But it has long-range importance for
America. I look forward to the day when
laws of this sort will no longer be neces-
sary. If the United States as a whole
can match the good will of Nevada in
protecting the voting rights of its people,
;I am confident that day is not far in the

uture.

THE AEROSOL CONTROVERSY AND
JOHNSON WAX

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President. as co-
sponsor with my colleague from Oregon,
Mr. Packwoob, of legislation to regulate
aerosol sprays, S. 1982, I read with great
interest an advertisement that ran here
in Washington in the Star on June 20.
It appeared in other publications also.

The ad sets out the Johnson Wax pol-
icy on this issue. In print blacker than
most of that in the ad, the company pol-
icy is spelled out clearly:

Effective today, our company has removed
all fluorocarbon propellants from our pro-
duction lines In the U.S, and we are aggres-
eively reformulating our product ingredients
worldwide to achieve the same goal.

I congratulate Johnson Wax, and ap-
plaud this decision by the company. Let
me point out that it would have been
normal, in the minds of some, for this
company to close ranks with other com-
panies in opposition to any restrictions
on aerosols. I note this fact as the spon-
sor of the bill, S. 613, to ban all throw-
away beverage containers and to substi-
tute returnable containers.

To Samuel C. Johnson, who signed the
ad as chairman of the company, I also
extend thanks from the people of Oregon,
where a law has been signed to put limits
on aerosols using certain fluorocarbons.
I hope residents of Oregon will show
their support of this company’s decision
in the marketplace, where it can be
shown to Johnson's competitors that
consumerism pays off “on the bottom
line,” to quote the phrase currently in
Yogue.

People who are concerned about the
allegations regarding ozone damage
should support companies such as John-
son, where they would rather switch
than fight.

I imagine some of the other companies
with a stake in continuing unregulated
fluorocarbons in aerosols will tell me that
Johnson was about to do this anyway,
for various reasons. That possibly could
be true. I do not know. I do know, how-
ever, that we should recognize when a
company veers away from the pack in
these situations. Here, they are putting
the customers’ welfare first, and I want
to thank them.

I call the attention of my colleagues
to this statement contained in this ad,
and I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the ad and an article by Steven
Greenhouse entitled “Aerosol Feels the
Ozone Effect” which appeared in the
New York Times of Sunday, June 22,
1975, be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the ad and
article were ordered to be printed in the
ReEcorb, as follows:
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AN OPEN LETTER TO CONSUMERS ABOUT AERO-
B0LS—FROM SAMUEL C. JOHNSON, CHAIR-
MAN, JoHNSON Wax, Racine, Wis.

DEAR CUSTOMER:

For 89 years my family and our company
have endeavored to develop new, modern,
efficient quality products.

Our company still is a family venture;
I am the fourth-generation member to head
it. We have four children who, I hope, will
want to carry on the tradition.

AEROSOLS TODAY

About 25 years ago, modern technology
brought to the American homemaker a
familiar symbol of the age of ease and con=
venience. This was the aerosol can.

As you are no doubt aware, a lot of con-
fusion, misunderstanding and anxiety has
developed over the last few months about
aerosols. Since we have been closely involved
in their development over the past couple
of decades and because we know a great deal
about aerosols, I want to try to clear up
some of the misapprehensions you may have
about them.

FLUOROCARBONS AND OZONE

The most important problem right now
is that some aerosol cans release a certaln
kind of propellant gas that some sclentists
feel may be damaging the upper atmosphere
ozone layer around the earth.

Although this was a totally unforeseen
concern, scientific investigation is constantly
providing a wvital public service by calling
to our attention things about our environ-
ment that may present serious problems.

The particular aerosol propellant under
question is a fluorocarbon. It has several
trade names, (e.g., Freon, Genetron, Ucon,
Isotron). Some scientists feel that the possi-
ble impairment of the ozone layer in the
upper atmosphere would permit greater pen-
etration of the sun's ultra-violet rays with
unforeseen effects on our health. Obviously
this is a very serious concern; our own coms=-
pany scientists confirm that as a sclentific
hypothesis it may be possible, but conclu-
slve evidence is not available one way or
another, at this time.

We concur that the pressing need is for
reliable scientific Investigation; this is belng
carrlied on by the Inter-Agency Task Force
on the Inadvertent Modification of the
Stratosphere which has concluded that there
may be a legitimate cause for concern. In
additlon, the National Academy of Sciences
has stratospheric investigations underway
which are expected to be completed early
next year. Additional investigations are being
sponsored by aerosol manufacturers and
suppliers.

NOT ALL AEROSOLS CONTAIN FLUOROCARBONS

In the meantime, it is important to note
that not all aerosol products sold in this
country contain fluorocarbon propellants.
As a matter of fact, approximately half of all
aerosols use other kinds of propellants, in-
cluding hydrocarbons and carbon dioxide.

About 15 years ago, Johnson Wax Invented
what is known as the “water-base” aerosol
system that permitted the use of propellants
other than fluorocarbons In many household
products,

As a result, we have been reducing our use
of fluorocarbon propellants over a long period
for a varlety of different reasons, including
the fact that our unique water-base formu=-
lations using other propellants are less ex-
pensive.

During the past three years, fluorocarbons
have made up less than five per cent of the
total propellants we use. And because we
share the concern of our customers and
others and since we are technically equipped
to do so In our products, we have made a
policy declsion.
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WHAT JOHNSON WAX IS DOING

Effective today, our company has removed
all fluorocarbon propellants from our pro-
ductlon lines in the U.S., and we are aggres-
sively reformulating our product ingredlents
worldwide to achieve the same goal.

We at Johnson Wax are taking this ac-
tion in the interest of our customers and
the public in general during a period of un-
certainty and scientific inquiry. We are tak-
ing this newspaper advertisement and other
avallable means to tell our customers so that
they may use our aerosol products with
greater confidence.

In addition, we plan to inform the con-
sumer by having information avallable with-
in the next 30 days in stores where our prod-
ucts are sold and by changing as soon as pos-
sible the labels of our containers to carry the
Tollowing statement:

Use With Confidence—Contains no Freon
or other Fluorocarbons claimed to harm the
ozone layer.

Millions of Americans have learned that
in order to have the advantages of aerosol
cans, they have to exercise common sense,
because the aerosol—like the automobile, or
even a simple stepladder—can be dangerous
if improperly used.

For example, the aerosol can does contain
propellant gases under pressure. It could ex-
plode if carelessly placed down on a hot
kitchen stove. Fortunately, these dangers are
s0 well known that it almost never happens.

WHAT WE BELIEVE

We belleve that aerosols are good and use-
ful, or we wouldn't manufacture them. As
a result, we will manufacture only those
aerosols in the U.S. that do not contain fluo-
rocarbons. They include:

Pledge furniture polishes

Raid insecticides

J/Wax automotive products

Jubilee kitchen wax

Favor furniture polish

Glade alr fresheners

Edge protective shave

Crew bathroom cleaner

OFF Insect repellents

Blg Wally foam cleaner

Klean 'n Shine multi-surface cleaner

Glory rug cleaner

Shout pre-spotter

Our customers who have welcomed the
utility of these products in the convenient
aerosol form will continue to be able to de-
pend upon them.

In closing, I want to assure you that we at
Johnson Wax will do our best in the tradi-
tion of our family to ensure the effectiveness
and safety of our products with the best
materials available to us.

Sincerely,
SAMUEL C. JOHNSON.

[From the New York Times, June 22, 1975]
AFROSOL FEELS THE OZONE EFFECT
{By Steven Greenhouse)

Ever since the ozone controversy burst onto
the scene last summer, the $3-billion-a-year
aerosol industry has felt as if the sky were
falling.

The industry's troubles began last June
when F. Sherwood Rowland and Mario J.
Molina, two chemists at the University of
California at Irvine, published a study
which sald that fluorocarbons used as spray
can propellants were destroying the earth’s
precious ozone layer—which shields the earth
from ultraviolet radiation.

From that time on, the manufacturers of
the propellant gases, the can companies, the
producers of aerosol valves and finally the
companies which package and peddle their
products in this handy form have been in-
creasingly battered. Among the develop-
ments:
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Numerous sclentific studies have conflrmed
the initial Rowland-Molina report of fluoro-
carbon-caused ozone depletion;

Ten days ago a Federal interagency task
force recommended after four months of
study that fluorocarbons used as aerosol
propellants be banned by January, 1978—un-
less today’'s ozone depletion theories are re-
futed;

Last Monday, Oregon became the first state
to enact a bill banning fluorocarbon aerosols,
effective March 1, 1877; and

Legislators in 13 other states and in Con-
gress have introduced bills to ban, restrict
on conduct research on fluorocarbon aerosols.

Last year, after a quarter century of spec-
tacular growth in which aerosol production
rocketed from 4.3 milllon cans in 1947 to a
record 2.9 billion in 1873, production dropped
to 2.7 billion cans, reflecting both the ozone
controversy and recession.

This year, some aerosol producers have cut
output by 25 per cent or more.

Hoping to postpone or prevent additional
market erosion, the aerosol industry has
begun its own ozone study, mustered sophis-
ticated lobbies against antifiluorocarbon bills,
and expanded research and development pro-
grams.

Aerosol spray cans use pressurized gases
such as hydrocarbons or fluorocarbons as
propellents. These gases hold the can's ac-
tive ingredients—deodorant, insecticide,
plant growth stimulator, or any one of 300
other products—in suspension. When the
aerosol valve is pressed, the propellant shoots
out of the can and forms a fine mist, taking
the active ingredients with it.

About half the aerosols sold are propelled
by fluorocarbons—which constitute the prob-
lem now being debated. They are compounds
of carbon, chlorine and fluorine. Personal
care products—hair sprays, antiperspirants,
perfumes and pharmaceuticals—make up
half of all aerosol sales. They generally use
fluorocarbons as propellants, as do most in-
secticides and alr fresheners.

Fluorocarbons have the advantage on hy-
drocarbons, in that they reduce the flamma-
bility of personal care products, which often
have an alcohol base, If hydrocarbons, which
are cheaper than fluorocarbons, were used
as propellants for alcohol-based aerosols, the
result would be an extremely flammable
product.

Shaving creams and most household prod-
ucts, such as paints, furniture polish and
cleansers, use hydrocarbons, which are not
suspected of depleting ozone. These products
employ a water base, which overpowers the
hydrocarbons' flammability.

Aerosols are not the only things being
blamed for depleting ozone, however. Scien-
tists say that the nitrous oxldes in the ex-
hausts from supersonic transports and the
fluorocarbons used In and escaping from
leaky refrigerators and alr conditioners also
contribute to ozone depletion. Aerosols use
half the fluorocarbons produced annually
and air conditioners and refrigerators, one-
third.

What Dr. Rowland and Dr, Molina wrote in
Nature magazine was that fluorocarbons drift
up over time into the stratosphere where
they decompose and release chlorine. The two
scientists theorized that this chlorine would
react with and break down the stratosphere’s
ozone,

Scientists fear that the Increased ultra-
violet radiation reaching earth, should the
ozone shield erode, would result in Increased
skin cancer, possible crop damage, genetic
mutation and climatic changes.

Michael B. McElroy, an atmospheric chem-
ist at Harvard, has concluded that if aerosol
use were to grow at 10 per cent annually
(half the growth rate of the 1960's), strato-
spheric ozone content would fall by 10 per
cent by 1994. Sclentists figure this would
mean & 20 per cent increase in ultraviolet
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radiation reaching the earth and cause by
itself at least 60,000 new cases of skin cancer
annually in the United States, roughly a 20
per cent increase.

Some scientists say that fluorocarbons
now in the air may have already depleted
ozone by 1 to 2 per cent.

All this sclentific criticism has translated
into bad business for the aerosol industry.
R. H. Powey, marketing manager for aero-
sols at the American Can Company, said,
“The aerosol business at American and
throughout the industry is down about 23
per cent. I'd say about one-third of that
drop represents a loss to the ozone issue.”
The rest is attributed to the recession.

Du Pont's sales of Freon, its trade name
for fluorocarbons, have bezn 25 percent below
last year's levels. Du Pont accounts for one
half of the 1 billion pounds of fluorocarbons
produced in the nation annually. This in
turn is half the world's production.

Du Pont, Allied Chemical, Union Carbide,
Kaiser Aluminum, Pennwalt and Racon, Inc.,
in Wichita, produce the nation's fiuoro-
carbons, which sell at approximately 42 cents
a pound and add up to a $400-million-a-year
industry.

The Precision Valve Company of Yonkers,
N.Y., the world’s leading aerosol valve manu-
facturer, sold more than 1 billion valves last
year. Its production was down 40 per cent
last February and March.

Robert H. Abplanalp, an industry pioneer
who perfected the aerosol valve, Precision's
president and an intimate of former Presi-
dent Nixon, saild the drop “may have heen a
result of the controverslal ozone scare stories
appearing in the media.”

The worst outcome of the controversy for
industry, of course, would be the outright
ban of fluorocarbon aerosol.

Before any other states or Congress join
Oregon In legislating bans, the Industry
wants time to research whether projected
ozone depletion will be borne out in experi-
mentation.

One industry spokesman, who requested
anonymity, sald, “All the scientific theorles
against fluorocarbons are just that—theories,
not facts, What we need is more research be-
fore there are any more bans or badmouth-
ing. We don't want another false scare.”

Critics, however, assert that any delay in
banning the product will mean Increased
ozone depletion and an inexcusable increase
in skin cancer, among other things.

The industry assures its critles that, like
everyone else, it does not want to see more
skin cancer cases. But it argues that a popu-
lar, useful industry should not be snuffed
out without conclusive proof of damage.

Indeed, the Industry is confident that the
ozone depletion theorles will be overturned.
“It is possible that consumers are starting to
regard Rowland’'s assumptions as the non-
sense I think they are,” Mr. Abplanalp said.

A. Earim Ahmed, staff sclentist of the Na-
tural Resources Defense Council, an environ-
mental organization with offices on both
coasts, looks harshly upon the aerosol in-
dustry’s tactics.

“It's like Watergate,” he said. “They want
to see a smoking gun. We’'ll have to walt 25
years for that, and by then the irreparable
damage will have been done.

“They haven't come up with one lota of
evidence that the sclentists’ theories are
wrong, and we've been walting a full year.”

To conduct research for the industry, 30
corporations and five trade associations have
formed the Council on Atmospheric Studies,
which plans a three-year-study costing up to
$5-million of how chlorine-containing com-
pounds, including fluorocarbons, affect the
atmosphere and stratosphere.

Meanwhile, state legislators have intro-
duced their fluorocarbon bills, and the in-
dustry has orchestrated powerful lobbying
efforts to turn them back. In six of the 14




July 26, 1975

states involved, the bills have been killed out-
right, and in four all action on fluorocar-
bons is dormant.

In California, the bill was killed in com-
mittee. According to John C. Harrington, a
staff consultant on the legislation, defeat fol-
lowed the concentrated efforts of DuPont,
Continental Can, American Can, the Cali-
fornia Manufacturers Assoclation, the Call-
fornia Chamber of Commerce, the Teamsters
union and the steelworkers union.

Mr. Harrington sald that one Senator on
the committee considering the bill had been
visited by 12 industry representatives.

In New York, the State Assembly over-
whelmingly passed on June 2 a bill that
would ban fluorocarbon aerosols beginning
Oct. 1, 1978, unless the state’s environment-
al commissioner rules that they are harmless.
The bill now awaits action in the Senate
Rules Committee.

Raymond L. McCarthy, technical director
of DuPont's Freon division, commented that
“the bill gives the industry the real and im-
possible task of proving that something will
never happen.”

In Congress, Representative Paul D. Rogers,
Democrat of Florida, who chairs the House
subcommittee on public health and the en-
vironment, originally drafted an amendment
to the Clean Ailr Act that would have banned
fluorocarbon aerosols.

However, under industry pressure, Mr. Rog-
ers’ subcommitte weakened the bill so that
instead of requiring a ban it would require
the Environmental Protection Administra-
tion to report to Congress within two years,
after researching ozone depletion, to recom-
mend whether actlon be taken.

For now, the bill is holed up in commitiee
but may be spurred or even strengthened by
the recent Federal interagency task force’s
recommendations in favor of a ban,

Some industry analysts estimate that, in
the event of a ban, three to nine years would
be needed to develop and market substitutes
which would match fluorocarbon aerosols de-
sirable characteristicc—*i~cness of spray,
nonflammability and chemical inertness.

Aerosol critics maintain that there need
be no great search for substitutes at all,
maintaining that acceptable alternatives are
already on the market. They also criticize
aerosols for wasting metal and being non-
reusable and expensive.

A recent consumer study found that one
aerosol antiperspirant costs 41; times as
much per application as did the same com-
pany's rollon. The price difference was at-
tributed to most aerosols belng composed of
45 to 95 per cent Inert ingredients (propel-
lants) and only 6 to 55 per cent actlve ingre-
dients.

With aerosols under attack, there are signs
that non-aerosol sales are rising. Pump-tops,
roll-ons, squeeze sprays and just plaln bot-
tles are selling strongly, and several compa-
nies have started actively promoting non-
aerosols.

Gillette, whose Right Guard deodorant and
Adorn and The Dry Look halr sprays in
aerosol cans account for 10 per cent of com-
pany sales, has just put its first pump-top
hair spray on the market.

Bristol-Myers, which produces Ban de-
odorant and Vitalis and Clairol hair sprays
in aerosols, has introduced two new pump-top
hair sprays, one for men and one for women.
Carter-Wallace, marketer of Arrid aerosol
anti-perspirant, is testing two squeeze spray
products, an anti-perspirant and & halr
Spray.

Nevertheless, millions are still buying
aerosol cans, so the search for equally at-
tractive and convenient aerosol substitutes
to fluorocarbons will continue.

Last Tuesday Johnson Wax burst out of
the starting blocks In the race when it an-
nounced that it had reformulated the three
fluorocarbon-propelled aerosols—two Insect
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repellants and an insecticlde—in its large
line of household aerosols to allow them to
use cheaper, non-suspect hydrocarbon pro-
pellants.

The Sterigard Corporation of Irviner, Calif.,
has patented an aerosol that consists of a
plastic bag holding the active ingredients,
with a pressurized gas surrounding the bag
within the can.

The gas forces the contents out of the bag
and a break-up valve vaporizes the contents.
The propellant, which can be a hydrocarbon,
carbon dioxide or just compressed air, re-
mains in the can. Since no propellant es-
capes, much less is needed, which makes for
a cheaper product—and no pollution.

The question with innovative substitutes,
of course, is whether they will work. The
Davies Can Company of Sclon, Ohio, a sub-
sidiary of the Van Dorn Company, 1s making
the Sterigard can and preparing to market
it, confident that the product has great
promise,

owever, the American Can Company,
having produced and sold several thousand
Sterigards, halted production. It concluded
that they wouldn't work because of problems
in seaming thelr sides.

ALBUQUERQUE JEWISH WAR
VETERANS

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, the
Jewish War Veterans of the United
States of America represent the oldest
war veteran organization in the United
States, founded in March 1896. Jews
have served with distincetion in U.S.
wars from the Revolution to the war in
Vietnam, and have always participated
militarily to an extent far beyond their
due numerical proportion. Today I am
proud to recognize that an organization
of such fine men, Albuquerque Post No.
375, has been established for the first
time in the State of New Mexico.

Installation of officers and adminis-
tration of the oath to 77 charter mem-
bers of Albuquerque Post No. 375 of the
Jewish War Veterans of the U.S.A. took
place on June 14, 1975. Those responsible
for the formation of this historic post
were the installed officers: Robert Flei-
sher, commander; Ben Sides, senior vice
commander; Ezra Secunda, junior vice
commander; Marvin Dollin, quarter-
master; Ben Bernknopf, adjutant; and
Charles Glass, Esq., judge advocate.

Also involved in the creation of post
No. 375 were installation committee
chairman Gerald I. Feif; installation of-
ficer Lawrence Mandell, deputy of
Texas commander;; George Fenster, na-
tional deputy chief of staff, and Mr. Sol
Hoffman.

I ask unanimous consent that certain
madterial relating to this event be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REecorbp,
as follows:

Mr. GerALD I. FEIT,
Corralles Heights,
Rio Rancho, N. Mez.
DEar Mr. Ferr: I was pleased to call the

attention of my colleagues to the institution
of Albuguerque New Mexico Post No. 375 of
the Jewish War Veterans of the United
States of America on July 1975.

The State of New Mexico can be proud of
the establishment of this first post of such a
distinguished organization as the Jewish
War Veterans.
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Enclosed are copies of the Congressional
Record in which my statement concerning
Albuquerque Post No. 375 appears.

May your organigation and its members
enjoy continued success.

Sincerely,

600 Louisiawa BrLvp., 8.E.,
Albuquerque, N.M., June 22, 1975.
U.S. Senator JosePH MONTOYA,
U.S. Senate Office Bldg.,
Washington, D.C.

DeEAr SeENATOR MoNTOYA: As the Chalr-
man of the Institution and Installation
Committee of the above-mentioned Post, and
on behalf of Post 3875, its officers and mem-
bers, I wish to thank you for your wonderful
telegram you sent to our Post on the night
of June 14, 1975, when we made history
in the State of New Mexico. This is the first
time that a Jewish War Veterans Post was
established in the State of New Mexico.

We deeply regret your absence due to pres-
sure of Senatorial business, but we under-
stand.

However, to give you some ldea of our pro-
gram that evening, I am enclosing a copy
of our program. Also, I am enclosing a photo-
copy of the Albuguerque, .M. notice in the
Journal heralding the event. In addition,
I am enclosing a copy of our invitation,
which you no doubt have received.

It has been my experience with Senators
and Congressmen in the past, that when an
unusual event about the Jewish War Vet-
erans occurs, of interest to their constitu-
ents, they insert it in the Congressional
Record and they mall copies of such record
to their voters in their respective districts.

In accordance with such suggestion, and
if you deem It advisable, we of the Jewish
War Veterans in the State of New Mexico,
and your Constituents of the Jewish Com-
munity, would appreciate and be proud of
that fact, if you would insert a statement
about the formation of Albuquerque, N.M,
Post No. 375. I am certain it would help in
your campalgn for Senator this Fall, after
such item appears In the Congressional
Record. The Jewish War Veterans of the
U.8.A. is the oldest War Veterans organiza-
tion in the U.S. It was founded In March of
1896.

Bhould you Insert notice of this event in
the Record, I have also enclosed a List of
the Officers who were Installed on June 14,
1975. Also the names of the Installation Of-
ficer and the name of the Installation Chair-
man. There were 77 Charter Members in-
stalled that evening.

Please send coplies of the Congressional
Record to me at the following address:

Gerald I. Feit, 510 Cerro de Ortega Dr., SE.,
Corralles Heights, Rio Rancho, New Mexico
87124,

I shall have them distributed amongst our
members.

The list of Officers Installed are as follows:

Commander, Robert Fleisher.

Senlor Vice Commander, Ben Sides.

Junior Vice Commander, Ezra Secunda.

Quartermaster, Marvin Dollin.

Adjutant, Ben Bernknopf.

Judge Advocate, Charles Glass, Esq.

Chairman of Installation Committee—
Gerald I. Feit.

Installation officer, Lawrence
Dep't of Texas Commander, JWV.

Acting Texas Dep’'t Officer of the Day—
George Fenster, Past Commander, Post 369,
N.J. & Nat'l Deputy Chief of Staff.

Thank you for your time and trouble in
this matter.

Sincerely yours,
RoserRT FLEISHER,
Commander.
(For the Commander, Gerald I. Feit,
Chairman of Installation Committee).

Mandell,
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[From the Albuquerque Journal, June 12,

JEwisH VETS TO TAEE OATHS

U.S. Sen. Joseph Montoya, D-N.M., will be
the featured speaker Saturday at installation
ceremonies for offices of Albuquerque Post
375 of the Jewish War Veterans of the U.S.

The ceremonies, which will include the ad-
ministration of oath to all charter members
of the post, will be held in the Sun Room at
the Albuquerque Airport. Cocktails will be
from 6 to 7 p.m., the installation ceremony
will begin at 7T p.m. and a buffet dinner will
begin at 8 p.m.

Admission is $6 a person and tickets will
be available at the door.

Albuquerque Post No. 3756, Jewlsh War
Veterans of the U.S.A. cordially invites you
to attend the Institution of Albuquerque
Post No. 375.

Installation of Officers and Administration
of Oath to all Charter Members to be held
on Saturday night, June 14, 1975 at the
Sun Room of the Albuquergue Airport.

Cocktalls: 6:00-7:00 P.M.

Installation Ceremony: 7:00 P.M.

Buffet Dinner: 8:00 P.M.

Admission $6.00 per person, payable at the
door.

INSTITUTION OF ALBUQUERQUE, N. W, PosT No.

375, JEwisH War VETERANS oF THE U.8.A.

AND INSTALLATION OF OFFICERS

Chalrman: Gerald I. Feit, Dept. Executive
Committeeman of N.¥Y. Past Comdr. Bronx
County Council, N.Y., Founder, Organizer &
ga.st Commander Pelham Parkway Post No.

69.

Sun Room, Albuquerque, N.M. Airport,

June 14, 1975.

FROGRAM

Entrance Music: Grand March, Aida,
Act II, Verdl; By Boston Pops Orchestra,
Arthur Fiedler, Conductor. The American
Army (Military Quickstep) By National Gal-
lery Orchestra, Richard Bales, Conductor.

Ruffles and Flourishes.

Preparation of Altar by Dept. of Texas:
Acting Officer of the Day George D. Fenster.

Presentation of Colors—Assembly Bugle
Call: Generals March by Eastman Symphonic
‘Wind Ensemble, Frederick Fennell, Conduc-
tor. To the Colors, Bugle Call.

National Anthem and Salute to Colors.
(Those not in uniform place right hand over
heart).

Posting of Colors: The Cavaliers by East-
man Symphonic Ensemble.

Invocation: Rabbl Leonard A. Helman of
Santa Fe, N.M.

Presentation of Honored Guests.

Introduction of Distinguished Guests.

Introduction of Installation Officer, Law-
rence H. Mandell, Comdr. Dept. of Texas.

Reading of Names of Charter Members of
Albuquerque, N.M. Post 375.

Institution of Post No. 376: Carry On—
Bugle Call.

Members March to Swinging Down the
(aisle) street by Wm. G. Street (drum solo)
of Eastman Symphonic Ensemble.

Presentation of Membership Pins.

Introduction of Distinguished Guests.

Installation of Post No. 3756 Officers: Sound
Off—Bugle Call; You're In The Army Now by
Eastman Symphonic Wind Ensemble.

Presentations:

Commander's Cap— Mallot, Past
Comdr. Valley Stream Post No. 670, N.Y.

Commander’s Pin—George D. Fenster, Past
Comdr. Post No. 369, N.J. Nat’l Deputy Chief
of Stafl. One of Organizers of Albuquergue
Post No. 376.

Post Gavel—Gerald I, Feit, Installation
Chalirman.

Address by U.8S. S8enator Joseph Montoya.

Introduction of Mayor Harry Kinney, of
the City of Albuquerque.
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Address by Robert Fleisher, Commander of
Albuquerque, N .M. Post No. 375.

Benediction: Rabbl Leonard A. Helman of
Santa Fe, N.M.

Closing of Altar.

Retiring of and Salute to Colors: The
American Flag by Eastman Symphonic Wind
Ensemble.

Exit Music to Buffet Dinner:

Parade March #1—The Goldman Band;
Edwin Franco Goldman, Conductor.

Colonel Bogey March—The Goldman Band.

On The Hudson—The Goldman Band.

Musical Arrangements by Gerald I. Feit
(on tape) taken from official Army Fleld
Musie.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Thanks to:

The Installation Committee, Michael Hess-
ler for obtaining the services of the Kirtland
Alr Force Base Honor Guard. Sr. Vice Comdr.
Sides for arranging the seating plan for the
dinner, and for doing a lot of other work.
Benjamin Bernknopf for obtaining the serv-
ices of the Dep't of Texas Commander as
Installing Officer. Marvin Dollin, Quarter-
master of Post 375 for his ald in the program
and for obtaining the Commander’s and
Membership pins, and for permitting the
Post to meet In his business quarters. And
to Sol Hoffman for his all out help in getting
many members into the Post.

Color Guard of the EKirtland Alr Force
Base, T/Sgt.-Robert H. Griffith, T/Sgt.-James
E. Hardin, T/Sgt.-Dale L. Durnell, AIC-
Danny J. McCroskey and AIC-Robert N. Lang,

Organizers of Post 375, Dep't of Texas
Comdr. Larry Mandell, Comdr. Robert
Fleisher, George D. Fenster, Ben Bernknopf,
Marvin Dollin, Sol Hoffman and Ben Sides,
Sr. Vice Comdr.

Frank Lyons, Manager of Fred Harvey Res-
taurant of Albuquerque Air Base.

THE ADMINISTRATION'S OIL POL-
ICY—WHO ADMINISTERS IT?

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr, President, in the
last 6 months, the President’s energy
proposals have been greeted consistently
with cheers of support from the oil in-
dustry.

In fact, it is often difficult for me to
distinguish between administration poli-
cy and the self-interested proposals of
the oil and gas industry. Can it be coin-
cidental that significant numbers of
former oil company employees, lawyers,
and consultants occupy top-grade posi-
tions in Federal agencies, with respon-
sibilities directly affecting their former
employers and associates?

I asked the GAO to identify such in-
dividuals in 11 agencies working at the
GS-13 level and above. All but two agen-
cies responded in whole or in part. They
found at least 201 people with ties to
energy companies. These agencies all
have responsibilities which bring them
into direct contact with petroleum com-
panies. They administer vast Federal
budgets, help determine energy policy
and administer the regulations which are
supposed to implement that poliey. At all
of these stages, powerful bureaucrats
have inputs of every conceivable nature,
from the smallest adjustment to the
broadest exemption.

This situation provides ample poten-
tial for abuse. Couple this with the recent
revelations of matter-of-course cor-
porate campaign contributions, and you
have a meshing of Government activity
and oll company interests that bodes ill

July 26, 1975

for the diffuse, underrepresented public
interest.

Now, I know that the presence of for-
mer oil executives in Government is
nothing new. Indeed, I fear that it is
business as usual.

Yet I submit that the presence of at
least 201 former oil company employees
and affiliates in top-level positions in the
executive agencies raises serious ques-
tions about the nature of our energy
policy.

The companies listed below do not con-
trol only domestic oil supplies. They con-
trol production and reserves in each and
every one of the fuels available to the
consuming public and to energy intensive
industries. They control enormous capi-
tal reserves, and their financial behavior
affects every segment of our economic
lives from balance of payment to unem-
ployment, to whether or not you can
borrow money to buy a house.

Clearly, it would be useful, if these
companies had a good understanding
with and access to a couple of Under
Secretaries of the Treasury. The No. 1
industrial corporation in the United
States, Exxon, is also No. 1 in former
employees working for the Government.
Is there no relation between these two
facts?

The overall figure of 201 does not in-
clude all individuals formerly associated
with o0il companies. Of the 11 agencies
contacted, the CIA, according to the
GAO, did not answer its phone. The
Commerce Department under Frederick
Dent refused to comply with the GAO
inquiry even though ordered to do so by
the Civil Service Commission. I have
written to Secretary Morton to ask that
he supply the information requested. The
Treasury Department response excludes
certain personnel. The FEA declined to
say whether persons in its Office of Gen-
eral Counsel had had previous oil com-
pany clients. Thus, we can assume that
today’s figure is greater than 201.

The data I am presenting today merits
closer scrutiny, for the actions of individ-
uals can be as important as the diffuse
presence of many close associates who
are sympathetic to the needs and prob-
lems of the oil industry. Each agency has
its special duties with regard to the reg-
ulation or other ties to the oil companies.

For example, though its make-up will
soon change, the Federal Power Commis-
sion was headed by lawyers whose law
firms represented corporate oil and gas
clients. Can it be any surprise that these
commissioners, with one exception, have
all but announced that they favor de-
regulation of gas prices by the regulatory
agency they head?

In the FEA, 65 individuals have ties
with o0il companies. Forty-two had ties
smaller “independents.” We must ask
whether this distribution does not lend
weight to the argument that the FEA’s
policies and enforcement favor the ma-
jor companies.

The allocations and equalization pro-
grams distinguish significantly between
major and smaller companies, and be-
tween integrated and independent re-
fineries. What better way to ensure that
the point of view of the companies which
dominate the oil industry will dominate
the Government.




July 26, 1975

FEA personnel formerly in oil com-
pany employ have responsibility over
what petrochemical plants and refineries
are eligible for import quotas; set up pro-
grams to alleviate the supposed gas and
oil shortage; recommend changes in leg-
islation and administration of mineral
leases. These are sensitive posts of par-
ticular interest to oil and gas companies.

In the Treasury Department, 21 for-
mer employees of oil companies are
spread among the top grades and super-
grades. Two Treasury undersecretaries—
one quit last week, citing poverty—came
from the oil companies.

In the Department of Defense, 6 of the
19 former oil company employees serve
as consultants—to the tune of $138 per
day. One wonders at the need for six
“consultants.” What is their role?

Exxon it should be remembered, is one
of the 25 largest defense contractors. The
Deputy Secretary of Defense is formerly
the chairman of the board and chief ex-
ecutive of Sedco, Inc. The Defense De-
partment did not reveal or does not ask
whether any payments were received on
departure by the oil company executives.

In the case of consultants, in addition,
many are still employed by companies
which are on the receiving end of con-
tracts or regulations. In the Defense
Department these individuals responsi-
bilities include developing procurement
policies and directives, for example.

The assertion that these people are the
only ones with the expertise to adminis-
ter oil policy is false. There is no need
for people in policymaking positions to
have technical knowledge of geology—
they must have a clear understanding of
the balance between public interest and
economic health, and of the principles
which preserve this balance. They must
first be people of judgment—a good econ-
omist reads tables as well as an oil com~
pany economist.

Mr. President, I think it is of enormous
importance to make these facts available
to the public. They can draw their own
conclusions. I ask unanimous consent
that the contents of the report from the
GAO be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., June 2, 1975.
Hon. JAMES ABOUREZK,
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR ABOUREZK: In your Novem-
ber 4, 1974, letter, you requested that we
identify individuals now working for the Fed-
eral Government in positions above the GS—
12 level who are (1) former oil company, oil-
company affiliated, or oll-company-related ex-
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ecutives and (2) attorneys who themselves, or
whose law firms, represent oil companies.
You requested that we obtaln this informa-
tion on employees in the Federal Energy
Administration, Federal Power Commission,
Department of the Interior, Department of
Commerce, Department of Transportation,
Department of Defense, Department of the
Treasury, Interstate Commerce Commission,
Central Intelligence Agency, Energy Research
and Development Administration, and Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission.

In subsequent discussions with your office,
we agreed to request from the Federal de-
partments and agencles each employee’s
name, grade, current position title, duties
specified by the position descriptios, and
date of appointment to Federal employment.
For the employee's former employment, we
agreed to request the name of the former
oll company or oil-company affiliate, descrip-
tion of dutles, and employment dates. We also
agreed to request a list of lump-sum pay-
ments or deferred compensation rights re-
ceived on separation from former companies
to enter Government service.

On January 17, 1975, I sent a letter to each
of the above departments and agencles re-
questing the Iinformation. Several depart-
ments and agencies did not respond pre-
cisely as requested.

1. The Federal Energy Administration did
not provide information on the lump-sum
payments item because 1t would require con-
tacting employees personally. It also did not
provide Information on whether the 47 em-
ployees in its Office of the General Counsel
had previous oil company affillation because
its General Counsel belleved providing the
information was an invasion of privacy and a
detriment to attorney-client relationship.

2. The Department of Defense, because of
the volume of personnel records at numerous
locations, limited its search of personnel files
to employees in the Washington, D.C., metro-
politan area who were in grade GBS-13 and
above.

3. The Department of the Treasury limited
its response to (a) appointed officlals, con-
sultants, career employees, and sattorneys
above the GS-12 level in the bureau-like
organizations referred to as the Office of the
Becretary and (b) supergrade or equivalent
level Treasury bureau officials, including con-
sultants or experts holding bureau appoint-
ments.

4. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
limited 1its response to career employees
working for the Government during the last
10 years.

5. The Department of Transportation lim-
ited its response to individuals employed
during the past 6 years.

Nine departments and agencles responded
to our request. The following table shows the
number of employees by department and
agency that had previous affillation with the
oil industry.

Number of

Department or agency
Federal Energy Administration
Department of the Interior.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission._.
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Department of Defense

Energy Research and Development Ad-
ministration.__

Federal Power Commission

Department of Transportation_

Interstate Commerce Commission....

—

& Includes one employee below the GiS-13
level.

b Includes two employees below the GS—13
level.

The Central Intelligence Agency did not
respond and our efforts to contact the Agency
to determine If it plans to respond have been
unsuccessful,

Although the Civil Service Commission ad-
vised the Secretary of Commerce that he
should make the requested Iinformation
avallable to us, the Secretary advised us that
he was unable to furnish the Information
because:

It was impossible to identify the individ-
uals about whom the information was sought
without a detalled analysis of the employ-
ment records of nearly 10,000 employees and,
on the basis of past experience, soliciting
the information directly from employees
would not result in any aggregate man-
hour savings,

The task was not feasible within the time
allowed, and

The Department believed the release of
the information for the stated purpose
would be a clearly unwarranted invasion of
the personal privacy of the individuals in-
volved.

Enclosure I contains our analysis of the
departments’ and agencies’ responses. For
Federal employment, we have listed the em-
ployee's name, grade, and position/title. Our
analysis does not show the grade level for
expert and consultant positions. However,
with only a few exceptions, such individuals
are pald the maximum rate allowable—the
dally equivalent of $36,000 per annum or
$138 for each day services are rendered. For
the employee’s former employment, we have
listed the company name, position/title, and
any lump-sum payments or deferred com-
pensation rights received at time of separa-
tion from the company. We also compiled
a list of examples of the dutles performed
by the employees in their Federal positions.

Enclosure II contalns the department's or
agency's letter transmitting the requested
information to us and fact sheets on each
employee. This enclosure also includes the
replies we received from the departments or
agencies that did not provide the requested
information. The transmittal letters con-
taln the rationale used by the departments
and agencies in responding or not respond-
ing to the request.

We trust the information furnished will
serve the purpose of your request. We do
not plan to distribute this report further
unless you agree or publicly announce its
contents.

ELMER B. STAATS,
Comptroller General
of the United States.

LISTING OF FORMER OIL COMPANY, OIL COMPANY AFFILIATED AND OIL COMPANY RELATED EXECUTIVES AS WELL AS ATTORNEYS WHO THEMSELVES OR WHOSE LAW FIRMS REPRESENT
OIL COMPANIES NOW WORKING FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN POSITIONS PRIMARILY ABOVE THE GS-12 LEVEL

Federal employment—Federal Energy Administration

Former employment

Employee name Positiontitle

Company name

Lump-sum pay-
ments or deferred
compensation rights
received on separa-

Position/title tion.

Adie, Joseph H =
Aitken, Robert R.

.. Personnel management specialist.
... Physical science administrator_. ... ... Westgate-Greenland 0il

-~ Texas Oil Co..... =

..................... Not given.

Esso Standard Oil

Warel |
Weightbooker/electrician.. - Not given.
District geologist Not given.
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LISTING OF FORMER OIL COMPANY, OIL COMPANY AFFILIATED AND OIL COMPANY RELATED EXECUTIVES AS WELL AS ATTORNEYS WHO THEMSELVES OR WHOSE LAW FIRMS REPRESENT
OIL COMPANIES NOW WORKING FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN POSITIONS PRIMARILY ABOVE THE GS-12 LEVEL—Continued

Federal employment—Federal Energy Administration

Former employment

Employee nama Grade Position/title

Company name

Position/title

Lump-sum payments
or deferred compen-

sation rights received
on separation

Allen, Texas W

| and int
relations officer.
GS-14__....____ Industrial specialist

Arens, William H__....._.___.. G5-13
Ashman, Herbert )

Banker, Robert O
Benny, Robert | ____
Carson, William

. Supervisory price analyst
B Ewnom:st

Member, Technical Advisory Commit-

Coble, James A
tee.

Exec. level V... Assistant administrator for interna-
tional energy affairs.
65-15. - - Supv. financial analyst. . .oceeceeen.-
memreeew G515 Industrial specialist

6S-15_ _____._. Supervisory industrial specialist.

Conant, Melvin A

Connor, Edward G
D'Andrea, Lucio A.__..

Day, Duane

Douglas, R. Dean____.......... 6S-12____.____ Program analyst. ... _.......
Dupuy, Kenneth L GS-15. ... Acting regional administrator

Ezzati, Ali
Gill, James R....._._.____._.. G5-15_________. Petroleum engineer_._..__.

GS-15.......... International economist. ... .........

Greenwell, Darrell D GS 13._._....__ Supv. case resolution officer
Guier, Donald Expert.

Haase, John E., Jr Auditor. ..

Hall, George £ oo ... GS-17.-_...__. Fuels manager_....

GS-15.......... Industrial specialist
NA.....ceemm.- Consultant......

<e=e=u=--- Consultant
Industrial specialist__
---- Industrial specialist..

Harnish, Douglas
Hawes, Donald K

Kahl, Robert M 2
Kane, Robert J_________ T " GS- BT ymen

Kane, Robert J

Kennon, Philip F Program analyst
Kourkourmelis, Dennis._..__... GS-14__._______ Petroleum specialist

Economist
- Supv. econ. stab. law specialist
- Operations research analyst
. Economist

Lagace, Gerald L

Langdon, James C

Layna, Salvador______

Lawis, John R o o
Lewis, John R ___

Lichtenwalter, Charles GS-13...._..... Auditor
Luhrs, Lawrence.......-..--.. GS-15 Physical science administrator........

Malin, Clement B
Maple, lvan F
Mayfield, Ira C

McCool, James A

GS-15__ ______. Foreign affairs officer
GS-14. Trade specialist............
RS Physical science administrator_ _

GS-15_ _ _______ Director, operations division

Mehocic, George E GS-14. ... Executive assistant. ____

Metz, Alfred C_____._._...___. GS-13__
Mitchell, Robert W_
Morris, James P____
Muller, John G

Supervisory industrial specialist. ...
- Regional administrator

- Program analyst___._.

T R Mechanical engineer

Nugent, John M., Jro_ ... GS-14_________ Staff assistant_____.___._.
Oliver, David R ______ --- B68-15_ - Asst. director pmgrams and analysis_.. -
Osborne, John H ------ Program analyst.

rmdwesiern Engineering Co. .
Baroid Sales Co....
Self-employment

Harbinger Oil

SHElOH G, s e

Texaco

Union 0il Co. of California
Asiatic Petroleum Corp...
Continental Oil Co_._..

Shell 0il Co.........

Self-employment. .. _._.._...______

Standard 0il Co
Mabil Oil Co.

Exxon Corp

Mobil 0il Corp

Ohio 0il Corp

Pan Amerlcan Petroleum Corp
Gulf Uil Co

Oasis Oil Co____
Standard 0il of California_

Iranian Qil Refining Co
Gulf 0il Cor

Sunray Oil

Eason 0il Co..._.

Para-Lux Corp________
Petroleum

Corp,
Humble 0il
Cities Service Oil Co___
Creole Petroleum Co._
Pure 0il Co. =
Union Texas Natural Gas_
Mabile Oil Co_.....
Marathon Oil Co.
Kewanee 0il Co__.
Allied Chemical Corp_
Mobile Oil Corp_._.._.

SumOCp e

H. S. Holap

Engineering and Mgt

- kaborer. .o
Combustion engineer.
Procurement officer negotiato
Engineer and negotiator_____
Owner of a drilling mud and chemical co:
pany, owner of an oil well servicing com-
Eany, and oil and gas lease operator,
ice president and office manager

. Management trainee, special task force
_member, real estate analyst.
District representative and real estate agent
supervisor,
Accounting clerk___._._.
- Economic Analyst
Senior engineer. .
Technical SDEC!&lESl
Petroleum consultant__ iE
Sales research analyst_________ . . -

Market research analyst; economist; man-
ager, demestic economies; chief econo-
mists

Senior government relations counselor

Financial analyst/computer analyst
- Roustabout :
Junior petroleum officer
Manager, market planning, and develop-
ment.
Accounting analyst
. Division scout, special assistant for explor-
ation management
Financial Analyst. .
- Economist_..__._._.
Production engineer _
Vice president___
President___._
Apprentice electrician_
- Engineer_.......
Consultant

Trainee

Supervisory supply analyst

District field engineer.......
- Secretary and treasurer_ e et ot e
. Manager, financial control________________
- Geologist...... o

Vice pwstden! e
. Computer apphcatmn supamsor
Senior processing engineer.........
Senior operations analyst, senior “market
. develf:lplment ﬁnal\rst

and A
Ccmmnnweallh Qil Relmlng Co..
Caltex Petm!eum

Amereda Hess Corp..
Gulf Oil Corp._..____
American Petroleum Institute. .

- Shell 0il Co. (Phrll&lns&)

Pan American Oil

~ Standard Oil Co

Mid-Continental Oil & Gas..
Mational Petroleum Council.

Union 0il Co. (Cal!f)______________

Lakata Petroleum Corp
Petroleum Geophysical Co

United Geophysical Co. (subsidiary of

Union Qil Co).
Exploration Consultants, Inc
Standard 0il
Mobile Qil Corp.

- Milton Oil Co.....

Atlantic Refining Co. ..

HBIlal‘ldl Explural:un Canada, Lad: . ..

Inter

- Attorney_

Manager, petrochemical planni
Operations manager.
Z OPerahnns manager
and process
carp planning engineer______
Economist______

- Not given.
Not given.
- Not given.

. Not given.

Not given.

Not given.
Not given.
Not given.

Not given.
Not given.

- Not given.
- Not given.
- Not given.

Nat given.

Not given.

Mol given.
Not ziven.
Not given.
Not given.

Not gwen
Not given.

- Not given.

Not given.

- Not gweu
. Not given.
- Not given.
- Not given.

Not given.
Not given.

Not given.

. Not gwen

Not given.
Not given.
Not given.
Net given.

- Not given.
- Not given.

Not given.
Not given.
Not given.

Not given.
Not given.
Not given.
Not given.
Nat given.
Not given.
Not given.

- Not given.

Not given.
Not given.
Not given.

- Not given.

Technical coordinator...

Consultant.

. Accounting and office manager. .
Secretary-treasurer and office manager
Regional and program supplement versus

and Geophysical analyst.
Geophysical supervisor._.__.._...
Petroleum exploration supervisor_.
Asst. to area manager. - ..........

- Wholesale oil distributor

Observer____

Prasldent

Ltd,

Creole Petroleum P e iy

Esso-Argentina.._........
Humble Oil and Refini
Exxon Gulp.-.

B. P Uil Co..

Exx

N'iubll 0il Cnlp =

Standard 0il Co. of California
Arabian American 0il Co

- Texaco Inc_._ .
Atlantic Refining Co__._

raph operator and pety. chief

Assistant geographical field supervisor

- Geophysical field supervisor..............
Process engineer

Analyst. ..
Sales manager

General manager, Pakistan____
Presidential interchange executive_.

Sr. steam power engineer and desalination
specialist, staff engineer—utilities and
process engineer.

Personnel relations officer. ... ...

-- Supervisor

Ashland 0il & Refining Co....._.... Not given

_~ Not given.
- Not given.

Not given.
Not given.
Mot given.

Not given.

. Not given,

Not given.
Not given,
Not given,
Mot given,
Not given,

Not given.
Not given.
Not given,
Not given.,
Not given.
Not given.
Not given,
Not ZWEI'I
Not given.

Not given.
Not given.
Mot given.
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Federal employment—Federal Energy Administration Former employment

Lump-sum payments
or deferred compen-
sation rights received

Employee name Grade Position/title Company name Position/title on separation

Parker, Norbert A___.____..... B5-13 Carter Oil Co...

British 0il Dawalopment Cu Ltd
E. I. Dupont De Nemours & "Co.
Stanolind Oil & Gas Co

B&G 0il Basin Drilling Co.

Davis Bros......

. Miscellaneous geologist
logist
Geologist. ...
- Sub-surface geologist_
Consulting geologist
. Geologist
Msna%en special projects. ..o ccoeccaacea-
Geloraturc Corp. and Empire Petro- Consu ting geologist.
eum Co.
resource  development Esso Engineering and operation advisor..___._._
Standard 0il Co.ener e
Humble 0il Co
Culf Res. & Develapment Co.
~ShellON oo il
California R

Not given.
Nat given.
Not given.
Mot given,
Not given.
Not given,
Not given.
Not given.

Pecoraro, Joseph. ............. 65-14...___._. Supervisor Not given.

specialis

Not given.
MNot given.
Not given.
Not given.
Not given.

Manager, engineering research

Terminal superintendent

Senior research geologist. ...........

- Supervisor............

Drilling engi and petroleum geologist..

Accountant_._.......
Analyst, system anshrs! “and senior financial
analyst.
- President.

Pelto, Chester R GS~15.......... Supervisory geologist
Perry, Dell V______ ---- Assistant director___.
Powers, E. Lioyd Distribution specialist.

Not given.

Presley, Donald R_ .. _........ G3-13._._______ Auditor
Not given.

Santogrossi, Fred A....._.._... GS-14 Financial analyst
Stein, David L. ceeeaeeeoe. G514

IR e A
Story, Joseph C
Thompseon, Burlock. . ...

Topping, Clyde P..ocvveeeeeee G513
Tukenmez, Ercan_.____.__.__.. G5-14

GS-13._.___._.. Auditor.
GS-15..._..___. Physical scientist. _
GS-13..___...._ Supervisor case res

Exxon Corp
Director, industrial systems and data Beck Oil Coo.... ... ... _. Not given.
ana!ysls.
Not given.
Not given.
MNot given.
Not given.
Not given.
Not given,
Not given.
Not given.
Not given.
- Not given.
Not given,
Not given.
Not given.
Not given.
Not given,
Not given.
Not given,
Mot given.
Not given.
Not given.
- Not given.

Notgiven. ..
Mot given_.

Economist

Energy economist.

Economist

e ——— |
- International economist. - Notgiven..........
- Economist e TeXato____
Mobil Gil Co_~ - ___-__T-L
Maobil Oil
Petrofina Canada Ltd

Premeir Oil Refining Co_-._..__._..
- American 0Oil Co
---- Magnolia Petroleum Co.___________.
Sinclair 0l
Sinclair Venezuelan 0il.
Petroleum engineer.......-... e Humble Ol & Refining Co.
-- Tenneco Oil Co
Continental 0il Co. E
California Co. (now Chevron 0il Co. )__
Fleet Drilling Co_........_._..__... Production superintendent. __

Chief engineer
Man Drilling Co., Virson 0il Co. .. Petroleum engineer.
Phillips Petroleum Co

Industry economist
Economist

Not given____

Assistant supervisor of 3ccnunt|n§
Roustabout, exploration geologi
Not given

Petroleum engineer.

Petroleum engineer.

Petroleum engineer.

- Petroleum engineer.

Vinson, Stanley L
Warner, Arthur J
West, George W

Willock, JackK. . neoomecacoaae 6S-13
Willock, Jack_
Wood, Samuel

Enmneenng aide_.

Self-employment (Exploration and Mot given..
Logging Co

Shell Gil Co

Federal/State liaison officer

Expert—energy resource development,
Office of Program Analysis and Eval-
uation).

Warley, Emory K
Yost, Stewart W

Not given.

Listing of former oil company, oil company
affiliated and oil company related executives
as well as attorneys who themselves or whose
law firms represent oil companies now work-
ing for the Federal Government in positions
primarily above the GS-12 level.

FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION

Excerpts of duties performed by the above
employees:

Performing economic analyses of current
and proposed energy conservation measures.

Coordinating and implementing programs
for energy self-sufficlency.

Determining eligibllity of petrochemical
plants and refineries for import quotas.

Analyzing capacities and facilities for
transmission and distribution of natural and
manufactured gas.

Identifying factors causing oil and gas
shortages and developing programs to alle-
viate this problem.

Analyzing current and projected events
and proposed actions in the United States
and worldwide on oll and gas supplies and
requirements.

Dealing with exploration of crude oil, nat-
ural gas, and geothermal fluids.

Discharging operational responsibilities in
the restriction of importation of crude olls,
unfinished petroleum olls, and finished petro-
leum products.

Developing recommendations for leglsla-
tion and administration procedures to update
mineral leasing acts.

Dealing with the development and relia-
bility of United States access to forelgn
energy supplies and the energy relationship
of the United States to other nations,

Developing, reviewing, and coordinating
policies related to internationally-orlented
activities in area of energy matters, mulfi-
national corporations, equitable allocation,
pricing and utilization.

Keeping informed on the economic condi-
tions and developments in and between en-
ergy producing nations and industries.

LISTING OF FORMER OIL COMPANY, OIL COMPANY AFFILIATED AND OIL COMPANY RELATED EXECUTIVES AS WELL AS ATTORNEYS WHO THEMSELVES OR WHOSE LAW FIRMS REPRESENT
OIL COMPANIES NOW WORKING FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN POSITIONS PRIMARILY ABOVE THE GS-12 LEVEL

Federal employment—Department of the Interior

Former employment

Employee name Grade Position ftitle

Company name Pasition/title

Lump- -sum payments or del‘arrad
1 rights
on separa‘uon

Adams, Maurice V

Avery, William H GS-15

GS-13__..__ Area oil and gas supervisor...._... Century Services, Inc
Staff assistant to Assistant Secre- Clinton 0il Co

tary—Energy and Minerals.

Beasley, D. Otis
Blankennagel,
Richard

NA........ Consultant.
GS-13_...__ Hydrologist

Brown, William S_. GS-14. Patent attorney

Carlson, Denton W

GS-13._____ Chief, Bureau of Lands and Min-

Vice president._

WM SaT e gnlrl complete interest to individual party

Standard 0il Co. (Indiana)............ Attorney—client.______._.

Standard Qil of New Jersey
Petroleo Brasileiro S.A_ ... ....... Geological

Union 0il Co. of California
Tidewater Qil Co

manager’s sta

Patent attorney

erals, Division of Resources.

ch .C.B

Jr.
Fisher, C. Keith

G3-15

Froelich, Albert J

Garrity, Thomas A G5-14__.... F:eld mi:tllor__L;___ x

Assistant Solicitor, Territories

Judge___.

American Pipeline Corp

Party chief—Field geology

I‘}mnrlsmr—-Ex|:uma‘uuﬂ None.

None.

Engineering and operations supervisor__ None.

Undelglound Storage and Exploration \ﬁoe premdentand general counsel. ... None.

Arnerican Stratigraphic Co Vice president

Goolopiat e San Jose 0il Co. Inc................. Surface geologist party chief
- Senior Subsurface..
ist and actin

Canso Oil & Gas Lt

Chief

Lump-sum payment of $6,885 received
from profit-sharing retirement plan

N through Great West Life Assurance Co.
one.

Senior seismologist..
Staff attorney.....

Hammett, Judge GS-14_ .. __

William E.

- None.
$15,000 (lump sum).
Withdrawal ol funds paid in under
company retirement program in lump-
sum payment.
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LISTING OF FORMER OIL COMPANY, OIL COMPANY AFFILIATED AND OIL COMPANY RELATED EXECUTIVES AS WELL AS ATTORNEYS WHO THEMSELVES OR WHOSE LAW FIRMS REPRESENT
OIL COMPANIES NOW WORKING FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN POSITIONS PRIMARILY ABOVE THE GS-12 LEVEL—Continued

Federal employment—Department of the Interior Former employment

Lump-sum payments or deferred

- S, compensation rights received
Employee name Grade Position/title Company name Position title on separation

Horowitz, Raymond H.. GS-14_._... R h chemist. ... e W B OO o s v Research chemist. - o - veccoeeceeeae Lump-sum payment for unused vacation
time. Payment may also have covered a
small personal contribution to company
retirement fund.

, Central Research Laboratories......_. Commercial development.........__.

Hubbert, M. King...... GS-17..... Ri h geophysicist Petroleum, Shell Oil Co., Shell Not identifiable to specific company.... Accrued retirement payments of $608 per

Da\relopmant Co. manth from Shell following statutory

retirement at age 60.
Jennings, Thomas. ... GS-12_ .... Petroleum engineer. .. -coeeeaae Mobile Oil Co. de Venezuela_._____... Senior _plalmlsum engineer/planning None.
assocla e
Kennedy, Joseph B.... GS-16_.... Adminfslratlva Law Judge........ Howrey & Simon. . cceecueececeaecann PR i s s None.
Ketterer, W. P ... GS-15_ ... g V3 Cpl&f Office of Scientific Sohio Petroleum Co. - o ocvoooeaees ﬁsmstant to chief geologist. .. ........ None.
cations.
Nimball, Sherman P... GS-15._ _.._ Memberonginistm!ive Judge) Cities Service Oil CO- v ume oo eeaae Staff attorney on staff of general None.
Board of Contract Appeals. counsel

Kuhiman, John A...... GS-15..__._ Coal Policy Coordinator. . ....._.. Cugslu)ggation Coal Co. of Conti | t vice president—sales_._.___. None.

Lantz, Robert ) GS-15 Geologist o e 1 TR R R S Division stratigrapher. ...« oo cceeeen. Retirement (lump-sum).

Libbey, D. L. .oee..... G6S-13...... Staff assislant environment C U.S. Potash & Chemlcal 0. oo Vicwpresident. .. .. . _ None.

Lohrenz, John.__.____ GS-14______ Chle% SA development________._. International Petrodata Inc........... Executive vice president............_. None.

Mallory, Charles K., 11l GS-17______ Ds(g y Assistant Secretary (Power Law firm (name not given)________.___ Attorney_______ R e e e ot 9 Nona.

esources and Regulation). :
Mothershead, James R. GS-13._.... Assistant Regional Solicitor. ... Carter il Co. (wholly-owned subsid- Landman................. e All contrit to the y's
iary of Standard Oil Co. of N.J. (now rellloment system (lump ~5Um).
X

Palmer, Alan K........ GS-15...... Assistant Solici

Parish, William W____. 65-13 Assistant to the S

Schrnltl. James R...... GS-15____.. Artorney Law firm (name not given) + i N

Scott, David. - - veeeee- GS-14...... Geologist g {0 ol e ST TR Geologist, d phy , head Ap $7,000 in return for which

of gravity department. Fle gave up ail of his stocks, bonds
and pension rights.

Anglo Phillippino Oil Co.............. Exploration manager... . .c.ccacee-e None,

Hancock Ol GO v e rarcwanaemeemnans Chief geophysicist. . - None.

Carter il Co.... - Exploration manager. .- None.

Signal 0il Co...._.. ... Chief geologist_...__.__.. .- None,

Cumpany name not given. . Self employed consultant. .- None.

Shreve, Dewitt C. ... GS-15.._... Attorney-adviser_ _ - ... L E L S S e e R e /] - None.
Simmons, Gaylon H., Jr. GS-15...... Staff assistant to Assistant Secre- Gulfﬂll Curp._...................... Manager of budget and ﬁnanclalanaLy On l-year leave of absence without pay
tary, Management (as member sis for Gulf Oil Trading Co., a subsidi-  from Gulf but will continue insurance
of President’s executive inter- ary of Gulf Oil Corp. coverages related to group life, accident,
change program). disability, and health. Also will receive
benefit-service credit under the Gulf
annuities and benefits plan and contrib-
utory retirement plan during his leave.

Sollsr CharIss Wi GS-15..._.. Assistant solicitor_...___..._____ SO e s Senior attorney.._.__ ... ____. None.

Spencer, C. W_ .. SO  Beologhtl - S Texaco Oil Co_... District geologist._ ... ..._._..._. Deferred payment plan $4,400.
aves, ﬂﬁul ......... GS-13_ . ... Training officer and staff engineer. Atlantic Richfield Co............_.... Staff engineer, district office and chief ~ None—Conventional retirement at age 56.
[ reservoir and unit engineer.

Tschudy, Robert H_ ... GS-15..... R h L t (paleobotany). . Creole Petroleum Corp ... o_.---.. Assistant research coordinator. ....... Nons.

Worrell, James O______ GS-15___.__ ﬁss:stan{ regional so&:cltur ........ Sunray il Co........ T 0 AT S S L

Wunnlcke. William C... GS-13..... P i) R Stallion Roustabouts. - o.ocoomaeenae President and manager. .- coeveaeen.. Soid business to private party.

Listing of former oil company, oil com- Developing theoretical analyses of geologic Presiding over formal hearings held by the
pany affiliated and oil company related exec- structure and processes and conducting Department.
utives as well as attorneys who themselves or studles of energy resources.

whose law firms represent oil companies now  Collecting and analyzing offshore engi- rmmm“ufmctmg' :.nd ev;.ll;mtmguau
working for the Federal Government in posi- neering and environmental data concerning REOETAINN- TR geoacience OrmaL<on
tions primarily above the GS-12 level. the Outer Continental Shelf leasing program, S°er¥ice, e.g, oll and gas resources.
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Rendering legal advice on problems result- Determining appeals by contractors on
Excerpts of duties performed by the above ing from the expanded energy related activi- disputed questions.
employees: ties. Directing research and design of auto-
Supervising oil and gas operation, Approving permits on shore for oll and gas ,.t0q systems used to plan and manage &
Preparing and prosecuting patent applica- 1ease management. national program of energy and mineral
tions and licenses. Communicating with individual members i evaluation and lease.
Performing sclentific work in the study, of Congress on administration and policy e .
appraisal, and exploration of mineral fuels. matters affecting energy and minerals. Developing training programs,

LISTING OF FORMER OIL COMPANY, OIL COMPANY AFFILIATED AND OIL COMPANY RELATED EXECUTIVES AS WELL AS ATTORNEYS WHO THEMSELVES OR WHOSE LAW FIRMS REPRESENT
OIL COMPANIES NOW WORKING FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN POSITIONS PRIMARILY ABOVE THE GS-12 LEVEL

Federal employment—Nuclear Regulatory Commission Former employment
Lump-sum payments or deferred com-
Employee name Grade Position/title Company name Positiontitle pensation rights received on separation
Bsrlmser Carl Howard. GS-14...... Nuclear engineer____._.__.._.._. Combustion Engineering, Inc_.._.__... Nuclear safety engineer.......... ---- Not given.
Bright, Glenn O__._... STS'. ____. Permanent technician member, Phillips Petroleum Co...... ... Research and development technical MNone.
Atomic Safety and Licensing Bd. administration. y
rinkman, Donald S_.. GS-14____.. Coordinator for technical specifi- Rockwell International . oo ooceooe Research engineer and quality assur-  Not given.
cations. ance ensmaar
Brooks, EEH____..___. GS-14...... Systems engineer_............... Gulf General AtomiC. . —eeoecceeecaaan Systems engineer. .. ...cc-cceocmocen Vested pension rights,
Brown, Willard B_...... GS-15..._.. Anal. chemist.... .. vecmmenmnnn Monsanto Co. (Lyon Oil Affiliated)_..... mawf nuclear materials and com- Vested retirement.
ponents.
Buck, John H., Dr_____ GS-18_..... Vice chairman, atomic safety and Soconz: -Vacuum O0il Co. (now Mobil Manager, physics division of Socony None.
licensing anpeat panel. research ﬂepartment
Well Surveys Inc - Vi ——- None.
Burke, John J_________ GS-17_...__. Belp{nyt'Dnrector, Office of Admin- EG & G, Inc___. Assistant to wc.a presment......___h_ None.
stration.
: i Reynolds Electric and Engineering Executive assistant to president....... None.

orp. (subsidiary of EG & G, Inc.).
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Federal employment—Federal Energy Administration

Former employment

Employee name Grade Positiontitle

Company name Position title

Lump-sum payments
or deferred compen-

sation rights received
on separation

Burkhardt, Winston_... GS-15...... Sr. chemical engineer.____..._... Arco Chemical Co........_.__._____. Site manager

Butler, Walter R__.._._ GS-16...... Branch chief, DRL.

GS-14 Fuel fabrication engineer

GS-14__.._. Mechanical engineer

Colton, John P.
Kovacs, John M

Krug, Harry Eueristus  GS-14

‘eter,

Larson, H;wald James_ GS-17.._._. Director, materials and fuel cycle Ail&sd Goenernl Nuclear Services (a

facility licensing.

Nicholson, Richard B..
Norberg, James A

0'Kelly, Arlie A___
Parker, Frank L
Schamberger, Robert D.

Schroeder, Frank, Jr.__

Consultant..
Chief,

Reactor Regulatmn

Sly, Douglas K___..... GS5-14_._.__ Nuclear materials engineer.
Director, Office of Special Studies..

GS-16...... Acting Director, Office of Opera- Ph|lf|ps Petroleum Co

Smiley, 5. H G5-18

Wilson, Thomas

Rupert, Jr. tions Evaluation.

Licensing project manager........

||| O —. | |1 [ B
vt vwr-s Allantic Richfield Hanford Co
experlmantal gas cooled Gulf Nuclear Fuels Co. (and predeces-
reactor safety research branch. rs).
Acting Director, Division of Tech- Ph:lrlps Petroleum Co. oo
nical Review, Office of Nuclear offic

Health physicist. Non
Manager, research and development._. Nol gwan‘

Shell 0il Co
Sinclair Rubber, Inc__
Aerojet General Corp

Gulf United Nuclear Corp
Aerojet-General

Exxon Nuclear

il Corp.).

General Atomic Co. (a Royal Dulch
Shell affiliate) in partnership with
Allied Chemical Corp.

- Exxon Nuclear Co., Inc

Phillips Petroleum Co. Idaho Nuclear

Corp., Inc.

Section chief.

[:onsulta nt

Research chemist...
- Chemist.._....._.
Physics SUPETVISOT... ..o ... Fully vested retirement benefits remaining

Quality control manager
Engineering specialist

Not given.
--- Not given.
Not given,

in effect with annuity type compensation
to begin at age 65.

Standard severance payment for released
employees.

Fully vested in relﬂamant plan (after 10
yr service) and 4 weeks severance pay
whsn laid-off.

Senior nuclear engineer
President and general manager

Director of engineering

Manager of licensing for enrichment.. NA.

$2,2C | or interest in Idaho Nuclear
investment Plan,

495 shares of Phillips Petroleum stock for
;ntjrfst in )Fc nvestment Flan (prior
o Jul

Paid in del‘erred annuity with Metropolitan
Life Insurance Co. (PPC and INC
retirement program).

Unknawn.

Kerr McGee Nuclear Corp
NUMEC-suhsidiary of Atlantic Rich-

Manager, loft project manager engineer-
ing and test branch

Manager, physics and math department. Nut applicable.
Ma%ge;, water reactor safety program None—withdrew from savings and retire-
8,

ment plans on termination of employ-
merrt.

None.

hnieal Sahadsil

1 Seientific and T qui

Listing of former ofl company, oil afiillat-
ed and oil company related executives as well
as attorneys who themselves or whose law
firms represent oll companies now working
for the Federal Government in positions pri-
marily above the GS-12 level.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Excerpts of duties performed by the above
employees:

Conducting hearings on the licensing of
nuclear power plants.

Analyzing and evaluating existing and

lent to GS-16, 17, or}18.

proposed nuclear facllities with regard to
safety.

Reviewing applications for licenses to con-
struct reactors and facilities that manufac-
ture reactor fuel.

Performing studies to improve systems for
safeguarding strategic nuclear material.

Developing and implementing policles, pro-
cedures, and regulations for safeguards and
environmental consideration for possession
and utilization of speclal nuclear material.

Developing and implementing standard
technical specifications for power plants, re-
search and test reactors.

