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The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by Hon. WILLIAM PROXMIRE, a Sen
ator from the State of Wisconsin. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 

L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Almighty God who has revealed Thy
self as a presence to support us and a 
light to lead us, may this new day be 
rich in the awareness of Thy power and 
the light of Thy truth upon our deliber
ations. Divest us of the doubt and cyni
cism which so readily depletes the 
strength and enervates the spirit. In
still within us an unswerving loyalty to 
all that is right, and an uncompromising 
hostility to all that is wrong. Keep alive 
in us the vision of a better nation and a 
better world. Give us a steadfast deter
mination to have a part in those actions 
which set forward Thy kingdom on 
Earth. Bring us to the evening at peace 
with Thee and with one another. 

In the Redeemer's name we pray. 
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 PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., June 24, 1976. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Sen
ate on official duties, I appoint Hon. WILLIAM 
PROXMIRE, a Sena.tor from the State of Wis
consin, to perform the duties of the Chair 
during my absence. 

JAMES 0. EASTLAND, 

President pro tempore. 

Mr. PROXMIRE 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 Wednesday, June 23, 
1976, be approved. 

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

COMMITrEE MEETINGS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that all committees 
except the Committee on Commerce, the 
Committee on Banking, Housing and 
Urban Affairs, and the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs be author
ized to meet during today's session un
til 12 noon. 

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

(Legislative day of Friday, June 18, 1976> 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session to consider nomi
nations on the Executive Calendar under 
"New Reports." 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of execu
tive business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The nominations will be stated. 

NATIONAL INSI'l'l'O l'E OF 
BUILDING SCIENCES 

The second assistant legislative clerk 

1st session, to increase the fiscal year 
limitation on expenses which may be 
incurred by the Committee on Foreign 
Relations to facilitate the interchange 
and reception of certain foreign digni
taries, was considered and agreed to, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That subsection (b) of the first 
section o! S. Res. 91, 94th Congress, first ses
sion (a.greed to March 18, 1975) , 1s a.mended 
a.s follows: 

(1) Strike out "ending June 30, 1975" and 
insert in lieu thereof "1976". 

(2) Strike out "$10,000" and insert in lieu 
thereof "$15,000". 

proceeded to read sundry nominations in SUPPLEMENTAL EXPENDITURES BY 
the National Institute of Building Sci- THE TEMPORARY SELECT COM-
ences. MITrEE TO STUDY THE SENATE 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask COMMITrEE SYSTEM 
unanimous consent that the nominations 
be considered en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nominations 
are considered and confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the President 
be notified of the confirmation of these 
nominations. 

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate re
turn to the consideration of legislative 
business. 

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

CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
MEASURES ON THE CALENDAR 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate tum 
to the consideration of certain measures 
on the calendar beginning with Calen
dar No. 922 through and including Cal
endar No. 930. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 475) authoriz
ing supplemental expenditures by the 
Temporary Select Committee To Study 
the Senate Committee System, was con
sidered and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That section 4 o! S. Res. 109, 
a.greed to March 31, 1976, is amended by 
striking out the amounts "$275,000" and 
"$30,000" and inserting in lieu thereof "$300-
000" and "$55,000", respectively. 

SUPPLEMENTAL EXPENDITURES BY 
THE COMMITI'EE ON RULES AND 
ADMINISTRATION 
The resolution <S. Res. 479) authoriz

ing supplemental expenditures by the 
Committee on Rules and Administration 
for inquiries and investigatiens was con
sidered and agreed to, as follows: 

8. RES. 479 
Resolved, That s. Res. 358, Ninety-fourth 

Congress, agreed to January 29, 1976, is 
amended a.s follows: 

(1) In section 2, strike out the amount 
"$522,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$572,000". 

(2) In section 4, strike out the amounts 
"$321,900" and "$50,000" and insert in lieu 
thereof "$371,900" and "$100,000", respec
tively. 

BETrY R. KITE 

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE NA- The resolution (S. Res. 480) to pay a 
TIONAL FOREST RESERVATION gratuity to Betty R. Kite was considered 
COMMISSION and agreed to, as follows: 

The resolution <S. Res. 445) author
izing the printing of the annual report 
of the National Forest Reservation Com
mission, was considered, and agreed to, 
as follows: 

..Resolved, That the annual report of the 
National Forest Reservation Commission !or 
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1975, be printed 
with a.n lllustra.tion as a Senate document. 

s. REs. 480 
Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 

hereby is authorized and directed to pay, 
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to 
Betty R. Kite, Widow o! Guy J. Kite, Junior, 
an employee of the Senate at the time of his 
death, a sum equal to seven and one-ha.If 
months' salary a.t the rate he was receiving 
by law a.t the time of his death, said sum to 
be considered inclusive of funeral expenses 
and a.II other allowances. 

''DUTIES OF THE SPEAKER'' 
The concurrent resolution <H. Con. 

LIMITATION ON EXPENSES IN
CURRED FOR INTERCHANGE AND 
RECEPTION OF CERTAIN FOREIGN 
DIGNITARIES Res. 623) providing for the printing of a 
The resolution (S. Res. 459) to amend booklet entitled "Duties of the Speaker" 

Senate Resolution 91, 94th Congress, was considered and agreed to. 
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CAPITOL WALKING TOUR MAP 
The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 

Res. 624) providing for the printing of a 
walking tour map of the area surround
ing the U.S. Capitol, was considered and 
agreed to. 

"PROGRESS IN THE PREVENTION 
AND CONTROL OF AIR POLLUTION 
IN 1975" 
The Senate proceeded to consider the 

resolution <S. Res. 472) authorizing the 
printing of the report entitled "Progress 
in the Prevention and Control of Air Pol
lution in 1975" as a Senate document, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration with 
an amendment on page l, line 6, strike 
"illustration," and insert "illustrations,"; 
so as to make the resolution read: 

8. RES. 472 
Resolved, That the annual report of the 

Administrator of the Environmental Pro
tection Agency to the Congress of the United 
States (in accordance with section 313 of 
Public Law 91-604, the Clean Air Act, as 
amended) entitled "Progress in the Preven
tion and Control of Air Pollution in 1975," be 
printed, with lllustra.tions, as a Senate docu
ment. 

SEc. 2. There shall be printed five hundred 
additional copies of such document for the 
use of the Committee on Public Works. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The �r�e�s�o�l�u�t�i�o�~� as amended, was 

agreed to. 

HISTORY OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON THE JUDICIARY 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution <S. Res. 467) history of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, 1816-1976, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration 
with amendments as follows: 

On page 1, in llne 5, strike out "1lve" and 
insert "two". 

On page 1, at the end of line 7, strike out 
"Judiciary, of which ftfty copies shall be 
bound in such style as the Joint Committee 
on Printing shall Direct." and insert 
"Judiciary." 

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

agreed to, as follows: 
Resolved, That there be printed with il

lustrations as a Senate document a revised 
compilation of materials entitled "History 
of the Committee on the Judiciary Together 
With Chairmen and Members Assigned 
Thereto, 1816-1976", and that there be 
printed two thousand additional copies of 
such document for the use of the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

PRESIDENTIAL AUTHORIZATION 
PRESCRIBING REGULATIONS RE
LATING TO ALCOHOLIC BEVER
AGES IN TH'E CANAL ZONE 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask that the Chair lay before the Senate 
a message from the House of Repre-
sentatives on H.R. 8471. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore laid before the Senate H.R. 8471, 
an act to authorize the President to 
prescribe regulations relating to the 
purchase, possession, consumption, use, 
and transportation of alcoholic bever
ages in the Canal Zone, which was read 
twice by its title. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the Senate will 
proceed to its consideration. 

The bill was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

HORSE PROTECTION ACT AMEND
MENTS OF 1976 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa
tives on S. 811. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore laid before the Senate the amend
ments of the House of Representatives 
to the bill (S. 811) to amend the Horse 
Protection Act of 1970 to better effectu
ate its purposes. 

<The amendment of the House is 
printed in the RECORD of June 21, 1976, 
beginning at page 19467.) 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, today I 
urge my colleagues in the Senate to 
bring to fruition a 4-year effort to end 
the inhumane practice of horse soring 
by accepting the House amendment to 
S. 811 amendments to the Horse Pro
tection Act 1970. 

Mr . President, "soring" is the term 
used for the cruel practice which artifi
cially alters the natural gait of a Ten
nessee walking horse, or any saddle 
horse, by the use of blistering agents
such as mustard--or mechanical de
vices--such as boots and chains-on the 
limbs of the creature. So intense is the 
pain inflicted by this practice that when 
the forefeet of a sored horse touch the 
ground, it lifts them immediately and 
thrusts them forward in an attempt to 
avoid the agony. This produces the high 
stepping championship gait, the achieve
ment of which would otherwise require 
patient training and expert breeding. 

In addition to being cruel, this prac
tice can also result in unfair competition 
and can ultimately damage the integ
rity of the breed. When soring is used, 
the winning walker is not necessarily 
the best bred and trained horse; rather 
it is the most tortured. I have spoken to 
several horsemen who are reluctant to 
show their horses because they could not 
compete against owners and trainers who 
subject their horses to soring. It is these 
conscientious breeders and trainers who 
are among the most ardent supporters of 
s. 811. 

When the Congress enacted the Horse 
Protection Act of 1970, it was with the 
specific intent to stop, once and for all, 
the inhumane and unnecessary practice 
of horse soring. However, a variety of 
factors, including statutory limitations on 
enforcement authority, law enforcement 
methods, and limited resources available 
to the Department of Agriculture to 

carry out the law, have combined to 
vitiate the effectiveness of the statute. 

Thus, over the past 4 years Members of 
Congress, including myself, have intro
duced legislation to strengthen and clar
ify the Secretary's authority to enforce 
the act, and to increase the financial re
sources available to do so. In October 
of last year the Senate approved such a 
measure, S. 811, which I was pleased to 
have sponsored with the distinguished 
chairman of the Senate Commerce Com
mittee, WARREN G. MAGNUSON. On May 
15 of this year a similar bill was reported 
by the House Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. This bill was ap
proved by the House on Monday of this 
week. 

The House amendment to S. 811 is 
quite similar to the original Senate ver
sion. Both bills strengthen the 1970 act 
by imposing specific responsibility upon 
the management of horse shows, exhi
bitions, and auctions, to disqualify a 
sored horse from these programs upon 
notificat.ion by a qualified person ap
Pointed to inspect horses or by the Sec
retary of Agriculuture. Management 
would also be required to keep such rec
ords as the Secretary may require and 
must permit access to its premises to 
duly authorized agents of the Secretary 
for inspection of records or animals. 

Both versions of the bill provide the 
Secretary with the authority to disqual
ify from entry into shows for 1 year 
persons who are convicted for a criminal 
violation of the act or who have paid 
a civil penalty assessed under the act. In 
addition, the House bill stipulates that 
second off enders may be disqualified for 
up to 3 years. The Secretary would also 
have the authority under both versions 
to detain a horse for up to 24 hours in 
order to examine it for soring or to take 
evidence. 

Each bill provides procedures for the 
administrative assessment, collection, re
view, compromise, modification, and re
mission of civil penalties and for the ap
peal and judicial review of administrative 
orders under the provisions of the act 
pertaining to civil penalties. 

There are some differences between the 
Senate and House version of S. 811. The 
House bill, for instance, contains an ex
panded definition of the term "soring" 
which would include not only easily de
tectable practices such as application of 
blistering agents, and infliction of lacera
tions, but also the more subtle soring 
techniques such as limb deficiencies pro
duced by improper diets or psychological 
conditioning. The House bill also pro
vides for more stringent penalties for 
civil and criminal violations of the act. 

In my view, the only way in which the 
House bill is not either equal to, or su
perior to the Senate bill is in the amount 
of appropriations. The Senate authorizes 
for appropriation to the Secretary of 
Agriculture $1 million each for fiscal year 
1976 and 1977 and $500,000 for the tran
sitional period. The House bill provides 
only half this amount. Nonetheless, it is 
my understanding that OMB has indi-
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cated that the $500,000 per annum figure 
will be easily attained, and the Depart
ment has indicated it can do an adequate 
job with this amount. 

To get down to basics, the House 
amendment to S. 811 is acceptable to all 
concerned, including the American Horse 
Protection Association, the Tennessee 
Walking Horse Industry, and the De
partment of Agriculture. 

With the horse show season once again 
upon us, we should delay no longer. As 
the primary sponsor of the Senate ver
sion of S. 811, I exhort my colleagues in 
the Senate not to let another season pass 
without taking action to end the cruel 
and unsportsmanlike practice of soring. I 
urge my colleagues to adopt the House 
amendments to S. 811 so that the legisla
tion may be sent to the President for 
his signature. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sena

tor from Kentucky. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Kentucky is rec
ognized. 

SCRIMSHAW ART PRESERVATION 
ACT OF 1975 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask the 
Chair to lay before the Senate a message 
from the House of Representatives on 
s. 229. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. PROXMIRE) laid before the 
Senate the amendments of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 229) 
to amend the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 to assure the perpetuation of the 
art of scrimshaw, and for other purposes, 
as follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause. 
and insert: That section 4(f) (2) (B) (11) of 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 ( 16 
u.s.c. 1533(f) (2) (B) (11)) 1s amended by 
striking out "subsection (b)(A), (B), and 
( C) " and inserting in lieu thereof "subsec
tion (b) (1) (A)". 

SEC. 2. Section 10 of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1539) ls a.mend
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsections: 

"(f) (1) As used in this subsection-
"(A) The term 'pre-Act endangered species 

part' means- · 
"(1) any sperm whale oil which was law

fully held within the United States on De
cember 28, 1973, in the course of a commer
cial activity; or 

"(11) any :finished scrimshaw product, 1! 
such product or the raw material for such 
product was lawfully held within the United 
States on December 28, 1973, in the course 
of a commercial activity. 

"(B) The term 'scrimshaw product' means 
any art form which involves the etching or 
engraving of designs upon, or the carving 
of figures, patterns, or designs from, any 
bone or tooth of any marine mammal of the 
order Cetacea. 

"(2) The Secreta.ry, pursuant to the pro
visions of this subsection, may exempt, 1! 

CXXII--1272-Part 16 

such exemption is not in violation of the 
Convention, any pre-Act endangered species 
part from one or more of the following pro
hibitions: 

"(A) The prohibition on exportation from 
the United States set forth in section 9(a) 
(1) (A) of this Act. 

"(B) Any prohibition set forth in section 
9(a) (1) (E) or (F) of this Act. 

"(3) Any person seeking an exemption de
scribed in paragraph (2) of this subsection 
shall make application therefor to the Secre
tary in such form and manner as he shall 
prescribe, but no such application may be 
considered by the Secretary unless the ap
plication-

"(A) ls received by the Secretary before 
the close of the one-year period beginning 
on the date on which regulations promul
gated by the Secretary to carry out this sub
section first take effect; 

"(B) contains a complete and detailed in
ventory of all pre-Act endangered species 
parts for which the applicant seeks exemp
tion; 

"(C) ls accompanied by such documenta
tion as the Secretary may require to prove 
that any endangered species part or prod
uct claimed by the applicant to be a pre
Act endangered species part is in fact such 
a part; and 

"(D) contains such other information a-S 
the Secretary deems necessary and appro
parts for which the applicant seeks exemp
section. 

" ( 4) If the Secretary approves any appli
cation for exemption made under this sub
section, he shall issue to the applicant a 
certificate of exemption which shall specify-

" (A) any prohibition in section 9 (a) of 
this Act which is exempted; 

"(B) the pre-Act endangered species parts 
to which the exemption applies; 

"(C) the period of time during which the 
exemption ls in effect, but no exemption 
made under this subsection shall have force 
and effect after the close of the three-year 
period beginning on the date of issuance of 
the certificate; and 

"(D) any term or condition prescribed 
pursuant to paragraph (5) (A) or (B), or 
both, which the Secretary deems necessary 
or appropriate. 

" ( 6) The Secretary shall prescribe such 
regulations as he deems necessary and ap
propriate to carry out the purposes of this 
subsection. Such regulations may set forth-

" (A) terms and conditions which may be 
imposed on applicants for exemptions under 
this subsection (including, but not limited 
to, requirements that applicants register in
ventories, keep complete sales records, per
mit duly authorized agents of the Secretary 
to inspect such inventories and records, and 
periodically file appropriate reports with the 
Secretary) ; and 

"(B) terms and conditions which may be 
imposed on any subsequent purchaser of any 
pre-Act endangered species part covered by 
an exemption granted under this subsection; 
to insure that any such part so exempted ls 
adequately accounted for and not disposed 
of contrary to the provisions of this Act. No 
regulation prescribed by the Secretary to 
carry out the purposes of this subsection 
shall be subject to section 4(f) (2) (A) (i) of 
this Act. 

"(g) In connection with any action al
leging a violation of section 9, any person 
claiming the benefit of any exemption or 
permit under this Act shall have the burden 
of proving that the exemption or permit ls 
applicable, has been granted, and was valid 
and in force at the time of the alleged viola
tion.". 

SEC. 3. Section 10 of the Endangered Spe
cies Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1539) ls further 
amended-

(1) by striking out "subsection" in the 
first sentence of subsection (c) thereof and 
inserting in lieu thereof "section"; and 

(2) by striking out the period at the end 
of the second sentence of subsection (c) 
thereof and inserting 1n lieu thereof the fol
lowing:"; except that such thirty-day period 
may be waived by the Secretary in an emer
gency situation where the health or life of 
an endangered animal 1s threatened and no 
reasonable alternative ls available to the 
applicant, but notice of any such waiver 
shall be published by the Secretary in the 
Federal Register within ten days following 
the issuance of the exemption or permit.". 

SEC. 4. Section ll(e) (3) of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1540(e) (3)) ls 
amended-

(1) by inserting immediately before the 
words "execute and serve any arrest war
rant," ln the second sentence thereof the 
following: "make arrests without a warrant 
for any violation of this Act if he has rea
sonable grounds to believe that the person 
to be arrested 1s comitting the violation In 
his presence or view, and may"; and 

(2) by striking out the period at the end 
thereof and inserting in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: ", but upon forfeiture of any such 
property to the United States, or the aban
donment or waiver of any claim to any such 
property, it shall be disposed of (other than 
by sale to the general public) by the Secre
tary 1n such a manner, consistent with the 
purposes of this Act, as the Secretary shall 
by regulation prescribe.". 

SEC. 6. Paragraph ( 1) of section 3 of the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 
1632 ( 1) ) is amended by striking the period 
and inserting in lieu thereof " : Provided, 
however, That it does not include exhibition 
of commodities by museums or similar cul
tural or historical organizations.". 

Amend the title so as to read: "An Act to 
amend the Endangered Species Act of 1973 
in order to permit the disposal of certain 
endangered species products and parts law
fully held within the United States on the 
effective date of such Act." 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I under
stand that these amendments have been 
agreed to on both sides and all those 
who are interested have agreed to them. 

Mr. President, the Senate and the 
House have approved differing versions 
of S. 229, which would create exemp
tions from certain trade prohibitions 
contained in the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973. The House version is now at 
the desk. In further amending the bill 
slightly and sending it back to the House, 
we will expedite the ultimate enactment 
of the legislation and clarify some of 
its provisions. 

The Endangered Species Act was en
acted to prohibit the importation and 
sale in interstate and foreign commerce, 
of any endangered species of animal or 
plant, or their parts and products. Con
gress had earlier enacted the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act on October 21, 
1972 which contained such prohibitions 
with respect to species of marine mam
mals only. 

The Marine Mammal Protection Act 
expressly provides that the interstate 
trade prohibitions do not apply to ma
rine mammals taken prior to De
cember 31, 1972, the effective date of the 
act. However, the Endangered Species 
Act contains no such "grandfather" 
clause. This discrepancy has resulted in 
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the application of the Endangered Spe
cies Act prohibitions to marine mammal 
parts and products otherwise legally held 
or taken under the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act. 

To remedy this situation with respect 
to scrimshaw, an art form using whale 
bone and teeth, the Senate Committee 
on Commerce approved, and the Senate 
passed, S. 229. This bill would authorize 
the Secretary of Commerce, who admin
isters the Endangered Species Act with 
respect to whales, to grant exemptions 
for a limited period of time for the sale 
of finished scrimshaw products in inter
state commerce. This would permit 
scrimshaw artisans, known as scrim
shanders, sufficient time both to dispose 
of their present inventories and to 
adapt their art to a new medium, with
out encouraging endless trade in whale 
products. 

In its deliberations on the Senate
passed bill, the House Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries Committee expanded S. 
229 to include additional authority for 
issuing exemptions for legally held sperm 
whale oil. The exemption for sperm 
whale oil was deemed necessary to allow 
those who legally held this oil on Decem
ber 31, 1972, to dispose of it. This in
cludes the General Services Administra
tion which holds approximately 23,400,-
000 pounds of sperm whale oil in the na
tional stockpile as well as several private 
companies. The committee also made 
several other minor changes in the En
dangered Species Act at the request of 
the Interior Department to improve ad
ministration and enforcement of the act. 

During a recent oversight hearing on 
the Endangered Species Act held by the 
Senate Commerce Committee, three 
minor modifications to the House-passed 
bill were suggested. Rather than going 
to conference, however, we can expedite 
the entire process by sending the 
amended bill back to the House for its 
expected early approval. By taking this 
course we would also avoid any potential 
"scope of conference" problems that 
might be encountered in a conference 
with respect to the inclusion of the 
amendments. 

The first amendment simply clarifies 
that the exemption for sperm whale oil 
applies to derivatives of this substance as 
well, including, for instance, spermacetti 
which is used by pharmaceutical com
panies as an ingredient in lotions, cos
metics, and the like. While this is the in
tent of the House version, it is desirable 
to make this absolutely clear. 

The second amendment responds to a 
request by the General Services Admin
istration that the validity of the con
tracts entered into by GSA with private 
companies for the disposal of the Nation's 
stockpile of sperm whale oil be made 
clear. This provision would not, however, 
legalize trade that took place in this 
material prior to enactment of S. 229. 

The third amendment speaks to the 
effect which enactment of S. 229 would 
have on the enforcement of the existing 
Endangered Species Act prohibitions. 
The Department of Commerce has been 
enforcing these prohibitions, and sanc
tions have been applied in several cases. 

In addition, investigations are presently 
underway in connection with both civil 
and criminal violations of the act by 
persons dealing in scrimshaw and sperm 
whale oil. The purpose of this amend
ment is to resolve any uncertainty re
garding previous enforcement actions or 
on-going investigations. The amend
ment simply states that nothing in S. 
229 shall be construed to, first, exonerate 
any person for any act committed, prior 
to the date of enactment of S. 229, in 
violation of the provisions for which ex
emptions are being granted, or second, 
to immunize any person from prosecu
tion for any such act. 

The effect of S. 229 with these amend
ments will be to allow the interstate sale 
of legally held scrimshaw and sperm 
whale oil, but to preserve the right to 
prosecute persons who have violated 
existing provisions of the Endangered 
Species Act by trading in these whale 
products previous to these exemptions. 
The Commerce Committee is particu
larly concerned that persons who will
fully ignored the act's provisions be sub
ject to prosecution. 

In its report on S. 229, the committee 
made clear that this would be a one-time 
exemption which would by no means 
encourage an endless trade in products 
of endangered species. I would like to 
reiterate that point at this time and 
assure my colleagues in the Senate that 
enactment of S. 229 and these amend
ments will in no way pose a threat to 
the living whale population. 

With this assurance, I urge the adop
tion of the amendments. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 84 

Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
concur in the House amendment with 
two amendments which I send to the 
desk. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendments will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Kentucky (Mr. FoRD), 
for himself and Mr. MAGNUSON, proposes un
printed amendment No. 84: 

Section 2 of the House amendment to the 
Senate bill is amended as follows: 

Amend subsection lO(f) (1) {A) (1) by in
serting after the term "sperm whale oil" the 
term ", including derivatives thereof,". 