Maintaining laison with the technical
members of the Atomic Safety and Licens-
ing Board Panel.

Providing scientific, technical and admin-
istrative direction to gas-cooled-reactor-safe-
ty-research projects.

Acting as a consultant on problems related
to handling of radloactive waste.

Directing the technical review, and evalua-
tion of safety and environmental aspects of
applications for construction of nuclear pow=
er plants.

LISTING OF FORMER OIL COMPANY, OIL COMPANY AFFILIATED AND OIL COMPANY RELATED EXECUTIVES AS WELL AS ATTORNEYS WHO THEMSELVES OR WHOSE LAW FIRMS REPRESENT
OIL COMPANIES NOW WORKING FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN POSITIONS PRIMARILY ABOVE THE GS-12 LEVEL

Federal employment—Department of the Treasury

Former employment

Employee name Grade Position/title

Company name Position/title

Lump-sum payments or deferred
compensation rights received
on separation

Bates, John C., Jr.
Beardsley, Bruce M_.._ GS-16.______.__

Bennett, Jack F._.._.. [“icluuu level

tion).
Director,
Science.

Affairs.

[0 | T Atti_omey-advisar (tax legisla-

Milbank, Tweed, Hadley & McCloy... Not given

Under Secretary for Monetary Standard Oil Eo and subsidiaries Director, ESSO International

(New Jersey

Received only accrued salary and profit
sharing.

Office of Computer Phillips Petroleum Co.............. Manager, computer science branch.... None.

$138,000 (lump sum.)

Kirkland & Ellis
Ohio Oil Co. (now Marathon 0il Co.).
Skelly 0il Co....__
Slrll:lalf International Oil Co. (now
rt of Atlantic Richfield).
Equal opportunity specialist Mtanhc Richfield Co
(contract compliance).

Consultant (intermittent)____.__

Dam, Kenneth W
Program analysis officer

Essley, Philip L

Evans, Samuel C______ GS-13

- Reservoir engineer supervisor.....

Not given.

None.

None.

Acting production coordinator—Eastern None.
Hemisphere.

Corporate personnel adviser

Consultant.............
Senior petroleum engineer_ _ _

None (other than normal compensation).

Associate. ... eeoeeoecen-.---- Severance pay, $1,000 return of

Gerard, Robert A
Gibbs, Lawrence V_ ... GS-18
nical).

Goodman, Richard M. _
Heng, Donald J_ ___.__

GS-14. .
GS-14
Hickman, FredericW... Executive level
Kemple, Roger J
MacDonald, David R___ Executive level Assistant
affairs).
Mackour, Oscar M
Footnote on following page.

GS5-17.......... Director, capital markets policy. Wilner, Cutler & Pickering
Assistant Commissioner (tech-

Attorney-adviser (general). ___. Anderson, Mori, & Rabinowitz_____
Brobeck, Phleger, & Harrison_ ... Associate. ... .. . _..oo..

: Attorney-adviser (tax legisla-

GS-15. . __.._.. Special projects officer

secretary (enforce-
. ment, operations, and tarifi

- Attorney

tion).
Assistant secretary for tax policy_ angf.in_s, Sutter, Owen, Mulroy, & Partner.
avis.
Gulf 0il Co

Kirkland, Ellis, Hodson, Chaffetz & Attorney
Masters.

6S-15_ . ....... International economist

Branscomb, Thomasson, Gary & Hall_ Partner. . __ .o o ...

Region marketing manager

plan cantributians, $2,500 (approxi-

= 8550 ger rnonih from March 1973-August
(pay- u?l of parlnarshlp :ap)ltal
ble to partnershi

Appmxrmately $1,700 for accrued vaca-
tion.

Received Dercentaga share of fees for
work don
None (but r
certain company-paid moving expenses,
and wvested interest in a retirement
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LISTING OF FORMER OIL COMPANY, OIL COMPANY AFFILIATED AND OIL COMPANY RELATED EXECUTIVES AS WELL AS ATTORNEYS WHO THEMSELVES OR WHOSE LAW FIRMS REPRESENT
OIL COMPANIES NOW WORKING FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN POSITIONS PRIMARILY ABOVE THE GS$-12 LEVEL—Continued

Federal employment—Department of the Treasury

Former employment

gmployee name Grade Position/title

Company name Position/title

Nauheim, Stephen A___ NA

Schmnults, Edward C.. Executive
. level 111
Whitaker, Meade

Executive
Level V., nue Service.
Whitherell, William H._ GS-17

International

Consultant (intermittent)._._._
Rhodes, Theodore E.... GS-15...... Attorney-adviser (tax Ieglslabun)

Under Secretary of Treasury

economist (Direc-
tor, Office of Financial Resources),

Lump-sum payments or deferred
compensation rights received
on separation

1 e e e S U

Director.

-~ Surrey, Karasik and Morse........__.. Not given
Mnrnélon Forester, Holloway, Clinton, Associate......
ark.

White & Case Partner. ...

Esso Eastern, Inc
omist.

Standard 0il Co., of New Jersey Economist

~----- Mot given.
Receiving stipend on a deferred compen-

sation basis (3 annual installments).
Also owns 300 shares of stock in com-

Not given.

Chief counsel for the Internal Reve- Cabaniss, Johnston, Gardner, & Clark. . Attorney and partner

Financial and economic advisor; econ- Record a merit payment of $5,00C during

his last month of regular emptayment
with Esso Eastern, Inc., prior to going
on leave of absence.

1 Equivalent to GS-16.

Listing of former oil company, oil company
affiliated and oil company related executives
as well as attorneys who themselves or whose
law firms represent oil companies now work=-
ing for the Federal Government in positions
primarily above the GS-12 level.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Excerpts of duties performed by the above
employees:

Serving as a legal advisor on tax legislation
and assisting in providing leadership to as-
sure an integrated legislative program on tax
matters,

Developing and coordinating Executlve
Branch policy and research activitles con-
cerned with the structure and operations of
the capital market.

Conducting analyses of and developing and
coordinating policies, plan, and programs of
all headquarters activities such as tariff ad-
ministration and law enforcement.

Supervising the management and opera-
tion of a computer service center.

Advising and counseling management on
such functions as management and orga-
nizational analysis and data processing.

LiSTING OF FORMER OIL COMPANY, OIL COMPANY AFFILIATED AND OIL COMPANY RELATED EXECUTIVES AS WELL AS ATTORNEYS WHO THEMSELVES OR WHOSE LAW FIRMS REPRESENT
OIL COMPANIES NOW WORKING FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN POSITIONS PRIMARILY ABOVE THE GS-12 LEVEL

Federal employment—Department of Defense

Former employment

Employee name Grade Position/title

Company nama

Position/title

Lump-sum payments or deferred
compensation rights received on
separation

Anderson, Herbert R

18:. .
Clements, Wiliiam P Executive level
11,

----- Computer systems analyst
Deputy Secretary of Defense

Allanlic Richfield Co
Sedco, Inc. ...

Junior operations research analyst... Unknown,
- Chairman of board and chief execu-

Mot given.

tive officer.

Danner, John J.._._...._.. G5-14..___._.._. Supvt:r;eratmns research analyst. %heil R s

Gallagher, William C....... 65-13._..-
Hawkins, Glenn J__
Hudiburgh, Gary W..

Ladd, Frederick A
Leonard, Robert E
Mandoff, Morton A
McDougal, Myres S
Merli, Edward W -. Realty specialist
Monismith, Carl L - Consultant_..

Nichols, Joe E_..____._._.. GS—IB_._._._.._ Mathematician.

Packard, David

Rawson, Bruce S
Reed, Thomas C.

Reese, Howard C
Renier, James J
Slichter, Charles P...._._.. NA

65-13.....cn---
GS-

Consultant...
Consultant.

e Executlve level

GESTE
A - Consultant

- Sanitary engineer._____.__
Attorney advisor (ganeral) e

Mechanical engineer (general).___ Lago Oil & Transport Co., Ltd
Attorney adviser real property leg. . Atlantic Richfield Co_______________

- Consultant............
Operations research analys
Director, telecommunications and Quaker Hill Qil Co., Bradley Explo- Partner......
command and control system.
Foreign affairs specialist..__.__.__

oSNt i e naens

If Reston.........

Standard Oil Co. ENe'w Jalsey)

. Standard Ol Co.
Carter il Co

New Jersey)

Samtary engineer.
Not specified..._.._._.
Geophysical engineer (at one period Not given.

Unknown.
Unknown,
- Unknown.
Mot guren

during employment).

Frontier Refining Co

wmmmenn GUIf Oil Co
- Mobile/Texaco
Mobile 0il Co

- PacificGas & Elect Co.-.o. ... . Unknown ... ooeao il
Research programer. .
Director. . ____
Geophysicist

- Shell Oil Research Lab
Standard 0Oil of California.
Geophysical Service, inc

ration Co.
Overseas Tankship Corp.. ... ...

Land superintendent._____________. Mutually

Engineer “A""
Attorney._..
- Unknown.
Consultant........... _
General assistant real estate dept.__ Unknown.

Executive trainee
Esso Standard Oil Co______..___._. Engineer____
FORED e e st s s i r et GONSUHENE

. agreeable retainer and
separation arrangement.
Unknown,
- Unknown.
- Unknown.
Not given.

- Unknown.

Unknown,
- Unknown.
Not given.

Listing of former oil company, oll company
afliliated and oll company related executives
as well as attorneys who themselves or whose
law firms represent oil companies now work-
ing for the Federal Government In positions
primarily above the GS-12 level.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Excerpts of duties performed by the above
employees:

Providing team leadership in the analysis

of system requirement documentation and
the development of computer system.

Furnishing technical guidance and infor-

mation in the fleld of family housing de-
sign and estimating.

Developing, issuing, and updating procure-
ment policies and directives.

Developing improved procedures and tech-
nigues associated with the functional design
of water quality control technigues.

Preparing legislation and reports on pro-
posed legislation affecting acquisition, man-
agement, and disposition of real estate.

Providing advisory services relating to the
establishment of professional standards, re-
gearch and development and program devel-
opment.

Providing technical assistance and guld-
ance in the conduct and analysis of all phases
of engineering investigations of structure
foundations and flexible airfield pavements.

Developing, constructing, and analyzing
mathematical models.

Coordinating telecommunications
command and control systems.

Advising on developments in foreign af-
falrs, internationsal relations, national and
military policles.

Providing legal advice on international law
matters concerning the use of the ocean and
coastal waters.

and
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LISTING OF FORMER OIL COMPANY, OIL COMPANY AFFILIATED AND OIL COMPANY RELATED EXECUTIVES AS WELL AS ATTORNEYS WHO THEMSE LVES OR WHOSE LAW FIRMS REPRESENT
OIL COMPANIES NOW WORKING FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN POSITIONS PRIMARILY ABOVE THE GS-12 LEVEL

e

Federal employment—Energy R

h and Devel t

ation

Former employment

Employee name Grade Position;title

Company name Position /title

Lump-sum payments or deferred compen
sation rights received on separation

Christman, Robert D_.. GS5-13. Chemical engineer
Coe, Douglas G________

Kisslinger, Carl__.._._. Consultant

Lacey, James J_.______ GS 14

Leahy, Philip C........ GG-142____ Chief, real estate and mainte-
nance management branch.

Lindseth, Victor NA- - Comsubbamt ... .. ._i. ...

Mazzocco, Nestor John_ GS-13_.____ Supervisory chemical engineer_._. Consolidation Coal Co____.__._____.__

McBride, John A...... NA Consultant........

Attorney
GG-142_ ... Industrial relations officer

Roberts, David J GG-154____ Operations analyst
Stafford, Glen A GG-142___

Nevada Operations Office.
Steffgen, Frederick W.. GS-14

Yavorsky, Paul M. ... GS-15 Research supervisor,

engmserlng.

GG-131___. General engineer. ... oo ...

Chemical engineer_....._._.....

. Chief, Test Construction Bridge Crest Exploration Co
Research supervisor, chemistry____ Atlantic Richfield Co________.________

exploratory Consolidation Coal Co. (affiliate of

Gulf Research & Development Co
Phillips Petroleum Co.... .o ceecoeae
Continental Oil Co..

Phillips Petroleum_.____
Standard Oil of New Jersey. .
Cansolidation Coa

Consultant

Rk

Phillips Petroleum Co. (changed to A

Senior project engineer
Facilities manager. . ... ...

- Chemical engineer

Chiel process engineer..........._...
. Senijor project engineer. . . 4
Seqiqr project engineer_ .. ._.....__..

Granted 10 weeks severance pay and 4
weeks vacation pay for total of $3,576.03.

Idaho Nuclear Corp., July 1966). branch.

y e Lump-sum payment from Idaho Nuclear
Corp. for portion of thrifl plan in amount
not readily available.

Manager, maintenance branch.

------ Guif Mineral Resources Co..

Phillips Petroleum Co________________

Manager,

Senior chemist. ...

Stafi technical assistant to manager
experiment station pilot group.
experiment station pilot
/ plant group. !

Consultant ... oo oo Owns few shares of Gulf Oil Co. stock for

which he receives $16 per year.

Project engineer.___________._____.___ Received employee contributions made lo

the company investment plan.

. None—Has retirement plan which was
left with company and stock valued at
$17,000 to $18,000.

istant super

ing

experiment station.
Manager, development branch
Assistanl technical director, R.
Chief, applications engineer._
C. & P. technical director_...

Director, chemical technology .

Researci physicist head, nucle

ence seclion.

Lump-sum payment on conlributions into
retirement.

Supervisor, nuclear applications. . -

Jersey Nuclear Co. (affiliate of Stand-
ard Oil of New Jersay).

Phillips Petroleum Co. Job analyst

Staff attorney____.___._._..

.. None,

Nene, but stated his retirement was with-
drawn in lump-sum,

Salary administrator......
Manager of personnel.

Esso Research & Engineeering

Continental Oil Co.).

Production manager . ..._.......
Research, associale-catalysis___

Supervisor in process research

Termination bonus equal to 1 month's

salary.
------ Lump-sum payment of $6,024 was re-
ceived upon leaving Atlantic Richfield.
Lump-sum payment of monthly contribu-
tions plus dividends into the general
employees investment plan.

1 Equivalent to GS-13.
1 Equivalent to GS-14.

Listing of former oil company, oil com-
pany affiliated and oil company related ex-
ecutives as well as attorneys who themselves
or whose law firms represent oll companies
now working for the Federal Government in
positions primarily above the GS-12 level.

ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
ADMINISTRATION

Excerpts of duties performed by the above
employees:

Planning and directing a systematic ap-

2 Scientific and techni

| schedule, equival

¢ Equivalent to GS-15.

proach on the development and improvement
of coal liguefaction process.

Performing legal staff work on matters
arising from problems encountered in the
prosecution of its office activities.

Supervising the broadening and strength-
ening of fundamental and applied research
on energy technology.

Planning, scheduling, coordinating and
administering contractors’ activities on au-
thorized engineering, construction, drilling,
mining and maintenance projects.

Advising on the development and formula=

t to G5-16, 17, or 18.

tton of agency-wide policies, principles, and
standards.

Planning, developing, and implementing
real estate, maintenance, machine tool and
related equipment management programs.

Reviewing, analyzing and reporting on the
cost, configuration, schedule and develop-
mental basis of a fuel processing facility.

Consulting with engineers for dual pur-
pose nuclear plant locations.

yzing economic and technological
characteristics of enriched uranium activi-
tles.

LISTING OF FORMER OIL COMPANY, OIL COMPANY-AFFILIATED AND OIL COMPANY-RELATED EXECUTIVES AS WELL AS ATTORNEYS WHO THEMSELVES OR WHOSE LAW FIRMS REPRESENT
OIL COMPANIES NOW WORKING FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN POSITIONS PRIMARILY ABOVE THE GS-12 LEVEL

Federal employment—Federal Power Commission

Former employment

Employee name Grade Positiontitle

Company name Position title

Lump-sum payments or deferred
compensation rights received
on separation

Baker, Frank E........ GS-14__________ Geologist

Baorror, John W GS-13.......... Supervisory regulatory

utility specialist.

Boyd, Ellis R., Jr...... GS-14 Head, planning and s

projects section.

Jensen, William....... GS-16.......... Administrative law judge

Johnson, John Ro;
& utility specialist.

Supervisory fegu!atur)* gas

Standard 0il & Gas Co__ ...
Canada Southern Qils, Inc

Staff geologist.
Honolulu Oil Corp
NA

District geologist.

gas Herb J. Hawthorne, Inc..._..__.

Schio Petroleum Co.....

A T R SR S

--.. Independent geologi
Asst. sales mnnaﬁe
Staff istrict_ superint

None,

None.

staff mechanical eingmeﬁr, unit engl-
neer, district engineer.

- Production engineering and asst.

trict engineer.

Consultant____________
Maralhnn {118+ Roustabout (laborer), assoc. petroleum

pecial
englneer

Area petroleum engineer, petroleum engi-
neer, engineer trainee,

Beber, Klutznick & Beber, (now Associate
Beber, Richards et al.).
Aledo Oil & Gas Co.,

Inc. (sold to Production superint

dis- None.

- None.
Retlrament hensfrts payabie tlunon al-

0il Co. thlough his retenllun n!u vested
right in their retirement plan.
None.

Sierra Petroleum (:o Inc.).

Loring, William T Supervisory g g

ing.

Core Lat ies,

U.S. Branson

general manager.
Engineering employee.

None, but received 2 weeks pay upon
termination of employment.
- None.

None.
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LISTING OF FORMER OIL COMPANY, OIL COMPANY AFFILIATED AND OIL COMPANY RELATED EXECUTIVES AS WELL AS ATTORNEYS WHO THEMSELVES OR WHOSE LAW FIRMS REPRESENT
OIL COMPANIES NOW WORKING FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN POSITIONS PRIMARILY ABOVE THE GS-12 LEVEL—Continued

Federal employment—Department of Defense Former employment

Employee name Grade Position/title

Company name Position/title

Lump-sum payments or defarred
ion rights r
saparalmn

Merriam, Prof. Daniel F. NA
Maody, Rush, Jr. NA

Nassikas, John N Exmuliw level Chairman

0'Mahoney, Robert M__ GS-15
Reusch, Charles F GS-13.......... Chemical engineer

Thomas, Weldon L...__ G5-13 General engineer

Office of Special Assistant____ Ross, McCord, Ice & Miller (now Ice,

Unmn 0il Co., California
beman, McRae, Sealy, Laughlin
Bmwder‘

Geologist
Partner.

Baker, Botts, Andrews & Shepherd

Wiggin, Nonrie, Sundeen, Nassikas
E‘g Pingree. i

Senior partner

Miller, Danadio &
Amoco Chemicals Co o

IFH Gas Co. President and

Research engineer.

None.
Received balance in his capital account,
hls share of prm‘rts and return of con-
to firm ret fund, upon
mthdrawal

Defense trial attorney._..____._.____.__

Received balance of proportionate share of
the undistributed net income of the
firm, balance in the capital account,
and a settlement amount of his partner-
ship share on account of dissolution of
the firm.

Assoeiibe oo oo o Nome,

General Gas Corp. District manager.
Georgia 1nst|lute of Technotugy

Associate prof. and delpartment head, gas

engineering technology.

Listing of former oil company, oil company
affilinted and oil company related executives
as well as attorneys who themselves or whose
law firms represent oil companies now work-
ing for the Federal Government in positions
primarily above the GS-12 level.

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

Excerpts of duties performed by the above
employees:

Presiding over formal administrative hear-
ings and issuing orders and rendering deci-
slons on cases heard.

Supervising and programming technical
investigations relating to producer rate cer-
tificates involving natural gas companies.

Engineering the analysis of transmission
system pipeline applications.

Preparing reports analyzing the present

and future availability of fuels for electric
power generation.

Monitoring current natural gas supply
levels and demand.

Consulting on geostatistics and editorial
matters.

Writing opinions, orders for members, and
providing written analysis of pending cases
for the Commission.

LISTING OF FORMER OIL COMPANY, OIL COMPANY AFFILIATED AND OIL COMPANY RELATED EXECUTIVES AS WELL AS ATTORNEYS WHO THEMSELVES OR WHOSE LAW FIRMS REPRESENT
OIL COMPANIES NOW WORKING FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN POSITIONS PRIMARILY ABOVE THE GS-12 LEVEL

Federal employment—Department of Transportation

Former employment

Employee name Grade Position/title

Company name

Position/title

Lump-sum payments or deferred
compensation rights received
on separation

Aubry, Robert F___.
Boyce, James W__
Denny, John R

=t A {l;;s ~14__________ Petroleum engineer.

GS-13.......... Highway engineer
Englander, Irwin

Gregory, James B E : level
1.

Lundgren, Jerome F_.. GS-12
Pattee, Frank S GS

cialist.

Thomas, James C._.... GS-14_.______.. Transportation

(pipeline).
Thompson, Basil H., Jr. GS 11.......... Attorney-adviser
White, John B -13

Wisleder, Robert W.... GS-14

-~ Supervisory electrical engineer

Attorney-adviser__......
-14.......... Highway safety management spe-

safety  manager

Transportation industry analyst

Project engineer__.____.__..
. Electrical engineer for mﬁneﬁ' pmwcts ¥
- Senior asphalt representative__________

Standard 0il of Indiana____...______ Not given

Union Oil Co. of California..........
Iytical
product
(product

Research chemist section leader (ana-
research);
evaluation);
research); manager of
marketing planning;

None

None,

$7,000 deferred pay in 5 annua

installm ents.

None,

None.

section leader

supervisor

manager of

environmental sciences; manager of
research planning.

. Texaco Inc
Cities Service Oil Co__.__.

General sales representative._._______
.- Lubrication engineer, wholesale sales

management specialist.
Ada Ol CO.cnv oo oo e e mwmw - ASSistant manager and sales engineer,
pipeline sales.

Consumers Power Co

tion).
Hunt 0il Co

Senior engineer (general gas distribu-

Not given._.___..._ o
________ eamecnescanesama-- Merchandising salesman, merchandis-

ing sales re rssant.atlva. district
supervisor—TBA sales. distr.ct sales

supervisor.

Wood, Leonard E GS-15

- Amerada Petroleurn COMPennnnnanan Not given (cuilege student)
Supmism snvirunmantal science  Mobil Oil C Staff
research specialist.

.............. weene-= Home.

Mabile 0il de Venezuela........... Notgiven (g'raduata student training

program.)

Listing of former oil company, oil companycepts and channel control procedures for

affiliated and oil company related executives
as well as attorneys who themselves or whose
law firms represent oll companies now work=-
ing for the Federal Government in positions
primarily above the GS-12 level.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Excerpts of duties performed by the above
employees:

Reviewing and approving state standard
specifications and plans proposed for use on
Federal-ald highway construction.

Conducting model/intermodal programs in
pipeline safety.

Developing communiecation system con-

satellite air traffic control systems.

Serving as an expert in petroleum/liquid
matters and carrying out natural gas en-
gineering functions.

Determining and establishing program
policies, objectives and priorities, and direct-
ing the development of action plans to ac-
complish the Natlonal Highway Trafic Safety
Administration mission.

Planning and supervising a program of re-
search to devise more effective means to pro-
tect highway systems against the natural
hazard.

Ensuring safe water supplies for roadside
rest areas.

Advising on all electrical engineering mat-
ters related to the power, heating and illumi-

nation of ships and small boats to be con-
structed.

Initiating, preparing, and reviewing instru-
ments, documents and correspondence per=
taining to legal aspects of various programas,

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning business?
If not, morning business is closed.
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TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, AND
GENERAL GOVERNMENT APPRO-
PRIATION ACT, 1976

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen-
ate will now resume consideration of
H.R. 8597, which the clerk will state.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bill (H.R. 8597) making appropriations
for the Treasury Department, the United
States Postal Service, the Executive Office
of the President, and certain Independent
Agencies, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1976, and the period ending September 30,
1976, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Time for debate on this bill is lim-
ited to 2 hours to be equally divided
and controlled by the Senator from Ore-
gon (Mr. Harrierp) and the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. MoNTOYA), 1 hour
on any amendment and 30 minutes on
any debatable motion, appeal, or point
of order.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendments be agreed to en bloc and
that the bill as thus amended be regard-
ed for the purposes of amendment as
original text.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments agreed to en bloc are
as follows:

On page 2, line 8, strike $27,000,000"
insert *'$27,600,000";

On page 2, line 16, strike “$6,750,000" and
insert “$6,875,000";

On page 2, line 20, strike “$2,400,000” and
insert “$2,580,000";

On page 2, line 23, strike *“$600,000” and
insert “$645,000";

On page 3, line 6, strike “$14,000,000" and
insert “$12,000,000";

On page 4, line 4, insert:

GRANTS TO THE HOOVER INSTITUTION ON WAR,
REVOLUTION, AND PEACE

For payments to the Hoover Institution on
War, Revolution, and Peace as provided by
Public Law 93-585, $7,000,000, to remain
avallable until January 2, 1980.

On page 5, line 3, strike “$310,000,000" and
insert “‘$304,820,000";

On page 5, line 8, strike “$77,600,000" and
insert “$76,230,000";

On page 5, line 14, strike *“$41,441,000"
and insert “$41,230,000";

On page 5, line 16, strike “$10,360,000"
and insert “$10,307,600";

On page 6, line B, strike “$44,000,000"” and
insert “$44,500,000";

On page 6, lilne 10, strike *$11,000,000"
and insert “$11,125,000";

On page 6, line 22, strike *$765,000,000”
and insert “$771,600,000";

On page 6, line 24, strike "$191,250,000™"
and insert “$192,875,000";

On page T, line 9, strike *$825,200,000" and
insert "'£833,000,000";

On page T, line 11, strike "“$206,250,000” and
insert "'$208,2560,000";

On page T, line 23, strike “$92,000,000” and
insert “$05,250,000";

On page 9, line 5, insert:
RevoOLVING FUND FOR ADVANCE PAYMENTS TO
UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL AIR CARRIERS

There shall be appropriated to the United
States Postal Service $7,000,000 for the es-
tablishment and operation of a Revolving

and
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Fund pursuant to section 2602(c) of title 39,
United States Code.
On page 11, line 14, strike *$1,000,000” and
insert “$500,000"";
On page 11, line 16, strike *$250,000" and
insert “$125,000":
On page 12, line 3, strike:
ExPANSION OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION
EXPENSES, DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT

For payment of interest into the Treasury
as miscellaneous receipts on the current
market value of the inventory of materials
procured under section 303 of the Defense
Production Act of 1950, as amended (50
US.C. App. 2083), as of the first day of
each fiscal year commencing with July 1,
1975, pursuant to sectlon 711(b) of the
Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 US.C.
App. 2161 (b)), $16,200,000.

For payment of “Expenses, Defense Pro-
duction Act” for the period July 1, 1976,
through September 30, 1976, $3,800,000.

On page 132, line 21, strike “$104,000" and
insert “$274,000";

On page 13, line 2, strike *$26,000" and
insert “$68,500;

On page 13, line 23, strike *“§23,5600,000"
and insert ‘“$24,000,000";

On page 14, line 2, strike
and insert “$6,000,000";

On page 14, llne 7, strike "$530,000" and
insert “$730,000";

On page 14, line 9, strike *“$132,000" and
insert “$182,500";

On page 14, line 16, strike "“$8,900,000" and
insert “$8,500,000";

On page 17, line 11, strike *“$94,500,000"
and insert “$94,700,000";

On page 18, line 4, strike “$23,625,000" and
insert *$23,675,000";

On page 19, line 26, strike “‘expended” and
insert “September 30, 1976"";

On page 20, line 3, strike “to remain avail-
able until expended”’;

On page 23, line 1, strike *$1,116,354,000"
and insert “$1,142 554,000";

On page 23, line 2, strike “$62,686,000" and
insert "'$63,786,000";

On page 23, line 3, strike “(except as pro-
vided herein)™;

On page 24, line 2, strike:

Provided further, That all amounts remain-
ing unobligated on September 30, 1976, in
connection with projects specified in Public
Law 93-381, under the heading “Federal
Bulldings Fund, Limitations on Avallability
of Revenue,” subsection T(a), are hereby
rescinded and shall be deposited in miscel~
laneous receipts of the Treasury of the
United States

On page 24, line 13, strike “$440,000,000"
and insert $447,000,000”;

On page 24, line 14, strike “$380,000,000"
and insert *‘$397,000,000";

On page 24, line 16, strike “$63,000,000” and
insert “$64,000,000";

On page 25, line 16, strike “$1,141,354,000”
and insert *£1,059,300,000";

On page 25, line 21, strike *274,050,000"
and insert “$281,700,000";

On page 25, line 23, strike “$26,300,000”
and insert "“8$27,700,000";

On page 25, line 25, strike “$110,000,000”
and insert “$111,750,000";

On page 26, line 1, strike *$85,000,000"
and insert “$99,250,000";

On page 26, line 2, strike *“$15,750,000"
and insert “$16,000,000";

On page 26, line 8, strike “$274,050,000"
and insert “$281,700,000";

On page 26, line 10, following *“United
States”, insert the following: Provided fur-
ther, That moneys now or hereafter de-
posited into the fund established by section
210(f) of the Pederal Property and Adminis-
trative Services Act of 1949, as amended (40
U.S.C. 490(f)), and avallable pursuant to
annual appropriation Acts, may be trans-
ferred and consolidated on the books of the
Treasury Department into a special account

*$5,875,000"
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pursuant to section 9 of the Act of June 14,
1946, 60 Stat. 359 (40 U.8.C. 298), in accord-
ance with and for the purposes specified in
such section.

On page 27, line 11, strike *$160,000,000"
and insert “$158,000,000";

On page 28, line 14, strike “$40,000,000"
and insert “$39,750,000";

On page 28, line 15, insert:

PERSONAL PROPERTY ACTIVITIES
GENERAL SUFPPLY FUND

For necessary expenses for the “General
Supply Fund"”, $65,000,000.

On page 30, line 24, strike *“$16,000,000"
and insert *$15,000,000;

On page 31, line 2, strike "“$4,000,000" and
insert ““$3,750,000";

On page 31, line 19, strike
insert *“$1,700,000";

On page 31, line 21, strike
insert “$425,000™;

On page 32, line 8, strike
insert *“$300,0007;

On page 32, line 15, strike *“$61,638" and
insert *“'$75,000";

On page 37, at the end of line 19, insert *,
except as provided in section 204 of the Sup-
plemental Appropriation Act, 1976 (Public
Law 93-554)";

On page 38, line 24, insert:

Sec. 508. Except for expenditures for Presi-
dential travel contained in the White House
Office appropriation or except for expendi-
tures by the Treasury Department for legiti-
mate law enforcement purposes, either of
which may be expended In a confidential
manner when appropriate, no funds appro-
priated by this Act may be expended—

(a) pursuant to a certification of an of-
ficer or employee of the United States
unless—

(1) such certification is accompanied by, or
is part of, a voucher or abstract which de-
scribes the payee or payees and the items or
services for which such expenditure is being
made, or

(2) the expenditure of funds pursuant to
such certification, and without such a vouch-
er or abstract, is specifically authorized by
law; and

(b) unless such expenditure is subject to
audit by the General Accounting Office or is
specifically exempt by law from such an
audit.

On page 40, at the beginning of line 17,
insert “South Viet Nam,";

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that no point of or-
der shall be considered to have been
waived by reason of the agreement to
this order.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. President, on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, I am pleased
to present the Treasury, Postal Service,
and General Government appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1976, H.R. 8597.

The President’s budget, as amended,
requested $6,330,463,000 for programs
and activities under this appropriations
bill. The recommendation of the com-
mittee is $6,338,955,000. This is a reduc-
tion from fiscal year 1975 appropriations
of $1,854,954,500. Of this reduction,
$1,750,000,000 was in support of a one-
time payment of $50 to social security
recipients, which was authorized by the
Tax Reduction Act of 1975—Public Law
94-12.

The bill passed the House of Repre-
sentatives July 17, 1975 in the amount
of $6,265,532,152. The committee recom-
mendation is an increase of $8,492,000

“$940,000" and
*$235,000" and
*“$246,1562" and
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over the budget estimate and an increase
of $73,422,848 over the House bill. The
increase above the House allowance is
primarily for two programs requested by
the President as budget amendments fol-
lowing completion of House hearings.
These amendments were denied by the
House without prejudice. I will briefly
highlight the major items in the bill.
TITLE I—TREASURY DEPARTMENT

The committee recommendation for
the Treasury Department is $2,463,869,-
000. This is a reduction of $1,661,662,000
from the fiscal year 1975 appropriation,
a reduction of $51,114,000 from the
budget estimate and an increase of $18,-
639,000 over the House bill. The reduc-
tion from last year is primarily the result
of the one-time social security payment
of $1,750,000,000 which I mentioned
previously.

The major increase to the House al-
lowance is restoration of $15,000,000 to
the Internal Revenue Service. The House
bill reduced these appropriations by $21,-
778,000, The increased funding will pro-
vide staffing and resources to support in-
creased tax administration responsibili-
ties of the Internal Revenue Service re-
lating to the Freedom of Informatgon
Act, the Privacy Act, the Tax Reduction
Act, the Employee Retirement Income
Securtiy Act, and the Social Security
Amendments of 1974,

The bill includes $7,000,000 for the
Hoover Institution on War, Revolution,
and Peace which was authorized by Pub-
lic Law 93-585. The House denied these
funds without prejudice as the budget
amendment was received too late to hold
hearings. Appropriation of these funds
will enable the Department of the Treas-
ury to match private contributions, over
a 5-year period, for construction of edL_l-
cational facilities for the Hoover Insti-
tution.

Increases to the House bill include
$500,000 to the Office of the Secretary
and $180,000 for the Office of Revenue
Sharing for increased staffing; and $3,-
250,000 for the Secret Service to pro_vlde
additional agents for protective assign-
ments prior to the forthcoming political
conventions, the 30th anniversary of the
United Nations, the Bicentennial cele-
bration, and the ever increasing number
of visits of foreign dignitaries.

Reductions are recommended from the
House bill in appropriations for the
Federal Law Enforcement Training
Center, the U.S. Customs Service and the
Bureau of the Mint.

TITLE II—U.S. POSTAL BERVICE

The committee recommends concur-
rence with the House bill of $1,5682,185,-
000 for the U.S. Postal Service. This is
an increase of $92,500,000 over the budget
estimate to provide funding for the ex-
tended periods of phasing authorized by
Public Law 93-328.

Although Public Law 93-328, which
was Senate bill S. 411, extended the pe-
riods for phasing in full rates from 5
yvears to 8 years for certain regular-rate
mailers and from 10 years to 16 years for
certain nonprofit mailers, the President
failed to include the fiscal year 1976 re-
quirement of $92,500,000. Failure to in-
clude the subsidy funding would require
the Postal Service to impose a substantial
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increase in postage upon the affected
classes of mailers. As Public Law 93-328
passed the Senate by a vote of 71 to 11
and the House by 277 to 129, the commit-
tee believes this reflects the clear intent
of the Congress that the extended phas-
ing be supported.

Mr. President, I would like to ask for
the yeas and nays on final passage.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second.

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, the re-
maining items in this title are based on
the formula in the Postal Reorganization
Act—Public Law 91-375—for appropria-
tion of funding for public service costs,
revenue foregone, and the unfunded lia-
bility of the Post Office Department when
it was a Federal agency.

The committee recommends a separate
appropriation of $7,000,000 for reestab-
lishment of a revolving fund for making
advance payments to U.S. international
air carriers. These carriers are having a
difficult time in collecting funds from
foreign countries for the carriage of mail
pursuant to international agreements.
This revolving fund is authorized by 39
U.B8.C. 2602 and was in operation until
1965.

TITLE OI—EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE
PRESIDENT

The committee recommends $64,911,-
000 for the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent. This is a reduction of $18,151,000
from the budget estimate and a reduction
of $16,230,000 from the House hill.

Public Law 93-346 established the for-
mer residence of the Chief of Naval Op-
erations at the Naval Observatory as the
temporary, official residence of the Vice
President. The committee recommended
an increase of $170,000 to the House bill
to air-condition this residence. The Vice
President and his family will occupy the
residence during fiscal year 1976. In-
creases are also recommended to the
House bill of $500,000 for the Office of
Management and Budget for increased
staffing, and $200,000 for increased start-
up costs for the Office of Federal Pro-
curement Policy.

It is recommended $500,000 be reduced
from the unanticipated needs appropria-
tion to provide contingency funds for
the President at the level appropriated
during fiscal year 1975; $400,000 from
the Office of Telecommunications Pol-
iey; and $16,200,000 from the appropri-
ation request for expansion of defense
production expenses, Defense Produc-
tion Act. This appropriation, authorized
by Public Law 93-426, is the interest on
the current market value of materials
stockpiled under the Defense Production
Act (DPA). It was anticipated these
funds would procure additional materials
for the DPA stockpile when required.
The committee has been advised that no
matferial is planned to be procured in fis-
cal year 1976.

TITLE IV—INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

For independent agencies, tle commit-
tee recommends $2,220,990,000. This is a
reduction of $21,743,000 from the budget
estimate and an increase of $64,013,848
over the House bill. This is due primar-
ily to inclusion of $65,000,000 for pay-
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ment to the general supply fund of the
General Services Administration to in-
crease capitalization of the revolving
fund. This fund has not been augmented
since 1967. Due to continuing increases
in sales volume and substantial price
increases, there has been a constant ero-
sion of available resources. The House
denied this amendment without preju-
dice as it was too late to hold hearings.

The committee recommends $94,700,-
000 for the Civil Service Commission.
This is an increase of $200,000 over the
House bill to provide the Office of Vet-
erans’ Affairs with resources to imple-
ment fully its new responsibilities pur-
suant to the Vietnam Era Veterans Read-
justment Act of 1974—Public Law 93—
508.

An increase to the House bill of $760,~
000 for the salaries and expenses, Federal
management policy appropriation is rec-
ommended to provide for continued op-
eration of this organization under the
General Services Administration during
fiscal year 1976 pending the results of a
review by the Office of Management and
Budget as to proper organizational place-
ment for this responsibility.

For the allowances and office staff of
former Presidents, the committee recom-
mends an increase of $53,848 to the House
bill. This provides a reduction to the
budget estimate of $28,000 and will pro-
vide $65,000 for pensions and postal
franking privileges for widows of former
Presidents, the pension of $60,000 for
for former President Nixon and $175,000
for his office staff and related expenses
under the Former Presidents Act of 1958,
as amended.

The Federal Supply Service and the
Office of Preparedness are each recom-
mended for reductions of $1,000,000 from
the House bill.

For the Federal buildings fund, which
was created by the Public Buildings
Amendments of 1972, Public Law 92-313,
the committee recommends limitations
on the availability of revenue collected
from the standard level user charges of
$1,142,554,000. This is an increase of
$26,200,000 over the House bill and a
reduction of $7,429,000 from the budget
estimate. The increase over the House bill
will provide for construction of a sorely
needed tunnel at the Federal office build-
ing in Oklahoma City, Okla., and in-
creased limitations for rental of space,
program direction and centralized serv-
ice, and for real property operations. The
latter will continue current building op-
erations and services at the fiscal year
1975 levels and provide for known in-
creases in utility rates and fuel adjust-
ment charges.

The House bill recommends langsuage
which would require all sums accruing
to the TFederal buildines fund above
$1,141,354,000 to be deposited in the mis-
cellaneous receipts of the Treasury. The
House language would include funds
which were ecarried over from prior
years. The committee recommends that
prior year funds remain in the Federal
buildings fund. It is the opinion of the
committee that sufficient control of the
fund is exercised by the Congress in ap-
proving the annual limitations on the
availability of revenue.

The House bill directs construction
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funds for the projects specified in Pub-
lic Law 93-381 which remain unobli-
gated on September 30, 1976, to be re-
scinded and deposited in miscellaneous
receipts of the Treasury. Future require-
ments for these projects, including
claims, would be included in the budget
estimates of subsequent years. The com-
mittee does not agree with the House
language. Unavailability of these con-
struction project funds after Septem-
ber 30, 1976 could prevent GSA from
meeting commitments as a result of
judgments rendered in favor of contrac-
tors and cause delays in the completion
of projects. This could result in in-
creased costs to the Federal Govern-
ment.
LANGUAGE CHANGES

In addition to the language changes
which I have previously referred to, the
committee has included several items
which are of general interest. Funds for
a transition period are provided in this
bill which will allow the fiscal year of
the Federal Governmenf to commence
October 1, 1976 rather than July 1, 1976.
Language is provided in section 504 of
title V of the bill to allow funding to re-
main available for obligation through
September 30, 1976.

A new section 508 has been added to
title V of the bill which will require sub-
stantiating material in support of pay-
ments based on certification by an officer
or employee of the United States unless
the expenditures are authorized by law or
in those instances where the expendi-
tures are subject to audit by the General
Accounting Office. The language will ex-
cept travel expenses of the White House
Office and payments of the Treasury De-
partment for legitimate law enforcement
purposes.

In section 602 of title VI of the bill, the
committee included language to permit
the U.S. Government to employ refugees
of South Vietnam in the same manner as
refugees from Cuba, Poland, or the Baltic
countries. This provision was included at
the request of the State Department.

CONCLUSION

Mr. President, before concluding my
remarks, I wish to express my apprecia-
tion to the members of the subcommittee,
including the minority members, Senator
BerLrvon and Senator HATFIELD; and also
my appreciation to Mr. Fred Rhodes and
Mr. Arthur Levin of the staff, and Mr.
Burkett Van Kirk, the staff member of
the minority.

I want to say that the bill met with the
approval of both sides of the committee.
It was the best that we could do under the
circumstances, and I sincerely hope that
it will be approved as presented to the
Senate.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Jerry Stuckes
of the staff of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. Hansen) be given the privilege of
the floor for today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, as a
minority member of the subcommittee
which considered H.R. 8597, the appro-
priation bill for the Treasury, Postal
Service, and General Government for the
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fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, I want
to associate myself generally with the
remarks of the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, the distinguished senior Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. MonTOYA) and to
applaud his leadership in reporting this
bill so promptly.

This measure now before the Senate is
the product of many days of hearings
and persevering effort put forth not only
by our most capable and cordial chair-
man, but also the other members of the
subcommittee.

I congratulate the chairman for the
way he has conducted the affairs of the
subcommittee through these recent
months.

Unfortunately, but through no fault of
the subcommittee, this bill represents an
increase of $8,492,000 over the budget
estimate and an increase of $73,422,848
over the House bill. The prime reason for
these increases is that the committee had
to add $65,000,000 for a payment to the
general supply fund of the General Serv-
ices Administration. This payment was
to increase the capitalization of the re-
volving fund which had not been aug-
mented since 1967. Price increases over
the past 8 years had depleted the re-
sources available to the fund. My col-
leagues should know that the House de-
nied this increase without prejudice be-
cause it was sent up after hearings had
been completed.

The other big item involved a $92,-
500,000 increase over the budget estimate
to provide funding for the extended peri-
ods of phasing authorized by Public Law
93-328. The commitiee recommendation
concurs with the House bill which pro-
vides for $1,582,185,000 for the U.S.
Postal Service.

Mr. President, I am particularly
pleased that this bill includes funding
for the Hoover Institution on War, Rev-
olution, and Peace which was author-
ized by Public Law 93-585. Federal funds
will be matched by private contributions
to construct this very worthwhile educa-
tional facility on the campus of Stan-
ford University at Palo Alto, Calif. This
facility will be the sole Federal memo-
rial to the late President Herbert Hoover,
and will recognize his 50 years of ex-
traordinary and selfless public service
which included not only countless hu-
manitarian endeavors, but the chair-
manship of two Commissions on the Or-
ganization of the Executive Branch, and
his service as the 31st President of the
United States. I am proud to have been
a part of that group which recognizes
the ongoing value of this Hoover Me-
morial, and I am proud that this subcom-
mittee of which I am a member has seen
fit to appropriate these worthwhile
funds.

Mr. President, once again I want to
commend the manager of this bill, the
distinguished chairman of our Subcom-
mittee (Mr. MonTOYA), for the firm, fair
and methodical manner in which he has
presided over the development of this
appropriation legislation.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill is open to amendment.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague from Oregon
for his very kind words. I now yield to
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the distinguished Senator from Hawalii
(Mr. INOUYE) .

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I thank
the chairman very much.

Regretfully, I was not able to attend
the markup session of this measure on
Tuesday last. If I had been there, I
would have proposed a certain amend-
ment to this bill. At this time, I wish to
present this problem to the chairman,
hoping that he will carry the matter to
conference with an open mind to the
possibility of reconsidering the action
taken by the Senate.

Mr. President, this relates to the
amount for the Customs Service and
primarily for the sum approved for those
with inspection responsibilities.

In 1974, we played host to 14.1 mil-
lion international visitors. During the
period 1975 and 1976, which will be the
Bicentennial period, we anticipate wel-
coming over 32 million international
visitors. This is an increase of over 14
percent. Incidentally, Mr. President,
these are very conservative figures.

During the year 1974, 23.9 million
Americans went abroad. When these
Americans return, they have to be
processed through facilities of the Cus-
toms Service. It is anticipated that dur-
ing the period 1975-76, 50 million Amer-
jcans will be traveling abrozd and re-
turning to the United States. This is an
increase of 4 percent.

Incidentally, this latter figure does not
include Americans going to Mexico and
Canada. Because of the large number
traveling to these countries, we are not
able to keep exact figures.

It should 2lso be noted that next year
Montreal will be the host for the sum-
mer Olympics. I think it is safe to say
that this will attract hundreds of thou-
sands of Americans to cross the border
north, visit Montreal, and return.

This will indicate that during the pe-
riod 1975-76 our Customs Service will be
much more burdened than it is today.

It is common knowledge for those who
have had the privilege of traveling
abroad, that returning to the United
States can often be a traumatic experi-
ence. This sometimes involves a wait at
the port of entry at some airport, not
just 15 minutes, but possibly 2 or 3 hours.

We are hoping that the Bicentennial
will be a great year for visitors, a year
when visitors can come to the United
States feeling welcome.

So I would hope that the conferees, in
meeting with the House of Representa-
tives, will reconsider the action taken.
The action by the Senate would reduce
the amounts set aside for personnel by
an amount of $5,080,000. This affects 406
customs inspection personnel. I sincerely
hope that the chairman will keep these
facts in mind while in conference and,
if possible, reconsider the action taken
by the Senate committee.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, may I
say to the distinguished Senator from
Hawail that I certainiy will give this mat-
ter my most thorough consideration be-
fore we go to conference, and we will
discuss it in conference.

I might say, by way of background,
that the situation has arisen because the
1975 bill provided for an additional 501
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positions. The President, after we pro-
vided these positions, sent a rescission
message to Congress which suspended
the expenditure of funds for these posi-
tions. Congress, in turn, disapproved the
rescission. In late June, at the direction
of the House Appropriations Committee,
the Office of Management and Budget
was requested to allow the Customs Serv-
jce to staff these positions. At the be-
ginning of fiscal year 1976, personnel
staffing most of these positions were on
board, but no funding was included in
the fiscal year 1976 budget for their
support.

So, Customs is in a quandary at the
present time as to how to fund the ad-
ditional positions. We in the committee
had to face this issue. We had no budget
message from the President fo provide
additional funding for these positions.
Therefore, in the absence of a budget
message by the President, we disallowed
the $5,080,000 for these positions.

Since we disallowed this amount, we
have been informed that it is very urgent
that provision be made for funding these
positions.

I can assure my good friend from
Hawalii that we will discuss this matter
very thoroughly and try to provide ade-
quate funding in conference to assist
in funding these positions.

Mr. INOUYE. I thank the chairman
very much.

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Maine.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I thank
my good friend from New Mexico, the
floor manager of this bill.

I will not take up much of the Senate’s
time but I will make comments which
I think are the responsibility of the
Committee on the Budget.

Title I of the bill makes appropriations
for the Treasury Department, title IT for
the U.S. Postal Service, title III for the
Executive Office of the President, and
title IV for certain independent agencies
including the General Services Adminis-
tration, the Civil Service Commission,
the U.8. Tax Court, the Federal Election
Administration, and a number of com-
missions and agencies.

The budget authority in HR. 8579 in-
cludes amounts which fall into seven
functions of the Federal budget. As re-
ported by the Committee on Appropri-
ations, the bill makes appropriations of
$6.338 billion. This amount appears to
be within the budget resolution. I say
“appears to be” because when the Senate
Budget Committee was marking up the
first concurrent resolution it did not
establish exact figures for each line item
in the budget. That we regard as the re-
sponsibility of the Committee on
Appropriations. The best estimate of the
staff of the Budget Committee, however,
is that the items in this bill are well
within the first concurrent resolution on
the budget and that it will not jeopardize
funding of other foreseeable legislation
within the affected functions.

The outlays implicit in this bill ap-
pear to be within the guidelines of the
budget resolution.

I commend the distinguished chair-
man of the Appropriations Subcommit-
tee on Treasury, Postal Service, and
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General Government (Mr. MoNTOYA)
and the work he and the members of h's
Subcommittee have performed in mak-
ing judgments about national priorities
that must be faced in arriving at basic
and fundamental operations of our
Government. Senator MonToYA is also
especially to be commended for making
these priority judgments within the con-
text of the congressional budget. His ap-
proach has been both highly responsible
and highly responsive to the real limita-
tion and tight fiscal situation which we
face this year.

May I, in addition, Mr. President, ex-
press my appreciation to the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations (Mr, McCLELLAN) , who is
exercising his traditional role of budg-
etary restraint in an effort to meet the
pressing needs of our country within the
resources that are available.

Mr. President, I submit this report for
the record.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly thank the distinguished Senator
from Maine for his very kind words.

I know he has labored diligently in
assisting us with respect to budgetary
restraints, and his counsel and advice
have been most helpful to us in arriving
at the sums which we recommended in
this particular bill.

I have no additional comments, and
unless a Member requests that I yield to
him, I will ask.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I would
like that, if I may.

Mr. MONTOYA. I will be happy to
yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Two minutes.

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, we have
two fine Senators who are managing this
bill, and we all understand and recog-
nize that. I have noted in the report and
in the work of the committee, which I
highly commend, that for the National
Commission on Productivity and Work
Quality there was a cut in the budget
estimate of $500,000 by the House, and
the Senate commititee went along with
it. I do not blame them, because they
probably were unaware of what I am
about to tell them.

This is the situation: In the Commit-
tee on Government Operations—I am
glad Senator Muskie is in the Chamber,
because he knows a good deal about
this—we have been deeply concerned
with the problems of productivity in the
United States. We succeeded in working
out a bill which has been reported and
which I believe is on the calendar. I will
check that in a moment.

Under that bill, we have now provided
for a new approach of the productivity
centers which will improve materially
and expand the work of the Productivity
Commission. Indeed, it is a reorganiza-
tion—that is why it was in the Commit-
tee on Government Operations—of the
Productivity Commission. It involved the
reconciliation of the views of two of the
great AFL-CIO unions which will be the
most involved in the productivity prob-
lem—the Steelworkers’ Union and the
United Auto Workers.

Fortunately, because my relations are
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very good with both unions, I was able to
work out a reconciliation of those views,
with the result that the bill was agreed
upon, went through a great deal of con-
sideration and discussion in the commit-
tee, and will result in the kind of decen-
tralization of work on productivity and
work quality to which I have been aspir-
ing for 10 years and on which I feel the
committee has made very significant
progress.

I know that Senator PeErcy is out of
town; Senator Nunw may be in town, but
he is not now in the Chamber, and I have
not had an opportunity to talk with
him. Under the circumstances, inasmuch
as this is a very gifted advance—I am
able to speak about it because of my very
longstanding relationship to the produc-
tivity problem—I inquire whether or not
the managers would be congenial, for
the purposes of today, to restore the
budget amount, in order to take it to
conference, so that the new factor of this
new bill, which has been reported from
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions, may be considered by them, and so
forth. Inasmuch as we are under the
budget estimate in this particular case—
the amount is not all that great, and the
issue is very great—if they felt agree-
able to it, I would move to offer the
amendment.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr, President, I say
to the distinguished Senator from New
York that we have considered this budget
request very thoroughly. We have tried
to be very understanding and compas-
sionate in the past with respect to this
budget request.

Personally, I have tried to conduct very
thorough hearings to develop the proper
justification for the budget estimate
which was presented to the committee.
We in the subcommittee have not been
completely satisfied that the Commission
on Productivity and Work Quality has
been doing a meaningful, constructive,
and recognizable job. Perhaps their work
is effective; however, they have not pre-
sented adequate evidence to this effect to
the subcommittee.

We have favored them adequately. I
believe the hearings will reflect this. In
the past, they have received less funding.
The Commission was authorized in 1970,
and ample funds were provided for the
Commission in the initial stages. In their
appearances before the subcommittee,
they presented little in the way of con-
crete results of their work, The House re-
duced the request by $500,000, and we
followed the House recommendation.

I do not think there is any justifica-
tion for inereasing this amount by $500,-
000 as the Senator from New York sug-
gests. If additional information comes
before the subcommittee and a supple-
mental request is made by the President,
we certainly will consider it in a later
supplemental appropriation.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. After all, the amount
which is being appropriated is less than
the budget estimate; so the President
already has made his request. I point
that out.

Second, I am bringing the committee
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new information which they did not
have, which I think bears materially
upon the ability of this critically im-
portant operation, which has not been
satisfactory. We are the first to assure
the Senator of that.

The Senator knows how things move
around here—glacially., It will be an
enormous step forward if at least it will
be considered in conference. It is within
the budget estimate. I am not asking the
Senator to go beyond that. It will get us
3 or 4 months on our way.

If the Senator will yield, I ask Senator
Muskig, if I am not imposing on him,
to say a word on this matter, because he
sat in very much on the deliberations of
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions.

Mr. MUSKIE., Mr. President, I share
with the distinguished Senator from
New York his estimate of the importance
of the work of this agency. As we move
info the uncertain economic future, it is
important that we understand what we
must do, and how we can do if, to in-
crease our productivity in this country.
It is a key element; there is no question
about that.

The Senator from New York is much
more knowledgeable in this field than
I am. I am wholly committed to the ob-
jectives which he seeks to outline. I am
not as familiar with the program re-
quirements from the money point of view
as he is, but I am sure that his judgment
on that point is responsible, and I sup-
port his request.

Mr. JAVITS. I say to Senator Mon-
Toya that it is the new factor I am bring-
ing him. The bill was dealt with very
diligently; we debated the issues. It is
cosponsored by Senator PErcy and Sen-
ator Nuwn. It has been ordered reported
from the Committee on Government Op-
erations, and it represents the consum-
mation of highly effective work by two
of our greatest unions.

All I am saying is that it will be en-
couraging, at least, if Senators NuUnN
and Percy and I, as well as others, can
come to the conference and lay before
them the equity of the situation which
is new.

I agree thoroughly with Senator Mon-
TovA. He did not know anything about
this, and he did exactly right.

All I say is that perhaps we can save
3 or 4 months of very valuable time if
the conferees are now convinced that
this matter is going to be put on a new
and infinitely better road, well worth at
least the budget estimate. That is all
I ask. I ask for no commitments—just
that the door be kept open. If the Sena-
tor does not like it, he will strike it out
in conference, but at least the door will
be kept open.

Mr. MONTOYA. I say to the distin-
guished Senator from New York that last
year’s appropriation was $2 million. Our
recommended figure is $2 million. Before
that, for fiscal year 1974, the appropria-
tion was $885,000. So we have really in-
creased it in the last 2 years—this fiscal
vear and last fiscal year—over the
$885,000 which they had been receiving.

In fiscal year 1973, they did not re-
ceive any funding. I have requested this
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Commission to furnish us with specific
and concrete data as to their perform-
ance. They have not completely pre-
sented this evidence to us. They are
really at our sufferance with this $2 mil-
lion, because they have not provided
adequate justification for us to recom-
mend to Congress an appropriation of
over $2 million.

Mr. JAVITS. In the first place, I say
to my colleague that there are very few
things that are as critical for our coun-
try as this. This is the guts of our coun-
try.

We are down, way down in the cellar,
as they say in baseball, on productivity
compared to Germany, Japan, and many
other countries. This has been a long-
standing, heartfelt problem which I have
tried to deal with, I have been very dis-
appointed in this commission. As I re-
ported to the Senate, we are coming to
life. We have now gotten reported out of
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions a really effective bill to shake this
thing up. All I am trying to do is win
my colleague to a little faith in us, the
Committee on Government Operations,
to give us the open door to conferences.
The conferences can easily throw it out.
If we can demonstrate to the Senator
that at last this thing will really deserve
the money that is at least specified in
the budget. I am really making it some-
what personal, if the Senator will not
mind my saying so, because there is
nothing on the record, I agree, on the
facts as I am giving them to him now.

That is why I asked Senator MuUskiE to
support me in it, because he sat through
the sessions as we marked up this bill.
After 2 month’s work, we are really be-
ginning to go to town. I really ask the
Senator, on faith with us, at least to
leave the door open so that if the con-
ferees think it is deserved, they can do
it, especially since I am not asking the
committee to go beyond the budget
estimate.

Mr. MONTOYA. May I say to my
friend from New York, he is very elo-
quent, very kind, very persuasive. I am
truly sympathetic to his plea. Will not
the Senator from New York wait until
the next supplemental so that we can
give the Commission an opportunity to
come before the subcommittee and tell
us precisely what they have been doing
and what they will do with respect to
the mandate in the new legislation? I
can assure the Senator from New York
that if they come in and present a good
case and tell us that they are really going
to launch a meaningful effort in the field
of productivity, I will personally recom-
mend additional funding.

Mr. JAVITS. Really, what I am trying
to do, knowing how these things go and
because we are so much on the threshold,
is just to leave the door open. I saw Sena-
tor Muskie on his feet. Perhaps he will
help me with this. May I ask him that?

Mr. MUSKIE. I perhaps did not indi-
cate previously how impressed I was with
the work done in the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations to develop a more
effective program. Really, these kinds of
objectives must be served in some fash-
ion if we are to pull ourselves out of our
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present economic slump on a permanent
basis, making full use of the productive
capability of our economic system. The
work that was done on this piece of leg-
islation was most impressive. It did have
the full support of the Committee on
Government Operations.

One of the difficulties with our present
budget process still is that the work be-
ing done on the authorizing committee
level does not get the attention of the
Committee on Appropriations early
enough to be reflected in the numbers
that we approved.

I do support the request of the distin-
guished Senator from New York. I think
this is terribly important work. I gather
that the distinguished floor manager of
t.hetbill is being persuaded, at least in
part.

Mr. JAVITS. We want to persuade him
in toto, if we can.

May I again ask Senator MonNToYA,
as I say, on the faith of the Government
Operations Committee, if he will not
take this to conference? No commit-
ments, just give an opportunity to save
maybe 3 or 4 months. If the Senator is
convinced—I am speaking personally, I
shall take his decision—that we are
really now on the road that the commis-
sion deserves the budget estimate.

Mr. MONTOYA. I say to my good
friend from New York that even though
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions, which is compromised of very dis-
tinguished Members of this body, in
whom I have great faith, has established
new edicts of activity for the Commis-
sion, I am sure that they will not be
able to staff the Commission with person-
nel to carry out these mandates within
the next 2 or 3 months. So if the Com-
mission is intent on upgrading its mis-
sion as a result of the recommendations
in the new legislation, I shall be pleased
to look at the new mission and evaluate
it and make recommendations in a future
supplemental. I shall certainly do that.

I want to impress upon my colleague
from New York that we really will give
the proposal a good hearing, so that if
additional perscnnel are justified, we will
provide for additional funding.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I respect
Senator Montoya enormously. I think
what he is telling me is in complete good
faith. Half a million dollars is not going
to make or break anything. If the Sen-
ator feels that strongly about it, I am
not going to press any further.

Mr. MONTOYA. I thank the Senator
from New York.

Mr. HATFIELD. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes.

Mr. HATFIELD. I do not really think
there is any difference between the ob-
jectives being sought by my colleague
from New York (Mr. Javirs) and the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. MoN-
ToYA). I think the Senator from New
York has provided us with some new
information which will certainly give
us a new perspective on the Commission.
I do think it will take some time to im-
plement whatever the Government Oper-
ations Committee is proposing. I join
the chairman in urging my colleague
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that he ask for any additional funding
for whatever planning will require ad-
ditional funding at the time the Com-
mission receives a new mandate, at
which time the Commission can put it
together and make some proposals that
will require additional funding. I think
the record should show that none of us
is in disagreement, but I think it is a
question of timing, and I think we can
achieve the objectives that the Commit-
tee on Government Operations is propos-
ing at this time.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague. I
thank the Senator.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields tima?

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I am
not a member-

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. HATFIELD. I yield time to the
Senator from Michigan.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I am not a member of
the Committee on Appropriations, but
my attention has been called to section
508 on page 38 and page 39. There is
some problem with the printing of this
particular bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair is advised that there is
a printer’s error. The pages are reversed.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes. This appears, first
of all, clearly to be legislation in an ap-
propriation bill.

I have made some inquiry and I know
that there probably is a good and worthy
purpose to this language, but it does, in
my opinion, reach very far and could
go farther than perhaps those who are
seeking to put it in realize.

I should like to inquire of the distin-
guished manager of the bill whether or
not any hearings were held in connec-
tion with this particular language?

Mr. MONTOYA. There were no hear-
ings held. The amendment was proposed
in the full committee. This is not the
recommendation of the subcommitee.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I see.

Mr. President, under those ecircum-
stances, I am going to make a point of
order that this is legislation on an ap-
propriation bill,

Mr. MONTOYA. Will the Senator with-
hold the point of order until Senator
ScHWEIKER comes into the Chamber,
s0 he may defend his position?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I shall not withhold the
point of order, but I certainly—yes, I
withhold it. But I do intend to make it.

Mr. MONTOYA. That is fine.

Mr. PASTORE. Will the manager of
the bill yield to me on another matter
while we are awaiting Mr. SCHWEIKER'S
arrival?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes, I yield.
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SENATE RESOLUTION 221—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION RELAT-
ING TO INTERNATIONAL COOP-
ERATION IN STRENGTHENING
SAFEGUARDS OF NUCLEAR MA-
TERIALS

(Referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.)

Mr. PASTORE (for himself, Mr. Mox-
DALE, Mr. INOUYE, and Mr., MONTOYA)
submitted the following resolution:

S. REs. 221

Resolved, That the President seek the im-
mediate international consideration of
strengthening the effectiveness of the In-
ternational Atomic Energy Agency’s safe-
guards on peaceful nuclear activities and
seek intensified cooperation with other nu-
clear suppliers to insure that the most
stringent safeguard conditions are applied
to the transfer of nuclear equipment and
technology to prevent the proliferation of
nuclear explosive capability.

Whereas the Senate of the United States
ratined the Treaty on the Non-Proliferatinn
of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) in recognition of
the devastation associated with a nuclear
war and of the need to make every effort to
avert the danger of such a war;

Whereas the parties to the treaty ex-
pressed a common belief that the prolifera-
tlon of nuclear weapons would seriously in-
crease the danger of nuclear war;

Whereas the United States and other par-
tles to the treaty pledged to accept specified
safeguards regarding the transfer to non-
nuclear weapon states of special nuclear
materlals and facilities for the processing,
use, or production of such materials;

Whereas recent events, including the ex-
plosion of nuclear devices, and the develop-
ment of uranium enrichment facilities, and
the proposed transfer of nuclear enrich-
ment and reprocessing facilities to nonnu-
clear weapon states, emphasizes the impera-
tive need to increase the scope, comprehen-
siveness, and effectiveness of international
safeguards on peaceful nuclear activities so
that there will be no further proliferation of
nuclear weapons capability;

Whereas the Senate of the United States is
particularly concerned about the conse-
quences of transactions without effective
safeguards that could lead to the production
of plutonium and other special nuclear ma-
terials by nonnuclear weapon states through-
out the world; and

Whereas the Senate is particularly con-
cerned about the proliferation threat posed
by the possibility of the development in the
near future of a large number of independent
national enrichment and reprocessing facili-
tles and therefore belleves that the United
States should take the lead in securing agree-
ment for the development of regional multi-
national, rather than national, centers to
undertake enrichment and reprocessing actly-
ities In order to minimize the spread of
technology which could be used to develop
nuclear explosives: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate of the United
States strongly requests and urges the Presi-
dent to seek through the highest level of
consultation in the United Nations and with
the other leaders of the world community,
an intensive cooperative international effort
to strengthen and improve both the scope,
comprehensiveness, and effectiveness of the
international safeguards on peaceful nuclear
activities so that there will be a substantial
and immediate reduction in the risk of di-
version or theft of plutonium and other spe-
cial nuclear materials to military or other
uses that would jeopardize world peace and
security; be it further
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Resolved, That the President seek, through
consultation with suppliers of nuclear equip-
ment and technology, their restraint in the
transfer of nuclear technology and their co-
operation in assuring that such equipment
and technology only is transferred to other
nations under the most rigorous, prudent,
and safeguarded conditions designed to as-
sure that the technology itself is not em-
ployed for the prodiction of nuclear explo-
sives; and be it further

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
is directed to transmit copies of this resolu-
tion to the President of the United States
and to the SBecretary of State.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I shall
send to the desk a resolution for myself
and Mr. MonpaLE that has to do with the
proliferation of nuclear material and
calling upon the President of the United
States, through the auspices of the
United Nations, to seek more cooperation
on the part of the various governments
of the world to make sure that these
safeguards are strengthened. I should
like to make the following statement. It
will only take me about 4 minutes to do
§0.

On March 5, 1970, the Nonproliferation
Treaty went into effect. Five tumultuous
years have passed—the tragedy of Viet-
nam is behind us—renewal of the conflict
in the Middle East is an ever present
danger—but while we try to maintain the
delicate balance between détente and de-
fense a new, insidious and perhaps ulti-
mately the most dangerous development
in the past decades is before us. This is
the spread of nuclear technology which
threatens the very core of global stability.

May we have order, Mr. President?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will be in order.

Mr. PASTORE. With expanding
growth and knowledge of nuclear tech-
nology, the potential for nuclear weapons
development exists in practically all cor-
ners of the world. As a result, an increas-
ing number of nations, if they are so in-
clined, are in a position to create world
havoe and unrest because they possess
the ability to manufacture a nuclear
weapon. There is an imperative need that
all nations of the world recognize this
problem and that their leaders cooperate
fully to improve international safeguards
on peaceful nuclear activities.

This country has long adhered to the
policy of nonproliferation of nuclear
weapons. The Senate in 1966 specifically
endorsed the concept of preventing nu-
clear weapons spread without a single
dissenting vote.

In pure and simple terms—and T had
to use the microphone because people
are talking, Mr. President——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Senators will cease their conver-
sation or withdraw to the cloakrooms
and the Senate will be in order.

Mr. PASTORE. In pure and simple
terms, Mr. President, any nation that
provides fissionable material for peace-
ful use must make sure that the recip-
ient of such materials agrees to inter-
national inspection and safeguards and
all those who receive it in turn agree
that they subscribe to international in-
spection and safeguards.
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The hope of all peoples of the world,
now and for future generations, is a
worldwide system of comprehensive and
effective international safeguards, the
purpose of which is to prevent the diver-
sion of fissionable material from peace-
ful nuclear activities to nuclear weapons.
Although there are now international
safeguards undér 'the auspices of the
International Atomic Energy Agency,
there is no doubt that these safeguards
must be strengthened. This should be a
top priority item on the international
agenda, for only with such safeguards
will our people and the people of the
rest of the world have some assurance
against the peril of a nuclear holocaust
from any quarter of the globe.