Section 2 of the House amendment to the 
Senate bill is amended as follows : 

Amend subsection lO(f) by inserting at the 
end of paragraph ( 5) the following two new 
paragraphs: 

"(6) (A) Any contract for the sale of pre
Act Endangered Species parts which is 
entered into by the Administrator of Gen
eral Services prior to the effective date of 
this subsection and pursuant to the notice 
published in the Federal Register on Jan
uary 9, 1973 shall not be rendered invalid by 
virtue of the fact that fulfillment o! such 
contract may be prohibited under subsection 
9(a) (1) (F). 

"(B) In the event that this para.graph is 
held invalid, the validity of the remainder 
of the Act, including the remainder of this 
subsection, shall not be affected. 

"(7) Nothing in this subsection shall be 
construed to-

"(A) exonerate any ,person from any act 
committed in violation of paragraphs ( 1) 
(A), (1) (E), or (1) (F) of section 9(a) prior 
to the date of enactment of this subsection; 
or 

"(B) immunize any person from prosecu
tion for any such act." 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wish 
to thank the Commerce Committee Sub
committee on Environment and its most 
distinguished chairman, Senator PHIL 
HART, for the time and effort they have 
given to consideration of this legislation 
which I introduced to preserve the art of 
scrimshaw. I am particularly grateful to 
the staff members of the subcommittee, 
especially Kathi Korpon, for their work 
in refining this legislation to insure that 
our absolute commitment to end the 
slaughter of whales is in no way weak
ened by this amendment to the Endan
gered Species Act. 

The legislation we act on today will 
permit the sale and shipment in inter
state commerce of scrimshaw products 
for a limited period of time, 3 years, and 
under conditions which guarantee that 
no illegally obtained whale products are 
introduced into commercial activity. 

It is particularly appropriate as we 
celebrate the Bicentennial that we pre
serve those art forms which reflect our 
unique heritage and culture. The noted 
author and scrimshaw expert E. Norman 
Flayderman points out: 

American whaling days are gone forever. 
Although the era can never be relived, the 
intriguing artifacts that remain are highly 
significant reminders of a wonderful era of 
our past that succeed in catching the spirit 
of a magnifl.cen t and departed period. 

President Kennedy reflected that 
scrimshaw "tells us a very important part 
of our lives-our lives at sea." And it 
was President Kennedy's own collection 
of scrimshaw that reminded so many 
Americans of an exciting and courageous 
period in our history. 

This legislation will allow our hun
dreds of scrimshaw artists sufficient time 
to learn their art on new materials. 
These artists are etching on beef bone 
and synthetic materials now in an effort 
to find a readily available material for 
their work. It will allow museums and 
collectors an opportunity to obtain 
scrimshaw products for their collections 
that are only available in States other 
than their own. 

Most importantly, this bill will assure 
that this Nation's commitment to stop 
the killing of whales is in no way jeop
ardized. Any person seeking an exemp
tion must establish that the whale prod
ucts were taken legally. These inventories 
of legally held products will assist the 
Department of Commerce in their ef
forts to enforce provisions of the En
dangered Species Act to end the smug
gling of illegally taken products. 

We owe a special debt of gratitude to 
the environmental and animal protec
tion groups, particularly representatives 
of the Fund for Animals who gave us so 
much of their time and their valuable 
suggestions to insure that this legisla
tion did not weaken the Endangered 
Species Act and who helped us strength
en provisions to enforce compliance with 
the law to end activity in illegally taken 
teeth and whale bone. Without their 
help we would not have been able to 
develop the legislation we act on today 
reflecting both our commitment to end 
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the killing of whales and our commit
ment to preserve scrimshaw as an Amer
ican art form. 

Any legislation which amends the En
dangered Species Act, a law universally 
recognized as the strongest and most ef
fective legislation in protecting animals 
in danger of extinction, must be care
fully and thoughtfully drawn to assure 
that the Congress commitment to the 
protection of endangered animals is not 
diminished. The amendment we approve 
today has been under consideration for 
a year and a half, has been the sub
ject of public hearings, and has had the 
most valuable input of the animal pro
tection groups. As a result, we were able 
to draft this amendment to the En
dangered Species Act which reaftirmed 
and strengthened the resolve of the Con
gress to proteot the whale. 

Mr. President, I share with my col
leagues in the Senate a deep sense of re
gret that the slaughter of the sperm 
whale continues in record numbers even 
today. The largest quota permitted for 
the world's whaling nations is for the 
killing of the sperm whale. The United 
States is absolutely committed to end 
the whale slaughter and we renew our 
efforts to encourage other nations to 
fallow our lead. 

We are all too familiar with the pat
tern which recognizes the danger to our 
marine mammals and wildlife only after 
it is too late. I again assure all those 
citizens who have worked so hard to end 
the killing of the sperm whale that they 
have my strongest support. And I am 
hopeful that we in the Congress, work
ing together with these citizens, can be 
successful in protecting the sperm whale 
for generations to come. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
motion to concur in the House amend
ment with the Senate amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Does the Senator from New Mex
ico seek recognition? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. No, I do not. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, the Sen
ator from Florida <Mr. STONE) is recog
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

NATIONAL LEADERSHIP CONFER
ENCE ON ENERGY POLICY-SEN
ATE JOINT RESOLUTION 206 
Mr. STONE. Mr. President, memories 

of the 1973 gasoline shortage and the 
long waiting lines have faded. Retail 
gasoline prices have temporarily stabi
lized. The Damoclean sword of OPEC has 
passed from our minds. Most Americans 
no longer worry about energy shortages. 

It is unusual to hear the Presidential 
candidates talking to voters about en
ergy. They probably have read recent 
public opinion polls indicating that con-
cern about energy ranks very low among 
the voters. According to the Harris Sur
vey, at the beginning of 1976 only 13 
percent of the American people consid
ered "the energy shortage" as one of the· 

"biggest problems" facing the American 
people. Few leaders seem anxious to alter 
this apathy. 

In the Congress of the United States, 
which has the primary policymaking 
function under the Constitution, energy 
rarely occasions major debate. Since the 
enactment of the Energy Policy and Con
servation Act of 1975, signed into law by 
President Ford, there has been little in
terest in Congress in reviewing our en-. 
ergy situation. Indeed, there appears to 
be an unfortunate and ill-founded as
sumption that the 1975 act established a 
sufficient energy Policy for the Nation. 
Although when passed this legislation 
probably represened the best possible po
litical compromise on energy, it certainly 
does not incorporate an effective na
tional energy policy. 

I respectfully suggest, Mr. President, 
that we have come to a point of na
tional indifference toward America's en
ergy supply. As a people we seem to pre
f er the illusion of short-term comfort 
to the reality of dealing with our funda
mental energy problems. Ironically, this 
apathy is increasing as the country be
gins to recover from the economic reces
sion and has a higher demand for en
ergy. If the recovery continues-as we 
hope it would-<iemand for more energy 
must be expected to rise in tandem. 

An example is the increased demand 
for motor gasoline. For the 4-week peri
od ending May 21, 1976, demand for 
motor gasoline was 7.10 million barrels 
per day. Compared to the same period in 
the last 3 years, demand was up 7. 7 per
cent over 1975; 10 percent over 1974; 
and, 4.4 percent over 1973. Motor gaso
line demand for the year 1976 to date-
ending May 21, 1976-was up 5.8 percent 
over the same period for 1975; 10. 7 per
cent over 1974; and, 5.7 percent over 
1973. 

The increasing demand for gasoline 
is alarming because there has been a 
steady yearly decline in the rate of do
mestically produced oil. In 1972, there 
was a total of 3.5 billion barrels of oil 
produced domestically: in 1973, a total 
of 3.4 billion barrels; 1974, a total of 3.2 
billion barrels; and, in 1975, a total of 
3.05 billion barrels. The 1976 estimate 
shows a continued decline in the total 
number of barrels of oil produced domes
tically. 

Analysts tell us that the demand for 
gasoline shows no sign of abating. The 
summertime, when most Americans take 
their vacations is upan us. Millions of 
Americans will be driving around the 
country. National celebrations during 
the Bicentennial Year are likely to 
push the demand for gasoline to even 
higher levels. 

Recent sales reports from domestic au
tomakers also point to increasing gaso
line consumption. Domestic small cars 
and their foreign counterparts continue 
to take a smaller share of U.S. auto sales. 
Intermediate and large cars dominate 
sales reports. Cadillac sales, for example, 
are up 50 percent this year so far over 
1975. This is due at least in part to less 
worry over availability and price of gaso
line. 

Two years ago we were shocked into the 
realization of our vulnerabllity to the for-

eign oil-producing nations. That vulner
ability still exists. The gasoline lines have 
gone away, but the causes for those gaso
line lines remain with us. 

Crude oil imports through May 7 of 
this year were 35.6 percent above the 
same period for 1975; 83.4 percent above 
the same 1974 period; and 73.1 percent 
above the 1973period.In1973, the United 
States imported 35.8 percent of its total 
domestic demand for petroleum. In 1974, 
this figure was 36.6 percent. Last year, 
1975, the figure increased to 40 per
cent. Despite all of the clamor about 
"energy independence" our Nation's de
pendence on unreliable, foreign sources 
of petroleum is actually increasing. 

There has also been a disturbing in
crease in the amount of oil we import 
from sources that have proven to be un
reliable in the past. In 1973, 14.6 percent 
of our imported petroleum came from 
the Arab OPEC countries-Algeria, Iraq, 
Kuwait, Libya, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and 
the United Arab Emirates. In 1974, this 
figure decreased slightly to 12.3 percent. 
In 1975, this figure increased to 22.9 
percent. 

The fact that OPEC recently decided 
against an additional oil price increase 
should give us no sense of security. The 
disturbing fact is that OPEC could have 
then imposed an additional price increase 
and, most probably, will do so in the near 
future without the United States being 
able to do much, if anything, about it. 
We remain today--as we were at the time 
of the 1973 boycott-dangerously de
pendent upon OPEC for our vital energy 
supplies. Until this situation is corrected, 
our national security-as well as our eco
nomic well-being-will to a large extent, 
be subject to decisions made beyond our 
shores and over which we have no con
trol. 

Mr. President, I have regrettably come 
to two disturbing conclusions. First, we 
have failed as yet to put into place an 
effective energy policy for America. 
Second, we are doing very little right now 
toward the adoption of such a policy. We 
find ourselves in a position of policy pa
ralysis with respect t.o energy, despite the 
fact that our national security and eco
nomic well-being depend greatly upon 
the implementation of an effective energy 
policy. 

In order to rekindle our national re
solve and to focus our thinking about 
energy, I am today proposing that the 
President of the United States convene 
a National Conference on America's En
ergy Policy. This conference should be 
held as soon as practical following the 
1976 Presidential election, but no later 
than 60 days following the inauguration 
of the next President on January 20, 1977. 
For this purpose, I am introducing a 
joint resolution which requires approval 
by both the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives and which must be signed by 
the President. I propose the conference 
in this manner so as to secure from the 
national leadership a commitment to its 
call without regard to partisanship. 

As set forth in section 2 of the joint 
resolution, the conference would consider 
alternative policies available to the 
United States 1n resolving the energy 
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problems confronting us. The conference 
would review our present situation, ana
lyze our opportunities and diftlculties, and 
construct propasals which would form 
the basis for an immediate national en
ergy policy. In this process, the confer
ence would consider the development of 
reliable sources of energy, the need for 
meaningful energy conservation, the eco
nomic, environmental, and international 
was well as domestic impact of specific 
energy proposals. 

The participants should represent the 
broadest range of viewpaints and back
grounds-Members of Congress; Federal, 
State, and local government officials; rep
resentatives from energy companies, en
vironmental and conservation organiza
tions, organized labor, consumer organi
zations, industrial and financial trade 
associations, and academic and scientific 
communities; and individual citizens 
with particular expertise in the energy 
field. 

Section 3 of the joint resolution directs 
the President to establlsh a conference 
committee, composed of 15 individuals 
representative of conference participants, 
to plan the conference pursuant to Presi
dential guidelines. It provides for the 
staffing of the conference under the au
thority of and direction of the conference 
committee. The conference committee 
should be directed by the President to 
consult with interested citizens, organi
zations, and associations at every stage 
of planning and structuring the confer
ence, in order to assure that the format 
and focus of the conference reflects the 
whole range of concerns and viewpaints 
regarding energy. 

Section 6 of the joint resolution pro
vides for the authorization of such sums 
of money as are necessary to carry out 
the provisions of the resolution. The Con
ference Planning Committee would have 
control over the cost of the Energy Con
ference, but it could be, and should be 
as inexpensive as possible. As in the case 
of past Presidential conferences, I antici
pate that most of the participants would 
pay their own way in order to present 
their views at such a crucial symposium. 

It is critical that our national leader
ship move ahead quickly after the Presi
dential and congressional elections of 
1976 to develop a workable national en
ergy policy. The conference should con
vene soon enough to lay the groundwork 
for a Presidential and congressional en
ergy-policy initiative early in 1977. The 
recommendations of the conference 
should provide a springboard for the 
President and the Congress to achieve a 
truly comprehensive energy program for 
the country. 

The main focus of this conference is to 
be the development of a near-term en
ergy policy. While we have much to ac
complish in the area of research and de
velopment for new energy sources and 
improved technology, the Nation's most 
urgent need is to put into place an energy 
policy which will assure reasonable eco
nomic growth, encourage meaningful 
conservation, and safeguard the environ
ment over the next 10 years. The confer
ence should concentrate on what should 

be done now to encourage greater domes
tic production of oil, gas and coal rec
ognizing that the American economy 
and standard of living will continue to 
require enormous amounts of energy. 

We need to review and analyze the im
pact of present Government policies in
cluding oil and gas price control, Federal 
coal-mining regulation, and Federal tax 
provisions-to determine their impact on 
America's energy situation. Although the 
94th Congress enacted the Energy Pol
icy and Conservation Act of 1975 and has 
worked hard on other legislation affect
ing energy, we do not have either a clear 
understanding of the resulting impact of 
the present energy legislation or the 
proper future role of Government regu
lation in the energy field. 

The conference should give attention 
to at least five areas which bear upon the 
formulation of a national energy policy. 
These areas are: The worldwide energy 
situation, energy resources in the United 
States, the social, economic, and Politi
cal implications of energy policy options, 
the environmental implications of en
ergy policy options, and energy conser
vation. Each of these areas interrelate 
and these relationships should also be 
explored. 

Most Americans realize that there can 
be no consideration of America's energy 
needs without reference to the interna
tional energy situation. The OPEC cartel 
controls crucial production and pricing 
levels. To a great extent, the economies 
of the industrial West and Japan and the 
survival and development capabilities of 
the Third World are tied to OPEC sup
plies. The possibility of changing this 
control seems remote, therefore, we have 
to review the international situation 
carefully in the process of developing a 
national energy policy. 

The conference will want to study our 
own American energy resources. Our 
highly developed technological capabili
ties and our abundant natural resources 
give the United States a unique pasition 
among industrialized nations in meeting 
future energy needs. Taken together and 
properly fastened, we may have sufficient 
sources of oil, gas, coal, and nuclear 
power to meet our energy needs in the 
near future. How wisely we use these 
resources and technology will in large 
part determine our future economic de
velopment and national security. 

There is a price to be paid for new 
energy development or the lack thereof. 
The impact of alternative energy policies 
on our way of life must be recognized. It 
is incumbent upon us as a people to chart 
a course somewhere between ill-consid
ered development and no development at 
all. The conference must address these 
matters. 

There is strong sentiment that energy 
development in this country must not 
be undertaken without first carefully 
considering the impact on the environ
ment. We have already paid a high price 
for the random energy development 
practices of the past. Only the orderly 
and intelligent use of the Nation's en
ergy resources can provide for continued 
economic development without ruining 

our precious natural heritage. The na
tional leadership Conference on Energy 
Policy should review carefully the rela
tionship between the need for energy 
development and the imperative of pre
serving the environment. 

Additionally, Mr. President, the con
ference must look to energy conserva
tion. No nation wastes more energy than 
the United States. A significant amount 
of our consumption is mindlessly lost 
without purpose. As yet, neither the Fed
eral Government nor State governments 
have implemented an effective energy 
conservation program. Consumption 
levels must be reduced, however, without 
undue disruptions to the essential re
quirements of our economy and stand
ard of living. What we need, and what 
the conference should work toward is a 
practical and equitable conservation pro
gram for the country that will have the 
support of the American people. 

Mr. President, we cannot afford to wait 
for another boycott, or outrageous price 
increases, or a freezing winter to jolt us 
into action. We need a comprehensive 
energy program now. Waiting earns us 
nothing and may cost us plenty in lost 
jobs, another round of inflation, and low 
national morale. 

Our energy problems are serious-and 
they are not going away by wishful 
thinking. Let us marshal our resources
our advanced technology, our material 
abundance, our diplomatic skills, and 
our "can do" spirit-and direct them to
ward our most critical continuing dilem
ma-energy. To do less is to invite 
disaster. 

At the same time all this is taking 
place, the only call that the Senator from 
Florida has observed af caution and 
warning took place today, in a press dis
patch by Reuters from Tokyo, in which 
Frank Zarb, the head of the Federal 
Energy Administration, warns of the pos
sibility of another embargo on oil sup
plies. 

Mr. President, for all these reasons, 
the resolution I have submitted today, 
calling for what amounts oo a summit 
conference on energy, should be agreed 
to and implemented. 

There are two ways in which we can 
refocus our attention on energy. One is 
by an embargo or an oil squeeze impased 
from abroad. The other way is as self
starters, knowing of our problem and 
doing something about it. 

The leadership conference I am pro
posing today would be chaired by the 
President-elect, participated in by the 
Members of the Senate and the House 
joint conference on the energy bill that 
we pa.ssed in December of 1975, as well 
as leaders in the energy field and experts 
in the areas on which energy impacts. 

Several years ago, Congress called for 
an economic summit. It was chaired by 
the newly selected President, selected by 
the constitutional process. That summit 
conference led to significant Presidential 
and congressional moves which may well 
have provided the impetus for the re
covery we are beginning to enjoy today. 

The Senator from Florida hopes that 
through a summit leadership conference 
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on energy, properly attended and cov
ered by our national press, we can focus 
our deserved attention on the energy 
problems, with a view toward solving 
them. Without that kind of focus, with
out that kind of attention, the atten
tion will be drawn to our problems only 
by a renewed squeeze. 

I hope we have the good sense to choose 
to solve our own problems rather than be 
faced with a boycott and the pressures 
of having to solve these problems under 
the gun. 

Mr. President, I have a series of charts, 
graphs, and newspaper articles that I 
would like to include in the RECORD. I 
ask unanimous consent that these ma
terials and the text of the joint resolu
tion be printed at this point in the REC
ORD, together with the press dispatch I 
referred to. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution and material were ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 206 
Whereas, the United States continues to 

face critical problems relating to energy, de
spite enactment in 1975 of the Energy Pol
icy and Conservation Act; 

Whereas, because of insufficient develop
ment of reliable domestic energy sources, 
such as oil, gas, and coal, and insufficient 
energy conservation programs, United States 
dependence on unreliable foreign energy 
sources has continued to increase during 
1976; 

Whereas, the Nation's security, economic 
vitality, and environmental well-being de
pend upon the adoption of a comprehensive 
energy policy to resolve these problems; and 

Whereas, the successful development and 
implementation of such a policy requires 
the active support of the American people 
and the cooperation of all levels and branches 
of government: Now, therefore, be lt-

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That the Presi
dent shall call a National Leadership Con
ference on Energy Policy (hereafter in this 
joint resolution referred to as the "Con
ference") to convene in Washington during 
1977. The President shall, not later than 
April 1, 1977, announce the beginning date 
of the Conference. 

SEc. 2. (a) It shall be the purpose of 
the Conference to consider alternative pol
icy approaches available to the United States 
with respect to energy. In particular, the 
Conference shall develop specific proposals 
to increase the supply of energy from re
liable sources with minimum impact on 
the environment, and decrease domestic 
energy demand in ways not harmful to 
America's economic recovery, which shall 
form the basis for the adoption of a na
tional energy policy to be implemented 
during 1977 a.nd thereafter. 

(b) The Conference shall be composed of, 
and bring together-

( 1 ) Members of the Congress and Federal, 
State, and local government officials with 
responsib111ty over energy policies and pro
grams; 

(2) representatives of energy industries, 
especially industries involved in producing 
oil, gas, and coal; 

(3) representatives of public utlllties; 
(4) representatives of environmental and 

conservation organizations; 
( 5) representatives of consumer organiza

tions; 
(6) representatives of industrial and finan

cial trade associations; 
(7) representatives of organized labor; 
(8) representatives of the academic and 

scientific communities; and 
(9) individual citizens with particular ex

pertise in the energy field. 
SEC. 3. (a) Within 15 days after Janu

ary 22, 1977, the President shall appoint a 
comm! ttee which shall make all necessary 
arrangements and preparations for the Con
ference. The committee shall consist of 15 
members and shall, insofar as possible, be 
representative of members of the Conference. 
The President shall designate one of the 
members of the committee to serve as chair
man and one to serve as vice chairman. 

(b) The committee shall prepare and make 
available background materials for the use 
of members of the Conference. 

(c) The committee ls authorized-
( 1) to request the cooperation and assist

ance of other Federal departments and agen
cies in order to carry out its responsibllities, 
and 

(2) to employ such personnel as may be 
necessary, without regard to the provisions 
of title 5, United States Code, governing 
appointments in the competitive civil service, 
and Without regard to chapter 51, and sub
chapter III of chapter 53 of such title, re
lating to classification and General Sched-

TABLE. 1-U.S. DEMAND t SITUATION 

(Thousands of barrels per day 

Percentage change 

ule pay rates, but no individual so employed 
may be paid compensation at a rate higher 
than the annual rate of level V of the Execu
tive Schedule under section 5316 of such 
title. 

(d) Each Federal department and agency 
ls authorized and directed to cooperate With 
and provide assistance to the committee 
upon its request. 

SEc. 4. Members of the Conference and 
members of the committee shall, when at
tending the Conference or when attending 
to the business of the committee, as the 
case may be, and away from their homes 
or regular places of business, be allowed 
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu 
of subsistance, as may be authorized under 
section 5703 of title 5, United States COde, 
for persons in the Government service em
ployed intermittently. 

SEC. 5. A final report of the Conference, 
containing such findings and recommenda
tions as may be made by the Conference, 
shall be submitted to the President not later 
than 60 days following the close of the 
Conference, which final report shall be made 
public and, within 30 days after its receipt 
by the President, transmitted to the Congress 
together with a statement of the President 
containing the President's recommendations 
with respect to such report. 

SEc. 6. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this joint 
resolution. 

APPENDIX TO ENERGY CONFERENCE SPEECH 

A. GRAPHS AND CHARTS 

1. U.S. Demand Situation-Oil and Gas 
Products. 

2. Drilling Activity in U.S. 
3. Barrels of OU Produced Domestically. 
4. U.S. Crude Production vs. U.S. Crude 

Imports. 
5. U.S. Total Petroleum Imports (1960-

1976). 
6. U.S. Petroleum Imports by Country 

(1973-1976). 
7. U.S. Imports. 
8. U.S Refinery Operations. 

B. EDITORIAL& 

1. "Energy, a Return to Complacency?", Ulf 
Lantske, Washington Post, May 21, 1976. 

2. "Energy Problems Neglected Too Long", 
The OU Daily, June 2, 1976. 

3. "Issues 76: Energy", New York Times, 
March 30, 1976. 

4. "Energy Crisis GroWing", Louls Rukey
ser, McNaught Service. 

Percentage change 

4 week ending M?9h Mafsj5 Ma1g1f4 �M�a�M�~� 1976-75 1976-74 1976-73 4 week ending M?9/s �M�~�~�j�5� �M�a�r�g�\�~� �M�a�M�~�·� 191s-15 1916-74 191s-13 

Motor gasoline _________________ 7, 178 6, 717 6,396 6,876 
Distillate ___________ --- __ ---- __ 2,671 2,848 2, 749 2, 575 
Residual. •.•. _________ ---- _____ 2, 172 2, 081 2,390 2,496 
Kerosine. ____________ ---- _____ 137 141 141 149 
Jet fuel-Naphtha ______________ 214 225 205 218 
Jet fuel-Kerosine ______________ 711 860 708 934 

Total, 6 products _________ 13, 083 12, 872 12, 589 13, 248 
Other products 2________________ 2, 983 2, 711 3, 020 3, 157 

Total, demand ___________ 16, 066 15, 583 15, 609 16, 405 

1 "Demand" is defined as disappearance from primary supply. 
2 Other products estimation based on U.S. BOM historical data. 

+6.9 +12.2 +4.4 
-6.2 -2.8 +3. 7 
+4.4 -9.1 -13.0 
-2.8 -2.8 -8.1 
-4.9 +4.4 -1.8 

-17.3 +.4 -23.9 

+1.6 +3.9 -1.3 
+10.0 -1.2 -5.5 

+3.1 +2.9 -2.1 

Year to Date (19 reports) 
Motor gasoline _________________ 6, 733 6, 383 6, 070 6,375 +5.5 +10.9 +5.6 
Distillate. _____________ -------- 3,464 3,479 3, 430 3,434 -.4 +l.O +.9 
Residual. _________________ ----- 2, 678 2, 759 2, 689 3, 141 -2.9 -.4 -14. 7 
Kerosine. __ ------ ------------- 194 214 229 256 -9.4 -15.3 -24.2 
Jet fuel-Naphtha ______________ 214 206 219 214 +3.9 -2. 3 --------Jet fuel-Kerosine ______________ 815 812 736 862 +.4 +10.1 -5.5 

Total, 6 products _________ 14, 098 13, 853 13, 373 14, 282 +1.8 +5.4 -1.3 
Other products'---------------- 3, 221 2, 959 3, 155 3,274 +8.9 +2.1 -1.6 

Total, demand ___________ 17, 319 16, 812 16, 528 17, 556 +3.0 +4.8 -1.4 

Source: API Weekly Statistical Bulletin. 

1972 total of 3.5-b barrels of oil produced 
domestically-per rate, 9,441,000 per day. 

1973-total of 3.4-b barrels of on produced 
domestically-per rate, 9,208,000 per day. 

BARBELS Oi' OIL PRODUCED DOMESTICALLY 

1974-total of 3.2-b barrels of oil produced 
domestically-per rate, 8,774,000 per day. 

1975-total of 3.05-b barrels of oil produced 
domestically-per rate, 8,362,000 per day. 

1976-(estlmated) approximately 1.25-b 
barrels per dally average o! 8,140,000. 

Source: A.P.I. Weekly Statistical Bulletin. 
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January February 

1975 
OPEC: 

TOTAL U.S. PETROLEUM IMPORTS BY COUNTRY OR AREA SOURCE 

(Thousands of barrels per day) 

12 mo 

March April May June July 
Septem- Novem- Decem- Percent of 

August ber October ber ber Average imports 

Algeria_________________________ 280 239 296 226 345 347 347 
7 -------------------

269 284 
16 3 

236 296 211 
3 --------------------

282 
3 

15 
232 
18 

715 
116 

4. 6 
.1 
.2 

3.9 
.3 

11. 9 
1. 9 

Iraq _____ ------------------------------------------------ -- ---- -- ---- --Kuwait_________________________ 17 38 36 4 12 24 2 1 11 19 11 12 
Libya__________________________ 19 82 175 125 
Qatar__________________________ 56 ---------- 25 1 
Saudi Arabia____________________ 848 795 637 428 
United Arab Emirates_._ --- __ __ __ 47 106 112 70 

211 183 248 
5 ---------- 10 

335 501 588 
125 77 107 

407 456 
17 ------ ----

748 731 
260 216 

236 276 355 
27 -------- -- 11 

961 934 1, 075 
93 69 114 

Total Arab OPEC_______________ 1, 267 1, 260 1, 281 854 1, 040 1, 132 1, 362 1, 718 1, 701 l, 576 1, 586 1, 778 1, 381 22. 9 
================================================================================== Ecuador____________________________ 53 59 31 39 83 48 77 39 70 41 50 94 57 . 9 

Gabon_____________________________ 4 38 77 17 21 59 27 18 28 18 11 13 28 .5 
Indonesia__________________________ 294 319 286 351 359 481 463 472 443 402 397 390 389 6.4 

�~�r�g�~�r�i�a�·�:�.�-�.�-�:�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=� m m m m m m m �~�~�~� m m �:�~�~� m m �1�~�:� �~� Venezuela__________________________ l, 016 753 722 824 801 711 679 522 624 515 585 622 698 11.6 

Total non-Arab OPEC___________ 2, 643 2, 313 2, 133 2, 196 2, 163 2, 150 2, 179 2, 058 2, 259 2, 060 2, 318 2, 090 2, 213 36. 7 
Total OPEC------------------- 3, 910 3, 573 3, 414 3, 050 3, 203 3, 282 3, 481 3, 776 3, 960 3, 636 3, 904 3, 868 3, 594 59. 6 
OPEC as percent of total imports. (57. 2) (57. 9) (59. 6) (60. 6) (61. 9) (60. 7) (58. 2) (60. 3) (58. 2) (57. 7) (61. 4) (62.1) (59. 6) _________ _ 

==================================================================================a= Canada____________________________ 949 855 747 704 574 873 889 888 918 946 893 907 845 14. O 
Mexico_____________________________ 20 46 38 37 86 72 85 71 98 105 106 85 71 1. 2 
Central America/Caribbean. ---------- 1, 440 1, 180 1, 113 848 879 830 984 953 1, 052 945 792 837 987 16. 4 
South America______________________ 244 301 227 192 272 217 312 298 299 254 294 269 265 4. 4 

�~�~�:�i�~�~�~�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�: �:�: �:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:� �l�~�~� �:�~� �~�~� �l�g�~� �~�~� M �l�g�~� lr1 �l�~�:� �1 �~�~� �1 �g�~� �l�~�~� �:�~� 1: �~� 
Asia_-------------- ---------------- 35 58 48 24 23 20 20 36 61 43 47 44 38 . 6 
Middle East_________________________ 23 11 7 8 7 21 18 38 84 33 24 16 18 . 3 
Communist Nations__________________ 19 24 20 8 7 28 33 8 53 69 55 34 30 . 5 

Total non-OPEC_______________ 2, 930 2, 603 2, 316 1, 983 1, 973 2, 125 2, 500 2, 483 2, 845 2, 661 2, 458 2, 359 2, 431 40. 4 
===================================================================================== 

Eastern Hemisphere__________________ 3, 118 2, 984 2, 852 2, 389 2, 481 2, 655 2, 955 3, 488 3, 744 3, 491 3, 641 3, 414 2, 923 48. 5 
Western Hemisphere_________________ 3, 722 3, 192 2, 878 2, 644 2, 695 2, 752 3, 026 2, 771 3, 061 2, 806 2, 721 2, 813 3, 102 51. 5 

�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~� 

Totalimports _________________ 6,840 6,176 5,730 5,033 5,176 5,407 5,981 6,259 6,805 6,297 6,362 6,227 6,025 100.0 
Total U.S. domestic demand___________ 17, 983 17, 084 16, 316 16, 041 15, 118 15, 611 15, 762 15, 767 15, 765 16, 344 15, 721 17, 989 16, 291 ----------

�l�m�J�e�0�:�n�~�~�-�a�-�~�:�~�~�~�~�~�-�~�f�-�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�- (38. O) (36. 2) (35.1) (31. 4) (34. 2) (34. 6) (37. 9) (39. 7) (43. 2) (38. 5) (40. 5) (34. 6) (40. O) _________ _ 
OPEC imports as a percent of 

domestic demand______________ (21. 7) (20. 9) (20. 9) (19. 0) (21. 2) (21. 0) (22. 1) (23. 9) (25.1) (22. 2) (24. 8) (21. 5) (22. O) _________ _ 
Arab OPEC imports as a percent of 

domestic demand ______________ ==(7=. =0)==(7=.=4)==(=7.=9)==(=5.=3=) ==(=6.=9=) ==(=7=. 3=)==(=8=. 3=)==(=10=. 9=)==(=10=. =8)==(9=·=6)==(=1=0.=1)===(=9.=9==) ==(=8.=4==)-=--=·=--=--=--

1974 
OPEC: 

Algeria___________________________________ 3 8 120 239 351 326 209 264 290 208 252 190 3.1 

�~�~�~�a�f�C� :: :: :: :: :: :: :::::: :: :::: :: :: :: :::: :::: :: :: :: :::::: ::---- ----2--- -- -- --1------- --4--- -- ----3--------33":::::::::::: :: ::::::-------15·--------5---------5--- -- ----:1 
Saudi Arabia____________________ 21 39 86 66 592 671 621 606 544 754 742 760 461 7. 6 

�~�~�~�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�= �=�=�=�=�-�-�-�-�-�-�-�-�~�-�-�-�-�-�-�-�- �~�~�-�-�-�-�-�-�-�-�-�~�-�-�-�-�-�-�-�-�-�~�- �~� ::::::::::·------35·-------11r �~�g� -------55--------44--------14- �l�~� : �~� 
United Arab Emirates____________ 10 -------------------- 14 85 159 141 199 112 58 25 38 71 1. 2 

Total Arab OPEC ____ ------ ----===3=2===5=9 ===99===2=1=0===9=16==1='=18=5==1=, 1=2=6==1,=0=57===96=3==1,=1=67==1='=03=5==1=, 0=6=9===7=47===12=. 3 
Ecuador____________________________ 61 38 64 58 65 76 16 16 23 46 20 22 42 . 7 
Gabon .•. -------------------------------------------------------__ 11 24 22 10 43 52 81 23 13 24 • 4 
Indonesia_------------------------- 172 419 265 376 281 265 336 225 331 232 340 374 300 4. 9 
Iran_______________________________ 467 337 381 617 580 552 567 486 436 398 349 445 469 7. 7 
Nigeria_____________________________ 466 357 549 711 720 735 868 910 789 708 1, 031 692 713 11. 7 
Venezuela__________________________ 1, 093 1, 125 1, 102 987 787 778 878 874 956 1, 054 l, 116 1, 015 980 16.1 

�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~� 

Total non-Arab OPEC__________ 2, 259 2, 276 2, 361 2, 760 2, 457 2, 428 2, 675 2, 554 2, 587 2, 519 2, 879 2, 561 2, 528 41. 5 
Total OPEC___________________ 2, 291 2, 335 2, 460 2, 970 3r.. 373 3, 613 3, 801 3, 611 3i. 550 3i. 686 31. 914 3r.. 630 3, 275 53. 8 
OPECasapercentoftotalimports. (42.8) (44. 7) (47. 2) (49.7) (:>2.0) (56.3) (58.6) (56.8) (:>9.0) (:>9.9) (:>8.3) (:>4.6) (53.8) _________ _ 

�~�a�e�~�~�~�~�-�-�:�: �=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=�=� 1, �l�]�~� 1, �1�7�~� 1, �l�f�~� 1, �1�7�~� �-�-�-�-�~�~�~�~�~�- 98? �-�-�-�-�-�-�~�~�- �9�f�~� 99l �9�7�~� sr; l, �0�9�~� 1, 06: 17: �~� 
Central America/Caribbean___________ l, 317 1, 229 1, 073 1, 005 1, 188 1, 150 1, 100 1, 186 1, 064 1, 111 1, 2

24
2
6
1 1, 258 1, 157 19. 0 

South America______________________ 239 204 208 273 283 344 315 308 215 194 302 261 4. 3 
Europe_____________________________ 174 223 248 321 237 143 139 �l�}�~� 63 54 1

6
8
6
1 140 167 2.8 

Africa______________________________ 52 14 20 121 129 109 98 78 72 72 75 1.2 
Asia_______________________________ 32 14 32 19 32 28 39 20 24 33 23 40 28 .5 
Middle EasL----------------------- -------------------- 16 16 5 27 44 14 26 12 23 29 18 .3 
Communist Nations__________________ 45 �~�l� 28 64 15 16 9 21 7 9 54 76 30 . 5 

�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~� 

Total non-OPEC _____________ --==3=, 064===2='=88=6==2,=7=75==3=, 00=0==3='=11=5==2,=80=5==2=, 6=8=8==2,=74=6==2=, 4=72==2=, �4�=�6�=�5�=�=�2�,�=�7�9�=�9�=�=�3�~�,� �0�=�2�0�=�=�2�~�,� =81=2===46=.=2 

Eastern Hemisphere._--------------- 1, 440 l; 445 1, 638 2, 465 2, 938 3, 082 3, 236 2, 972 2, 769 2, 767 3, 125 2, 950 2, 571 42. 2 
Western Hemisphere_________________ 3, 915 3, 776 3, 577 3, 505 3, 550 3, 336 3, 253 3, 385 3, 253 3, 384 3, 588 3, 700 3, 516 57. 8 

�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~� 

Totalimports. _ _______ ______ __ 5, 355 5, 221 5, 215 5, 970 6, 488 6, 418 6, 489 6, 357 6, 022 6, 151 6, 713 6, 650 6, 087 100. o 
TotalU.S.domesticdemand ____ 17,270 17,371 16,045 15,919 15,720 16,176 16,301 16,546 15,994 17,025 17,215 17,997 16,629 ----------

�l�m�J�~�~�n�~�~�-�a�_�!�_�~�r�:�~�~�: �-�~�~�~�~�~ �~�~�~�~ �- (31. O) (30.1) (32. 5) (37. 5) (41. 3) (39. 7) (39. 8) (38. 4) (37. 7) (36.1) (39. 0) (37. 0) (36. 6) _________ _ 

�o�P�d�E�o�c�m�~�~�f�c �0 �r�:�m�:�~�d�~�-�~�-�e�~�~�~�~�~�- �0�!�_�_�_� (13. 3) (13.1) (14. 7) (18. 7) (21. s) c22. 3) (23. 3) c21. 8) c22. 2> (21. 7) c22. 7) czo. 2) (19. 7) _________ _ 
Arab 0 PEC as a percent of domestic 

demand ______________________ ==(=0.=2)==(=0.=3)==(=0.=6)==(=1.=3)==(=5.=8)==(=7=. 3=)==(=6=. 9=)==(=6=. 4=)==(=6=. 0=)==(=6=. =9)==(6=. =0)==(5=·=9)===(4=·=5)=--=·=--=·=--=--= 

1973 
OPEC: 

Algeria·------------------------ 177 177 142 115 183 159 157 137 
11 
57 

682 
184 
12 

155 
17 
44 

626 
194 
41 

147 62 1 134 
4 

42 
486 
164 

7 

2.2 
.1 
.7 

7.8 
2.6 
.1 

�~�~�~�a�i�i�_�-�_�-�_�-�_�-�_�-�_� -_::::::::::::: :: :: :----· -· 59---• -• -· 44 ··-----• 57 • • -----• 50 ·• ---- --55-------· 59 · ------· 19-
saudi Arabia____________________ 372 270 401 312 416 461 659 
Libya__________________________ 152 230 211 185 177 98 179 
Qatar_----___ --- ----- ----- -- -- ----- ------ -------- ---···· -· -------------------·-· - 6 ----------

12 --------------------
56 ---------------- ----788 635 196 

203 139 24 
18 9 3 
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,. 

12 mo 

January February March April May June July 
Septem· Novem- Decem- Percent of 

August ber October ber ber Average imports 

United Arab Emirates____________ 10 39 162 75 58 80 102 64 88 62 107 (2) 71 1.1 

Total Arab OPEC______________ 770 760 973 737 900 862 1, 116 1, 147 1, 165 l, 286 952 224 908 14. 6 

Ecuador____________________________ 41 80 26 86 18 44 38 62 40 49 38 62 48 .8 Gabon ________ ----- ___________ ---- _____ ------ ___ • ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ------ ____ _ 
Indonesia__________________________ 110 152 229 137 230 259 279 209 284 181 207 270 213 3.4 
Iran _______________________________ 71 149 155 109 258 261 233 264 215 250 254 447 223 3.6 
Nigeria_____________________________ 410 454 427 488 427 421 487 471 418 516 448 535 459 7.4 
Venezuela__________________________ 1,058 1, 134 1, 118 922 993 861 1, 157 1, 156 1, 309 1, 086 1, 336 1,374 1, 126 18.2 

Total non-Arab OPEC__________ 1, 690 1, 969 1, 955 1, 742 1, 926 1, 846 2, 194 2, 162 2, 266 2, 082 2, 283 2, 688 2, 069 33. 4 
TotalOPEC ••• ---------------------- 2,460 2,729 2,928 2,479 2,826 2,708 3,310 3t..309 3,431 ;,368 3,235 2,912 2,977 48.0 
OPECasapercenttototalimports.... (42.3) (42.8) (44.5) (44.4) (48.6) (46.l) (53.6) (:>0.9) (53.8) \51.6) (47.1) (49.0) (48.0) _________ _ 
Canada. ______________________ • _____ 1, 378 1, 456 1, 399 1, 482 l, 333 1, 287 l, 249 1, 228 1, 280 1, 240 1, �3�~�~� 1, 137 1, 313 21.1 Mexico _____________________________ 12 32 17 33 8 13 -------------------- 20 12 16 15 .2 
Central America/Caribbean •• ___ ------ 1, 387 1, 326 1, 306 993 �1�,�~�~�~� 1,208 1, 006 1, 197 985 1, 103 1,309 1, 296 1, 182 19.1 
South America ___ ------------------- 315 235 357 268 277 246 313 255 229 303 246 276 4.5 

�~�~�;�~�~�~�=� = = =:=== == = === ======= == = ==== = 
128 441 398 199 134 199 198 252 278 309 376 172 255 4.1 
55 25 69 76 74 105 92 138 29 147 113 81 84 1.4 

Asia ______ • - - •• - - - - - -- ---- -- - - - - - - - 49 64 31 20 32 20 51 32 50 49 66 47 42 . .7 
Middle East _____ -------------------- 14 10 19 20 51 14 14 5 15 30 87 4 24 .4 Communist Nations __________________ 13 56 51 18 28 48 6 32 31 38 49 34 33 .5 

Total non-OPEC ______________ 3, 351 3,645 3,647 3, 109 2, 991 3, 171 2, 862 3, 197 2,943 3, 157 3, 629 3,033 3,224 52.0 

Eastern Hemisphere ••• ____ .------ --- 1, 620 2, 111 2,352 1,804 2, 134 2, 189 2,476 2,548 2,484 2,806 2, 555 1, 813 2, 241 36.1 
Western Hemisphere •• ___ ------------ 4, 191 4,263 4,223 3, 784 3, 683 3, 690 3,696 3,958 3,890 3, 719 4,309 4, 132 3, 960 63.9 

Total imports _________________ 5, 811 6, 374 6,575 5,588 5, 817 5, 879 6, 172 6, 506 6,374 6, 525 6,864 5,945 6, 201 100. 0 
Total U.S. domestic demand __________ 18, 713 19,094 17, 216 15, 921 16, 626 16, 481 16, 372 17, 499 16, 656 17, 202 18, 492 17, 538 17, 308 ----------

Im �J�e�o�~�:�n�~�~� _a_ �~�-�e�~�~�~�~�~� _ �~�f�- �~�~�~�~�~�~�~� _ (31.1) (33. 4) (38.2) (35.1) (35. 0) (35. 7) (37. 7) (37. 2) (38. 3) (37. 9) (37.1) (33. 9) (35. 8) __________ 
OPEC imports as a percent of 

(13. l) (14. 3) (17. 0) (15. 6) (17. 0) (16. 4) (20. 2) (18. 9) (20. 6) (19. 6) (17. 5) (16. 6) domestic demand ______________ (17. 2) __________ 
Arab OPEC imports as a percent 

(4.1) (4.0) (5. 7) (4. 6) (5. 4) (5. 2) (6. 8) (6.6) (7. 0) (7. 5) (5. 2) (1. 3) of domestic demand ___________ (5. 2) __________ 

1 Less than 1/10 of 1 percent. 'Less than 100 barrels per day. 

Source: USBOM. 
U.S. IMPORTS TABLE 4. 

[Thousands of barrels per day) 

Percentage change Percentage change 

�M�1�~�f�6� �M�1�~�f�s� �M�a�u�~�,� Mahl/3 May 7, �M�1�~�f�s� �M�a�~ �9�1�7�o�4� Ma1ih 4 weeks ending 1976/75 1976/74 1976/73 4 weeks ending 1976 1976/75 1976/74 l!l/fi/73 

--
Crude oil__ _______________ 4, 785 3, 476 3, 562 3, 240 +37. 7 +34.3 +47.7 Crude oil__ _______________ 

+56.l Motor gasoline ____________ 
4,993 

127 
3, 682 2, 722 2, 885 -35.6 +83.4 +73. t 

103 103 241 66 --------- -57.3 133 178 65 -4.5 -28. 7 Motor gasoline ____________ +95.4 Distillate _________________ 87 160 261 229 -45.6 -66.7 -62.0 Distillate ___ ----------- ___ 178 247 316 340 -27.9 -43. 7 -47. 7 
ResiduaL _______ ---- ----- 877 942 1, 690 1,564 -6.9 -48. l -43.9 Residual__ ____ ------------ 1, 268 l, 369 l, 689 2, 095 -7.4 -24.9 -39.5 

23 20 10 23 +15.0 +130. 0 --------- Jet fuel-Naphtha _________ 25 30 11 19 -16. 7 Jet fuel-Naphtha _________ 
Jet fuel-Kerosene ________ 71 147 136 190 -51. 7 -47.8 -62.6 Jet fuel-Kerosene ________ 91 135 141 162 -32.6 

+127. 3 +31.6 
-35.5 -43.8 Other products ____________ 259 279 511 467 -7.2 -49.3 -44.5 Other products __________ : _ 310 315 454 397 -1.6 -31.7 -21.9 Total products ____________ 1, 420 1, 651 2,849 2, 539 -14.0 -50.2 -44.1 Total products ____________ 1, 999 2, 229 2, 789 3, 078 -10. 3 -28.3 -35.1 

Total imports _____________ 6,205 5, 127 6, 411 5, 779 +21.0 -3.2 +7.4 Total imports _____________ 6,992 5, 911 5, 5ll 5, 963 +18.3 +26.9 +17.3 
Year to date (19 reports) 

Source: API Weekly Statistical Bulletin. 

Mat 
4 week ending____________ 1976 

Operable capacity _______________ 15, 139 

.. 

�M�a�~� 

�1�9�7�~� 

15, 027 
12, 235 

81.4 

�M�~�~� 
1974 

14, 230 
12, 341 

86. 7 

TA8LE 3.-u.s. REFINERY OPERATIONS 

(Thousands of barrels per day) 

May 
11, 

1973 

Percentage change 

1976/ 1976/ 1976/ 
75 74 73 

13, 618 +o. 1 +6. 4 +n. 2 
NA +6.2 +5.3 NA 
NA -----------------------

M3/. 
4 week ending____________ �1�9�7�~� 

Operable capacity _______________ 15, 120 
Input to crude oil processing units_ 13, 161 
Percent capacity utilized 1________ 87. 0 

. 

Percentage change 

1976/ 1976/ 1976/ 
75 74 73 

14, 149 13, 535 +. 9 +6. 9 +11. 7 
11, 980 NA +5. 2 +9. 9 NA Input to crude oil processing units_ 12, 997 

Percent capacity utilized 1 _ _ __ __ __ 85. 9 
Crude oil runs __________________ 12, 661 11, 765 11, 835 12, 106 +7. 6 +7. 0 +4. 6 Crude oil runs_ _________________ 12, 795 

Percent capacity utilized'-------- 84. 6 
Production: 

14, 989 
12, 506 

83.4 
12, 011 

84. 7 NA -----------------------
11, 470 12, 171 +6. 5 +11. 6 +5. 1 

Percent capacity utilized'-------- 83. 6 
Production: 

Motor gasoline______________ 6, 598 
Distillate___________________ 2, 589 
ResiduaL__________________ 1, 270 
Kerosene___________________ 143 
Jet fuel-Naphtha___________ 206 
Jet fuel-Kerosene__________ 691 
Year to date (19 reports) 

week ending 

1 New API definition. 
' Old API definition. 

78. 3 83. 2 

6, 009 6, 264 
2,439 2, 594 
l, 212 873 

158 116 
199 189 
680 645 

(From the Washington Post, May 21, 1976) 
ENERGY: A RETURN TO COMPLACENCY? 