In view of the widespread use and
knowledge of nuclear technology in the
world, the improvement of international
safeguards can only be accomplished
by full cooperation within the interna-
tional community.

Today Senator MonpaLE and I are in-
troducing a resolution which calls upon
our President to initiate serious and ur-
gent efforts within the community of
nations to strengthen international
safeguards of peaceful nuclear activi-
ties. The resolution endorses the prin-
ciple of additional and prompt efforts
by the President which are appropriate
and necessary in the interest of peace
for the solution of nuclear proliferation
problems.

In view of the very complex and dan-
gerous world in which we live, an urgent
effort on the part of the President to kin-
dle anew an international effort to
strengthen the safeguards system would
be the exercise of the highest form of
Presidential responsibility. If this chal-
lenge is not met, our legacy for future
generations may be life under the con-
tinuing threat of nuclear blackmail, with
the specter of a nuclear holocaust an ever
increasing danger.

If the challenge is met, the legacy could
well be a gift which would:

First, lessen the danger of nuclear war;

Second, improve the chance for nu-
clear disarmament;

Third, reduce international tensions;
and

Fourth, stimulate the widespread
peaceful development of nuclear energy.

Billions of people in this world look to
the leaders of the international com-
munity for actions to deal with this
gravely important issue. Our President
should take the lead through the United
Nations, as President Kennedy did in
pressing for a limited test ban and as
President Johnson did in urging the
adoption of the Nonproliferation Treaty.
I urge President Ford to take this major
step to assure a more peaceful world. This
Senate resolution urges the President to
exercise leadership as appropriate and
necessary to assure that international
safeguards on peaceful nuclear activities
are urgently strengthened. Nuclear tech-
nology was created by the minds of civil-
ized people. Surely these same minds can
also construct and agree to a system of
international safeguards which will as-
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sure that nuclear material and equip-
ment are not diverted from civilian to
military uses. The world needs any and
all assurance that can be given that our
children and future generations will be
protected from a nuclear disaster.

Now, Mr. President, I understand that
this resolution will be referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations. I am
not going to ask for immediate consid-
eration of the resolution at this time. I
would like to have the Members of the
Senate digest it more, and have the
members of the Committee on Foreign
Relations have an opportunity to look
at it and digest it because this is very,
very important, and I hope they will act
expeditiously.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, I would just like to say,
if I may, very briefly, I know Senator
MonpaLE wishes to be heard, this sounds
very good and very interesting to me.

I am a member of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, and I shall make it
my personal responsibility to see that it
has the utmost consideration.

I might say that the subcommittee, of
which I am the ranking minority mem-
ber on the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, is now considering this very sub-
ject, chaired by Senator SyMINGTON,
and I would like to add also that I think
it shows again the perspicacity of Sen-
ator PasToRE and Senator MonpaALE that
they are letting it go to the Committee
on Foreign Relations so that it can really
be meaningful when reported and acted
upon.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield briefly?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. BAKER. I commend the cospon-
sors of this resolution for their introduc-
tion of this resolution.

I, too, am pleased that it is coming
before the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. I join with my colleague from New
York in expressing my dedication to a
careful examination of the situation.

I also have the privilege of being the
senior Republican on the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy on the Senate side
and serving under the chairmanship of
the Senator from Rhode Island I know
of this deep and continuing interest in
this field, and I commend him for this
move.

I might say, Mr. President, this week
I had the opportunity to talk to our dis-
tinguished Secretary of State about this
matter, and I know from my personal
knowledge that he has discussed this
matter at some length and with great
feeling with the President of the United
States.

I characterized this problem to him
as a millennium-type undertaking. Only
once every thousand years or so does
mankind face one of those fundamental
decisions they have to make in order to
guarantee the existence of civilization.
Our efforts to coherently approach the
business of the control of the prolifera-
tion of nuclear materials and construc-
tion of nuclear weapons is such a millen-
nium-type undertaking.
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I tender my congratulations to the
sponsors of the resolution, and I join
them in expressing my keen concern and
interest.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator INOUYE
and Senator MonTOoYA be added as co-
Sponsors.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Who yields time?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE, I am delighted to join
the chairman of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy in offering this resolu-
tion today.

First, I would like to begin by saying
what a privilege it has been for me to
work with Senator PasTorE on the ques-
tion of nuclear weapons proliferation. It
is a subject that the Senator from Rhode
Island knows thoroughly from his early
leadership in pressing for adoption of
the Non-Proliferation Treaty—NPT.
Both the Senate and Nation are indebted
to him for his dedication and for his
effectiveness on this as on many other
issues, I would like to express my ap-
preciation to him and to the staff
director of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, George Murphy, for
their valuable contributions and co-
operation in developing the resolution
that is now pending before the Senate.

The resolution is designed to address a
new and alarming danger that faces not
only the United States, but the world
community as well. At issue is the sale of
the complete nuclear fuel cycle, includ-
ing uranium enrichment and plutonium
separation plants, to nonnuclear-weap-
ons countries.

Why are these sales so disturbing?

First, within the scientific commu-
nity it is widely conceded that restric-
tions over the availability and use of
weapons grade materials, rather than
the technology for actual assembly of a
bomb, constitute the major obstacle to
atomic weapons production. Until now,
the technology and equipment needed to
produce these materials have not been
sold by the world's nuclear nations to
nonnuclear weapons countries.

That is new and exceedingly dangerous
under this new sale.

Now, with the proposed transfer of
uranium enrichment and plutonium sep-
aration plants to Latin America and
other nations, the old regime based upon
restraint among nuclear supplying coun-
tries is in jeopardy.

Second, the safeguards that are cur-
rently being enforced by the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
are not capable of preventing countries,
or even criminals and terrorists, from
diverting or stealing sufficient quantities
of these materials from fuel cycle facili-
ties to produce explosive devices. The
IAEA, while it has had considerable ex-
perience in safeguarding nuclear reac-
tors, has never before faced the chal-
lenge of safezuarding either enrichment
or reprocessing plants. Safeguard pro-
cedures to govern these facilities have
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been under discussion by technical ex-
perts within the IAEA but they have
never been enforced by the Agency, and
the U.S. Government is not convinced
that they will work. Such procedures will
have to be much more restrictive than
the traditional TAEA reactor safeguards.
Unlike reactors, separation plants will
require constant or nearly constant on-
site surveillance to prevent diversion.
Moreover, serious problems including the
design of measures to guard against theft
or diversion during transportation as
well as at the plant, and to respond to the
risk of terrorism, have yet to be resolved.
And it is not yet clear that these ques-
tions can be answered satisfactorily in
the foreseeable future. Even in the
United States, where we have had many
years of military experience in the pro-
duction of plutonium, the physical and
materials safeguards problems posed by
commercialization of this process, were
judeed to be so severe as to warrant the
recent decision by the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission to postpone for 3 years
any decision on whether to proceed with
commereial plutonium recycle.

Third, there is serious question about
the motivation of countries that are in
such a rush to obtain plutonium separa-
tion facilities. There is no economic jus-
tification for the acquisition of a rela-
tively small national plutonium reproc-
essing plant of the type involved in West
Germany’s negotiations with Brazil. As
the New York Times pointed out in a
June 9 editorial, Brazil would have to
have a $500 million facility serving 30
giant reactors to make a plutonium sepa-
ration plant commercially feasible. At
the present time, Brazil does not have a
single reactor in operation.

In fact, none of the individual coun-
tries that are reportedly seeking to buy
plutonium separation plants would be in
position to benefit economically from a
plutonium reprocessing facility for dec-
ades, if ever.

One wonders then why on earth are
we doing it, and that speculation is truly
scary, indeed.

In view of the fact thet several of the
countries that are reportedly seeking to
buy these plants—Brazil, Argentina and
Pakistan—have not ratified the Non-
Proliferation Treaty, we would be foolish
not to wonder about their intentions.

These questions, and others raised in
the Senate by Senators PasTORE, RIBI-
corF, and GLENN, prompted me, on June
18, to introduce Senate Resolution 188.
That measure sought to express the op-
position of the Senate to the transfer of
uranium enrichment and plutonium re-
processing facilities until a fully effective
system of international safeguards could
be adopted. Twenty-one Members of the
Senate, from both political parties, joined
me in cosponsoring that resolution.

Unfortunately, on June 27, West Ger-
many and Brazil signed their contract,
which included uranium enrichment and
plutonium separation plants. I was par-
ticularly disturbed to note that Chancel-
lor Helmut Schmidt was quoted as hav-
ing said at a news conference the day
before that he had not heard “a word of
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criticism” of the agreement from the
U.S. Government, That concern did ex-
ist within the Congress and within the
State Department, but regrettably it was
apparently not communicated strongly
enough nor directly by President Ford or
Secretary Kissinger to the West German
Chancellor.

There has been a tendency among gov-
ernment officials in other countries, un-
doubtedly encouraged by spokesmen for
their nuclear industries, to dismiss U.S.
criticisms of the fuel cycle sales as the
work of American companies who would
like to obtain the contracts for them-
selves. This argument is untrue and it
totally ignores the real issues that are
at stake.

The West German Government main-
tains that the safeguards included in
their agreement with Brazil will be fully
adequate, noting that they go beyond the
existing NPT requirements. General
agreement was reportedly reached that
German-supplied technology, as well as
materials and equipment, would be safe-
guarded by the IAEA, that safeguards
would be maintained indefinitely, that
retransfers to third countries would be
subject to safeguards, and that equip-
ment and technology transferred from
West Germany to Brazil would not be
used to build explosive devices. While
these provisions are clearly better than
no checks whatsoever, it remains to be
seen whether they will be fully adequate.
In fact, the detailed safeguards require-
ments with respect to physical and mate-
rials security have yet to be spelled out.
Noticeably absent is a requirement for
regionalization of the fuel cycle facili-
ties—a step that would insure that
multinational control and international
surveillance could be exercised more ef-
fectively. And, although Germany has
secured an agreement that not just the
plants themselves, but also the technol-
ogy from those plants will be safe-
guarded, what is to prevent the Brazilian
engineers and scientists who are trained
by West Germany to operate these plants
from developing their own technology.
Unfortunately, this problem may not lend
itself to an easy answer but since Brazil,
as a nonparticipating country, is not
bound by the Non-Proliferation Treaty
to forego weapons production, the di-
lemma is all the more disturbing.

My intention is not to make accusa-
tions against Brazil or any other coun-
try. I only point cut that there are many
unanswered questions with respect to
safeguards and that these questions are
serious enough to warrant delay in the
transfer of this equipment and technol-
ogy until a stringent program can be
implemented.

If some form of international restraint
is not exercised, it is obvious that as the
competition for sales and industry pres-
sure intensify, the temptation will be for
suppliers to impose less rather than more
effective controls over the use of this
technology. In such a climate, efforts to
achieve a fully effective international
safeguards program could be completely
undermined. For example, the NPT Re-
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view Conference, which met several
weeks ago in Geneva, recommended that
future enrichment and reprocessing fa-
cilities be developed as regional nuclear
fuel cycle parks which would be under
multinational rather than national con-
trol. Such facilities would assure better
surveillance and, at the same time, re-
duce rivalries that might otherwise lead
to proliferation of weapons capability.
However, if a number of countries have
already received guarantees that they
can obtain their own national plunts, it
will be much more difficult to convince
others that they should sign an agree-
ment to waive this option.

With these concerns in mind, Senator
PasTorE and I joined in submitting our
resolution today. It is intended to com-
municate to the administration and
hopefully, to the leaders of other nuclear
supplier countries, the Senate’s belief
that action is needed to develop and
implement a stringent international
safeguards program before the means
for production of nuclear weapons are
dispersed throughout the world. The res-
olution seeks agreement among nuclear
suppliers not to transfer uranium en-
richment and plutonium separation
equipment and technology to other
countries in the absence of a fully effec-
tive safeguards program. Beyond this,
it identifies at least one aspect of such
a program by recommending that trans-
fers be limited to regional multinational
centers, rather than small, uneconomic
national plants. Although it does not
point the finger directly at West Ger-
many or Brazil, it is clear that although
it is precisely this type of sale toward
which the resolution is directed; where
restraint is most urgently needed to pre-
vent the transfer of technology until sat-
isfactory international safeguards can be
developed and enforced.

This resolution is one I believe no
Member of the Senate can oppose. We
might remember the words of the late
President John F. Kennedy, who on
September 25, 1961, told the United Na-
tions General Assembly:

Today, every inhabitant of this planet must
contemplate the day when this planet may
no longer be habitable. Every man, woman
and child lives under a nuclear sword of
Damocles, hanging by the slenderest of
threads, capable of being cut any moment by
accldent or misealculation or by madness.
The weapons of war must be abolished before
they abolish us.

Fortunately, a spirit of cooperation,
reflected in the Test Ban and Non-Pro-
liferation Treaties and, more recently, in
the SALT I and Vladivostok Agreements,
have helped reduce the tensions that were
increasing the risk of a worldwide spread
of atomic weaponry and escalating the
dangers of the nuclear arms race. Now,
the pressure toward nuclear arms prolif-
eration is building once again, threaten-
ing to undermine the substantial progress
that has already been made on nuclear
weapons limitations and the hope for
continued progress in the decades to
come. We can ignore this risk only at
greaf peril to our own interest and that
of the people the world over.
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The resolution Senator PasTore and I
offer today will not solve the problem of
future nuclear weapons proliferation. It
is designed only to point the way toward
steps we believe the United States and
other countries must take if we are to
keep that danger from growing.

I simply hope that the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee will receive the res-
olution and act promptly and clearly so
that the Senate can speak out in ungues-
tionable terms against the growing and
exceedingly dangerous development.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. HATFIELD. I yield to the Senator
from Massachusetts.

TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, AND
GENERAL GOVERNMENT APPRO-
PRIATION ACT, 1976

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 8597) mak-
ing appropriations for the Treasury
Department, the United States Postal
Service, the executive office of the Pres-
ident, and certain independent agen-
cies, for the fiscal year ending June. 30,
1976, and the period ending Septem-
ber 30, 1976, and for other purposes.

Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will state the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 10, line 14, After 'Director” in-
sert ", whose position shall be in addition
to the positions authorized in section 2(d),”.

On page 10, line 18, strike out *$1,5650,000"
and insert “$1,600,000".

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr.

President, I
change the last figure to $1,580,000.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be so modi-
fied.
The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 10, line 14, After “Director” in-
sert “, whose position shall be in addition
to the positions authorized in section 2(d),”.

On page 10, line 18, strike out “$1,500,000"
and insert “$1,680,000".

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I have
had a chance to talk to the manager and
the ranking minority member on this
amendment. It is basically a technical
amendment to clarify the previous ac-
tions that were taken.

Mr. President, the Supplemental Ap-
propriation Act last December upgraded
the Deputy Director’s salary to level 5
and left some ambiguity. It gave the
Deputy Director a status similar to five
GS-16 and GS-18 slots.

So far, the Council considers the De-
puty Director’s slot to be part of the five
authorized positions. All this would do
is indicate to the Council that they
should be able to keep the Deputy Di-
rector’s position separate from the five
other positions and to consider him as
independent of those five positions, and
it gives some modest increase in terms
of the authorization.
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It seems to me, Mr. President, that the
Council on Wage and Price Stability is
really an extraordinarily important vehi-
cle for us in the Congress and the coun-
try to deal effectively with the problems
of inflation. I think it is probably one of
the most undermanned bodies of the
Government today, although the work
they do is of first-rate quality.

This would be a very small addition,
but I think it would be an important one
to help get some strength for their un-
dertakings.

I have mentioned it to the chairman
and I hope it can be accepted.

Mr. MONTOYA. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. MONTOYA. What is the status of
the authorizing legislation, because I un-
derstand that the present legislation ex-
pires August 15?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is correct.

As I understand, it is ready for action
in the House at the present time.

As the Senator remembers, we ex-
panded the council by three senior staff
positions in the authorizing legislation
and we will just have to wait and see
how the House responds.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I have
no objection to the amendment, and I
have diseussed it with my counterpart
on the subcommittee, and he has no ob-
jection.

Mr. HATFIELD. That is right.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts. Do all Senators yield back their
time?

Mr. EENNEDY. I yield back my time.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield for a few
moments?

Mr. HATFIELD. I will yield.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ex-
plained earlier that I intended to make a
point of order against section 508 on
pages 38 and 39.

I have now learned that this amend-
ment was proposed by Senator
Scaweiker of Pennsylvania. We have
sent for him and are trying and- have
been trying to locate him. He does not
seem to be in his office. He was on the
floor earlier. We are still trying. I will
just put in a short quorum call and see
if we can locate him. If we do not within
a very few moments, I will call it off and
we will go ahead.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. On whose time will the call be
made?

Mr. GRIFFIN. On the time of the Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, on behalf
of the Senator from Oregon, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is recognized.

Mr. GRIFFIN. We have not been able
to locate the Senator from Pennsylvania
(Mr. ScCHEWEIKER), but in fairness to the
rest of the Senate I do not believe we will
wait any longer.

I make the point of order that section
508 is legislation on an appropriation bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The point of order is well taken.
The Chair sustains the point of order.

The bill is open to further amendment.
If there be no further amendment to be
proposed, the question is on the engross-
ment of the amendments and the third
reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Do the Senators yield back their
time?

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. YOUNG. I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. All time has been yielded back.

The bill, having been read the third
time, the question is, Shall it pass? On
this question the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Senators will take their seats. Sen-
ators will be in order so that the rollicall
can be completed.

Will the Senators take their seats and
will the Senate staff take their seats?

The legislative clerk resumed and con-
cluded the call of the roll.

Mr. ROBERT BYRD. I announce that
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. Bays),
the Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN),
the Senator from North Dakota (M.
Burpick), the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CrurcH), the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. EastranDp), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. GLENN), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr, HARTKE), the Senator from Louisi-
ana (Mr. Loxg), the Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. MercaLr), the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. Morcan), the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Mr. NerLson), the
Senator from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON),
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL),
are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Michigan (Mr.
Hart), is absent because of illiness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. Burbpick), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. Symivcron), the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. MORGAN),
would each vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BARTLETT),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELL-
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MoN), the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Brock), the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. Case), the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GOLDWATER) , the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. PErRCY), the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. ScorT), and the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS), are necessarily
absent.

The result was announced—yeas 76,
nays 1, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 334 Leg.]
YEAS—T6

Hart, Gary W.

Haskell

Abourezk
Allen
Baker
Beall
Bentsen
Brooke

Moss
Muskie
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Schweiker
Scott, Hugh
Sparkman
Stafford
Stennis
Stevenson
Stone
Taft
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
Weicker
Willlams
Young

Hatfleld
Hathaway
Helms
Hollings
Hruska
Huddleston
Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Johnston
EKennedy
Laxalt
Leahy
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
MecClellan
McClure
McGee
McGovern
McIntyre
Mondale
Montoya

NAYS—1
Roth
NOT VOTING—22

Eastland Morgan
Glenn Nelson
Goldwater Percy

Gravel Scott,

Hart, Philip A. William L.
Hartke

Stevens
Case Long Symington
Church Metcalf

So the bill (H.R. 8597), as amended,
was passed.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Secretary of
the Senate be authorized to make any
necessary technical and clerical correc-
tions in the engrossment of the Senate
amendments to H.R. 8597.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate insist on its amendments
and request a conference with the House
of Representatives on the disagreeing
votes thereon, and that the Chair be au-
thorized to appoint the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to, and the Act-
ing President pro tempore (Mr. STONE)
appointed Mr. MoNTOYA, Mr. BAYH, Mr.
EAGLETON, Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. McGEE,
Mr. BErLmoN, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. YOUNG,
and Mr. ScaweIkeR conferees on the part
of the Senate.

Cannon
Chiles
Clark
Cranston
Culver
Curtis
Dole
Domenicl
Eagleton
Pannin
Fong
Ford
Garn
Griffin
Hansen

Bartlett
Bayh
Bellmon
Biden
Brock
Burdick

SPECIAL HEALTH REVENUE SHAR-
ING ACT OF 1975—VETO—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The Acting President pro tempore (Mr.
Stone) laid before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States
returning, without approval, the bill (8.
66), the Special Health Revenue Sharing
Act of 1975.
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Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the mes-
sage of the President on the veto of S.
66, the Special Health Revenue Sharing
Act of 1975, be held at the desk tem-
porarily.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT-INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 1976

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order the Sen-
ate will now proceed to consideration of
H.R. 8070 which the clerk will state.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bill (H.R. 8070) making appropria-
tions for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry in-
dependent executive agencies, boards,
bureaus, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1976, and the period ending September
30, 1976, and for other purposes.
b_l'fhe Senate proceeded to consider the

111,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time for debate on this hill
shall be limited to 2 hours, to be equally
divided and controlled by the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. MaTr1as) and the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) ,
with 1 hour on any amendment and 30
minutes on any debatable motion, appeal
or point of order.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on passage on
H.R. 8070.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr, PROXMIRE, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to yield to the Sen-
ator from Utah (Mr. Moss) without los-
ing my right to the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
staff members be accorded the privilege
of the floor during consideration of this
bill: Mr. Gilbert Keyes, Mr. James
Gehrig, Mr. Craig Voorhees, and Mrs.
Mary Jane Due.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Kenneth
McLean, Mr. Robert E. Malakoff, and
Mr. Howard Shuman, of my staff, as
well as Mr. Robert Mills be accorded the
privilege of the floor during considera-
tion of this bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this
is the budget for the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, the
Veterans' Administration, the National
Aeronautics and Space Agency, the Na-
tional Science Foundation, the consumer
protection agencies, the Environmental
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Protection Agency, and a number of
other agencies.

It is one of the three biggest appro-
priations that the Senate will consider,
and this time it is a rather complicated
budget.

This bill is very close to the budget
request of the President, and it is also
very close to the bill passed by the House
of Representatives. It is over both. It is
over by 1 percent, about $300 million.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Will the Senator suspend momen-
tarily. The Chair will get order and at-
tention for the Senator.

Will all Senators wishing to converse
kindly withdraw to the cloakroom, and
the Senate will be in order. The Sen-
ators will take their seats.

The Senator may proceed.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Virtually all of the
disagreement over the budget is in the
HUD part of the budget. That accounts
for the 3 percent the committee is over
the request of the President and about 3
percent over what we feel the House of
Representatives would have included in
the bill if they had the same request be-
fore them that we had before us.

One of the most controversial parts
of it, although I do not think it is con-
troversial within the Senate, as far as
I know—it may be controversial with the
House of Representatives and the ad-
ministration—is the way we treated
housing assistance.

The administration requested $662
million for assisted housing for 1 year.
They calculated that $662 million as if
we would take the authorized program
and make the total potential commit-
ment for payments for housing, payable
by the Federal Government.

As these programs are seft up, the Fed-
eral Government only has to pay the
difference between the amount required
to be paid by the person who is paying
the rent and the amount required in
order to give him decent housing. That
difference varies quite a bit. But the $662
million is a very conservative estimate. It
is based on the assumption that everyone
coming under this program all of a sud-
den has all his income disappear. That is
not going to happen.

In fact, our experience with the 235
program, which was a similar Govern-
ment-assisted homeownership program,
was that the Government only has to pay
about a third of the potential full cost.
Nevertheless, the committee took that
$662 million and included the full
amount.

Furthermore, to make this conserva-
tive position even more unrealistic, the
administration has said that we should
take the $662 million, multiply it by 40
years, because there are some programs
that could go on for 40 years, and the
potential effect on the budget could be 40
times $662 million or about $26 billion.

This is wrong. As the edministration
itself calculates, this program is unlikely
to cost more than $16,250 million. Why?
Because some of these programs are 10-
year programs, some are 20-year pro-
grams, and only some are 40-year pro-
grams.
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For that reason, we felt that to multi-
ply this by 40 on top of the fact that the
$662 million was extraordinarily con-
servative would not be correct. We felt
that way particularly because we have
backup memorandums and opinions from
the staff of the Committee on Banking,
Housing and Urban Affairs, and also from
the Congressional Research Service, ar-
guing that, based on their examination
of the Budget Act, past practices, and
how we treat all other expenses, it was

unnecessary and unfair to housing fo
multiply that $662 million by 40.

The reason why it is unfair, Mr. Pres-
ident, is that there is going to be a ceiling
not only on outlays but also on authoriza-
tions.

It would put housing in the vulnerable
position of having, say, $100 million that
may be contemplated for housing for 1
year multiplied by 40, and all we have
to do to cut the $4 billion out of the
budget is take the $100 million, one-for-
tieth of that, out of assisted housing.

So, we think it is unrealistie, inaccu-
rate, and unfair. For that reason, we de-
cided to go with the 1 year figure, based
on the best advice we could get from the
experts who worked on the budget and
the Budget Act.

Mr. President, this bill is substantially
over last year’s appropriations bill for
HUD for one reason, and that is because
the Congress passed, and in the Senate
we passed by a 94-to-0 vote an emer-
gency housing bill that provides a sub-
stantial amount to be loaned by the Fed-
eral Government at T'%2 percent plus 4
points on new houses. That money will be
repaid. The amount of outlay is ex-
tremely small. The amount of adverse
impact on the budget in terms of outlay
will be almost insignificant in view of
the size of the figure involved.

For that reason, it seems to me that
the $5 billion in mortgage purchase as-
sistance we are providing in the bill might
give a distorted impression. Actually, this
appropriation is very close to last year’s
budget, but that $5 billicn had to be taken
into consideration, and that is the reason
why the figure is higher.

In addition, we provided $75 million to
implement that part of the emergency
housing bill that deals with foreclosures
on homes, particularly homes of those
who were unemployed. As Senators may
recall, when we passed the emergency
housing bill, we were concerned with
what happened to people who were out
of work. We have 1,300,000 people in this
country who have been out of work 6
months or more. What happens to those
who have to keep up payments on their
housing? We passed the mortgage fore-
closure provision to take care of this
situation. The administration has not
requested any money for that program,
although we authorized $100 million in
the bill passed by the Senate and signed
by the President.

The committees provided new budget
authority of $75 million for the emer-
geney homeowners relief fund and the
bill is over the budget to that extent.

We provided $50 million for the re-
habilitation of housing. This program has
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been especially helpful to low-income
people. It is an economical program that
keeps existing housing in operation, and
I think it is well justified.

We also provided $35 million in con-
tract authority for State housing. This is
a program that the distinguished Sena-
tor from Connecticut (Mr. WeICKER) has
pushed very hard. It is a program that I
think merits support, and we provided
those funds.

We also provided $100 million for cities
under 50,000—the cities that are most
neglected in housing programs—who
stand at the end of the line when dol-
lars are provided under the community
development program. This is $24 mil-
lion over the House figure.

The committee added $200 million for
housing for the elderly. This is a very
popular program and is very economical.
It is a program that has been operated
efficiently, and the cost to the Federal
Government has been very modest, in-
deed. This increase above the House is
not reflected in the budget. It is borrow-
ing authority that will be repaid.

The committee also added $25 million
for operating subsidies and $75 million
for comprehensive planning grants.
Frankly, I am somewhat skeptical about
those planning grants; but there was
great pressure from Governors, Mayors,
and the States for this program. Mem-
bers of the subcommittee felt very
strongly that we should provide more
than that. The subcommittee acquiesced
in providing $75 million for the planning
grant program.

The House made some rather sharp
cuts in the staffing of some of the HUD
bureaus and departments, and I thought
that those cuts, in large part, were mer-
ited. Nevertheless, the committee did re-
store $250,000 of the cut in the Office of
General Counsel. It restored $4,992,000—
almost $5 million—of the cut in the re-
gional management and services, or al-
most three-fourths of the cut.

As I say, I think these cuts were mer-
ited, because the programs have been
diminished sharply. It is hard for me to
understand why it is necessary for HUD
to have such a large number of staff peo-
ple when they are operating such an
anemic program.

With respect to other agencies in the
bill, the committee cut $2 million from
the Environmental Protection Agency, or
about one-third of one percent. This cut
will come from the scientific activities
overseas program. This is an area where
EPA could not spend the money before.
They have lapsed money in the past and
we felt that this reduction could be ab-
sorbed. This is a cut of far less than 1
percent.

The committee was very generous with
the space agency, I thought much too
generous, but that was the decision of
the committee. They added $56.4 million
to what the House provided for research
and development, which is $7 million
over the budget. In all fairness to NASA,
we should recognize that they are one of
the few agencies constrained by admin-
istration policy, and supported by con-
gressional policy, to keep at a consistent
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level, at a steady level, adjusting for in-
flation and not permitting any signifi-
cant increase over the years. I think that
the $56.4 million addition, although I
o?posed it, is consistent with that prin-
ciple,

With respect to the National Science
Foundation, the committee added $6 mil-
lion to the House-approved figure, about
1 percent.

The committee substantially cut the
amount for the Selective Service Sys-
tem—on very good grounds, I believe.
The Selective Service really has done
nothing, and I mean nothing, for a
couple of years now. They have not had
an induction; they have not given a
physical. I believe this agency should be
abolished, but it is very hard to abolish
a Federal agency, as we have discovered.
Nevertheless, we cut $7 million below the
House and $17 below the administra-
tion’s request.

As to the Veterans’ Administration,
there were some adjustments and modi-
fications, but it is just $7 million below
the budget, with no changes.

Mr. President, I thank my distin-
guished minority colleague, Mr. MATHIAS,
who is about as pleasant and efficient
and conscientious a colleague to work
with as I have encountered in my 18
years in the Senate. He was very helpful
with respect to this bill, devoted a great
deal of time to it, and was supportive of
what I thought was a responsible posi-
tion on this budget.

I also thank Tom van der Voort, who
is a new member of the Appropriations
Committee staff. He used to serve on my
staff, and he did an excellent job—a very
intelligent and thoughtful staff job. Bob
Clark is a veteran of the Appropriations
Committee, has been on it for many
years, and was extremely helpful. He is
a wise and intelligent person who under-
stands this HUD budget backward and
forward. Bob Mills, a new member of the
committee staff, was also very helpful,
indeed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp
memoranda from the Library of Con-
gress Congressional Research Service
and from the staff of the Senate Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs with respect to the 1-year figure,
the $622 million, for housing assistance,
rather than the 40-year figure.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., July 22, 1975.
To: Senate Subcommittee on Housing and
Erg_an Affairs, Attention: Robert Mala-
01l
From: Allen Schnick, Senior Specialist in
American National Government.
Bubject: Appropriations for “Annual Contrl-
butions for Assisted Housing".

In the 1976 Budget, the President re-
quested $622.3 million in new contract au-
thority for the Section 8 lower income hous-
ing assistance program. The Budget estimates
that the full run-out cost of this contract
authorlty will be $26 billlon and this amount
i1s requested as budget authority for fiscal
year 1976.




25122

Until this year, only the amount of con-
tract authority was computed in the Budget.
According to OMB, the listing of the full
run-out costs as budget authority has been
made necessary by the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974. Section 301(a) of that Act re-
quires Congress to adopt a concurrent reso-
lution on the budget, specifying “total new
budget authority” for the next fiscal year.
Bection 3(a) of that Act defines budget au-
thority as authority provided by law to enter
into obligations which will result in immedi-
ate or future outlays involving Government
funds. OMB takes the position that this defi-
nition encompasses the future costs that will
be incurred pursuant to contracts author-
ized by Congress. Hence, the full $26 billion
is listed as budget authority.

In reporting H.R. 8070, the 1976 HUD ap-
propriation bill, the House Appropriations
Committee conformed to the OMB approach.
Thus, although only the $662 million of con-
tract authority appears in the text of the
appropriation bill, the full #26 billion is listed
in the Committee's report. (H. Rept. No., 94—
313, at 2 and 59). In order to avold double
counting, the $662 million is not computed as
budget authority.

WHY THE SENATE SHOULD NOT ADOPT THIS
APPROACH

Although it is possible to Interpret Section
3(a) of the Congressional Budget Act in the
manner applied by OMBE, an alternative in-
terpretation is preferable. The “budget au-
thority” referred to in Sectlon 3(a) can be
the 8662 million in contract authority which,
after all, is “authority provided by law to
enter into obligations which will result in
immediate or future outlays involving Gov-
ernment funds.”

There are several reasons why Section 3(a)
should not be applied to cover the full $26
billion.

(1) There is no evidence In the legisla-
tive history of the Congressional Budget Act
that any attempt was made to change the
status of funds in the budget. In fact, the Act
deals with matters to be included in the con-
gressional budget resclution, not with the
President’'s budget or appropriations. The
only reason why sectlon 3(a) was included
in the Act was because of a need to define
some of the key terms used in the new con-
gressional budget process. Inasmuch as there
was no definition of terms such as “outlays”
and “budget authority” on the books, it was
necessary to draft definitions for the law. In
developing these definitions, the intent was
to conform to existing practice, not to change
it. Thig intent is manifested in the Statement
of Managers: “The Managers intend that
the definition of ‘budget outlays' and ‘budget
authority' for purpose of the congressional
budget process be the same as that used for
the executive budget, . . .”

(2) The $26 billion listed as budget au-
thority i1s not an actionable amount. It is
merely “Imputed"” budget authority, a projec-
tion of future costs based on certain assump-
tions. The only amount which requires con-
gressional action is the $662 million. It would
be a departure from congressional practice
to list projections of costs to be incurred as
many as 40 years from now as current budget
authority.

(3) As an estimate, the $26 billion is sen-
sitive to a number of assumptions, The range
of reasonable assumptions is such as to per-
mit a swing of $10 billion or more in the
estimate. In fact, the House Appropriations
Committee (H. Rept. No. 94-313, at p. 5)
estimates the run-out costs at approximately
$16.2 bllllon, or ten billion below the amount
incorporated In its own CSBA Table.

(4) Because of the sensitivity of the es-
timates to baslec assumptions, if Congress
were to apply its own assumptions, the re-
sult might distort the impact of congres-
slonal action on the President's budget. For
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example, if Congress were to vote the full
$662 million in contract authority but cut
the estimate of future costs from 826 to 816
billion, the scorekeeping reports would show
that Congress has reduced the President’s
budget by $10 billion. Of course, not a dime
will have been cut because the Government
still will have to pay the actual costs incurred
in future years. This possibility illustrates
why imputed costs should not be reckoned
as budget authority.

AN ALTERNATIVE APFROACH

Undeniably, there is considerable advan-
tage in estimating the future costs of new
contract authority voted by Congress. With
such estimates in hand, it would be possi-
ble for Congress to assess the value of the
Housing program in terms of the prospec-
tive costs to American taxpayers, and not
merely in terms of the initlal contract au-
thorizations. But estimates should be treat-
ed as estimates, with full recognition of their
sensitivity to different assumptions about fu-
ture conditions. Estimates should not be
accorded the status properly given matters
on which Congress must take current action.

One way to provide long-range cost projec-
tions without confusing them with action-
able budget authority would be to provide
the run-out costs in a “below the line” memo
or footnote rather than in the CSBA Table
itself. If this were done, the Comparative
Statement would show only the $662 million
as budget authority, and only this amount
would be listed in the column showing the
amount requested by the President. Below
the line, the President’s run-out estimate of
$26 billion could be noted, along with Con-
gress' own estimate of full future costs.
Moreover, it would be feasible to display the
full range of reasonable estimates without
exaggerating the impact of Congressional ac-
tion on the budget. Below the line, it would
be possible to indicate that while Congress
is granting the full amount of contract au-
thority requested by the President, it does
not go along with his run-out estimate and
that because of uncertainties about future
costs, it 1s provided a rank of estimates for
consideration.

In conclusion, the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 does not compel the change in
accounting methods introduced by OMB,
and this change can produce a number of
undesirable side effects. A more prudent
course, therefore, would be to distingulsh be-
tween actionable budget estimates and long-
range projections and not to accord the lat-
ter the status appropriate for estimates.

SENATE BANKING COMMITTEE STAFF MEemo

Why the Budget Authority figure for the
Housing Assistance Program should be for a
single year:

1. The 1874 Budget Control Act does not
clearly mandate that the annual budget au-
thority for the housing programs be multi-
plied by the total number of years for which
payments can be made. The declsion to mul-
tiply the budget authority estimates for the
Houslng Assistance Program by a factor of
40 was made by OMB based upon its inter-
pretation of the 1974 Budget Control Act.
However, the staff of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee believes the language of the 1974 Act
is not clear and that the Chairman of the
Senate Budget Committee would have no
objection if the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee declded to count only a single year's
budget authority.

2. The actual bill which the Appropriations
Committee is working on contains a budget
suthority figure for only one year for the
Housing Assistance Program ($662 million).
The projection of this figure to $26 billion
is merely a statistical exercise by OMB, given
certain assumptions.

3. It is impossible to come up with one ac-
curate projection of the total ultimate
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budget outlays resulting from an annual au-
thorization to make Housing Assistance pay-
ments. The OMB has projected $26 billion,
given certain assumptions. HUD is privately
projecting only $16 billion, given other as-
sumptions. The Staff of the Housing Subcom-
mlittee argues that the ultimate cost could
even exceed the $238 billion, given still other
assumptions.

4. The artificial ballooning of the budget
authority figure for the Housing Assistance
Program will place this program at a severe
competitive disadvantage with other pro-
grams and distort budget priorities. The rea-
son is that under the Budget Control Act,
Congress Is required to set a total ceiling on
both outlays and budget authority. These
ceilings become mandatory next year. Thus,
if the total amount of budget authority ap-
proved by the Appropriations Committee ex-
ceeds the ceiling, there will be a strong ef-
fort to cut back individual programs in or-
der to live within the ceiling. If the budget
authority figure for the Housing Assistance
Program is multiplied by 40, there will be a
strong temptation to cut this program be-
cause of the multiplier. For example, a cut of
only $100 million in the current program
level would produce a $4 billlon cut in budget
authority.

5. The budget authority figures for other
government programs are not multiplied by
the total life of the program. For example,
budget authority for veterans payments or
social security benefits is carried for only a
single year even though these programs, once
approved, will continue for years.

6. The objectives of the Budget Control
Act can be met In other ways without arti-
ficially ballooning the budget authority fig-
ure for housing. For example, the Committee
Report can project the ultimate cost of the
program under alternative assumptions,
thereby informing the Congress and the pub-
lic of the long range consequences of the
current program.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendments be considered and agreed
to en bloc and that the bill as thus
amended be regarded for the purpose of
amendment as original text, provided
that no point of order shall be considered
to have been waived by reason of agree-
ment to this order.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments agreed to en bloc are
as follows:

On page 2, line 8, insert:
EMERGENCY HOMEOWNERS' RELIEF FUND

For emergency mortgage rellef payments,
administrative expenses not otherwise pro-
vided for, and for other expenses of the Emer-
gency Homeowners' Relief Fund, as author-
ized by title I of the Emergency Housing Act
of 1975 (Public Law 94-50), $75,000,000 to re-
main available until expended.

STATE HOUSING FINANCE AND DEVELOPMENT

AGENCIES

For interest grant payments pursuant to
section 802(c) (2) of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1974 (88 Stat.
722), $35,000,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That the total of con-
tracts for annual payments entered into un-
der such section shall not exceed $35,000,000,

On page 3, line 5, strike: “That In fiscal
year 1976 and the period ending September
30, 1976, no contract for annual contribu-
tions utilizing the foregoing funds made
avallable by this Act may be used pursuant
to section 8 of the above Act for any contract
approved on the basis of fair market rents
which exceed by more than 10 per centum
those published in the Federal Register
through April 7, 1976".
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And insert in lieu thereof: “That at least
£75,000,000 of such contract authority shall
be available only for contracts for annual
contributions to assist in financing the de-
velopment or acquisition of low-income
housing projects to be owned by public hous-
ing agencies other than under section 8 of
the above Act: Provided further, That not
less than 75 per centum of the funds made
avallable by this Act which are used pur-
suant to section 8 of the above Act shall be
allocated to contracts to make assistance
payments with respect to newly constructed
or substantially rehabilitated housing.”

On page 4, line 9, strike $300,000,000™ and
insert “$500,000,000"";

On page 4, line 11, affer “subsection” in-
sert: “of which not less than $400,000,000
shall be available only to nonprofit sponsors
for the purpose of providing 100 per centum
loans for the development of housing for the
elderly and handicapped with no cash equity
or other financial requirements imposed as a
condition of loan approval. The full amount
of such fund shall be available during such
period for permanent financing (including
construction financing) for housing projects
for the elderly and handicapped, and not
more than $100,000,000 may be made avail-
able for construction loans only.”

On page 5, line 15, strike “$525,000,000"
and insert $550,000,000™;

On page 5, line 17, strike “$65256,000,000™
and insert “$550,000,000;

On page 6, line 4, after “$1985,116,000" in-
sert “, of which $158,650,000 shall be pro-
vided by transfer from the various funds of
the Federal Housing Administration";

On page 6, line 13, after “%49,800,000" in-
sert “, of which $39,850,000 shall be pro-

vided by transfer from the various funds of
the Federal Housing Administration™;
On page 6, line 17, insert:
EMERGENCY MORTGAGE PURCHASE ASSISTANCE
The total amount of purchases and com-

mitments authorized to be made pursuant
to section 313 of the National Housing Act,
as amended (12 U.S.C. 1723; 88 Stat. 1364;
Public Law 94-50), shall not exceed $5,000,-
000,000 outstanding at any one time which
amount shall be in addition to balances of
authorization heretofore made available for
purchases and commitments pursuant to sald
section and which shall continue available
after October 18, 1975: Provided, That the
Association may borrow from the Secretary
of the Treasury in acordance with said sec-
tion, in such amounts as are necessary to
carry out the purposes and requirements of
said section as authorized herein.
On page T, line 20, insert:
REHABILITATION LOAN FUND

For the revolving fund established pur-
suant to section 312 of the Housing Act of
1964, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1452b), $50,000,-
000, to remain available until August 22,
1976.

On page B8, line 8, strikes “$2,700,000,000"
and insert “$2,664,000,000;

On page 8, line 19, strike “$40,000,000" and
insert “$100,000,000”;

On page 9, line 8, strike “$50,000,000" and
insert “$125,000,000"";

On page 10, line 186, strike “$53,000,000™ and
insert *“$53,200,000™;

On page 10, line 18, strike “$400,000" and
insert *“$600,000";

On page 10, line 20, after “Council” insert
“. provided further, That $1,000,000 of the
foregoing amount shall be used only for
mobile home construction and safety stand-
ard activities”;

On page 12, line 6, strike "'$4,964,000" and
insert “$5,214,000, of which 81,750,000 shall be
provided by transfer from the various funds
of the Federal Housing Administration, as
provided by the Natlonal Housing Act (12
U.s.C.1701)";

On page 12, line 12, strike “$1,287,000" and
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insert “$1,350,000, of which §465,000 shall be
provided by transfer from the various funds
of the Federal Housing Administration, as
provided by the National Housing Act (12
Us.c.1701)";

On page 12, line 18, after “$10,280,000" in-
sert “, of which $3,035,000 shall be provided
by transfer from the various funds of the
Federal Housing Administration, as provided
by the National Housing Act (12 US.C.
1701)";

On page 12, line 24, after “$2,615,000" in-
sert #, of which $810,000 shall be provided by
transfer from the various funds of the Fed-
eral Housing Administration, as provided by
the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1701)™;

On page 13, line 7, after 4$53,125,000" in-
sert “, of which $31,902,000 shall be provided
by transfer from the various funds of the
Federal Housing Administration, as provided
by the National Housing Act (12 UB.C.
1701)";

On page 18, line 12, after “$12,803,000” in-
sert *, of which §7,195,000 shall be provided
by transfer from the various funds of the
Federal Housing Administration, as provided
by the National Housing Act (12 US.C.
1701)";

On page 13, line 19, strike “$36,032,000" and
{nsert “'$41,024,000, of which £15,580,000 shall
be provided by transfer from the various
funds of the Federal Housing Administration,
as provided by the National Housing Act (12
Us.Cc. 1701)";

On page 14, line 2, strike “$9,077,000” and
insert “$10,334,000, of which $3,905,000 shall
be provided by transfer from the various
funds of the Federal Housing Administra-
tion, as provided by the Natlonal Housing
Act (12 US.C. 1701)";

On page 16, line 17, strike “g492 790,000" and
insert "'$40,849,000";

On page 17, line 3, strike $10,607,000" and’

insert “$10,213,000™;

On page 22, line 8, strike “$6,000,000" and
insert “$4,000,000";

On page 22, line 14, strike “$1,000,000” and
insert '‘$670,000";

On page 24, line 20, strike +$32,628,980,000"
and insert “$2,685,380,000™;

On page 27, line 13, strike
and insert “2713,100,000™;

On page 27, line 17, strike
and insert *$65,000,000™;

On page 27, line 21, strike
and insert “$41,000,000™;

On page 28, line 2, strike “g4.000,000"
insert ““$5,000,000";

On page 28, line 4, strike “$2,000,000” and
insert “'$3,000,000™;

On page 28, line 16, after the comma, in-
sert “for the activity for which the limita-
tion applies,”;

On page 28, line 19, after the word “Act,”
insert “, for the activity for which the limi-
tation applies’;

On page 20, line 11, strike
and insert “‘$33,000,000™;

On page 30, line 21, strike “*$8,300,000"” and
insert “$6,850,000”;

On page 31, line 10, strike +37,499,000,000"
and insert “§7,699,700,000™;

On page 31, line 13, strike “%1,885,400,000"
and insert “$1,866,400,000™;

On page 31, line 18, strike “'$4,214 ,475,000"
and insert “$5,414,475,000";

On page 31, line 21, strike “$854,472,000”
and insert *$1,039,472,000";

oOn page 35, line 6, strike “$462,300,000"
and insert “$463,7566,000™;

On page 35, line 18, strike “$290,924,000"
and insert “$297,464,000";

On page 35, line 21, after "Texas,” strike
“and":

On page 35, line 23, after “Massachusetts”
insert “, and $6,700,000 for construction of
a research and education faclility at Jackson,
Mississippi™;

On page 40, line 16, strike:

“$707,100,000"
*$£60,000,000"
260,000,000

and

*240,000,000™
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REIMEURSEMENT TO THE TREASURY, FEDERAL
HOUSING ADMINISTRATION

There shall be transferred to the General
Fund of the Treasury, out of the various
funds of the Federal Housing Administra-
tion, an amount equal to the administrative
and nonadministrative expenses properly
chargeable to such funds in accordance with
generally accepted accounting principles:
Provided, That all expenses formerly charge-
able to the “Limitation on Administrative
and Nonadministrative Expenses, Federal
Housing Administration” shall be included
in such charges.

On page 45, line 22, after “schedules” in-
sert “; or to travel performed by employees of
the Federal Housing Administration for the
purpose of performing inspections and ap-
praisals’;

On page 47, line 13, strike:

SEc. 407. No part of the funds appropriated
under this Act may be used to administer any
program to tax, limit or otherwise regulate
parking or the review of indirect sources.

Sec. 408. No part of the funds appropriated
under this Act may be used for noise con-
trol research and development, noise abate-
ment or control, on enforcement with respect
to noise abatement or control until the En-
vironmental Protection Agency lssues na-
tional regulatory standards for noise con-
trol under the requirements of the Nolse
Control Act of 1972 (42 USS.C. 4901 et
seq.) .

And insert in lieu thereof:

Sec. 407. None of the funds provided in
this Act to any department or agency may
be expended for the transportation of any
officer or employee of such department or
agency between his domicile and his place
of employment, with the exception of the
Secretary of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, who, under title 5,
United States Code, section 101, is exempted
from such limitations.

Spe. 408. No funds appropriated by this
Act may be expended—

(1) pursuant to a certification of an officer
or employee of the United States unless—

(A) such certification is accompanied by,
or is part of, a voucher or abstract which
describes the payee or payees and the items
or services for which such expenditure 1s
being made, or

(B) the expenditure of funds pursuant to
such certification, and without such a
voucher or abstract, is specifically authorized
by law; and

(2) unless such expenditure is subject to
audit by the General Accounting Office or is
specifically exempt by law from such an
audit.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I re-
serve the remainder of my time.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee for the kind and generous
observations he has just made, but, even
more, for the cooperation and the cour-
tesy he has shown to all the members
of the subcommittee as well as myself
over the long and very difficult hearings
and the markup on the bill. No one has
invested more time and more of him-
self than the chairman.

In a meeting we had before we started
work on the bill in this session of Con-
gress, Senator PROXMIRE and I reached
certain tentative agreements and con-
clusions as to the procedure and as to
cooperation, and I am very happy that
this has worked so well during the course
of the entire year.

I join Senator Proxmire in thanking
Mr. Clark, Mr. van der Voort, and other
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members of the subcommittee staff who
heve served the subcommittee so well.

The chairman has gone through the
items in the bill in a very thorough way
but I want to mention a few of special
concern.

I was very pleased that the subcom-
mittee and then the full committee ac-
cepted my recommendation to increase
funds for housing for the elderly and
handicapped to $500 million, which is
$200 million more than the House allow-
ance and $285,000 above the budget esti-
mate. First, let me say that these funds
are repaid at Treasury rates and, there-
fore, do not appear as new budget au-
thority, nor do they encumber the budget
of the United States, as do regular ap-
propriations. For the housing for the
elderly or handicapped program, known
as the 202 program, to really work, it
must provide flexible direct-loan perma-
nent financing in addition to construc-
tion financing, and all these loans must
be at favorable rates. The bill language
and report language direct that this be
done and the committee has earmarked
$400 million to be available only for non-
profit sponsors with no financial require-
ments imposed as a condition of loan
approval.

I have had assurance from HUD offi-
cials that they will now go forward with
this program after having held back last
year despite the fact that we voted funds
for this program last year.

The most significant new HUD pro-
gram is the so-called section 8 program
which we all hope will finally get off the
ground. This committee and the House
committee have voted the full budget
estimate and we can just hope that the
Government interregnum in support of
housing has come to an end and that
HUD will finally begin to move swiftly.

The Emergency Housing Act of 1975,
just passed this month, contained au-
thorization for the homeowners relief
fund and the rehabilitation loan fund
and, while there have been no budget
estimates submitted, the committee has
included modest funding of $75 million
and $50 million respectively for these two
programs which will serve, I am sure, to
fill a very real need in the present eco-
nomic and housing situation.

The committee, at the last minute, re-
ceived a budget estimate of $5 billion for
the emergency mortgage purchase as-
sistance program and has voted this sum
to allow the Secretary of HUD to start
immediately to determine present needs
throughout the country for financing of
mortgages at interest rates of 7. per-
cent. This program is thoroughly ex-
plained on pages 20 and 21 of the com-
mittee report. Finally, in the HUD sec-
tion of the bill, the committee has pro-
vided $125 million for comprehensive
planning grants, which is above the
budget estimate but $25 million below
the authorized amount, Funding this pro-
gram at this level will allow support to
be provided for planners in the cities as
well as in the smaller communities.

In the Environmental Protection
Agency, language in the report earmarks
$5 million to continue and to broaden
and enlarge a study of the Chesapeake
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Bay. As most Members know, the Chesa-
peake Bay is a critically important and
economic resource, not just for Mary-
land but for all of the Middle Atlantic
States, and the study of its ecology and
estuarine zones and the effect of man on
its ecological balance is of importance
nationwide.

The House had made certain cuts in
the fiscal year 1976 research and develop-
ment account of NASA which the Senate
has restored in the interest of maintain-
ing a balanced space program. The
pioneer Venus project had been deleted
by the House with the suggestion that it
could be launched later.

Testimony has shown, however, that
a delay in launch would lose the current
window in space and that the next pos-
sible window, sometime in 1980, which
is not as favorable a window, would re-
sult in an increased cost of at least $50
million. It would put less of a payload
into space, while requiring reconfigura-
tion of the space instruments.

We are coming to the end of the study
period which is designed to determine
the scientific capabilities and cost op-
tions of having a large space telescope, to
be carried aloft by the space shuttle
early in the next decade. While the
House cut of $1 million in the $5 mil-
lion budget request may not appear to
be dramatic, it is essential that full
funding be provided, as these studies
are now ongoing with several contractors
and are scheduled to be completed with-
in a year, which would not be possible
unless full funding as programed is
provided. The Senate Committee has ac-
cepted the $1 million cut in the $3 mil-
lion budget request for the transition
period for the ST in the hope and belief
that the studies and preplanning can be
completed within these funds. After
NASA submitted its budget to Congress,
the space authorizing committees gave
NASA a leading role in studying and
monitoring the physical and chemical
processes in the upper atmosphere. The
committee has added the additional $7
million to which the chairman just re-
ferred, which was authorized to pursue
this very critical study of the ozone,
which is even more pertinent today than
it was when the committee considered it
as a result of the vote of the Senate with
reference to civilian supersonic travel.

The House made a rather serious cut
of $44 million in the overall funding of
the National Science Foundation. Of
equal importance, the House allocation
of funds within the various programs
within the Foundation resulted in a cut
of $35 million for scientific research
project support. The committee has ear-
marked funds that will restore $17 mil-
lion of this cut and has made some small
restorations in two other accounts and
reduced the House earmarked funds for
scientific education. However, the Sen-
ate committee figure for scientific edu-
cation will provide funds in excess of
the amount in the NSF budget estimate
because of the availability of certain de-
ferred funds and reprogramed funds.
In making these changes, the committee
held the overall funding to $38,300,000
under the budget estimate and only $6
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million over the amount contained in
the House bill,

Lasfly, the committee has once again
included language in its report concern-
ing the proposed construction of a re-
placement Veterans’ Administration
hospital in Baltimore. This project has
been too long in the planning stage.
Everyone, including the VA, knows and
testifies that construction should be
undertaken as soon as possible to fill
a very real need for improved facilities
to care for our veterans. We have not
added any money in this bill or ear-
marked any money in this bill for this
project. Sufficient funds were voted sev-
eral years ago by Congress at the request
of the VA to commence this project and
these funds remain available. I wait ex-
pectantly to hear the sounds of hammers
and the movement of brick and mortar
rather than the continuing rustling of
planning papers in the Veterans' Ad-
ministration.

Mr. President, I again commend the
chairman of the committee (Mr. Prox-
MIRE) for the long and hard work he has
put into this bill and I thank him for
all the assistance he has given those of
us who have served with him on the com-
mittee. I should also, before closing, note
the presence in the bill of the standard
provisions so often sponsored by Senator
ProxMIRE—the “limousine language” for
which he has fought so long and jogged
s0 many miles.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Michael Smith of my staff
have the privilege of the floor during the
consideration of this measure.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I wish
to respond briefly, if I might, to the Sen-
ator from Maryland and his very nice
remarks at the end.

I say there would be no possibility
of getting that antilimousine language in
the bill if it had not been for that mar-
velous sleek new limousine owned by the
Senator from Maryland.

What year is that?

Mr. MATHIAS. The Senator refers to
the car now parked in front of the Capi-
tol, which is a 1966 Buick stationwagon,
on which the odometer registers, I be-
lieve 79,000 miles on the second go-
around.

Mr. PROXMIRE. May I say, driving
that station wagon is more exercise than
jogging to work.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I want
to commend the chairman and the rank-
ing minority member of the subcommit-
tee for the hard work and excellent job
they have done on this bill.

I am pleased to note that the com-
mittee has appropriated the full budget
amount of $150 million for disaster re-
lief and has included language in the
report stating that if additional funds
are required then supplemental appro-
priations would be necessary. In the
State of North Dakota 13 counties have
now been declared as major disaster
areas by President Ford. These areas suf-
fered from torrential rains and flooding
late in June and Federal assistance is
very much needed there.
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I am also pleased that the committee
has voted the full budget estimate of $30
million for the Veterans’ Administration
program of assistance for health man-
power training institutions. There is a
great demand and a great need in the
various States for funding of projects to
improve medical training. It may be that
before the end of this fiscal year ad-
ditional funds will be needed for these
programs.

Again, I want to commend the chair-
man and all members of this committee
that have worked on this bill.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I support the
action of the Appropriations Committee
in reporting H.R. 8070, the Department
of Housing and Urban Development-
Independent Agencies appropriation bill,
1976, to the Senate, and as an ex officio
member of this committee for aeronauti-
cal and space activities, I would like to
address the highlights of the bill with
respect to these activities.

The committee added $56.4 million to
the amount voted by the House for the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration for research and development
for fiscal year 1976, and I think it is
important that the Senate understand
the reasons for this action and the im-
pact of that action in relation to the
total amount requested by and herein
recommended for NASA. The committee
restored a $48.4 million cut in the Pio-
neer Venus 1978 planetary mission, a
program authorized and approved by the
Congress for development in the fiscal
yvear 1975 budget in accordance with
logical, businesslike approaches to such
undertakings based upon reviews of the
project by NASA, the scientific com-
munity, and the Congress.

Therefore, following the commitment
to this project last year, the deferral
recommended by the House in effect re-
quires termination of the undertaking
with the resultant loss in effort and
hardware in the range of $45 to $50 mil-
lion. The committee action restores this
mission to its original funding and
launch schedule.

The second restoration of a House cut
that the committee recommends is $1
million to support ongoing studies of a
large space telescope project to refine this
proposal and to complete the advanced
technology development necessary to
make an intelligent decision with respect
to initiating the LST as a formal project.
I emphasize that the LST is not in de-
velopment and that these funds do not
commit it to development, but merely
support ongoing technical work which
would favorably impact the economy and
efficiency of such an undertaking if and
when it is initiated.

Finally, in addition to restoring a total
of $49.4 million in R. & D. funds cut by
the House, the committee added $7 mil-
lion, to an already budgeted $7 million,
to support the upper atmospheric re-
search program authorized and directed
by Public Law 94-39 to be conducted by
NASA. This activity will support a com-
prehensive program of research, tech-
nology, and monitoring of the phenom-
ena of the upper atmosphere so as to
provide for an understanding of and to
maintain the chemical and physical in-

CXXI-——1583—Part 19

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

tegrity of the earth’s upper atmosphere.
This program is designed to develop the
fundamental data concerning the earth’s
upper atmosphere so that we will have
accurate knowledge concerning the
ozone layer and the actions which we
subsequently should or should not take
to protect the integrity of that layer.

This is a matter of serious concern
since theories have been postulated that
various chemical compounds such as
the freons, which are widely utilized in,
and are very important to, many of our
everyday activities, may be inadvertently
modifying the ozone layer with subse-
quent potentially damaging effects to
life on earth. It is the intent of the au-
thorizing legislation now funded in this
appropriations bill recomendation to ac-
quire the scientific data on this most
significant matter.

I think it is important for the Senate
to note that while the Recorp will show
that the committee added $56.4 million
to the House bill for NASA for research
and development, the final amount rec-
ommended herein for fiscal year 1976
is only $4,022,000 above the NASA budget
request for fiscal year 1976 and, further-
more, that the total amount recom-
mended in the bill for NASA for fiscal
yvear 1976 and for the transition period
to the new fiscal year is $29,850,000 below
the combined budget requests for those
perieds.

Mr. President, the funds recommended
in this bill for NASA will support:

The Space Shuttle—a transportation
system to provide efficient and economi-
cal access to space to facilitate the ex-
ploration and exploitation of that medi-
um for the benefit of mankind beginning
in the early 1980's.

Space science.—A program to under-
stand the origin of and the complex in-
teractions of the planets and the solar
system and the application of the knowl-
edge acquired to the earth’s atmosphere
and to the earth itself. It is as a result
of this program combined with its ap-
plications activities that makes NASA
uniquely qualified to undertake the up-
per atmospheric research program au-
thorized by Public Law 94-39,

Space applications.—A program to
support the continued development of
spacecraft technology and instrumenta-
tion for application to meteorology, com-
munications, earthquake research, and
other direct applications including the
new and most promising area of earth
resources measurement as represented
by the earth resources technology satel-
lites—Landsat 1 and 2.

Aeronautics.—A program to accom-
plish the fundamental research neces-
sary to maintain this Nation’s leadership
in aeronautics. Our aerospace industry
consistently contributes substantially to
a positive balance of trade and it is es-
sential that the research programs un-
derlying this successful performance be
continued to sustain this position in the
future.

It is with satisfaction that I note that
NASA with this budget is undertaking an
aggressive program to develop fuel effi-
cient aircraft with a goal of available
technology for a 50 percent improvement
in fuel efficiency for commercial trans-
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ports by 1985. This will be a significant
step forward and a very meaningful con-
tribution to the Nation in view of the
increasing price and unavailability of
petroleum for air transportation.

Underlying all of the programs and
projects supported by the recommended
appropriations to the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration in this
bill is the continued advancement of
science and technology which is so vital
to the continued prosperity and world
leadership of this Nation.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to
support HR. 8070 as recommended by
the Appropriations Committee.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, as
a member of the Subcommitiee on HUD-
Independent Agencies of the Senate Ap-
propriations Commiitee, I am pleased to
support the pending bill, HR. 8070.

There are certain basic items which
we in this Nation must provide for our
people. Decent housing is certainly one
of these. And while we have done much
to provide adequate housing for millions
of our citizens, much remains to be done.
Over 9 percent of our Nation’s 67.7 mil-
lion housing units are considered sub-
standard. Some 7 million families live in
such housing. Another 9 million pay a
disproportionate portion of their incomes
for housing. Thousands of others have
recently found a lack of mortgage credit
a harrier to new or improved housing.
New housing starts have dropped from
an annual rate of over 2 million in 1973
to a rate of 1.07 million in June of this
vear. Unemployment in the construction
industry remains high, despite a slight
drop in the past several months.

My State of EKentucky has not been
unaffected by these developments. Some
22.5 percent of our housing is considered
substandard. The number of building
permits issued has fallen. In mid-July,
unemployment in the construction in-
dustry was running about 20 percent.

Certainly, with this appropriation, we
will not solve all—or even most—of our
problems but it will, I believe, help us
move forward in a number of important
areas,

First, the bill earmarks $100 million
for the SMSA balance fund under the
community development program. This
is the fund which provides assistance fo
small communities within standard
metropolitan statistical areas. Last year,
the first year under this program, there
were more than 1500 preapplications for
assistance. The only funding available,
however, was $54 million, and that was
made available in a supplemental appro-
priations bill. With the budget estimate
for fiscal 1976, perhaps as little as $36
million would be available, which is far
below what many of these areas expected
to receive when the program was de-
vised. Many communities in my State
have applications for funding under this
program. In some cases, these communi-
ties had previously worked on similar
applications under other programs only
to have the rules of the game changed
in the middle of their efforts. Now to pre-
sent them with an absence of funding
under the new program will only dis-
courage them and hold back needed proj-
ects. This, it seems to me, is not the cor-
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rect way to proceed and I fully support
the provision of the $100 million for these
communities.

The committee has also provided $125
million for comprehensive planning
grants under section 701 of the Housing
Act of 1965. Section 701 provides our
States, cities and areawide planning
agencies with funds for carrying out a
comprehensive planning process. As we
all know, there are various types of plan-
ning funds available—for health, trans-
portation, community development, et
cetera. But, under this program, funds
may be used to bring together the plan-
ning activities of the various sectors and
to unite them into a workable whole.
With the many burdens facing our lo-
calities, with the many complex problems
they must handle, with the multitude of
assistance programs which they must
evaluate and make determinations on,
comprehensive planning is a necessity.
Furthermore, planning offers the best
hope of making effective use of the re-
sources which we have—of insuring that
Federal programs—taxpayers’ dollars—
are wisely and well spent.

For the section 202 housing for the el-
derly or handicapped program, the com-
mittee is recommending $500 million in
loan authority. Those of our citizens who
have spent years of their lives contribut-
ing to our Nation and society certainly
deserve to spend their retirement time
in respectable housing. Yet, these are
often the persons who can least afford
such housing. As housing costs soar and
pensions remain fixed, the ability of the
elderly to compete in the housing mar-
ket diminishes. This program, with its
flexible direct loan permanent financing,
can be a major factor in providing the
needs of our elderly and handicapped
citizens.

The legislation also contains $50 mil-
lion for the section 312 rehabilitation
loan program. Under this program, loans
are available at 3 percent interest for the
rehabilitation of existing housing in spe-
cified areas. While some rehabilitation
loan funds are available through the
community development block grant pro-
gram, there are a number of communities
which receive little community develop-
ment funding but which continue to have
a need for rehabilitative activities. This
program should help those areas where
there is no effective alternative.

In addition, the pending bill contains
authority to move ahead on the new sec-
tion 8 housing assistance program. While
many questions remain about this pro-
gram and while it is largely untested at
this time, it may serve as the needed spur
to flexible, assisted housing for our lower
income persons. As a member of the sub-
committee. I know that we will be moni-
toring the program closely in the up-
coming year to determine whether or not
it is achieving its objectives and whether
or not the costs associated with it are ac-
ceptable.

Finally, T would like to call attention
fo language in the committee report re-
garding two programs.

The first relates to construction grants
available under the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act Amendments of 1972,
which provides funding for up to 75 per-
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cent of the cost of municipal wastewater
freatment facilities. While $18 billion was
authorized for these projects, the prog-
ress in obligating and spending the
funds has been slow. In fact, in response
to a question I asked during subcommit-
tee hearings, the Department indicated
that obligations and expenditures were
as follows:

Of the $18 billion authorized under Public
Law 92-500 #4.6 billion has been obligated
through April 30, 1975. By the end of each
fiscal year, the cumulative obligations are
anticipated to reach the following levels:

EBillion
Fiscal year 1975
Fiscal year 1976
Fiscal year 1977

Of the $4.6 billion obligated thrcugh April
30, 1975, §807 million has been expended to
date.

At present, there are 3,252 active projects
under Public Law 92-500. Of that total, 1,767
were for Step 1 (Facllities Planning), 259
were for Step 2 (Plans and Specifications),
and 1,226 were for Step 3 (Construction). Of
the 1,226 construction awards, 849 projects
are now under construction.

This is certainly a turtle’s pace and un-
acceptable in view of the importance of
meeting the goals of the act. I hope EPA
will note the committee’s concern with
the pace and its desire for EPA to act to
move the program ahead.

The second relates to the national flood
insurance program. While there is little
argument with the concept of having a
flood insurance program, a number of
elements in the existing program have
proven most difficult for communities.
First, the preliminary maps which the
Flood Insurance Administration is using
apparently contain many inaccuracies.
and localities have faced obstacle after
obstacle in getting them changed. Sec-
ondly, in the very small communities,
the zoning, land use and building codes
required for participation in the program
are imposing substantial new burdens
upon the community. Therefore, I am
pleased that the committee report in-
cludes language directing FIA to give
special attention to these two matters
and to cooperate with the communities
in resolving them.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Both the Senator from Ohio and
the Senator from New York seek the
floor. Who yields time?

Mr. PROXMIRE., I yield to the Senator
from Ohio.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask that it
be stated.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that further reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page T, line 23, strike “$50,000,000" and
insert in lieu thereof “$75,000,000".

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I have sent
this amendment to the desk for the Sen-
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ator from California (Mr. CRANSTON)
and myself.

Mr. President, this amendment would
increase the amount of funding appro-
priated for the section 312 3 percent
Federal housing rehabilitation loan pro-
gram from $50 million to $75 million. I
may not press for the adoption of this
amendment, but we do feel it important
that the issue be discussed.

After considerable debate earlier this
yvear on the issue, the Congress extended
the section 312 program as part of the
Emergency Housing Act of 1975 with an
authorization of $100 million for fiscal
1976. I understand that the HUD Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, acting con-
sistently with this assessment, included
in its draft bill an appropriation for the
full $100 millicn. However, this amount
was cut in half at the full committee
level.

As coauthors of the Senate legislation
to extend and amend this program, we
are concerned that Congress follow up on
its earlier efforts by providing adequate
money for the program. The community
development applications received by
HUD make clear the tremendous local
interest in neighborhood preservation
and housing rehabilitation actions. Local
communifties seem to have realized, ap-
parently to a greater extent than the
Federal Government, that this type of
limited investment to prevent neighbor-
hood decline is a wise investment in the
long run, It also promotes energy con-
servation and stimulates jobs in the
areas and industries they are needed
most.