(By Ul! Lantzke) 
The energy problem 1s still very much with 

us ·and could well become a burning issue 
very soon again. 011 reserves are limited and 
one ca.n foresee the world a.gain getting into 
a supply/ demand situation similar to that of 

88. 9 ----------------------- 80. l 81.1 89. 9 -----------------------

6, 516 +9.8 +5.3 +1.3 Motor gasoline______________ 6, 549 6, 232 
2, 625 
1, 303 

6, 036 
2, 561 

953 
164 
215 
621 

6, 234 +5.1 +8.5 +5.1 
2,489 +6.2 -.2 +4.0 Distillate ___________________ 2, 737 2, 743 +4.3 +6.9 -.2 

891 +4.8 +45.5 +42.5 ResiduaL ____________ ------ 1, 336 971 +2.5 +40.2 +37.6 
197 -9.5 -23.3 -27.4 Kerosene___________________ 173 194 

176 
676 

259 -10.8 +5.5 -33.2 
183 +3.5 +9.0 +12.6 Jet fuel-Naphtha___________ 184 192 +4.5 -14.4 -4.2 
684 +1.6 +7.1 +1.0 Jet fuel-Kerosene__________ 737 712 +9.0 +18.7 +3.5 

' , 
Source: API Weekly Statistical Bulletin. 

late 1973 with its higher prices a.nd periodic 
shortages. This could lead, 1n the long-term, 
perhaps even 1n my lifetime, to a situation 
where there simply will not be enough energy 
a.va.lla,ble to sustain economic and social 
progress unless something ls done about it 
and soon. 

The greatest danger 1s public complacency. 
In the '60s the world grew a.ccustomed to the 

idea. of an abundant supply of energy at low 
prices that would be available indefinitely. 
But the harsh realities of the 1973-74 energy 
crises with its long lines at gas stations and, 
more seriously with increased unemployment 
and accelerated inflation, which brought 
world economic progress to a halt, brusquely 
brought home the !ra.glllty of the existing 
structure of energy suppy, demand and prices. 
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It was this crisis that generated the Wash

ington conference of February 1974, called 
at Secretary of State Kissinger's initiative, 
which in turn led to the creat ion of the In
ternational Energy Agency, an autonomous 
body of 18 nations of the industrialized world 
based in Paris within the framework of the 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development ( OECD) . 

Since i t s founding in November 1974, IEA 
has galvanized its members' national efforts 
to use energy resources more economically 
a.nd to enlarge energy choices. More than 
that, a demonstrable increase in interna
tional cooperation and commitment has al
ready been achieved within the IEA. Con
trary to the situation in 1973, a political plat
form is now available where industrialized 
countries can discuss and decide upon in
tricate energy issues. An emergency sharing 
system in case of oil shortages has been 
worked out and a comprehensive longterm 
program has been agreed to that covers con
servation, the development of alternative 
energy resources, and cooperat ive energy re
search and development efforts. As an active 
observer in the north-south dialogue, the 
!EA has submited a number of basic ana
lytical papers that have provided an objec
tives basis for discussion. 

Thus, substantial progress has already 
been made in the IEA. But this is not enough. 

Unfortunately, the world is in danger of 
once again slipping back into the com
placency of the '60s. Short term supply diffi
culties have been overcome and over-capacity 
currently exists. National economies are 
again on the upswing and the inflation rate 
is abating. The public seems to have become 
accustomed to higher prices and to the con
fortable feeling that the energy crisis has 
ended. 

It cannot be emphasized too strongly that 
this is a very dangerous illusion. Energy can
not be looked upon as a short-term problem. 
It is very much a medium and longterm issue 
that requires action now. 

Barring further unexpected political or 
economic developments, it seems clear that 
the rate of economic growth and energy 
demand wm continue upward, possibly re
sulting in a renewed seller's market as early 
as 1979. It may sound nightmarish but one 
can easily imagine a number of scenarios re
sulting in a shortage of oil in the medium 
term even without a political crisis in the 
Middle East. 

In the long term, we must face the fact 
that we are going to run out of depletable 
energy resources-the avallabllity of oll has 
limitations that can already be calculated. 
We must take immediate steps to change the 
bulk of our energy supply from oil and other 
non-renewable resources to renewable re
sources such as solar, nuclear fusion. and 
geothermal power. 

This obviously cannot be done overnight 
due to the long lead times required for the 
development of new technologies. Economic 
implementation of nuclear energy, for ex
ample, required 30 years from the time of 
the first pilot plant. 

It is clear that current efforts are not suffi
cient to avoid severe energy shortages early 
in the 21st century and corresponding eco
nomic and social consequences. Efforts must 
be stepped up: 

1) We must make a realistic assessment of 
the energy situation, going beyond the usual 
formulation of future world energy scenarios. 
Concrete targets must be met and reached in 
the short, medium, and longer term. 

2) We must take stock of existing energy 
and related economic structures both on a 
national and international level and build 
and improve upon them. The necessary 
changes must be made smoothly, without 

creating additional frictions damaging to 
harmonious, economic progress. 

3) Market principles wm have to be rein
forced and stimulated by policy action and 
incentives. 

In concrete terms, what does this mean? 
First, we must move away as quickly as 

possible from the highly dangerous course 
of a one-sided energy economy based on oil 
if we are to a.void the economic and social 
breakdown from which the world has just 
escaped. OPEC countries cannot be expected 
to act as the ultimate balance for energy 
supply and demand indefinitely. Quite in
dependently of general political considera
tions, individual OPEC countries will limit 
their production for quite sound and valid 
economic reasons, just as industrialized 
countries also do with their resources. 

But we must be realistic and recognize 
that nuclear power and coal are the only 
real alternatives to oil over the short and 
medium term. "Solar," "fusion," "geother
mal," etc., cannot be a panacea to our prob
lems for, a.t the very least, another 20 or 30 
years. Therefore a fnr more positive approach 
must be taken toward the accelerated devel
opment of coal and nuclear power, in tandem. 
with increased efforts to satisfactorily re
solve attendant environmental and safety 
problems. 

Second, we must stop looking upon energy 
as an abundant, wasteable resource. Public 
awareness of the need for energy conserva
tion must be increased and people's habits 
and attitudes toward energy consumption 
must be significantly altered. Industry must 
look at its consumption habits and patterns. 
Industry also must seize the opportunity 
for new markets for already existing conser
vation equipment and more energy efficient 
appliances. Government policies must be im
plemented to provide the proper incentives, 
and where necessary, regulation for elimi
nating wasteful consumption. Energy con
servation does not have to mean a reduced 
standard of living. On the contrary, it may 
well lead to better health and well-being. 

Third, "solar," "fusion," "geothermal," etc., 
must be assessed for their longterm value 
and developed into an economically viable 
energy source for the 21st century. But they 
won't be unless hard, intensive and costly 
efforts are begun today to lay the ground
work for resolving the many complex prob
lems that stm stand in the path of wide
spread use. 

Fourth, as we have seen, there already 
ha. ve been radical changes in energy struc
tures as the decisionmaking power for oil 
production and pricing has shifted from the 
oil companies and purely market forces to 
the oil producing countries. Further changes 
can be anticipated-the growth in national 
oil companies and the even greater involve
ment of both producer and consumer gov
ernments. We must channel these changes 
in such a way as to avoid frictions and a 
dangerous loss of flexibility in the world en
ergy market. 

The changing relationship between govern
ment and industry, the modified role of the 
market, and the increased complexity, cost, 
and lead times for energy exploration and 
development cast doubt on whether purely 
market forces can, by themselves, assure 
sufficient energy supplies in the future. We 
have to create a reliable investment climate 
and encourage increased energy investment. 
We must avoid the atmosphere of uncertainty 
that has already been created by the new 
power achieved by OPEC, and that has been 
aggravated by the uncertain energy policies 
of some industrialized nations. 

The task ahead for all of us is a. diffi.cult 
one, but it can and must be done. Public 
complacency and lack of international un-

derstanding and cooperation are principal 
obstacles. The opportunity and time is now 
for the industrialized countries, in close co
operation with the oil producing and energy 
deficient developing countries to make sub
stantial progress toward solving our medium 
and long energy problems. 

[From the 011 Daily, June 2, 1976] 
ENERGY PROBLEMS NEGLECTED Too LONG 
SAN FRANCISCO.-"The U.S. has neglected 

its enegy problems far too long to reverse its 
growing dependence on imported oil in the 
near future." 

The quote is from an energy study prepared 
by Standard OU Co. of California, which says 
it seems almost certain that U.S. oll imports 
will continue to grow, at least untll 1985. 

The study pointed out that U.S. energy 
needs grew a.t the rate of 4.3% a year be
tween 1960 a.nd 1973. However, because of 
slower economic expansion and energy con
servation, SoCal expects energy consumption 
to increase only a.bout 3 % a year in the fu
ture. 

The study cited that it called "two popu
lar energy misconceptions": (1) that the 
nation ca.n solve its energy problems princi
pally by reducing its consumption and, (2) 
that it can switch rapidly to new energy 
sources. 

"Increasing the efficiency of our energy 
use can and will contribute importantly to a 
favorable energy balance in the U.S." the 
study stressed. It pointed out, however, that 
conservation can do Olilly part of the job. 

"We cannot arbitrarily place severe limits 
on energy growth without seriously dam
aging our economy," it said. 

The often cited new energy sources (solar, 
nuclear, fusion, geothermal, etc.) cannot con
tribute significantly to the energy supply 
in the next 10 years-and perhaps not very 
much before the turn of the century, accord
ing to the study which pointed out the long 
lead times required to develop the technology, 
then to place these sources into wide use. 

Some points ma.de by the SoCal energy 
report: 

Nuclear: Despite construction, regulatory 
and siting delays which have plagued it, nu
clear energy has the potential to expand rap
idly to provide 10% of the total U.S. energy 
needs by 1985, compared to about 2% cur
rently. 

Coal: Because of serious obstacles limit
ing coal development and use, SoCal expects 
coal consumption to increase by only 65 % 
between 1975 and 1985 to supply about one 
tl!th of U.S. energy needs. 

Natural gas: As early as 1980, the U.S. wlll 
be getting only about one-tl!th of its en
ergy from natural gas, compared to about 
one-third in the early 1970's. Only 40% of 
total U.S. natural gas production wlll be 
coming from currently developed reserves by 
1985. Most of the remaining 60% must come 
from new and high-cost discoveries in deep 
onshore wells, from a.retie regions and the 
outer continental shelf. 

OU: SoCal expects the decline in U.S. oil 
production to continue until 1977 or 1978 
when Alaska North Slope oil will begin mov
ing to domestic markets. Then for a few 
years, U.S. production wlll increase slightly 
to reach a level just over that attained in 
the early 1970's. 

It ts significant, the SoCal study pointed 
out, that by 1985 more than 40% of U.S. on 
production will have to come from expen
sive new "assisted recovery" projects (using 
water, steam, gas and other means to drive 
more oil out of producing fields) and from 
new discoveries. 

New discoveries, the study stressed, a.re 
most likely to occur in "frontier" areas such 
as those of Alaska and the outer continental 
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shelf, where operating conditions are difficult 
and costs are exceedingly high. 

The feasibility of finding new oil, and mak
ing old ollftelds produce more, the study con
cluded, depends largely on economics-the 
price of oil, the cost of producing it, taxes the 
oil industry must pay, etc. 

[From the New York Times, Ma.r. 30, 1976] 
ISSUES '76: ENERGY 

The term of the next President will in all 
likelihood bridge the transformation of this 
country from a carefree squanderer of energy, 
as it long has been, into an acutely energy
conscious society of the kind that rising costs 
and scarcity are forcing it to become. 

Congress and the Ford Administration 
have vast unfinished work in fashioning a 
coherent energy policy in the months before 
the election; the modest energy bUl that fi
nally emerged, after a full year of hauling and 
screaming, scarcely begins to address critical 
and specific issues involved in balancing the 
energy budget. 

In the election campaign, however, the 
longer-term challenge should define the de
bate among the candidates. How is this far
reaching transformation of a social structure 
and ethic to be accomplished? Can the bur
dens and benefits be made to fall equitably 
across the whole population, or will some seg
ments be squeezed for the enrichment of 
others? Will, indeed, the transformation pro
ceed under measured policy direction or con
tinue as before by default, by a haphazard 
interplay of the competing interests and 
values? 

First priority in any long-range energy 
policy must go to conservation, to reducing 
the demand side of the energy equation by 
eliminating wasteful practices and improv
ing the efficiency with which energy is pro
duced, delivered and employed. Study after 
study has shown conservation of existing en
ergy resources to be the most effective and 
readily available "new source" of supply to 
meet urgent needs. 

Conserving energy, no less than the par
allel means of expanding supply by increas
ing production, involves agonizing tra.deoffs. 
candidates like President Ford, who have re
lied primarily upon the price mechanism and 
theoretical free-market behavior to discour
age consumption, offer a straightforward and 
blunt formula: If the price ls higher, people 
will use less. But this policy forces hardships 
indiscriminately upon poorer segments of the 
population and upon essential and socially 
beneficial consumption of energy as well as 
on wasteful uses. 

The alternative to the price mechanism is 
Government direction-regulation, subsidies, 
controls. These techniques offer ways of dis
tributing the burdens of scarcity where they 
can best be carried and of emphasizing the 
broad social interest in energy-related deci
sions as they are made. They also invite bu
reaucratic bungling, inefficiencies and loop
holes from which the most nimble could 
benefit in more than fair share. 

The obvious device that combines these 
two alternatives ls a high gasoline tax-po
lltlcally unpopular and requ1rtng rare cour
age from the candidate who dares to advo
cate it. The price would rise, With all the 
conservation inducements that would pro
vide; the extra revenues would go, not to 
the on companies, but to the Federal Treas
ury which could then pump them back into 
society through rebates to the low-income 
groups and to consumers most reliant upon 
gasoline for their Uvelihood, and aiso 
through some form of subsidies to energy 
producers and technologies showtng most 
promise of national benefit. 

Energy policymaking ts plagued by the 
necessity, ln the words of the Brookings In-

stitution, "to sort out real from imaginary 
problems and real from imaginary choices." 
The choice between solar and nuclear power, 
tor instance, ls imaginary. Both can play 
their roles in supplying this country's en
ergy; candidates may well differ on the rela
tive reliance to be placed on each. 

One of the most prevalent, but imaginary, 
policy problems is the one contained in the 
catch phrase, "ending reliance on imported 
oil." As a practical matter, there are virtually 
no energy expert.a who believe that total self
sufficiency is even possible !or this country 
under existing technology; nor, weighing the 
economic, social and environmental costs in
volved in massive expansion of domestic en
ergy supplies, is ellmlnation of all oil imports 
necessarily desirable. 

Instead of echoing the outmoded rhetoric 
of President Nixon's Project Independence, 
this country's next leaders would do far bet
ter to evolve specific programs !or a Project 
Interdependence, in which oil producers and 
importers would share genuine mutual in
terest in longterm stablllty of contracts. De
pendence on imports from unreliable foreign 
sourees, however, remains a national danger; 
reducing that dependence is vital, and it will 
require a massive effort to get it down from 
the present 45 percent even to one-third or 
less. 

The literature of energy policy is full of 
catch phrases to trap the unwary and score 
debating points. Everyone involved can be 
eloquent a.bout the need for sacrifices by 
everyone else. The policy leadership which 
this country needs for the years to come wlll 
have to make a convincing case to the elec
torate for sacrifices in an energy-conscious 
society. It would be the refusal to make those 
sacrifices, not the sacrifices themselves, that 
would inhibit growth in living standards 
and tarnish the quality of llfe tor the nation 
and all its citizens. 

ENERGY CRISIS GROWING 

(By Louis Rukeyser) 
NEW YoRK.-The real energy crisis in 

America is over whether the country is ever 
going to get up enough energy to head off 
another crisis. 

Frankly, the outlook is dubious. 
The politicians, characteristically, have 

managed to avoid effective action on either 
of the two possible solutions-building up 
supplies or conserving usage-preferring to 
take the less uncomfortable route of beating 
on the oil companies. 

Apparently, there are few votes to be lost 
by attacking the large petroleum corpora
tions, whose popularity with the electorate 
ranks somewhere south of that of the Anoph
eles mosquito. And so we have the tempt
ing election-year proposals to dismember 
these corporations by restricting the number 
of !unctions in which one company can be 
involved. 

These proposals make a number of falla
cious assumptions. They assume that the 
country has been poorly served by its oil In
dustry, when in fact the ready availabllity of 
cheap energy-unmatched anywhere else in 
the industrial world-has been a significant 
factor in American growth. 

They assume that the industry is current
ly noncompetitive, when in fact it is fiercely 
competitive-in exploration and production 
(more than 10,000 companies and individ
uals), transportation ( 102 interstate pipelines 
vying to carry raw materials and finished 
products), refining (133 companies oper
ating 264 refiners) and distribution (15.-
000 wholesalers, 300,000 privately operated 
service stations). 

And they assume that dissolution of the 
large integrated companies would lower 
prices for consumers and prevent future en-

ergy shortages, when in fact it would have 
precisely the opposite result in both cases. 

The best t hing going for those who play 
such silly tunes on their anti-business flutes 
is that the public's memory is so short. People 
have not only forgotten the long lines and 
shortages the last time the Government in
serted itself into the energy business, in 1973; 
they also have forgotten that the cause of the 
trouble lay in the Mideast-dominated on car
tel, whose hand would be strengthened im
measurably 1! the American companies were 
crippled. 

The public is right that the energy short
age was contrived, but it has forgotten who 
it was that did the contriving. The Arab-led 
OPEC nations, which control two-thirds of 
the world's reserves, first embargoed oil ship
ments to the United States and then quad
rupled their prices. Next, to maintain his 
blackmail of the consumer nations, they 
reduced their production levels. 

Still another artificial hike in the world 
oil price may be coming after the OPEC 
bullies meet again in Indonesia May 27. And 
instead of moving to meet this international 
challenge, we are dealing only With domestic 
class-war emotions and political mythology. 

Even President Ford, nominally committed 
to the Grandly named Project Independence 
(which aims at making the U.S. self-suffi
cient in energy by 1985), approved-how
ever reluctantly-an energy bill that bore 
no resemblance to this policy. 

Meanwhile, domestic production of crude 
oil and natural gas actually declined last 
year by, respectively, more than 4 per cent 
and nearly 7 per cent. The trend is continu
ing in 1976. 

By one estimate, hostile Congressional tax 
and price measures already have reduced the 
oil companies' cash flow by $4.5 btllion; by 
any estimate, our brilliant legislators have 
managed to discourage a significant amount 
of hunting for new oil fields and other energy 
sources. 

How stupid can we get? Every month, every 
year-while politicians seek cheap applause 
by battering our own producers-the country 
grows more and more dependent on the good 
will of the sheiks. 

Imports supplied more than a third of 
total U.S. oil demand last year, a figure that 
1s expected to rise to 44 per cent for 1976 and 
to 60 per cent by 1985. Inexorably, we are 
moving toward what has been described 
cynically as "the Arab solution." 

In other words, the country is following 
the one route it swore to abjure: the road 
to total dependence on the consciousless 
blackmailers of Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. 
When and if another embargo comes, we Will 
be damaged far worse than we were in 1973 
and it Will be too late then to remember who 
the enemy really was. 

ZARB URGES STEPS AGAINST EMBARGO 

TOKYO, June 23.-The head of the U.S. 
Federal Energy Admlnistration said here to
day that oU importing nations must prepare 
for the possibillty of another embargo on 
supplies. 

Frank Zarb, who is on his way back to the 
United States after a tour of the Middle East, 
said he had heard no assurances from oU 
producing countries that on would not be 
used again as a pol1t1cal weapon. 

It has "simple realism" for the importers 
to recognize the danger, increasing oU stock
piles and boosting their self-sufficiency in 
energy, Zarb said. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING . PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, there 
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will now be a period for the transaction 
of routine morning business, for not to 
exceed 10 minutes, with statements 
therein limited to 2 minutes each. 

NATIONAL TRAFFIC AND MOTOR 
VEHICLE SAFETY APPROPRIA-
TIONS 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask 

that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa
tives on H.R. 9291. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
Pore laid before the Senate H.R. 9291, 
an act to amend the National Trame and 
Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 to au
thorize appropriations, which was read 
twice by its title. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
Pore. Without objection, the Senate will 
proceed to the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, we are 
considering today legislation to extend 
the National Trame and Motor Vehicle 
Safety Act. This legislation, like S. 2323, 
reported favorably by the Commerce 
Committee on May 5, 1976, would au
thorize to be appropriated not to exceed 
$13 million for the fiscal year transition 
period and $60 million for each of fiscal 
years 1977 and 1978 for implementation 
of this important legislation. 

Additionally, H.R. 9291 would delay 
from October 27, 1976, to April 1, 1977, 
the effective date of the schoolbus safety 
regulations required pursuant to Public 
Law 93-492. In granting this extension 
of a little over 5 months, Congress 
would be responding to a request of the 
School Bus Manufacturers Institute, 
SBMI, to allow additional time to achieve 
compliance with the standards using the 
best possible design solutions. 

It is important to note that this ex
tension would affect only a small per
centage of the 1977 schoolbus produc
tion. According to the SBMI, only 16 
percent of each year's production is 
achieved in January, February, and 
March. The bulk of the production oc
curs during the summer months in an
ticipation of the new school year begin
ning in the fall. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed in the RECORD 
a letter from Berkley Sweet, executive 
director of the School Bus Manuf actur
ers Institute regarding this proposed ex
tension of the effective date. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ScHOOL Bus MANuJ'ACTURERS INSTITUTE, 

Washington, D.C., May 10, 1976. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Commerce, 

Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash
ington, D.C. 

DEAR CHAmMAN MAGNUSON: The purpose of 
thls letter ls to give you and other members 
orthe Committee on Commerce my full as
surance as a representative of the six school 
bus body manufacturers that the extension 
of the e1Iective date of the school bus safety 
standards to April 1, 1977, which H.R. 9291, 
as amended by the House Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce, would pro
vide, will not be used to produce a large por-

tion of the 1977 bus orders according to the 
"old" standards. 

Every manufacturer has told me person
ally that his company w1ll begin to incorpo
rate the required features as soon as pos
sible in the 1977 production run. Further
more, the industry-wide production figures 
which we have compiled over a number of 
years indicate that, at most, only 16% of a 
year's production is ever produced during 
January, February, and March, which 1s the 
only part of the 1977 production year actu
ally affected by the extension. For your in
formation, I am enclosing a graphic profile 
of the school bus production year, which il
lustrates this fact. 

As you are aware, the manufacturers need 
this additional time principally to bring all 
the buses built according to new standards 
into a maximum level of quality control 
for compliance. All of the standards Will be 
phased gradually into production, but com
pliance with the seating standard, which re
quires manufacturers to totally change their 
methods of seat construction, wlll present 
some especially difficult quality control prob
lems. 

The engineers for these manufacturers 
conclude that they need a.n extension of the 
effective date of the standards to April l, 
1977 in order to firmly establish the best 
production techniques possible instead of 
relying on "reasonable guesstimaites" so tha,.t 
they ca.n be absolutely certain that the meth
ods they have seleoted for compliance result 
in the production of the safest possible bus. 

The school bus manufacturers a.re as 
vitally interested in seeing that the new 
safety features are rapidly incorporated in 
their buses as a.re you, the other Members 
of the Committee on Commerce, and the 
rest of the Congress. This extension will 
permit us to get the job done using the 
soundest methods possible. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure. 

BERKLEY SWEET, 
Executive Director. 

Typical schoolbus manufacturing profile 
(Six year average based on Assembly 
Starts) 

Percent of yearly 
Calendar month: production 

January ---------------------------- 4 
February --------------------------- 4 
Ma.rch ------------------------------ 8 
April ------------------------------- 7 
May -------------------------------- 11 
June ------------------------------- 12 
July -------------------------------- 14 
August ----------------------------- 14 
September -------------------------- 13 
October ---------------------------- 10 

�~�~�;�e�e�:�:�:�e�e�;� _-_-_-:_-_-_-:_-_-_-_-:_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_ �~� 

• Assembly Starts for December aipproxi
mately equal zero due to model year produc
tion change over a.nd Christmas and New 
Years Holidays. 

:Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, there 
have been some fears expressed that this 
extension will be used by the manufac
turers to exempt the entire 1977 school 
bus production from the F'ederal stand
ards by stockpiling chassis. This letter 
offers us assurance that this extension 
will be used for nothing more than allow
ing manufacturers to incorporate new 
designs more conveniently into produc
tion cycles and that only a small per
centage of the 1977 production will be 
affected. 

Mr. President, 1976 marks the 10th 
anniversary of the National Trame and 
Motor Vehicle Safety Act. Since the pro-

mulgation of the first Federal motor ve
hicle safety standards in 1967, there has 
been a continuous and significant de
cline in the Nation's highway fatality 
rate. In 1966, when both the National 
Trame and Motor Vehicle Safety Act 
and the Highway Safety Act were en
acted, the fatality rate was 5.5 to 5.6 
per 100 million miles traveled. By 1973, 
the rate had dropped about 25 percent 
to 4.15 per 100 million miles. Estimates 
based on the 1966 accident statistics con
clude that had we not embarked on these 
safety programs, the Nation would have 
sufiered 7.5,000 highway fatalities in 1973. 
Instead, m that year, 54,347 lives were 
lost on the American highways. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator's 2 minutes have ex
pired. 

Mr. HARTKE. I ask unanimous con
sent to proceed for another 2 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? Without objec
tion, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARTKE. A combination of fac
tors have contributed to this decrease in 
highway fatalities. During the last dec
ade, the highway environment was be
ing improved, new motor vehicle safety 
standards were introduced, and new traf
fic safety programs in States and com
munities were being implemented. While 
it �~� ditncult to proportion these safety 
gams among the three programs, Dr. 
James Gregory, Administrator of the Na
tional Highway Trame Safety Adminis
tration, recently stated his belief that--

The etforts to improve the safety per
formance of motor vehicles and motor ve
hicle equipment are likely to achieve con
crete results earlier than e1Iorts aimed at 
the more d111lcult task of improving hum.an 
driving ha.bits. It is, therefore, my assess
ment that our motor vehicle sa.fety pro
grams have contributed most to the safety 
gains we achieved through 1973. 

Since 1973, additional safety gains 
have been achieved through the imple
mentation of a national 55-mile-per
hour speed limit. The number of fatali
ties declined from 54,347 in 1973 to 45,717 
in 1974 and an estimated 45,674 in 1975. 
This decline cannot be explained solely 
in terms of changes in total vehicle miles 
driven because while total mileage 
dropped somewhat from 1973 to 1974 it 
reached a new height of 1.315 billion' in 
1975. The net effect of the changes in 
fatalities and mileage was that the fa
tality rate fell to about 3.6 per 100 mil
lion miles in 1974 and to an estimated 
3.5 per 100 million miles for 1975. 

A savings in lives is not the only bene
fit of the motor vehicle safety program. 
Hundreds of thousands of injuries have 
been prevented. In terms of dollars and 
cents, motor vehicle accidents have been 
estimated by the National Safety Coun
cil to cost the Nation in excess of $19.3 
billion. This figure includes $6 billion in 
wage loss, $1. 7 billion in medical expense 
$5.1 billion in insurance administratior{ 
costs, and $6.5 billion in property dam
age from moving motor vehicle acci
dents. There can be no question but that 
in its first decade, the motor vehicle and 
�h�l�g�~�w�a�y� safety programs have made a 
maJor contribution in increasing the 
safety of the highway environment. 
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Mr. President, I urge approval of H.R. 

9291. . 
UP AMENDMENT NO. 85 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment that I send to the desk 
and ask that it be considered. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. CRANSTON. 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 of Senator CRANSTON 
and Senator TuNNEY is as follows: 

On page 2, after line 4, insert the fol
lowing: 

"Sec. 3. Section 103(i) of such Act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
:following new paragraph: 

"'(3) Not later than 6 months after the 
date of enactment of this section, the Sec
retary shall conduct a study and report to 
Congress on (A) the factors relating to the 
school bus vehicle which contribute to the 
occurrence of school bus accidents and re..: 
sultant injuries, and (B) actions which can 
be taken to reduce the likelihood. of occur
rence of such accidents and severity of such 
injuries. Such study shall consider, among 
other things, the extent to which injuries 
may be reduced through the use of seat 
belts and other occupant restraint systems 
in school bus accidents, and an examina
tion of the extent to which the age of 
school buses increases the likelihood of ac
cidents and resultant injuries.'". 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, Sen
ator JOHN V. TuNNEY and I are propos
ing this amendment to H.R. 9291, the 
National Traffic and Motor Vehicle 
Safety Act authorization bill. It directs 
the Department of Transportation to 
conduct a study of pupil transportation 
and report to Congress on the actions 
which might be taken to reduce the 
occurrence of schoolbus accidents. There 
have been many accidents injuring and 
killing children traveling to and from 
school in buses. The latest, and appar
ently one of the worst in United States 
history, occurred on May 21 in Martinez, 
Calif. Twenty-seven students from Yuba 
City High School and one adult super
visor were killed. Every other passenger 
and the bus driver, a total of 25 per
sons, suffered injuries, many serious. 
Along with the families in Yuba City, 
the State of California, and the Nation, 
Senator TuNNEY and I were shocked and 
saddened by this needless accident. Be
cause of the tragedy we have resolved 
to take whatever steps we can to re
duce the chances for future schoolbus 
catastrophes. 

Thus we are proposing an investigation 
of pupil transportation. The finding of 
this study will assist in evaluating and 
improving the critical safety standards 
needed to protect children riding in 
schoolbuses. 

Considering the rapid advances which 
continue to be made in the technology 
of vehicle construction, there is no ex
cuse for permitting any of the Nation's 
pupils to ride in outmoded schoolbuses, 
or buses on which few improvements 
have been made to protect its passen-

gers. While there appears to be a dearth 
of factual information as to what could 
have been done to prevent this tragic 
incident, there has not been sufficient 
effort made to implement existing tech
nology to prevent such happenings. It 
is our hope that this Department of 
Transportation study will provide us with 
the necessary recommendations to make 
those needed changes so that future 
schoolbus passengers may be assured of 
the benefits of the existing technology. 
Inclusion of this provision is an initial 
step in understanding and preventing 
the dangers that schoolchildren are ex
posed to in their year-round use of 
school vehicles. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I am pre
pared to accept the amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. If there be no further amendment 
to be proposed, the question is on the 
engrossment of the amendment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I a.sk 
unanimous consent that S. 2323 be 
placed on the Calendar under "Subjects 
on the Table." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I object. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Objection is heard. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. That is on the 

unanimous-consent request putting an 
item on the calendar under "Subjects on 
the Table." 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Objection is heard. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask for 
indefinite postponement of Calendar Or
der 812, S. 2323. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT OF THE FEDERAL 
RAILROAD SAFETY ACT OF 1970 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Chair lay 
before the Senate a message from the 
House of Representatives on H.R. 11804, 
which is an act to amend the Federal 
Railroad Safety Act of 1970 to authorize 
additional appropriations, and for other 
purposes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. PROXMIRE) laid before the 
the Senate H.R. 11804, an act to amend 
the Federal Railway Safety Act of 1970 
to authorize additional appropriations, 
and for other purposes, which was con
sidered to have been read twice by its 
title. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the Senate will 
proceed to its immediate consideration. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, H.R. 
11804 is the House passed version of leg
islation to authorize additional appro
priations for implementation of the Fed-

eral Railroad Safety Act of 1970. On 
May 13, 1976, the Senate Commerce 
Committee reported S. 3119 which would 
authorize for appropriation the same 
amount as H.R. 11804. H.R. 11804 con
tains several additional amendments to 
various Federal rail safety statutes which 
I believe are important. I will explain 
those amendments momentarily. 

Subsequent to the passage of H.R. 
11804, the members of the Commerce 
Committee were polled, and we agreed 
that the provisions of H.R. 11804, with 
two or three exceptions, should be ap
proved by the Senate. Accordingly, I am 
sending to the desk amendments to H.R. 
11804 and ask for their immediate con
sideration. 

Mr. President, H.R. 11804 is designed 
to address several deficiencies in the Fed
eral regulatory scheme relating to rail
road safety. As I mentioned previously, it 
would authorize to be appropriated not 
to exceed $35 million for fiscal year 1977 
and $35 million for fiscal year 1978 for 
implementation of the Federal Railroad 
Safety Act of 1970. Of that $35 million, 
up to $18 million shall be available for 
the Office of Safety; up to $3.5 million 
shall be available for the State program 
under section 206(d) of the act; up to 
$3.5 million shall be available for other 
salaries and expenses of the Federal Rail
road Administration; and up to $10 mil
lion shall be available for research and 
development. 

H.R. 11804 would modify the penalty 
provisions of the Safety Appliances Acts, 
the Locomotive Inspection Act, and the 
safety appliance provisions of the Inter
state Commerce Act to make them con
form to the provisions of the Federal 
Railroad Safety Aot of 1970. The amend
ments would provide that a violation of 
such acts would be subject to a minimum 
penalty of $250 and a maximum penalty 
of $2,500. The Secretary would be au
thorized to compromise such penalties 
pursuant to the provisions of the Federal 
Claims Collection Act of 1966 but not 
for an amount less than $250. It is my 
hope that this provision will motivate 
greater compliance with the Federal Rail 
Safety statutes. 

H.R. 11804 would also amend the act of 
March 4, 1907, commonly referred to as 
the Hours of Service Act, in several re
spects. First, it would be a violation of 
that aot to fail to provide clean, safe, and 
sanitary sleeping quarters for employees 
which do not afford an opportunity for 
rest free from interruptions caused by 
noise under the control of the railroad. 
Similarly, it would be a violation of the 
act to being construction or reconstruc
tion of any sleeping quarters within the 
immediate vicinity of any area where 
railroad switching or bumping opera
tions are performed. 

It is important those those involved 
in the railroad operations of this Nation 
be alert while they are on the job. This 
is impossible to achieve if the employees 
are not afforded an opportunity for rest, 
free from interruption or if they are sub
jected to quarters which are not clean, 
safe, and sanitary. 

The motivation for requiring these 
sleeping quarters to be located away from 
the immediate vicinity of switching or 
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humping operations stems from a 1974 
accident in the Norfolk and Western 
Railroad yards in Decatur, Ill. Seven em
ployees were killed and over 100 were 
injured when an explosion demolished 
crew quarters and an eating facility in 
the middle of the yard. This provision is 
designed to insure that such a tragedy is 
not repeated. The Secretary of Trans
portation is mandated to determine pre
cisely how far from the switching or 
humping operations these sleeping quar
ters must be. 

Another amendment to the Hours of 
Service Act relates to the number of 
hours an employee may work without 
relief in emergency situations. Section 
1 (c) of the act currently exempts crews 
of wreck or relief trains from the limita
tions of the Hours of Service Act. There 
are some indications that this limited 
exemption has been abused by expanding 
the circumstances which constitute an 
emergency. Accordingly, this amendment 
would provide that the crew of a wreck 
or relief train may be permitted to re
main on duty for not to exceed 4 addi
tional hours in any period of 24 con
secutive hours whenever an actual emer
gency exists and work of the crew is 
related to that emergency. An emergency 
is deemed to cease to exist when the track 
is clear and the line is open for traffic. 

Finally, the Hours of Service Act would 
be amended to bring within its protec
tion hostlers and signalmen. The act 
presently covers all operating employees 
who are engaged in or connected with 
the movement of any train and teleg
raphers, operators, and dispatchers. 

The primary functions of hostlers are 
to move engines into and out of the shop 
areas and to service the locomotives by 
loading water, sand, and fuel. The duties 
of signalmen encompass the construc
tion, installation, repair, maintenance, 
testing, and inspection of signal systems. 
These signal systems include automatic 
blocks signal systems, traffic control sys
tems, train stop, train control, and cab 
signals, interlocking systems, rail high
way grade crossing protection, automatic 
classification yards, hot box detectors, 
broken flange detectors, and other simi
lar devices, appliances, and systems. 

Under H.R. 11804 as passed by the 
House, signalmen would not be allowed 
to work 4 additional hours during emer
gencies. One of my amendments would 
permit signal employees to work beyond 
the normal hours of service limits in 
emergency situations in which continued 
work is essential to the restoration of un
interrupted signal service. It would 
parallel the emergency provisions that I 
outlined above. 

The second amendment which I am 
offering would extend to signal employees 
the same safety protection afforded by 
the provisions of H.R. 11804 which I 
described earlier regarding sleeping 
quarters. That provision requires that 
the railroads provide sleeping quarters 
for employees which are free from inter
ruptions caused by noise and in quarters 
which are clean, safe, and sanitary. 

One of the most important provisions 
of this legislation requires the Federal 
Railroad Administration, within 180 
days, to establish rules of procedure by 

which it will initiate and complete all 
rulemaking activities within 12 months. 
The FRA has been notorious in its un
responsiveness to petitions from the 
public. For example, in August 1974, sev
eral labor organizations filed a petition 
with FRA which would require every 
railroad to move its sleeping· quarters at 
least 1 mile away from its yards where 
switching or humping is performed. This 
was in response to the Decatur, Ill., ac
cident. To date, the FRA has taken no 
action on the petition-it has neither 
initiated a rulemaking nor denied the 
request. The same is true with respect 
to rear-end flag protection for slow mov
ing trains-so-called rule 99. On Janu
ary 10, 1975, the Railway Labor Execu
tives Association filed a petition with 
FRA seeking a rulemaking for rear-end 
flag protection. No action has been taken 
with respect to this petition. 

It would not be difficult to cite addi
tional cases of the failure of FRA to 
respond to the public. This provision is 
designed to insure that our Federal 
regulatory programs are responsive and 
accountable to the public. 

The legislation would also require the 
FRA, within 180 days, to issue rules, 
regulations, orders, and standards in 
two areas. First, FRA must promulgate 
a rule to require that in any case in 
which activities of railroad employees
other than train or yard crews-assigned 
to inspect, test, repair, or service rolling 
equipment are carried out on, under, or 
between rail equipment, that each 
manually operated switch providing ac
cess to the track on which the equip
ment is located must be lined against 
movement to that track and secured by 
an effective locking device. That locking 
device may not be removed except by 
the class or craft of the employees per
forming the inspection, testing, repair, 
or servicing. 

The second area in which FRA would 
be required to establish regulations 
relates to rear-end markers. H.R. 11804, 
as passed by the House, requires the 
promulgation of regulations mandating 
that the rear car of all passenger and 
freight trains be equipped with highly 
visible markers which are lighted during 
periods of darkness or whenever weather 
conditions restrict clear visibility. One 
of the amendments which I am offering 
would modify this provision. It would re
quire that the rear car of all passenger 
and commuter trains shall have one or 
more highly visible markers which are 
lighted during periods of darkness, or 
whenever weather conditions restrict 
clear visibility. With respect to the rear 
car of all freight trains, they shall be 
equipped with highly visible markers 
during periods of darkness or whenever 
weather conditions restrict clear visibil
ity. 

The amendment further provides that 
existing State laws which relate to 
lighted markers on freight trains that 
are in effect as of the date of enactment 
of these amendments may continue in full 
force and effect. Section 205 of the Fed
eral Railroad Safety Act generally re
quires that standards relating to rail
road safety shall be nationally uniform 
to the extent practicable. In this case, 

however, we are preserving certain exist
ing State laws, but that deviation from 
section 205 applies only to the rear light
ing requirements of freight trains. 

The only limitation on a State which 
has in force a law, rule, regulation, order 
or standard relating to lighted markers 
on the rear car of freight trains is a con
stitutional restriction which prohibits 
the State provision from being in direct 
conflict with the Federal provision. How
ever, this provision would not prohibit 
a State which currently has in effect a 
rear lighting requirement for freight 
cars from retaining that requirement 
even though the Federal regulation re
quires reflective markers under certain 
conditions. 

There are three other amendments 
which would be accomplished by H.R. 
11804. First, it would require that the 
FRA be divided into not less than eight 
safety officers for purposes of adminis
tering and enforcing all Federal rail
road safety laws. Second, it would re
quire the Office of Technology Assess
ment to conduct a study of the Federal 
Railroad Safety Act of 1970 and related 
Federal laws to evaluate their effect
tiveness in improving the safety of our 
Nation's railroads. Third, it would amend 
the Department of Transportation Act 
to provide for uniformity of judicial re
view by the Department. 

Mr. President: The inability of the 
Federal Railroad Administration and the 
Nation's railroads to make major safety 
gain continues to be a source of great 
frustration to the committee. While some 
may take comfort in the fact that the 
rate of increase in train accidents de
clined in 1975 over 1974, other safety 
statistics tell a different story. While 
the percentage increase in train acci
dents for 1975 over 1974 was about 5 
percent, and the comparable figure for 
1974 over 1973 was 19 percent, the fact 
remains that there were 7,895 train acci
dents in 1975-404 more than the pre
vious year. To put this increase in per
spective, it was accompanied by a 12.9-
percent decrease in the number of train 
miles traveled during the year. Thus, 
there was an increase of 21.1 percent in 
the accident per million train miles rate 
from 9 in 1974 to 10.9 in 1975. More than 
60 percent of the train accidents were 
due to equipment or track failures. 

There are several disturbing aspects 
concerning the Federal Railroad Admin
istration's administration of the safety 
program in the past year. According to 
comments submitted to the committee by 
the Railway Labor Executive Associa
tion, there are now only 78 inspectors 
throughout the United States responsible 
for inspecting for compliance approxi
mately 1. 7 million freight cars, 34,000 lo
comotives and 6,800 passenger cars. 
FR.A's reports show that there were few
er locomotive and freight car inspections 
in calendar year 1975 than in 1974. 

The Railway Labor Executives Associa
tion further noted that during 1975, the 
freight cars inspected for freight car 
defects were 25.9 percent defective, 13 
percent had safety appliance defects
the highest percentage in more than 18 
years. 
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Mr. President, this is very discourag
ing. The Commerce Committee will con
tinue to monitor the Federal railroad 
safety program in the months to come 
to see what steps are being taken to 
reverse this trend. 

The members of the Committee on 
Commerce report that we agree that the 
provisions of H.R. 11804, with several ex
ceptions should be approved by the Sen
ate. I send to the desk several amend
ments to H.R. 11804 and ask for their 
immediate consideration en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendments will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) 
proposed unprinted amendment No. 86: 

On page 7, line 9, after the word "sections", 
insert "2(a) (3) ,". 

On page 7, line 15, delete the quotation 
mark and the period following the question 
mark and insert between lines 15 and 16 the 
following new subsection : 

"(f) Notwithstanding subsection (a) of 
this section, an individual engaged in install
ing, repairing, or maintaining signal systems 
may be permitted to be or remain on duty 
for not to exceed 4 additional hours in any 
period of 24 consecutive hours whenever an 
actual emergency exists and work of the in
dividual is related to such emergency. For 
purposes of this subsection with respect to 
the on-duty time of an individual engaged 1n 
installing, repa.lrlng, or maintalning signal 
systems, an emergency ceases to exist when 
the signal systems a.re restored to service.". 

On page 8, delete lines 18-21, and on line 
22, delete "(2)" and insert in lieu thereof 
.. (1) ". 

On page 9, line 7, delete the quotation 
mark and the period following the new 
paragraphs: 

"(2) the rear car of all passenger and 
commuter trains shall have one or more 
highly visible markers which are lighted dur
ing periods of darkness or whenever weather 
conditions restrict clear visibility; and 

"(3) the rear car of all freight trains 
shall have highly visible ma.rkers during 
periods of darkness or whenever weather con
ditions restrict clear visibility. 
Notwithstanding the provisions of section 
205 of the Federal Railroad Safety Act of 
1970 (45 U.S.C. 434), nothing in paragraphs 
(2) and (3) of this subsection shall prohibit 
a state from continuing in force any law, 
rule, regulation, order or standard in effect on 
the date of enactment of the Federal Rail
road Safety Authorization Act of 1976 relat
ing to lighted markers on the rear car of 
freight trains except to the extent that such 
law, rule, regulation, order, or standard would 
cause such cars to be in violation of this 
section.". 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendments, en bloc. 

The amendments were agreed to en 
bloc. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read a third time and 
passed. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask 
that S. 3119 be indefinitely postponed. 

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

<Routine morning business transacted 
today is printed later in today's RECORD 
�~�f� Senate proceedings.) 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The period for morning business 
has passed. Morning business is now 
closed. 

TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, EXEC
UTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES AP
PROPRIATIONS, 1977 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, what 

is the pending business? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now proceed to the con
sideration of H.R. 14261, which the clerk 
will state. 

The assistant legislative clerk read ·as 
follows: 

A blll (H.R. 14261) 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 Septem
ber 30, 1977, and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider 
the bill, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Appropriations with 
amendments. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pare. Time for debate is limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. 
BELLMON) and the Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA)' with 30 min
utes on any amendment and 20 minutes 
on any debatable motion, appeal, or point 
of order. 

The Senator from New Mexico is rec
ognized. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Will the Senator yield 
for a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. I ask unanimous con

sent that Janice Cohn of my stat! be 
granted floor privileges during consid
eration of this measw·e. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Witnout objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GLENN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. MONTOYA. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. GLENN. I ask unanimous consent 

that Reginald Gilliam and Leonard Bick
wit of my staff be granted privileges of 
the floor during debate and discussion 
of this measure. 

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

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, on be
half of the Committee on Appropriations, 
I am pleased to present the Treasury, 
Postal Service, and general Government 
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1977, 
H.R. 14261. 

The President's budget, as amended, 
requested $8,004,892,000 for programs 
and activities under this appropriation 
bill. The recommendation of the com
mittee is $8,301,160,000. This is an in
crease over fiscal year 1976 appropria
tions of $1,491,018,500. 

The bill passed the House of Represen
tatives June 14, 1976 in the amount of 
$8,267,636,000. The committee recom
mendation is an increase of $296,268,000 
over the budget estimate and an increase 

of $33,524,000 over the House bill. Budget 
amendments amounting to $21,745,000 
were received subsequent to House action. 
The appropriations recommended in this 
bill are well within the allocation con
tained in the first concurrent resolution 
for these agencies and functions. 

I shall briefly highlight the major 
items in the bill. 

TITLE I---TREASURY DEPARTMENT 

The subcommittee recommendation 
for the Treasury Department is $2,574,-
300,000. This is a reduction of $1,301,000 
below the :fiscal year 1976 appropriation, 
a reduction of $5,897 ,000 below the budg
et estimate, and $1,160,000 below the 
House bill. 

Increases above the House allowance 
are recommended for the Bureau of Alco
hol, Tobacco and Firearms and the U.S. 
Customs Service. For ATF, the committee 
recommends an additional $2,500,000 to 
provide for personnel being trans! erred 
from enforcement of the illicit liquor 
laws where violations are declining to en
forcement efforts involving firearms and 
explosives, and for implementation of the 
necessary research and development ac
tivities leading to an explosives "tagging" 
program to assist in the identification of 
the manufacturer of an explosive. 

For the Customs Service, the commit
tee recommends $340 million, which is 
an increase of $6 million above the House 
allowance. The committee recommended 
allowance will permit Customs to con
tinue the 373 personnel positions for 
which funding was included in the Sec
ond Supplemental Appropriations Act, 
1976, for antidrug smuggling efforts and 
stamng for new ports of entry at high
security locations. In addition, the com
mittee recommends denial of the budget 
estimate reduction of 322 personnel posi
tions. The major workload indicators 
have moved up sharply from comparable 
periods in fiscal year 1975. Third quar
ter activity in 1976 compared to 1975 re
flects that entries have increased by 13 
percent, air passengers have increased 12 
percent, and land border crossings have 
increased 10 percent. 