The section 312 program has a good
track record and is the most efficient
means of providing low-interest housing
rehabilitation loan money. Its use avoids
legal guestions which still may be in-
volved in some areas regarding the use
of community development block grant
money for this purpose. Furthermore,
the Government will recoup almost its
entire outlay amount in loan repayments.

Thus, we feel it is extremely important
to press for the $50 million appropria-
tion now in the bill, at the very least.
Since the House bill was considered ke-
fore the program extension was passed,
there are no funds in its kill for this
purpose and the conferees may be re-
sistant.

With those thoughts in mind, can the
chairman assure us that he will do what
he can to see to it that the final bill con-
tains the entire Senat*e appropriation for
section 312?

Mr. PROXMIRE. May I say to my
distinguished friend from Ohio I will
certainly do all I can in conference to
see that the $50 million is retained in its
entirety.

I might point out this program has $57
million of carryover. We provide $50 mil-
lion which the President did not request.
This means there would be a total of $107
million for the program.

I am sure the Senator knows of my
deep and abiding interest and concern
for the program. It is an excellent pro-
gram and, as the Senator says, it is one
of the most efficient programs to help
people who need help to fix up old houses,




July 26, 1975

houses that otherwise might have to be
abandoned.

I agree wholeheartedly that it is a good
program. Incidentally, on the basis of our
conferences with the House in the past,
they recognize it is a good program, and
they are very sympathetic with it. I think
we have a good chance of holding onto a
great deal of this amount we put in—I
hope all of it.

Mr. TAFT. I appreciate the chairman's
comment. I was aware of the $57 million
carryover. If it were not for that, I would
be pressing for the whole amount by the
committee.

At this time I would be glad to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Cali-
fornia, who was a coauthor of the au-
thorizing legislation and who has worked
for this cause over the years.

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Senator
from Ohio for those generous words but
more for the very effective and sustained
effort he has made with respect to this
legislation.

I hope very much that the sum cov-
ered in the Senator's amendment can
be approved. I recognize that is not what
is likely to occur on the Senate floor. 1
do want to strongly urge Senator Prox-
MIrE and Senator MarH1as and the other
Democrats who will be conferees to ab
least firmly hold the line on the $50 mil-
lion in conference on the 312 rehabilita-
tion loan program.

Presently 312 is the only program at
HUD which deals with rehabilitation in
the deteriorating neighborhoods. And, as
we all know, we have all too many vast
deteriorating neighborhoods in our cities
and in smaller communities.

This is one of a few programs for en-
abling innercity residents who wish to
remain in the central city to renovate
their housing and stay where they pres-
ently are. As such it is a very important
tool for stabilizing and upgrading neigh-
borhoods.

I also would like to point out to our
colleagues that 312 loans also help elimi-
nate problems of financing in areas that
have been “redlined.”

So I urge the Senate conferees to sup-
port a reasonably high level of appro-
priation for this program, the highest
possible.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. TAPT. I thank the Senator for his
comments, and I withdraw my amend-
ment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment is withdrawn.

The Senator from New York is recog-
nized.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield a few minutes. Is there con-
trolled time?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield the Senator
3 minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I just wish
to comment on a few of the items.

First, let me include Senator PROXMIRE
himself in the very pleasant and agree-
able comment he made about Senator
MaTrI1As. This is a singularly fortunate
team for housing, and while Senator
ProxmMmIre writes with a very sharp pen-
cil, he is also a man of great humanity,
fairness, and understanding, and it is re-
flected in many of the aspects of this bill.
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Might I say to my colleagues, first, I
hope very much the Senate will support
the $550 million provided by the Senate
committee for the operation of low-
income housing projects.

The main reasons for it, as far as we
are concerned in the largest city in the
country and in five other cities of major
character in New York State, are that
there has been a tremendous increase in
operating costs attributable fo a cause
absolutely beyond the control of those
handling these public housing projects
and low-income housing projects, and
that is the fuel cost increase which is an
absolutely crushing burden attributable
to no one except the affairs of the world.

We welcome the performance stand-
ards for local housing authorities operat-
ing owned units, which is referred to in
the committee report. But the fact is
that when no performance, no matter
how grand and efficient, can help you,
only money can do it, and the committee,
therefore, very intelligently and under-
standingly has provided some additional
money. So I hope very much, and I ap-
preciate very much what the committee
has done and hope very much, it will be
supported in the Senate.

On another matter, very briefly, we
are very glad to see the Government Na-
tional Mortgage Association, the so-
called Ginnie Mae, referred to by the
committee in the following language:

The Department is urged to make these
funds available for all programs covered, both
conventionally and federally insured single
and multifamily units.

We especially emphasize the latter be-
cause that has not been the ongoing pol-
icy of Ginnie Mae. They have tended to
favor single family units. Obviously this
is now almost a completely urban coun-
try with about 75 percent of our people
living in cities.

Hence, the recognition of the commit-
tee that multifamily units need to be
covered becomes very critically impor-
tant, especially at a time when it is so
very difficult to get money for the multi-
family projects or the multifamily mort-
gage that needs it.

So we appreciate very much this
thoughtfulness by the committee, and
I would sort of like to know here on the
floor, as well as in the committee report,
the extent of the strength of the con-
viction of the Housing Subcommittee on
that particular subject.

Mr, PROXMIRE. We feel very strongly
that it is necessary. That is why we
wrote this into the act. The restriction
to single family housing has been a mis-
take. The housing start figures now in-
dicate that multifamily housing is one
of the principal problems we now have in
home construction.

I might say to the Senator from New
York that I intend to do all I can to sus-
tain this position, and I hope we can per-
suade the administration to recognize the
importance of providing this for multi-
family housing.

As the Senator points out so well, in
all of our big cities, particularly in New
York, but also in Milwaukee, Baltimore,
and Cleveland, and so forth, this is par-
ticularly essential.

Mr, JAVITS. Very good. As a matter of
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fact, the homebuilders, as the Senator
knows much better than I, think we are
too low on this figure; that it ought to
be $10 billion. But I am expressing my
confidence, in answering them, in the
Senator from Wisconsin and the Senator
from Maryland and their judgment and
their understanding of the situation, and
the fact that they show themselves will-
ing to lend themselves to high figures—
and $5 billion is no small change—and,
therefore, it is an assurance that really
it is needed, and it will be available.

I gather they argue the fact that it
is not of particular budget impact. But,
be that as it may, I have faith and con-
fidence in my colleagues, who have al-
ready done so well, and I mention them
to the Senate.

Finally, Mr. President, I would like to
commend the committee for the addi-
tional $100 million provided for, ear-
marked for, the so-called balanced com-
munity, the standard metropolitan sta-
tistical areas, which are under 50,000
population, and where a formula has not
worked out very well because of the ex-
tent of the demand which was unantici-
pated.

It is not often realized, because I am
from such a big State, where we have big
cities, where we have the so-called big
six, New York, Buffalo, Syracuse, Roch-
ester, Albany, and so forth, but I also
have a lot of people in a lot of other
places that are under definitions of this
kind.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

tMr. JAVITS. May I have 1 other min-
ute?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes.

Mr. JAVITS. Indeed, my State is one
of the great dairy States of the country,
so we are deeply interested in this.

Also, it recognizes the principle that
we are under a formula which was
adopted on a national level, and we have
so many of them in housing, health and
education, and in so many other fields,
and it simply does not work, and it is
important that Congress understand that
and that it has enough flexibility to ear-
mark money or work out a hold harm-
less or do something which is necessary
to do equity among the States and areas
of the country.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I might call the at-
tention of the Senator to the very un-
equivocal and express language we have
in the bill. On page 8, lines 15 to 20, I
read:

For grants to States and units of general
local government, to be used only for ex-
penses necessary for carrying out a coms-
munity development grant program author-

i T

It gives the section which referred to
the smaller cities—
$100,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 1978.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague
very much.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr, President, I would
just like to welcome the participation
of the Senator from New York in this
matter because he not only represents
the greatest urban community in the
world, but his advocacy in an issue of
this sort is very important.
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I hope he will be persistent and con-
sistent in urging that we solve this prob-
lem.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield me 2 minutes?

Mr. MATHIAS. I am happy to yield
to the Senator.

Mr. TAFT. I thank the Senator and I
just want to comment on the remarks
expressed by the distinguished Senator
from New York with regard to the
operation of GNMA.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, last March
I submitted legislation to the Congress
which would expand the coverage of the
Government National Mortgage Asso-
ciation’s emergency mortgage credit pro-
gram to conventionally financed con-
dominium units and apartment projects.
This proposal was included in the Emer-
gency Housing Act of 1975. It was en-
dorsed by the President soon after I
had first introduced it.

Thus far, GNMA has expanded the
program to include condominium units
but not apartment projects. While I wel-
come the expansion of the program
which already has been made, I feel
that there is a good case for using the
full authority authorized by the new
law. The housing depression is far worse
in the apartment sector than in the
single family sector. Apartments serve
many persons for whom the homeowner-
ship option simply is not available. They
are also desirable from a land use and
energy conservation concept.

Therefore, I was pleased to see that
on page 21 of the committee report, HUD
is directed to make funds available un-
der the 1975 act for all the programs
covered. This would mean that FHA and
VA mortgages and conventionally fi-
nanced apartments would become eli-
gible, as well as the conventional single
family and condominium units now eli-
gible.

I hope that HUD will move in this
direction. To do so would be consistent
with the President’s expressed support
for the expansions Congress made in the
program, including the coverage of con-
ventionally financed apartments.

Mr. President, I thank the Senator for
yielding.

Mr. STEVENSON was recognized.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Will the Sen-
ator yield to me?

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I have cleared this request with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois, with the
manager of the bill, the ranking member,
the ranking member on the committee,
and the leadership.

I ask unanimous consent that time on
any amendment on this bill be reduced
to 30 minutes to be equally divided in
accordance with the usual form.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I
have an amendment at the desk and I
ask for its immediate consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will state the amend-
ment.
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The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 6, line 4, strike “$195,116,000"
and insert in lleu thereof the following:
'$199,616,000".

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr, President, this
amendment restores $4'2 million of the
approximately $6.2 million cut from the
administration’s request for funds to
administer HUD's housing programs. The
amendment would insure effective imple-
mentation of the section 518(b) reim-
bursement for defects program. It would
help provide the resources needed for
more effective implementation of all
FHA's insurance programs.

Hearings of the Banking Committee,
of which the distinguished manager of
this bill is the chairman, which were
held recently in Chicago revealed HUD
and FHA's inability to inspect property
adequately before it was insured.

Those hearings revealed as similar in-
quiries have in other parts of the coun-
try the inability of HUD and FHA fto
implement the section 518 program, to
verify the ability of potential FHA-in-
sured homeowners to meet monthly
mortgage payments, the inability to pre-
vent fast foreclosures by mortgage
lenders, and to protect FHA-insured
property in the event of abandonment
and foreclosure. All these failures on the
part of HUD and FHA resulf in deterio-
rating neighborhoods, disillusioned

homeowners, and an enormous cost to
the taxpayers.

It is due in large part to the insuffi-
cient personnel available to HUD and
FHA to manage these housing programs.

Congress mandates the programs and
then fails to provide the funds to im-
plement them.

Money spent to correct these deficien-
cies in FHA administration would be
money well spent. Nationally, HUD now
owns 74,000 single family homes which
cost the Government $20 million a
month just to maintain. More effective
administration of FHA programs to re-
duce the rate of foreclosures and aban-
donments could save millions of dollars.

Mr. President, it is pennywise, pound-
foolish policy which sacrifices billions
of dollars in order to save millions.

Without adequate staff, the property
abandonments, foreclosures, and soar-
ing taxpayer costs will be aggravated.

With work loads in HUD and FHA
going up enormously, the funds for the
management of these programs have
been cut by both the House and the Ap-
propriation Committee of this body.

I know of the efforts of the distin-
guished manager, faithfully and strenu-
ously and over many years, to protect
the taxpayers’ dollars. He carries a
sharp pencil and he fights for economy
in Government, and I respect him for
that.

This amendment, Mr. President,
would cut $4.5 million, but it could save
many hundreds of millions of dollars.

For that reason, as well as the man-
ager's own concern about the welfare
of homeowners and deteriorating neigh-
borhoods across the country, I would
hope that he might become an enthu-
siastic supporter of this amendment.
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Mr. TOWER. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. STEVENSON. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Illinois. I think it is
wise of him to offer this amendment.
I appreciate his including me as a
cosponsor. I agree with him, it would be
penny-wise and pound-foolish to do
otherwise.

Mr. President, I am not one who has
ever supported or advocated the prolif-
eration of the bureaucracy. I have been
one of those who has advocated reduc-
tions in Government personnel. But I
think we have to be selective about this
matter and I think we have to look into
areas where use of adequate numbers
of personnel to administer and imple-
ment will, in effect, cut deep and reduce
delays, and it will save us money in the
long run.

So I think this $4.5 million will be
money well spent and I think it will
better facilitate the implementation of
our housing programs.

After all, that is one of the things we
are most concerned about in this bill,
new housing starts, and the delay in
residential facilities to people who need
them.

So I urge the Senate to adopt the
amendment that was offered by the Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator yield to
me?

Mr. STEVENSON. I thank the Sena-
tor from Texas and I yield to the Senator
from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I, too,
have joined as a cosponsor and strongly
urge this amendment upon the Senate,
for this reason.

Secretary Hills, who is new, a very
bright woman, very deeply involved, and
has her heart really in this work, ap-
peared before the Joint Economic Com-~
mittee, of which I am the ranking Sen-
ate member. Senator PROXMIRE was
there. She made a very strong point
about many things in the housing bill
which she felt should have been granted
to her Department.

But in the final analysis, she came
down hard on the fact that she was
simply being stripped of the means to
do the job she wanted to do which in-
volved so much personal service, as the
Senator has outlined, in the appraisal
of properties, the consideration of prop-
erties, the enormous amount of detail.

I know of no department, by the way,
in which you get into the nitty-gritty as
you do in HUD. Her feeling about the
matter was so sincere, so expert, and so
persuasive that I really think it gives a
special dimension within the conscious-
ness and hearing of the manager of the
bill himself, because he was there and
challenged her very sharply. She stuck
to her guns, and I really think it was very
impressive.

I join Senator STEVENSON in the hope
that in view of the fact that she is a new
Secretary, she has a monumental job,
that this is one of the keys to recovery—
housing. It is in very bad shape in this
country, and the Government has a lot
to do with it, as we all know.
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I would hope very much the managers
might, in that spirit and for that reason,
accept this amendment.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. STEVENSON. I yield to the Sena-
tor from West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I ask the Senator
from Illinois if he will grant me the priv-
ilege of being a cosponsor and then to
comment briefly on this important
subject.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from West Virginia be added as cospon-
Sor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Will the Senator add
my name as a cosponsor?

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) be added
as cosponsor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
SteEVENsoN) for presenting this amend-
ment.

I think perhaps a brief look back to
an action that was forward-looking at
the time might be in order.

In the early 1930's I participated in
bringing the Homeowners Loan Corpora-
tion into being as a member of the House
of Representatives. I recall the debates
and the efforts that were made at that
time. I reemphasize what has been said,
that when we work to give opportunity
for homeownership to the American peo-
ple, they respond with a responsible atti-
tude and participation. It was so in that
original effort. We did not lose money.
Money was made for the U.S. Govern-
ment by that endeavor, which, at the
time, was looked upon by some persons
as an expenditure of Federal funds on
which there would be huge losses.

We must recognize that by and large
our Nation is well served when citizens
have the opportunity for homeowner-
ship. I believe that when we put persons
to work to construct homes and then give
incentives to persons to purchase homes
and keep those homes viable, we have
strengthened the American society.

In that period of trouble in the 1930’s
we were able to realize the underpinning
and the structuring which we could add
to the Nation by the development of
housing programs.

I hope now, in a period of economic
instability, we will realize not only the
necessity of strengthening the housing
industry from the standpoint of giving
employment, and the ownership incen-
tives which are helpful to fathers, moth-
ers, and families, but we will realize again
that this is money well spent. It is an
investment. It will pay a dividend on the
dollars that are expended.

I appreciate the privilege of joining my
colleague as a cosponsor of this amend-
ment to insure that personnel will be
available to administer housing pro-
grams.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator. He recognizes that
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this is not just a question of decent hous-
ing for American citizens. It is also very
largely a question of the economy, the
welfare of our economy. No single sector
of our economy is more important than
the housing industry.

These programs are basically sound.
They can make the dream of homeown-
ership a reality in America. They can
help our economy, but not unless they
are implemented. They cannot be imple-
mented without adequate staff. I am
grateful to the Senator for his words.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Will the Senafor
yield?

Mr. STEVENSON. I yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I feel constrained to
comment briefly on what the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia has
said about the HOLC. I remember it
quite well.

Mr. RANDOLPH. It was 1934.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It was 1934. I was
not in Congress. I was a young lawyer
in Huntsville, Ala., but I worked for the
HOLC as one of the county representa-
tives. I saw many homes saved for the
people who were living in them through
the instrumentality of the HOLC. In sav-
ing them, I want to tell the Senate that
they saved insurance companies, banks,
and lenders of money which had mort-
gages on those homes. It was one of the
greatest programs that President Roose-
velt put into effect among all of the very
fine programs that he initiated.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Will my colleague
yield further?

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, how
much time remains to the sponsor of this
amendment?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has fewer than 3 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Will the Senator
yield 1 minute?

Mr. STEVENSON. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I hesitate to add to
what has been said by the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) except to in-
dicate that in that period of the 1930’s,
there was a realization that we had to
act. That, I believe, is a necessary in-
gredient in these days. We are inclined
sometimes to let ourselves bog down with
complexities of drafting an amendment
or the passage of legislation. There are
matters that even though they seem
complex, they are in fact really very
simple. To build an America on housing,
home building and the family unit is
sound and we should not deter from mov-
ing forward quickly. The opportunity
for homeownership and adequate housing
can be the strengthening fabric which
holds together our society.

Mr. STEVENSON. The Senator is ab-
solutely right.

Mr. MAGNUSON. May I ask to be
added as a cosponsor to the amendment?

Mr. STEVENSON. I ask unanimous
consent, Mr. President, that the Senator
from Washington be added as a co-
Sponsor.

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

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
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vigorously oppose this amendment. I
think it is going exactly the wrong way.
I tried to cut this item by more than 3
percent. There is only a 3-percent cut in
&8 bureaucracy that has the worst record
of productivity that I have heard of in
Government since I have been here.
Their productivity has dropped 42 per-
cent since 1972, and these are their fig-
ures, not mine. In other words, they have
people up there who are just not doing a
job. I do not feel we should reward them
by providing whatever they ask.

I know the Secretary of HUD has done
a marvelous lobbying job. She has been
on the phone to Senators all morning. A
number of Senators have told me that.
She is a very charming lady, but I hope
in this case there will be a little bit of
resistance on the part of the Senate.

After all, when an agency back in 1972
had as many people, virtually, as they
had in 1974, and were doing just about
twice the work, it does not make any
sense to me that we cannot cut them at
least 3 percent. It is only a token cut.

I would hope that the Senate would
resist the endearing, persuasive argu-
ments of the Senators from Illinois, West
Virginia, Alabama, Washington, and
elsewhere. If wo are really going to mean
business about these programs, it seems
to me that when we have a clear record
of nonperformance we should not re-
spond by letting them go on with the
same old bureaucracy.

Let us take a look at what they intend
to do. They do not say they are going to
have 600,000 Government assisted hous-
ing starts, which is our goal, or 500,000
or so, which is about what they had
in 1972, They say in the coming year they
will have about 200,000 housing starts.
What are they going to do with these
HUD payrollers?

They say that the reason for the drop
in productivity is that when their pro-
grams dropped they kept everybody
aboard because they anticipated that
the program would come back. Well,
maybe it will, but they do not even have
any plans to have a program sufficient
to warrant keeping on board the number
of people they have.

I would hope that the Senate would
not restore the very limited cut we have
put in here. I think very highly of Mrs,
Hills. She is a wonderful person. She
was a fine Assistant Attorney General.
But in this case I hope we can resist her
attractive and very hard to resist appeal.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, this
amendment restores only a small part of
the total cut made by the committee from
the HUD appropriations bill. The work-
loads in HUD are going up, and they are
going up as a result of actions by Con-
gress. Those workloads cannot begin to
be performed without corresponding
staff.

Let me mention just a few examples
of increasing workloads within HUD.

The mew section 518(b) reimburse-
ment program has to be implemented.

The new section 223(f) program for
refinancing existing multifamily strue-
tures involves a workload totally beyond
that anticipated in the bulget.

Staffing requirements for the new sec-
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tion 8 lower income housing assistance
program are expected to increase.

An increase of 70,000 loans is expected
in the property improvement and mobile
home loans program in 1976.

An additional 229,000 units are ex-
pected to come under annual payment
in 1976 under subsidized housing pro-
grams.

And I could go on and on.

Mr. President, this amendment re-
stores only $4.5 million of the $6.2 million
cut from the management of housing
programs. It restores a much smaller
part of the other cuts made by this com-
mittee in the HUD budget. The result
will be not only more housing for people
and better neighborhoods, but a saving
of hundreds of millions of dollars fo the
Government.

I am prepared to yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. STEVENSON. How much time do
I have remaining now, Mr. President?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has less than a min-
ute.

Mr, STEVENSON. I yield the remain-
der of my time to the Senator from New
York.

Mr. JAVITS. One of the big things
Mrs. Hills made a point of—and I hope
I am not being charged with discriminat-
ing either for or against her—was that
she was trying to reach 400,000 lower-
income housing units under section 8.
The committee has given her back the
money she needs to do it in terms of the
financing, and she has pleaded for the
necessary staff.

I think that is such a desirable objec-
tive, and a new program, that we ought
to go along with her. That is my reason
for my strong support of this amend-
ment.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amend-
ment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second? There
is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I wish
to associate myself with the remarks of
the chairman of the subcommittee, and
to confirm the statement that he has
already made that he wanted to cut this
bill farther. I had to make all the argu-
ments that the Senator from New York
has just made about the comity we owe
a new Secretary, and so on, in order to
avoid additional cuts.

The Senator from Wisconsin makes a
good deal of sense about this. There
ought to be further cuts. We are not
talking about cutting to the bone. We
are talking about a work pool of people
on the public payroll of about 9,000
people, and we are suggesting here a
reduction of about 300 people—300 out
of 9,000.

As the Senator from Wisconsin, the
chairman of the subcommittee, has sug-
gested, these 300 people are merely a
token reflection of the 42 percent de-
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crease in the efficiency of the Depart-
ment.

If in fact HUD does begin to crank
up section 8, which I hope they do, I will
be the first one to support a supple-
mental appropriation and see that they
get all the people they need to do the
work. But I would like to see scme evi-
dence first.

Frankly, it is a new thing for me to
advocate a decrease in the number of
Government employees, particularly
considering the State that I represent.
But it is also discouraging for me to see
the lack of progress in HUD. I have be-
come extremely discouraged with HUD,
and with the failure of HUD to imple-
ment the programs that Congress has
mandated.

If they are willing to do the job, I
think we can give them the tools, but
until there is evidence that they are
ready to do the job, I think the commit-
tee should be supported and we should
hold the level which has been provided
in the bill.

Mr. TOWER, Mr. President, will the
Senator from Maryland yield me 2
minutes on the bill?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, if one
could save money by rejecting this
amendment, it would be a different mat-
ter. Mrs. Hills has been referred to as
a charming, beautiful woman, and all
that. She is also a very tough-minded
and efficient woman, who also believes
in reducing the Federal deficit to the ex-
tent that it can be reduced. For example,
she urged the President to veto a housing
bill that would have cost us additional
hundreds of millions of dollars. It seems
hardly likely to me that a Secretary
would recommended the veto of a bill
that would cost us hundreds of millions
of dollars to be administered by her own
department. Usually when you are em-
pire building, you get all the authoriza-
tions and appropriations you can.

Now she wants an immediate $4.5 mil-
lion to be able to adequately and ef-
ficiently administer these programs and
serve the people they are designed to
serve, I think it would be nit-picking on
the part of the Senate if we denied it
to her.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator from Wisconsin
yield back the remainder of his time?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. StoNE). The question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON). On
this question, the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Bayn), the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
BmeN), the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
Bumpers), the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. Burpick), the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. EasTranp), the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. GrLENN), the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) , the Senator
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from Louisiana (Mr. Long), the Senator
from Montana (Mr. METCALF), the Sen-
ator from North Carolina (Mr. MORGAN),
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NEL-
son), the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
STENNIS) , and the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. SYMINGTON) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Michigan (Mr, Hart), is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
Bumpers) would vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BARTLETT),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELL-
MoN), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GoLDWATER), the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PeErcyY) and the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) are necessarily
absent.

The result was announced—yeas 42,
nays 37, as follows:

[Rollecall Vote No. 335 Leg.]
YEAS—42

Griffin
Hansen
Hatfleld
Hollings
Hruska
Humphrey
Jackson
Javits
Kennedy
Laxalt
Leahy
Magnuson
McClure
McIntyre

NAYS—37

Haskell
Hathaway
Helms

Baker
Beall
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
Cannon
Clark
Cranston
Curtis
Dole
Domenici
Fannin
Fong
Gravel

Mondale
Montoya
Fackwood
Fastore
Pell
Randolph
Scott, Hugh
Sparkman
Stafford
Stevenson
Taft
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney

Abourezk
Allen
Bentsen
Byrd, Huddleston
Harry F., Jr. Inouye
Byrd, Robert C, Johnston
Case Mansfield
Chiles Mathias
Culver MecClellan
McGee
McGovern
Garn Moss Willlams
Hart, Gary W. Muskie Young

NOT VOTING—20

Eastland Morgan

Glenn Nelson

Goldwater Percy

Hart, Philip A. Stennis

Hartke Stevens
Burdick Long Symington
Church Metcalf

So Mr. STeEVENSON's amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment was agreed to.

Mr. STEVENSON. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will be in order. Sen-
ators will take their seats. Senators will
withdraw to the cloakroom if they wish
to converse.

Nunn
Pearson
Proxmire
Ribicoff
Roth
Schweiker

Talmadge
Weicker

Eagleton
Ford

Bartlett

Bumpers

TIME-LIMITATION AGREEMENT—
VETO MESSAGE ON S. 66

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Will the Sen~-
ator yield briefiy?

Mr, MONDALE., I will be glad to.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that I may pro-
ceed for 1 minute without the time being
charged.




July 26, 1975

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro ftem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I have cleared this request with the Re-
publican leader (Mr. HucH Scorr), and
it has been cleared with Mr. GrIFFIN and
with Mr. MartH1as, the ranking minority
member on this bill. I have cleared it
with Mr. Javits, who is the minority
member of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, and with the appropriate
Senators on this side of the aisle who
are directly invoived.

I ask unanimous consent that there
be a 30-minute limitation on the debate
on the President’s veto message on S. 66,
the nurses training bill, that the 30 min-
utes begin to run at 1 p.m. today; and
that the vote occur then at 1:30.

Mr. HELMS. Reserving the right to
object, where does my amendment fit in?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator,
I am sure, can call up his amendment
immediately after the disposition of this
amendment. If the half-hour period in-
tervenes, he could call it up following
the vote.

Will it be agreeable with the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota, if he
decides that he wants a rolicall vote on
his amendment, that that go over until
after the vote on the veto message, so
the distinguished Senator from North
Carolina can call his up?

Mr. MONDALE. I am ready to vote
right now so we can have the vote out
of the way, unless the committee objects
to an earlier vote.

Mr. HELMS. Is the Senator willing to
agree to a unanimous-consent request
that debate start at 1:30 pm.?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Yes.

Mr. HELMS. That will only allow me
30 minutes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. We can make
it 1:15, then?

Mr. HELMS. Very well.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND UR-
BAN DEVELOPMENT-INDEPEND-
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS.
1976

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 8070) making
appropriations for the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent executive agen-
cies, boards, bureaus, commissions, cor-
porations, and offices for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1976, and the period end-
ing September 30, 1976, and for other
purposes.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk, and I ask
unanimous consent that its reading be
dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 20, line 13, strike out “$370,766,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$410,766,000".

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this
amendment is offered on behalf of myself
and my colleague from Minnesota, Mr.
HumpHREY, t0o add $50 million to carry
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out section 314 of the Federal Water
Pollution Controel Act.

I am authorized to say that Senator
Muskig, the chairman of the Budget
Committee, has looked at this amend-
ment and has authorized me to say that
it is clearly within the budget resolution
that we adopted earlier this year and
that he strongly supported this fresh
water community lakes program—and of
course he did so repeatedly in earlier au-
thorization efforts.

Last year, the Senate appropriated $75
million for this program. The bill was
vetoed. Then, under tremendous pressure,
we were able to gain only a modest, al-
most insignificant, appropriation of $4
million. This year, the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee has recommended $10
million.

I am proposing that we compromise
with last year's figure and with the ad-
ministration and come up with a figure
which is two-thirds, or $50 million,
rather than the $75 million that we ap-
propriated a year ago.

This money would help to clean up and
help to keep from pollution one of the
most cherished recreational resources in
America—our freshwater community
lakes. There are literally thousands of
these lakes which are being destroyved
through pollution, siltation, algae growth,
sedimentation, and the rest.

This program was enacted 3 years ago
and has never been funded adequately.
The distinguished manager of this bill
has been one of the chief sponsors of
this program over the years, because, like
Minnesota, Wisconsin is a great fresh-
water State, and his State is probably
further ahead in this program than any
other State in the Union. Therefore, 1
hope that the distinguished floor man-
ager of the bill will accept this amend-
ment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President—on
my time—I wish I could accept this
amendment, and I certainly would, if I
felt I possibly could, but I cannot do so.

I say that although the Senator from
Minnesota made an excellent presenta-
tion before the subcommittee. He con-
vinced me that this program is badly
needed and that we should have it.

But let us look at the facts. As of June
30—and that is the latest date for which
we have information—the Environmental
Protection Agency has not obligated the
$4 million provided in fiscal 1975 for the
clean lakes program. They are just now
proceeding with the first round of the
program. Based on applications received
from States for use of the $4 million in
1975, it seems that it will be very difficult
to expect them to be able to obligate more
than the $10 million the Senate has pro-
vided.

Furthermore, it is my understanding
that we need more time to evaluate the
cost, effectiveness of the lake restoration
programs now under consideration be-
fore greatly accelerating the activity.

In his veto message in the 1975 Agri-
culture, Environmental and Consumer
Protection Appropriation Act, the Presi-
dent said:

The feasibility of this cleanup program has
not yet been proven. Furthermore, study is
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essential if we are to avold ineffective Fed-
eral spending for these purposes,

I think the President may well be
wrong and the Senator from Minnesota
right. The appearance of the Senator
from Minnesota was very convincing.
However, this is a program that will ac-
celerate more than 100 percent if we
simply provide the $10 million in the bill.
We are providing only $4 million now.
They ask for nothing in the budget, so
we would be $50 million over the budget.
Even if we put in the $50 million and got
it through the House, there would be
very little chance that the administra-
tion would proceed any faster than they
would if we provided $10 million.

For these reasons, I think it would be
a mistake on the part of the Senate to
accept the amendment and go another
$50 million over the budget. With the
adoption of the Stevenson amendment
a few minutes ago, we are now well over
$300 million above the budget and above
the House. There is some prospect that
if we put more than $10 million in the
budget it might be an additional reason
for a veto.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
HUMPHREY) .

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, Sena-
tor MonpaLE and I are offering an amend-
ment to increase the appropriation for
section 314 of the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act from $10 million to $25
million. We are offering this amendment
because of our conviction that our Gov-
ernment must live up to its commitment,
enacted in the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act, to help our States and cities
clean up our lakes.

The amendment which we are offer-
ing will not provide full funding for the
clean lakes programs. It will not enable
us to meet all of the needs which exist.
But it will be a step in the right direc-
tion.

Last year, Congress appropriated $75
million for the clean lakes programs, but
as a result of a Presidential veto, that
$75 million was scaled down to $4 mil-
lion. Even that $4 million was not used
for the purpose which we intended—
cleaning up our lakes—but rather was
used for a research program which I
found indistinguishable from section
104(h) of the same Pollution Control Act.

This year, the administration made no
request for funding of the clean lakes
program. The Senate Committee on Ap-
propriations, however, did recommend
some funding for this program.

I believe the Appropriations Commit-
tee should be commended for its wisdom
in continuing to provide funds for this
program and for increasing the funding
above the current level. But I think we
should fund this program at an even
higher level.

The need certainly is there. My own
State of Minnesota etimates that it will
need to spend $44.7 million over the next
4 years to clean up our lakes. Other
States, I am certain, have similar needs.
The national eutrophication survey, in
examining 242 lakes in just 10 States,
reached the conclusion that 80 percent
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of the lakes are in bad condition or go-
ing dead.

We possess the skills to clean up our
lakes. But to date, we have not possessed
the commitment at the Federal level to
do so. Our amendment to increase fund-
ing for this important program will be
a step in the right direction.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair will have to call the
attention of the gallery to the fact that
they are invited visitors and guests and,
therefore, conversation will have to be
kept down so that the Chair can main-
tain order.

The Senator will proceed.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The point that I
seek to emphasize is that a judgment has
been made on this item at a larger figure
on an earlier occasion. That is No. 1.

Second, when the EPA and the OMB
does not have money available, they
always have excuses. If money is made
available, hopefully, they will be able to
use it in a constructive fashion. If we
have only $10 million for all the lakes in
the United States of America for clean-
up, at a time when everybody knows that
this precious resource is being destroyed
in place after place and State after State,
I think that we would be inviting the
criticism that we do not care. As I under-
stand my colleague, the Budget Commit-
tee chairman (Mr. Muskie) who has re-
sponsibility here as the budget officer for
the Senate, did not find himself in op-
position to this but felt it was agreeable.
Is that correct?

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator is cor-
rect. When we were marking up the
budget resolution in our calculations,
that, of course, did not show in the res-
olution itself. But our calculations easily
accommodate this amendment. In other
words, what we are proposing with this
modest amendment is that we appro-
priate only two-thirds as much as we
appropriated last time, and that we
appropriate only one-third of the au-
thority.

This seems to be a modest approach.
The program is finally getting started.
The total requested already is $10 mil-
lion, with several other new projects
coming in. This is a program that is at
least 40 years late in America. All over
our Nation, these cherished fresh-water
community lakes are being destroyed by
pollution, siltation, and algae growth. It
is one piece of the total environmental
picture that has been ignored. Finally,
the agency is beginning to move, these
applications are beginning to be received
and processed. Just at a time when the
program should be taking off and when,
incidentally—I must argue with the
distinguished floor manager on this—
when we are learning a great deal about
very effective techniques of cleaning up
and protecting these lakes—this is the
time when we should have a modest in-
crease in the program in order to get
moving. That is all we are proposing to
do.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
order that we can hurry on so we can
get the rollcall vote on it I wish to ask
for the yeas and nays.
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Mr. MONDALE. Let me modify my
amendment first.

I modify my amendment to provide for
an additional $15 million for the program
so that the amendment will read, on page
20, line 13, sfrike out $370 million plus
and insert in lieu thereof, $385 million.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment is so modified.

Mr. HUMPHREY. What we are talk-
ing about here is a very small amount.
It gives the Government a chance to
move ahead. The States are ready to
move ahead. Localities are ready to move
ahead. The only problem is, again, the
dead-end street, Dullsville, Washington,
D.C.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The yeas and nays have been called
for. Is there a sufficient second? There is
a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is all time yielded back on this
amendment?

Mr, MONDALE. I yield back my time.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, T have
not yielded back my time yet.

Once again, I say I appreciate the
presentation of the Senators from Min-
nesota. I agree that Wisconsin is par-
ticularly anxious to get this kind of leg-
islation. We would benefit greatly from
it. But there is no question in my mind at
all that the administration is not going
to proceed that fast. $10 million would
mean a rapidly escalating program, a
more than 100-percent increase, and I
doubt if we are going to get more action.

Mr. President, in view of the fact that
this is an amendment which I think can
be misinterpreted, under the circum-
stances the Senate would be better served
if T moved to table the amendment.

Mr. MONDALE. Will the Senator with-
hold?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I beg the Senator’s
pardon. I thought he was through.

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, all we
are asking for in this modified amend-
ment is that we appropriate $25 mil-
lion to help the communities around the
Nation to clean up their fresh water com-
munity lakes. Last year, we appropriated
$75 million, but regrettably, the bill was
vetoed. There are already many applica-
tions—good applications—from the State
of Washington, from Wisconsin, from
Minnesota, from Florida—all over the
country—in this crucial area. Tc ask for
a modest $25 million for this national
program, when we already know how to
deal with them, and when the program
is finally getting going, seems to me to
be the most modest kind of request. As
a matter of fact, I had hoped that the
distinguished floor manager would ac-
cept the amendment. In any event, I
hope the Senate will accept it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. As I understand it,
we did appropriate the $75 million. That
was vetoed. The second time around we
appropriated $4 million.

Mr. MONDALE. That is correct.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Now we are going to
$10 million. I hope we do not get a veto.
The total of $10 million, as I say, would
be more than a 100-percent increase.

I move to table the amendment, Mr.
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President, and I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second? There
is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
motion fo table the amendment of the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) .
The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Bayn), the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
Bmen), the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. Burpick), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CrURcH), the Senator from Missis-
sippi (Mr. EasTrLAND), the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. GrLenn), the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. HarT), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr, Long), the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MEercaLr), the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. MoreAN), the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON),
and the Senator from Missouri (Mr. Sy-
MINGTON) , are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. HarT) is absent because
of illness.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BARTLETT),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELL-
moN), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GoOLDWATER), the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PercY), and the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) are necessarily
absent.

The result was announced—yeas 40,
nays 40, as follows:

[Rollecall Vote No. 336 Leg.]
YEAS—40
Fannin
Fong

Garn
Grifin

Allen
Baker
Beall
Bentsen
Brock Hansen
Buckley Helms
Byrd Hruska
Johnston

Hai'ry F., Jr.
Byrd, Robert C. Laxalt

Mansfield
Mathias
MeClellan
MecClure
McGee

NAYS—40

Huddleston
Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Kennedy
Leahy
Magnuson
McGovern
McIntyre
Mondale
Moss
Muskie
Packwood

NOT VOTING—19

Glenn Morgan
Goldwater Nelson
Hart, Gary W. Percy
Hart, Philip A. Stevens
Hartke Symington

Cannon

Dole
Domeniei
Eagleton

Abourezk
Brooke
Bumpers
Case
Chiles
Clark
Cranston
Culver
Ford
Gravel
Haskell
Hatfield
Hathaway
Hollings

Schweiker
Scott, Hugh
Stafford
Stevenson
Stone

Taft
Tunney
Weicker
Williams

Bartlett
Bayh
Bellmon
Biden
Burdick
Church Long
Eastland Metcalf

So the motion to lay on the table
Mr. MonpaLE's amendment was rejected.

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
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pore. The question recurs on the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been
ordered.

The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I was
going to suggest to the distinguished
floor manager that the sponsors of the
amendment would be willing to com-
promise further.

The original amendment would have
added $40 million. This amendment
added $15 million. We would suggest re-
duecing it another $5 million, so we
would be adding only $10 million.

I would hope the Senator from Wis-
consin, who has been one of the Nation’s
champions on this program, could, on
this lovely Saturday afternoon, accede
to that request.

Mr. PROXMIRE. May I say to my
good friend from Minnesota, the Senator
goes more than 100 percent over what
we did last year. He wants to go 400 per-
cent over what we did last year.

Mr. MONDALE. The truth of it is that
we went $75 million, this year we are
going only $10 million, so I do not
know——

Mr. PROXMIRE. In view of the fact
that we lost the tabling motion, I am
perfectly willing to accept this compro-
mise provided we do it by a voice vote
and not waste the time of the Senate.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Great, let it go.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

The yeas and nays are withdrawn.
The amendment is modified to the figure
of $380 million.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 20, line 13, strike out “g370,766,~
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$385,766,000".

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will be in order. At this
time, Senators will withdraw to the
cloakroom or take their seats. The Sen-
ate will be in order, Staffil members will
take their seats.

The Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HELMS. Yes, I am happy to yield
to the able Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Frank Gorham
of my staff be granted the privilege of
the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment and ask that it
be stated.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will state the amend-
ment.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
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At the appropriate place add the following
new section:

“Sec. (). Prior to December 1, 1975, no
part of the funds appropriated by this Act
shall be used directly or indirectly to pro-
vide Federal financial assistance, including
grants, loans, or loan guarantees, to or for
the benefit of Soul City New Community
Project in Warren County, North Carolina,
which is under investigation and audit by
the General Accounting Office.”.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this
amendment is directed to the appropria-
tions for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development. It provides that
prior to December 1, 1975, none of these
funds shall be used directly or indirectly
to provide Federal financial assistance,
including grants, loans, or loan guaran-
tees, to or for the benefit of the Soul City
new community project in Warren Coun-
ty, N.C., which is currently under inves-
tigation and audit by the General Ac-
counting Office.

That project is being investigated and
audited by the General Accounting
Office because, along with the distin-
guished House Member from the Second
District of North Carolina (Mr. Foun-
Tarn), I requested such action. Let me
emphasize at the outset that while the
Senator from North Carolina has some
tentative conclusions about the project
which he is about to discuss, I shall with-
hold final judgment until all of the facts
are in. But it is essential, at this time,
that some information already available
be presented to the Senate.

In 1968 when the plans for the crea-
tion of Soul City were first announced,
there were grandiose plans indeed. The
developer, Floyd McKissick, and others
widely advertised that it would be a
haven for black people, apparently the
idea was that blacks needed to have a
city that was all theirs. This project, it
was said, would be a new, “freestand-
ing” community with its own industrial
base to be developed by black-controlled
corporations.

It was to be established in my State,
North Carolina, about 50 miles northeast
of Raleigh in Warren County. Indeed,
travelers along Interstate Highway 85
may see the large sign indicating its
proximity.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate is not in order. The
Chair requests the visitors in the galleries
to cease from conversing so that the Sen-
ate can be in order.

The Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS, I thank the Chair.

During the earlier years, Soul City of-
ficials assured that the project would
house 44,000 residents in 13,000 homes.
Of course, that was a long range projec-
tion. That was T years ago.

The city was to cover some 5,000 acres
including a 928-acre industrial park
which, it was said, would ultimately em-
ploy 8,200 people. To achieve all this,
the Soul City foundation and a prolifer-
ation of other organizations created by
Mr. McKissick for the obvious purpose of
applying tor Federal funds have been
awarded numerous large grants, pro-
vided loan guarantees, and the like, to
develop programs in education, man-
power training, health services and rec-
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reation, industrial development, and
many other areas.

The level of Federal financial assist-
ance to Soul City, directly or indirectly,
has indeed been a remarkable mani-
festation of social engineering, and an-
other unmasking the tired old concept
that enough money thrown helter-skelter
at any problem will make it go away, or
when thrown in similar fashion at any
proposal, will make it happen. In one
form or another over the past 6 years, the
Federal Government has thrown millions
of the taxpayers’ dollars at this project
through the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity, the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, the De-
partment of Labor, the National Endow-
ment of the Arts, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, and the Department of
Transportation. No one is certain how
much money is involved, but estimates
run as high as $19 million or more.

The operators of this project—which,
by the way has the appearance of a fam-
ily enterprise, of course, wanted the new
city to have fine streets and roads, prop-
er water and sewer facilities, adequate
housing, and educational opportunities
as well as employment training so that
individuals can learn how to work. And,
of course, there had to be recreational
and cultural facilities. Hence, the in-
volvement of all those Federal Depart-
ments and agencies at the taxpayers ex-
pense, One wonders how many of those
taxpayers, footing the bill for all of this,
were taught how to work under some
Federal project or spend their evenings
absorbing the kind of so-called culture
that is supported by the National Endow-
ment of the Arts, but then that is an-
other matter. The point here is that you
name it, and it seems that the Soul City
developers found some Federal agency
with funds to finance it.

The General Accounting Office re-
cently provided me with a list of grants,
contracts, agreements, loans, and loan
guarantees benefiting Soul City that had
been identified as of May 15, 1975. 1
understand that it required weeks to
compile this list. And, of course, who
knows how many more they may ulti-
mately identify?

The list of the individual items is
lengthy and complicated. It is informa-
tive to note a few, however. For example,
on February 26, 1974, the Soul City Co.
received a loan guarantee from the HUD-
New Communities Administration in the
amount of $14 million for land acquisi-
tion and land development. Of this
amount, $5 million in federally guaran-
teed bonds have been sold. Between
July 1, 1971, and June 30, 1972, the Of-
fice of Economic Opportunity through
its Community Services Administration,
provided grants to the Soul City Founda-
tion in the amount of $98,934 to plan and
develop a comprehensive health delivery
program. Between March 1, 1973, and
June 30, 1974, OEO, again through its
Community Services Administration,
provided a grant in the amount of $90,000
for a social planning project.

Between July 1, 1973, and August 30,
1974, the Office of Education of HEW
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provided grants in the amount of $98,220
to compensate for past cultural and edu-
cational disadvantages of minority and
low-income whites—learning lab. Be-
tween January 1, 1973, and September 30,
1973, the National Endowment of the
Arts provided grants in the amount of
$12,500 for arts advocate-support plan-
ning of a cultural arts program for Soul
City.

Moving on down the list, the Depart-
ment of Labor, hetween September 1,
1974, and August 30, 1975, has, or will,
provide grants in the amount of
$34,392 for outreach-recruitment-place-
ment programs. Between May 1, 1974,
and August 30, 1974, the Community
Services Administration, previously men-
tioned, provided $502,875 for economic
development demonstration project. On
Sertember 28, 1973 HUD handed over to
the Soul City Sanitary District a grant
in the amount of half a million dollars
for water and sewer needs of the com-
munity. That same day, HUD gave the
same Soul City Sanitary District an-
other $204,000 grant for the same purpose
to supplement the half million dollar
grant, making a total of $704,000 that the
Soul City Sanitary District received
from HUD on that one day.

Then, on close examination, it appears
that on that same day, September 28,
1973, HUD delivered another grant in the
amount of another half million dollars
to Soul City Utilities Co. That makes a
total $1,204,000 in grants for Soul City
Sanitary District and Soul City Utilities
Co. from HUD on that 1 day—Septem-
ber 28, 1973.

It is interesting to note that thus far
I have mentioned the following organi-
zations directly associated with Soul
City: First, the Soul City Co.; second,
Soul City Foundation; third, Soul City

Sanitary District, fourth, Soul City

Utilities Co. Also, there is the Health Co.,

which has received over a million dollars
in OEO grants; and then, there is the
Warren Regional Planning Corp.

Between May 26, 1972, and July 25,
1973, the Warren Regional Planning
Corp. received contract awards in the
amount of $333,140 from the Office of Mi-
nority Business Enterprises of the De-
partment of Commerce to plan, promote
and develop an industrial program for
Soul City.

Mr. President, the list goes on and on,
but I will not belabor the point further.
Millions upon millions of the taxpayers’
dollars have been spent for the creation
of this so-called “free standing” new
community. But, in the years following
that announcement back in 1968, and the
provision of all this money, there has
been no industry at Soul City, no shops,
no houses—there is no city, just a sign, a
few house trailers, and a little partial
construction. In all, six federally assisted
organizations, formed by Mr. Floyd Mc-
Kissick, have received large sums of
money in one form or another for the
benefit of Soul City. Yet, as one reporter
noted, the place is appropriately named,
because there is hardly a soul there.

Where has all the money gone? A
press investigation concluded that the
aforementioned health company spent
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$339,968 in 1972-73 on a regional health
clinic for Vance and Warren Counties,
the location of Soul City, and most of the
money went for salaries. Not one pa-
tient was treated. The clinic eventually
opened on August 5, 1974, 11 months be-
hind schedule. It is located within the
Soul City limits, if there can be such,
with no city, in two double-wide trailers
rented from one of Mr. McKissick's com-
panies, the report statec.

The Warren Regional Planning Corp.,
also previously mentioned, was given
$257,500 in 1972-T3—according to the
press report figure, GAO has a larger
one—to plan an industrial program for
Soul City and to persuade industries to
locate there. That corporation apparent-
ly did a lot of planning, but we are told
that it recruited no industry. In its re-
port to the Office of Minority Business
Enterprises, the corporation conceded
that its industry recruiting efforts were
“premature.” This same story is repeated
over and over.

I ask unanimous consent that an edi-
torial entitled “Soul City Needs Thorough
Audit” from the News and Observer,
Raleigh, N.C., dated March 5, 1975, be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

SovL Crry Neeps THOROUGH AUDIT

Clearly there is need for a thorough public
audit of Floyd B. McKissick's Soul City de-
velopment in Warren County. And obviously
a credible audit is possible only by such a
congressional agency as the Government Ac-
counting Office, which is independent of the
federal departments and bureaus that are
financing this wventure.

A series of investigative stories by Reporter
Pat Stith discloses numerous federal grants,
loans and loan guarantees made to five non-
profit Soul City organizations controlled by
McKissick and interlocked with four profit-
making organizations also headed or domi-
nated by him.

More than $5 million made possible by 23
programs under six federal agencies has been
funneled into Soul City. And another §14
million mostly under federal loan guarantee
is availlable. Yet, after six years there still is
no Soul City. There is only an office and in-
dustrial building under construction—with
no tenants in sight for it—and a handful of
mobile homes housing the Soul City or-
ganizations,

Behind this costly and unpromising new
town development, Reporter Stith found po-
litical Iimpropriety, apparent conflicts of
interest, mismanagement of federal funds
and nepotism.

Memoranda on the last presidential cam-
paign, obtained by the SBenate Watergrate
committee, 1ink MecKissick’s success In get-
ting federal help to his change in political
loyalty to former President Nixon., McKis-
sick made 20 of the 23 federal financial ar-
rangements for Soul Clty after publicly en-
dorsing the former president’'s re-election
campaign. He changed his party registration,
headed a national political committee and
made a personal gift of 2500 to the re-elec-
tion campaign just before or at the same time
three of his Soul City organizations were ne-
gotiating for federal financial help that even-
tually was granted.

McElissick's control and Influence within
the four profit-making and five non-profit
organizations that own and comprise Soul
City give a clear appearance of conflict of
interest. For instance, McKissick is chair-
man of the non-profit Warren Reglonal
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Planning Corp., which got $274,000 in fed-
eral funds in 1973 to provide “technical as-
sistance” to the profit-making Floyd B.
McKissick Enterprises Inc., which he also
heads. A partial audit of Soul City opera-
tions by the U.S. Department of Commerce
shows that McKissick Enterprises Inc. con-
trolled furniture that had been pald for
with government funds and was then rented
to the government-financed planning cor-
poration that he also heads, The same audit
shows McKissick Enterprises charged the
same planning organization that he heads
more than five times an acceptable rental
cost for trailer office space. Overall, the audit
questioned one-third of the planning or-
ganization’s expenditures, but nothing ever
resulted from the questioning,

McKissick’s wife serves as chalrman of
Soul City Sanitary District, which got a
$704,000 federal grant to build a water and
sewer system for the Soul City development,
which is controlled by McKissick., One of
McKissick's two minor partners, T. T. Clay-
ton, serves on four of the nine Soul City
organizations. Clayton’s wife is the $20,000-
a-year director of Soul City Foundation Inc.,
one of the five groups with which Clayton
isn't directly connected. McKissick's son-in-
law is the $17,000-a-year associate director
of the foundation. This foundation has ob-
tained eight federal grants totalling more
than $1 million to plan and implement social
and human services programs for the future
Soul City.

These guestionable aspects of McKissick's
venture in Warren County are but a few of
its disturbing features. They suggest strong-
1y that public funds aren't being spent wisely
or in an accountable manner. An independ-
ent audit that can trace all the sources and
expenditures of federally related funds in
the project is essential before there can be
any confidence in the development.

Without this confidence McKissick will
never attract private industry to Soul City.
And without job-creating industry there will
never be a community there. Some order
must be brought to management of the
project to save it, or else to prevent further
waste of public funds on it. And an account-
ing is needed of the ethics and legality, or
lack of them, that have brought the project
to 1ts present status.

Mr. HELMS. Despite the fact that an
investigation and audit of the participa-
tion of the Federal Government in the
Soul City project has been underway for
some time, certain Federal agencies are
continuing to provide Soul City with
financial assistance. On July 3, 1975, the
Office of Minority Business Enterprise
of the Commerce Department announced
that it had awarded a new 2-year con-
tract in the amount of $320,000 to War-
ren Regional Planning Corp. for Soul
City. And on July 15, 1975, the Com-
munity Services Administration, for-
merly of OEO—but now I am advised
it is part of HEW—awarded to Soul City
Foundation, Inc., a grant in the amount
of $50,000 to run for 3 years. Its stated
purpose is to provide assistance to the
Soul City Foundation, an educational,
cultural and new city—help to build it—
venture. This grant will finance the
closeout of a previous CSA program
conducted by the delegate agency—=Soul
City Foundation.

Realizing that Federal financial as-
sistance to Soul City is obviously con-
tinuing despite the ongoing investiga-
tion and audit by the General Account-
ing Office, I prepared this amendment
to the HUD appropriations bill to pre-
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clude that Department from providing
any further financial assistance for the
benefit of Soul City pending the report
of that audit and investigation which
is expected to be filed sometime in
November.

However, vesterday morning, while on
the Senate floor about 8 o’clock for the
Senate to resume its consideration of
pending matters, I decided to call Mrs.
Carla Hills, the distinguished Secretary
of the Department of Housing and Urban
Development and inguire about this mat-
ter. The time by then was exactly 8:10.
I found her in her office, hard at work.
I learned that she had arrived at her
office more than an hour before. I was
exceedingly impressed by the diligcence
and dedication of this hardworking pub-
lic official. We discussed the matter, and
subsequently I had a telephone conver-
sation with Dr. Otto Stoltz, general man-
ager of the Community Development
Corp. In the course of these conversa-
tions I received unqualified assurance
that HUD would not provide further
financial assistance to Soul City until
the report of the audit and investiga-
tion is in. Therefore, Mr. President, I
shall ask unanimous consent in a mo-
ment that my amendment be withdrawn.

Mr. President, let me say further, how-
ever, that I believe that the other Fed-
eral agencies involved with this Soul
City matter should exercise the same
wisdom and cooperation exhibited by the
officials at HUD, and withhold further
financial assistance, whether direct or
indirect, from Soul City pending the
audit report. I believe that a prudent
consideration of the taxpayers’ dollars
requires no less.

This is not just a routine audit. It is
an audit that has been requested by not
just one Member of the Congress, but
two. It is an audit that has been advo-
cated by one of the largest newspapers
in my State, based upon an investigation
by its reporters. Now, I do not know what
the report of the audit and investigation
will say. I do not know if it will be favor-
able or negative toward the use of these
millions upon millions of dollars of tax
money. But, I do know this: however that
money has been used, for whatever pur-
poses, it is widely regarded as a gross
waste. There have been funds expended
for health care, but there are no pa-
tients. There have been funds expended
for art and culture but there is no evi-
dence of such there, except for the tra-
ditional folk art, and so forth, of the
area, and we have always had that for
free. There have been funds expended for
industrial recruitment and employment
training, but there is no industry and
there are no employees. There have been
funds expended for roads, water and sew-
er needs, and social planning, but except
for the occupants of a few housetrailers,
there are no people.

Whatever the result of the inquiry of
the General Accounting Office, an obvi-
ous fact will remain—8Soul City is sus-
pected by many citizens of my State as
the greatest single waste of public money
that anyone in North Carolina can re-
member. It is based upon concepts devel-
oped out of an intellectually and morally
bankrupt doctrine, a doctrine that sug-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

gests that enough money thrown at any
problem will make it go away, or thrown
at any proposal will make it happen,

It just does not work that way, Mr.
President. There really is no such thing
as a free lunch. Somebody must pay the
price. The taxpayers of my State are
quite certain that they know who that
“somebody” is.

I withdraw my amendment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, be-
fore the Senator withdraws his amend-
ment will he permit a response by the
Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. HELMS. Provided I have time for
a response to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, if needed.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator's time has expired.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from North Carolina, I believe it
will be agreed, does not consume much
time in the Senate. I hope I will there-
fore have the privilege of discussing this
situation.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Would the Senator
be willing to have me guarantee I will
offer him 5 minutes on the bill if he wants
to respond to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts?

Mr. HELMS. That will be satisfactory
depending on the circumstances, yes. 1
thank my able friend from Wisconsin.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
would point out that in 1 minute from
now, we are going on controlled time on a
veto message from the President of the
United States.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. BROOKE. As I understood, this
amendment was to have 30 minutes, 15
minutes to a side.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator will not
lose his minutes; but what I am saying
is, the Senate has agreed to go under con-
trolled time beginning at 1:15, and if
the Senator started now he would prob-
ably have only half a minute.

Mr. HELMS. Could that time be ex-
tended, say, for 20 minutes?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that instead of the
time on the veto message starting at 1:15,
the time start at 1:30 and continue until
2 o'clock, and that the vote be taken at
that time, with the time between to be
equally divided between and controlled by
the majority leader and the minority
leader, or their designees.

The ACTIING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
The vote will occur not later than 2
o'clock.

Mr. BROOKE. I thank the majority
leader.

Mr. President, we lawyers always say
that every case has two sides, and we
have heard the side which has been
presented by the able Senator from
North Carolina on the question of Soul
City.

I will not get into what Soul City has
done or has not done. I frankly do not
know. I think the record will speak for
itself as to what Soul City has done, and
I am not one to object to a GAO audit
of Soul City or of any other agency. Of
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course, every Senator has a right to
make such a request. The Senator from
North Carolina having made the re-
quest, I am sure GAO will conduct an au-
dit of Soul City, and we will know the
result.

But, Mr. President, I think, in all fair-
ness, that the Recoro ought to show just
what is involved in this case.

An article which appeared in the Ra-
leigh News and Observer made certain
allegations against the new town of Soul
City, and that is why this audit was re-
quested. However, HUD conducted an
investigation of Soul City on its own, and
I have a letter which was addressed to
Mr. Claude Sitton, the editor of the Ra~-
leigh News and Observer, Raleigh, N.C.,
from a Mr. Melvin Margolies, Assistant
Administrator, Office of Finance, of
HUD’s Office of New Communities. I am
going to read a portion of that letter, be-
cause I think it is relevant:

Dear Mr. Srrrown: At the time Mr. Pat
Stith, the reporter responsible for the News
and Observer's recent serles on Soul City,
first appeared at our offices, it was apparent
to us that Mr. Stith did not intend to pre-
sent a falr and balanced report on the sub-
ject. During the course of discussions, Mr.
Stith consistently evidenced disinterest in
any and all positive aspects of the Soul City
project. Furthermore, his reporting of the
facts and statements was often inaccurate,
misleading or unsupported. For example, Mr.
Stith attributed the guote to the General
Manager that a certain matter could not be
researched by the staff because “I just can't
take the manpower to do that.” In fact, in
response to a series of very abrasive com-
ments and questions by Mr. Stith, the Gen-~
eral Manager indicated that he did not have
the staff to investigate in detail every unsub-
stantiated allegation of news reporters, but
would clearly do so in response to substan-
tive inquiries or concerns by the appropri-
ate persons.

Furthermore, Mr. Stith's representations
with respect to the relationship of pre-devel-
opment costs, the required equity contribu-
tion and grants from the Office of Minority
Business Enterprise of the Commerce De-
partment were inaccurate.

Reading from another part of this
letter, and I will put the entire text into
the REcORD:

Unlike most of the other Federally spon-
sored new communities, Soul City has not
depleted its initial funds but has, in fact,
spent less than the projected budget dur-
ing its first development year. To proceed
cautiously at a time of severe slump in the
housing industry is a commendable course
of action. Special escrow disbursement con-
trols which were placed on Soul City at the
time of 1ts financlial closing have insured
that the HUD guarantee funds would not
be expended too rapidly.

The entire emphasis of the Soul City proj-
ect has been to bring jobs into Warren and
Vance Countles. These counties have been
losing jobs for 25 years due to a decline in
farming. Overall population in the region
has been static for this period. The desire
to reverse these trends led the SBtate of North
Carolina, the cities of Oxford and Hender-
son, and Warren County to support the Soul
City project. The unique concept of Soul
City is to provide experience with rural
growth centers. This concept has been ac-
tively advocated by planners, economists
and legislators.

° On January 31, 1975, the Office of the In-
spector General of HUD completed a review
of the Soul City Company. This audit was
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designed to cover the activities of the Soul
City Company, the HUD Area Ofiice, and the
local government agencies as they pertained
to the administration of the $10 million of
Federal grants and loans and the $5 million
New Community guarantee. The findings of
this audit were as follows:

“In regard to the accounting and report-
ing systems used in controlling grant funds,
we evidenced no mismanagement of grant
and loan funds.”

Concluding:

It is indeed distressing to me to encoun-
ter a reporter and a series of articles that so
clearly display preconceived personal bias.
Undoubtedly, Soul City has many problems
and difficulties, some of which are included
in Mr. Stith's articles. That the Soul City
project should experience obstacles and dif-
ficulties is not surprising. That the News
and Observer should devote 17 articles over
8 days discussing the project and not find
a single positive point or offer a single ra-
tionale for its problems is a matter for its
readers to ponder. One need only read the
major financial publications to conclude
that most large-scale real estate develop-
ments are presently in serious financial dif-
ficulty. It would appear to me that fairness
would have required a more balanced at-
titude, investigation and report.

Sincerely,
MELVIN MARGOLIES,
Assistant Administrator Office of Finance,

That is, of HUD's Office of New Com-
munities.

Mr. President, as I said, we want fair-
ness. Of course, if there is any irregular-
ity in the handling of Federal funds by
Soul City, or any other new town, or any
other agency, then we ought to have a
complete investigation, audit, and report
to the Congress of the United States.

But I do not think we ought to with-
hold grants merely because some news-
paper reporter has made a charge
which HUD has already found to be the
result of personal bias. I think we ought
to go on with grants to Soul City, wait
for the audit to be returned and, if we
find any irregularity, then we should act
upon the irregularity at that time.

We do not hold up grants to any other
agency, any other department of this
Government, any other town, or any
other city merely on the basis of allega-
tions made by a newspaper reporter.

When are we going to stop trying peo-
ple and convicting them without evi-
dence? This is a nation of laws, not of
men. We have said it time and time
again.

I am very pleased that the distin-
guished Senator from North Carolina is
not pressing his amendment. He has
every right to bring this matter to the
attention of the Senate, as he has done,
and he has every right to ask for an
audit. But we also have every right to
hear and know all of the facts before
the Senate of the United States is called
upon to make a decision and cast its vote.

I will be very pleased to yield to the
distinguished Senator from North Caro-
lina the remainder of any time that I
may have. But I do think that the record
ought to clearly state, and I have tried
to at least bring to the attention of the
Senate through its Recorp, the state-
ment of a Federal employee in the Office
of New Communities at HUD, indicat-
ing what HUD's findings have been, and
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HUD is the proper department initially
to investigate these matters for the Con-
gress of the United States. I do not say
that the GAO should not do the audit,
but the investigation should initially be
done, as it has been done, by HUD. And
they found no irregularity.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire text of the letter
that was written by Mr. Margolis to Mr.
Sitton be printed in the Recorp at this
time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Mr. CLAUDE BITTON,
Editor, Raleigh News and Observer,
Raleigh, N.C.

DeAr MR, SrrroN: At the time Mr. Pat
Stith, the reporter responsible for the News
and Observer’s recent series on Soul City,
first appeared at our offices, it was apparent
to us that Mr. Stith did not intend to present
a falr and balanced report on the subject.
During the course of discussions, Mr. Stith
consistently evidenced disinterest in any and
all positive aspects of the Soul City project.
Furthermore, his reporting of the facts and
statements was often inaccurate, misleading
or unsupported. For example, Mr. Stith at-
tributed the quote to the General Munager
that a certain matter could not be researched
by the staff because “I just can't take the
manpower to do that.,” In fact, in response
to a series of very abrasive comments and
questions by Mr. Stith, the General Man-
ager indicated that he did not have the
staff to investigate in detail very unsubstan-
tiated allegation of news reporters, but
would clearly do so in response to substan-
tive inquiries or concerns by the appropriate
persons.

Furthermore, Mr. Stith's representations
with respect to the relatlonship of pre-
development costs, the required equity con-
tribution and grants from the Office of Mi-
nority Business Enterprise of the Commerce
Department were inaccurate. Mr. Stith states
that the §1.5 million in required equity at
the financial closing included $500,000 for
documents HUD cannot identify. HUD did
not value pre-development documents as
part of the required equity contribution. The
actual pre-development costs approved by
HUD were not for the purchase of, or rep-
resented by, specific “documents.” These
costs were of the normal type incurred in the
course of land development and authorized
by legislation as eligible to be funded from
the proceeds of the HUD guaranteed loans.
They included such items as interest, com-
mitment and guarantee fees, real estate
taxes, planning, engineering, auditing and
legal fees, and overhead salaries and ex-
penses. The total amount of actual costs of
pre-development which McKissick Associates
had incurred was #$1.28 million. Under
normal circumstances the $1.28 million
would have been repaid to the entity who
actually pald for these costs. In the case
of Soul City, HUD required an equity con-
tribution by the investors of $1.5 million.
One million dollars in cash had already been
contributed to the developer. In order to
insure that the other $500 thousand was
properly invested in Soul City, HUD insisted
that, instead of the $1.28 million being paid
out and then $500 thousand being trans-
ferred back to Soul City, Soul City deduct
the $500 thousand from the $1.28 million
and remit only the difference of $728 thou-
sand to the entity entitled to such payment.
This insured that Soul City did, in fact,
have its total required equity contribution
of 1.5 million.

In addition, Mr. Stith implies that HUD
permitted the developer to draw funds from
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the HUD guaranteed loans without deter-
mining if a part of these funds were for
reimbursement of costs previously paild by
another Federal agency—namely, a $274,000
grant from the Office of Minority Business
Enterprise (“OMBE"). This is inaccurate.
The pre-development costs paid from the
OMBE grant were expressly excluded from
the developer's certificate of valuation and
not included in any of the certificates of
eligible costs for draws from the HUD guar-
anteed funds.

An example of a misleading presentation
is the implication that McKissick made a
$260,000 profit on the purchase and sale of
the Satterwhite Farm. In 1969, McKissick
pald $390,000 for 1810 acres. Thereafter, he
acquired 250 additional acres for $74,500. In
1974, these parcels were sold to the Soul City
Company for $600,600, which represented
McKissick’s original cost plus the carrying
costs during the holding period. Therefore,
in fact, the actual transactlon was directly
contrary to Mr. Stith's implied conclusion
resulting from an inaccurate and misleading
presentation.

The general allegations of misconduct at
the time of the finaneclal closing, which oc-
curred in March, 1974, are not facts within
my personal knowledge since I did not arrive
at HUD until April, 1974, However, these
facts are being investigated by the General
Accounting Office and the staff, If evidence
of wrong-doing is found, we will be the first
to insist that appropriate remedial action be
taken immediately. Furthermore, new finan-
clal and monitoring control systems insti-
tuted upon my arrival will insure that any
and all expenditures by Soul City are for
appropriate purposes prescribed by the legis-
lation.