For the Internal Revenue Service, the 
budget estimate reflected a reduction of 
$20 million below the fiscal year 1976 
level of activity. The House restored $10 
million of the budget estimate reduction. 
The committee recommends $1,672,-
500,000 for ms activities. This is an in
crease of $1 million above the budget 
estimate and a reduction of $9 million 
below the House allowance. The increase 
above the budget estimate is to provide 
taxpayer assistance at the same level as 
was available during 1976. Testimony to 
the committee indicates that 1,700,000 
fewer taxpayers would receive assistance 
in 1977 than in 1976 if the budget esti
mate were adopted. This committee has 
been instrumental in providing resources 
for the taxpayer assistance activity, and 
report language directs ms to continue 
the resources for this activity at the fiscal 
year 1976 level. 

During hearing in support of the fiscal 
year 1977 budget estimates, officials of 
the Internal Revenue Service presented a 
comprehensive briefing to the committee 
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on its plans for a complete redesign and 
restructure of the current income tax 
processing system. The proposed system, 
called TAS for Tax Administration Sys
tem, is to fill the need for an improved 
tax administration data processing 
capability in the 1980's. It is estimated 
to cost over $600 million for system de
sign, implementation and operating costs 
through 1985. This estimate was devel
oped during a cost-benefit analysis by 
IRS in 1974 and does not reflect price 
escalation. 

The proposed procurement is the larg
est data processing project ever under
taken by the Federal Government. Al
though the committee is in sympathy 
with the needs of IRS for future tax ad
ministration capability, it is concerned 
with the planned system procurement 
plan and the need for additional review 
so as to minimize the risks of failure, dis
ruption, cost overrun and waste of tax
payers' dollars. 

The committee repart discusses this 
proposal and recommends that IRS con
sider other system procurement plans of 
a more evolutionary nature to improve 
the probability of success and reduce the 
inherent risk. 

TITLE n-u.s. POSTAL SEBVXCB 

The committee recommends concur
rence with the House bill of $1,766,100,-
000 for the U.S. Postal Service. This is an 
increase of $307 ,366,000 over the budget 
estimate to provide funding for the ex
tended phasing authorized by Public 
Law 93-328. 

Although Public Law 93-328, which 
was Senate bill S. 411, extended the pe
riod for phasing in full postal rates from 
5 years 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 required 
funding in his recommendations. I might 
add the President similarly failed to jn
clude a request for support of the ex
tended phasing-in period in fiscal years 
1975 and 1976; however, the Congress 
has included funding in each of these 
years to allow our daily newspapers, 
magazines, and nonprofit organizations 
suftlcient time to adjust to the ever-in
creasing postal rates. 

Failure to include the funding in sup
port of the extended phasing-in period 
would have required the Postal Service to 
impose a substantial increase in postage 
on the affected classes of mailers. The 
committee believes that continued sup
port of the extended phasing-in period is 
in the public interest. 

The remaining items in this title are 
authorized in the Postal Reorganization 
Act <Public Law 91-375). They include 
$920,000,000 for public service costs, 
$484,700,000 for revenue foregone by the 
Postal Service, and $54,104,000 for un
funded liabilities of the former Post Of
fice Department prior to reorganization. 

The committee report refers to com
prehensive studies by the General Ac
counting Office and the Defense Appro
priations Subcommittee relative to state
side operations of the military postal 
system. Although the committee directed 
the stateside postal operations performed 
by full-time military personnel be ter-

minated and the U.S. Postal Service pro
vide delivery operations to stateside in
stallations; this has not been imple
mented. The committee repart directs 
the Department of Defense and the U.S. 
Postal Service to reach final agreement 
on this matter within 60 days. 
TITLE m-EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

The committee recommends $66,000,-
000 for appropriations funded under the 
Executive Office of the President. This is 
a reduction of $516,000 below the budget 
estimate and an increase of $22,432,000 
above the House allowance. 

The increase above the House allow
ance is due to the denial by the House of 
appropriations for the White House Of
fice, Special Assistance to the President, 
the o:ffi.cial residence of the Vice Presi
dent, executive residence, Domestic 
Council, and unanticipated needs. Al
though budget estimates were received 
for these appropriations in the fiscal 
year 1977 budget and appropriations 
provided in past years, the House, by 
floor amendments, denied funding· on 
points of order that the requested appro
priations were lacking authorization. The 
House approved authorization for these 
appropriations in H.R. 6706 on July 9, 
1975. This bill was referred to the Sen
ate Post Office and Civil Service Com
mittee, where it is currently pending con
sideration. 

The committee recommends that fund
ing for these appropriations be included 
in the Senate bill. It is the view of the 
committee that funding should be con
tinued for these appropriations to allow 
time for the Senate Post O:ffi.ce and Civil 
Service Committee to consider H.R. 6706. 

TITLE IV-INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

For title IV, independent agencies, the 
committee recommends $3,894,690,000. 
This is a reduction of $4,685,000 below 
the budget estimate and an increase of 
$12,252,000 above the House allowance. 
The increase is due to budget amend
ments totaling $21,745,000 which were 
received subsequent to House action. The 
committee recommends increases to the 
House bill of $350,000 for the National 
Study Commission on Records and Doc
uments of Federal Oftlcials; $1,300,000 
for the National Commission on Elec
tronic Fund Transfers; and $20,000,000 
for the Harry S Truman Scholarship 
Foundation. 

For the Civil Service Commission, the 
committee recommends $3,440,692,000. 
This concurs with the budget estimate 
and refiects a reduction of $5,000,000 
from the House allowance for intergov
ernmental personnel assistance. The al
lowance for the Civil Service Commission 
includes $102,328,000 in direct appropria
tion and $24,365,000 transferred from 
trust funds, $451,844,000 for the Govern
ment payment for annuitants, employees 
health benefits appropriation, $2,874,-
955,000 for payment to the civil service 
retirement and disability fund, and 
$1,565,000 for the Federal Labor Rela
tions Council. 

For the General Services Administra
tion, the committee recommends $332,-
588,000. This agrees with the House 
allowance and is a reduction of $10,540,-

000 from the budget estimate. For the 
Federal building fund, the committee 
recommends $1,141,755,000 which agrees 
with the amended budget estimate and 
is an increase of $16,800,000 over the 
House allowance. The increase will per
mit GSA to complete construction proj
ects for which funding will expire on 
September 30, 1976, pursuant to the 
Treasury, Postal Service, and General 
Government Appropriations Act, 1976 
<Public Law 94-91) and will provide 
$11,300,000 for completion of Federal 
buildings in Honolulu, Detroit and New 
York City. 

The committee recommends $80,000,-
000 for the Defense Civil Preparedness 
Agency. This is an increase of $9,000,000 
above the budget estimate and a reduc
tion of $5,000,000 below the House allow
ance. The recommended amount included 
$29,600,000 of Federal matching funds for 
State and local governments personnel 
and administrative charges. This is the 
same level of effort supported in �f�i�~�c�a�l� 
year 1976. 

LANGUAGE CHANGES 

The committee recommends approval 
of several language changes which are of 
general interest. Section 506 of title Vin
cludes language to permit the General 
Services Administration to negotiate and 
accept the conveyance of land adjacent 
to Dulles International Airport in ex
change for conveyance of surplus real 
property of equal value. I want to em
phasize this is permissive legislation only 
and the section provides-

Accepta.nce by the United States of any 
exchange proposal is contingent upon review 
by the appropriate committees of the 
Congress. 

Section 507 is included to restrain 
foreign procurement of stainless steel 
fiatware by the General Services Admin
istration. A similar provision relating to 
specialty metals has been included in the 
Department of Defense appropriations 
acts for some years. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, before concluding my 
remarks, I wish to express my apprecia
tion for the assistance of Senator HENRY 
BELLMON, the senior Senator from Okla
homa and the ranking minority member 
of the subcommittee. Senator BELLMON 
participated actively in the hearings and 
the markup of the biU He has contrib
uted in large m.easure w the committee's 
recommendations before the Senate. 

I commend the subcommittee staff 
that worked with us during the hearings 
and during the markup. They have done 
an excellent job for the subcommittee. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, as 
ranking minority member of the sub
committee which considered H.R. 14261, 
the appropriation bill for the Treasury, 
Postal Service, and General Government 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1977, I want to associate myself generally 
with the remarks of the chairman of the 
subcommittee, the distinguished senior 
Senator from New Mexico <Mr. MON
TOYA) and to applaud his leadership of 
our subcommittee. 

This legislation now before the Senate 
is the product of many days of hearings 
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and persevering efforts put forth not 
only by our chairman but also the other 
members of the subcommittee. 

I wish to join our distinguished chair
man in complimenting the staff for their 
dedicated work which they did on this 
bill. 

I wish to thank and congratulate them 
for the fine work which they have done, 
particularly Fred Rhodes, who is the ma
jority counsel, and Burkett Van Kirk, 
who is the minority counsel. 

This bill provides a total of $8.3 bil
lion in budget authority and $8.3 billion 
in outlays for fiscal year 1977. These 
amounts are within the allocation made 
by the Senate Appropriations Commit
tee to the Treasury, Postal Service, and 
General Government Subcommittee and, 
therefore, it can be said that the money 
in this bill is within the congressional 
budget resolution. 

The subcommittee and the full com
mittee were aware of the discipline of 
the congressional budget and I believe 
exercise the restraints which will be so 
necessary for Congress to achieve a bal
anced budget in the very near future. 

Unfortunately, but through no fault 
of the subcommittee, this bill represents 
an increase of $296,268,000 over the 
President's budget estimate and an in
crease of $33,524,000 over the House bill. 
One of the prime reasons for the in
creases was the necessity of providing 
$307 million over the President's budget 
for the U.S. Postal Service. This appro
priation was made necessary when Pub
lic Law 93-328 was passed by Congress 
and signed by the President. Failure to 
make this appropriation would be to il
legally abrogate this law. It was the view 
of the committee that we must follow the 
statute and pay the costs of extending 
the phasing-in period of full rates for 
certain regular mailers from 5 to 8 years, 
and for certain nonprofit mailers from 
10 to 16 years. 

The Senate should know that this bill 
appropriates $1,766,170,000 for the U.S. 
Postal Service. This enormous sum is the 
forerunner of vastly larger appropria
tions which will be required in future 
years unless the Congress or the Postal 
Service quickly come to grips with basic 
postal problems. 

For example, this appropriation does 
not include additional fund'5 which 
might be needed to help cover the fiscal 
year 1977 deficit if an authorization bill 
which will soon come to the floor con
tains $0.5 billion for this purpose. I am 
gravely concerned that there may be no 
end to this bottomless pit called the post 
office deficit. 

Mr. President, in the report which ac
companies this appropriation bill, H.R. 
14261, there is language directing the 
General Services Administration to focus 
attention on accomplishing needed and 
necessary repairs to deteriorating Gov
ernment-owned properties in areas of 
high unemployment. In the near future 
our committee will hold hearings to as
certain the most feasible method for the 
General Services Administ.ration to re-
duce its repair backlog in areas of high 
unemployment. During the course of our 
hearings, we received evidence that the 
General Services Administration repair 
backlog of $1 billion. Additional appro-

priations in this area could put thousands 
of unemployed Americans back to work, 
as well as making necessary and timely 
repairs and alterations to Govemment
owned properties. 

Mr. President, I am exceedingly skep
tical of funds contained in this bill for 
the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency. 
The President's budget estimated $71 
million for the DCP A. The House allowed 
this agency $85 million, and our commit
tee recommends $80 million. I am pleased 
to report that the General Accounting 
Office is cur.rently preparing a report on 
the management, effectiveness and mis
sion responsibility of this agency. I am 
looking forward to a thorough reading of 
this report. Over the past decade, the 
American taxpayer has spent almost $1 
billion on civil defense. Tangible re
sults of this huge expenditure are dlftl
cult to identify. In a simpler time when 
conventional bombs or even nuclear 
bombs were dropped from airplanes this 
program may have made some sense. 
However, in an age of MIRV missiles, is 
there a place to hide from a major at
tack? This question needs to be answered. 
Has the Civil Defense Preparedness 
Agency become merely a "make work" 
agency which supports over 6,000 full
time and part-time Civil Defense em
ployees at the State and local levels of 
government, and an additional 700 Fed
eral employees? Much of the mission of 
this agency appears to be a duplicity of 
services performed by the National 
Guard, the State Highway Patrol, police 
and fire departments, and other local 
groups. I believe the Congress should be 
fully informed of and convinced of the 
necessity for the continued existence and 
funding of the Defense Civil Prepared
ness Agency before we go on year after 
year pumping scores of millions of dol
lars into an agency which may have out
lived its usefulness. 

Mr. President, I fully support the ap
propriation recommended for the Secret 
Service which is the same amount as re
quested. As Senators know, in this Bicen
tennial Year, the Secret Service is ex
periencing the most active period in its 
history with the protection of Presiden
tial candidates and numerous visiting 
foreign dignitaries. Notwithstanding the 
earlier than anticipated startup of pro
tection for candidates, the Service, under 
the leadership of Director H. S. Knight 
has, as always, responded in a most ad
mirable and professional manner to the 
awesome protective responsibilities with 
which it is charged. 

I am sure all of my colleagues are 
aware of the increasing terrorist activity 
in this country. Presently, there is a 
bombing somewhere in the United States 
every 4 % hours. One of the lead agencies 
responsible for the prevention and solu
tion of bombings is the Bureau of Alco
hol, Tobacco, and Firearms. This bill now 
before the Senate contains funds for the 
Bureau to implement a predetonation 
and postdetonation "tagging" system de
signed to curtail the ability of terrorists 
to transport and use explosive devices. 
Lives are at stake in this area, and there 
is absolutely no excuse for any delay in 
inaugurating an effective explosives 
identification program. 

Mr. President, the U.S. CUstoms Serv-

ice, as a law enforcement arm of the De
partment of the Treasury, is charged 
with the responsibility to collect revenue 
on imports, and also protect our citizens 
against the nefarious activities of drug 
smugglers. Every member of this body 
has localities within his State which are 
ravaged by narcotics, and it is upon the 
Customs Service that falls the duty of 
seeking to stop the illegal flow of dan
gerous drugs across our borders. This is 
a difficult if not impossible assignment. 
We are all familiar with our miles of un
protected borders in the Southwest, and 
in the North from the Atlantic to the 
Pacific. It is across these borders and 
through our ports of entry that the Cus
toms Service becomes the first line of de
fense against the illegal importation of 
dangerous drugs. With this task in mind, 
I am happy to report that the committee 
reported $340 million for the U.S. 
Customs Service. This is $11 million 
more than last year's appropriation, $14 
million above the President's budget, 
and $6 million over the House allowance. 
This increase is aimed primarily at slow
ing down and ultimately stopping the 
drug traffic. It is my fervent hope that 
this Senate figure for the work of the 
Customs Service will prevail in confer
ence. 

With respect to the Internal Revenue 
Service, the committee recommendation 
is slightly above the budget estimate but 
below the House allowance. I am con
cerned about a new plan referred to as 
the Tax Administration System-TAS. 
It occurs to me that both the Internal 
Revenue Service and the General Ac
counting Office ought to conduct the 
most thorough review and analysis of 
this program that is possible. TAS could 
be the largest data processing project 
ever undertaken by the Government. In 
the past, we have seen what happens 
with cost overruns when new data proc
essing systems are inaugurated. It was 
not the intent of the Committee to delay 
the promulgation of the new tax proc
essing system, rather it is the commit
tees' desire to insure that the approach 
utilized minimizes the risk of a failure, 
oo..>t overruns, and a scandalous waste of 
the taxpayer's dollars. 

Finally, Mr. President, I believe that 
the Senate should be aware of the money 
appropriated to pay the interest on the 
public debt is expected to total $45 bil
lion for fiscal year 1977. This is a drain 
on the Federal Treasury which grows 
larger each year as we pile one deficit 
upon another. It is imperative that Con
gress achieve and maintain a balanced 
budget at the earliest possible moment. 
Therefore, I encourage my colleagues if 
and when they suggest amendments 
adding additional sums to this bill that 
they bear in mind that we will be adding 
to an already huge deficit and that every 
day, seven days a week, our constituents 
already pay $123 million-not to reduce 
the public debt, but merely as interest on 
that debt. 

In closing, Mr. President, I want to 
express my appreciation to the distin
guished chairman of our subcommittee 
<Mr. MONTOYA). He has held thorough 
hearings for all the agencies involved, 
and has been most fair and cordial to 
every member of the subcommittee. 
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I again commend him for his leader

ship. 
Mr. MONTOYA. I thank the Senator 

for his kind remarks. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that the committee amendments be 
agreed to en bloc, and that the blll as 
thus amended be regarded for the pur
pose of amendment as original text, pro
vided that no point of order shall be con
sidered to have been waived by reason 
of agreement to this order. 

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

The amendments agreed to en bloc are 
as follows: 

On page 2, in line 20, strike out "$3,810,000" 
and insert "$3,500,000". 

On page 2, in line 25, strike out "$9,000,000" 
and insert "$8,650,000". 

On page 3, in line 18, strike out "$112,000,-
000" and insert "$114,500,000". 

On page 4, in line 2, strike out "$334,000,-
000" and insert "$340,000,000". 

On page 5, in line 8, strike out "$795,900,-
000" and insert "$790,900,000". 

On page 5, in line 16, strike out "$838,900,-
000" and insert "$834,900,000". 

On page 6, in line 7, after "permanent" in
sert "and observer". 

On page 6, beginning with line 23, insert 
"This title may be cited as the 'Treasury 
Department Appropriations Act, 1977'." 

On page 7, beginning with line 11, insert 
"This title may be cited as the 'Postal Serv
ice Appropriation Act'." 

On page 7, beginning with line 19, insert: 
THE WHITE HOUSE OFFICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For expenses necessary for the White 

House Office as authorized by law, including 
not to exceed $3,850,000 for services as au
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, at such per diem 
rates for individuals as the President may 
specify and other personal services without 
regard to the provisions of law regulating 
the employment and compensation of per
sons in the Government service; hire of pas
senger motor vehicles, newspapers, periodi
cals, teletype news service, and travel (not to 
exceed $100,000 to be accounted for solely on 
the certificate of the President); and not to 
exceed $10,000 for official entertainment ex
penses to be available for allocation within 
the Executive Office of the President; $16,-
530,000. 

ExECUTIVE RESIDENCE 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

For the care, maintenance, repair and al
teration, refurnishing, improvement, heating 
and lighting, including electric power and :fix
tures, of the Executive Residence, to be ex
pended as the President may determine, not
withstanding the provisions of this or any 
other Act, and official entertainment ex
penses of the President to be accounted for 
solely on his certificate, $2,095,000. 

OFFICIAL RESIDENCE OF THE 
VICE PRESIDENT 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
For the ca.re, maintenance, repair and al

teration, furnishing, improvement, heating 
and lighting, including electric power and 
fixtures, of the official residence of the Vice 
President, $61,000: Provided, That advances 
or repayments or transfers from this appro
prla tlon may be made to any department or 
agency for expenses of carrying out such ac
tivities. 

SPECIAL AsSISTANCE TO THE PRESIDENT 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary to enable the Vice 
President to provide assistance to the Presi
dent in connection with specially assigned 
functions, services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
3109, but at rates for individuals not to ex-

ceed the per diem equivalent of the rate for 
grade GS-18, compensation for one position 
at a rate not to exceed the rate of level II 
of the Executive schedule, and other per
sonal services without regard to the provi
sions of law regulating the employment and 
compensation of persons in the Government 
service, including hire of passenger motor ve
hicles, $1,246,000. 

On page 10, beginning with line 9, insert: 
DOMESTIC COUNCIL 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Domestic 

Council, including service3 as authorized by 
5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals not 
to exceed the per diem equivalent of the rate 
for grade GS-18; and other personal services 
without regard to the provisions of law regu
lating the employment and compensation of 
persons in the Gover!1meni; service; $1,700,-
000. 

On page 11, in line 5, strike out "$25,500,-
000" and insert "$25,300,000". 

On page 11, beginning with line 19, insert: 
UNANTICIPATED NEEDS 

F01· expenses necessary to enable the Presi
dent to meet unanticipated needs, in further
ance of the national interest, security, or de
fense which may arise at home or abroad 
during the current fiscal year, and to pay 
administrative expenses (including person
nel, in his discretion and without regard to 
any provision of law regulating employment 
and pay of persons in the government serv
ice or regulating expenditures of government 
funds) incurred with respect thereto, $1,-
000,000. 

This title may be cit ed as the "Executive 
Office Appropriations Act, 1977". 

On page 12, in line 25, strike out "$1,200,-
000" and insert "$1,402,000". 

On page 15, in line 7, strike out "$15,000,-
000" and insert "$10,000,000". 

On page 18, in line 1, strike out "$1,124,-
955,000" and insert "$1,141,755,000". 

On page 18, in line 2, strike out "$22,600,-
000" and insert "$39,400,000". 

On page 18, in line 3, after "of" insert 
"buildings previously specified in annual Ap
propriation Acts and". 

On page 18, beginning with line 11, insert: 
Hawaii: 

Honolulu, Prince J. K. Kala.nia.na.ole Fed
eral Building Courthouse, $7,500,000". 

On page 18, beginning with line 17, insert: 
Michigan: 

Detroit, Patrick V. McNamara Federal Of
fice Bulldlng, $800,000 -
New York: 

New York, Customs Courthouse Federal 
Office Building Annex, $3,000,000 

On page 20, line 15, strike out "$1,150,-
518,000" and insert "$1,156,018,000". 

On page 22, in line 19, strike out "$4,-
000,000" and insert "$3,000,000'', 

On page 27, beginning with line 1, insert: 
HARRY S TRUMAN SCHOLARSHIP FOUNDATION 

PAYMENT TO THE HARRY S TRUMAN MEMORIAL 
SCHOLARSHIP TRUST FUND 

For payment to the Harry S Truman Memo
rial Scholarship Trust Fund, $20,000,000. 
NATIONAL COMMISSION ON ELECTRONIC FUND 

TRANSFERS 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of title II of Public Law 93-495, 
$1,300,000, to remain available until expended. 

On page 27, In line 18, strike out $2,500,
ooo" and insert "$3,000,000". 

On page 28, beginning with llne 3, insert: 
NATIONAL STUDY CoMMISSION ON RECORDS AND 

DOCUMENTS OF FEDERAL OFFICIALS 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of title II of the Act of Decem
ber 19, 1974 (Public Law 93-5,26), as amended 
by Public Law 92-261 (44 U.S.C. 33), $350,000. 

On page 28, in line 13, strike out "$7,-
322,000" and insert "$7 ,222,000". 

On page 29, in line 8, after the semicolon, 
insert "$15,000,000". 

On page 32, in line 5, after the period, in
sert: Acceptance by the United States of any 
exchange proposal is contingent upon review 
by the appropriate committees of the Con
gress. 

On page 32, beginning with line 8, insert: 
SEC. 507. No pa.rt of any appropriation con

tained in this Act shall be available for the 
procurement of, or for the payment of, the 
salary of any person engaged in the procure
ment of stainless steel fia.twa.re not produced 
in the United States or its �p�o�s�s�~�s�i�o�n�s�,� ex
cept to the extent that the Administrator 
of General Services or his designee 
shall determine that a satisfactory qual
ity and sufficient quantity of stain
less steel fia.twa.re produced in the United 
States or its possessions, cannot be pro
cured as and when needed from sources in 
the United States and its possessions, or ex
cept in accordance with procedures provided 
by section 6-104.4(b) of Armed Services Pro
curement Regulation, dated January 1, 1969. 
This section shall be applicable to all solici
tations for bids issued after its enactment. 

On page 39, beginning with line 23, insert: 
This title may be cited as the "Independent 

Agencies Appropriations Act, 1977". 

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, there is 
a typographical error on page 29, line 8 
of the bill as reported to the Senate. The 
House approved $20,000,000. The commit
tee amendment would strike that $20,-
000,000 and insert in lieu thereof $15,-
000,000. I ask unanimous consent that 
the Secretary of the Senate be author
ized to make this technical correction in 
the engrossment of the Senate amend
ments. 

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

UP AMENDMENT NO. 87 

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment and ask for 
its immediate consideration. This 
amendment is of a technical nature t;o 
correct the title citations of the blll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico (Mr. MoN
TOYA) proposes an unprinted amendment No. 
87. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 39, strike lines 23 and 24 and in

sert in lieu thereof: 
This Act may be cited as the "Treasury, 

Postal Service, and General Government Ap
propriation Act, 1977". 