Mr. Stith's articles failed to emphasize
many of the significant positive accomplish-
ments and prospects for Soul City. For ex-
ample:

The bulk of the grant funds obtained
through the efforts of Mr. McEissick, the
Soul City Company, and its subsidiaries have
benefited the entire reglon. For example, the
Federal Government has provided $6 million
to support the construction of a regional
water system, 80% of which will meet the
needs of Oxford, Henderson, and unincorpo-
rated portions of Warren and Vance Coun-
ties. Another $.2 million was provided to aid
the erzisting Warren and Vance County
Schools and $1.8 million has been spent to
provide health services to the eristing resl-
dents of the region,

Unlike most of the other Federally spon-
sored new communities, Soul City has not
depleted its initial funds but has, in fact,
spent less than the projected budget during
its first development year. To proceed cau-
tiously at a time of severe slump in the
housing industry is a commendable course
of action. Special escrow disbursement con-
trols which were placed on Soul City at the
time of its finanecial closing have insured
that the HUD guarantee funds would not be
expended too rapidly.

The entire emphasis of the Soul City proj-
ect has been to bring jobs into Warren and
Vance Counties. These counties have been
losing jobs for 25 years due to a decline in
farming. Overall population in the region
has been static for this perlod. The desire
to reverse these trends led the State of North
Carolina, the cities of Oxford and Henderson,
and Warren County to support the Soul City
project. The unigque concept of Soul City is
to provide experience with rural growth cen-
ters. This concept has been actively advo-
cated by planners, economists and legislators.

On January 31, 1975, the Office of the In-
spector General of HUD completed a review
of the Soul City Company. This audit was
designed to cover the activities of the Soul
City Company, the HUD Area Office, and the
local government agencies as they pertained
to the administration of the $10 million of
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Federal grants and loans and the 5 million
New Community guarantee. The findings of
this audit were as follows:

The results of the inquiry, observation, and
examination disclosed one major area of con-
cern which pertained to administrative mat-
ters among HUD officers which may have re-
sulted in less efficiency.

“In regard to the accounting and reporting
systems used in controlling grant funds, we
evidenced no mismanagement of grant and
loan funds.”

It is indeed distressing to me to encounter
a reporter and a serles of articles that so
clearly displays preconceived personal bias.
Undoubtedly, Soul City has many problems
and difficulties, some of which are included
in Mr. Stith's articles. That the Soul City
project should experience obstacles and diffi-
culties is not surprising. That the News and
Observer should devote 17 articles over 8 days
discussing the project and not find a single
positive point or offer a single rationale for
its problems is a matter for its readers to
ponder. One need only read the major fi-
nancial publications to conclude that most
large-scale real estate developments are pres-
ently in serious financial difficulty. It would
appear to me that fairness would have re-
quired a more balanced attitude, investiga-
tion and report.

Sincerely,
MEeLvIN MARGOLIES,
Assistant Adminisirator,
Office of Finance.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I agree
with the Senator from Massachusetts if
I understand him to say that there ought
to be fairness. As for the News Observer,
and its bias, to which the Senator from
Massachusetts alluded, let me say to the
Senate that the News Observer, which is
charged by the Senator and Mr. Mar-
golies with being so biased now, was a
friendly advocate of Soul City until its
fine reporter, Mr. Stith, went over there
and looked at it.

So I would say to the distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts if we are
going to talk about fairness, great. But
I want to be fair to the taxpayers, too.
As far as the GAO is concerned and the
investigation, the Senator said some-
thing about my privilege of asking for
one. The Senator is right I have the
right, and I did so many weeks ago. In
fact, my comments today are based upon
the preliminary reports from the GAO.

I know the Senator from Massachu-
setts, being the able Senator that he is,
and certainly being the fair Senator that
he alwayvs is, wants to be fair to Soul
City. But I think he wants to be fair to
the taxpayers of this country, and I hope
that on one of his trips to or through my
State he will drive off of I-95 and per-
sonally visit Soul City. He will then see,
as I have seen, the three house trailers
there, the barn, and the tractor, appar-
ently representing $19 million, of the
taxpayers’ money that we know about as
of now, allocated by the Federal Govern-
ment over a period of 7 years.

If Soul City cannot get cranked up in
7 years with $19 million, Mr. President,
the Senator from North Carolina won-
ders how long it is going to take. All this
amendment, which I shall withdraw mo-
mentarily for reasons already stated,
asks is that no more money be sent down
there, until the report of the GAO is in.
Then we will see. That is fair to the tax-
payers; it is fair to Soul City.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

As far as the Senator's explanation
that the HUD bureaucrats have investi-
gated themselves approvingly, that is
scarcely adequate as far as the Senator
from North Carolina is concerned. I do
not believe in putting the mice in charge
of the cheese factory. That may be pre-
cisely what has happened, because the
distinguished Secretary of HUD, Mrs.
Hills, discussed the Margolies letter to
Mr. Claude Sitton, which the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts put
in the REecorp, and it is agreed that the
Margolies letter is shot through with er-
rors itself. Moreover, Dr. Stolz concedes
that their have been incredible abuses in
the new communities program.

So all the Senator from North Caro-
lina is saying is let us find out what the
facts are before we send any more
thousands or millions of dollars to Soul
City, N.C. The taxpayers are entitled to
this consideration, at least.

Mr. President, I withdraw my amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon-
sin refer to page 23 of the report with
me for a moment? I just will clarify the
$100 million that we have provided in
this bill for the community development
program.

In the report there is indicated that
additional $100 million has been ex-
pressly provided for towns of under 50,-
000 population in standard metropolitan
statistical areas, so-called SMSA bal-
anced communities.

I want the Senator to tell me whether
I am right or not on this statement:
What we found this year when we began
to divide up among the hold-harmless
communities and the non-hold-harmless
communities is we found that there were
many small towns that were non-hold-
harmless communities that were apply-
ing under the 20 percent formula that
were probably not going to get any
money. It is my understanding that this
$100 million may in fact be used for
communities under 50,000 that are not
hold-harmless cities. Is that correct or
not?

Mr. PROXMIRE, That is exactly cor-
rect. As a matter of fact, as I understand
it, the so-called hold-harmless cities, big
and small, will get their money. What we
are concerned about in providing this
extra amount is that the other cities that
are not hold-harmless cities, those of
50,000 and under, would be able to get
community development grant funding,
and this would provide it for them.

Mr. DOMENICI. So that if the Secre-
tary, in using this $100 million discre-
tionary fund, has applications from non-
hold-harmless cities that are under
50,000, it is the Senator’s intention that
he use this fund for that kind of com-
munity development grants application?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct. It would be our inten-
tion, as I understand it, to use it exclu-
sively for those who do not have funding
otherwise and therefore are not hold-
harmless.

Mr. DOMENICT. I thank the Senator.
I commend him for putting it in.
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I think that our State and every other
State has found that the small cities
that had no previous urban renewa. or
model cities are now trying to get some
money. By definition, they are not hold-
harmless cities, and many of them are
not going to get money. This at least
would provide money for some of them.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I say to the Senator
that these are not rural areas. These are
SMSA areas.

Mr. DOMENICI. I use it only in the
sense of distinguishing the size of the
city.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is correct.

I thank the Senator from New Mexico
for clarifying what could have been an
ambiguous, confusing situation and mak-
ing clear what we intended to do with
the funds.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Frank Gorman
have the privilege of the floor during the
consideration of this bill.

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

IMPROVING OUR NATION'S HOUSING AND URBAN
COMMUNITIES

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I am
delighted with the excellent work of the
Appropriations Committee in reporting
H.R. 8070, which includes fiscal 1976
funding for programs of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development. At a
time when the housing and construction
industry is in its worst shape in decades,
when unemployment in the construction
industry exceeds 20 percent nationally
and is much higher in many parts of
the country, when home ownership is be-
coming further and further removed
from the grasp of the majority of Amer-
ica's families, when the recession-in-
duced problems of urban decay and fiscal
crisis are front page news throughout the
Nation, this appropriation for housing
and urban development is of erucial im-
portance.

Four provisions in the appropriation
are of particular interest to me,

First, I am very pleased that this bill
provides $75 million for the emergency
homeowners relief fund. These funds will
provide the funding required to assist
homeowners who are threatened with
foreclosure of their mortgages and loss
of their homes.

I am particularly pleased that the com-
mittee has clearly stated in its report
that the full $500 million authorized for
this fund can be appropriated at a later
date, if further need is demonstrated. Of
course, we all hope that economic condi-
tions will rebound and that foreclosures
will become an unpleasant memory. How-
ever, we must be prepared for high levels
of unemployment for many months to
come, and the committee language in its
report is certainly welcome.

Second, I am pleased to see that the
Appropriations Committee has moved
rapidly to fund the emergency purchase
assistance program authorized by Con-
gress by the Emergency Housing Act of
1975 and signed by the President on July
2, 1975. This important program can
provide a stimulus to our depressed hous-
ing industry and provide jobs for unem-
ployed construction workers.
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I believe that the Appropriations Com~
mittee should have appropriated the full
$10 billion authorized in the Emergency
Housing Act and approved by the Presi-
dent. However, since this administration
and its predecessor have proven to have
a unique ability to use housing funds at
a rate that blatantly disregards congres-
sional intent, I can understand the Ap-
propriations Committee’s unwillingness
to provide any more authority at this
time, than they expect the Department
of Housing and Urban Development and
the Government National Mortgage As-
sociation to actually use.

Of course, if the administration rec-
ognizes the importance of using these
funds rapidly, and a new appropriations
of funds appears necessary, I am sure
that the Appropriations Committee will
be delighted to respond. I will be follow-
ing the drawdown on this funding very
closely and intend to push for the addi-
tional $5 billion in funding well before
the authority provided in the current bill
runs out.

Third, I am pleased that the committee
has recommended an appropriation of
$50 million for the rehabilitation loan
fund. I have believed, for a long time,
that the rehabilitation program was one
of the most important housing programs
in which we were engaged. Not only does
this program provide the financing
needed to salvage housing that has fall-
en into disrepair, but it is an essential
element in the programs of hundreds of
communities across the Nation to im-
prove the neighborhoods in which their
citizens live. This $50 million, 3 percent
loan program will cost the American
taxpayer a small fraction of this total
amount.

I believe that this program conserves
valuable resources, improves the fiseal
soundness of our cities, and enhsances
the quality of life for our people. I am
very pleased indeed that the Appropria-
tions Committee has funded this vital
program.

Finally, the bill before us appropriates
$125 million for the section 701 compre-
hensive planning grant program. As the
leader in the successful effort earlier this
year to prevent the administration from
abolishing this program, I am delighted
the committee is supporting a level of
appropriations that is adequate to main-
tain the vitality of this program.

The assistance provided under this
section results in a much more efficient
use of taxpayers money than would
otherwise be true. By spending this $125
miilion to help State and local govern-
ments think ahead and plan ahead, we
save our taxpayers many times this
amount.

I urge my colleagues who will go to
conference on this measure to fight hard
for the section 701 funding level that we
are approving today. The House-ap-
proved level of $50 million would be dis-
astrous for those communities that rely
on section 701.

There is a need for larger sums to
implement our clean lakes program. I
shall join with my colleague, Senator
MonpaLE, to seek an increase in these
funds. Also, there is a need for additional
employees for HUD. We do not want to
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cripple the work of the housing program
by failure to have adequate staff to
process loan applications and morfgage
guarantees.

Mr. President, again I compliment the
members of the Senate Appropriations
Committee, particularly Mr. PROXMIRE,
the able chairman of the Housing and
Urban Subcommittee, for an outstand-
ing job.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, it is my
intention to vote in favor of the passage
of H.R. 8070, providing appropriations
for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development and a variety of
other agencies for the coming fiscal year.
I commend the Appropriations Commit-
tee and the subcommittee chaired by the
senior Senator from Wisconsin (M.
Proxmire) for reporting a bill which
seeks to address a large and diverse num-
ber of needs. It does so, in the main,
with a serupulous attention to detail and
fairness which I believe are worthy of
notice.

I would like to note several specific
items in the bill which are of concern to
me. The first area in which I have
major concerns are in the appropriations
for HUD. I recognize the difficulties of
appropriating funds for an administra-
tion which seems largely indifferent to
the housing needs of millions of Ameri-
cans, whether they are of low, moderate,
or middle income. The record of the past
3 years in the field of housing at the
Federal level is not a pretty one, and I
hope that we can look for some improve-
ment during the coming year. Certainly
this bill offers cause for hope in many
such areas.

First, T would like to commend the
committee for deleting the language in
the House report setting a ceiling of 10
percent on increases in fair market ren-
tal values under the section 8 program. I
know that housing officials all over Cali-
fornia have expressed to me their con-
cern that the initial fair market values
established for their areas are insuf-
ficient to encourage the private sector to
participate in the renting of units. The
House's language severely circumsecribed
the opportunity of HUD to adjust those
rents in a fair and flexible manner. As a
result, I am glad that the report contains
no language reducing the discretion of
HUD national and regional officials to
deal with the problem of fair market
rental values under section 8.

I am also happy to note that the com-
mittee recommends earmarking of $75
million in authority for conventional
public housing. In spite of the failures in
many areas which have been experienced
with management of public housing,
many public housing authorities in my
home State of California run efficient and
successful conventional public housing
programs. Many of those agencies have
been stymied in recent months by HUD's
refusal to free funds for conventional
projects. I am sure that the Senate’s
language earmarking funds for such
housing will be welcomed by many hous-
ing officials and tenants throughout Cali-
fornia.

Another matter of some concern has
been treated by both the Senate and the
House in the appropriations bills. This is
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the dormant college housing program.
Many colleges in the State of California
have experienced severe difficulties in
providing housing for students as a re-
sult of the dwindling of the HUD college
program. The congressional instruction
to the Secretary of HUD to resurrect the
college housing program by utilizing the
repayment of principal on existing loans
to generate new loans will be a substan-
tial help in meeting this critical prob-
lem. I know that colleges in California
will greet this change in the law with
enthusiasm.

Next, I am very pleased that the com-
mittee has seen fit to increase the House'’s
recommendation of funding for the sec-
tion 701 comprehensive planning pro-
gram by some $75 million. That program
has produced first-rate planning and
treatment of diverse problems in urban
areas throughout California. The House
recommendation of $50 million for the
program, which was $80 million below
the authorized figure for 1976, could have
threatened the successful programs
which have been established in Califor-
nia and all over the country. The Senate
figure of $125 million is far more con-
sonant with our national need for long-
term urban planning, and I hope that the
Senate’s figure will be agreed to by the
House conferees. Certainly, we can hard-
ly afford to cut the 1976 figure below the
$100 million which we provided in 1975.
Our needs have grown, and so have the
problems to be dealt with under the sec-
tion 701 program. I wholeheartedly sup-
port the recommended level of $125 mil-
lion.

Finally, with regard to the Department
of Housing and Urban Development, I
have mixed feelings about the amounts
recommended for community develop-
ment funding. I am happy to note that
the Appropriations Committee took note
of the plight of “discretionary balance”
communities in this country. As every-
one in the Senate must be aware, such
communities were denied funding during
most of fiscal year 1975 for community
development programs. The shortfall re-
sulted from an error in contribution in
passages of the community develcpment
program. Only as a result of a funding
bill passed during the closing days of fis-
cal year 1975 were such communities al-
lowed to begin the important job of
translating their ambitious community
development plans into reality. Even
then, the amounts provided were only
$54 million, far short of the $200 million
which had been estimated would be
available for such areas at the time of
the passage of the Housing and Com-=-
munity Development Act of 1974.

There are 10 such counties in Cali-
fornia—Monterrey, Napa, Placer, San
Joaquin, Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz,
Solano, Sonoma, Stanislaus, and Yolo—
with combined populations in excess of
1.6 million people. Surely those com-
munities are entitled to funding for com-
munity development as much as any
other group of communities. Such areas
should not have to depend on the whims
of emergency funding provided by the
Congress. 3

Therefore, I am happy to note that
the Senate has recommended that $100
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million be earmarked for such “discre-
tionary balance” communities, which lie
within standard metropolitan statistical
areas, but are not eligible for formula
funding under the 1974 act. That is a
healthy increase over the $54 million
provided last year. However, it is still
far short of the amounts in excess of
$400 million which such areas expected
to receive during fiscal year 1976 at the
time of the passage of the act. I believe
that that figure should be increased by
at least $50 million to insure equity for
these smaller communities; $150 million
would go a lot further than $100 million.
I am not offering an amendment to this
effect because the senior Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. ProxMIRE) has indicated
that he will convene the Senate Bank-
ing and Housing Committee shortly to
consider remedial action to correct the
error of calculation contained in the
1974 act. I urge him to act promptly,
and I hope that he will take appro-
priate corrective action later in the year,
both through substantive legislation and
through later appropriations measures.

All in all, I believe that the HUD fund-
ing is fair and, in most cases, is as gener-
ous as possible. The frustrations of meet-
ing a tight budget are nowhere more
apparent than in the area of housing and
urhban development. Millions of Ameri-
cans are without decent homes, and
hundreds of American cities are desper-
ately seeking help in their battle to pro-
vide livable environments without
bankrupting themselves. I support the
Senate’s efforts to provide housing for
the homeless and help to our cities, and
I believe that this bill represents a good-
faith effort to meet those goals.

I would like to turn my attention to
one other section of the bill—funding for
the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration. I am happy to note that
the Senate has recommended appropria-
tion of the full NASA budget request, the
amount authorized by the Congress ear-
lier this year—with an additional $7 mil-
lion in newly requested authority. It is
fair to say the fiscal year 1976 funding
for NASA is at an austerity level. For
the first time in its history, no new pro-
grams are contemplated. Therefore, I
believe the committee acted wisely in
recommending that the fully authorized
amount be funded. Any amount short of
NASA’s prudent requests would have
threatened vital programs.

I am especially heartened by the fact
that the Senate reversed the precipitous
attempt by the House to slash funds for
Pioneer Venus and the large space tele-
scope. When I first heard of the cuts, I
was horrified, since I believe both pro-
grams promise scientific benefits far in
excess of the modest amounts scheduled
to be spent on them. I wrote to Senator
Proxmirg, chairman of the subcommit-
tee urging that the full funding for
those programs be restored. The letter
explains my reasons for supporting these
two programs in detail and I ask unani-
mous consent that the letter be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
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COMMTITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, D.C., July 9, 1975.

Hon, WiLLiAM PROXMIRE,

Chairman, Subcommittee on HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies, Senate Appropriations
Committee, Washington, D.C.

DEArR MR, CHAIRMAN: It is my understand-
ing that the Appropriations Subcommittee
on HUD and Independent Agencies will be
proceeding shortly to consideration of H.R.
8070, the bill making appropriations for FY
1976 for those agencies. I wish to inform you
of my deep concern about several items in
that bill relating to the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration. I hope that the
Subcommittee will give these issues its
closest attention during its review of H.R.
8070.

The most pressing matter concerns the
level of funding for the Venus Pioneer pro-
gram. As you are undoubtedly aware, the
House voted to reduce the FY 1976 appropri-
ation for that program from the budgeted
level of £57.6 million to $9.2 million. The
House Appropriations Committee recom-
mended this action, and instructed NASA to
make a judgment on priorities of spending
between the Pioneer Venus program and the
Large Space Telescope program. If this action
is allowed to stand, it clearly will jeopardize
the possible success of Ploneer Venus, and
I urge you to review this decision with the
greatest possible care.

As you know, the Ploneer Venus program
would Involve two spacecraft to investigate
Venus, an orbiter and a probe to be sent to
the planet’'s surface. These probes would in-
vastigate Venuslan environmental and
meterological conditions, and by compara-
tive evaluation, provide substantial new and
useful information about weather conditions
here on Earth.

The timing of the program was based on
the appearance of a “launch window” for a
short time during 1978 when Earth and
Venus would be in unusually favorable
relative positions. The next “window”
would not appear until almost two years
later, during 1980, and Venus would be con-
siderably further away from the Earth at
that time than it would be during 1978.

As a result of launch timing, the delay of
one year in funding the Ploneer Venus
probes would result in a delay of at least 18
months in operation of the program. More-
over, the fact that Venus would be consider-
ably further away from the Earth during a
1980 mission would require changes in the
design of the probes and vehicles. Such
changes might well result in an increase in
cost of 850 million or more over the amounts
presently estimated.

NASA has iIndicated that the House's ac-
tion would probably force it to terminate its
present work on Ploneer Venus. Such an ac-
tion would require that the teams assembled
to work on the project be dissclved, and they
could then be reassembled later only at a $45
million spent on the project up until the
time of its termination would be effectively
wasted.

In lght of these considerations, the
House's action in cutting the level of fund-
ing by $48.4 million 1s not just a delay of cne
year. Rather, it mav cost the taxpavers
added millions of dollars and pose a grave
threat to the continuation of the Pioneer
Venus program.

The case for continued funding is a strong
one. Most scientists feel that the sclentific
benefits to be gained from an investization
of the Venusian atmosphere are worthwhile
ones, For example, greater meteorological
knowledce resulting from comparative
evaluations of Mars, Venus and Earth conld
enhance our weather prediction capabilities
by substantial amounts. I need not remind
you that storms in the Midwest during the
past several! weeks have resulted in property
and crop losses exceeding $1.5 billion. If the
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Venus project could help us to avert or con=
trol the effects of one such disaster, it would
more than justify its cost to the taxpayer.

While the Venus program is more than
justified purely on the basis of the scientific
information to be generated, there are other
good reasons why it should be continued. In
an era of high employment, few sectors have
suffered more devastating setbacks than the
aerospace industry. The FPloneer Venus pro-
gram has resulted in the creation of over
1500 jobs, Jobs which would be threatened
by the termination of slowing of the pro-
gram, Over 550 of those jobs are located in
my home State. Although this may seem a
lesser reason for continuation of the Venus
Pioneer program, curtailment of such pro-
ductive and useful positions at the present
time seems particularly inappropriate.

Finally, the curtailment of an ongoing con-
cept like Pioneer Venus would have a severe
impact on the Federal Government's com-
mitments throughout the scientific sector.
Sudden decisions to make sharp cuts in
funding of research and development pro-
grams can only reduce credibility in the
sincerity of the Government's long-term
commitments. Such a reduction of credibil-
ity will result in increased time, difficulty
and cost in future projects as private con-
tractors strive to protect themselves from
the vagaries of changing commitments.

In short, I belleve the Pioneer Venus pro-
gram is a worthwhile one, and that the de-
cision to curtail funding is an ill-timed and
ill-considered one. The program is on sched-
ule, and is meeting its budget estimates. It
will produce useful scientific knowledge and
there are good reasons of sclence and econ-
omy for its scheduled 1978 departure date.
I hope that the Commitiee will consider
these factors fully, and I urge you to con-
sider restoring the Floneer Venus program
to its full budgeted amount of $57.6 million.
Although I would also support reprogram-
ming of funds to support the program, 1
fear that such reprogramming would have
equally severe consequences on other pro-
grams in view of NASA's present curtailed
budget.

I would also like to make the point that
I consider the House's juxtaposition of fund-
ing for Pioneer Venus as opposed to funding
for the Large Space Telescope an inappropri-
ate one. The programs are not competing,
but complementary. Ploneer Venus is de-
signed to give us further knowledge about
our closest planetary neighbor, while the
Large Space Telescope would be used to
develop information of unprecedented scope
and detall about deep space. Cutting one
program for the sake of the other would
mean sacrificing a distinguishable body of
scientific knowledge which would not be
replaceable.

Therefcre, I would like to make the point
that my urging of full funding for Pioneer
Venus is not intended to Indicate a choice
between the two programs. I consider the
Large Space Telescope & necessary part of
any program in astronomle sclence. In fact,
I consider the level of funding approved by
the House for the LST to be the absoclute
minimum necessary to continue the planning
process. I hope that the Committee will rec-
ommend at least $4 million for the program
for FY 1976 and $2 million for the transition
period. Aoy further cut In funding will dis-
rupt planning, and make any eventual de-
cision on whether to go ahead with the proj-
ect even more costly to achieve. Since the
Pioneer Venus project and the LST are on
different timetables, I believe that both
projects can be funded adequately without
conflict. I want to express my strong support
for the Committee to approve amounts which
will permit both to move ahead without
costly delays.

Finally, I would like to indicate my findings
on one other issue raised by the House in
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passage of H.R. 8070. That concerns the modi-
fication of the subsonic wind tunnel located
at the NASA Ames Research Center, located
in Mountain View, California. The House Ap-
propriations Committee directed in its report
that “. . . no funds be used to begin work
on modifying the 40x80 wind tunnel at the
Ames Research Center until the Committee
has had an opportunity to review the neces-
sary funding in a formal budget request.”
This directive will preclude the use of any
NASA funds to begin work on modifying that
facility until the close of 1976.

As you are undoubtedly aware, the House
Committee on Science and Technology has
conducted extensive investigations into the
need for such modifications. The Committee
included $12.5 million in authorization for
modification of the Ames facility in H.R. 4700,
the FY 1876 authorization bill. That money
was deleted in the Senate, but the money
was included in the conference version of
H.R. 4700,

Modification of the Ames wind tunnel
would give this country its only facility capa-
ble of full-scale testing of advanced rotor-
craft and vertical and short take-off and
landing alrcraft. NASBA and the Department
of Defense are in agreement that such a fa-
cility is needed if the nation is to maintain
its leadership in aeronautical research and
development. A study initlated by the Aero-
nautics and Astronautics Board in 1967 con=~
cluded in the recommendations for modifi-
cation of the Ames facility.

The repowered wind tunnel would permit
testing of advanced rotocraft at crulse speeds
and allow full-scale testing of VITOL-STOL
craft for the first time. The economic ration-
ale for making this change is compelling. For
example, the ill1-fated AH 56A Cheyenne hell-
copter program cost some $400 million be-
fore being scrapped. That program did not
include full-scale wind tunnel evaluation,
which might have saved a considerable
amount of time and money if such tests had
been avallable. Other rotocraft have been
successfully modified following such testing,
saving millions of Federal dollars, and this
facility would expand the capabllity for mak-
ing such savings.

The House Cominittee's reason for limit-
ing the use of funds on the Ames facility was
that no formal budget request had been
received. The absence of such a request was
the result of a decision by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget. Yet NASA, other gov-
ernment agencies and aeronautics experts
are agreed on the need for such a modifica-
tion. The only question about this modifica-
tion appears to be the timing of such changes
in the Ames wind tunnel. Even with im-
medlate funding, the modified tunnel would
not be operational before 1978.

Under the circumstances, it appears un-
reasonable to proscribe completely the use
of NASA funds for the Ames facility, If NASA
is able to reprogram funds to begin the
process of planning and modification, it
should be able to do so. Such action appears
justified considering the previous exten-
sive review of this request by the House and
Senate authorizing committees. I would
therefore suggest that the Senate Commit-
tee not include limiting language in its re-
port and that the Senate conferees on H.R.
8070 be instructed to seek the deletion of
the language circumscribing NASA’s discre-
tion. This would seem to be the minimum
necessary to permit NASA desired flexibility
in its planning. In view of the continuing
governmental involvement in funding of
relevant aircraft research and development,
and considering the three year lead time
required for the meodification, such flexi-
bility is essential.

In summary, I would urge the Subcom-
mittee to give its closest attention to the
three issues which I have discussed—restora-
tion of funding for Pioneer Venus, continued
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reasonable funding for the Large Space Tele-
scope, and discretion for NASA to begin
modification of the Ames wind tunnel. Ac-
tion on these three issues by the Subcom-
mittee will assure that NASA is able to con-
tinue its ambitious and worthwhile pro-
grams in these areas.

If the Subcommittee does not act, the
result may be further delays in vital pro-
grams, higher costs, and possible jeopardy
to the continuation of one or all of these
programs. I believe the benefits and the mod-
est costs Involved Jjustify the initiatives
which I have suggested. Thank you for your
attention to these matters.

Sincerely,
JoHuN V. TUNNEY,
U.S. Senator.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, for the
reasons stated above, I feel that the de-
cision to proceed with the Pioneer Venus
program can be well justified on the
basis of economy. The 1-year delay en-
visioned by the House would have cost
2 years in deployment of the probe, and
perhaps an extra $50 million in cost.

I am also happy to see the Senate has
restored the funding for the large space
telescope, which promises to offer a
wealth of new scientific knowledge pre-
viously unavailable through the utiliza-
tion of earthbound telescopes.

In short, I believe that the appropria-
tion of full funding for NASA is amply
justified. The recent ending of the Apollo
program must remind us all of the in-
numerable benefits, both tangible and
intangible, which the space program has
brought us. I look forward to many years
more of such benefits, and I believe the
prudent decision of the Senate to fund
NASA at its requested level is a glant
step in assuring the continuation of our
space science efforts.

VETERANS' READJUSTMENT BENEFITS
APPROFPRIATION

Mr. President, I am delighted that the
Appropriations Committee has seen fit to
increase the amount appropriated for the
payment of readjustment benefits of vet-
erans by $1,200,000,000 over the sums
designated by the House of Representa-
tives for the GI bill.

These additional funds should go a
long way to insure that those veterans
and dependents who qualify, are able to
receive the necessary GI bill benefits to
continue their educations which were in-
terrupted or not begun as a result of mili-
tary duty.

Fhe additicnal sums should adequately
protect the veterans of this Nation from
the situation they faced during the clos-
ing months of this past fiscal year when
the funds ran out for their education
benefits. Because the supplemental ap-
propriations bill was held up, many in-
school veterans did not receive their
monthly checks, and were faced with the
bleak prospect of making ends meet on
little or no financial resources. I received
calls from countless numbers of the
three-quarters of a million Vietnam-era
veterans residing in California, pleading
for the release of their badly needed
checks, without which their rents, bills,
and education tuition could not be paid.

Between efforts by the Veterans' Ad-
ministration and the General Ac-
counting Office to end the problem of
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overpayments, and through the addition
of $1.2 billion which the committee has
proposed, I am hopeful that we will be
able to avert a similar hardship during
this coming fiscal year. I know, Mr.
President, that the veteran population
in my State, for one, is grateful for the
sage decision of the Appropriations
Committee.
HUD NOISE ABATEMENT

Mr. President, I am pleased that the
Committee on Appropriations has seen
fit to restore the funds inadvertently
deleted from the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency's budget for the purpose
of controlling noise pollution as the re-
sult of an amendment accepted by the
House of Representatives.

The intent of this amendment by Con-
gressman Sisk, as I understand it, was
not to delete all funds for noise control
contained in the bill, but to delete such
funds from the HUD and VA sections.
This was done in an effort to cause HUD
to discontinue its practice of denying
FHA loans to noise-impacted areas based
on computerized data, rather than on
clear, site noise level readings. Under the
Noise Control Act of 1972, the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment does have the responsibility for the
control of noise pollution as it impacts
the housing market, but only in consul-
tation with the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, which has checkoff author-
ity, and after the development and ac-
ceptance of an adequate environmental
impact statement. The Environmental
Protection Agency has, in fact, been pres-
suring HUD and other Federal agencies
to adopt uniform noise measurement
systems in order to improve cooperation
among the agencies and facilitate deci-
sions concerning noise pollution con-
trol. Unfortunately, HUD has not indi-
cated their cooperation in this effort.

The specific problem which precipi-
tated the introduction of this amend-
ment in the House, and which, I am
glad to say, caused the committee in the
Senate to adopt strong report language
to curtail such problems in the future,
concerns the impact of noise from Castle
Air Force Base in California on the
Merced-Atwater area. Under the Noise
Control Act, the EPA and FAA are em-
powered with the authority to control
noise from commercial aircraft and air-
ports. Military air base noise is to be
controlled by the Department of Defense
with Environmental Protection Agency
advise and recommendations.

Based on a computerized noise map
given it by the Air Force, the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment unilaterally prohibited the grant-
ing of FHA loans to certain housing pro-
jects in the Merced-Atwater area. This
decision was based on hypothetical rath-
er than site noise readings of the osten-
sibly impacted area. Subsequently, HUD
reassessed the decision and freed eight
subdivisions from this restriction, suffi-
cient housing, they said, to see Merced-
Atwater through November when an En-
vironmental Impact Statement will be
completed. Based on that statement,
HUD will decide the fate of the remain-
ing housing.
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Now it is not at all unreasonable for
HUD to attempt to insure that homes
are not constructed in areas which prove
to be accoustically unsound or danger-
ous to the public health and welfare.
What is unreasonable is that this deci-
sion was made without the mandated
consultation with EPA, and further with-
out the appropriate environmental im-
pact statement. Further, it is unjustified
to base such a decision on admittedly
hypothetical information. While we
clearly do not want to establish accous-
tical ghettos, where the normal lifestyle
of citizens is hampered because their
homes and land are bombarded by gro-
tesque levels of noise, it is, at the same
time, unjustifiable to make de facto de-
cisions which may not hold up once the
data are finally amassed.

I applaud the committee’s strong pos-
ture to express dissatisfaction with the
way HUD has conducted this and other
similar matters, and hope that HUD
will rapidly ameliorate this situation and
again comply with Federal intent under
the Noise Act.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Would the Senator
yvield? As I understand it the bill we have
before us today contains only $5 billion
of the $10 billion authorized in the Emer-
gency Housing Act of 1975 for emergency
mortgage purchase assistance. Frankly,
on the basis of the testimony before the
Joint Economic Committee it seems clear
we could and should use the full $10
billion.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is my understand-
ing that the administration believes the
$5 billion to be adequate at the present
time. As you know, they have requested
borrowing authority of $5 billion for the
purchase of mortgages with the author-
ity to be used in the event that the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment finds that economic conditions
warrant. I agree wholeheartedly with the
Senator from Minnesota. The economy
needs the hundreds or thousands of jobs
the full $10 billion would provide. As
chairman of the HUD subcommittee, I
will do my best to assure that we will
provide the remainder of the $10 billion
in supplemental appropriations legisla-
tion if the $5 billion in budget authority
provided in H.R. 8070 is used by the ad-
minisration.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Senator
from Wisconsin.

VERERANS' ADMINISTRATION APPROPRIATION

ITEMS

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the
committee’s action in accepting for the
most part the administration budget re-
quest for the Veterans’ Administration
hospital and medical program is one
which deserves the full support of the
Senate.

The administration budget request re-
flected the need to correct the serious
deficiencies in staffing and in physical
plant safety which were identified by the
VA Chief Medical Director’s special sur-
vey report submitted last July of the
“Quality of Patlent Care at VA Hospitals
and Cliniecs.”” The budget request was
fully supported by the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs (Mr. HarTKE) and myself in a
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letter to the distinguished chairman of
the Subcommittee on HUD-Space-
Science-Veterans Appropriations (Mr.
ProxMIRE) recommending that the budg-
et request be adopted by the Appropri-
ations Committee. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that that letter and
attachments to it be printed in the Rec-
orp at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Health
and Hospitals of the Veterans' Affairs
Committee, I find it a rather unusual
situation to be able to state that a budget
recommendation for the VA hospital and
medical program is adequate. Over the
past 5 years, I have consistently found it
necessary to seek additional funding over
the administration request for these im-
portant VA medical programs. This year,
however, I am glad to say, the importance
of the deficiencies cited by the Chief
Medical Director’s survey was very evi-
dent to the VA and to the OMB, and was
apparent in contacts I made with those
agencies last summer, fall, and winter to
urge that adequate funding be provided
to carry out the recommendations made
by the survey. I found the VA most co-
operative and agreeable, and, by and
large, the informal understandings I
reached with OMB on adequate fiscal
year 1975 supplemental and fiscal year
1976 budget requests for the VA medical
and hospital program were kept when the
President submitted his fiscal year 1976
budget in February 1975. Thus, Chair-
man HarTKE and I were in the unusual
position of being able to support the
budget request amounts for VA hospital
and medical care.

I wish to point out, Mr. President,
that part of our understanding with
OMB and the Department of Medicine
and Surgery is that the remainder of
the survey report’s recommendations will
be met in the fiscal year 1977 budget re-
quests for medical care and construction.
I shall be looking forward to this com-
mitment being kept as well. We agreed
to this postponement because there is
just so much which can be undertaken
and accomplished effectively in one fiscal
year in the way of hiring, renovation,
repair, and construction.

However, Mr. President, as we recom-
mended to the Appropriations Commit-
tee, we believe that the additional 1,757
in average core staff employment not
covered in the budget request but called
for in the Special Survey Report con-
tinues to be of the highest priority and
that recruitment should begin at the end
of fiscal year 1976. We will, therefore,
seek a reduced amount of funds to meet
this staffing need—$28.4 million on an
annualized basis—probably $2.8 million
will be adequate in supplemental fund-
ing next spring.

MEDICAL CARE

In the medical care item, an increase
of $349,191,000 over the fiscal year 1975
appropriation will enable the VA to
move strongly towards meeting approxi-
mately 6,200 of the deficiency of 7,963
hospital core staffing identified in the
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survey report. I have already spoken on
our intention with respect to meeting the
rest of this necessary staffing deficiency
through the Second Supplemental Ap-
propriations Act.

I would like, however, Mr. President,
to inject another word of caution here.
The VA budget estimates of the number
of outpatient care visits appear to be un-
derestimated by 670,000 visits and the
contract hospitalization estimates by
1,228 average daily patients census, with
respective dollar amounts potentially
short of $20 million and $35,858,000.
In addition, with the high rate of un-
employment, there may be an overall
increased demand for inpatient and out-
patient treatment, resulting from the loss
of health insurance coverage by veterans
who have become unemployed in the last
vear. If these tentative projections prove
to be accurate, and a supplemental re-
quest is submitted, I hope the committee
will consider such a request favorably.

Mr. President, the increase in the med-
ical care item will also permit the VA
to activate additional specialized medical
services which the survey report found
essential. That report found that 24 hos-
pitals lacked medical intensive care
units; 22 hospitals lacked surgical inten-
sive care units; 4 hospitals lacked coro-
nary care units; 32 hospitals lacked res-
piratory care centers; and 14 hospitals
lacked pulmonary function laboratories.
The report noted that “good medical
care calls for such a unit in every hos-
pital today” and they are “considered by
all qualified sources to be absolute re-
quirements for the provision of high
quality care.”

The amount appropriated for medical
care will also permit the activation of
32 new outpatient mental hygiene clinics.

One cautionary note, Mr. President, I
concur in the concerns expressed by
Chairman Proxmire at the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee hearings and in the
Appropriations Committee’s report re-
garding underutilization of VA special-
ized medical units. Our subcommittee
will be working with the Department of
Medicine and Surgery to improve this
situation, as well as to develop a coordi-
nated nursing home/domiciliary care
policy and program for the future that
will meet the increasing demands of
the veteran population for long-term
care.

CONSTRUCTION

In addition, Mr. President, serious
safety hazards which were identified by
the survey report will be corrected by
supporting the costs of staff and equip-
ment to meet fire protection standards
at 28 VA hospitals, and to support main-
tenance and repair to correct structural
and safety deficiencies identified in the
majority of hospitals.

Mr. President, we are grateful that the
committee has responded to the concerns
Chairman HarTKE and I expressed in our
budget submission of April 21, with re-
spect to the zero request for construc-
tion of research and education facilities
by concurring in the House action in-
cluding in the bill under major construc-
tion $6,259,000 earmarked for the long-
deferred Houston, Tex., research and
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education facility and by adding an ear-
mark of $6,700,000 for construction of
the likewise long-deferred research and
education facility at Jackson, Miss. The
committee action leaves it to the VA to
figure out where best to find this $13
million for these two unbudgeted proj-
ects.
CEMETERIES

In this connection, Mr. President, the
committee has also indicated that certain
reprograming of major construction
funds requested for national cemetery
development might be reprogramed.

Mr. President, the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration is in the process of developing
sites for four new regional VA cemeteries.
It was the Appropriations Committee’s
understanding, however, that sites were
not yet chosen, and the committee there-
fore concluded that it was not likely that
sites would be developed in fiscal year
1976 and directed that the $8,000,000
proposed in the budget for such site de-
velopment be reprogramed into other
projects unless early site selection at cne
or more of the cemeteries makes sub-
stantial construction progress possible.

I have been advised, Mr. President,
that 680 acres at March Air Force Base
in California have been requested by the
VA. The Department of Defense, with the
approval of the congressional committees
involved, has released this land for a new
national cemetery. The matter is now
pending at the General Services Admin-
istration. I urge GSA to act quickly so
that this land can be released to the VA
and site development can proceed.

Mr. President, this information leads
me to conclude that the VA is much more
advanced in site selection than had pre-
viously been thought. Given the commit-
tee report language concerning this mat-
ter and my discussions with Chairmen
Proxmire and HarTEKE, I anticipate that
plans and site development for a national
cemetery at March Air Force Base will
move ahead in fiscal year 1976. There are
also indications that planning is well ad-
vanced on a New England site so that the
VA should clearly be able to proceed in
fiscal year 1976 with significant construc-
tion progress on the new national ceme-
tries, and certainly a reprograming of
most of the $8 million will not be called
for.

MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH

In the medical and prosthetic research
item, the appropriation will permit the
VA to maintain its present level of re-
search, which, given inereases in research
funding over the last several years, is
reasonable this year. However, Mr. Presi-
dent, I have reservations about the im-
pact of a standstill budget on continuing
research efforts of the VA and believe
that a budget that does not allow for
growth cannot be sustained for more
than 1 year. I hone that in fisral year
1977 an appreciable increase will be al-
lowed for ressarch.

MEDICIAL ADMINISTRATION AND MISCELLANEOUS
OPERATING EXPENSES

While the medical administration and
miscellaneous operating expense item
approoriation is slightly increased over
the fiscal vear 1975 appropriation, Mr.
President, the budget for health person-
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nel education and training, has remained
at the same level as the fiscal year 1975
budget. I believe, given the major role
the VA system of hospitals and clinics
plays in the training of health care per-
sonnel for the Nation, this budget item
cannot remain static for too long a pe-
riod. As we indicated in our appropria-
tions submission, we expect that the fis-
cal year 1977 appropriation will give rec-
ognition to this major national resource
and will include an appropriate expan-
sion of the appropriation for the VA
health care education and training pro-
grams,

ASSISTANCE FOR HEALTH MANPOWER TRAINING

INSTITUTIONS

Mr. President, I was delighted that
this year, for the first time, the admin-
istration requested funding for imple-
mentation of Public Law 92-541, the Vet-
erans’ Administration Medical School
Assistance and Health Manpcwer Train-
ing Act of 1972, which I authored in the
Senate. This program has, to date, sup-
ported the establishment of five new
medical schools at State institutions
using VA hospitals as clinical facilities,
and the establishment of new training
programs at 102 institutions affiliated
with a VA hospital—including existing
medical schools and other health per-
sonnel training institutions. In addition,
these new programs have produced two
critical gains for the VA hospital pro-
grams; first, the improved Lealth care
provided veterans through teaching pro-
grams: and second, enhanced recruit-
ment of highly qualified specialists as
staff members of the affiliated hospitals.

As a result of this program, 15 VA hos-
pitals have for the first time become
affiliated with a medical schools and the
affiliations of some 30 additional VA hos-
pitals have been considerably strength-
ened.

The administration requested $30 mil-
lion for support of this program, and this
amount is included in the bill reported
from committee. Of this amount, $11 mil-
lion will be used for continued support of
the five new medical schools already ac-
tivated. The $19 million which is avail-
able for support of expanded and new
training programs at affiliated medical
schools or other health training institu-
tions, will be totally utilized to continue
existing programs and to make necessary
modifications for fraining facilities in
VA hospitals affiliated with institfutions
receiving grant funds.

Thus, Mr. President, the fiscal year
1976 appropriations request will provide
for no new grants to support existing
health training institutions in improving
and expanding their training programs.
I am not going to recommend addi-
tional funding for this item at this time,
Mr. President, but I do want to say that
this program is of such great value, not
only to the beneficiaries of the Veterans’
Administration, but also to the medical
community at large, that I beslieve the
committee should consider the possibil-
ity of providing additional funding for
this program in the supplemental later
this year. There are currently $7,740,-
540 worth of approved but unfunded
grants under this program. These have
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been carefully evaluated by a careful
review proces. in which a broad range
of experts participated. I believe the ben-
efits which can be derived from the sup-
port of these programs fully justify their
support and hope that when the supple-
mental is considered, every considera-
tion will be given to appropriating ad-
ditional funds for this purpose.

Mr. President, I plan to recommend
this amount to the Budget Committee
for purposes of the reconciliation proc-
ess in connection with the second con-
current resolution in addition to the
$55.9 million I have already described
in utilization underestimates in the
budget request and the $2.8 million for
additional core staffing—approximately
6 weeks' salary needs. The precise
amount of these needs will, of course,
need to be reestimated in September, but
as of now they total $66.5 million. Simi-
larly, we will need from $50 to $70 million
more in medical care appropriations to
fund VA physicians’ special pay called
for in my bill, S. 1711, as reported from
the Veterans’ Affairs Committee, which
I trust we will pass next week. The House
has already passed a companion meas-
ure, H.R. 8240, and the necessary
amounts have been taken into account
already in the congressional budget
process.

GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES

Mr. President, I am pleased that the
committee has approved a last minute
supplemental budget request to pay for
1,100 additional VA regional office tem-
porary positions. These positions are ur-
gently needed to handle the extra
benefits payment workload created by
the economic recession.

I am concerned, however, with the
temporary nature of the committee’s rec-
ommendation with respect to these posi-
tions. If the GOE workload remains at
its current high level, it appears likely
that an annualized appropriation will be
needed to fund these positions.

I urge the committee to evaluate care-
fully this situation, and if necessary, to
approve a supplemental appropriation for
this purpose.

COMPENSATION, PENSIONS AND READJUSTMENT
BENEFITS

Mr. President, I also am pleased that
the committee concurred with the higher
budget requests—and did not agree with
the lower figures in the House-passed bill
with respect to appropriations for VA
compensation and pensions and readjust-
ment benefits.

I note, however, that past experience
has shown that the budget requests
greatly underestimate the eventual need.
This was certainly the case for fiscal year
1975. The commitfee has recognized fully
the uncontrollable nature of these VA
expenditures, and I am confident that
the committee and the Congress will act
favorably upon any requests for supple-
mental funding, should it become neces-
sary. I believe the House estimate of $1
billion for this purpose may well be accu-
rate and perhaps on the conservative
side.

CONCLUSION

I would like to express my full support

for the action taken by the Appropria-
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tions Committee with regard to the
amounts appropriated for the Veterans’
Administration hospital and medical pro-
gram and the other accounts, with the
caveats I've outlined. The distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee (Mr.
ProxMmire) and ranking minority mem-
ber (Mr. MaTH1AS) have once again dem-
onstrated tineir insight in distinguishing
the essential programs and their commit-
ment to providing the support needed for
them.

1 urge the Members of the Senate to
give their support to H.R. 8070 as re-
ported from committee.

ExHIBIT 1
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., April 21, 1975.

Hon, WiLLiAM PROXMIRE,

Chairman, Subcommitiee on HUD-Space-
Science-Veterans Appropriations, Com-
mittee on Appropriations, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeaR MRr. CHAIRMAN: We are writing to ex-
press our recommendations with respect to
the FY 1975 second supplemental and FY
1976 budget requests submitted by the Presi-
dent with respect to the Veterans Adminis-
tration hospital and medical program (spe-
cifically the medical care, major and minor
construction, medical and prosthetic re-
search, health manpower training assistance,
extended care facilities and Philippines
grants, and medical administration and mis-
cellaneous operating expenses ifems). We
believe that these two budget requests, al-
though certainly not perfect, represent a
meaningful response to the deficiencies iden-
tified in the VA Chief Medical Director’s
Special Study of the “Quality of Patient Care
at VA Hospitals and Clinics”. In weighing
overall veterans' medical care priorities and
the present economic and budgetary reali-
ties, we find the overall request of $4,247,~
334 000 to be deserving of full support by
your Subcommittee, the full Committee, and
the Senate.

As indicated in the March 15, 1875, report
by the Committee on Veterans' Affairs to
the Senate Committee on the Budget (pur-
suant to section 301(c) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-344) ), a print of
which is enclosed for your information, we
have carefully reviewed the seven budget
items in guestion and have found certain un-
derestimates for FY 19875 and FY 1976 in the
areas of outpatient treatment and contract
hospitalization. This information is set forth
under item IV.D. on page 7 of the enclosed
Committee Print, and, as to FY 1976, an ad-
justment for such purpose was made in the
deliberations and report of the Senate Budg-
et Committee. We are providing this informa-
tion to your Committee in the event that you
wish to provide funding for these purposes
either in the FY 1975 second supplemental
appropriation bill or in the FY 1976 regular
VA appropriation.

We have identified four baslc weaknesses
in the FY 1976 medical and hospital pro-
gram budget requests which we bel jeve must
be clearly understood in the context of our
recommendation that the overall Adminis-
tration budget request be supported.

(1) The budget for re=earch (taking into
account a transfer-in of 2,855,000 in health
services research funds) remains static, with
£05,000,000 requested compared to appropria-
tions of £91,377,000 for FY 1975. Given in-
creases In research funding over the last sev-
eral years, we believe that the VA rezearch
program can temporarily be sustained within
this standstill budget. We urge, however, that
your Committee report explicitly recognize
this situation and call for inclusion in the
FY 1077 request of an appreciable increase
in research funding in order to avoid the
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significant damage to the valuable on-going
VA research effort which a second standstill
year might occasion.

(2) The budget for health personnel edu-
cation and training (residents, interns, and
other trainees) provides for the training of
73.000 individuals with an average employ-
ment for such purposes of 8,170 in FY 1976.
These are the same total figures as were
supported in the FY 1975 budgel request
and appropriation; the total FY 1876 alloca-
tion from the medical care item for educa-
tion and training provides an increase of
less than $1,000,000 over the $185,476,000
estimated for FY 1975. We urge that your
Committee report specifically indicate the
need for inclusion in the FY 1977 budget
request of sufficient funds to support higher
training costs as well as an appropriate ex-
pansion of the size of the education and
training programs.

(3) The FY 1976 construction budget con-
tinues the zero funding of research and edu-
cation facilities construction which occurred
in the FY 1975 construction budget request.
Again, although the continuation of this un-
fortunate situation for one additional fiscal
year can be tolerated, if necessary, we belleve
that it must be terminated with the FY 1977
budget. We thus urge that the Committee
report express this view and specifically rec-
ognize the need for inclusion in the FY 1977
budget request of funds to cover a significant
proportion of all approved backlogged re-
search and education construction projects.

(4) We also note that the combined core
hospital staffing to carry out the recommen-
dations in the Chief Medical Director's Spe-
cial Study in both the FY 1875 supplemental
and FY 1876 budget requests falls short by
1,757 in average employment (FTEE) of the
7963 total specifically identified and found
essential in the Special Survey to provide
for 24-hour basic services at all VA hos-
pitals, nursing homes, and outpatient
clinics. At an average salary of approximately
£13,000, this 1,757 In average employment
would entail a full-year cost of $28.4 million.
We also understand that, in testimony be-
fore the House Appropriations Committee
last month, Chief Medical Director John D.
Chase indicated that these 1,757 core staff
positions continue to be necessary and that
he felt that persons to fill them were Tre-
cruitable.

Nevertheless, we understand that it may
not be feasible at this point to increase the
FY 1976 appropriation overall total request
amount (for the seven medical appropria-
tion ltems) in order to provide for neces-
sary funds to support this medical care em-
ployment. If such an increase is not fea-
sible, we recommend that you adopt one of
two alternatives to meet this core staffing
need: Either (1) decrease the construction
request by the $28.4 million—probably by
reducing, not eliminating, the amount pro-
vided for selected projects in which slip-
page is likely and deferring their comple-
tion dates somewhat; or (2) in view of the
addition in overall medical care (core and
other) FTEE (9,448) requested in the FY
1976 budget request, defer funding of the
1,757 additional required FTEE until the end
of FY 1076 so as to spread out the budgetary
impact and yet provide an early start at re-
eruiting late in FY 1976 and under a con-
tinuing resolution into FY 1977. This early
start is especially important in view of the
three-month funding standstill occasioned
next year by the transition budget period as
we adapt to the new fiscal year dates.

We would, of course, appreciate your fa-
vorable consideration of our recommendation
for full funding of the total $4.25 billion
amount requested by the Administration for
the VA medical and hospital program in the
seven pertinent appropriation items; the in-
clusion of the three portions of report lan-
guage we have recommended; and adoption
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of one of the two alternative solutions we
have suggested to resolve the core staffing
short fall. We and our staff will be available
to answer any questions you or your staff
members might have with respect to these
matters.

We also wish to point out that we antici-
pate enactment of one piece of major medi-
eal legislation requiring additional outlays
in FY 1976. This omnibus medical legisla-
tion will, among other things, provide for
pay and other incentives for VA physicians
in order to make their overall remuneration
more competitive with that in other Federal
services and in the community. This measure
is currently being drafted and is outlined
on page 5 of the enclosed report to the
Budget Committee. We intend to introduce
this bill in the next few weeks, Estimated
FY 19768 expenditures which would be oc-
casioned by enactment of this measure on or
about January 1, 1976, will be $55 million.
The Senate Budget Committee specifically
provided for such outlays and budget au-
thority in its deliberations and decisions on
the First Concurrent Resolution it has re-
ported to the Senate.

We know that this recruitment and reten-
tlon matter is one which was explored in
your Subcommittee’s hearings both this past
fall and last month and is of considerable
interest to you. Our staffs will continue to
be in contact with yours as we develop this
important legislation and proceed through
the legislative process with 1t.

Finally, we note that we expect to be writ-
ing to you further with respect to other
pending Veterans Administration appropria-
tion items not covered by this letter.

Sincerely,
VaNCE HARTKE,
Chairman.
Aran CRANSTON,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Health
and Hospitals.

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C., March 15, 1975.
Hon. Epmuxp S. MUSKIE,
Chairman, Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEar Mr. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to section
301(c) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 (Pub. L, 93-344), the following report
contains views and estimates with respect to
matters within the jurisdiction of the Com-=-
mittee on Veterans’' Affairs. Detailed com-
ments concerning the general economic set-
ting for the fiscal year 1976 budget, the Presi-
dent's budget estimates and program changes
initiated either by the legislative or the ex-
ecutive branch are set forth in individual
sections of this report hereafter. In genersl,
however, it should be observed that the
growth in veterans’ program outlays are con-
sistent with the general growth of the fiscal
year 1876 Federal budget as a whole. Relative
veterans' program expenditures have been
stable during the Vietnam era despite a 15.3
percent increase in veteran population, com-
prised principally of young veterans with
temporary but higher cost readjustment
benefit needs. For the past 5 years, the Vet-
erans' Administration expenditures &s a per-
centage of the Federal budget have remained
unchanged at 4.5 percent. Some increases in
the submitted budget are anticipated be-
cause of projected legislative activity. The
largest increases, however, are a result of
misestimates by the Veterans' Administra-
tion as to the number of veterans and de-
pendents applying and qualifying for vari-
ous entitlement programs.

Inasmuch as this is the first experience of
the Committee in responding to section 301
(c) of the Budget Control Act of 1974, the
estimates and views contained herein are less
precise than hopefully will be possible iu
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future years. Further, because of the time
constraints inherent in this year's tight
schedule, all such estimates and views do not
necessarily reflect the views of each mem-
ber of the Committee as to each particular
subject area.

If I or the Committee stafl may be of fur-
ther assistance in your consideration of vet-
erans’ programs, please do not hesitate to
let us know.

Sincerely,
VANCE HARTKE,
Chairman.

BUunGer VIEwWs AND ESTIMATES ForR FI1scar
YEAr 1976

I. COMMENTS ON THE GENERAL ECONOMIC SET-
TING FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1976 BUDGET

The general economic setting of high
unemployment and the continued rate of
infiation projected for fiscal year 1976 will
affect the veterans' programs in a number
of ways. With respect to inflation it should
be remembered that 72 percent of the VA
budget represents transfer payments. Thus,
veterans' income security programs, such as
compensation for disabled veterans, will have
to be adjusted to reflect cost-of-living In-
creases, currently estimated to reach 14 per-
cent by the commencement of fiscal year
1976, since enactment of Public Law 93-295.
Similarly, the effect of inflation on non-
service-connected pensioners will also have
to be considered by the Committee in its
deliberations this year concerning pension
restructuring, discussed infra. Further, it is
anticipated that inflation will also affect the
Veterans' Administration in the acquisition
of food, fuel, and medical supplies as well
as in carrying out major and minor con-
struction projects identified in the fiscal
year 1976 $403.9 milllon budget request for
these purposes. Additionally, projected in-
flation will require wage increases—and a
concomitant supplemental appropriation—
for the Veterans’ Administration’s 205,766
employees, Thus, all of the foregoing could
require additional spending if the original
program scope is to be maintained.

The continued economic recession and
high unemployment rates experienced by
veterans should also have a significant im-
pact on the use of certain veterans' entitle-
ment programs, which can in part be con-
sidered counter-cyclical in nature. In Febru-
ary, younger Vietnam era veterans were ex-
periencing an unemployment rate of 17.3
percent, substantially higher than for their
nonveteran counterparts. Thus, lack of
promising readily available jobs, coupled
with more adequate educational assistance
benefits enacted in Public Law 93-508,
should result in a greater number of Viet-
nam era veterans entering training than
was originally estimated by the Veterans'
Administration over 12 months ago. The
continued depressed state of the economy
may also have a significant impact on the
number of veterans or survivors applying
and qualifying for pension benefits or for
VA hospital, nursing home, or domiciliary
care. Potential VA liabllity in the housing
programs it administers may be affected if
mortgage foreclosure rates increase sharply
in the coming months.

II. THE BUDGETARY IMPACT OF MAJOR NEW
PROGRAMS OR PROGRAM CHANGES

A. Compensation and dependency and in-
demnity compensation

Compensation is an entitlement program
providing monthly payments to veterans
who are “compensated” for impaired earning
capabilty resulting from service-connected
disabilities. The fiscal year 1976 budget pro-
jects payments of $3.744 billion for 2,211,000
disabled veterans. Death compensation or
dependency and Indemnity compensation
(DIC) is an entitlement program providing
monthly benefits to widows and dependents
of veterans whose deaths were a result of
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service-connected causes. Approximately
$873.1 million is scheduled to be paid to
366,000 survivors in the fiscal year 1976 bud-
get submitted by the administration.

Both compensation and DIC rates were in-
creased by the Veterans Disabllity Compen-
sation and Survivor Benefits Act of 1974
(Pub. L. 83-295) effective May 1, 18974. Nor-
mally, these benefits are adjusted every 2
years. Given the rapid increase in the Con-
sumer Price Index to date, and projected in-
creases for the remainder of the year, how-
ever, it Is clear that there will be a pressing
need for rate adjustments this year in the
range of from 10 to 14 percent producing
first full-year additional costs of from §300
to $600 million, Presumably there will also
be increased “tax expenditures” resulting
from the non-taxable status of such bene-
fits. In addition, the Committee will review
a study of dependency and indemnity com-
pensation denials recently submitted by the
VA pursuant to section 201 of Public Law
93-205 to determine if legislation liberaliz-
ing the criteria for entitlement to these
benefits is warranted. The need for, and
prospect of such legislation is uncertain at
this time; the costs entailed would be
minimal.

B. Pension

Pensions are need-based monthly entitle-
ment benefits payable to wartime veterans
and dependents of deceased veterans for non-
service-connected disabllity and death.
(Those aged 65 or over are by statute pre-
sumed to be totally disabled, leaving eco-
nomic need as the only test.)

The administration’s budget assumes
2,215,310 veterans and survivors will receive
pension benefits at a cost of $2.719 billion
in fiscal year 1976. The Committee will con-
tinue its Investigation of proposals to re-
structure totally the pension system in order
to eliminate certain Inequities and incon-
sistencies in the current system. Proposals
to restructure the system are modeled on the
supplemental security income program and
would be applicable to all new beneficiaries;
existing pensioners could elect coverage un-
der the new system or continue under the
current program.

Consideration of the administration’s pen-
sion proposals submitted in fiscal years 1974
and 1975, as well as varlations thereof, have
been delayed by the lack of reliable, avail-
able data requested of the Veterans’ Admin-
istration during the past 2 years. We are ad-
vised that a new computer *“simulation
model”, under development by the Veterans'
Administration, will be completed in 30 to
45 days. This model should enable Committee
consideration of these proposals to go for-
ward. In addition, the Committee also expects
to be alded by a study of the economic needs
of older veterans and survivors to be sub-
mitted by the Veterans' Administration, pur-
suant to section 207 of Public Law 93-527,
shortly after commencement of the coming
fiscal year.

Although long-range savings are projected,
immediate increases in pension costs are
anticipated under either the administration’s
proposal or variations beilng considered. The
tentative cost estimates for the adminis-
tration’s fiscal 1975 pension proposal for the
first full year are for $516 million in addi-
tional expenditures. This figure does not rep-
resent a net increase to the total Federal
budget, however. There should be a sub-
stantial corresponding decrease in costs un-
der the supplemental security income pro-
gram, which currently serves many of the
projected pension beneficiaries. Prospects for
Senate passage of pension restructuring legis-
lation during fiscal year 1976 at some point
are considered good, but subject to the un-
certainties of obtalning adequate informa-
tion from the Veterans' Administration as
well as the adamancy of the administration’s
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position, which requested ‘deferred” con-
sideration of the proposal last fall and which
did not include It in the fiscal year 1976
budget submission.

C. Readjustment assistance benefits

The Vietnam Era Veterans' Readjustment
Assistance Act of 1974 (Pub. L. 93-508),
among other things, provided for up to an
additional 9 months of educational assistance
benefits eligibility for those veterans entitled
to the maximum eligibility of 36 months. This
additional 9 months of benefits can only be
used in the pursuit of an undergraduate de-
gree. As originally passed by the Senate on
June 19, 1874, by a vote of 910 (and sub-
sequently unanimously ratified by the Senate
in the first conference report), the additional
entitlement was not so restricted. Legisla-
tion has been introduced in both bodies to
remove this restriction, and congressional ap-
proval is anticipated although the adminis-
tration is expected to continue its strong op-
position. The Veterans’ Administration esti-
mates the first full-year cost of this amend-
ment to be approximately $77 million.

D. Medical care

The VA medical and hospital system (171
hospitals, 212 outpatient clinics, 856 nursing
homes, and 18 domiciliary facllitles) is esti-
mated in the fiscal year 1976 budget to pro-
vide 14,743,000 outpatient visits (1,972,000 on
a fee basis) and maintain an inpatient aver-
age dally census of 119,162, treating 1,246,531
veterans over the fiscal year. The fiscal year
1976 medical care budget request is $3,667,-
866,000, up $343,346,000 over fiscal year 1975.
This will provide for an increase of 9,448 in
average employment of health care personnel.

Medical and prosthetic research (taking
into account a transfer-in of $2,844,000 in
health services research funds) remains
static, with $95 million requested compared
to appropriations of $91,377,000 for fiscal year
1975. The amount requested for the Medical
Administration and Miscellaneous Operating
Expenses item—#38,5628,000, requested, up
$850,000 over the fiscal year 1975 appropria-
tion, with an average employment increase
of 27—will staff the Central Office Depart-
ment of Medicine and Surgery, carry out cer-
tain research and development activities and
continuing education programs, and increase
by 17 percent funding for the exchange of
medical information program.

The construction (major and minor) budg-
et request of $403.9 milllon for VA hospital
and medical facilitles is up 81009 million
over fiscal year 1975 appropriations (which
includes a $34.9 million fiscal year 1975 sup-
plemental appropriation request), with pro-
jected obligations up $114,167,000 from the
level projected for fiscal year 1975. Of the
$398,893,000 in construction costs identified
in or in connection with the special study,
carried out by the VA Chief Medical Director,
of the “Quality of Patient Care at VA Hos-
pitals and Clinics”, the fiscal year 1975 sup-
plemental request ($34,908,000), the fiscal
year 1976 request ($224,708,000), and the
transitional budget request ($5,177,000) meet
$264,803,000 of these projects. A total of
$134,100,000 in needed funding for these
projects was deferred for future budgets. The
assumption is that these projects will be in-
cluded in the fiscal year 1977 construction
budget request. The special study projects
which have been funded fall into the follow-
ing categories; Elimination of safety hazards
and correction of electrical deficiencies; air-
conditioning and boiler plants; ambulatory
care and nursing home care projects; and
patient support systems, essential specialized
medical services, and clinical improvements.
The $150 milllon remainder of the construc-
tion budget provides $130,5564,000 for replace-
ment and modernization and planning
thereof for facilities at 16 VA hospitals and
construction of one hospital at a new site;
$14.8 million for general administrative costs
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of the Office of Construction; $16.6 million
for cemetery work; 85 million to correct seis-
mic deficlenciles; and funds necessary to
complete other projects.

For the first time, the administration has
requested funding for the new chapter 82
added to title 38 by Public Law 92-541, the
Veterans' Administration Medical School As-
sistance and Health Manpower Training Act
of 1972. Previously, Congress has appropriat-
ed $55 million to carryout this new health
manpower training authority. Thus far, 5
medical schools (with one more under seri-
ous consideration) have been ildentified for
initiation in conjunction with State uni-
versitles, utilizing VA hospital clinical facili-
ties; $3,417,000 has been obligated out of
the $25 million avallable for this purpose
(subchapter I of chapter 82). Of the remain-
ing $30 million appropriated, approximately
#21 million has been obligated for expan-
sion of training capacity at exlisting medical
and dental schools affiliated with VA hos-
pitals and for initiation and expansion of
other health manpower tralning facllities
(subchapters II, III, and IV of chapter 83).

The overall VA medical care, administra-
tion, research, and health manpower assist-
ance, and construction budgets are gener-
ally considered adequate based on the work-
load projections and other estimates in the
budget, with two caveats: The standstill
budgets for research (described above) and
education and training (residents, interns,
and other trainees—projected at 73,000 with
8,170 average employment, the same as in
fiscal year 1975, with a total fiscal year 1976
allocation Increase of less than $1 million
over the 185,476,000 estimated for fiscal year
1975) are acceptable for fiscal year 1976 in
view of immediate overall veterans’ medical
care priorities. However, these two areas will
clearly require significant increased funding
in fiscal year 1977, as will construction of re-
search and education facllities, a category
totally neglected in both the fiscal year 1975
and fiscal year 1976 requests.

The Veterans Health Care Expansion Act
of 1973 (Pub. L. 93-82) provided for signifi-
cantly expanded overall eligibility, partie-
ularly for outpatient care, for the treatment
of non-service-connected disabilities of vet-
erans, especially those with serious service-
connected disabilities (80 percent or more).
The act also made improvements in the nurs-
ing home care program for service-connected
care; provided for certain care of service-
connected veterans' dependents; and made
numerous other improvements in title 38
with respect to personnel authorities, educa-
tion and training of health care personnel,
relmbursement for property loss and for
health care provided in private facilities, and
other matters.