On page 29, insert between lines 18 and 19 
the following: 

This title may be cited as the "Independ
ent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1977". 

Mr. MONTOYA. I ask for its immedi
ate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time 
yielded back on the amendment? 

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield all my time 
back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INDIAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. ABOUREZK addressed the Chair. 
Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I yield 

to the Senator from South Dakota. 
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Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, ap

parently, last night there was an objec
tion, or yesterday, at some point there 
was an objection to the meeting of the 
Indian Affairs Subcommittee today. 

I just want to advise the Senate that 
we have witnesses from the Indian tribe 
in Callf ornia who were here yesterday 
for the hearing and they are sitting 
waiting for hearings to start. 

This is the second time they have been 
cancelled out and the second time we 
have had to bring several people here 
for the hearings. 

So I want to remove the objection of 
whoever made it. I want to ask unani
mous consent that the Indian Affairs 
Subcommittee be enti-tled to meet today 
to have those hearings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, reluc
tantly I must object on behalf of the Re
publican leadership. I do object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Will the Sena!tor 
yield further? 

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes. 
Mr. ABOUREZK. Might I ask the Sen

ator from Oklahoma, on whose behalf 
he is objecting, specifically, so that I 
might find out what is behind all this? 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, the ob
jection is lodged on behalf of the Re
publican leadership. I suggest the Sena
tor from South Dakota might want to 
contact both the Republican leaders. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. I will do that. 
I want to say another thing on this 

matter. 
Mr. MONTOYA. I yield 1 minute to 

the Senator from South Dakota. 
Mr. ABOUREZK. I thank the Senator. 
The previous hearings we had can

celled had scheduled Secretary Kleppe 
as a witness. Secretary Kleppe did not 
want to testify and he did not show up 
at the other hearings, even though he 
was asked to do so. He finally reluctant
ly agreed to another date for hearings. 
I see this as some kind of move on the 
part of the Republican leadership for 
the minority members of the Interior 
Committee, perhaps at the request of the 
Secretary, to prevent his testimony from 
taking place. I just wanted to put that 
into the RECORD. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 

TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, EX
ECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI
DENT, AND INDEPENDENT AGEN
CIES APPROPRIATIONS, 1977 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill <H.R. 14261) making appropria
tions for the Treasury Department, the 
U.S. Postal Service, the Executive Office 
of the President, and certain independ
ent agencies, for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1977, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. GLENN. Is the bill open for 
amendment at this time, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1892 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I call UP 
my amendment No. 1892. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. GLENN) pro
poses amendment No. 1892. 

On page 2, line 20, strike "$3,500,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$3,810,000". 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, my amend
ment is not a complicated one. It would 
simply add $310,000 to the Treasury De
partment's fiscal year 1977 appropriation 
of $3,500,000 for the purpose of enlarging 
the Office of Revenue Sharing's compli
ance staff by 21 positions. The majority 
of these new positions, 14, would be as
signed to civil rights enforcement. 

The administration has requested 
these positions and only last week an 
identical amendment passed the House. 

H.R. 14621, as presently written would 
reduce ORS's request for an increase in 
compliance staff by nearly 75 percent. 
This decrease would, according to ORS, 
allow only 6 new positions in compli
ance--contrary to the Appropriations 
Committee report language that indi
cates that 10 new compliance positions 
would be allowed. 

I ask unanimous consent that the full 
text of a letter from Ms. Jeanna D. 
Tully, the Director of the Office of Reve
nue Sharing be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. Ms. Tully's letter is in support 
of my amendment and includes the ORS 
calculations of staffing costs as used in 
its budget request. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

OFFICE OF REVENUE SHARING, 
Washington, D.C., June 22,. 1976. 

Hon. JoHN GLENN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR SENATOR GLENN: As you requested, 
I am pleased to provide information concern
ing the impact of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee action to reduce the FY 1977 
budget request of the Office of Revenue 
Sharing and to summarize the critical need 
for the positions and funds requested. 

The budget proposed by the Administra
tion for the Office of Revenue Sharing for 
FY 1977 is an economical one which con
templates the continuation of the extraor
dinary efficiency achieved in the operation 
of the revenue sharing program. Only in 
the vital area of compliance was increased 
staff requested. This increase was essential to 
carrying out the law enacted by the Congress. 
While the restrictions and limitations con
tained in that law (Public Law 92-512) are 
few, we believe they are exceedingly im
portant. 

Despite the most extensive 1ntergovern
mentr.l cooperation, which involves coopera
tive agreements with 44 States for auditing 
and cooperative agreements with 14 States 
for civil rights matters, as well as coopera
tive agreements with several major Federal 
agencies, it is clear that the Office of Revenue 
Sharing cannot fulfill its own responsibilities 
with regard to these agreements nor its man
dated obligations under the law without ad
ditional staff in the compliance function. 

Speclflcally, the budget request for the 
Office of Revenue Sharing requested 21 ad
ditional positions for compliance: these 21 
positions would bring the total staff for 
compliance only to 62 positions. These 62 
positions are the staff by means of which the 
Secretary of the Treasury must carry out 
his substantial obligations under the Act. 

The general revenue sharing Act requires 
the Secretary to ensure that all States and 
nearly 39,000 local governments do not dis
criminate on the basis of race, color, national 

origin or sex in any program or activity 
funded in whole or in part with shared rev
enues. The Act further requires ensuring that 
certain minimal financial standards are met 
in the use of the funds, that State and local 
laws are complied with, that certain Davls
Bacon requirements are met, and that report
ing and other duties of the recipient govern
;nents are carried out. Further, it is, of 
course, essential that remedial action be 
achieved in cases where violations have oc
curred. Thus, the compliance staff in the Of
fice of Revenue Sharing ls responsible for 
monitoring as well as for achieving enforce
ment and corrective action. 

The urgent need for the 21 additional 
positions 1s based on actual experience in the 
program since October of 1972. Staff increases 
greatly exceeding those requested by the Of
fice of Revenue Sharing have been urged by 
a number of independent authorities. Espe
cially in the a.rea of civil rights, the House 
Subcommittee on Civll and Constitutional 
Rights has stressed the urgency of staff in
creases. National Public interest groups, the 
Genera.I Accounting Office, and research or
ganizations have pointed out the need for 
added staff. 

The lack of adequate staff in the compli
ance function in the omce of Revenue Shar
ing has led to a large and growing backlog 
of cases which long since should have received 
full attention; many of these cases require 
on-site field review at locations throughout 
the United States. Citizen complaints re
garding compliance are being received by the 
Office of Revenue Sharing on an average of 
one each day. Coupled with the backlog of 
cases, some regrettably dating back to cal
endar year 1974, these new cases make it 
highly likely that we will begin FY 1977 with 
unresolved civil rights complaints 1.nvolving 
more than 300 jurisdictions. The new com
pliance positions which were allowed and 
partially funded in the FY 1976 budget have 
been established and advertised, with selec
tion and appointment near completion. Even 
with these added resources, with the addi
tional staff requested, the backlog un
doubtedly will increase during FY 1977, fur
ther lessening the ablllty of citizens and or
ganizations to obtain timely action by the 
Office of Revenue Sharing on their grievances. 

Thus, it ls of great Importance that the 
21 additional positions and $411,000 increase 
requested in FY 1977 for the omce of Rev
enue Sha.ring be authorized. The requested 
increase will provide an additional 14 civil 
rights specialists, slightly more than doub
ling the present authorized. civil rights staff 
of the Office of Revenue Sharing. Three of 
the positions would provide essential clerical 
support services, and four of the positions 
would be professional auditors. The cost for 
these positions ls arrived at as follows: 

14 Civil rights specialists (average 
GS-12/1) (Salaries) ----------- $267, 939 

4 Auditors (average GS-18/1) (Sal-
aries) ------------------------- 91,441 

3 Clerk-typists (average GS-5/1) 
(Salaries) --------------------- 25,500 

Total salaries________________ 384, 880 
Less 36% lapse _______________ -138, 557 

Subtotal -------------------- 246,323 Plus other objects ____________ 164,677 
Totalcost ____________________ 411,000 

NoTE.-"Other Objects'' include fringe 
benefits, space, office equipment and sup
plies, travel, etc. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee 
agreed with the previous House Appropria
tions action to reduce the requested appro
priations increase by $310,000 to the amount 
of $101,000. The House restored the full 
amount in an amendment to the appropria
tions bill on June 14, 1976. The bill now 
pending in the Senate indicates that only 
ten additional positions would be allowed. In 
fact, however, the funds allowed are ade
quate only for six additional positions. Thus, 
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the effect of this action is to reduce the 
requested new civil rights specialists posi
tions by approximately two-thirds, to re
duce the requested clerical positions by 
two-thirds, and to eliminate the requested 
increase in auditors entirely. The calcula
tion that leads to this result is as follows: 

5 Civil rights specialists (average 
GS-11/6) (Salaries)------------

1 Clerk-typist (Gs-5/1) (Sa.la.ry)--
Total salary _________________ _ 
Less 36% lapse ______________ _ 

Subtotal -------------------Plus other objects ___________ _ 
Total cost __________________ _ 

$95,066 
8,500 

103,566 
-37, 284 

66,282 
34, 718 

101,000 

Restoration of the PY 1977 requested. in
crease in staff and approprta.tions 1n the 
Office of Revenue Sharing ls essential to 
afford to the residents and employees of the 
39,000 governments which a.re receiving more 
than $30 blllion in revenue sharing, the civil 
rights so clearly mandated by the Congress 
in the revenue sharing act. 

Please let me know if I may provide any 
further information or assistance to you in 
this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
JEANNA D. TULLY, 

Director. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, the fact 
that the administration and the full 
House, which only last week adopted 
this identical amendment, agree that 21 
new compliance positions are needed in
dicates a recognition of a worsening 
problem within the Office of Revenue 
Sharing which needs prompt attention. 

Several studies of the ORS civil rights 
effort, the latest of which was released 
by GAO on June 2, have documented 
a significant civil rights case backlog, 
delays in the processing of complaints 
which in many cases have extended to 
12 months or more. ORS itself describes 
a backlog dating back to 1974 and esti
mates that it will begin fiscal year 1977 
with unresolved civil rights complaints 
involving more than 300 jurisdictions. 

The Office of Revenue Sharing ha5 
had the responsibility of distributing 
over $6 billion a year of Federal tax 
moneys to 39,000 jurisdictions since 
1972. Such a commitment of resources 
also must be accompanied by a com
mitment to our basic national pledge to 
put an end to race and sex discrimina
tion and the denial of equal opportunity. 
This basic commitment must remain 
strong despite revenue sharing's feature 
of wide discretion in the use of funds. 
This discretion simply cannot under any 
circumstances include the discretion to 
engage in discriminatory practices. Con
gress has mandated nondiscrimination 
in revenue sharing and now it must also 
mandate vigorous enforcement and ade
quate staffing of the antidiscrimination 
effort. $310,000 is a very small price to 
pay for the carrying out of so important 
a national goal. 

I find it hard to find any persuasive 
reasons for opposition to this amend
ment. There are those, I am sure, who 
would �a�r�~�e� "no more redtape," "no 
bureaucratic regulation" in opposing 
this amendment. This kind of argument, 
while superficially appealing, should not 
be used as covering rhetoric to obscure 
the fact that· race and sex discrimina
tion is intolerable and must be prose
cuted vigorously. An overall ORS staff of 
129, which would be the size of the ORS 

staff should my amendment pass, with 
the duty of administering a multibillion 
dollar program to 39,000 jurisdictions 
surely is not a proper subject for criticiz
ing the "overloaded bureaucracy." Quite 
the contrary, ORS will remain a lean 
and efficient agency. My amendment in 
fact would help make it efficient in the 
vital area of discrimination-fighting 
whereas now it is not. . 

I urge the Senate to join the House 
and the administration in support of this 
amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent that appen
dix 3 and appendix 4 of the June 2 GAO 
report to the House Committee on Judi
ciary entitled "Nondiscrimination provi
sion of the Revenue Sharing Act should 
be strengthened and better enforced" be 
printed in the RECORD. These appendices 
fully document delays in processing, 
analyzing and investigating civil rights 
complaints received by ORS, delays that 
are in large part, attributable to ORS' 
lack of adequate staff. 

There being no objection, the appen
dices were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

APPENDIX III 
PROCESSING TIMES (MONTHS) FOR ORS' 

1973-74 CIVIL RIGHTS CASES 
9 TO 12 MONTHS 

Olosed-7 
Saco, Maine (9.7). 
Austintown Township, Ohio (11.7). 
Pittsburgh, Penn. (11.5). 
Rock Hill, S.C. (9.8). 
Brenckenridge, Tex. (10.6). 
Henderson, Tex. (11.7). 
Dane County, Wisc. (11.2). 

Open--21 
Union City, Calif. (9.0). 
Crosset, Ark. (10.8). 
Miami, Fla. ( 11.2) . 
Joliet, Ill. (11.0). 
Joliet Township, Ill. (11.0). 
Charles County, Md. (11.1). 
Alameda County, Calif. (9.6). 
Princeville, N.C. (10.3). 
Wooster, Ohio (9.7). 
Auburn, Ala. (9.4). 
Contra Costa, Calif. (10.3). 
Shreveport, La. (10.6). 
Philadelphia, Penn. (9.7). 
DeSoto Parish, La. (11.6). 
San Jose, Calif. (10.4). 
Yolo County, Calif. ( 10.8). 
Racine, Wisc. (9.7). 
Will County, Ill. (11.0). 
Norfolk, Va. (10.7). 
Michigan (10.0) (note a.). 
Topeka, Kan. (11.9). 

12 TO 15 MONTHS 

Olosedr--4 
Los Angeles, Calif. (13.8). 
Peoria, Ill. (12.0). 
Ouachita. Parish, La. (13.8). 
Lorain, Ohio (12.1). 

Open--15 
Lake Village, Ark. (13.7). 
Oakland, Calif. (12.0). 
Hammond, Ind. (14.2). 
New Mexico (13.3). 
Muskingum County, Ohio ( 12.0). 
Harris County, Tex. (12.6). 
Yakima, Wash. (13.8). 
Fort Pierce, Fla. (13.7). 
Pierce County, Wash. (13.7) . 
Winter Haven, Fla. ( 13.7). 
Quitman County, Miss. (12.0). 
Monroe, La.. (12.5). 
Memphis, Tenn. (13.5) (note a). 
Dallas, Tex (12.7) (note a). 
Tuskegee, Ala. (12.4) (note a). 

15 TO 18 MONTHS 

azosed-7 
Redwood, Calif. (15.1). 
Mobile, Ala. (15.5). 
Bond County, Ill. (15.6). 
Bladensburg, Md. (16.4). 
Boston, Mass. I ( 15.5) . 
Beaumont, Tex. (16.4). 
Atlanta, Ga. (16.3). 

Open-5 
Picayune, Miss. (15.7). 
Lake County, Ohio (15.4). 
Knoxville, Tenn. (15.0). 
Bremen, Ga. ( 17 .6) • 
Haralson County, Ga. (17.5). 

18 TO 21 MONTHS 

Olosed-1 
Pleasant Mound Township, Ill. (18.7). 

Open--6 
Waterbury, Conn. (19.2). 
Bogalusa., La. (20.5) . 
Amarillo, Tex. (20.0). 
Santa. Clara County, Calif. (18.8). 
Lake County, Ind. (18.4). 
Logan, Utah (20.6). 

21 TO 24 MONTHS 

Closed-2 
Craven County, N.C. (23.0). 
New Bern, N.C. (23.3). 

Open--2 
Powhatan County, Va. (22.6). 
Chicago, Ill. (21.4) (note •). 

24 TO 27 MONTHS 

Closed-0 
Open--1 

Centralia, Ill. (26.9). 
27 TO 30 MONTHS 

Olosed-1 
Alton, Ill. (28.4). 

Open--0 
•special status case. 

APPENDIX IV 
CASES TAKING 6 MONTHS OR MORE (THROUGH 

JUNE 30, 1975) BETWEEN F'.'ROCESSING 
ACTIONS 

DELAY IN INVESTIGATING AFTER RECEIVING A 
COMPLAINT OR IN SENDING A FOLLOWUP LEI'
TER WHEN INITIAL LETI'ER WAS NOT AN-
SWERED 

Case and length of delay 
Lake Village, Ark., 13 months. 
Miami, Fla.., 7 months between an ORS-

1nitiated audit finding ethnic groups under
represented in the city government work 
force and a. 15-day letter to the city. 

Bremen, Ga., 9 months. 
Haralson County, Ga., 9 months. 
Ottumwa, Iowa, 7 months between receiv

ing and acknowledging a complaint. 
Bogalusa, La., 10 months. 
Quitman County, Miss., 12 months after 

telephone complaint, no 15-day letter had 
been sent. However, ORS had not received 
additional information requested from the 
complainant. 

New Mexico, 13 months after a complaint, 
no acknowledgment or 15-da.y letter had been 
sent. 

Craven County, N.C., 10 months between 
a complaint and a.n audit of the county's 
revenue sharing records prior to issuing a 
15-day letter. 

Lake County, Ohio, 8 months. 
Muskingum County, Ohio, 8 months. 
Beaver Fa.Us, Penn., 6 months between 15-

da.y letter and followup letter with no reply 
received. 

Pittsburgh, Penn., 9 months. 
Rock H111, S.C., 6 months. 

York County, S.C., 6 months. 
Knoxvllle, Tenn., 6 months; ORS acknowl

edged �t�~�a�t� the city's reply was past due since 
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October 1974. A field investigation was re
quested. 

Harris County, Tex., 6 months. 
Logan, Utah, 9 months between complaint 

and a letter to the city. 
Powhatan County, Va., 7 months. 

DELAY IN COMPLETING ANALYSIS OF INITIAL 
INFORMATION RECEIVED FROM GOVERNMENT 

Case and length of delay 
Auburn, Ala., 6 months; ORS acknowledged 

the analysis was past due in January 1975. 
There was no record of followup action. 

Bibb County (West Blocton), Ala., 7 
months. 

Rockford, Ill., 6 months. Four months after 
receiving the reply from the city, upon 
criticism from the complainant for laxity, 
ORS asked for more information. 

Boston, Mass., II, 6 months. 
DELAY IN SCHEDULING OR CONDUCTING 

A CYVIL RIGHTS REVIEW 

Case and length of aelay 
Crossett, Ark., 9 months. 
Yolo County, Calif., 8 months between a 

compliance audit report and a civil rights 
review. 

St. Lucie County, Fla., 8 months. 
Winterhaven, Fla., 7 months. 
Bremen, Ga., 6 months between an audit 

report and a civil rights review. 
Haralson County, Ga., 6 months between 

an audit report and a civil rights review. 
Alton, Ill., 10 months between the compli

ance audit and the civil rights review; part 
of the delay was due to waiting for pending 
litigation to be resolved. 

Centralia, Ill., 9 months between issuing 
the compliance audit report and the con
ducting of a civil rights review in the city. 

Joliet, Ill., 9 months. 
Joliet Township, Ill., 9 months. 
Will County, Ill., 9 months. 
Hammond, Ind., 6 months between a fl.eld 

audit and a civil rights review. 
Lake County, Ind., 7 months. 
Topeka, Kans., 10 months. 
De Soto Parish, La., 7 months. 
Shreveport, La., 10 months. 
Picayune, Miss., 8 months. 
Winterville, N.C., 7 months after compli

ance audit no civil rights review had been 
scheduled. 

Akron, Ohio, 6 months. 
Lake County, Ohio, 8 months. 
Wooster, Ohio, 9 months. 
Charleston, S.C., 6 months. 
Amarillo, Tex., 8 months. 
Kenbridge, Va., 6 months. 
Norfolk, Va., 8 months. 
King County, Wash., 7 months. 
Racine, Wisc., 9 months. 

DELAY IN ISSUING THE FINDINGS OF A CIVIL 
RIGHTS REVIEW 

Case and length of delay 
Oakland, Oa.lif., 9 months. 
San Jose, Calif., 9 months. 
Santa. Clara County, Calif., 9 months. 
W.a.terbury, Conn., 8 months. 
Fort Pierce, Fla., 10 months. 
Kansa.s, 8 months. 
Monroe, La., 13 months. 
Amarillo, Tex., 8 months. 
Powhatan County, Va., 7 months. 
Pierce County, Wash., 9 months. 
Yakima, Wash., 9 months. 
DELAY IN CLOSING CASE AFTER FINAL ACTION 

Case and length of delay 
Atlanta Ga., 12 months. 
Craven County, N.C., 7 months. 
Logan, Utah, 6 months. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, that con
cludes my statement. I would be happy 
to answer any questions and would hope 
the distinguished leadership on both sides 
of the aisle might accept this amendment 
on a voice vote. 

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I wish 
to point out to the Senate, especially to 
the Senator from Ohio, there are only 
3 months of authorization left for this 
appropriation. The committee has al
lowed a fiscal year appropriation despite 
the 3 months' authorization left under 
the revenue sharing bill. The authoriza
tion for continuation of the revenue 
sharing is, of course, pending. I under
stand that it passed the House just 
recently. 

I wish to paint out another fact. Up to 
now this particular office in Treasury, 
dealing with revenue sharing compliance 
activities and so forth, has had 41 em
ployees under the fiscal year 1976 appro
priation. The committee is allowing 10 
additional employees under this appro
priation which we are recommending to 
the Senate. 

The Senator from Ohio seeks to add 10 
or 11 more positions with the increase 
represented by his amendment. 

That means that we are going to add 
50 percent more employees to this func
tion for a 3-month period. 

I am suggesting that the Senator give 
up his amendment so that when the new 
authorization clears the Congress, we can 
consider the matter of additional man
power depending on what kind of an 
authorization has passed, and depending 
also on what new obligations may be im
posed upon the personnel. We shall then 
be able to consider this in a thorough 
hearing for a subsequent or future sup
plemental appropriation. 

I am not adverse to giving this com
pliance function the manpower that it 
might need in order to carry out the 
edicts of any authorizing legislation, but 
it seems to me that this is an unjustifi
able increase from 41 to 62 personnel at 
this time. This is one of the principal 
reasons why I rise to oppose the amend
ment. 

Our subcommittee held extensive 
hearings on this activity as well as the 
other appropriations under our jurisdic
tion for which the President requested 
funding. Testimony in these hearings in
dicated that until the middle of fiscal 
year 1976, only five civil rights special
ists were employed. This has recently 
been doubled to 10. The Committee rec
ommendation will allow an additional 
10 positions and provide the compliance 
activity with 51 employees. 

Formal audit agreements have been 
concluded with 43 State governments 
and 12 agreements have been concluded 
with hmnan rights agencies. The com
mittee believes this is an innovative ap
proach to provide financial audit and 
civil rights compliance coverage. The 
House report recommends that discus
sions be initiated with other Federal 
agencies that are concerned with com
pliance activities so that the overall com
pliance effort can be better coordinated 
and more effectively and efficiently oper
ated. This should provide for increased 
compliance coverage without an increase 
in personnel. 

Tile current authorizing legislation for 
general revenue sharing expires at the 
end of this calendar year. The proposed 
extension to September 1982, H.R. 13367, 
has passed the House and is currently 

pending consideration in the Senate Fi
nance Committee. This may have more 
stringent compliance regulations than 
the current act. I submit that an early 
supplemental appropriation request in 
fiscal year 1977 may be the vehicle to 
consider increasing the nmnber of per
sonnel for this activity. 

By a :floor amendment, the House al
lowed the full budget estimate of 21 ad
ditional personnel �a�n�~� $3,810,000. Our 
recommendation is 10 additional person
nel and $3,500,000. This will be an item 
in conference, and I a&Sure the Senate 
that we shall consider this item very 
carefully. 

It stands to reason that if the House 
of Representatives insists on its figure, 
we might have to reach some kind of 
a compromise between the two figures, 
That of the Senate and that of the 
House. I can assure the Senator from 
Ohio that if he will withdraw his amend
ment, we shall give the matter adequate 
consideration as we go along. We shall 
conduct proper and relevant hearings 
on any future supplemental request, 
once the final authorization for the next 
5 years is enacted. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield. 
Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I wiSh 

to join our chairman in opposition to 
this amendment. 