As a result of enactment of Public Law 93—
82, certain technical and clarifying changes
will be required in title 38 provisions which
will entail no significant costs. These changes
will likely be proposed and approved in fiscal
year 1976, as part of an omnibus veterans
medical bill, which also will: (1) Improve
and expand the veterans drug and aleohol
treatment and rehabilitation program along
lines twice passed by the Senate in 8. 2108
(92d Congress) and S. 284 (93d Congress);
(2) provide for readjustment professional
counselling for recently discharged veterans
(and, where necessary, their family mem-
bers); (3) establish minimum due process
requirements for separations and disciplinary
actions affecting VA doctors, dentists, and
nurses in probationary and post-probation-
ary status; (4) provide for VA health care
responsibility for a greater number of service-
connected disabled veterans (currently only
those with 80 percent or higher rated dis-
abilities); (5) ensure priority care for the
outpatient treatment of veterans' service-
connected disabllities; (6) expand and im-
prove the VA and contract nursing home care
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programs (including provision for inhouse
intermediate care); (7) add speclal authori-
ties to enable the VA to recruit and retain
physicians, dentists, nurses, and other health
care personnel in view of the $36,000 Federal
pay ceiling; (8) clarify VA authority, and
establish a revolving fund, for work-for-re-
muneration rehabilitative therapy programs;
(9) improve the guardlanship procedures for
VA patients and the disposition of their
funds; (10) extend the exchange of medical
information program's authorization of ap-
propriations; and (11) provide for a proce-
dure to ensure equitable travel expenses and
per diem rates for veteran beneficiary travel.
This legislation is estimated to entail $95
million in additional expenditures for the
first full year.
[I. BUDGETARY IMPACT OF ACTION ON
DENTIAL LEGISLATION PROPOSALS

A. Readjustment benefits

The administration has requested legis-
lation to repeal the 2-year extension of de-
limiting period for readjustment assistance
benefits provided by Public Law 93-337. If
enacted, such legislation would reduce out-
lays by $161 million in fiscal year 1975 (using
the April 1, 1975 effective date assumed In
the President’'s budget) and $600 million in
fiscal year 1976. Despite administration op-
position, Congress unanimously enacted
legislation last July providing for an addi-
tional 2-year period within which to utilize
educational assistance benefits. It is highly
unlikely that the proposed repeal of this
legislation will be enacted.

B. Medical care

The administration has also requested
legislation to effect reimbursement to the
VA by private insurers for the cost of in-
patient hospital and medical care and treat-
ment provided for the non-service-connected
disabilities of veterans with health insur-
ance coverage. Enactment Is estimated to
reduce budgetary outlays by #61 million in
fiscal year 1975 and $122 million in fiscal
year 1976. Identical proposals have been
submitted annually since 1970 without
Amrenbe s7 31 "Lpoq IaUjie Aq UOI0E S[(BIOAB]
unlikely that this legislation will receive
favorable action in the current fiscal year
or next.

C. Additional legislation or administrative
initiatives

Although not reflected in the submitted
budget, there are certain additional admin-
istrative and legislative initiatives by the
administration which can presently be ex-
pected. It is anticipated, for example, that
the President will by proclamation, prior to
the commencement of fiscal year 1976, set a
termination date to the “Vietnam era”. This
proclamation will have the effect of eliminat-
ing eligibility for certain veterans programs
(notably pension and burial benefits) for
those entering the armed forces after the
termination date. While this will have long-
range implications, there should be minimal
budgetary impact in the fiscal year 1975 or
fiscal year 1976. Legislation, however, will be
needed to terminate the educational assist-
ance benefits program. It is generally antic-
ipated that such legislation would be sub-
mitted concurrently with the Presidential
proclamation terminating the Vietnam era. If
enacted, it would have little immediate
budgetary effect (for at least 3 years) other
than with respect to “inservice” educational
benefits pald for under the GI bill by the
Veterans’ Administration on behalf of active
duty servicemen. Termination of such inserv-
ice benefits would reduce VA outlays by ap-
proximately $20 to $30 million in the first
full year. This would not necessarily reduce
total Federal outlays, however, since it may
be presumed that the Defense budget would
Increase by a llke amount in order to con-
tinue active duty education programs,

PRESI-
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The probability of enactment of this legis-
lation is very uncertain with prospects for
passage apparently greater in the House than
in the Senate.

In the area of compensation, the Admin-
istrator currently has administrative author-
ity to adjust the disability rating schedule
to reflect actual impairment of earnings abil-
ity. Since August 1974, a proposal to increase
the ratings for certain disabilities found to
be undercompensated, has been pending
within the executive branch. If such admin-
istrative action were forthcoming, it could
result in additional compensation outlays
of up to $144 million in fiscal year 1976.

Iv. COMMENTS ON PRESIDENT'S BUDGET ESTI-
MATES FOR PROGRAMS ALREADY AUTHORIZED
A. Compensation and pension

Although the compensation population is
now generally static following termination
of hostilities in Vietnam, economic condi-
tions can have an important effect on the
need-based pension program both as to case-
loads and payment levels. Because of the
sharp downturn in the economy, not contem-
plated when budget estimates were first
proposed, it now appears that a supplemental
appropriation of at least $100 million will be
needed for the remainder of fiscal year 1975.
For the same reasons, another $100 to $200
million above submitted budget estimates
will probably be required for fiscal year 1976.

B. Readjustment benefits

As mentioned previously, GI bill benefits
are a viable alternative for many unemployed
veterans. The increased attractiveness of the
program occasioned by enactment of Public
Law 93-508 together with sharp increases in
veterans’ unemployment rates have rendered
earller prepared budget estimates obsolete.
While figures are incomplete, it would appear
that enrollment in GI bill programs is pres-
ently running 12 to 25 percent above pre-
vious estimates. Fiscal year 1975 budget
estimates now appear to be underestimated
by $300 to $400 million. Similarly, an addi-
tional $400 to $500 million in outlays will
probably be required for fiscal year 1976.

C. General operating expenses

The present budget reflects a decrease of
495 in general operating expenses (QGOE) per-
sonnel. This decrease is predicated on
projected decreased workloads and also ap-
parently on enactment of legislation repeal-
ing the extended delimiting period within
which to use GI bill benefits. As noted previ-
ously, both of these assumptions are of
doubtful validity. Further, this decrease in
personnel ignores additional requirements to
administrative workloads resulting from leg-
islation enacted last year. Public Law 93—
508 for example, requires the hiring of 600
additional campus veterans representatives
and mandates the VA to undertake, for the
first time, data collection, review, and evalua-
tion of VA benefits programs on a regular
basis. Additional controls, pursuant to new
legislative requirements, to prevent abuses
in the education program, also require that
additional personnel be hired. Enactment of
the Veterans Housing Act of 1974 (Pub. L.
93-569) , creating expanded loan authority for
condominiums and mobile homes, also will
require the hiring of additional personnel.

In sum, it appears that it will be necessary
not only to restore the 495 employees, but to
hire an additional 1,166 as well, as a net
increase in the GOE budget of $19 million.

D, Medical care

There are three areas in which there may
be underestimates in the budget with respect
to various aspects of the VA medical and
hospital program. First, over the last several
years the budget estimates of outpatient care
visits have run consistently low. Although
outpatient treatment is estimated to increase
by 1 million Inhouse visits over the fiscal
year 1975 (11,771,000) level projected in the
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budget request, recent experience would in-
dicate that this is low. For example, the in-
crease projected by the budget is consider-
ably less, both in absolute terms and as a
percentage increase, than the utmost 13 per-
cent increase originally projected for fiscal
year 1975 over the 10,457,830 visits experi-
enced in fiscal year 1974. In this connection,
it must be noted that 1974 was the first fiscal
year where the new outpatient care eligibility
in the Veterans Health Care Expansion Act
of 1973 (Pub. L. 93-82) began to impact on
outpatient visit caseloads. At this time, it
would appear that the fiscal year 1975 esti-
mate is about 5 percent too low and that the
additional work generated by Public Law
93-82 will increase the total fiscal year 1976
outpatient visits by about 527,000. Using an
average of 830 per outpatient visit, the medi-
cal care budget in terms of outpatient visits
is thus underestimated in fiscal year 1975
by $15.8 million. For fiscal year 1976, it would
appear to be underestimated by 670,000 visits
or $20 million.

Second, the budget includes an estimate of
975 in average dally patient census (ADFPC)
for contract hospitalization of 975, costing
$28,468,000, This seems to be underestimated
by 25 percent; fiscal year 1976 requirements
will more likely be a 1,228 ADPC, with a total
cost of $35,858,000.

A less certaln area of possible underesti-
mate in the budget is with respect to overall
increased demand for inpatient and out-
patient treatment which could be generated
by the high unemployment rate and the con-
comitant loss of health insurance coverage
by previously covered former workers. Con-
gress now has before both Houses legislation
to provide coverage for unemployed workers
whose health insurance benefits have lapsed
by virtue of their job loss, and enactment of
such legislation would likely obviate this po-
tential area of increase in demand on VA
medical facilities. Since the administration
has strongly opposed this legislation, how-
ever, 1ts enactment certainly cannot be pre-
sumed, and, hence, the VA system may well
experience an increase in demand for health
services brought about by the lapse of health
insurance coverage due to unemployment.

Mr, WEICKER. Mr. President, I rise
to commend the Senate Appropriations
Committee for appropriating $35 million
to implement the section 802 program.

This program, enacted as part of the
Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974, is designed to assist State
housing and development agencies in
raising funds for the construection of low-
and moderate-income housing through
the issuance of taxable bonds.

To meet our housing goals will require
a strong and active commitment by both
the Federal and State governments, as
well as the private sector. The States can
and must play a major role in provid-
ing a suitable living environment for all
Americans. To date, 33 States have cre-
ated State housing agencies, whose public
mandate is to finance and assist the con-
struction and rehabilitation of housing
for low- and moderate-income Ameri-
cans.

By implementing section 802 program,
these agencies will be able to finance
these essential housing projects, not only
in the tax exempt market, but also in the
largely uptapped taxable market.

Mr. President, during the consideration
of the first supplemental appropriations
bill, the Senate adopted an amendment
which appropriated $25 million for the
section 802 program. Unfortunately, this
Pprovision was dropped in conference. At
that time, HUD stated that they needed
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more time to study this program. Well,
now nearly 1 year has passed, and HUD
is still reviewing this program.

The Council of State Housing Agencies
have offered their assistance to HUD in
the development of regulations to imple-
ment the program. What has been HUD’s
response? Delay. Inaction.

At this point, I would like to highlight
an appropriate section of the Senate
committee’s report.

In appropriating these funds, the Commit-
tee intends that the HUD secretary will pre-
pare regulations and implement this program
as soon as possible with respect to the pro-
visions for interest reductions as well as for
Federal guarantee of bonds to be issued by
states for the revitalization of slum areas and
assist in the financing of housing for low and
moderate income housing in connection with
such revitalization.

This strong report language makes it
clear that the Senate will not tolerate any
more footdragging on this program. We
need action, not further study.

Since the moratorium in 1973, the
housing problems have increased, the
backlog of need continues to grow and
the capability for producing housing has
diminished.

It is my understanding that the ad-
ministration is opposed to the HUD ap-
propriations bill, as reported out of the
committee. One of the reasons the ad-
ministration cites is the committee’s
decision to fund the section 802 program.

The Council of State Housing Agencies,
in response to HUD criticism, presented
a convincing case, in a letter to Senator
ProxmIire. Their letter refutes the ob-
jections expressed by the administra-
tion’s spokesman. I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter be printed at this
point in the REcoORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

CouNcIL oF STATE HOUSING AGENCIES,
July 14, 1975.

Senator WiLLi1AM PROXMIRE,

U.S. Senate,

Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR PrROXMIRE: I am writing to
you as Chairman of the Appropriations Sub-
committee to request your support for in-
clusion in the pending appropriation bill for
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development of an appropriation of $50,000,-
000 of contract authorlty to fund the in-
terest differential commitment authority
under section 802 of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1974.

Section 802, as you know, provides new
authorities to assist State housing and de-
velopment agencies to raise funds for their
programs through the issuance of taxable
obligations in the private money market. It
was enacted at Congressional initiative, with
Senator Weicker and Representative Reuss
taking lead roles and with the strong sup-
port of the Council of State Housing Agen-
cies and the National Governors’ Conference.

HUD has not yet, almost a year after
Congress’s enactment of this new provision,
started to implement these new authorities,
nor has it announced when or under what
ground rules, or even whether, it will begin
to operate this program.

As you know, HUD argued that last time
Section 802 came up for funding, in the
January supplemental appropriation bill,
that it needed more time to study this
provision. They are still “studying” it.

Based on a poll of 17 state agencies, includ-
ing all the Directors of the Councll of State
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Housing Agencles and many of its members,
conducted this week, I can report unani-
mous and Increasing support for this pro-
gram. We thus request that, particularly in
view of this unfortunate pattern of HUD
delay, which you have criticized in the past,
you propose or support enactment of an ap-
propriation to provide the necessary initial
funding for this program.

Since January the need for and the po-
tential effectiveness of the Section 802 pro-
gram has grown greater. The basic intent of
the programs is twofold: (a) to provide an
incentive to state housing agencies to issue
taxable rather than tax exempt bonds and
(b) to provide federal guarantees for such
bonds in elrcumstances where the activities
to be financed meet important federal poli-
cies but the attendant difficulties and risks
require special federal support. Since Jan-
uary it has become clear that the tax ex-
empt bond market has suffered dispropor-
tionately from present tight credit and high
interest rate conditions. Largely because of
the relative inelasticity of municipal and
other tax exempt issuers’ needs for credit,
interest rates in the tax exempt market have
approached rates for comparable securities In
the taxable market. The loss in federal tax
revenues resulting from tax exempt issues
has risen correspondingly. Section 802 pro-
vides a unique opportunity right now to
ease the pressure on tax exempt interest rates
generally and open new markets for state
housing agency bonds, while increasing fed-
eral tax revenues.

At the same time, since January it has
become clearer that bonds which do not
obtain the highest ratings must pay dis-
portionately higher Interest rates. Thus state
housing agencies now find, to a greater ex-
tent than before, that they cannot under-
take worthy, viable and important projects in
areas of need if these might reflect ad-
versely on the agency’s bond rating. The
need for federal guarantees is thus greater
than ever if agencies are to tackle certain
areas of real housing needs in their states.

In this regard, I want to express strong
disagreement with a statement by Mr. David
deWilde of HUD to you in the recent hear-
ings concerning Section 802. He claimed that
since agencies with lower credit ratings were
most likely to use guarantees and interest
subsidies “the program would in a sense be
rewarding weak fiscal management”. This
statement disregards the fact that lower
credit ratings can just as well result from
housing finance efforts which are well man-
aged and financially sound but which, be-
cause of the nature of the lower income
housing needs they seek to meet, inherently
involve greater risks than * * #*

Such risks will commonly be involved, for
example, in the case of issuers seeking to
finance housing under HUD's new Section
8 housing assistance program. There is thus
clearly a category of applicant, even among
agencies with lower ratings, deserving of
support; HUD has ample administrative dis-
cretion and capacity under the Section 802
program tfo distinguish between such appli-
cants and those not deserving.

Mr. deWilde’s other arguments against
Section 802 seem equally insubstantial:

(a) He fears that the program may in-
crease aggregate borrowing in capital mar-
kets and thus result in higher overall inter-
est rates. An Intent of the program is, of
course, to assist borrowing by state housing
agencies; does Mr. deWilde's objection mean
that he wishes such agencles to be less ac-
tive and, thus, not to participate in meeting
lower income housing needs and in relieving
the present recession in the housing indus-
try? Basic administration policy at this time
appears to favor a stimulation of production
and rehabilitation of housing. State housing
agencles in our view offer the most practi-
cable method for financing new construction
under the Section 8 program. Section 802
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meets these objectives in a way that will hold
interest rates down by permitting a better
balance of demand between the taxable and
tax exempt markets.

(b) Mr. deWilde questions whether the
subsidizing of interest to encourage use of
taxable bonds is cost effective if the tax
exemption is not simultaneously eliminated
on all municipal bonds. We fail to see the
connection. Each time that a taxable bond
is issued in lieu of a tax exempt bond, addi-
tional tax revenues are derived equal to, on
the average, as much as 409 of the interest
earned on the taxable bond, according to
Treasury Department estimates. A subsidy
of 33% of such Interest amount will cost
less to the federal government than the addi-
tional revenues derived. In addition, Mr.
deWilde's position appears to conflict with
past Treasury policy, which actively pro-
moted the use of taxable bonds with cor-
respondingly increased federal subsidies In
limited flelds rather than use of tax exempt
bonds in such fields. Results of this policy
include new community debentures under
PL 91-609, land development loans under
Title I of last year's housing act and Hill-
Burton hospital loans.

We should add that we would strongly
oppose any effort to eliminate the tax exemp-
tion for state and local government and
agency obligations. The intent of Section 802,
as Congress made clear in the Committee
reports on that provision, is to provide an
additional financing option to state hous-
ing agencies, and not to limit the existing
authority of those agencies,

(c) Mr. deWilde states that changed eco-
nomic conditions require new analyses of
Section 802. As indicated earlier in this let-
ter, changed conditions have essentlally
served to increase the need for and impor-
tance of Section 802.

As we have stated before, the Council of
State Housing Agencies stands ready to as-
gist HUD in any way possible to develop

program guidelines, forms and procedures
which will allow Section 802 to be promptly
implemented. With your support, we hope
to have that chance soon.

Sincerely,

JoHN G. BURNETT,
President.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, in 1973,
the Federal Government abandoned the
goal of providing a decent home for all
Americans. The section 802 program is
designed, in part, to provide these State
agencies with the Federal assistance that
is necessary to tackle the tough jobs in
our inner cities.

I am deeply disappointed with HUD’s
opposition to this program. To me, their
position on this matter is indicative of an
overall lack of commitment to the hous-
ing goals, as set forth by the Congress.

I hope this appropriation of $35 mil-
lion will survive a House~Senate confer-
ence committee. The States have the ex-
pertise and the enthusiasm to do the
job. Let us not allow the apathy in Wash-
ington to kill this vitally needed program.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill is open to further amend-
ment. If there be no amendments to be
proposed, the question is on the engross-
ment of the amendments and the third
reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill having been read a third
time, the question is, Shall it pass?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The yeas and nays have already
been ordered.

e —
ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry.

Is it not just about time to proceed to
the vetoed legislation?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct. In 1 minute
the Senate will proceed to consideration
of the veto message.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the Chair
consider using that 1 minute so we may
finish it 1 minute sooner?

I ask unanimous consent that that be
done.

The ACTIIIG PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote on the
unfinished business, the HUD appropria-
tion bill, follow immediately the vote on
the veto.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. And I ask unani-
mous consent that the second vote take
10 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

SPECIAL HEALTH REVENUE
SHARING ACT OF 1975—VETO
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States
returning, without approval, the bill (S.
66) to amend the Public Health Service
Act and related health laws to revise
and extend the health revenue sharing
program, the family planning programs,
the community mental health centers
program, the program for migrant
health centers and community health
centers, the National Health Service
Corps program, and the programs for
assistance for nurse training, and for
other purposes, which reads as follows:

To the Senate of the United Stales:

I am today returning, without my ap-
proval, S. 66, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide support
for health services, nurse training, and
the National Health Service Corps pro-
gram.

This bill is very similar to two sepa-
rate bills which I disapproved during the
last session of the 93rd Congress, H.R.
14214 and H.R. 17085. In my memoran-
dums of disapproval, dated December 23,
1974, and January 3, 1975, respectively,
I cited a number of reasons why I could
not approve those bills. Those objections
remain valid for the measure before me
today.

As in last year’s bills, S. 66, would
authorize excessive appropriation levels.
I realize that in considering the bill this
year, the 94th Congress made some re-
ductions in the total cost of the measure.
However, the levels authorized are still
far in excess of the amounts we can af-
ford for these programs. The bill would
authorize almost $550 million above my
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fiscal year 1276 budget request for the
programs involved, and it exceeds fiscal
year 1977 levels by approximately the
same amount resulting in a total in-
crease of $1.1 billion. At a time when the
overall Federal deficit is estimated at
$60 billion, proposed authorization levels
such as these cannot be tolerated.

When I signed the Tax Reduction Act
of 1975, I pledged to do everything in my
power to keep this year’s deficit from
exceeding $60 billion and to restrain the
longer-run growth in Federal spending.
I stated that I would resist every attempt
by the Congress to add to that deficit.
Bills currently being considered by the
Congress would add $25 billion to the
fiscal year 1976 deficit and $45 billion to
next year's deficit. If they were to be-
come law, they would lock us into a per-
manent policy of excessive spending and
make the Federal budget a primary
cause of inflation for years to come. To
avoid this, I have no choice but to veto
these bills if the Congress insists upon
sending them to me.

Apart from its excessive authorization
levels, S. 66 is unsound from a program
standpoint. In the area of health serv-
ices, for example, the bill proposes exten-
sion and expansion of Community Men-
tal Health Centers projects which have
been adequately demonstrated and
should now be absorbed by the regular
health services delivery system. S. 66 also
would continue and expand such sepa-
rate categorical programs as Community
Health Centers and Migrant Health Cen-
ters. In addition, it would authorize sev-
eral new narrow categorical, and poten-
tially costly programs which duplicate
existing authorities, including $30 mil-
lion for the treatment of hypertension,
$17 million for rape prevention and con-
trol, $10 million for home health service
demonstration agencies, and $16 million
for hemophilia treatment and blood sep-
aration centers. Three new national com-
missions on specific diseases also would
be established. The expansion of the
Federal role in health services delivery
through such narrow categorical pro-
grams is not consistent with development
of an integrated, flexible health service
delivery system.

The Administration repeatedly and
vigorously has opposed measures such as
S. 66 and urged passage of a more effec-
tive and more equitable approach to
Federal assistance for health services.
H.R. 4819 and S. 1203, which reflect our
proposals, would consolidate various sep-
arate programs into the flexible project
grant authority of the Public Health
Service Act to allow funding of a wide
variety of health services projects based
on State and local needs. Moreover, such
programs would be for demonstration
purposes. Once a new service model has
been adequately tested, its adoption into
the delivery of services can—and
should—be the primary responsibility of
the private sector and State and local
governments.

The Federal role in overcoming bar-
riers to needed health care should em-
phasize health care financing programs—
such as Medicare and Medicaid for which
spending is estimated at $22 billion this
year. These programs establish specified
eligibility and benefits standards and
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provide assistance generally available to
those most in need, such as the poor and
the aged. S. 66, on the other hand, would
have the Federal Government select in-
dividual communities and groups for
special funding assistance. In my view,
this is clearly an inequitable approach to
health problems and an unwise attempt
to substitute judgments made in Wash-
ington for those of responsible persons in
State and local governments and the
private sector.

In extending the registered nurse
training authorities, S. 66 inappropri-
ately proposes continuation of large
amounts of capitation and construction
support. These support mechanisms have
outlived their usefulness. They were in-
troduced to stimulate nursing schools to
educate more general-duty nurses be-
cause of an overall shortage. The schools
responded, with enrollments in bacca-
laureate and associate degree programs
rising by more than 90 percent during
the period 1970-74. As a result, with no
further Federal stimulation, we can ex-
pect the supply of active registered
nurses to increase by more than 50 per-
cent during this decade.

With these increases, the employment
market for general duty nurses already
is tightening in some areas. As early as
January 1973, the American Nurses’

Association stated that *“. . . it appears
that the shortage of staff nurses is dis-
appearing.” Our failure to limit growth
now could result in our training an ex-
cess number of nurses, creating the same
kind of oversupply that has left thou-
sands of elementary and secondary

school teachers disillusioned with the
lack of teaching opportunities.

The general nursing student assistance
provisions contained in this bill are
largely duplicative of existing under-
graduate student aid programs offered
by the Office of Education, and repre-
sent just one more unnecessary categori-
cal program.

The bill also fails to shift emphasis
in any meaningful way from problems
of aggregate supply shortages to the
problem of geographic maldistribution,
which is reflected in very substantial
intra- and inter-State differentials in
nurse-to-population ratios.

S. 66 continues to treat nurse train-
ing separately from the other health
professions. The Congress is now con-
sidering various measures for Federal
support for education in other health
professions. Nurse training should be
considered as part of that debate to
inter-relate health manpower education
programs rather than to perpetuate a
fragmented Federal health professions
policy.

Finally, S. 66 provides for a one-year
extension of the National Health Serv-
ice Corps. I support this fine program,
and the Administration has submitted
legislation to the Congress for its ex-
tension. I believe, however, that the au-
thorization level proposed in S. 66 of $30
million for fiscal year 1976 is excessive.

Good health care and the availability
of health personnel to administer that
care are obviously of great importance.
I share with the Congress the desire to
improve the Nation’s health care. I am
convinced that legislation can be devised
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to accomplish our common objectives
which does not adversely affect our ef-
forts to restrain the budget or inap-
propriately structure our health care
system. I urge the Congress to pass such
legislation, using the bills I have en-
dorsed as the starting point in such
deliberations.
GERALD R. FoRrbD.
THE WHITE HousE, July 26, 1975.

The Senate proceeded to reconsider the
bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yvield my 15 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KENNEDY).

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, the
measure we are now considering is one
which is of great importance to millions
of Americans, and I hope this body will
override the President’s veto.

The President of the United States has
vetoed S. 66, which includes the nurse
training and the health services pro-
grams. In the last Congress he pocket
vetoed this legislation.

Earlier this year, in an attempt to try
to work with the administration, the
Subcommittee on Health combined these
programs, brought them to the floor of
the Senate, where they were passed over-
whelmingly.

In the conference with the House of
Representatives, we settled on a figure
with the House of Representatives which
was lower by $500 million than the bill
passed by the Senate and actually a lower
figure than in the bill passed by the
House of Representatives.

So that the bill we are considering now,
in the amount that is being authorized,
contains a lower authorized figure than
that which was passed unanimously by
the House of Representatives or which
was passed by the Senate.

We have attempted to provide legisla-
tion which is realistic and fiscally respon-
sible. We have tried to compromise with
the President. Essentially, Mr. President,
96 percent of the moneys that we are au-
thorizing here will be used for continuing
existing programs. Only 4 percent of the
moneys we are authorizing in these pro-
grams are for any new initiatives.

One initiative is a home health serv-
ice program, to find innovative and cre-
ative ways of bringing health services to
people in their homes, so that elderly
people, if they wish, can remain in their
homes, rather than going to nursing
homes and other institutions, and to try
to provide initial seed money to find ways
by which we will be able to save the Fed-
eral Government hundreds of millions of
dollars in the program.

8. 66 is basically a continuation of ex-
isting, badly needed health programs.
We are providing a degree of flexibility
for the Committee on Appropriations so
that they may be able to adjust and raise
some programs and to decrease others,
if that is their judgment.

Why are these programs so important,
and what basically are the programs
about which we are talking? We are talk-
ing about programs to train nurses in
this country—including nurse practition-
ers. This portion of the bill also includes
the capitation, special project, and con-
struction program for nursing schools
and their students.
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One of the key problems we are facing
in the health care crisis in this country
is in trying to find sufficient manpower,
appropriately trained and in the right
places. This program is directed to at-
tempt to meet that challenge.

Besides the nursing aspect of the pro-
gram, we have the health service delivery
system, including neighborhood health
centers, one of the most imaginative and
creative prograni, w try to deliver health
care to communi@¥es where people are in
the greatest need

We have a neighborhood health cen-
ter program and the community and
mental health program in this proposal.
In view of the kinds of problems we are
facing generally- in the whole public
health area, comnifunity mental health is
one of the most important. These pro-
grams are extremely important. This au-
thorization provides for a continuation of
the community mental health program,
Those programs are providing extraordi-
nary kinds of value today to the citizens
and the communities in which they live.

Finally, we have the National Health
Service Corps, to try to provide trained,
educated, and motivated young people
to go into the underserved areas of this
country—young people, who because of
their commitment and concern for pro-
viding decent health care in many of the
underserved communities, whether rural
or urban, are going to provide this kind
of training. It is an expanding program,
and it is appealing to more and more of
the medical school graduates in this
country.

These are some of the programs: nurse
training, delivery of health home pro-
grams, a very limited number of new
programs, as I mentioned earlier. These
are the backbone of our health care
system.

These programs essentially have been
vetoed on a previous occasion. They are
now under a continuing resolution. I
believe that unless we are able to over-
ride the President’s veto, we are sound-
ing the death knell of these programs
for the people who are being hardest hit
by the problems of inflation and reces-
sion in our country.

I am very hopeful that this body will
override the President’s veto. As I say,
the measure we bring to the Senate
today is fiscally sound, a modest increase
as to the total number appropriated last
Year.

Ninety-six percent of the authoriza-
tion goes to continuing existing pro-
grams, not new, untried programs—ex-
isting programs that are benefiting mil-
lions of American people. This veto must
be overridden.

In reviewing the Budget Committee’s
recommendations, we find that for the
one fiscal year, the program provides
$900 million for health resources admin-
istration, full funding of new legislation
for the extension of health teaching
facilities and construction programs.
This is a $2 billion program for 2 years.
I daresay that we are completely within
the guidelines of the Budget Committee.

I had the opportunity to testify before
the Committee on Appropriations on the
whole range of health programs, and the
Health Appropriations Subcommittee of
the Committee on Appropriations eame
in with a recommendation of $140 mil-
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lion less than the budget recommended.
So I think we have been sincere in at-
tempting to live within the Budget Com-
mittee’s recommendations. We have
drafted a program that will be effective
in dealing with these particular areas of
health concern for the American people.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time. How much time remains?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator+zem Massachusetts
has 6 minutes rema}.ing. The minority
leader, or his designge, has 15 minutes
remaining. “ai

Who yields time?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me 3 minutes?

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
vield my time to thc Senator from New
York.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I believe that the Presi-
dent's veto should be overridden, and I
shall so vote. I should like to explain to
the Senate why.

Let us remember, first and foremost,
that this is an authorization bill. It is
not an appropriation bill. Therefore, it
does not engage in any budget busting
until the money is put out.

In the meantime, it tied together so
many pieces of health programs, in the
absence of a national health insurance
program, as to be indispensable, in my
judgment, to the health care of the peo-
ple of the United States.

Let us remember that, essentially, this
is a bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act. It relates to health services,
nurses’ training, and the National

Health Service Corps. About the latter,

let us see what the President himself
says in his veto message.

“I support this fine program,” he says.
“The administration has submitted leg-
islation to Congress for its extension. I
believe, however, that the authorization
level proposed in S. 66 of $30 million is
excessive.”

Well, the Committee on Appropria-
tions can take care of that. The Presi-
dent has shown that he does not hesitate
to veto an appropriation bill. He just
vetoed one.

Second, Mr. President, this bill con-
tains a provision for rape prevention and
control, Senator MaTHIAS' very gifted
bill, a critically important crime prob-
lem, and in the spirit of our relationship
in our country in terms of law as to the
rights of women, an absolutely indis-
pensable program. With this veto, down
the drain it goes.

Finally, Mr. President, I have spent
a lifetime of legislative activity in con-
nection with nurses’ education, nurses’
training, to provide enough nurses. The
President says that we already have
enough nurses, and he quotes the Amer-
ican Nurses Association:

It appears that the shortage of staff nurses
is disappearing.

Note the emphasis and the fine point—
staff nurses is disappearing.

The committee report acknowledges
that. We say,

While the absolute number of registered

nurses has increased in recent years,
This is page 17—
the committee recognizes that there are
CXXI——1584—Part 19
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serious shortages of nursing services in a
number of categories, particularly those re-
quiring advanced preparation.

Then we proceeded to detail our views
as to the health maintenance organiza-
tions and many other advances in health
care, clinical nurse specialists, and so
on—exactly what we did in this bill.

In short, nobody is denying what the
President says, but it simply is not meet-
ing the issue which is raised by this bill.
The bill deals with a type of nursing edu-
cation in which we are woefully short
and in which we need the buttressing
and support which this bill will give us.

Mr. President, the time for debate is
short. I shall not try to detain the Sen-
ate with all of the individual details, but
the essence of the argument is this: It is
an authorization, not an appropriation
bill. There is no raid on the Treasury,
there is no busting of the budget or any
of those labels which are sought to be
affixed to bills in order to defeat them,
This holds together quite a large number
of programs indispensable to the health
of our people. The President himself rec-
ognizes that, because he says in here
what we ought to do:

The Federal role in overcoming barriers
to needed health care should emphasize
health care financing programs such as Medi-
care and Medicaid, for which spending is
estimated at $22 billion this year.

Mr. President, of course it is. But that
is by no means, and everybody knows it,
the total health package this country not
only ought to have, but urgently needs.
The fact that we spent $22 billion does
not throw me, because we just approved
$31 billion for military hardware in the
conference committee, and nobody said,
“You have to stop at $22 billion if the
cost is $31 billion if that is essential to
the security of the country.” This is just
as essential to the security of the country.

Fifteen of us have just been to the So-
viet Union. Really, the Soviet Union is
not an outstanding country, except in its
military establishment, Mr. President.
They are not 10 feet tall, by a long sight,
in terms of the development of the coun-
try. I speak with the greatest respect. We
hope very much to work out many things
with them, and I think we will. Butitisa
country which, compared to the United
States, leaves a great deal to be desired.

Mr. President, one thing they do have,
and every person in the Soviet Union
brags about it, is medical care. That is
the one thing they can point to and pin
their hopes and aspirations on. We do not
have that; they do. We do not in the uni-
versal measure that they do, in terms of
equity to the poor and those who can
least afford it. When we try, as in this
bill, which is a monumental bill in terms
of tying together the help for many
health needs, to do the job, it is knocked
down.

We shall come back with another bill;
I know that. But what is the need for it?
Why go through all the gyrations and the
risks and pain and anguish all over again,
when the Committee on Appropriations
can, in an afterncon, do everything the
President wants done and if he does not
like it, he can veto it?

For all of these reasons, Mr. President,
I feel that I must vote to override the veto
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and hope that the President will pass the
measure.

Mr. President, a recent letter from the
American Nurses Association and other
interested health organizations to the
President, urged him to sign S. 66. For
the reasons set forth in the letter and its
enclosures I will vote to override the veto.
I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of the ANA letter and its enclosures
be printed in the Recorp to assist my col-
leagues in their decision on this measure.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

AmMERICAN NURSES' ASSOCIATION, INC.,
Kansas City, Mo., July 24, 1975.

President Gerarp R. Forb,

The White House,

Washington, D.C.

DeaR MRr. PRESIDENT: On July 17, the Con-
gress sent for your action, 8. 86, the Nurse
Training and Health Revenue Sharing and
Health Bervices Act of 1975.

The bill provides authority for the follow-
ing programs: Nurse Tralning, Grants to
States for Health Services, Family Planning,
Community Mental Health Centers, Rape
Prevention and Control, Migrant Health
Centers, Community Health Centers, Home
Health Services, Mental Health for the Elder-
ly, Control of Epilepsy, Control of Hunting-
ton's Disease, Hemophilia Programs, National
Health Service Corps.

Previously, you vetoed two separate bills
providing for these programs.

The undersigned organizations strongly
urge you to sign 5. 66. The reasons are many,
but central to the position of all organiza-
tions are the following:

1. 5. 66 i1s 1, billion less than the pre-
viously vetoed bills, and very close to last
year's appropriations.

2. 8. 66, for the most part, continues
existing programs. With few exceptions all
of the programs in the bill, either service or
training, are presently being operated with
crucial federal support. Thus, the bill con-
tinues existing federal policy; it does not
start major new programs. Also, authoriza-
tions In 8. 66 are well below those in the
expired legislation.

3. All of the programs in S. 66, in one way
or another, support the delivery of health
services to people who would otherwise not
have access to care.

4. In a period of economic crisis, such as
the present, the demands on health service
delivery programs are greater than during
less stressful times. Thus to withdraw sup-
port for these programs now would have a
very serious adverse impact on those who
need health care. For example, both the
mental health centers program and the
health centers programs have experienced
dramasatic increases in demands for services
in recent months.

For these reasons, as well as many others,
we ask that you sign S. 66 into law.

Sincerely,

American Academy of Child Psychiatry,

American Association of Colleges of Nurs-
ing,

imerican Association of Deans of Colleges
of Nursing,

American Assoclation of Nurse Anesthe-
tists,

American Assoclation of Psychiatric Serv-
ices for Children,

American Nurses’ Assoclation,

American Parents Committee,

American Psychological Association,

Association for the Advancement of Psy-
chology,

Epllepsy Foundation of America,

Friends of the Earth,

Health Security Action Council,

National Abortion Rights Action League,
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National Assoclation for Mental Health,

National Association of University Women,

National Council of Community Mental
Health Centers,

National Council of Jewish Women,

National Organization for Women,

National Women's Political Caucus,

Physicians' National Housestaff Associa-
tion,

Planned Parenthood-World Population,

United Auto Workers' Union,

Women's Equity Actlon League,

Zero Population Growth, Inc.

[From the American Nurses' Association,
Ine., Eansas City, Mo.]

ReAsoNS TO SUPPORT OVERRIDE IF PRESIDENT
Forp VETOES S.66—HEALTH SERVICES AND
NursE TRAINING BILL
1. Bill is $0.54 billion under the previcusly

vetoed bills (Dec. 1974).

2. Authorizations for 8. 66 are very close to
last year’s funding (and that is based on
FY '74 appropriations so does not even in-
clude the inflation factor cost escalations).

3. Conference report figures are $5 million
less than the House Bill for Nurse Training
Act,

4. Benate Conferees conceded on all their
funding levels.

5. Outside groups have really been cooper-
ative on this.

6. Bome 35 interest groups are interested
in working to get B.66 signed or veto over-
ridden.

7. Maldistribution of health personnel is
dealt with in the Community Health Cen-
ters, Community Mental Health Centers and
Health Services Corps sections of S.66. The
Nurse Training Act does promote better geo-
graphic distribution of RN's in the project
grants and nurse practitioner sections and in
the eligibility requirements for capitation
grants,

8. There is not an oversupply of RN's. An
American Hospital Assoclation Survey showed
38 states reported continuing shortage.
Nursing homes In south (Ark. and Texas
especlally) still seek walver from HEW re-
guirement that one RN be on staff of every
gkllled nursing facllity because they say they
cannot ind RN's.

9. The Federal Register of July 14, 1975 had
a 40 page lst of hospitals critically short of
nurses!

Please show your recognition that health
programs are important—we need your vote.
FACT SBHEET
S. 66—NURSE TRAINING AND HEALTH REVENUE
SHARING AND HEALTH SERVICES ACT OF 1976

Congress is clearing and sending to the
President legislation combining several
health programs that were pocket vetoed last
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December. The bill provides authority
through fiscal 1977 for the following pro-
grams: Nurse Training, Grants to States for
Health Services, Family Planning, Com-=-
munity Mental Health Centers, Migrant
Health Centers, Community Health Centers,
Home Health Bervices, Mental Health for the
Elderly, Control of Epllepsy, National Cen-
ter for Prevention and Control of Rape, Con-
trol of Huntington's Disease, Hemophilia
Programs, National Health Service Corps.

Here's what the various aspects of the
bill do:

Nurse Tralning—Provides federal support
to schools of nursing and nursing students.

Grants to States for Health Services—Ex-
tends 314(d) authorizations of the Public
Health Service Act for two years, revises
the planning and reporting procedures, and
authorizes funds for Hypertension.

Family Planning—Extends asuthorizations
under Title X of the Public Health Service
Act.

Community Mental Health Centers—Ezx-
tends and revises the Community Mental
Health Centers Act; encourages fiscal self-
sufficlency by centers; and establishes a Na-
tional Center for the Prevention and Control
of Rape.

Migrant Health Centers—Authorizes plan-
ning and development, and operation grants
to migrant health centers to provide exten-
sive health service to migrant workers.

Community Health Centers—Authorizes
two year planning and development, and op-
eration grants for community health cen-
ters to provide extensive health care serv-
ices to medically underserved populations.

Home Health Services—Creates a demon-
stration program of grants to create home
health care agencies and to train personnel
to provide home health care vis a vis insti-
tutionalized care.

Mental Health for the Elderly—Establishes
& Committee on Mental Health and Illness
for the Elderly for a period of one year to
study and recommend policy for the care and
treatment of the mentally-ill aged person.

Commission for the Control of Epilepsy—
Creates a temporary commission to advise
the President and Congress as to a compre-
hensive plan for the control of Epilepsy.

National Center for the Prevention and
Control of Rape—Creates within NIMH a
national center to study the causes and the
effects of rape and disseminate such infor-
mation to the publie.

Commission for the Control of Hunting-
ton’s Disease—Establishes a temporary com-
mission to advise the President and Congress
on a national plan for the control of Hunt-
ington's Disease.

Hemophilia Program—Establishes a hemo-
philia diagnosis and treatment program un-
der the Public Health Service Act.
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National Health Service Corps—Extends
the Corps program providing personnel to be
utilized to improve health service delivery
to medically underserved populations,

Health revenue sharing, health services, and
nurse training—total funding by individ-
ual State for S. 66 programs

(Totals are for the last year for which in-
formation is available.)

#9, 061, 358
752, 447

6, 926, 903
7,991, 124
43, 215,735
8, 770, 774
6, 578, 549
2,312,209
—--- 6,364,227
-—-- 18,113,084
10, 375, 279
1,561, 140

- 3,928,991
---- 16,696, 905
_ 10, 040, 103
4,992, 202

5, 349, 219

13, 670, 937

6, 465, 736
4,056, 187

8, 887, 093

18, 681, 159

16, 298, 140
7,781, 359

6, 182, 859

13, 869, 088

2, 595, 988
4,061, 289
1,521, 061

1, 465, 300

15, 857, 377

4, 976, 055

37, 814, 955
9,449, 119

599, 000

18, 947, 327

7, 884, 668
4,840,177

33, 483, 258

4, 759, 822

3, 518, 752
7,312, 620
1,592, 949

10, 395, 523

28, 497, 770

3, 595, 039

2, 187, 932

5, 275, 009

8, 116, 054

8, 162, 367

119, 000

3, 624, 092

40, 000

286, 000

5, 583, 012

Arkansas ..

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

District of Columbia..

Hawail

Eentucky _._.

Maryland
Massachusetts _
Michigan ____
Minnesota ___
Mississippl _.
Missourf ____
Montansa .
MNebrasks, _
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey..
New Mexico.-_
New York_ _. ... ..
North Carolina
North Dakota

Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island

Washington
Wisconsin
Wyoming
West Virginia.
Guam

S. 66 COMPARED TO PREVIOUS BILLS AND EXPIRED PUBLIC LAWS

[In millions of dollars]

Last year
authorized
under
expired
legislation

Continuing
res.lution !
fiscal year
975 (12-1974)

1st year
authorized
by vetoed

1st year
bills !

authorized
by S. 66

1st year
authorized
by vetoed
bills
(12-1974)

Last year
authorized Continuing
under resolution !
expired  fiscal year

legisiation 1975

1st year
authorized
by S. 66

Nurse Training Act...
Health revenue sharing.......-..-.o....

Family planning

Community mental health centers.
Rape prevention and control- .
Migrant health centers

$119.1
90

100. 615
1213.5

9 10.0
23. ?g 50.0

$187.0
160.0 Diseases borne by rodents.

Home health services

216.5 Hemophilia programs

149.0

Community health centers....._......... $205

National Health Service Corporations. ... .

$196.643

@
G
.18

997.35 760.744

1 Continuing resolution means actual funding level based on fiscal year 1973 or 1974 depending on

program expiration date. No appropriation—bills expired.
1 Hypertension.
# Includes carryover funds.

4 New program

¢ No vetoed bill.

¢ Includes some other CDC programs.
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Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield 3 minutes?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from Maryland.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I rise also
to urge the override of the President’s
veto of Senate bill 66 for the reasons
given by the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts and the distinguished
Senator from New York, and a couple
more,

As has been explained by them, Senate
bill 66 authorizes the extension of vari-
ous important health programs includ-
ing community mental health, commu-
nity health centers, migrant health, and
the National Health Service Corps. The
bill also authorizes some new programs,
including the one sponsored and offered
by my distinguished -colleague from
Maryland (Mr. MateH1as) and cospon-
sored by me relating to rape prevention.

Recently, Mr. President, I wrote the
President urging that he sign S. 66. 1
think that was good advice, because the
programs contained in S. 66 are needed
and important to the citizens of this
country. A few years ago one of the na-
tional polling companies took a poll, and
it showed that the No. 1 concern of the
citizens of this country is ill health, and
the No. 1 hope of people of this country
is good health. So it seems to me that an
important priority for the Government of
the United States is to make sure that the
tremendous advances in medical science
that we have achieved are deliverable to
the people of this country equitably, at a
price that they can afford.

It seems to me that it makes very good
sense to continue the kind of programs
that are contained in Senate bill 66 and
also to fund those that are new author-
izations.

The President has made some interest-
ing points. For example, it is generally
recognized that the community mental
health programs have been successful,
but the administration seems to be say-
ing that the Federal role in these types
of programs, after they have been suc-
cessful, should cease. I point out to the
administration that there is probably no
time when it is more difficult for local and
State governments to pick up the cost
of these programs than at the present. In
addition, present financing mechanisms
for the most part do not cover or cover
inadequately mental health programs.
Therefore, it seems to me that the Fed-
eral role, rather than ceasing, must con-
tinue. So, Mr. President, I do not think
this is a valid reason for vetoing this leg-
islation.

I also think we should be concerned
about the manpower problem that has
existed in the health delivery system of
this country. I think we are concerned
about the distribution of health person-
nel by geography and by speclalty.

I think we are also concerned about
the problem that we misuse the talents of
our highly trained and skilled personnel.
‘We have recognized the need for nurses
and that the existing and expended roles
for them in delivering health care to our
citizens. Therefore, it seems to me we
ought to be upgrading and expanding
the Federal role in fraining nurses in this
country, rather than trying to minimize
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it. Dean Murphy of the University of
Maryland has told me that the extension
of the Nurse Training Act is essential to
the maintenance of high gquality pro-
grams and to meeting the needs of the
citizens of Maryland.

Finally, it should be pointed out that
the authorizations, for the most part, are
for continuing existing, effective pro-
grams. In addition, the conference com-
mittee tried to meet the President’s
rightful fiscal concerns. The final bill was
$5 million below the House figure and
some $500 million below last year’s ve-
toed measure.

So, Mr. President, it seems to me that
it makes very good sense to continue the
kind of programs authorized in S. 66. I
strongly urge the Senate to override the
President's veto.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator
from Maryland. He has been an extreme-
1y active Member in this whole manpower
area in medicine.

I yield to the Senator from Maine 1
minute.

Mr. HATHAWAY. I thank the Sena-
tor.

Mr. President, I support the bill for
all the reasons raised by the Senators
from Maine, Massachusetts, New York,
and Maryland.

Mr. President, I rise in support of the
vote to override the President’s veto of
S. 66. I commend the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KEnnepy) and the
Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs) for
their statements in behalf of this most
important health matter and whole-
heartedly endorse their position as well
as the reasons for their position.

There is no question that Lealth care
should rank among the highest of our
Nation's priorities for Federal expendi-
tures. The United States ranks far be-
hind over progressive nations in the
world in the amount of money expended
for health care as a percentage of gross
national product.

The President’s veto is based more on
the grounds of programmatic differences
than the amount of money authorized in
the bill, although he does question that
amount. As far as the amount concerned
there is some question as to the possible
budget violation. However, any possible
errors can be corrected when we con-
sider the appropriation for this impor-
tant legislation.

I would like to point out in the Presi-
dent’s message in support of his veto he
states that without further Federal help
we can expect to increase the number
of registered nurses by 50 percent dur-
ing the next 10 years and for that reason
argues that we do not need the authori-
zations for capitation and construction
included in this bill. This observation by
the President, while undoubtedly cor-
rect, indicates contrary to what the
President intended a considerable defi-
ciency in our nurse training program.
The need for registered nurses is af least
50 percent lower than the number work-
ing today to say nothing of what we will
need 10 years from now. The 50 percent
increase which the President boasts of
is only an average of 5 percent per year
for the next 10 years which would barely
meet tI'~ increase in nursing care man-
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dated by expected increases in popula-
tion during the same period of time
based on the assumption we have an ade-
quate number of trained nurses today.
Furthermore, when you consider the
number of health care proposals now
pending including national health insur-
ance, and with adoption of only the mod-
ified proposal of national health insur-
ance advocated by the President him-
self, the increased number of trained
nurses needed will be far in excess of
those which the President seems to feel
will be sufficient.

In fine, Mr. President, it appears that
the President bases his veto of S. 66 on
inaccuracies with regard to our projected
needs and in the President’s difference
in philosophy with regard to health care.
The principles of S. 66 have been en-
dorsed by both Houses of Congress by
substantial votes and I am hopeful that
this body will, by an overwhelming vote,
show the President that we adhere to
the tenants of our philosophy with re-
gard to health care.

Mr. MANSFIELD, If the Senator will
yield, he has taken my words out of my
mouth and I want to support him.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
such time as he may require to the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I
rise as ranking Republican on the Health
Subcommittee to strongly urge the Sen-
ate to override the veto of this bill.
This is a vital measure to the delivery of
health services in this country.

In brief, S. 66 extends for fiscal years
1976 and 1977 the nurse training authori-
ties contained in the Public Health Serv-
ice Act with some additions and modifi-
cations. In addition, the bill extends for
2 years, fiscal years 1976 and 1977, pro-
grams for community mental health cen-
ters, which I have been very personally
interested in, migrant health centers,
which I know the distinguished chairman
of our subcommittee has long been active
in, community health centers, and pro-
grams of family planning.

Under the bill the Center for Disease
Control in Atlanta will now include a
program for the control of diseases borne
by rodents.

The bill establishes a demonstration
program of startup grants to home
health agencies, a Committee on Mental
Health and Illness of the Elderly, a cen-
ter within the National Institute of Men-
tal Health to deal with rape prevention
and control, temporary commissions to
draw up a national plan for the control
of epilepsy and Huntington’s disease, and
a new hemophilia diagnosis and treat-
ment program.

Mr. President, this Is an essential bill.
It covers a very large segment of the
whole health and mental health effort.
Iregret very much that the President has
vetoed this bill.

I think, in all good conscience, we
should override the veto and make it
clear that health legislation, health care
and mental health, is a top priority in
this Nation, and I think a vote to override
the veto will do exactly that.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.
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Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to Senator STAFFORD.

Mr. STAFFORD. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from New York for
yielding to me.

Earlier this week I took the floor in
the Chamber to urge that the President
sign the bill, S. 66, and I regret, as others
do, that he vetoed it instead. I would
like to be associated with what my dis-
tinguished colleague, Senator SCHWEIKER
of Pennsylvania, said just before I got the
floor.

It is with a rather heavy heart that
I find myself in opposition to what the
President has done here, but I feel it
my duty on behalf of all of these im-
portant programs that are in 8. 66 to
urge the Senate to override the Presi-
dent’s veto.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, this
morning, the President once again has
put the ax to legislation that is vital to
the well-being of the people of our
Nation.

Hard as it may be to believe, the Pres-
ident vetoed S. 66, the Nurse Training
and Health Revenue Sharing Act. This
legislation had been passed by the Sen-
ate by a vote of 77 to 14, and the House
had passed its version of this bill by a
unanimous vote, My colleagues will recall
that similar bills passed by the 93d Con-
gress were pocket-vetoed.

This leaves our health care system in
pretty shoddy shape, and, frankly, I find
this veto unconscionable.

This bill included a 2-year extension
of established HEW programs whose au-
thority has expired. If this Congress fails
to override this bill, we can say we helped
to kill legislation which includes sup-
port for approximately 600 community
mental health centers, more than 100
neighborhood health centers, and mi-
grant health projects.

Furthermore, this bill includes vital
authorization to continue the National
Health Service Corps program, which
has been so successful in recruiting
physicians for medically underserved
rural communities. And it includes vital
support for the nursing profession. The
Nurse Training Act makes it possible for
disadvantaged nursing students to make
their way into the health-care field,
where their assistance is so urgently
needed.

A very modest amount, some $73 mil-
lion, is devoted to new programs which
would provide support in the areas of
hemophilia treatment, rape prevention
and control, hypertension screening, and
home health services.

Mr. President, I just cannot for the
life of me understand what is on the
President’s mind. Last year he pocket-
vetoed similar legislation, so Congress
went back to the drawing boards to try
to come up with a compromise he would
accept. The bill that was vetoed this
morning would cost $500 million less than
last year’s proposals, but no, this is not
enough. Well, I wonder what in heaven’s
name is enough?

I just want to have it on the record
that I find the President’s act to be un-
conscionable, foolish, and irresponsible.

We simply cannot even begin to meet
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the health care needs of our people if
we cannot rely on one ounce of support
from the Executive.

I urge my colleagues in both Houses
to prepare for a definitive override. It
looks as if we bear the whole respon-
sibility for seeing that the needs of our
people are met. I have every confidence
that we will, indeed, correct this enor-
mous mistake.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I am
deeply disappointed with the President’s
decision to veto S. 66, the Health Serv-
ices and Nurse Training Act. For over 2
years, the Congress has attempted to
work with the administration to reach
an agreed-upon course of action with
respect to the very vital health programs
contained in this legislation. In each in-
stance, the administration has rejected
our efforts. But our concern today should
rest less with the disapproval of our ac-
tions by the Executive and more with
those who are bound to suffer as a result
of this veto.

Because of this latest Presidential veto,
communities and population groups
across America which urgently need
community health centers, family plan-
ning programs, mental health services
will be forced to continue without even
basic care simply because those services
will not be available.

Because of this veto, the National Cen-
ter for the Prevention and Control of
Rape which I sponsored in this legisla-
tion will not be established.

Because of this veto, home health serv-
ices for the elderly and the medically in-
digent will remain only a distant goal
while we continue to provide institutional
care for older Americans in nursing
homes and expensive hospitals.

Because of this veto, the problems of
hundreds of thousands of Americans who
are affected by epilepsy, Huntington's
disease, hemophilia will remain largely
ignored.

This veto means that Federal support
for America’s schools of nursing and fi-
nancial assistance for nursing students
is no longer a serious concern of our Gov-
ernment.

To those who wish to serve in medically
underserved areas through the auspices
of the National Health Services Corps,
this veto, in effect, closes the door.

Mr. President, the Congress heeded the
President's suggestion that the authori-
zation levels in the bill which he pocket
vetoed last December were too high from
his point of view. The pending bill has
been reduced by $0.5 billion. But even
our reduction is not sufficient to satisfy
the executive branch. Despite the care-
fully documented cases for a national
response to the national health problems
identified in S. 66, the White House
focuses on their “categorical” nature as
if that, in and of itself, is sufficient justi-
fication for a veto.

Mr. President, now is the time for the
Congress to assert its concern for the
health status of the American people. We
ca?o do this by overriding the President’s
veto.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the
veto of S. 66 today by the President of
the United States suggests a sensitivity
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in the administration not for the poor,
the ill, the disabled, or the medically
underserved, but for its own narrow
view of our fractured economy and what
to do about it.

In the name of fiscal responsibility, the
President has overlooked social respon-
sibility.

And he has done so in the face of ex-
ceptional congressional efforts to scale
down the authorizations for the vital
programs contained in 8. 66, efforts to
accommodate the President’s wishes to
restrain Federal spending, and efforts to
seek some grounds of cooperation with
the President on essential domestic leg-
islation.

We have gone the last mile to find
common grounds; we have reduced the
authorizations by $538 million from the
levels of previous bills for these purposes
to which the President objected and ex-
ercised a pocket veto late last year. We
have reduced the authorizations by 22
percent from the levels he found unac-
ceptable last December.

Yet, this bill is vetoed, and the Senate
now faces the responsibility of deciding
whether the President was wrong in ve-
toing it. In my mind, there is no scin-
tilla of a doubt that he is wrong.

Mr. President, S. 66 is not an omnibus
collection of new spending programs.
Virtually all of the programs to which
this legislation relates expired on
June 30, 1974—more than a year ago.
Since then, the Congress has expended
a tremendous amount of energy in an
effort to revise and extend these vital
programs and to seek an accommodation
with the administration on the appropri-
ate level of funding.

That is not to say that there are no
new initiatives contained in this bill.
There are, but they are important ini-
tiatives, limited in scope and austerely
funded, for coping with rape, epilepsy,
Huntington’s disease, and hemophilia
and for developing new approaches to
home health services and mental illness
among the aged.

Nevertheless, the vast majority of the
body of this legislation is addressed to
long-standing programs to improve pub-
lic health services; to strengthen family
planning services; to support community
mental health centers, community health
centers, and migrant health centers; to
strengthen nurse training programs; and
to extend the compassionate contribu-
tions of the National Health Service
Corps to medically underserved commu-
nities in inner cities and rural areas.

If it is the President’s intention to
terminate any of these vital programs,
such as the community mental health
centers programs which have become
absolutely essential to the well-being of
so many Americans, then he is wrong
to persist in his intention at this time.
If, as he contends, the Federal Govern-
ment can no longer afford to provide
financial support in these instances, the
States and local communities are in far
worse condition to be able to assume the
new financial burden. They are fiscal
captives of a national economic strategy
that has drained away their revenues in
the recession and refuses either to stimu-
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late economic activity with job-creating
programs or to consider providing the
Federal assistance without which these
programs will surely collapse.

Mr. President, it is true that these are
difficult times for millions of Americans,
particularly the 9 million jobless persons
searching in vain for productive em-
ployment and facing the prospect of
bankruptey. But we must also be mind-
ful of the worsening difficulties of the
least fortunate among us who look to
their Government to provide them with
essential services they could not other-
wise afford.

To abandon them now in this time of
greatest need would be tragic, and our
decision here on the motion to override
the President’s veto of these vital pro-
grams will say much to them about what
they can expect in the difficult days
ahead from their National Government.

Let the message be one of compassion
and understanding that goes forth from
the Senate today. Let us vote to enact
8. 66 notwithstanding the President’s
veto.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am pre-
pared to yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore. The question is, shall the bill pass,
the objection of the President of the
United States to the contrary notwith-
standing.

The yeas and nays are mandatory un-
der the Constitution.

All time has been yielded back, and
the clerk will call the roll.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, to vote
“aye” is to override?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. To vote “aye” is to override the
veto.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may
we have order.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senators will please take their
seats, clear the aisles. The Senators will
carry their conversations to the cloak-
rooms.

The clerk will resume.

The assistant legislative clerk resumed
the call of the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, may we
have order.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will be in order. The
clerk will resume.

The assistant legislative clerk resumed
the call of the roll.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Will the Senators clear the well.
The Senators will take their seats. The
clerk will proceed.

The assistant legislative clerk resumed
and concluded calling the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Bayn), the Senator from Delaware (Mr
Bipen), the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. Burpick), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr, CHuUrcH), the Senator from Missis-
sippi (Mr. EastrLanD), the Senator from
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Ohio (Mr. GLENN), the Senator from In-
diana (Mr. HArRTKE), the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. Long), the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MercaLr), the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. MoreaN), the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NeLSoN),
and the Senator from Missouri (Mr. SyM-
INGTON), are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. Hart) is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr, Burpick) would vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER), the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
Percy), and the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STEVENS) are necessarily absent.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 67,
nays 15, as follows:

[Rollicall Vote No. 337 Leg.]
YEAS—6T
Hatfield
Hathaway
Hollings
Huddleston
Humphrey
Inouye

Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Randolph
Ribicofl
Roth
Bchweiker
Scott,. Hugh
Sparkman
Stafford
Stennis
Stevenson
Stone
Taft
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tunney
‘Weicker
Willlams
Young

Abourezk
Allen
Baker
Bartlett
Beall
Bentsen
Brooke
Bumpers
Byrd, Robert C.
Cannon
Case
Chiles
Clark
Cranston
Culver
Dole
Domenicl
Eagleton
Fong
Ford
Gravel
Hart, Gary W.
Haskell

agn
Mansfield
Mathias
McClellan
McGee
McGovern
MecIntyre
Mondale
Montoya
Moss
Muskie
Nunn

NAYS—15

Garn
Griffin
Hansen
. Helms
Hruska
Laxalt

NOT VOTING—17
Glenn Morgan
Goldwater Nelson
Hart, Philip A, Percy
Hartke Stevens

Church Long Symington

Eastland Metcalf
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. On this vote, the yeas are 67, and
the nays 15. Two-thirds of the Senators
present and voting having voted in the
affirmative, the bill, on reconsideration,
is passed, the objections of the Presi-
dent of the United States to the con-
trary notwithstanding.

Brock McClure

Proxmire

Eellmon
Biden
Burdick

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 1976

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 8070) making
appropriations for the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent executive agen-
cies, boards, bureaus, commissions, cor-
porations, and offices for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1976, and the period end-
ing September 30, 1976, and for other

purposes.

25153

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, with a
time limitation on the rollcall vote of 10
minutes, the Senate will proceed to vote
on final passage on H.R. 8070.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, is
that the HUD appropriation bill?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Which is the HUD bill.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it is
my understanding, while we have had
third reading on that bill, we have not
used up the time. There are two Senators
who would like a short colloquy.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There was a unanimous-consent
agreement that the vote immediately fol-
low the vote on the override of the veto.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we be per-
mitted to take 10 minutes that I may
yield briefly to Senator Muskie and
Senator DoMENICI.

Mr. MONTOYA. I object.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will suspend. The Sen-
ate will be in order. This is a 10-minute
rolleall vote. The Senate will be in order
so that the rollcall can be completed.
The Senators will take their seats. This
is a 10-minute rollcall vote, The Senate
will be in order. The clerk will resume.

The legislative clerk resumed and con-
cluded the call of the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Bayn), the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
BipeN), the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. Burpick) , the Senator from Florida
(Mr. CHiLEs), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from Missis-
sippi (Mr. EasTLAND), the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. GLENN), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. Long), the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MeTcaLr), the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. Morcan), the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON),
and the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
SYMINGTON) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. HarT) is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. BurpickK), the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. MorGaN), and the Senator
from Missourli (Mr. SymMmimneTOoN) would
each vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER), the Senator from New York
(Mr, Javirs), the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. Percy), and the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from New York (Mr.
Javits) would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 73,
nays 7, as follows.
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[Rollcall Vote No. 338 Leg.]

Abourezk
Allen
Baker
Bartlett
Beall
Bentsen
Brooke
Buckley
Bumpers
Byrd,
Harry F., Jr.
Byrd, Robert C.
Cannon
Case
Clark
Cranston
Culver
Dole
Domenicl
Eagleton
Fannin
Fong
Ford
Gravel
Griffin

Muskle
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Roth
Schweiker
Scott, Hugh
Sparkman
Staflord
Stennis
Stevenson
Stone
Taft
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tunney
Welcker
Williams
Young

McGovern
McIntyre
Mondale
Montoya
Moss

NAYS—T

Brock
Curtis
Garmn

Helms

William L.

NOT VOTING—19

Glenn Morgan
Goldwater Nelson
Hart, Philip A. Percy
Hartke Stevens
Javits Symington

Bayh
Bellmon
Biden
Burdick
Chiles
Church Long
Eastland Metcalf

So the bill (H.R. 8070) was passed.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. William Van
Ness, Mr. Grenville Garside, and Mr.
James Vaughn may have the privilege
of the floor in connection with the pend-
ing measures which the Senate has
agreed to take up by unanimous con-
sent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Bearr), They are going over.

(Mr.

ORDER FOR POSTPONEMENT—
S. 2173 AND 8. 391

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that con-
sideration of S. 391, a bill to amend the
Mineral Leasing Act, and S. 2173, a bill
to fully explore and develop the naval
petroleum reserves, be postponed until
next week.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I wonder, before
the Chair rules on that request, if we
might delay the matter and have some
discussion concerning it.

Mr, CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roil.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the next
two measures that were programed for
today, S. 391 on mineral leasing and S.
2173 on naval petroleum reserves, go
over until next week.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the majority whip yield?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Iyield.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT-INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA~
TIONS, 1976—APPOINTMENT OF
CONFEREES

Mr. PROXMIRE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Secretary of the Senate be
authorized to make technical and cleri-
cal corrections in the engrossment of the
Senate amendments to H.R. 8070.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I move that the Sen-
ate insists on its amendments and re-
quest a conference with the House of
Representatives thereon, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer (Mr. BeaLr) appointed
Mryr. McCLELLAN, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. PAs-
TORE, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr.
Bayn, Mr. CHILES, Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr.
JoHNsTON, Mr. Moss, Mr. Young, Mr.
MaTtHIAS, Mr. Casg, Mr. Fowng, Mr.
BrookEe, and Mr. BELLmon conferees on
the part of the Senate.

HOME MORTGAGE DISCLOSURE ACT
OF 1975

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BearLr). Under the previous order, the
Senate will now proceed to the consider-
ation of S. 1281, which the clerk will
state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (8. 1281) to improve public under-
standing of the role of depository institu-
tions in home financing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to its
consideration.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill, which had been reported from the
Committee on Banking, Housing and Ur-
ban Affairs with an amendment to strike
out all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:

SHORT TITLE

SectroN 1. This Act may be clted as the

“Home Mortgage Disclosure Act of 1975".
FINDING AND PURPOSE

SEc. 2. (a) The Congress finds and declares
that depository institutions have sometimes
failed to provide adequate home financing on
& nondiscriminatory basis for all neighbor-
hoods within the communities and neigh-
borhoods from which the institutions receive
deposits.

(b) The purpose of this Act is to provide
the citizens and public officials of the United
States with sufficlent information to enable
them to determine which depository institu-
tions are filling their obligations to serve the
housing needs of the communities and neigh-
borhoods in which they are located.

DEFINITIONS

SEec. 3. As used in this Act—

(1) the term “mortgage loan™ means a fed-
erally related mortgage loan as defined un-
der section 3 of the Real Estate Settlement
Frocedures Act of 1974.
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(2) the term “depository institution"
means & person who Is in the business of
making federally related mortgage loans;

(3) the term “census tract" means a cen-
sus tract as established and defined by the
Bureau of the Census; and

(4) the term “Board" means the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System.

MAINTENANCE OF RECORDS AND PUBLIC
DISCLOSURE

SEC. 4. (a) (1) Each depository institution
which has a home office or branch office lo-
cated within a standard metropolitan sta-
tistical area, as defined by the Office of
Management and Budget shall compile and
make available, in accordance with regula-
tions of the Board, to the public for inspec-
tion and copying at each office of that in-
stitution the following information:

(A) The number and total dollar amount
of mortage loans made by that institution
which were outstanding as of the close of
the last fiscal year of that institution.

(B) The number and total dollar amount
of mortgage loans made by that institution
during such year.

(2) The information required to be main-
tained and made available under paragraph
(1) shall also be itemized in order to clearly
and conspicuously disclose the following:

(A) The number and dollar amount for
each item referred to in paragraph (1), by
census tract, for borrowers under mortgage
loans secured by property located within that
standard metropolitan statistical area.

(B) The number and dollar amount for
each item referred to In paragraph (1), by
county, for all such mortgage loans which
are secured by property located outside that
standard metropolitan statistical area.

(b) Any item of information relating to
mortgage loans required to be malntained
under subsection (a) shall be further item-
ized In order to disclose for each such item—

(1) the number and dollar amount of
mortgage loans which are insured under
title II of the National Housing Aect or under
title V of the Housing Act of 1949 or which
are guaranteed under chapter 37 of title 38,
United States Code; and

(2) the number and dollar amount of
mortgage loans made to mortgagors who did
not, at the time of execution of the mort-
gage, Intend to reslde in the property secur-
ing the mortgage loan.

ENFORCEMENT

Sec. 5. (a) The Board shall prescribe such
regulations as may be necessary to carry
out the purposes of this Act. These regula-
tlons may contain such classifications, dif-
ferentiations, or other provisions, and may
provide for such adjustments and exceptions
for any class of transactions, as in the judg-
ment of the Board are necessary or proper
to effectuate the purposes of this Act, and
prevent circumvention or evasion thereof,
or to facilitate compliance therewith.

(b) Compliance with the requirements
imposed under this Act shall be enforced
under—

(1) section 8 of the Federal Deposit In-
surance Act, in the case of—

(A) national banks, by the Comptroller of
the Currency;

(B) member banks of the Federal Reserve
System (other than national banks), by the
Board;

(C) banks Insured by the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation (other than members
of the Federal Reserve System), by the Board
of Directors of the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation;

(2) section b5(d) of the Home Owners'
Loan Act of 1933, section 407 of the National
Housing Act, and sections 6(1) and 17 of the
Federal Home Loan Bank Act, by the Federal
Home Loan Bank Board (acting directly or
through the Federal Savings and Lean In-
surance Corporation), in the case of any
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institution subject to any of those provi-
sions;

(3) the Federal Credit Union Act, by the
Administrator of the Natlional Credit Union
Administration with respect to any Federal
credit union.

(¢) For the purpose of the exercise by
any agency referred to in subsection (b) of
its powers under any Act referred to in that
subsection, a violation of any requirement
imposed under this Act shall be deemed to
be a viclation of a requirement imposed
under that Act. In addition to its powers
under any provision of law specifically re-
ferred to in subsection (b), each of the
agencies referred to in that subsection may
exercise, for the purpose of enforcing com-
pliance with any requirement Imposed under
this Act, any other authority conferred on
it by law.

(d) Except to the extent that enforce-
ment of the requirements imposed under
this Act is specifically committed to some
other Government agency under subsection
(b), the Federal Trade Commission shall en-
force such requirements. For the purpose
of the exercise by the Federal Trade Com-
mission of its functions and powers under
the Federal Trade Commission Act, a vicla-
tion of any requirements imposed under
this Act shall be deemed a violation of a
requirement imposed under that Act. All of
the functions and powers of the Federal
Trade Commission under the Federal Trade
Commission Act are available to the Com-
mission to enforce compliance by any person
with the reguirements imposed under this
Act, irrespective of whether that person is
engaged in commerce or meets any other
jurisdictional tests in the Federal Trade
Commission Act.

(e) The authority of the Board to issue
regulations under this Act does not Impair
the authority of any other agency desig-
nated in this section to make rules respect-
ing its own procedures in enforcing com-
pliance with requirements imposed under
this Act.

RELATION TO STATE LAWS

S8ec. 6. (&) This Act does not annul, alter,
or affect, or exempt any person subject to
the provisions of this Act from complying
with the laws of any State or subdivision
thereof with respect to public disclosure
and recordkeeping by depository institutions,
except to the extent that those laws are
inconsistent with any provision of this Act,
and then only to the extent of the incon-
sistency. The Board is authorized to deter-
mine whether such inconsistencies exist. The
Board may not determine that any such
law is inconsistent with any provision of
this Act if the Board determines that such
law requires the maintenance of records with
greater geographic or other detall than is
required under this Act, or that such law
otherwise provides greater disclosure than
is required under this Act.

(b) The Board shall be regulation exempt
from the requirements of this Act any de-
pository institution within any State or sub-
division thereof if it determines that, under
the law of such State or subdivision, that
institution 1s subject to requirements sub-
stantially similar to those Imposed under
this Act.

STUDIES

Bec. 7. (a) The Board, in consultation with
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, is authorized and directed to carry
out a study to determine—

(1) the feasibility and usefulness of re-
quiring depository Institutions located out-
slde standard metropolitan statistical areas,
as defined by the Office of Management and
Budget, to make disclosures comparable to
those required by this Act:

(2) the feasibility, cost, and usefulness
of requiring all institutions covered by this
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Act to disclose by geographical location the
source of savings deposits;

(3) the practicability of requiring dis-
closure of the average terms and downpay-
ment ratios of mortgage loans by geograph-
iecal location; and

(4) the feasibility and usefulness of re-
quiring disclosure of other types of lending
data, such as small business and home im-
provement loans.

(b) The Board shall also study and ana-
lyze, in a sample of standard metropolitan
statistical areas of differing characteristics
to be selected by the Board, the use to which
the data disclosed under this Act is put
by local government agencles, community
groups, and other interested parties in such
areas. The Board shall also analyze the im-
pact of the avallability of lending data In
the selected standard metropolitan statistical
areas, Including such questions as whether
and to what extent mortgage lending in
older neighborhoods increased as a resulf
of disclosure, and whether any lending insti-
tutions altered their lending patterns, and
any change in default or foreclosure rates.

(c) A report on the studies under this
section shall be transmitted to the Con-
gress mot later than three years after the
date of enactment of this Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The time
for debate on this measure is limited to
2 hours, to be equally divided between
and controlled by the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. ProxmIre) and the Senator
from Texas (Mr. Tower), with 1 hour
on any amendment and 20 minutes on
any debatable motion, appeal, or point
of order.

Who yields time?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Maine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine will suspend until the
Senate is in order.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from Maine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators
who are standing in the aisles will please
take their seats or remove themselves to
the cloakroom. The Senate will be in
order.

The Senator from Maine will proceed,

BUDGET COMMITTEE COMMENTS
ON S.66 AND H.R. 8070

Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. President, I sought
recognition between the two rollcall
votes just taken for the purpose of giv-
ing my colleagues information bearing
upon the second of those two votes, but
unfortunately, apparently I had not been
sufficiently alert to insure that I would
have the time to provide the informa-
tion when it might have been most use-
ful. As the Senate knows, I have tried to
give the perspective of the Budget Com-
mittee on spending bills, and I think that
there are some points that ought to be
made with respect to S. 66 and H.R. 8070
which we have just taken that may be
useful in the future.

First of all, with respect fo the vote
overriding the President’s veto of the
Nurse Training Act: As was brought out
in the debate S. 66 is authorizing legisla-
tion. As such, it is difficult to evaluate its

impact on the first concurrent budget
resolution. Nevertheless, it has implica-

tions for future expenditures which I
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think the Senate might do well to bear in
mind as we act upon the various appro-
priations bills which provide for the
health function.

The budget resolution did provide some
leeway in the health function for new leg-
islative health initiatives. If it is the will
of the Appropriations Committee, sup-
ported by the Senate as a whole, to utilize
8 portion of those funds toward S. 66,
then, of course, that is the privilege of
the Senate and of the Congress. But the
Senate cannot fully fund that legislation
and all other health legislation which is
pending and underway. At some point,
each Senator will have to make choices
between health priorities. Further we
will have to make a decision about
whether or not we should stay under the
target set in the budget resolution. I
want to give the Senate some indication
of what the orders of magnitude are.

The total of spending legislation which
has not yet been reported in the Senate
and the authorizing legislation, which in-
cludes S. 66, is found on page 33 of this
week’s Senate budget scorekeeping re-
port. I ask unanimous consent that the
applicable page be printed in the REcorp
at this point.

There being no objection, the excerpt
from the report was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

FUNCTION 550: HEALTH

TABLE C—SELECTED ADDITIONAL LEGISLATION!
[In billions of dollars]

Fiscal year 1976

New
budget Estimated
authority outlays

Spending legislation not yet reported in
the Senate and not requested by the
President:

National health insurance (S. 3/S. 600/S.
1438/H.R. 1/H.R21/H.R. 3328/H.R.
5990/H.R 6222) Finance Commit-

tee, Labor and Public Welfare Com-

mittee. Dollar amounts represent
1st-year start-up costs only. ...

Total, spending legislation (to
table A, line [11L.A

Authorizing legisiation:
A. Through Congress or passed Senate:
Murse Training Act of 1975 (S
66/H.R. 4114/H.R. 4115/HR
4925). Labor and Public Wel-

fare Committee. Dollar
amounts represent increase
over President’s budget re-

C. Not yet reported in Senate:
Proposals now being considered
by Labor and Public Welfare
Committee (no bills yet in-
troduced):
—Heart and lung research..
—Biomedical research_
—~Communicable disease/
venereal disease/health
education/clinic  labora-

lrﬁy regulation

Health Manpower Act of 1975
(H.R. 5546). Labor and Public
Welfare Committee. Dollar
amounts represent increase
over President’s budget re-
GOl D el L

Total, authorizing legisla-

tion (to table A, line 111.B). L6

! See note to table B, p. 14.

Mr. MUSKIE. The total estimated
budget authority for both spending and
authorizing legislation which would have




25156

to be funded if finally enacted into law is
$1.7 billion. Of that, 8. 66 if fully funded
would use $600 million.

The second subject on which I would
like to make some comments is with re-
spect to H.R. 8070 the HUD-Independent
Agencies appropriations bill, which we
have just approved.

H.R. 8070 appropriates funds for the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, the National
Science Foundation, the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration, and eight other smaller
agencies.

Six functional categories of the budget
comprise the bulk of the bill. They are:
commerce and transportation; commu-
nity and regional development; income
security; general science, space and tech-
nology; natural resources, environment
and energy; and veterans’ benefits and
services.

The appropriations in this bill are
generally consistent with the recommen-
dations of the Budget Committee in con-
nection with the concurrent resolution
adopted in May. But a few comments are
needed in regard to the functional tar-
gets affected by the bill.

The first point relates to section 8 fed-
erally assisted housing programs. Com-
pared to the budget proposals of the
President, HR. 8070 decreases budget
guthority in this area by $25.4 billion.
This enormous decrease in budget au-
thority is accounted for principally by a
reduction in the administration’s budget
request for certain multivear housing
programs. Instead of providing budget
authority for these programs on a year-
by-year basis, the President requested
this year all the budget authority pos-
sible for the maximum 40-year life of
the programs. The result is that the
President’s budget requested $26.1 bil-
lion in budget authority for the section 8
assisted housing program in this fiscal
year when, in fact, most of this budget
authority will not be used until far into
the future. In the meantime, program
changes and revised reestimates may
lower the total budget authority required
for these programs.

The second point relates to the com-
merce and transportation function. The
bill seems to exceed the budget resolu-
tion’s target by $5.1 billion in budget
authority, although this apparent add-on
does not affect the outlay totals antici-
pated in the budget resolution. The ap-
parent add-on is due to a procedural
technicality. Last May when we adopted
the budget resolution, the Emergency
Housing Act of 1975 had not yet been
passed. We expected that it would pass
but did not know when that would hap-
pen, although we anticipated that it
would occur in time for the budget au-
thority to be credited to fiscal year 1975.
In the budget resolution for fiscal year
1976, therefore, we made provision only
for the outlays expected to be derived
from the housing bill and not for any
budget authority, which we expected to
appear in 1975. Since the bill did not
pass until fiscal year 1976 we have now
credited this authority to 1976. I want
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to emphasize that in terms of outlays,
H.R. 8070 is consistent with the budget
resolution in the commerce and trans-
portation function.

Finally, the last point relates to vet-
erans’ benefits and services. HR. 8070
appropriates $17.8 billion for veterans—
approximately two-thirds of the new
budget authority included in this bill.
These amounts, taken together with
other foreseeable spending, will put us
over the congressional budget target for
veterans’ spending. If my colleagues will
turn to page 37 of this week's Senate
budget scorekeeping report, which dis-
plays the veterans' benefits and services
spending targets, they will see that the
congressional budget targets for that
function are $18.0 billion in authority
and $17.5 billion in outlays. Our budget
resolution accepted the administration’s
anticipated upward reestimates of $0.7
billion for mandatory spending pro-
grams, one-half of what these reesti-
mates have turned out to be. So, we have
received $18.1 billion in Presidential re-
quests to date, which include $1.4 billion
in recent budget amendments—reesti-
mates of $1.2 billion for readjustment
benefits, plus $0.2 billion for compensa-
tion and pensions.

Today’s bill contains $17.8 billion for
veterans, leaving $0.3 billion which is
covered by other appropriation bills. If
we assume that the $0.3 billion will be
appropriated, we will reach a new figure
for budget authority of $18.1 billion,
which exceeds our target by $0.1 billion.

In addition, the table shows manda-
tory spending authority from previous
years of $400 million which would bring
budget authority up to a level of $18.5
billion, or $500 million over the target
set in the first concurrent resolution.
This figure allows for funding of none of
the additional congressional initiatives
in the veterans’ area which have either
passed both Houses or are now pending
and which would add another $700 mil-
lion. Because of all of these factors the
Congress may need to take another look
at the veterans’ target, as well as other
targets which have been affected by re-
estimates. Such a review may or may
not lead to a decision to exceed any of
the targets, but is clearly required be-
cause of substantial underestimation by
the executive branch of mandatory
spending in the President’s budget.

May I make this point, in addition,
that, even at the time of the first con-
current budget resolution, we were aware
of underestimates in mandatory spend-
ing in the President’s budget, which
made it possible for him to hold to a $60
billion deficit.

The distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa, Senator BELLMoN, the ranking Re-
publican on the Budget Committee, sup-
ported me in this effort. We undertook
to point out those underestimates to the
Senate, when we made the comparison
between the President’s deficit figure
and the congressional deficit figure.

We were not able to make much of an
impact with that point, and I am includ-
ing the press. Even today, we still hear
about the $7 billion or $8 billion differ-
ence between the President’s deficit and
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the congressional deficit, with no men-
tion of the magnitude of underestimates
in mandatory spending programs. The
reestimates of $1.4 billion for veterans’
programs is a good example of this situa-
tion.

I want to stress that these underesti-
mates originate in the executive branch,
yet we on the Senate Budget Committee
try to anticipate what they might be but
we have not really been able to develop
that kind of insight.

There are those who say that we ought
to eat these underestimates by cutting
back on other programs in order to ab-
sorb the amount of money that is in-
volved. To do that would——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield the Senator
an additional 2 minutes.

Mr. MUSKIE. To do that in many
cases would have the effect of eliminat-
ing worthwhile programs wholly as the
result of pressure from an unforeseen
source of budgetary procedure.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MUSKIE. Yes. I vield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I commend the Sen-
ator, the chairman of the Committee on
the Budget, for bringing this to the at-
tention of the Senate. I think it is an-
other indication of the great significance
of the Budget Committee, which helps all
of us in the Senate to take a fiscally re-
sponsible position, to know what we are
doing.

The fact is that as to the bill that we
Jjust passed, as far as the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration is concerned, we are under
the budget by about $7 million. The in-
crease over the original budget estimate
which we provided is only what is re-
quired by entitlement. So we had no dis-
cretion whatsoever except with regard
to this request for an additional $13.1
million for sending out education and
pension checks, and so forth.

The point is, as I understand the Sen-
ator from Maine, that the administra-
tion has badly underestimated the de-
mand in these programs and what is
going to happen under the entitlement.
There is nothing the Committee on Ap-
propriations could do, in fact, nothing
the Senate could do, or Congress could
do, to hold it down, but the estimates
have been, one might say, far too opti-
mistie, because they estimated we would
require far less than we did. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator has put
his finger on the point. With respect to
those items in the budget that were con-
trolling, the Committee on Appropria-
tions is within the budget figures. With
respect to these uncontrollable items, we
are caught in the pressure of underesti-
mates that originated in the executive
branch.

Mr. President, that concludes what I
wanted to say at this time.

I thank my good friend from Wiscon-
sin for giving me the opportunity to
make the point. I really think it is essen-
tial to give the Senate as much infor-
mation as we can on what is involved in
this budgetary process if we are to earn
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the support and the confidence of the
Senate.

HOME MORTGAGE DISCLOSURE ACT
OF 1975

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 1281) to improve
public understanding of the role of
depository institutions in home financ-
ing.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I was
not aware that S. 1281 was going to be
laid before the Senate this quickly. As
the ranking minority member of the
committee, I think I have a right to ex-
pect to be informed more than a minute
or two ahead of time when a bill for
which I have some responsibility is going
to be laid before the Senate. I was not
so informed.

It was my impression that the Senate
was going to take up S. 391 and then S.
2173, and then, if there were any time
remaining in the legislative day, to lay
before the Senate S. 1281. Somehow, S.
391 and S. 2173 dropped through the
cracks; and while I was in my office, I
was informed that S. 1281 had been laid
before the Senate.

I do not feel that we can take any
constructive action on S. 1281 at  this
moment. I have not had the opportunity
to consult with the leadership on an ap-
propriate time for taking up this meas-
ure. It was my understanding, original-
1y, that it would be put over until Mon-
day, that there were a number of amend-
ments to it, that there were some ab-
sent Senators who had an interest. Sena-
tor Gary, who has an amendment of par-
ticular significance, is here, but I believe
he expected that the matter would be
carried over until Monday. Staff mem-
bers stayed around for a while, in ex-
pectation that the bill might be taken
up; but when it became apparent that it
would not be, according to what we un-
derstood the schedule to be, they de-
parted.

Therefore, Mr. President, I think we
probably will have to have a little discus-
sion for a while. I do not see how we
can move to any kind of real deliberative
action on this measure this afternoon.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. I yield to the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr., PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Senator from Texas makes a very good
point. He certainly should have been in-
formed, and we should not have pro-
ceeded without his consent, under these
circumstances.

We are under a time limitation, so we
will have to proceed to act on this bill
one way or the other, unless we can per-
suade the leadership to consider laying
it aside, postponing it somehow until
Monday. I would support the Senator
from Texas in that view, if that is his
position.

So, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that we may have a quorum call,
without the time being charged against
either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BearLn). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
such time as he may require to the Sena-
tor from Alabama.

TURKISH REACTION TO REFUSAL
TO RESUME AMERICAN ARMS
SHIPMENTS

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate this courtesy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend until the Senate is in
order. The Senators will please take their
seats and refrain from audible conversa-
tion.

The Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I wanted to read,
Mr. President, a news item that everyone
may have read already. Of course, we
know the action that the House took on
the matter of removing the arms em-
bargo against Turkey, and this is a reac-
tion to that. It says:

The Turkish Government declared today
that bilateral defense treaties with the
United States were "no longer valld” and
ordered activity halted at the 20 American
military installations In Turkey beginning
Saturday.

The Cabinet took the step In reaction to
the 223-206 vote by the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives on Thursday against resuming
American arms shilpments to this NATO
country. The Ford administration had sought
a partial lifting of the arms ban imposed in
February because of the Turkish invasion of
Cyprus.

The Decislon, broadcast by the state radio
and television while the cabinet continued
to meet, sald all U.S. military installations
on Turkish soil would be placed under the
control of the Turkish Armed Forces.

A special status was designed for the
strategic air base with nuclear bombers at
Inecirlik, in southeast Turkey. The announce-
ment said all activity at Incirlik not relating
to joint defense of the North Atlantic Al-
liance would be halted. It did not elaborate.

The United States has about 7,000 military
men stationed in Turkey. Besides the Incirlik
base, the U.S. installations consist of intel-
ligence gathering radar stations which pro-
vide surveillance of the Soviet Union. Some
are small stations with five or six men.

The statement said the bilateral defense
treaties between Turkey and the United
States, under which the installations were
set up, were no longer valid.

Mr. President, I consider this a serious
matter and a matter of great concern
to the United States and, in fact, to the
North Atlantic Alliance.

It is bad, of course, it is too bad, that
the dispute between Turkey and Greece
that set this off back at the time of the
movement into Cyprus could not be
worked out, but it has not been worked
out. At least, things were moving along,
and the Senate some time back voted
favorably for removing the arms em-
bargo against Turkey.
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Unfortunately, the House would not
follow suit, and so we are in this pitiable
state of having one of the key North
Atlantic Alliance members, located in
the most strategic position of any of the
North Atlantic Alliance nations, virtual-
1y out of that alliance and refusing even
to let the American installations—and
we have installations on the soil of
Turkey—remain there.

I do hope it can be worked out. The
North Atlantic Alliance may be enabled
to remain strong, but this is a very seri-
ous matter to which we ought to give
serious attention.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator from Alabama
yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes, gladly.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator.

In my view, the action in the other
body on this matter is perhaps the most
unfortunate decision made in the long
years I have been in the Congress. I think
it represents a misconception of the issue
and I do not rise to speak in defense of
any other nation whatsoever.

There is no question, of course, that
the original aggression was on the part
of Turkey. There is no question that the
positions of the Prime Ministers of each
country have, in public at least, been
very far apart. There is no question
about the clamor that has been raised
in this country by thoroughly concerned
and reputable citizens under the belief
there would be action proposed by the
President somewhat harmful to Greece.
If I thought so, I would certainly have
voted other than I did in the Senate. But
I cannot see how it can be helpful to
Greece or to Greek people for their
neighbor, Turkey, to be seized of what
is one of the largest nuclear agglomera-
tions of material, and that means of nu-
clear power, in the world.

It is so great, in fact, that if the Gov-
ernment of Turkey determines to apply
these installations under the Turkish
regime, Turkey becomes one of the larg-
est nuclear powers in the world, and I
would not have thought that was what
Greece would want. i

I would not think it would be what
Israel would want, since those were very
helpful at the time of the Yom Kippur
war.

What the other body has done has
been to damage the security of Israel, and
to damage the security of the very people
they were most anxious to help, and that
is the Greeks.

I have to speak out like this even
though I know where the votes are and
I know that the votes are responsive, at
least by a margin of 16 votes, to those
groups who have honestly believed that
they could be helpful in this situation by
denying the Turks arms and materiel
which the Turks have paid for, which
were stored in this country, and on which
the Turks were paying storage.

I can understand and sympathize with
our reason for arriving at these conclu-
sions, but very often reasoning of one
kind evolves into results of another kind.

I think it is terribly unfortunate. If I
lived in Greece today, I would be very
much concerned about the danger of a
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ﬁreat nuclear power adjoining my fron-
ers.

I would sincerely hope that ways can
be found for reconsideration of this
action.

It may lead to the withdrawal of Tur-
key from NATO. It unhinges our anchor
in the Mediterranean, at the same time
the other anchor of Portugal is in danger
of being unhinged.

It weakens the security of the United
States. It weakens the security of Greece.
I cannot see how it helps anybody, any-
where, anyplace, and that is why I have
to designate it as the most unfortunate
action I have seen taken in either House
of the Congress since I have been here.

I do hope a means of reconsideration
can be found, and I speak as one who
holds two decorations from the Govern-
ment of Greece. I think they recognize
that I am their friend. I think they rec-
ognize that I have made their fight for
them in other matters, and earlier mat-
ters relating to Cyprus, in matters per-
taining to relationships with Greece and
other neighboring countries, and they
have recognized my efforts in that regard.

I can certainly, therefore, have a right
to be called a true friend of Greece. But
true friendship for Greece, I think, is
best shown by concern for their security,
And their security is as important today
as never before. Turkey is already en-
gaged in an aggressive move in Cyprus,
without question, and all of us are dis-
turbed by the tragic situation of the
Cypriot refugees, but we are not helping
them through political actions which
have a directly reverse effect of that
which was sincerely intended.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a comment by Howard K.
Smith, of ABC, entitled “House Vote on
Turkey Produces High Cost,” be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

CommENT—HOUSE VOTE 0N TURKEY PRODUCES
Hicr CosT
(By Howard K. Smith, ABC)

The cost of the House's refusal to renew
arms shipments to Turkey is being counted
up here and it runs high. The main over-
looked cost is in intelligence about Russia.
Turkey is packed with our equipment for
monitoring all developments in Russia in-
cluding troop movements: now it's estimated
25 percent of our surveillance capacity in the
world goes out of action.

Second is the conventional military cost.
Last April Russia held the biggest combined
naval and air maneuvers ever held, code
named Okaon. Though maneuvers covered
all the seas of the world, first priority was
given to the oil routes from the Persian Gulf,
whence free Europe gets nearly all its fuel,
the route of the super tankers down around
South Africa and the route of the smaller
tankers through Suez and the Mediter-
ranean. While Russia revealed the value of
her many new bases along all those routes
we now lose one maln one to counter Russia
in Turkey.

The third cost is the lost hope for a Cyprus
settlement and the renewal of NATO's
southern end. Turkey which by possession
has 8 points of the law now will not negotl-
ate. Greece which needs the settlement
can't have it unless by war. Since Turkey's
armed force is about double Greece's, that
is virtually out. It seems an odd self-de-
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feating way to run foreign policy in a time
when our power is in retreat all over the
world and Russia’s is on the move that we
have a Congressional democracy and Con-
gress has decided.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator.

Mr. TOWER. Will the Senator from
Alabama yield?

Mr. SPAREMAN. Yes, indeed.

Mr. TOWER. I want to thank the Sen-
ator from Alabama and associate myself
with his remarks and associate myself
with the remarks of the distinguished
leader, the Senator from Pennsylvania.

I think that what the House did is
tragic. I think the long-range conse-
quences for the United States are some-
thing that we would rather not contem-
plate.

The fact of the matter is that the
House of Representatives has acted in a
manner that is plainly contrary to the
national interest.

The House of Representatives has
thumbed its nose at the national inter-
est, has thumbed its nose at the poten-
tial for maintaining the security of the
United States, for maintaining our de-
fense parameters as far from our own
shores ss possible and as close as pos-
sible to the potential adversaries.

I think that the primary influence has
been domestic politics. Domestic politics,
do not worry about the consequences to
the country, think about the conse-
quences to our own political forces, and
I think this is too bad.

Holding a seat in the U.S, Senate does
not mean enough to me to vote contrary
to the national interests and to national
security for the sake of playing a little
clever domestic politics.

I admire Greek-American citizens.
They have contributed a great deal to
this country. Most of them are my
friends. They have supported me in my
past elections. They are afflicted with
some grave misconceptions and I think
too much emotionalism on this particu-
lar issue and their lobby has been most
effective, indeed.

The distinguished minority leader was
absolutely correct when he said this mil-
itates against the best interests of
Greece. Try to get a Cyprus settlement
now that we have thrown Turkey out of
the lodge.

Beyond that, what about the interests
of the United States?

We have been denied an important in-
telligence-gathering capability. We will
be denied the opportunity to monitor So-
viet naval movements. We will be denied
some forward bases that are of grave im-
portance to us.

We find nuclear weapons incarcerated
in that country that, as the Senator from
Pennsylvania so effectively pointed out,
would make Turkey a great nuclear
power should she decide to impound these
weapons and use them for her own
purposes.

If I were the Greeks, I would be ter-
rorized over this prospect.

Let us look to our friends, the Israelis.
Anyone who purports to be a friend of
Israel that voted against resumption of
aid to Turkey is a crass hypocrite, he is
no friend to Israel.
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It is Turkey that lays athwart the So-
viet Union, Syria, and Iraq. The Turks do
not want to be driven in the arms of
radical Moslems, but the prospect now
that we have acted as we have in this
punitive measure toward an old ally is
likely to serve that function.

This imperils Israel considerably, and
let any purported friend of Israel try to
justify the need to vote against the re-
sumption of aid to Turkey.

What we have done is to imperil Israel;
we have imperiled the intelligence-
gathering capability of the United
States; we have alienated an old ally;
we have virtually destroyed the southern
flank of NATO, and we have endangered
the 6th Fleet. Having done what the
House has done, having done what we in
the Congress have done, I think we
should give very serious consideration to
withdrawing the 6th Fleet from the
Mediterranean. With Turkey driven-
away, with Greece out of the command
structure of NATO and denying us home
porting, with the instability of the Italian
situation, with the fact that Portugal is
under the effective control of the Com-
munists and the Azores potentially to be
denied to us, we must withdraw our de-
fense perimeter, ultimately, if the worst
comes to pass—and I have no reason to
believe that it will not—to our Atlantic
Seaboard. We have, in addition to every-
thing else, jeopardized the gallant men
and ships of the 6th Flzet.

Let us understand what we do when
we play politics with foreign policy.

Yes, we can rightfully say the Con-
gress must play a greater role in the
formulation and implementation of for-
eign policy. But if we are going to be
irresponsible, and if we are going to be
so afflicted by domestic political consid-
erations, we do not deserve to play a role
in the formulation and implementation
of the foreign policy of the United States.

I thank my friend from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I thank the Senator
from Texas. I yield to the Senator from
Tennessee.

Mr. BAKER.
yield——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Will the Senator
from Texas yield time? I have run out
of all of my time on this bill.

Mr. TOWER. I yield time to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee, such time as he
may require.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Texas for yielding.

I did not hear all of the remarks hy
the distinguished minority leader. I did
hear the very excellent presentation by
the Senator from Texas and the remarks
of the Senator from Alabama, in part.

I serve on the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee and on the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy. I have long been con-
cerned with America's evolving new for-
eign policy and the mechanism by which
we go about reexamining it, reestablish-
ing it, and putting in place a new and
viable foreign policy for this country. I
suspect it is the first really new one since
World War II. But in light of these de-
velopments, *he Turkey aid cutoff, the
recent letter by many of us in this

If the Senator will
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Chamber, well-intentioned although dis-
ruptive in its force, the letter of 76 Sen-
ators supporting aid to Israel, in light of
the debate that is now ongoing in the
Foreign Relations Committee and in the
public forum on the appropriateness of
honoring a commitment to supply de-
fensive weapons to Jordan—in light of
these developments I begin to wonder
whether or not the Congress of the
United States fully understands and has
responsibly gone about the business of
trying to be a responsible partner in that
task of reexamining and reestablishing
a current and relevant foreign policy.

I am greatly concerned for the con-
sequences of the vote in the other body.
I would not presume to advise them on
the appropriateness of their action, ex-
cept I would venture to estimate that the
consequences will be very real, indeed,
and very grave, possibly.

It is hard to overestimate the impor-
tance of Turkey as an ally to the United
States. The wide variety of facilities and
services that we avail ourselves of in Tur-
key was described very eloguently by the
Senator from Texas.

Mr. President, the Constitution pro-
vides that Congress will advise and con-
sent with the President in the formula-
tion of foreign policy. Congress should
also be mindful, however, that the Con-
stitution provides that the President is
in charge of the formulation and the
implementation of American foreign pol-
icy. I very much fear that there has not
been sufficient advising together be-

tween the Congress and the President, or
in some cases that the Congress has not

been in tune with the admonition of the
executive department on the conse-
quences of our acts.

Put in the vernacular of the times,
I am afraid we have goofed, not just in
one or two but in three or four cate-
gories of foreign policy.

I believe it is time we got together and
started having a decent respect for the
opinions of the President and the De-
partment of State in foreien policy just
as I have often counseled that they have
a decent respect for our opinion in
foreizn policy.

It is time the Senate of the United

tates, the Congress of the United States,
and the executive department stopped
seeinz each other in an adversary role
in foreign policy. We are all citizens of
tha same country and we better try to
formulate this new foreign policy to-
gether and not as antagonists.

T tuink personally, Mr. President, and
I very much hope, the other body will
still rescind their action on the Turkish
aid cutoff and that we can repair the
damage that has been done. I think we
can. I voted against the aid cutoff, not-
withstanding there are distinguished
Tennesseans who counseled me to the
contrary; not to inject an undue per-
sonal note, but notwithstanding the ad-
vice of my sister’s husband—I have a
great brother-in-law—and that is not
easy, friends. I did it not because I am a
moral giant but I did it in terms of the
destiny of this country.

We are in no position to pass on the
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moral integrity, adequacy, or sufficiency
of the foreign policy of another country.
We are in a position only to judge within
general parameters what is best for the
United States, within the limitations of
general, human, moral conduct. Beyond
that, we cannot order the foreign policy
of another country. We can only attend
to the future of this one. Goodness knows,
that is enough.

I think the debate and these state-
ments at this time are very important.
I hope they will be heeded not only by
the other body but by our friends abroad,
including the Turks, whom I have cau-
tioned to think carefully on the conse-
quences of their actions. I can under-
stand their anger, their animosity to-
ward us at this time, but there is still
hope and I hope they will be cautious. I
hope they will think a little. I suggest
that there may still be time, then, to
repair the damage.

I hope the statements by the Turkish
Government that they are assuming com-
mand of American installations there
does not mean what it might mean, and
that over this weekend and beyond we
can find an amicable settlement to the
many problems that confront us. I hope
we can salvage our alliances in that part
of the world because they are vital.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thank the Senator
from Tennessee. I just want to say this:
Of course, the Senator is eminently cor-
rect in saying that it is not our job to
be trying to write policy for Turkey or
for any other country. We have a big
enough job to take care of our own policy
with reference to other nations of the
world.

Being for Turkey, to use that language,
does not mean being against Greece. As
a matter of fact, Greece stands to profit
by Turkey being strong. I hope that this
situation may ease itself and may even-
tually pass away. I thank the Senator
from Wisconsin for allowing us this time.

HOME MORTGAGE DISCLOSURE
ACT OF 1975

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (8. 1281) to improve
public understanding of the role of de-
pository institutions in home financing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CUR-
TIs) . Who yields time?

Mr. TOWER. Mr, President, I suggest
the absence of a guorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose
time?

Mr. TOWER. I ask unanimous consent
that the time consumed by the gquorum
call be charged to neither side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Baker). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. MONDALE. I ask unanimous con-
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sent that Mr. Bob Barnett of my staff be
given the privilege of the fioor during the
consideration of this measure.

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

Mr. MONDALE. I observe the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To whose
time shall the quorum call be charged?

Mr. MONDALE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be charged to neither side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time con-
sumed by the colloquies on the Turkish
aid question not be charged against the
time allowed for debate on S. 1281.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I would just like to
observe that those were three of the best
speeches I have heard for a long time,
and I would hate to have them relegated
to a place of nonimportance.

Mr. BROOKE. They were important,
but not important to the consideration
of the pending business.

Mr. TOWER. In that they were non-
germane to the debate on S. 1281, I ask
unanimous consent that the time not be
charged against the time on S. 1281.

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

Who yields time?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield myself such
time as I may require on the bill.

Mr. President, this measure, S. 1281,
the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act of
1975, provides a very gentle remedy—
disclosure—to a very serious national
problem, the extreme difficulty of obtain-
ing mortgage credit in older urban
neighborhoods. The popular term for this
problem is “redlining,” which is a mis-
leading term, because it wrongly suggests
that banks or savings and loan asso-
ciations have secret maps with red lines
drawn around certain undesirable neigh-
borhoods.

We are not concerned with whether
anybody has drawn red lines on maps,
but the committee does have very per-
suasive evidence that mortgage money is
very hard to get in older neighborhoods,
in many cities and even suburbs. During
4 days of hearings last month, the
committee heard extensive testimony
from witnesses representing communities
in all parts of the country. We heard
from community leaders, public officials,
mayors, a Governor, and simply from
citizens of these neighborhoods. And they
told a consistent, familiar story:

Many, if not most lenders—banks and
savings and loan associations alike—
tend to be reluctant to lend mortgage
money in older urban neighborhoods. Let
me be clear, I am not talking about
slums, but sound, attractive convenient
neighborhoods, which are now becoming
even more attractive to many people be-
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cause of the energy shortage and the
high cost of new housing.

Unfortunately, many lenders fail to
appreciate the attractiveness of this sort
of housing. And obviously, in the long
run, maintenance of existing housing is
at least as important as new construc-
tion, if the goal of a decent, safe, and
sanitary home for all Americans is ever
to be achieved.

But our financial institutions seem to
disdain these older communities, espe-
cially if they happen to be integrated,
or adjacent to poorer neighborhoods.

The committee has found that a home
buyer is likely to confront a dual credit
market. He can get very attractive fi-
nancing—>5 or 10 percent down payment
and 25 or 30 years to pay—if he buys a
new home in a distant suburb; but if he
inquires about an older house in a close-
in neighborhood, the bank may demand
a third down, and a 15-year mortgage.

The extreme irony is that often the
banks and savings and loan associations
located in these older neighborhoods
draw their deposits from precisely those
communities that cannot get loans. Why
do they do this? Well, many lenders
seem to think that it is marginally safer
to put their loans in the suburbs, even
though that judgment is often irrational
and arbitrary.

Mr. President, S. 1281 addresses the
problem simply by requiring lenders to
tell the community where their money
is going. I believe that if depositors are
able to learn, through disclosure, which
local lenders are treating the community
fairly, lenders will hecome more ac-
countable.

They will have a kind of competition
for responsibility and for community
service, community availability.

The lenders will not find it quite so
easy to export the community’s savings
even while the community is starving for
mortgage credit.

Some financial institutions seem to
have forgotten that they are chartered
to serve a particular locality. That
means loan service as well as deposit
service. But judging by some of the in-
dustry testimony we received and the
mountains of mail from the lobbyists,
some banks and S. & L.’s take the position
that they have a perfect right to ignore
the credit needs in their own service
areas if a higher rate of return or a more
attractive deal is available elsewhere.
They call that the free flow of capital.
S. 1281 would use the power of market
competition—competition for the saver’s
dollar—to encourage lenders to do a bet-
ter job in their own backyards. The in-
formation disclosed under S. 1281 would
also provide information to municipal
officials concerned with housing, on the
effects of local credit flows.

Here is how the legislation works:

Every depository institution—meaning
bank or savings and loan association,
and so forth—is required to set up a
public record file that is available for
public inspection and copying. The dis-
closure statement, presumably in the
form of a chart, must indicate the num-
ber and dollar amount of mortgages
made by that lender during the previ-
ous year, broken down by census tract.
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The information is further broken down
to show loans made to owner-occupants,
or to absentees, and it also must break
down conventional versus FHA and VA
loans.

The requirement only applies to in-
stitutions located in Standard Metropoli-
tan Statistical Areas—that is the big
cities, by and large—where two-thirds of
the population reside.

If a lender inside an SMSA makes
loans outside that SMSA, those need be
broken down only by county, and the
committee has an amendment that
would modify that to State.

With this information, depositor can
find out whether the bank or the savings
and loan is giving reasonable service to
the community. I do not believe that a
lender has any obligation to make loans
in some pre-determined ratio to the de-
posits he gets. And I want to emphasize
that this legislation does not require
lenders to make unsound loans. At the
same time, a lender that is chartered to
serve a community does have an obliga-
tion to give some service to that com-
munity. He should not arbitrarily reject
loan applications from sound credit risks
on sound houses simply because he does
not like the neighborhood, or because he
fears it may at some future time decline.

Often, that prediction by a lender
turns in to the reality, because it becomes
a self-fulfilling prophecy. When the
neighborhood cannot get mortgage cred-
it, property wvalues drop; new home-
owners cannot move in because they can-
not get mortgages. Eventually, the
neighborhood starts to deteriorate and
so the lender can say: See, I told you so.

I want to address some of the objec-
tions to S. 1281, because I have seldom
seen a more panicky reaction by an in-
dustry to such a benign, simple, easy
proposal.

First, we are told that we have the
cause and effect backwards. Lenders do
not cause the decline; they merely react
to it. Well, that is a half-truth. Obviously,
there are multiple causes of urban de-
cline. But when a lender rejects a sound
house and steers the home buyer to the
suburbs, he clearly accelerates the de-
cline of the older neighborhood.

The industry mail I am receiving in-
sists that redlining does not exist, that
lenders only decide whether to approve
loans based on prefectly objective cri-
teria. Now, anybody who has attempted
to get a loan in recent years in a city
neighborhood that was built before
World War IT knows that this just is not
true. As Senator Garn, our esteemed and
distinguished member of the committee,
who has been extremely active in this and
diligent on this bill, as he has on every
bill we had since he has been a member
of the Senate Banking Committee, as he
said repeatedly during our hearing:

Anybody who says redlining does not exist
insults my intelligence.

Senator Garn is absolutely correct.

The committee even found that upper
middle income, elegant suburbs like Oak
Park, Ill,, have trouble finding mortgage
money because the housing was Ekuilt
50 years ago, and the neighborhood h-c
become integrated. This is a proud com-
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munity, with a unique architectural
heritage and a tradition of homeowner-
ship. I dare say, some of the 50-year-old
homes in places like Oak Park will out-
last some of the crackerbox housing
built last year. But even in Oak Park, the
local savings and loan associations want
very high downpayments and short pay-
back terms, if they make loans at all.
One such institution told a customer
that the Oak Park branch accepted de-
posits, but did not make loans. According
to one of our witnesses, that institution
actually deleted the “and loan’ from its
sign that read Such and Such Savings
and Loan.

And the story is the same on the West
Side of Milwaukee, in whole sections of
St. Louis, Cleveland, Indianapolis, Balti-
more, Washington, Los Angeles, Boston,
and most of America’s older cities.

So redlining does exist, and though it
certainly is not the cause of urban de-
cline, it can turn otherwise viable neigh-
borhoods into slums.

Then, we heard that this bill would
be terribly expensive, that it would work
to hurt the very people it was designed
to help, because these staggering costs
would be passed along to consumers, and
would result in higher interest rates. We
asked the American Bankers Association
to study the question, and the ABA re-
cently reported back that the average
cost would be about $200 per bank per
year and a few cents really for each
mortgage.

There is no question about it. The
cost is minimal and, as I say, this is not
the estimate of the Senator from Wis-
consin; this is the estimate of the Ameri-
can Bankers Association, which would
certainly be disinclined to understate the
cost.

Incidentally, “The

the frade daily,
American Banker” recently published a
fascinating article entitled “California

Experience Challenges Anti-redlining
Arguments Used By Lenders.” I will in-
clude the entire article for the Recorp,
but here is one paragraph from this
trade paper that editorially opposes this
bill.

Two of the arguments which have been
used by mortgage lenders to oppose anti-
redlining measures elsewhere in the nation
are being seriously questioned by California
legislators, regulators and consumer activists
after an examination of existing practices
here.

The existing practice is the fact for 10
years, State-chartered savings and loans
have been required by California law to
report by census tract their loan origina-
tions monthly. S. 1281, incidentally re-
quires disclosures yearly. The cost, for
monthly reporting, is only $2,000 annual-
ly for the largest institution in the State.
And the article goes on to quote the ex-
ecutive direct of the State trade associa-
tion, the California Savings and Loan
League, that the cost of prospective cen-
sus tract disclosure would be “very low."”

Now, there is one key difference be-
tween the existing California require-
ment, and S. 1281. The California re-
ports are only for the State regulatory
authorities, and they are not made pub-
lic. And I suspect, based on the Cali-
fornia experience, that the industry’s
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true concern is not the minimal cost, but
the embarassment once this data is pub-
lically available. In the committee’s study
of Washington, D.C., for example, we
found a large savings and loan, which
draws 50 percent of its deposits from the
city, which nearly boycotted the entire
city of Washington, D.C. at the loan
window. I think it is the potential em-
barrassment and the accountability to
depositors that the industry truly fears,
just as they so strenuously opposed truth
in lending.

It is also worth noting that California
officials are now considering whether to
make public the information collected
under State law, and similar regulations
were just issued by the Massachusetts
Banking Commissioner; mortgage dis-
closure legislation has been introduced in
several State legislatures, and is farthest
along in Illinois, where it is part of Gov-
ernor Dan Walker’s program. There is
also a city ordinance in Chicago, re-
quiring mortgage disclosure by all banks
that want to do business with the city.
So it is imperative that Congress act, so
that we do not have a crazy quilt of
requirements that encourage institutions
to play off Federal against State
regulators.

S. 1281 contains State preemption
language, so that if a State chose to
enact a more stringent disclosure law,
that would apply. Governor Walker, who
has sponsored a State law for Illinois,
has testified that Federal legislation is
also essential, so that State institutions
do not shift to Federal charters.

In closing, Mr. President, I want to say
that S. 1281 is not credit allocation leg-
islation, though if it fails, credit alloca-
tion might become necessary. All we are
doing is to provide some accountability
by institutions chartered to serve com-
munities, to the neighborhoods they are
supposed to serve.

Financial institutions are not char-
tered simply to make as much money as
they can. Since the Great Depression,
banks have not been permitted to play
the stock market; commercial banks
have been separated from investment
banks. Banks are not supposed to com-
pete with their customers, though thanks
to the bank holding company loophole
that is not always so. Thrift institutions
are supposed to put most of their money
into home mortgages. And so on. In
short, banks are not laissez faire insti-
tutions. They have certain privileges,
such as Federal insurance and a partial
monopoly. In exchange for these privi-
leges, they have obligations. One such
obligation is to serve their service areas.
It is very hard to decide from Washing-
ton whether a bank is doing this, and I
know of no case where any of the Fed-
eral regulators have moved against a
lender for redlining, even though mort-
gage discrimination is technically illegal
under the 1968 Fair Housing Act and
under regulations issued by the Federal
Home Loan Bank Board.

All we are asking, Mr. President, is for
the facts. We just want disclosure.

As I have pointed out, they have done
this in California for several years now—
for 10 years, and we know, on the basis
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of that experience, that the cost is mini-
mal.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article entitled “California
Experience Challenges Red-Lining Argu-
ments Used by Lenders” from the Ameri-
can Banker, June 12, 1975, be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the American Banker, June 12, 1875]
CALIFORNIA EXPERIENCE CHALLENGES ANTI-
REDLINING ARGUMENTS USED BY LENDERS
(By Geoff Brouillette)

SaN FrawcisCo—Two of the arguments
which have been used by mortgage lenders
to oppose anti-redlining measures elsewhere
in the nation are being seriously questioned
by California legislators, regulators and con-
sumer activists after an examination of ex-
isting practices here.

The arguments which have become sus-
pect in their eyes are that a disclosure of
mortgage loans by census tract is a prohibi-
tively expensive operation, and that a mort-
gage lender cannot profitably lend under
most circumstances in inner city areas. Both
arguments can be statistically proven false,
anti-redlining advocates claim, on the basis
of California experience.

At least two anti-redlining bills are pend-
ing in the state legislature, and it is believed
that increased attention will be drawn to the
subject in the next two weeks by state
officials.

Redlining is the alleged practice of refusal
by mortgage lenders to make real estate or
home improvement loans in high risk dis-
tricts, particularly in inner city areas. Anti-
redlining advocates here and elsewhere have
called for public disclosure of where finan-
clal institutions make their mortgage loans.

Whatever other arguments mortgage lend-
ers may use against geographic disclosure, ac-
cording to sources close to the administra-
tion of Gov. Edmund G. Brown Jr., the par-
ticular argument that such disclosure would
be prohibitively expensive and force up
mortgage and other lending rates is one that
will be given little credence by anti-redlining
advocates.

State-chartered California savings and loan
associations, they point out, have for the
past five years been required to make just
such a type of disclosure to the state savings
and loan commissioner, and studies have in-
dicated that the cost is not prohibitive.

One such study, these sources indicate,
shows that the multi-billion dollar savings
and loan associations in the state could con-
vert all of their existing computerized loan
data into a census tract printout capacity
for a one-time cost of $12,000. Smaller in-
stitutions without the computer capacity
might, they contend, have to “put in a lot of
paperwork, but nothing significant” to ac-
complish the same task.

The cost for transmitting monthly census
tract breakdowns to the state on a quarterly
basis, the study contends, is $2000 annually
for the largest institutions, and about 1800
for a medium-sized institution (about $150
million in deposits.)

Although unwilling to comment on spe-
cific figures until they have seen the study
and the basis on which it was made, Cali-
fornia savings and loan spokesmen say the
cost of disclosure would depend upon wheth-
er they are required to disclose all existing
loans or simply loans made in the future.

If S&LS were required to disclose the lo-
cation by census tract of all existing loans on
their books on an individual basis, sald Dean
Cannon, executive director of the California
Savings and Loan League, the cost definitely
would be “very expensive.”

“However,” he sald, “if S&LS were only
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required to disclose the dollar amount of
future loans by census tact, it is likely the
cost to the S&LS would be very low.”

State chartered S&LS in California, he
sald, did not experience large outlays or com-
petitive disadvantages when they were re-
quired to make geographic disclosure, because
they were required to disclose only those
loans made after the regulation became eflec-
tive and were required to show only the total
dollar amount of loans made in each tract.

The study, which is in the hands of state
officials but is not an officially-endorsed state
study, does not answer other arguments
against dlsclosure raised by lenders, the
sources admit.

Lenders have argued that a disclosure of
where deposits and loans are made would
simply provide activist groups with an addi-
tional means of harassing lending Iinstitu-
tions, while not providing the public with
sufficient information about the more com-
plicated considerations that enter into an
institution's lending decisions.

At least one California activist group the
center for New Corporate Priorities, Los An-
geles, has, in fact, obtained copies of the
breakdowns which have been submitted to
the state Savings & Loan Commission and
has prepared a report charging these institu-
tions with discrimination, which the state
8&LS charge. The report, however, has re-
ceived virtually no publicity in the general
news media.

Anti-redlining advocates, in any case, re-
Jject the lending institutions' arguments of
harassment, and contend that such public
disclosure would lead to public indignation
which, in turn, would lead to withdrawal of
funds by the public from institutions which
they feel discriminate in making housing
loans.

More general arguments about the difficulty
of conducting mortgage and home improve-
ment lending programs in high risk inner city
areas may run into problems here because of
the existence of a handful of such programs
which have been successfully conducted, in-
cluding & $200 milllon program begun in
1968 by the $51.1 billion deposit Bank of
America, NT&SA, San Francisco, these sources
say.

Bank of America’s “‘New Opportunity Home
Loan Program,” although small in proportion
to its total real estate lending program, has
been a form of “redlining in reverse” which
has been operated at a small profit, the
sources say.

Although 1t does not itself hold up its
NOHL program as the answer to the prob-
lems of redlining, BofA confirms that the
assertion is essentially true. The program has
had a high rate of delinquencies and fore-
closures, and the bank could have more
profitably invested its funds in other types
of loans, but a study conducted by the bank's
Urban Affairs Department two years ago
showed that since the bulk of the loans have
been government-insured BofA did not ac-
tually lose money on it.

Since 1968, the bank has loaned $181 mil-
lion to 10,5663 families, about 709 in inner
city areas, and the remainder in rural poverty
areas, for home purchase or improvement. To
qualify as a borrower under the program, a
customer must have an income at or below
the poverty level established by the rental
authorities in the areas in which he lives.

NOHL loans have been either conventional
mortgage loans in which the bank has
loosened requirements for minimum square
feet and number of rooms; Veterans Admin-
istration loans, or FHA 221D2 or FHA 235
loans. At its outset, approximately 100 of the
bank’s 1,000 California branches were staffed
with specially-trained lending personnel,
which has since been increased to about 140.

The specially trained personnel were not
only familiar with the objectives of the pro-
gram, but were able to give prehome buying
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consultation to potential customers, a step
which the bank considers essential to the
program’s success.

The lending officers are encouraged to take
& longer than usual amount of time to work
out a loan agreement with each customer,
and the lending officer 1s careful to explain
in detail all of the ramifications of home
buying in understandable language, to point
out the possible expenses and problems that
may be encountered and discuss the respon-
sibilities of home ownership. The lending of-
ficers attempt to establish an understanding
with the customer that will enable them to
iron out financial difficulties that may arise
in cases of unexpected unemployment or
other reverses,

The BofA NOHL loans have consistently
accounted for only a small portion of the
bank's total real estate lending. In 1974, one
of the lowest volume years since the program
began, $13 million in NOHL loans were made
to T00 families, compared to $5 billion in real
estate loans of all types, including interim
construction financing.

Not unexpectedly, said a Bank of America
official, NOHL loan delinquency experience
has been poorer than for non-NOHL mort-
gage loans. In April, 1975, he sald, NOHL
delinquencies were 12.45%, compared to
3.97% for other types of mortgage loans. Fore-
closures that month were 7.41%, compared to
about 2% for other types of mortgage loans.

While stating that the NOHL program is
not the final answer to redlining, a Bank of
America spokesman agreed that this type of
endeavor could be profitably undertaken by
other banks as at least an “indication of
commitment” to provide better housing In
urban and rural poverty areas.

“In fact,” sald the spokesman, “I suspect
that in cases where a lending institution has
a more compact geographical serving area
with a short line of communication between
branches and top management, a program of
this sort might even be operated more suc-

cessfully.”

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, S. 1281,
the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act of
1975, would require institutions engaged
in residential mortgage lending to com-
pile data reflecting the geographic areas
in which they make mortgage loans and
to reveal such information to the public.

While the mechanics of the bill are
relatively easy to understand, its under-
lying rationale deserves consideration. In
the course of hearings on this bill, the
Banking Committee received testimony
which indicated that many mortgage
lending institutions were not making
mortgage loans in older neighborhoods,
even though such institutions were lo-
cated in or had branch offices receiving
deposits in such neighborhoods. What
emerged from the testimony was a pat-
tern of deliberate disinvestment in cer-
tain neighborhoods by some mortgage
lending institutions. These institutions
were redlining neighborhoods and re-
fusing to make mortgage loans regard-
less of the quality of the property offered
as security or the ability of the buyer to
pay for and maintain his home.

The Banking Committee has wrestled
with the problem of redlining before, and
it has not been an easy one to solve. The
decision on whether to make a mortgage
loan must be made on a case-by-case
basis taking into account a large number
of factors, including the price and con-
dition of the property and the credit
worthiness of the buyer. No one suggests
that mortgage lenders should make bad
loans. Nor does any member of our com-
mittee urge a system of credit allocation
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under which mortgage lending institu-
tions are directed to invest a certain per-
centage of their funds in older neighbor-
hoods.

What the sponsors of 8. 1281 do sug-
gest is that so far as the practice of
redlining is concerned, the public has a
right to more information. Many mort-
gage lending institutions are getting de-
posits in urban neighborhoods where
moderate income homeowners live. These
institutions operate under charters is-
sued by financial regulatory agencies
which restrict entry into the business on
a geographic basis. They are supposed fo
serve the area in which they are located,
not only to obtain deposits but also to
make loans. Under S. 1281, their de-
positors and the public at large will be
given an opportunity to assess the lend-
ing policies of these institutions by look-
ing at the areas in which they make
mortgage loans.

In some cities, neighborhood groups
have organized to persuade their local
lending institutions to make more mort-
gage credit available in their areas. They
argue persuasively that they should be
able to make an educated judgment
about where they will deposit their sav-
ings based on the probability of their be-
ing able to obtain mortgage loans from
the institutions in which they have made
deposits.

S. 1281 does not apply to institutions
in rural areas, and under the amendment
which Senator Proxmire has offered for
himself and me, the disclosure require-
ments of the bill would only be prospec-
tive in their application; that is, institu-
tions would not be required to report the
location of properties securing all the
mortgages in their portfolios. The cost of
supplying the information required by
the bill will be less than $1 per mortgage.

Some who oppose 8. 1281 argue that
mortgage lending practices are not the
only factors which cause older neighbor-
hoods to decline, and they are right.
However, redlining is one factor, and an
important factor, causing neighborhood
deterioration, and I do not believe that
we should delay taking steps to deal with
“redlining” until we can bring forth leg-
islation which offers remedies for all the
causes of neighborhood decline,

The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act of
1975 is not a cure-all, but I believe it is a
good bill and will discourage the practice
of redlining which has developed in some
git.les. I urge my colleagues to vote for the

ill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Utah such time as he
may require on the bill.

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, the distin-
guished chairman of the Banking Com-
mittee did quote me correctly where I
said, during the committee hearings, that
the witnesses opposing this legislation
ought not to insult my intelligence by
saying that redlining does not exist. It
does. It existed in my city. As a matter of
fact, the director of my planning and
zoning commission, who is the highest-
paid city employee, who made more than
I did as mayor, was denied a loan. Ob-
viously, he was qualified. He had the in-
come, he had the job security. He was a
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young man so there was no problem. But
it was simply in an area where they did
not loan.

I made that point very strongly, day
after day, in the hearings, that redlining
did exist. There is no doubt about that.

What the chairman did not state was
that I also made the point very strongly
on the other side of the coin to those
simplistic testimonies that seemed to in-
dicate that if we passed this bill, that
solved all the problems. That simply is
not true.

After 7 years in municipal government,
I again say that redlining does exist, but
it is only a part of the problem and it
is not the originator of the problem. It
does accelerate the problem after neigh-
borhood deterioration starts.

There are a lot of cities in this coun-
try which simply have not owned up to
their responsibilities. They have not put
in proper curbs and gutters and sewers
and water systems and upgraded those
city services so that these are desirable
neighborhoods to loan in.

I know that in areas of my own city,
where we were able to do that—get peo-
ple off septic tanks, get them off wells,
put in curbs and gutters and sidewalks
and those civic improvements—it was
amazing that the financial institutions
were then willing to loan. So redlining is
only one part of the problem, and it is not
a panacea to adopt a bill that would im-
pose a great deal of cost on a lot of people
and be passed on to the consumers.

I also felt very strongly that the hear-
ings were inadequate. They were very
one-sided in favor of this legislation. We
had 20-some witnesses in favor of it, 4 or
5 against. Those 4 or 5 against were very
strong in their opposition. But we did not
have any neutrals. We did not have any
urbanologists, any people who would
come in who were not on one side or the
other, and testify objectively on how they
felt about the issue.

My point is that there is someplace in
between the two extremes, from those
who say that redlining does not exist to
those who think that this is the cure-all
for all of the problems of urban decay.
It simply is not.

I did feel that before this bill was
brought to the Senate floor, we ought to
have more hearings and we ought to
have more testimony, bring in more peo-
ple, third-party types who could testify
on how they feel about this problem and
what they think the cures are. The bill
originally covered the entire country,
imposing these rules and regulations and
disclosures on every little town hank and
savings and loan in the country. Fortu-
nately the committee changed this and
it was amended to include some 265-odd
SMSA’s in this country.

Other modifications were made that
made it more desirable. Still, in the
hearings, where I ask specific questions
and wanted factual data on costs, such
was never made available. It is not in
the committee testimony, because no
one could answer the questions accu-
rately. There were guesstimates, there
were gut feelings about what people
gh%:ght would happen, but no actual

ata.

One study that was talked about a
great deal, a district of Washington,
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D.C., study that was referred to through-
out the committee hearings, has since
been discredited by the Washington Post.
If they are against it and think it was
a bad study, it must really be a bad one.
They said it was not adequate.

I was not able to get information on
deposits, where deposits came from, no
estimates on that. So, again, I felt the
hearings were inadequate. When we get
to my amendment, I shall address my-
self in more detail to that and why 1
have proposed a study for 3 years in 20
SMSA’s rather than going nationwide at
this time, so that we can get the answers
to some of these questions. At the end
of those 3 years, we might find out that
the distinguished chairman from Wis-
consin is correct and I am wrong. On the
other hand, we may find out that I am
right and he is wrong. At least, we shall
be able to base these decisions on a very
important piece of legislation on facts
and not on someone's opinion.

Mr. President, although I fully sup-
port the objectives of S. 1281, to halt
neighborhood deterioration, I have grave
reservations whether the disclosure pro-
visions of this bill will make a confribu-
tion to that end. The bill is based on
the simplistic theory that if community
groups and savers are given access to
mortgage lending patterns of financial
institutions, the groups can then force
the institutions to invest the savings de-
posits in neighborhoods which are de-
clining and thus reverse that process.
This totally ignores the underlying
causes of urban decline.

Most urban authorities agree that dis-
investment by financial institutions in
home mortgages does not initiate the de-
cay of inner city neighborhoods but
comes rather at some point after the
deterioration sets in. Certainly, disinvest-
ment plays an important role in neigh-
borhood decline and we need to know
more about its effect. Unfortunately, the
disclosure scheme of S. 1281 does not
provide a mechanism for an intelligent
analysis of the effects of home mortgage
disinvestment on neighborhood decline.

Even if we have a compulsory federal
disclosure law, and even if we then went
to a law that says you will allocate home
mortgage credit to a particular area, we
are not going to solve the basic problems
of the neighborhoods.

The chairman mentioned that this was
not credit allocation. I agree with him
it is not credit allocation. But I would
state that it is the first step in the credit
allocation, and so testified to by several
groups who favored this bill. If they can
get their hands on the information they
desire, the next step is credit allocation,
and that simply is rationing of money.
Some Federal bureaucrat will decide
where some money should be loaned and
ration it out. So this is not credit alloca-
tion but certainly is the first step on the
road to credit allocation.

What is needed are programs by the
cities themselves that attack the causes
rather than the symptoms in a spirit of
cooperation rather than in an attitude
of confrontation.

The cities must go in, like we did when
I was mayor of Salt Lake City, and put
in more curbs and gutters and sidewalks
and sewers as I have already mentioned.
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What is needed are programs by the
cities themselves that attack the causes
rather than the symptems; in a spirit of
cooperation rather than in an attitude
of confrontation. Cities must go in like
we did when I was mayor of Salt Lake
City, and put in more curbs, gutters and
sidewalks and sewers, as I have already
mentioned.

It is amazing what some of these im-
provements will do to a neighborhood
and housing financial institutions will
respond,

We can make loans in that neighborhood
after all.

Fear in the inner city must be eradi-
cated. Where there is the fear for safety
of the family on the streets and in the
schools, those who can afford to will sim-
ply move to the suburbs. Until there is
sufficient feeling of safety, no amount of
mortgage money will solve the problems
of the inner-city neighborhoods.

I cannot stress that enough, the need
for solving some of these other problems,
and that simple disclosure of the mort-
gage lending pattern in neighborhoods is
not going to solve the problem by itself.

Excellence must be brought to the
inner-city school system if we are to
keep young families from moving to the
suburbs. Home mortgage loans do not
provide quality education.

There must be job opportunities and
retail establishments geographically ac-
cessible if we are to maintain the viabil-
ity of our inner-city neighborhoods. The
housewife wants a place in her neighbor-
hood to buy groceries at the same prices
that are paid by those living near subur-
ban shopping centers. There are the
family needs for small retail establish-
ments such as the cleaners and pharma.-
cies. Yet, S. 1281 fails to encourage finan-
cial institutions to finance these needed
neighborhood facilities.

Arbitrary regulation plays a part in
inner-city decline. Poorly planned zon-
ing codes often restrict the right sort of
development. Hostile rent controls en-
courage abandonment. Unrealistic usury
laws can effectively dry up mortgage
lending in an area, Failure to enforce
building codes hastens deterioration.

One of the reasons why I was so
strongly in favor of section 312 of the
HUD bill, the housing bill, was because,
as a mayor, it makes a lot more sense
to stop declines, to save a home, than to
try to build a new one.

The most important element in all of
this revitalization process is a spirit of
community cooperation. There must be
cooperation from the city government,
the financial institutions, the business
community, and the local citizens to
maintain a viable community. I am
afraid the thrust of S. 1281 is in the
direction of confrontation, rather than
cooperation.

Another fear I have is that S. 1281 is
the first step toward credit allocation—
and I cannot emphasize that enough—
the next would be to say that at least =
percent of deposits must be invested in
a certain area.

This is certainly borne out by testi-
mony given to the Senate committee by
proponents of the legislation. For ex-
ample, the representative of the U.S.
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Conference of Mayors testified at the
hearings that S. 1281 is an “essential first
step.” He recommended that other steps
include requirements that institutions
“lend minimal percentages of their as-
sets in the communities in which they
are located.” A proponent of the bill
from the metropolitan Washington, D.C.,
area characterized it as a “good begin-
ning.” Other steps he recommended in-
cluded the granting of charters and the
requests for charters on the basis of
“equal opportunity and a commitment
of service to minority and poor neighbor-
hoods.” These commitment programs
ultimately would end up in a quota allo-
cation of credit.

Quota systems are a form of credit ra-
tioning. This means we would be taking
from someone, the small businessman or
the suburban homeowner and giving to
someone else, in this case the inner city
home buyer.

The free market approach would be
to create incentives for savings and in-
vestment. It should not be forgotten that
it takes five or six savers to support each
home mortgage borrower. Through these
incentives we would encourage the ac-
cumulation of sufficient capital in the
private sector to fill all credit worthy
needs and rationing would not be neces-
sary. The ability of inner city borrowers
to compete for funds should be in-
creased through support programs, the
spreading of the lending risks through
mortgage insurance programs, and the
development of comprehensive programs
to improve urban neighborhoods.

A considerable amount can be done to
increase the pool of private capital for
home mortgages. The tax laws need to
be examined to increase the incentives
for savings.

More imaginative ways can be devel-
oped to attract investors to finance home
mortegages. The Federal Home Loan Bank
Board has outlined a manner in which
mortgage backed securities can be used
to attract funds not normally available
to housing. By utilizing mortzage backed
securities which are essentially bonds
collateralized by a pool of home mort-
gages, pension funds or insurance com-
panies can be attracted to invest funds
in housing. A mayor or Governor could
specify exactly what type of collateral
he wanted—location, type of property,
age and condition of property, downpay-
ments required, minimum and maximum
loan amounts, credit quality, amortiza-
tion period, and loan/income ratios.
Lenders would package these for a State
and other pension funds at a relatively
low cost. This would be a much more
productive approach for the savings in-
stitutions rather than dissipating their
energies and resources on reporting re-
quirements.

As a former mayor of one of America’s
finest cities, I know firsthand that there
are many things that need to be done
and can be done to preserve the urban
neighborhoods. Success lies not in Fed-
eral gimmickry and alienation produced
by confrontation, but in a voluntary, co-
operative effort between local govern-
ment officials, the financial institutions,
the business community and local com-
munity, and civic and church groups. Un-
less we pull together and come up with
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imaginative programs which address the
underlying causes, we will not save the
cities.

Again referring back to the hearings
that we held, a great deal was said about
these mortgage loans and where they
were being distributed. There was very
little mention made of the responsibility
of banks and savings and loan institu-
tions to their depositors, and this
No. 1 responsibility is the safety of the
funds of their depositors.

It is rather interesting, we have heard
a great deal about “redlining” problems
in Chicago. But a black minister wrote a
letter about this problem, and I will only
read part of it and ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire text of his letter be
printed in the REcoRD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Brock). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. GARN. He says:

Why have there been no hard-hitting ad-
vertisements about the anti-redlining cam-
paign? Why has there been no presentation
of the obvious implications that will en-
danger the savings of your depositors? And,
not from your own institution alone, but
from the combined membership of all Sav-
ings and Loan associations?

And there is, of course, the hidden agenda
behind this of allegation that in fact Sav-
ings and Loan associations are racist, and
desire to destroy neighborhoods made up of
ethnic minorities or of mixed black-white or
latino-white populations.

He goes on:
ABOUT REDLINING. SoME HARD AND Basic
Facrs To CONSIDER

The very first obligation of any Savings
and Loan assoclation is to safeguard the sav-
ings of the thousands of savers, large and
small, who trust it with their money . . .
Don't forget the disaster of financial institu-
tions going bankrupt because of bad loans
and investments . . . Don't forget that even
the resources of the Federal Government’s
protective insurance programs for Savings
and Loan assotiations will be strained if
there is widespread pattern of bad loaning
and bad investing by these institutions over
all the state or nation... It is a fact, and
every knowledgeable and thoughtful person
knows it is a fact, that houses and other
buildings in some areas of a city, lose a large
part of their dollar value when the condi-
tions of social decay set in and become
serious,

Now, he goes on with several other
examples.

Here is a black minister saying that
we have got to look at the other side of
the coin, to not just those who are bor-
rowing money, but those who deposit
the money for borrowing, and these in-
stitutions certainly have an obligation to
shem. He said:

There must be other ways devised for fi-
nancing what is needed in deterlorating dis-
tricts, and the Savings and Loan associations
cannot be expected to endanger the funds
of which they are trustees to accomplish
vhis purpose.

I feel very strongly that we must not
adopt S. 1281 as it is now proposed. I
am hopeful that when I introduce my
imendment that it will be adopted.

It would limit the study to 3 years in
20 standard metropolitan statistical
areas and would give the answers to the
questions so that we could pass meaning-
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ful legislation that would not be a handi-
cap to the savings and loan institutions
of this country.
So I would urge the defeat of Senate
bill 1281 as it is presently written.
Ex=HiBIT No, 1

ALL SouLs FIRST UNIVERSALIST
BocieTY OF CHICAGO,
Chicago, Ill., July 5, 1975.

Mr. STANLEY ENLUND,

Chairman of the Board, First Federal Sav-
ings and Loan Association of Chicago,
One South Dearborn Sireet, Chicago, Ill.

Dear Mr. ENLUND: As a long time small
depositor entrusting some savings to the
care of your Savings and Loan assoclation, I
am much disturbed. It seems to me that
First Federal, the same as the other Savings
and Loan associations, have been falling
seriously in their obligations to their savers
and to the community.

In the face of a serlous, organized threat
of major proportions to the continued suc-
cessful management of the loan business,
and, by projection, to the savings of the tens
of thousands who have trusted you—not
personally, but institutionally—the Savings
and Loan associations have failed to even at-
tempt effective counter measures. Why have
there been no hard-hitting advertisements
about the antl-redlining campaign? Why
has there been no presentation of the obvi-
ous implications that will endanger the sav-
ings of your depositors? And, not from your
own institution alone, but from the com-
bined membership of all Savings and Loan
associations?

I am no ad writer by profession. And there
is, of course, the hidden agenda behind this
of allegation that in fact Savings and Loan
assoclations are racist, and desire to destroy
neighborhoods made up of ethnic minorities
or of mixed black-white or latino-white pop-
ulations. I do not know about that allega-
tlon: if true, something drastic should be
done; if not, it should be exposed as a false-
hood. However, let me sketch something of
what I think should be told the public.

ABOUT REDLINING—BSOME HARD AND BASIC FACTS
TO CONSIDER

The very first obligation of any Savings
and Loan association is to safeguard the sav-
ings of the thousands of savers, large and
small, who trust it with their money . . .
Don't forget the disaster of financial institu-
tions going bankrupt because of bad loans
and Investments . . . Don’t forget that even
the resources of the Federal Government’s
protective insurance programs for Savings
and Loan assoclations will be strained if
there is widespread patiern of bad loaning
and bad investing by these institutions over
all the state or nation . . . It is a fact, and
every knowledgeable and thoughtful person
knows it is a fact, that houses and other
buildings in some areas of a city, lose a large
part of their dollar value when the condi-
tions of social decay set in and become seri-
ous . . . This means that a bullding with a
former market selling value of $30,000 can
be just as good a structure and the owners
just as honest persons with the same jobs as
before; yet the bullding can become worth
only $20,000 on the market, or even become
almost unsalable in terms of normal real
estate transactlons and mortgages . . .
Loans made by the hundreds or thousands
on such bulldings, if based on the unrealis-
tic former value of 30,000 can turn into de-
faulted mortgages, and the buildings put up
as collateral can fall back into the hands of
the Savings and Loan associations as worth-
less “assets” . . . Then what happens?

Lending institutions are in business to
make money . . . If they turn down a loan,
they do so because they feel that they may
lose money, that the risk is too great . . .

If then the laws of the state are changed
s0 as to compel Savings and Loan assocla-
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tions to lend money where their prudent
careful judgment considers they ought not
to lend money—purely, that is, on basis of
general social objectives, then the responsi-
bility for choosing the loan contracts be-
comes the responsibility of the state, not of
the Savings and Loan assoclations . .. It
will be the state officials who will be re-
sponsible if loans turn sour, if savings are
endangered.

In this case, if laws are passed against
what is called “redlining,” really, against
the exercise of prudent business judgment
as to districts of communities where real
estate values have become shaky and unsafe
collateral, then it is up to the state to be-
come general guarantor of the loans the
Savings and Loan associations consider it
unsafe to make.

The state, if it substitutes Its judgment
of what loans should be made for the judg-
ment of the officials of each Savings and
Loan association, surely assumes responsi-
bility for loans that default. It owes it, then,
to the tens or hundreds of thousands or
maybe millions, who have entrusted their
hard squeezed-out savings to these Institu-
tions, to safeguard them from losses caused
by Iidealistic (but unworkable) social
policies.

There must be other ways devised for fi-
nancing that is needed in deteriorating dis-
tricts, and the Savings and Loan associa-
tlons cannot be expected to endanger the
funds of which they are trustees to accom-
plish this purpose.

I believe it the duty of your institution,
acting with your class member similar insti-
tutions, to present this kind of message
strongly and with sufficient variety and
repetition so that it becomes a part of the
thinking and acting about this problem.

Yours truly,
C. LEe HUBBELL,

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I wish to
make a brief statement of support of the
Senator from Utah.

Mr. GARN. Then I am happy to yield
for that purpose and retain my right
to the floor.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, without
unduly taxing the time of the Senate, I
wish to support strongly the amendment
of the Senator from Utah.

It seems to the Senator from Florida
that by having the study conducted in
the major metropolitan areas about
which the practice of redlining is al-
leged to occur, that the substance of the
bill can be accomplished without need-
less burden on small thrift institutions in
other areas.

When the Senator from Utah calls up
his amendment, the Senator from Flor-
ida will offer an additional amendment
which will have the disclosure take place
by ZIP code instead of by census tract.

In that fashion, the practice of red-
lining can be just as readily determined
and the private and public and semipub-
lic institutions will not be unduly taxed
in order to gather information that they
do not have.

Their computer systems do carry the
ZIP code situation and the practice can
be just as readily studied and determined
by the use of ZIP codes as by the use of
census tracts.

If, for any reason, the amendment of
the Senator from Utah fails of agree-
ment, then the Senator from Florida
will offer the equivalent amendment, the
ZIP code amendment, to the bill itself.

But the Senator from Florida wishes
to commend the Senator from Utah for
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assisting in the purposes of the bill with-
out undue expense where the purposes
of the bill truly would not be served.

Mr. President, I strongly support the
amendment offered by the junior Sena-
tor from Utah. I believe the regulations
and reporting requirements contained in
S. 1281 would place severe burdens upon
many small thrift institutions with lim-
ited or no computer facilities. Many of
these thrift institutions are located in
standard metropolitan statistical areas
in which there has been no demonstra-
tion or allegations that the problem of
redlining exists. Clearly, it is the home-
buying consumer that will be forced to
bear the increased costs caused by the
widespread reporting requirements con-
tained in S. 1281.

The amendment offered by Senator
Garn, which would limit the Home Mort-
gage Disclosure Act to a 3-year demon-
stration study in only 20 standard metro-
politan statistical areas to determine the
feasibility and usefulness of requiring all
mortgage lending institutions to make
public disclosure of their geographic
lending patterns, will allow Congress fo
study adequately the usefulness of dis-
closing mortgage loans by geographic
areas. Until careful analysis with respect
to the benefits of mortgage disclosure
has been made, I believe that the proper
approach would be to limit this bill to
the metropolitan areas in which redlin-
ing is thought to exist.

I commend my distinguished colleague
from Utah for introducing this amend-
ment and I am supporting it for another
reason: The financial institutions which
are affected by this bill are in a fiduciary
relationship to its depositors and owe
them a legal duty of investigating its
deposits prudently. This amendment will
allow a careful analysis to insure that
financial institutions will not be required
to breach its fiduciary duty by being re-
quired to make unreasonable loans either
to unqualified borrowers or on inade-
quate security. This essential fiduciary
relationship, which safeguards the bil-
lions of dollars placed in trust by millions
of Americans, must not be jeopardized by
requirements which have not been com-
pletely studied and proven effective and
beneficial. The demonstration study pro-
vided by this amendment will protect the
tremendous scope of investments and
safeguard the fiduciary relationship
which the law requires.

Mr. President, while I fully support
the amendment offered by Senator
GarN, I am submitting an amendment
to the amendment offered by the Senator
from Utah. My amendment would elimi-
nate the possibility that any thrift in-
stitution would be required to disclose
the location of their mortgages by census
tract. By limiting the reporting require-
ment to zip codes many smaller insti-
tutions will be spared the heavy burden
of manually relating every mortgage to
a census tract. For example, in Dade
County, a county with a population more
than a million, the largest census tract
map procured is approximately 19 inches
by 28 inches. This map has some main
streets and avenues indicated by name
and number but many lines of demarca-~
tion give no indication of street or ave-
nue identification. Since the assign-
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ment of each individual loan to its proper
census tract would have to be done
manually, and in many cases actually
requires a field inspection, the amount
of time and labor expended to comply
with this provision of the bill would
amount to an inordinate expense.

Another example: There are 141 census
tracts in Hillsborough County, Fla. It
would be necessary to manually relate
every mortgage using a road map and
census tract in combination to develop
this information. This would be a very
cumbersome, expensive, and time-con-
suming job. Only in the city of Tampa is
there available a street index relating
addresses to census tracts and this is
only approximately 60 percent accu-
rate according to a spokesman for the
Tampa Bay regional planning commis-
sion.

Mr. Vincent Barabba, Director of the
Bureau of the Census, testified on
July 15, 1975, before the House Commit-
tee on Banking, Currency and Housing
on the very plan proposed by this bill.
In describing the capabilities and limi-
tations of the address reference file,
which serves as the geographic base-in-
ventory for census tract, he pointed out
that the files are limited primarily to
urban areas in which city delivery serv-
ice or its equivalent is maintained by the
U.S. Postal Service. Households served
by rural routes, general delivery or
post office boxes are excluded, and pres-
ently there is no feasible way to deter-
mine the physical location of a house-
hold from these addresses. He further
stated that those files which do in fact
exist would become outdated rapidly if
they remained static. He later stated:

We have no way of estimating just what
the cost impact would be in financial insti-
tutions if t.hey were requlred to keep their
records according to census tracts rather
than by some other criteria such as by ZIP
codes.

One more problem with census tracts.
What happens in 1980 when the Bureau
of the Census finds it necessary to revise
our Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area? The entire data base accumulated
would be obsolete. The system proposed
by the bill seems to assume that the
present census tracts would be perma-
nent. This would not be the case in
several years. For this reason alone, I
suggest that ZIP codes be used instead
of census tracts and I urge adoption of
the amendment by my colleague from
Utah to insure that a proper and work-
able plan will be produced by this body.
There is a problem. Let us correct it
wisely.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement by the Director,
Bureau of the Census, Vincent Barabba,
be printed in the REcCORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

BTATEMENT OF VINCENT P. BARABBA
Mr. Chairman, we appreciate this oppor-

tunity to contribute to further deliberations
on H.R. 8024, and the guestions ralsed by
Title III of the bill concerning proposed dis-
closures by financial institutions. Primarily,
we would like to describe the state of the art
regarding the locating and coding of street
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addresses by geographic areas, particularly by
census fracts.

I should llke to emphasize at the outset
that we see our role in this area as technical
and not one of dealing with the policy ques-
tions, such as what disclosures are desirable
and what their impact would be in terms of
the objectives of the legislation.

To simplify somewhat, the Bureau has de-
veloped a system for coding street addresses
by their geographical location. For the 1970
census we malled census report forms to
about 60 percent of the nation’s households,
with the cooperation of the U.S. Postal Serv-
ice. The address coding system permitted
us to assign the responses to the correct areas
when they were mailed back. The areas cov-
ered by the system were roughly equivalent
to the city delivery areas (street address
areas) of the postal system.

The first step was to develop a series of
metropolitan maps, with major assistance
from agenciles of local government. The
maps were supplemented with an inventory
of the address ranges between each street
intersection, and a set of codes to represent
the geographic location of each address
range. For each address range in this inven-
tory, the information included the census
block number the name of the street which
the block side faces, the census tract num=-
ber, and codes assigned to identify State,
congressional district, county, municipality,
and so forth. This inventory or address ref-
erence file refer to as GBF/DIME; GBF
means Geographic Base File, and DIME
means Dual Independent Map Encoding—a
computerized process for checking the in-
ternal consistency of the topological features
in the file.

For the 18970 census, these files were de-
veloped, agaln with major local assistance,
for the urbanized cores of 196 of the then-
existing 233 Standard Metropolitan Statisti-
cal Areas (SMSA's). An additional 37 SMSA's
have been designated since the 1970 census
by the Office of Management and Budget,
and there will probably be more areas deslg-
nated before the 1980 census.

The GBF/DIME files have several im-
portant limitations and characteristics.
First, the files are limited primarily to urban
area in which city dellvery service or its
equivalent is maintained by the U.S. Postal
Service. Households served by ‘“rural
routes”, “general dellvery”, or post office
boxes are excluded, as presently there is no
feasible way to determine the physical loca-
tion of a household from these addresses.
Although the present files represent perhaps
only 70 percent of all households, the cover-
age of residential units within the wurban
core of large metropolitan areas is virtually
complete.

Second, the GBF/DIME files, once created,
are a public resource. They are widely used
by local agencles and private organizations.
The file itself contalns no personal infor-
mation collected by the Bureau during the
census. A file can be used at the local level,
however, to code local information (contain-
ing street addresses) by geographic areas,
such as census tracts, to compare such infor-
mation with the summary statisties for
tracts or other areas which were tabulated
and published by the Census Bureau.

Third, the files would become outdated
rapidly if they remained static. For purposes
of the 1980 census, the Bureau has already
begun the process of correcting, updating,
and extending these flles. We are now work-
ing with local groups in over 130 SMSA’s to
update existing metropolitan maps and
GBF/DIME files to reflect changes which
have occurred since 1970 and with groups
in another 20 SMSA's to develop these re-
sources for the first tlme. The goal is to
develop such resources for all SMBA’s just
prior to the 1980 census, and if feasible, to
include some of the citles outside SMSA's
as well.

It is very important to note that this




25166

work 1s carried out in conjunction with local
councils of government and regional plan-
ning agencies, as it is they, and not the
Census Bureau which have the intimate
knowledge of local geography; without local
assistance, the GBF/DIME system would be
virtually impossible. We would also like to
extend the files within SMSA's to more of the
area not now covered, primarily to the out-
lying portions of an SMSA where unpatterned
addresses cannot now be coded by specific
geographical location. The Postal Service
carrier knows, of course, where “rural
route” addresses are actually located, but
there is no way to translate that knowledge
into the computer unless it can first be
translated into points on a map.

Fourth, the Bureau has developed com-
puter programs to be used in conjunction
with address reference files for matching
addresses to the information already in the
file. This provides a way of correcting errors
in the file, but also, it permits the assign-
ment of geographic codes to local adminis-
trative records which contain addresses. One
of these programs, for example, standardizes
street addresses which are subject to name
variability, and Includes a matcher which
links geographic base files to local data
files.

It also permits the addition to the file of
other elements, such as geographic coordi-
nates and locally-designated codes. To give
just one illustration of local use, one com-
munity, in planning for the use of commu-
nity development funds, sent out a question-
naire to its citizens, based on water billing.
The addresses for water bills were run
through one of these computer programs in
order to locate the addresses by census tract,
thus providing a way to analyze the ques-
tionnaire responses by the soclo-economic
characteristics of census tracts.

Finally, although the Bureau's GBF/
DIME file system has some unigue character=-
istics, the basic concepts and procedures can
be and have been applied in similar develop-
ments quite independently of the Bureau's
own work, which is aimed principally toward
the decennial census operation.

Census tracts are relatively small geograph-
ic areas into which large cities and their envi-
rons have been divided for statistical pur-
poses. Tract boundaries are selected by local
committees and approved by the Bureau of
the Census. The first tracts were delineated
for 8 citles for the 1910 census, and over
100 cities had been tracted by the 1950 cen-
sus. The average tract has about 4,000 per-
sons, and is originally laid out so as to
achieve some uniformity of population char-
acteristics, economic status, and living con-
ditions. Tract boundaries generally conform
to municipal and other political subdivision
boundaries. Sometimes they also conform to
other locally-designated areas within a city,
such as health districts. Tract boundaries
necessarily change, but changes are kept to
& minimum in order to permit data com-
parisons over two or more censuses. Tract
boundaries rarely conform to ZIP code
boundaries, except where a ZIP code area
is equal to the boundaries of a particular
municipality, in which case several tracts
may equal one ZIP code area.

The Bureau has taken full advantage of
computers for its work on address reference
files, and also for mapping techniques and
graphic presentations of data. Using the
computers is obviously very cost effective
in dealing with large numbers of addresses,
particularly for address matching. It is also
possible, however, to follow a manual proce-
dure for coding addresses to geographic areas,
such as census tracts. This could include
visual inspection of local maps or census
tract maps, and physical canvassing where
necessary. Several cities and planning agen-
cles have developed a census tract code book
for this purpose, which contains an alpha-
betical listing of street mames and address
ranges for each street.
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Some of the witnesses who testified on
June 26 apparently commented on the diffi-
culty of obtaining and using material for
coding addresses by census tract. I believe
Mr. Willlam B. O'Connell pointed to such
difficulties with regard to Chicago, because
of the rather large volume of tract maps for
that city. I should like to point out that the
Chicago City Planning Commission has de-
veloped a census tract code book, and I am
fairly confident that had the Commission
been consulted, the manual would have been
available and would have greatly facllitated
whatever work was undertaken.

From a technical standpoint, it is feasible
for any local organization to make use of the
GBF/DIME files and related materials to code
its own records by census tract, bearing in
mind that the files do not exist yet for all
SMBSA’s, some of them require considerable
updating, and most of them do not cover the
entire area of an SMSA. The utility of the file
will thus vary from place to place and will
gradually increase between now and 1980.

We have no way of estimating just what
the cost impact would be on financial institu-
tions if they were required to keep their rec-
ords according to census tracts rather than
by some other criterion, such as by ZIP
codes. Obviously one great benefit of ZIP
areas is that they are precoded. One disad-
vantage, in terms of compiling statistics, is
that the ZIF areas are designed for mailing
purposes, and the extent to which they rep-
resent individuals or househclds with simi-
lar characteristics is incidental to their main
purpose. The use of census tracts requires
some special coding work.

However, tracts are designed with the pur-
pose of describing the characteristics of local
neighborhoods and making comparisons be-
tween them. So there is actually a trade-off;
the use of tracts would involve coding costs,
but produce more useful results for statisti-
cal analysis and comparisons. The basic ques-
tion, then, is how much more relevant for
the purposes of the bill is the census tract
as compared with the ZIP code area.

Omne interesting illustration was brought to
our attention by a consulting firm. A pub-
lisher chose to have two editions of a maga-
zine. Separate from the basic edition, there
was a “high income” edition, with a differ-
ential In advertising rates for the two edi-
tlons. Average family Income for ZIP code
areas was obtained, and below a certaln cut-
off, an area was excluded from the "high
income" edition category. One excluded area
happened to be a single town with four cen-
sus tracts.

The average family Income, based on pub-
lished 1970 census data, varied substantially
among the four tracts, with the highest in-
come tract about 40 percent above the low-
est income traet, in family income. It turned
out that more than one-half of the publish-
er’'s subscribers in this ZIP area lived in the
highest income tract ($17,6156), and the in-
come average was well above the cut-off
point. In substance, the analysis that was
performed for marketing purposes would
have pointed to the areas of interest more
precisely if census tract data had been used.

Although the procedures for coding records
by census tract are both feasible and opera-
tional, a different issue arises when such
records may be open to public inspection.
The Census Bureau, in accordance with the
census law, Title 13, United States Code, does
not release any information that would
reveal Identifiable personal information.
When we tabulate data for small areas such
as census tracts, we suppress information in
any particular cells of data which would
lead to disclosure. This principle should also
be considered with respect to information
maintained by finanecial institutions, par-
ticularly if depositors and loan applicants
have been promised, or have assumed, that
the personal Information they provide to
the institution will not be further disclosed
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or subject to misuse. On the basis of our
experience in tabulating small area statis-
tics, it seems quite possible that in some in-
stances the disclosures proposed in the bill
might reveal personal information about in-
dividuals where they were only one or a few
depositors or applicants in a single census
tract,

I would like to close with a few comments
on Section 307 of H.R. 8024, which would
require the Bureau to make a study on the
feasibility and usefulness of extending the
disclosure principle to depository institu-
tions outside SMSA's, and to other kinds of
financial transactions. We can certainly make
some contribution on the question of feasi-
bility, and I might say immediately that the
present prospects of coding addresses In
rural areas to their geographical location
are not very encouraging, As to the useful-
ness of requiring additional disclosures, es-
peclally for other kinds of loans, such as
mortgages and home improvement loans, I
doubt that we should or could make such
determinations. Pirst, that kind of analysis
and recommendation would depart from our
mission, which is essentially to gather and
disseminate statistics. Second, we have no
familiarity or expertise regarding the finan-
clal practices of financlal institutions. It
would be more desirable from our viewpoint
to put the study where the expertise exists,
and expect that the experts would call on us
for technical assistance.

This concludes my statement, Mr. Chair-
man, and I shall be happy to try to answer
any questions.

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Florida for his support and
his contribution.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think the time has
come to let some sunshine in; to provide
information to consumers in these neigh-
borhoods that have been arbitrarily de-
nied credit, and to let the marketplace
decide which lenders deserve their busi-
ness, That is all S. 1281 does.

I urge that this legislation be adopted.

Mr. President, I will modify my
amendment.

I understand the distinguished Sen-
ator from Utah will make an opening
statement for the minority, but I call up
my amendment and modify my amend-
ment No. 694 as follows:

On page 1, line 7, strike “mortgage
banker”.

And then as cosponsor, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may add the dis-
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts
(Mzr. BROOKE).

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has the right to amend his amend-
ment to modify his amendment.

The clerk will state the amendment
as modified.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. Prox-
MIR‘E)—

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wisconsin withhold for
Just & moment?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Certainly.

Mr. TOWER. There is some concern on
the part of some Members about their
rights in terms of offering amendments.

I wonder if we could get a consent
agreement that the committee amend-
ments will be considered as original text
for the purpose of the amendments so
that amendments can be offered in the
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second degree. Otherwise, they could not.
They would be precluded by virtue of the
fact they would be amendments in the
third degree.

I ask the Chair if I am correct on that
assumption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator from Texas
that the proposal will be to strike out
and insert committee amendments and
that bill in that form would be amend-
able in two further degrees, both the
committee amendment to strike out and
insert, and the original text.

Mr. TOWER. May I ask the Senator
from Wisconsin if that is what he is
doing now? He is not changing the text
as reported from the committee but is
moving to strike out and insert com-
mittee amendments so it is amendable
in the second degree.

Mr. PROXMIRE., The Senator is cor-
rect, that certainly is what I am doing
and what I intend to do.

Mr. TOWER. If the Senator from Wis-
consin will yield further, what I am try-
ing to do is to protect Senators who
might want to amend amendments that
are offered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor-
rect, and it has always been customary
for the manager of the bill when he of-
fers committee amendments to ask unan-
imous consent that it be considered as
original text, and I do that so that Sen-
ators can amend the bill freely, as
modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
is unsure as to whether or not the Sen-
ator at this time is proposing to strike
out and insert the committee amend-
ments or is proposing an amendment of
his own. Is the Senator asking that the
committee amendments be considered at
this time?

Mr. TOWER. Mr, President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose
time?

Mr. TOWER. I ask unanimous consent
that the time be charged to neither side.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I am
strongly opposed to S. 1281, the Home
Mortgage Disclosure Act of 1975. It is
characteristic of a trend on the part of
Congress these days to regulate every-
thing in sight and to impose unneces-
sary burdens and costs on businesses
which are only passed on to consumers,
thus increasing what they must pay for
goods and services.

The intent of some of the regulatory
bills approved in recent years has been
laudable, since there generally was a
problem which needed correcting. But in
all too many Iinstances, the degree of
regulation has been unnecessary, impos-
ing intolerable administrative and cost
burdens on business and industry, and
the areas of concern more properly and
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efficienfly might have been addressed by
State or local governments, or by the
private sector,

I wish to associate myself with the
comments of Senators Tower, GarN,
Heims, and MorcaN, members of the
committee which originated this bill. In
a Jjoint statement wurging additional
study before passage of S. 1281, these
Senators noted:

The statistical data provided under the
bill could be misconstrued and utllized to
jeopardize the solvency of financial institu-
tions and the safety of deposits. It is a step
away from the free market allocation of
credit which has so well served the Ameri-
can home owner and toward mandatory
credit allocation by the government. Finally,
there simply was Insufficlent data on the
social and economic costs of the legislation.
The many small banks and thrift institu-
tions which do not utilize computers would
be loaded with an unnecessary burden. Our
primary concern is for the consumer—par-
ticularly the home buyer—who will ul-
timately bear the costs of these schemes.

Mr. President, all of us in the Con-
gress are greatly concerned about un-
employment, about our economic prob-
lems, and about stabilizing costs of goods
and services.

If we are truly interested in putting
people back to work and in moving peo-
ple off public benefit programs and into
productive roles in this society, we ought
to do everything in our power to remove
unnecessary Federal regulations and ex-
pensive requirements from business and
industry. Every dollar a business must
spend buying forms or otherwise acting
to comply with some Federal regulation
is a dollar that will not go for employee
gages, for expansion, or for more inven-

ry.

In addition to the direct costs of com-
plying with various Government regula-
tions, business and industry must spend
huge sums of money to keep up with
paperwork. A recent report prepared by
David L. Babson & Co., reports that
American businesses must file more than
2 billion pieces of paper with various
Federal agencies every year. This activity
consumes an estimated 130 million man-
hours, and costs about $18 billion. The
Government then spends another $18 bil-
lion to print, mail, and store all of this
madterial.

Consumers pay for all this regulation
through higher prices. A classic example
of how bureaucratic meddling ean drive
up consumer costs was the requirement
that automobile seat belts and ignition
systems be connected to a buzzer to
“force” drivers to wear seat belts. Grate-
fully, widespread public opposition
forced the abandonment of the seat
belt/ignition interlock nonsense, but not
before this ridiculous requirement cost
consumers hundreds of dollars in higher
automobile costs.

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will
reject S. 1281. Moreover, I hope it will
review some of the previous laws of this
type approved in recent years and make
a concerted effort to repeal unnecessary
regulatory legislation.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendment be treated as original text
for the purpose of amendment and that
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no point of order lie against amendments
fromt._' the floor to that committee amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute will be agreed
to.
Mr. TOWER. Will be treated as orig-
inal text.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And as
agreed to, will be treated as original text
for the purpose of further amendment.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. TOWER. That means that it can
be amended in the second degree, in two
more degrees?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair rules that the bill in its present
form is amendable in two more degrees.

Mr. TOWER. In other words, an
amendment to an amendment would not
be treated as an amendment in the third
degree, to the extent that a point of
order would lie against it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

AMENDMENT NO. 694

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 694, as modified, of
which Senator Brooxe is a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. Prox-

MIRE), for himself and Mr. BROOKE, proposes
an amendment numbered 694, as modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 8, lilne 21, after “loan” insert
(other than temporary financing, such as
a construction loan)".

On page 8, strike out lines 23 through 25
and insert in lleu thereof the following:

“(2) the term ‘depository institution’
means any commercial bank, savings bank,
savings and loan assoclation, or credit union,
which makes federally related mortgage loans
as determined by the Board.”.

On page 9, strike out lines 13 through 18
and insert in lleu thereof the following:
“number and total dollar amount of mort-
gage loans which were (A) originated, or
(B) purchased, by that institution during
each fiscal year (beginning with the last full
fiscal year of that institution which immedi-
ately preceded the effective date of this
Act).”.

On page 10, line 2 strike out “county"” and
insert in lleu thereof “State”.

On page 10, between lines 4 and 5, Insert
the following: “For the purpose of this
paragraph, a depository institution which
maintains offices in more than one standard
metropolitan statistical area shall be re-
quired to make the information required by
this paragraph available at any such office
only to the extent that such information re-
lates to mortgage loans which were origi-
nated, purchased, or sold by an office of that
depository institution located in the standard
metropolitan statistical area in which the
office making such information avallable is
located.”.

On page 10, between lines 16 and 17, insert
the following:

‘“{e) Any information required to be com-
piled and made avallable under this section
shall be maintained and made avallable for a
perlod of five years after the close of the
first year during which such Information
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is required to be maintained and made avail-
able.”.

On page 13, line 19, strike out “shall” and
insert in lieu thereof “may".

On page 13, line 24, strike out the period
and insert in lieu thereof a comma and the
following: “and that such law contains ade-
quate provisions for enforcement.”.

At the end of the bill add the following:

“EFFECTIVE DATE

“Sgc. 8. The provisions of this Act shall be-
come effective upon the expiration of ninety
was following the date of enactment of this
Act.”.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, Sen-
ator BrookE and I have a package
amendment that makes technical per-
fecting modifications, and also makes
the bill less costly for the financial in-
stitutions to comply with.

Let me summarize the provisions:

First, we make it clear that we are
applying the disclosure requirement only
to permanent mortgage loans, not to
temporary construction loans. We were
advised by counsel that this is necessary
since technically speaking a construction
loan which is secured by property may be
considered a mortgage, and it was not the
committee’s intent to cover that sort of
loan.

Second, we sharpen up the definition
of which institutions are covered. The
language in the committee report may
be a bit unclear, since we define deposi-
tory institution as anybody who makes
federally related mortgage loans under
the Real Estate Settlement Procedures
Act of 1974. That includes insurance
companies, and individual investors,
whose activities are not significant for
the purposes of this legislation. This bill
aims at discerning patterns of invest-
ment by institutions that do a substan-
tial amount of mortgage lending in an
area, so the amendment spells out ex-
actly who is covered—banks, mutual sav-
ings banks, savings and loan associa-
tions, and credit unions.

Third, we are modifying the disclosure
requirement to make it essentially pros-
pective. Witnesses from the financial in-
stitutions told us that it would be dis-
proportionately costly if they were re-
quired to go back over outstanding loans
and assign census tracts to them. Where-
as if they simply assign the census tract
at the time a new loan is originated, the
cost drops to something less than a dol-
lar per loan, according to industry esti-
mates. We would require reporting of
loans made during the year preceding
the act so that the act would have some
impact next year.

Under this provision, institutions
would assign census tracts to loans made

‘during the fiscal year preceding the ef-
fective date of the act, and subsequently
the reporting requirement would apply
to all new loans. We also make clear that
the legislation requires an accounting of
loans purchased as well as originated,
and the intent here is that these be sepa-
rate categories, with the information
broken down separately for each cate-
Bory.

Next, the amendment simplifies the
disclosure provision relating to loans
made outside an institution’s own met-
ropolitan area. As reported, the bill re-
quires that those loans be broken down
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by county. We feel that this degree of
specificity is probably not necessary, so
“county” is changed to “State.”

Similarly, an institution such as Bank
of America, which does business in more
than one metropolitan area would be re-
quired under the committee report to
maintain census-tract disclosure records
in its Los Angeles offices for loans made
In San Francisco. That would not be use-
ful information. So the amendment lim-
its that the census-tract recordkeeping
requirement to loans made within a par-
ticular branch’s home metropolitan area.

This amendment also provides that
records must be kept for 5 years. In ad-
dition, it gives the Federal Reserve
greater flexibility in administering the
act where comparable legislation has
been enacted at the State level, by mak-
ing the waiver discretionary. And final-
ly, we provide that the act shall take ef-
fect 90 days following enactment.

This amendment will improve the leg-
islation technically and in the substan-
tive area of making the disclosure re-
quirement prospective, I believe it will
make it easier for the finaneial institu-
tions to live with.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, on the
amendment of the Senator from Wis-
consin, if he is prepared to yield back
the remainder of his time, I am pre-
pared to yield back mine.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. TOWER. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re-
maining time having been yielded back,
the question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Wis-
consin.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that no
further time be charged against either
side on the pending bill for the re-
mainder of the day.

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

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. TOWER. I wonder if the pending
business could now be laid aside tempo-
rarily for whatever other business the
Senator wants to transact, so that we
can be finished with our business for
today.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes.

CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN
MEASURES ON THE CALENDAR

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
Order No. 300, and, after that, to Cal-
endar Order No. 322.

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

Mr. ALLEN. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, what are these items?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Calendar
Order No. 300 is a resolution authorizing
additional expenditures by the Commit-
tee on Commerce, and Calendar Order
322 is a bill related to special pay for
nuclear qualified officers.
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ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (8. Res. 63) authorizing ad-
ditional expenditures by the Committee
on Commerce for inquiries and investi-
gations, which had been reported from
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration with amendments as follows:

On page 2, in line 17, strike out “$2,347,-
639.47" and insert “$1,997,000",

On page 3, in line 3, strike out “commit-
tee” and insert “committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salaries of employees pald at
an annual rate”.

The amendments were agreed to.
The resolution, as amended, was
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That (a) In holding hearings,
reporting such hearings, and making inves-
tigations as authorized by sections 134(a)
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946, as amended, in accordance with
its jurisdiction under rule XXV of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, the Commit-
tee on Commerce, or any subcommittee
thereof, is authorized from March 1, 1976,
through February 29, 1976, in its discretion
(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per-
sonnel, and (3) with prior consent of the
Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and
Administration, to use on a relmbursable
basis the services of personnel of any such
department or agency.

(b) The investigations referred to in sub-
section (a) shall include, but not be limited
to, investigations of (1) national ocean pol-
icy, (2) transportation development and
regulation, and (3) tourism. The investiga-
tion of national ocean policy shall be con-
ducted in accordance with, and subject to
the provisions of 5. Res. 222, Ninety-third
Congress, agreed to February 19, 1974. The
investigation of tourism shall be conducted
in accordance with S. Res. 347, Ninety-third
Congress, agreed to October 10, 1974.

Sec. 2. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution shall not exceed $1,997,-
000, of which amount not to exceed $200,000
shall be available for the procurement of the
services of individual consultants, or orga-
nizations thereof (as authorized by section
202 (1) of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946, as amended).

Sec. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with such recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable, to the
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than February 29, 1976.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate under vouchers
approved by the chairman of the commit-
tee, except that vouchers shall not be re-
quired for the disbursement of salaries of
employees pald at an annual rate.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 94-308), explaining the purposes of
the measure.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

EXCERPT

Senate Resolution 63 as referred would
authorize the Committee on Commerce, or
any subcommittee thereof, from March 1,
1975, through February 29, 1976, to expend
not to exceed $2,347,630.47 for a study of
matters within its jurisdictlon under rule
XXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate, of
which amount not to exceed $200,000 would
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be available for the procurement of the serv-
ices of individual consultants or organiza-
tions thereof.

During the second session of the 93d Con-
gress the committee was authorized by Sen-
ate Resolution 262, agreed to March 1, 1974,
to expend not to exceed $1,643,800 for the
same or similar purposes. The committee
estimates that the unobligated balance un-
der that authorization as of February 28,
1975 (funds returnable to the Treasury), will
be approximately $50,000.

The investigations referred to above would
include, but not be limited to, investigations
of (1) national ocean policy, (2) transporta-
tion development and regulation, and (3)
tourism. The Investigation of national ocean
policy would be conducted in accordance
with, and subject to the provisions of Sen-
ate Resolution 222, Ninety-third Congress,
agreed to February 19, 1974. The investiga-
tion of tourism would be conducted in ac-
cordance with Senate Resolution 347, Ninety-
third Congress, agreed to October 10, 1874.

The Committee takes cognizance of the
fact that expenses incurred by the ex officio
members participating with the Committee
on Commerce in conducting the National
Ocean Policy Study authorized by said Sen-
ate Resolution 222, agreed to February 19,
1974, will be paid from the funds contained
in Senate Resclution 63. Section 2 of Senate
Resolution 222 authorizes the Chalrman and
ranking Minority Member of the Committee
on Appropriations, Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, Committee on Public
Works, Committee on Foreign Relations,
Committee on Government Operations, Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare and
Committee on Armed Services to serve as
ex officio members of the Committee on
Commerce for purposes of this study. Addi-
tionally, the President Pro Tempore is au-
thorized to name three (3) Majority and
three (3) Minority members who represent
coastal states, without regard to Committee
membership, to serve as additional ex officlo
members of the Committee on Commerce for
purposes of this study.

The Committee also takes cognizance of
the fact that expenses Incurred by the ex-
officlo members participating with the Com-
mittee on Commerce in conducting the Na-
tional Tourism Policy Study authorized by
Senate Resolution 347, agreed to October 10,
1974, will be pald from the funds contained
in Senate Resolution 63. Section 2 of Senate
Resolution 347 authorizes the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committees
on Appropriations, Agriculture and Forestry,
Interior and Insular Affairs, Public Works,
Foreign Relations, Government Operations,
Labor and Public Welfare, Banking, Housing
and Urban Affairs, and Judiclary, and the
Belect Committee on Small Business to serve
as ex officio members of the Committee on
Commerce for purposes of the study.

The Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion has amended Senate Resolution 63 by
reducing the requested amount from §2,347,-
639 to $1,997,000, a reduction of $350,639,
and by incorporating a technical amend-
ment.

NUCLEAR CAREER INCENTIVE ACT
OF 1975

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 2114) to amend title 37, United
States Code, relating to special pay for
nuclear qualified officers, and for other
purposes, which had been reported from
the Committee on Armed Services with
an amendment to strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert:

That section 312(e) of title 37, United
States Code, is amended by striking out
“June 30, 1975" and inserting in lieu thereof
“September 30, 1977".
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The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, was read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No, 94-329), explaining the purposes of
the measure.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

EXCERPTS
PURPOSE OF LEGISLATION

Authority for speclal pay for nuclear-
tralned naval officers expired on June 30,
1976. This authority provides for one pay-
ment of $15,000 to each naval officer qual-
ified for duty in connection with the super-
vision, operation and maintenance of naval
nuclear propuilsion plants who, prior to com-~
pletion of 10 years of active service, agrees to
remain on active duty for 4 years in addition
to any other period of obligated active serv-
ice.
The legislative proposal recommended by
the Defense Department was not received by
the Senate until June 9, 1975. This allowed
inadequate time for the committee to fully
consider this proposal. However, the naval
officers who are affected by this legislation
perform some of the most vital and impor-
tant jobs in the entire Defense Department.
These jobs are Involved with the operation
of our ballistic missile submarines, our nu-
clear attack submarines and the nuclear sur-
face ship fleet. The committee does not
belileve pay for these personnel should be
held up while new pay proposals are con-
sidered.

The Defense Department proposed legis-
lation would have created an entirely new
system of incentive pay for these officers.
Preliminary investigation revealed little evi-
dence that the proposed system would in-
sure the retention of sufficlent nuclear-qual-
ified officers. In addition, the proposed sys-
tem would have institutionalized a perma-
nent system of general incentive pay, rather
than the more flexible and controllable sys-
tem of speclal pay aimed at specific problems.
It Is not clear how this proposed system
would relate to the overall review of military
pay now underway in the Defense Depart-
ment. In light of these considerations, the
committee recommends a 2-year extenslon
of the current pay system while other ap-
proaches are developed and considered.
PRIOR LEGISLATION ON SPECIAL PAY FOR NAVY

NUCLEAR TRAINED OFFICERS

During 1963-64, the officer input to naval
nuclear propulsion tralning was more than
doubled due to rapid expansion of the nu-
clear submarine fleet. In 1969, many of these
officers, having reached the end of their mini-
mum obligated service, chose to leave active
duty service. The Navy found the remaining
officers insufficient in number to man certain
nuclear department head positions on sub-
marines.

To slow the loss of nuclear officers, in 1969
Congress enacted Public Law 81-20 authoriz-
ing Nuclear Submarine Officer Continuation
Pay. This pay was a $15,000 bonus over one
4-year commitment which could begin after
the initial service obligation and before com-
pleting 10 years of commissioned service. Au-
thority for this program was to expire in
1973.

This bonus pay succeeded in slowing the
resignation rate for nuclear submarine offi-
cers. In Public Law 92-581 in 1972, Con-
gress extended the authority to grant the
bonus to submarine nuclear officers until
June 30, 1975. This law also expanded the
nuclear officer bonus to the surface nuclear
fleet. The authority to grant this bonus to

25169

officers not currently recelving it expired
June 30, 1875.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar Order No. 307, a resolution au-
thorizing additional expenditures by the
Committee on the Judiciary.

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

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDI-
CIARY

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (8. Res. 72) authorizing addi-
tional expenditures by the Committee
on the Judiciary for inguiries and inves-
tigations, which had been reported from
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration with amendments as follows:

On page 2, in line 11, strike out “$4,391,-
400" and insert “$4,057,700".

On page 2, in line 20, strike out “$429,600"
and insert “$422,600".

On page 2, in line 25, strike out “$815,-
100” and insert “$799,100".

On page 3, in line b, strike out “$310,000"
and Insert *“$280,700".

On page 3, in line 10, strike out *$381,-
800" and Insert *“$354,500".

On page 3, In line 15, strike out “$258,-
000" and insert “$245,700".

On page 3, in line 21, strike out *“$223,.-
500" and insert “$217,300".

On page 3, in line 24, strike out “$272,000"
and insert “$259,700".

On page 4, in line 4, strike out “$400,000"
and insert “$283,300",

On page 4, in line 19, strike out “$428,000"
and insert “$403,000".

On page 5, In line 3, strike out “$98,000™
and insert “$94,700".

On page b, In line 7, strike out “$220,000"
and insert “$207,300".

On page 5, beginning In line 12, strike
out:

Sec. 16, Not to exceed $70,000 shall be
avallable for a study or investigation of re-
vision and codification.

On page 5, In line 14, strike out “17" and
insert “16".

On page 5, in line 14, strike out "“§280,000"
and insert “£274,300".

On page b, in line 20, strike out *18” and
insert “17".

On page b, in line 23, strike out “19" and
insert “18".

On page 6, In line 5, strike out *“20"” and
insert “19".

On page 6, in line T, strike out “commit-
tee” and insert “committee, except that
vouchers shall not be required for the dis-
bursement of salarles of employees pald at
an annual rate”.

The amendments were agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was
agreed to, as follows:

8. Res. 72

Resolved, That in holding hearings, re-
porting such hearings, and making investi-
gatlons as suthorized by sections 134(a)
and 136 of the Leglislative Reorganization Act
of 1946, as amended, and in accordance with
its jurisdiction under rule XXV of the
Standing Rules of the Senate so far as ap-
plicable, the Committee on the Judiclary,
or any subcommittee thereof, is authorized
from March 1, 1975, through February 29,
1978, for the purposes stated and within the
limitations imposed by the following sec-
tions, In its discretion (1) to make expend-
itures from the contingent fund of the
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3)
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with the prior consent of the Government
department or agency concerned and the
Committee on Rules and Administration, to
use on a reimbursable basis the services or
personnel of any such department or agency.

Sec. 2. The Committee on the Judiciary,
or any subcommittee thereof, 1s authorized
from March 1, 1975, through February 29,
1976, to expend not to exceed $4,0567,700 to
examine, investigate, and make a complete
study of any and all matters pertaining to
each of the subjects set forth below in suc-
ceeding sections of this resolution, said funds
to be allocated to the respective specific in-
quiries and to the procurement of the serv-
ices of individual consultants or organiza-
tions thereof (as authorized by section 202
(1) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946, as amended) in accordance with such
succeeding sections of this resolution.

Sec. 3. Not to exceed $422,600 shall be
avallable for a study or investigation of ad-
ministrative practice and procedure, of
which amount not to exceed $14,600 may be
expended for the procurement of individual
consultants or organizations thereof.

Sec. 4. Not to exceed $799,100 shall be
available for a study or investigation of anti-
trust and monopely, of which amount not
to exceed $8,000 may be expended for the
procurement of individual consultants or
organizations thereof.

Sec. 6. Not to exceed $290,700 shall be avail-
able for a study or investigation of constitu-
tional amendments, of which amount not to
exceed $14,000 may be expended for the pro-
curement of individual consultants or orga-
nizations thereof.

Sec. 6. Not to exceed $354,500 shall be avall-
able for a study or investigation of constitu-
tional rights, of which amount not to exceed
$10,117 may be expended for the procure-
ment of individual consultants or organiza-
tions thereof.

Sec. 7. Not to exceed $245,700 shall be
avallable for a study or investigation of erim-
inal laws and procedures,

Sec. 8. Not to exceed $17,500 shall be avall-
able for a study or investigation of Federal
charters, holidays, and celebrations.

Sec. 9. Not to exceed $217,300 shall be
available for a study or investigation of im-
migration and naturalization.

Sec. 10. Not to exceed $259,700 shall be
available for a study or investigation of im-
provements In judicial machinery, of which
amount not to exceed $10,000 may be ex-
pended for the procurement of individual
consultants or organizations thereof.

Bec. 11. Not to exceed $283,300 shall be
available for a complete and continuing study
and investigation of (1) the administration,
operation, and enforcement of the Internal
Security Act of 1950, as amended, (2) the
administration, operation, and enforcement
of other laws relating to esplonage, sabo-
tage, and the protection of the internal secu-
rity of the United States, and (3) the extent,
nature, and effect of subversive activities in
the United States, its territories and posses-
slons, including, but not limited to, esplo-
nage, sabotage, and infiltration by persons
who are or may be under the domination of
the foreign government or organization con-
trolling the world Communist movement or
any other movement seeking to overthrow the
Government of the United States by force
and violence or otherwise threatening the in-
ternal security of the United States.

Sec. 12. Not to exceed $403,000 shall be
avallable for a study or investigation of juve-
nile delinquency, of which amount not to
exceed $14,000 may be expended for the pro-
curement of individual consultants or orga-
nizations thereof.

Sec. 13. Not to exceed $168,000 shall be
avallable for a study or investigation of pa-
tents, trademarks, and copyrights.

Sec. 14. Not to exceed $94,700 shall be
avallable for a study or investigation of na-
tional penitentlaries, of which amount not
to exceed $500 may be expended for the pro-
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curement of individual consultants or orga-
nizations thereof.

Sec. 15. Not to exceed $207,300 shall be
avallable for a study or investigation of
refugees and escapees, of which amount not
to exceed $3,000 may be expended for the
procurement of individual consultants or or-
ganizations thereof.

Sec. 16. Not to exceed $274,300 shall be
available for a study or investigation of sep-
aration of powers between the executive,
judicial, and legislative branches of Govern-
ment of which amount not to exceed $10,000
may be expended for the procurement of

individual consultants or organizations
thereof.
Sec. 17. Not to exceed $20,000 shall be

available for a study or Iinvestigation of
Federal Bureau of Investigation oversight.

Sec, 18. The committee shall report its
findings, together with such recommenda-
tions for legislation as it deems advisable
with respect to each study or investigation
for which expenditure is authorized by this
resolution, to the Senate at the earliest prac-
ticable date, but not later than February 29,
1976.

Bec. 19. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee,
except that vouchers shall not be required
for the disbursement of salaries of employees
pald at an annual rate.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 94-315), explaining the purposes of
the measure.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Senate Resolution 72, as referred, would
authorize the Committee on the Judiciary,
or any subcommittee thereof, from March 1,
1975, through February 29, 1976, to expend
not to exceed $4,391,400 for inquiries and
investigations.

The funds requested by the committee
would be allocated to specific inquiries and
to the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants or organizations thereof
as follows:

Section 3 of the resolution would provide
that not to exceed $420,600 would be avall-
able for a study or Investigation of admin-
istrative practice and procedure, of which
amount not to exceed $14,500 could be ex-
pended for the procurement of consultants.

Section 4 of the resolution would provide
that not to exceed $815,100 would be avail-
able for a study or investigation of anti-
trust and monopoly, of which amount not to
exceed #$8,000 could be expended for the
procurement of consultants.

Section 56 of the resolution would provide
that not to exceed $310,000 would be avail-
able for a study or investigation of constitu-
tional amendments, of which amount not to
exceed $14,000 could be expended for the
procurement of consultants.

Section 6 of the resolution would provide
that not to exceed $381,800 would be avail-
able for a study or investigation of constitu-
tional rights, of which amount not to exceed
$10,117 could be expended for the procure-
ment of consultants.

Section 7 of the resolution would provide
that not to exceed $258,000 would be avail-
able for a study or investigation of criminal
laws and procedures.

Section 8 of the resolution would provide
that not to exceed $17,5600 would be available
for a study or investigation of Federal
charters, holidays, and celebrations.

Section 9 of the resolution would provide
that not to exceed $223,500 would be avall-
able for a study or investigation of immigra-
tion and naturalization.

Section 10 of the resolution would provide
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that not to exceed $272,000 would be avalil-
able for a study or investigation of improve-
ments in judiclal machinery, of which
amount not to exceed $10,000 could be ex-
pended for the procurement of consultants.

Section 11 of the resolution would provide
that not to exceed $400,000 would be avall-
able for a study or investigation of internal
security.

Bection 12 of the resolution would provide
that not to exceed $428,000 would be avail-
able for a study or investigation of juvenile
delinquency, of which amount not to exceed
$14,000 could be expended for the procure=-
ment of consultants.

Sectlon 13 of the resolution would provide
that not to exceed $168,000 would be avail-
able for a study or investigation of patents,
trademarks, and copyrights.

Section 14 of the resolution would provide
that not to exceed £98,000 would be avail-
able for a study or investigation of national
penitentiaries, of which amount not to ex-
ceed $500 could be expended for the procure-
ment of consultants,

Section 15 of the resolution would provide
that not to exceed $220,000 would be avall-
able for a study or investigation of refugees
and escapees, of which amount not to exceed
#3,000 could be expended for the procure-
ment of consultants.

Section 16 of the resolution would provide
that not to exceed $70,000 would be avail-
able for a study or investigation of revision
and codification.

Section 17 of the resolution would provide
that not to exceed $280,000 would be avail-
able for a study or investigation of separa-
tion of powers (Executive, Judicial, Legisla-
tive), of which amount not to exceed $10,000
could be expended for the procurement of
consultants.

Sectlon 18 of the resolution would provide
that not to exceed $20,000 would be avail-
able for a study or Investigation of FBI
oversight.

During the second session of the 93d Con-
gress the committee was authorized by Senate
Resolution 255, agreed to March 1, 1974, to
expend not to exceed $4,116,600! for in-
quiries and Iinvestigations. The following
table sets forth the allocation of those funds
to the committee’s respective subcommittees
and the estimated unobligated balances as
of February 28, 1975 (funds returnable to
the Treasury) :

1As amended by B. Res. 358, agreed to
Aug. 22, 1974, which authorized the com-
mittee $12,600 (increase from $150,000 to
$162,500) in supplemental funds for the Sub-
committee on Representation of Citizen In-
terests; and further amended by S. Res. 403,
agreed to Oct. 10, 1974, which authorized the
committee $31,100 (increase from $377,800 to
$408,900) in supplemental funds for the Sub-
committee on Administrative Practice and
Procedure.

Amount
Amount returnable
Subcommittee authorized (estimated)

Administrative Practice and Proce-
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Constitutional Amendments
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At the request of Chairman Eastland, the
Committee on Rules and Administration has
amended Senate Resolution 72 by deleting
section 16 (providing funds for the BSub-
committee on Revision and Codification),
and, consequently, by redesignating sections
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17, 18, 19, and 20 as sections 16, 17, and 189,
respectively. (See letter dated Mar. 6, 1975,
to Chairman Cannon from Chalrman East-
land, which letter may be found on p. 4
of this report.) The Committee also is re-
porting the resolution with a technical
amendment.
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The Committee also has amended Senate
Resolution 72 by reducing the total request-
ed amount from $4,391,400 to $4,057,700, a
reduction of $333,700. The distribution of
the reduction among the respective purposes
is shown in the following tabulation:

Amount

Purpose

Requested Amendment

Approved Purpose

Amount

Requested Amendment Approved

.. Administrative practice and pro-
cedure.
Aniitrust and monopoly
-. Constitutional amendments
Constitutional rights.
-. Criminal laws and procedures
Federal charters, holidays, and cele-
brations.
Immigration and naturalization......
.. Improvements in judicial machinery.

$429, 500
815, 100

23, 500
272,000

$422, 600
799, 100

217, 300
259,700

Internal security. . P
- Juvenile dehnquency
. Patents, trademarks, and :owngh'ts_

_ Penitentiaries...._......._ .
. Refugees and escapees
- Revision and codification
- Separation of powers___
FBI oversight

$400,000 —$116, 700 $283, 300
428,000 —25,00 403, 000
168,000

94, 700
207, 303
274, 300

20,000

4,057,700

—333,700

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
10 AM. MONDAY, JULY 28, 1975

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today it
stand in adjournment until the hour of
10 2.m. on Monday.

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

REQUEST FOR TUNANIMOUS-CON-
SENT AGREEMENT FOR TRANS-
ACTION OF ROUTINE MORNING
BUSINESS ON MONDAY OBJECTED
TO

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on Mon-
day, after the two leaders or their desig-
nees have been recognized under the
standing order, there be a brief period
for the transaction of routine morning
business of not to exceed 10 minutes, with
statements limited therein to 2 minutes
each.

Mr, ALLEN. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

DISAPPROVAL OF CONSTRUCTION
PROJECTS ON THE ISLAND OF
DIEGO GARCIA

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate adjourns today, the resolution
Senate Resolution 160, disapproving con-
struction projects on the island of Diego
Garcia, be made the pending business.

Mr. TOWER. Reserving the right to
object, and I do not intend to object, this
bill is out of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, is that correct?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Armed
Services Committee.

Mr. TOWER. The authorization bill
out of Armed Services?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is a resolution of
disapproval.

Mr. TOWER. The resolution of disap-
proval, right.

Have the appropriate Members on this
side been contacted?

Mr. MANSFIELD. They have, the
chairman of the committee and the
ranking member have both been con-
tacted, and also Mr, CULVER, Mr. LEAHY,
Mr. Hart, and Mr. MANSFIELD, AmMONg
others, have been notified.

Mr. TOWER. I do not object.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Besides, may I say
it is the last day upon which the reso-
lution of disapproval could be brought

up.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Was the re-
quest granted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, it
was.

On whose time does the Senator sug-
gest the absence of a quorum?

Mr. TOWER. I ask unanimous consent
that the time be charged to neither side.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, does the Sen-
ator contemplate proceeding with the
bill? What does he have in mind with the
guorum call?

Mr. TOWER. The Senator from Texas
has in mind a little caucus of some of
the people on this side, to determine what
we should do next. We have to get our
parliamentary sequence sorted out here.
It should not take long.

Mr. President, I withdraw my request
for the quorum call, and yield to the Sen-
ator from West Virginia for a question.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I wanted to
talk to the Senator privately. Will the
Chair tolerate a private conversation
for no longer than 30 seconds?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum, the time for the
quorum call to be charged equally to both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

HOME MORTGAGE DISCLOSURE
ACT OF 1975
The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 1281) to im-
prove public understanding of the role
of depository institutions in home
financing.

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR COMMIT-
TEE TO FILE CONFERENCE RE-
PORT ON H.R. 6674

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Armed Services be granted permis-
sion to have until midnight tonight,
July 26, 1975, to file the conference re-
port on H.R. 6674, the military procure-
ment authorization bill.

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

DISAPPROVAL OF CONSTRUCTION
PROJECTS ON THE ISLAND OF
DIEGO GARCIA

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now pro-
ceed to the consideration, without any
action thereon at this time, of 8. Res.
160.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (5. Res. 160) disapproving
construction projects on the Island of Diego
Garcla.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from West Virginia?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

SENATE RESOLUTION 222—RESOLU-
TION CONGRATULATING THE
APOLLO-SOYUZ SPACE PROJECT

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, now
that both the American and Soviet space
teams have safely returned to their
homelands, I would like to comment on
the Apollo-Soyuz test project.

From the early 1960's and the advent
of space activity, international coopera-
tion in space has been endorsed by both
the United States and the Soviet Union.
This mission is the culmination of years
of negotiating, careful planning, and ex~
tensive testing.

In 1962, after the successful Glenn mis-
sion, Nikita Khrushchev sent a congrat-
ulatory telegram to the late President
EKennedy and initially expressed the de-
sirability of cooperation in space. The
Outer Space Treaty of 1967, signed by
both the United States and the U.S.8.R.,
further guaranteed that “space explora-
tion shall be carried out for the benefit
of all humanity.” Discussions from 1969
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to 1971 between the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration and the
Soviet Academy of Sciences produeed the
agreement that the United States and
the Soviet Union would each design a
manned spacecraft with a compatible
docking mechanism. The fabrication of
such a standardized docking system was
an essential first step in the process of
international space exploration. These
talks were formalized by the 1972 U.S.-
U.S.S.R. Space Agreement which pro-
vided for the docking system and, more
importantly, authorized this 1975.

The mere fact that such a mission
could be designed and so successfully
implemented is testimony of the level of
cooperation which has been cultivated
by both the United States and the Soviet
Union.

I believe the nature of this occasion
warrants official action by the Senate.
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of a resolu-
tion congratulating the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration and
the Soviet Academy of Sciences on an
outstanding, international effort.

Mr. President, I send to the desk a
Senate resolution congratulating the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration and the Soviet Academy of Sci-
ences on the joint Apollo-Soyuz space
project, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution will be stated by title,

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 222) to offer con-
gratulations to the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration and the Soviet Acad-
emy of Sciences on the joint Apollo-Soyuz
Test Project.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the
resolution?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have no objection to the con-
sideration of the resolution. That is the
kind of détente of which I approve. I
do not approve of a lot of agreements
that have been made in the name of
détente. But I do approve of this one.
I think it was a very desirable maneuver,
and I am glad to see both countries co-
operate in this endeavor.

I commend the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania on this resolution.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, 1
thank the distinguished Senator from
Virginia.

I can take some pride in the resolu-
tion in that I have been told by persons
in a position to know that I had some-
thing to do with the acceptance of the
project in talks with certain officials
with both countries in 1971.

THE HANDSHAKE IN SPACE

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
before the resolution is agreed to, on
last Thursday evening—I believe it was—
with the safe return of the three Ameri-
can astronauts, the Apollo-Soyuz space
mission officially ended.

I join in offering congratulations to
these courageous explorers, but I cau-
tion against our letting the handshake in
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space distort our view of realities of the
situation here on Earth.

The news media, especially the tele-
vision networks, assured us nightly that
the mission was historic—and from a
show business point of view, it probably
was.

However, I have a feeling that history
itself will rate the mission as rather
meaningless.

What the mission showed was Russia’s
willingness to fully cooperate with the
form of détente. What the world needs
is Russia’s cooperation with the sub-
stance of détente.

It was not too long ago that the Soviet
Union was gloating over the fall of South
Vietnam—a fall that Russia contributed
to by greatly increasing its military sup-
plies to the North, rather than using its
influence to keep the unsteady peace
which had cost so many American lives.

And today, Russia looks with a
covetous eye at both Portugal and India.
Secretary Kissinger has estimated that,
over the past 12 months, more than $50
million in Soviet aid has gone to the
Portuguese Communists to help that
small minority suppress the majority.
In India, as Prime Minister Indira
Gandhi moves to completely destroy
freedom, she can count only one strong
friend in her corner—the Soviet Union.

The now-distant memories of Berlin
and Hungary and Czechoslovakia and
other countries unfortunate enough to
come under the Soviets’ sphere of domi-
nation; the recent memories of Vietnam;
and the current situations in Portugal
and India—these are things that all
Americans should keep constantly in
mind.

The peaceful handshake in space made
good television, but Russia’s strong-arm
tactics here on earth will continue to
bear close watching.

I have no objection to the passage of
the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

The resolution (S. Res. 222) was agreed
to

The preamble was agreed to.
The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:
S. Res. 222

Whereas, the 1962 telegram to the late
President Eennedy from General Secretary
Khrushchev expressed the initial desire for
Soviet-American cooperation in space; and

Whereas, the Outer Space Treaty of 1967,
signed by both the United States of America
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
guaranteed that space is free for exploration
and use by all countries; and

Whereas, the discussions of 19690-1971 be-
tween the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration and the Soviet Academy of
Sclences produced the agreement that the
United States and the Soviet Union would
each design a manned spacecraft with a
compatible docking mechanism;

Whereas, formal authorization of a joint
Amerlican-Soviet space venture was provided
bydthe 1972 U.S.-US.S.R, Space Agreement;
an

Whereas, the Apollo-Soyuz Test Project 1s
the culmination of years of negotiating, care-
ful planning and extensive testing; and
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Whereas, the mere fact that such a project
could be designed and so successfully imple-
mented is testimony of the level of coopera-
tion which has been cultivated by the United
States of America and the Union of Soviet
Boclalist Republics; and

Whereas, it is our hope that both nations
will continue to work together to assure that
future space exploration shall be carried out
for the benefit of all humanity; now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That on behalf of the people of
the United States of America, the Senate
hereby expresses congratulations to the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration
and the Soviet Academy of Sclences on an
outstanding international effort.

SENATE RESOLUTION 223—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION DECLAR-
ING A VACANCY IN THE OFFICE
OF U.S. SENATOR FOR THE STATE
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
send to the desk a resclution to declare
vacant the seat in New Hampshire and
provide for payment of annual salary to
each of the two contestants up to the
date of the adoption of the resolution,
and I ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 223) declaring a
vacancy in the office of United States Senator
for the State of New Hampshire for the term
commencing January 3, 1975, and for other
purposes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I object to the consideration of the
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

The resolution will go over under the
rules.

The resolution is as follows:

S. REes. 223

Whereas the senatorial election contest
from the State of New Hampshire Is so close
that it appears impossible for the Senate to
determine the outcome with accuracy and
certainty, and

Whereas the State of New Hampshire has
been without its constitutional representa-
tion in the United States Senate for almost
seven months, and

Whereas both contestants have been sub-
Ject to large expense and great personal
sacrifice while this matter has been before the
Senate, and

Whereas the State of New Hampshire has a
municipal primary electlon scheduled for
October 7 and a special runoff election for
that date to effect a savings in election ex-
pense, now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the contested seat in the
United States Senate from the State of New
Hampshire for the term commencing Janu-
ary 3, 1975, Is hereby declared vacant as of
September 1, 1975,

SEec. 2. That the contestants for the seat
who have applied to the United States Senate
for seating, John A. Durkin and Louis C.
‘Wyman, shall each receive a prorated portion
of the annual salary of a United States Sen-
ator from January 3, 1975, through the date
of passage of this resolution, such salaries to
be pald from the Contingent Funds of the
United States Senate.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, if
I could make one statement at this
point.
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Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
sent a resolution to the desk asking that
the Senate decide to send the contest
between Messrs. Wyman and Durkin
back to New Hampshire, and I have
included in that resolution a payment to
both of these contestants of the pro
rated part of their salary up to the date
of the adoption of the resolution.

Those of us who believe that the peo-
ple of New Hampshire have a right to
determine this matter for themselves in
common with the general editorial and
newspaper opinion of the country, so far
as I am aware, are anxious that the Sen-
ate shall do something before it recesses
for the month of August.

I do not want us to go home facing
the charges that we have been unable to
solve this and we are not willing to solve
it by sending it back to New Hampshire.

I recognize the many differences of
opinion, but during the coming week I
think it is only fair to say that from
time to time I will repeat this statement
so that the public may become fully
aware of the fact that we believe this
matter should be returned to the people
of New Hampshire, and I intend to con-
tinue making the point until the recess
arrives.

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
on Monday the Senate will come in at
10 a.m.

After the two leaders or their designees
have been recognized under the standing
order on Monday, the Senate will proceed
under rules VII and VIII, and there could
be rollcall votes during the morning
hour. I think that Senators ought to
be alerted to that fact. This would mean
that there could be rollcall votes between
the hours of 10 and 12.

The unfinished business on Monday
will be Senate Resolution 160. There is
a time limitation on that resolution, I
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believe, of 5 hours, with an additional 30
minutes to each of two Senators, which
would make a total of 6 hours. I ask
the Chair, am I correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER
GARN) . The Senator is correct.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
Chair.

I cannot outline at this time all of the
measures that remain to be acted upon
next week before the Senate goes out at
the close of business on Friday, under the
law, for the August recess, but among
those measures that will be coming up
next week are the following measures—
noi necessarily in the order stated, nor
do they constitute the entire list of meas-
ures which remain to be acted upon:

The mineral leasing bill, S. 391.

S. 2173, naval petroleum reserves.

At some point during next week, the
Senate will resume its consideration of S.
1281, public understanding of depository
institutions in home financing.

S. 963, diethylstilbesterol.

S. 521, the Outer Continental Shelf.

8. 1587, public works and EDA.

S. 598, ERDA authorization.

H.R. 8121, the State, Justice, Com-
merce appropriation bill.

The HEW appropriation bill.

H.R. 2559, an act to amend title 39,
United States Code, to apply to the U.S.
Postal Service certain provisions of law
providing for Federal agency safety pro-
grams and responsibilities and for other
purposes.

S. 1466, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to extend and revise
the program of assistance for the control
and prevention of communicable dis-
eases.

By the way, I think I should state—I
believe I am correct in this—that H.R.
2559, which I mentioned earlier, is a bill
which, as I understand, contains an
amendment which provides for the exec-
utive, judicial, and legislative branches to
be included under the automatic cost-of-
living pay increases. I think Senators

(Mr,

25173

ought to be on notice as to what is in-
volved in that measure.

Now, to continue with my statement of
certain measures that will likely be com-
ing up next week: S. 1771, a bill to pro-
vide special pay and other improvements
designed to enhance the recruitment and
retention of physicians, dentists, nursing
personnel, and other health care per-
sonnel.

Senate Resolution 145, the resolution
to express the disapproval of the Senate
of the President’s proposed amendment
to the regulations dealing with price con-
trols on domestic crude oil, residual oil,
and so forth.

S. 354, the no-fault insurance bill may
come up.

And possibly HR. 7710, an act to
amend the tariff schedules to provide
duty-free treatment to watches and so
on.
Of course, there may also be other
measures taken up which are not now on
the calendar.

Conference reports, being privileged,
may be called up at any time, and rollcall
votes may occur thereon.

And the New Hampshire election dis-
pute, of course, is a matter yet to be
resolved.

That is a pretty full plate to chew on
next week.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A M.
MONDAY

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 Sen-
ate—after 7 hours and 58 minutes of toil
today, five rollcall votes, an override of a
Presidential veto, passage of two appro-
priation bills and several other bills and
resolutions—stand in adjournment until
10 a.m. on Monday morning.

The motion was agreed to; and at 4:58
p.m., the Senate adjourned until Monday,
July 28, 1975, at 10 a.m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Saturday, July 26, 1975

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 6674

Mr. PRICE (pursuant to an order of
the House on July 25) filed the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 6674) to authorize appropria-
tions during the fiscal year 1976, and the
period beginning July 1, 1976, and ending
September 30, 1976, for procurement of
aireraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked
combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other
weapons, and research, development,
test, and evaluation for the Armed
Forces, and to prescribe the authorized
personnel strength for each active duty
component and of the Selected Reserve
of each Reserve component of the Armed
Forces and of civilian personnel of the
Department of Defense, and to authorize
the military training student loads, and
for other purposes:

CoNFERENCE REePoOrRT (H. REPT. No. 94-413)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
6674) to authorize appropriations during the

CXXI 1586—Part 19

fiscal year 1976, and the period beginning
July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976,
for procurement of aireraft, missiles, naval
vessels, tracked combat wvehicles, torpedoes,
and other weapons, and research, develop-
ment, test and evaluation for the Armed
Forces, and to prescribe the authorized per-
sonnel strength for each active duty com-
ponent and of the Selected Reserve of each
Reserve component of the Armed Forces and
of civilian personnel of the Department of
Defense, and to authorize the military train-
ing student loads and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the Senate amendment insert the
following:

TITLE I—PROCUREMENT

Sec. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to be
appropriated during the fiscal year 1976 for
the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for procurement of alreraft, missiles,
naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, tor-

pedoes, and other weapons, as authorized by
law, in amounts as follows:
AIRCRAFT

For aircraft: for the Army, $337,500,000;
for the Navy and the Marine Corps, $2,997,-
800,000; for the Alr Force, $4,224,000,000, of
which amount not to exceed $64,000,000 is
authorized for the procurement of only long
lead items for the B-1 bomber aircraft. None
of the funds authorized by this Act may be
obligated or expended for the purpose of en-
tering Into any production contract or any
other contractual arrangement for produc-
tion of the B-1 bomber aircraft unless the
production of such alrcraft 1s hereafter au-
thorized by law. The funds authorized in this
Act for long lead items for the B-1 bomber
aircraft do not constitute a production deci-
sion or a commitment on the part of Con-
gress for the future production of such air-
craft.

MISSILES

For missiles: for the Army, $431,000,000;
for the Navy, #990,400,000; for the Marine
Corps, $52,900,000; for the Air Force, $1,765,-
000,000, of which $265,800,000 shall be used
only for the procurement of Minuteman III
missiles.
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