If the Senator from Ohio will look at 
the report, he will find that already the 
committee has recommended an increase 
of $931,000 more for the Office of Rev
enue Sharing than that office received 
last year. In the current fiscal year, 1976, 
the appropriation was $2,569,000. The 
subcommittee has recommended 
$3,500,000. That is an increase of $931,-
000 that we have already provided, or 
roughly 30 percent more than this agency 
received last year. 

The Senator from Ohio has made the 
statement that this is a lean agency. 
It seems to me that when it is growing 
at the rate of a third a year, it is not 
going to stay lean very long. I would 
think that Senators who are interested 
in keeping it lean would join the sub
committee in seeking to avoid having it 
grow any faster than this rate. 

As the chairman has stated, the addi
tion of 11 employees would let this one 
division grow by almost 50 percent. I 
would agree that that seems too rapid a 
growth rate for efficient management of 
tpis or any other agency. 

We have provided $3,500,000 to super
vise the distribution of $30.2 billion un
der the revenue-sharing law. As the 
chairman has stated, if there are addi
tional requirements in the law that :final
ly clears the Senate and is passed by 
Congress, we would certainly consider 
those needs when we consider the next 
supplemental. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I wish to 
reply to some of the statements by the 
distinguished floor managers of the bill 
on both sides of the aisle. 

I think when the Senator from New 
Mexico referred to 41 employees in the 
compliance division of the ORS, it 
should be pointed out that there are only 
10 employees in the civil rights branch 
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of that division. The Ofiice of Revenue 
Sharing says that the committee cut 
would permit the addition of only 6, not 
10 employees in compliance activity. This 
is substantiated by the letter from Ms. 
Jeanna D. Tully that I submitted for the 
RECORD earlier. So the committee has not 
awarded the tremendous increase that 
the Senator from New Mexico has in
dicated. 

As for the argument that the Office 
of Revenue Sharing might have a lim
ited tenure and that we should wait for 
the determination of the future of rev
enue sharing before acting, it is clear 
that the whole thrust of this bill in pro
viding money for fiscal year 1977, with 
the House of Representatives already 
having passed an extension of revenue 
sharing, indicates that it is very likely 
that the Senate will also. It is highly 
unlikely that we are going to be folding 
the Ofiice of Revenue Sharing up in the 
very near future. 

In addition, we certainly need these 
additional people to deal with what is a 
300-case backlog now, and to speed up 
the processing, which is now more than 
a year behind. This problem is a worsen
ing one, the backlog grows daily. 

In connection with the third comment 
by the Senator from New Mexico as to 
the reliance on the States that exists, I 
would submit that the ORS has only 
been able so far to negotiate such civil 
rights agreements with some 14 States, 
as I understand it, and that the civil 
rights groups that follow this type of 
monitoring of the ORS programs have 
been particularly unimpressed with what 
the State programs have done in those 
areas. They have felt that the State pro
grams were ineffective, and it just seems 
illogical to ask States that have not been 
actively pursuing a rigid, stringent civil 
rights policy in support of Congress and 
in support of the court rulings to go in 
and voluntarily enforce themselves. This 
:flies in the face of logic. 

Civil rights problems have to be ap
proached at every level, of course, and 
for those States moving ahead rapidly 
and aggressively, all I can say is "bless 
them," but we also need a strong Fed
eral input and push behind the anti
discrimination effort. 

I think ORS' own statement that they 
need these in-house people to cope with 
the backlog and the increasing caseload 
that they have, and the huge number of 
cases involved in that backlog, is indica
tive of their need for !lelp. 

The House has taken action amrma
tively on this matter. The administra
tion backs the proposal. It is for an 
increase of $310,000. In putting the firm 
stamp of the Federal Government and 
the United States Senate behind civil 
rights enforcement, Mr. President, I feel 
this is the very least we can do. We must 
increase the compliance staff, partic
ularly in the civil right.s area, beyond the 
very minimal skeleton staff they are 
trying to operate with at the present 
time. 

I would still urge the leadership on 
both sides of the aisle to accept this 
amendment. I hope they can see the 
need for it. I am ready to yield for any 
further comment from the leadership on 
either side of the aisle. 

Mr. President, if there is no further 
comment on either side of the aisle, if 
the leadership is still opposing, I would 
prefer to proceed with a yea and nay 
vote, hoping this proposal will be ac
cepted. I shall not call for the yeas and 
nays at this point, pending any further 
comment by the distinguished :floor man
agers of the bill. 

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to yield back the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. GLENN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays, then, Mr. President, and yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FoRD) . Is there a sufficient second? There 
is not a sufiicient second. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. 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. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on amendment No. 
1892. 

The PRE.SIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufiicient second? There is a sufiicient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from South Dakota 
<Mr. ABOUREZK) , the Senator from Dela
ware (Mr. BIDEN), the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from 
Louisiana <Mr. LoNG), the Senator from 
Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON), the Sena
tor from Arko.nsas <Mr. McCLELLAN), 
and the Senator from California <Mr. 
TuNNEY) are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) is absent be
cause of 1llness. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. Baocx), 
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLD
WA'l'ER), the Senator from Maryland <Mr. 
MATHIAS) , the Senator from Pennsyl
vania (Mr. ScHWEIKER), the Senator from 
Virginia <Mr. Wn.LIAK L. Scor.r), and 
the Senator from Connecticut <Mr. 
WEICKER) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY) ts ab
sent due to illness. 

The result was announced-yeas 55, 
nays 30, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 325 Leg.] 
YEAS-55 

Baker Garn 
Bayh Glenn 
Beall Gravel 
Bentsen Griffin 
Brooke Hart, Gary 
Bumpers Hart, Philip A. 
Burdick Hartke 
Byrd, Robert c. Haskell 
Case Hatfield 
Chiles Hathaway 
Clark Hollings 
Cranston Huddleston 
Culver Humphrey 
Durkin Inouye 
Eagleton Jackson 
Ford Javtts 

Johnston 
Kennedy 
Leahy 
Mansfield 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Pa.store 
Pell 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Randolph 

Ribicoff Stevenson Williams 
Scott, Hugh Stone 
Stafford Taft 

NAYS-30 
Allen Fong Pearson 
Bartlett Hansen Roth 
Bellmon He: ms Sparkman 
Byrd, Hruska Stennis 

Harry F., Jr. Laxalt Stevens 
Cannon McClure Talmadge 
Curtis McGee Thurmond 
Dole Montoya Tower 
Domenici Morgan Young 
Eastland Nunn 
Fannin Packwood 

NOT VOTING-15 
Abourezk 
Bid en 
Brock 
Buckley 
Church 
Goldwater 

Long 
Magnuson 
Mathias 
McClellan 
Schweiker 

Scott, 
William L. 

Symington 
Tunney 
Weicker 

So Mr. GLENN'S amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. GLENN. I move to reconsider the 
vote by which the amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on passage. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
FoRn). Is there a sufiicient second? There 
is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Will the Senator 

from New Mexico yield? 
Mr. MONTOYA. I yield. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I understand that a 

number of provisions in the bill have not 
been authorized and in fact, have been 
struck from the bill under a point of or
der by the other body. These provisions 
include White House ofiice salaries and 
expenses at $16 million for staff; execu
tive residence operating expenses, $2.1 
milUon; ofiicial residence of the Vice 
President; special assistants to the Presi
dent, salaries and expenses; Domestic 
Council; and unanticipated needs. I un
derstand that there is no indication of 
when the authorization will be passed 
and will the distinguished manager of 
the bill enlighten us on that? 

Mr. MONTOYA. The authorization is 
now pending in the Senate and has been 
passed by the House. I have no idea as to 
when the authorization will clear the 
Senate. It passed the House on July 9, 
1975. That was last year, but it is still 
pending in the Senate Committee on Post 
Ofiice and Civil Service. 

Mr. PROXMmE. It is my understand
ing that no hearings have been sched
uled; there is no indication that this sum 
is likely to be authorized in the near 
future. 

Mr. MONTOYA. I •nderstand that the 
Senate Post Office and Civil Service Com
mittee has been holding extensive hear
ings on the postal reform bill. That is 
why it has not yet had time to consider 
this matter. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Let me go down some 
of the items on the list that seem trou
blesome. One is unanticipated needs, and 
the amount provided in the blll, I under
stand, is $1 million. The stated purpose 
of that appropriation is to furnish the 
President with funds necessary to meet 
unanticipated needs for emergencies af
fecting the national interest, security, or 
defense and t.o pay related administra-
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tive expenses. First, is there any account
ing for funds expended in that category? 

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes, we have held ex
tensive hearings on this very item each 
year and have asked the White House to 
give us a report on how this money has 
been spent. They have given us a very 
good accounting of this activity in previ
ous years. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Can the GAO audit 
these funds? 

Mr. MONTOYA. These funds are avail
able for audit by the General Accounting 
Office. Also, they are expended solely on 
the personal certification of the Presi
dent. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I understand that 
the President, after all, has great re
sponsibilities. I feel that he should have 
considerable discretion. But these par
ticular funds are related to national in
terest, security, or defense and related 
administrative expenses. Why are these 
funds not subject to a General Account
ing Office audit, in view of the fact that 
they are not funds that are directed at 
any personal needs of the President? 

Mr. MONTOYA. One of the principal 
purposes for which these funds are used 
is to provide the President with the ca
pability to meet unanticipated needs for 
emergencies or new activities which are 
in the national interest. On occasion, 
the fund has been utilized for this pur
pose. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. How much of the ap
propriation in past years has actually 
been expended? 

Mr. MONTOYA. The appropriation for 
fiscal year 1975 was $500,000, and the ex
pended amount was $476,000. It is antici
pated that out of the million dollars to 
be provided for the next year, nearly $1 
million will actually be spent. That is 
what is anticipated. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Why was there this 
100-percent increase in the appropria
tion in 1976-75, and continuing in this 
year? 

Mr. MONTOYA. When officials of the 
Office of Management and Budget came 
before our subcommittee, we asked this 
question of them. It was their belief that 
they did -anticipate an expenditure of 
nearly $1 million because of possible re
quests for new activities created by stat
ute but not yet funded. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Can the manager 
give us some examples of how these 
funds have been expended? 

Mr. MONTOYA. One of the examples 
is the Clemency Board. A few years ago, 
I recall that the Federal Energy Office 
was funded initially when Governor Love 
was appointed. to head it. The Commis
sion on Federal Paperwork was funded 
out of this appropriation at a level of 
$200,000. The Privacy Protection Study 
Commission amount was $131,000, and 
the National Study Commission on Rec
ords and Documents of Federal Oftlcials 
received $110,000 out of this unantici
pated needs fund. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. May I ask the Sen
ator whether virtually all of the $1 mil
lion-say 90 percent of it-is accounted 
for by funding this kind of activity? As 
I understand it, these are agencies 
created rather quickly and needing funds 
that it is difficult to get through the reg-

ular appropriation process, needing them 
on an emergency basis. Is it a fact that, 
say, $900,000 of the $1 million is ex
pended for these purposes, of the kind 
the Senator has listed----elemency, energy, 
paperwork, privacy, and so on? 

Mr. MONTOYA. It may be, and at 
times it may not be. The point I have al
ways made clear when I have held these 
hearings is that the words "unantici
pated needs" should have definite cri
teria that must be adhered to and that 
they should most certainly not be discre
tionary funds for the President to ex
pend as he wishes. 

Rather, the funds should be expended 
for an objective that clearly comes with
in the framework of unanticipated needs. 
I have always insisted on that. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Is the Senator satis
fied that the White House has complied 
with that standard? I think it is an ex
cellent standard. 

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes, I am satisfied. 
Each year I request an accounting as to 
precisely how this fund has been used be
cause I do not want another fiasco in the 
Domestic Council as we witnessed a few 
years ago in the White House. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Another item was $16 
million for the White House office. That 
is an increase, not over last year, but the 
year before, perhaps. But over the past 
15 years that has increased at a tre
mendously rapid rate; is that not cor
rect? 

Mr. MONTOYA. This request repre
sents a decrease of $233,000. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I understand that. 
That is over last year. But it is an in
crease over the past, say, 5 or 6 or 8 years 
ago; is that correct? 

Mr. MONTOYA. That is correct, but 
we have had to allow for pay raises, in
creases in health and retirement benefits 
and the like which stem primarily from 
the inflationary pressures of recent years. 

Mr. PROXMmE. Could the Senator 
give the Senate an understanding of how 
much of an increase there has been, say, 
in the last 10 years? The reason I ask is 
because there have been complaints-
maybe unfounded-that the White 
House-and I am not criticizing Presi
dent Ford because, as the Senator points 
out, there was not an increase, in fact 
there was a reduction over last year
but I think we ought to have an under
standing as to the White House generally 
over the administrations of President 
Johnson, President Nixon, and Presi
dent Ford in general. 

Mr. MONTOYA. We do have that in
formation. I developed it during the 
hearings, but we do not happen to have 
it here with us this morning. I can, how
ever, give the Senator the pertinent :fig
ures. 

In 1975 for this item, the appropriation 
was $15,398,000; in 1976 it was $16,763,-
000; and for the fiscal year 1977, in this 
bill, it is $16,530,000, which is a reduction 
from last year. . 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Another Item ls the 
Executive residence, operating expenses. 
Now, is this for the White House, oper
ating the White House? 

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes; it Is for the 
White House and the grounds. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Two million, one 
hundred thousand dollars seems like a 
high amount even with a residence as 
important and as significant for our 
country as the White House. What is the 
reason for that very large expenditure, 
$2.1 million to operate the President's 
home for a year? 

Mr. MONTOYA. We pay 86 employees 
from this appropriation. The appropria
tion for 1975 was $1.744 million; for 1976 
it was $1.826 million, a very slight in
crease; and for 1977 we are recommend
ing $2.095 million. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. There is one other 
item that bothers me particularly, and 
that is the official residence of the Vice , 
President. Two and a half years ago, or 
3 years ago, the Senate approved con
verting a House that had been used by a 
top naval oftlcer for the Vice President's 
use, and we were told that the cost of 
refurbishing and furnishing that would 
be something like $15,000. In fact, the 
Senator from Virginia <Mr. HARRY F·. 
BYRD, Jr.) assured me, when I asked him 
on the floor, that the cost would not ex
ceed $15,000. 

Now, approximately how much was ap
propriated to date in rehabilitating and 
refurbishing the Vice President's resi
dence? 

Mr. MONTOYA. For 1975 we appro
priated $315,000. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. How much? 
Mr. MONTOYA. $315,000; for 1976 we 

appropriated $274,000; and for 1977 the 
figure has come down to $61,000. So the 
previous years represent high expendi
tures because we were really trying to get 
the newly acquired oftlcial residence of 
the Vice President in shape. We had to 
have new carpeting, and the residence 
was badly in need of painting and re
quired some other repairs to the resi
dence. In the past year we provided quite 
a stim for central air conditioning which 
has replaced the individual window air 
conditioners at the residence. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Well now, this is an 
expenditure that is very hard for this 
Senator to understand. As I say, we were 
told the cost would be $15,000. The cost 
now appears to be about 40 times that. 
Furthermore, I talked to the Vice Presi
dent about this. He told me he does not 
even live there, does not use it. I realize 
that this may be a good residence per
haps for a future Vice President at some 
time, but for us to provide a house that 
wa.s already constructed, grounds are al
ready in good order, a place that was 
used by a top naval oftlcial, for the Vice 
President, and then to just spend over 
$600,000 to fix it up, and $61,000 this 
year for maintenance of this temporary 
residence seems to me to be rather ex
travagant. 

Mr. MONTOYA. We were not merely 
renovating the residence for the present 
Vice President. We were certainly aware 
of the fact that he has an ample, pri
vate residence available t.o him in the 
Washington vicinity, and I understand 
that is where he has been staying. We 
were, however, providing for a future 
Vice President who C!:l.nnot personally af
ford the :fine living quarters the present 
Vice President can afford. Furthermore, 
we had anticipated we would eventually 
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replace the air conditioning units, which 
were antiquated, and most of the ex
penditures during the course of the last 
year are represented by this kind of need. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Why the enormous 
dllference between the $15,000 we were 
assured would be necessary for refur
bishing when the Vice President's house 
was agreed to, and the $600,000 that we 
find as the cost? 

Mr. MONTOYA. I might say when we 
conducted the hearings I remember some 
of those figures, and we were told in the 
subcommittee that only certain expendi
tures would have to be made, but as soon 
as they moved into the residence, an 
inventory was taken of what was needed. 
It was found, for instance, that the elec
trical wiring was very defective, and 
the residence, in fact, required complete 
rewiring. Many other situations like that 
were brought to light. That had not been 
anticipated when the original project 
came before Congress. It is now an un
dertaking that requires additional ex
penditures, and we must spend a certain 
sum just to make the residence habitable 
and to avoid additional, higher expendi
tures in the future. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Let me ask the Sen
ator one final question-I may raise a 
point of order on this particular item. 
I understand as I say, this has not been 
authorized. But if the $61,000 is not 
made available at this time, what will be 
the consequences? 

Mr. MONTOYA. We shall then have 
to send somebody over there to board 
up the windows and leave the residence 
to the mercies of the elements. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. After spending $600,-
000 you will have to board up the win
dows if they do not get another $61,000 
on top of that? This is, theoretically at 
least, a home for one family. It is aw
fully hard, it seems to me, for the Ameri
can people to understand why they need 
$61,0(}0 a year to provide housing even 
for the Vice President of the United 
States-not the Prsidnt, the Vice Presi
dent. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. President, I do not believe it is 
quite accurate to refer to this official res
idence of the �V�i�c�~� President as a home 
for one family. This residence is the site 
of a great many official functions. It is a 
site that was chosen partially because it 
is less expensive there to provide the 
security that is necessary to be provided 
for the individual who might on very 
short notice be called upon to become 
the President of the country. I think it 
is totally inaccurate, and a little unfair, 
to refer to this as the home for one 
family. This is much more than that, 
and it is very different. Particularly un
der the present circumstances we are 
justified in trying to get this dwelling 
in shape to do the job that Congress had 
in mind when it designated this as the 
official residence of the Vice President. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I appreciate the ob
servation of the Senator from Oklahoma. 
He undoubtedly makes a go.od point. 

I point out, however, the fact is that 
we have had no official home for the 
Vice President until now. We have been 

able to proceed for 200 years without it. 
Vice Presidents have gotten along very 
well. 

All of a sudden, to provide something 
which supposedly would cost $15,000 to 
fix up but cost $600,000, and more to re
furbish when, as I say, they have fared 
well, we have met all our ceremonial re
sponsibilities, it seems hard to justify. 

Mr. BELLMON. I suggest that argu
ment should have been made before the 
decision to acquire the residence. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I made that argu
ment and I was assured-assured-the 
cost would be no more than $15,000 for 
the entire refurbishing. 

Mr. BELLMON. The subcommittee is 
operating under the responsibility that 
we have to see that this residence is ade
quate. We were not the ones who made 
the decision to add the residence, but we 
do feel it is our responsibility that it is 
suitable for this purpose. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state the point of order. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I make the point of 
order that the appropriation, on page 8, 
line 19, through page 9, line 2, is not in 
order because the appropriated sum has 
not been previously authorized. 

Mr. MONTOYA. Will the Senator defer 
making the point of order temporarily? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am happy to do so. 
Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. MONTOYA. I wish the Senator 

would not make this point of order. I 
recognize his concern about these mat
ters, and the committee has truly been 
trying to reduce the expenditures for the 
official residence of the Vice President. 

We have had very thorough hearings, 
and raising a point of order is going to 
force the committee to remark up the bill. 
It is going to cause quite a bit of hard
ship to the members of the committee, 
and we are eventually going to come 
back with the same thing. 

I wish the Senator would reconsider 
making his point of order. We assure him 
that we shall continue to monitor the 
expenditures for the Vice President's of
ficial residence. 

We would further invite him to come 
before our committee to give us the 
benefit of his wisdom as to what we 
should do, and I can promise my good 
friend from Wisconsin that we would 
give his views our very thorough con
sideration. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. May I say to the 
Senator from New Mexico that a point 
of order was made against every single 
one of these provisions in the House. It 
was sustained in the House. These were 
knocked out in the House. 

I make the point of order that the 
amendment is legislation. 

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. MONTOYA. I raise the question of 

gennaneness. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

rule XVI, the Chair submits to the Sen
ate the question, Is the amendment ger
mane (putting the question) . 

The nays appear to have it. 
Mr. MONTOYA. I ask for the yeas and 

nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. 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 SOuth Dakota (Mr. 
ABouREZK), the Senator from Idaho <Mr. 
CHURCH), the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
INOUYE) , and the Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. McCLELLAN) are necessarily ab
sent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) is absent be
cause of illness. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER), 
the Senator from Maryland (Mr. MA
THIAS) , and the Senator from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. ScHWEIKER) are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from New York <Mr. BUCKLEY) is absent 
due to illness. 

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 65, 
nays 26, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 326 Leg.) 
YEAB-65 

Baker 
Bartlett 
Bayh 
Bellman 
Bentsen 
Brooke 
Bumpers 
Cannon 
Case 
Chiles 
Curtis 
Dole 
Domenic! 
Eagleton 
Eastland 
Fannin 
Fong 
Ford 
Gravel 
Griffin 
Hansen 
Hart, Philip A. 

Hartke 
Haskell 
Hatfield 
Hathaway 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Huddleston 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 
Leahy 
Long 
Mansfield 
McGee 
Mcintyre 
Mondal e 
Montoya 
Morgan 
Moss 
Nunn 
Packwood 

NAYS-26 

Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Randolph 
Ribico1f 
Scott, Hugh 
Scott, 

William L. 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Stone 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

Allen Cranston Magnuson 
Beall Culver McCI ure 
Bid en Durkin McGovern 
Brock Garn Metcalf 
Burdick Glenn Muskie 
Byrd, Hart, Gary Nelson 

Harry F., Jr. Helms Percy 
Byrd, Robert C. Kennedy Proxmire 
Clark Laxalt Roth 

Abourezk 
Buckley 
Church 

NOT VOTING-9 
Goldwater 
Inouye 
Mathias 

McClellan 
Schweiker 
Symington 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HASKELL). The vote on this matter is 65 
yeas, 26 nays, and, the Senate, having 
voted the amendment germane, the 
point or order will fall. 

The Chair, for the information of the 
Senate, will rule that in accordance 
with Senate procedure, under rule 16, 
paragraph 4, if the Senate votes that a 
provision is relevant or germane, even 
though it be legislative, the point of 
order falls. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the Sen
ate has before it H.R. 14261, the Treas-
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ury, Postal Service, General Govern
ment appropriation bill for fiscal year 
1977 which provides funds for the Treas
ury Department, the Postal Service, the 
Executive Office of the President, and 
certain other Federal agencies. I take 
this opportunity to comment on the rela
tionship between this bill and the tar
gets set out in the first concurrent resolu
tion on the budget for fiscal year 1977. 

This bill provides $8.3 billion in 
budget authority and $8 billion in out
lays for fiscal year 1977. In addition, out
lays arising from prior year appropria
tions for these programs amount to $0.3 
billion so total outlays for these pro
grams are $8.3 billion in fiscal year 1977. 

The funds provided in this appropria
tion bill are within the totals allocated 
by the Senate Appropriations Commit
tee to the Subcommittee on Treasury, 
Postal Service, and General Government 
pursuant to section 302(b) of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974. That 
allocation is $8.5 billion in budget au
thority and outlays, and this apropria
tion bill is thus $0.2 billion in budget 
authority and outlays below the amounts 
allocated to the subcommittee. 

H.R. 14261 is $0.3 billion in budget 
authority and outlays above the Presi
dent's request for these programs. The 
difference between the President's 
budget and this bill is principally 
due to the addition of $307 million in 
budget authority and outlays for the 
Postal Service to carry out the provisions 
of the Postal Reorganization Act. 

This bill provides new budget author
ity and outlays in nine functions of the 
budget. I ask unanimous consent to in
sert in the RECORD a table showing the 
distribution of budget authority and 
outlays in this bill by function. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
H.R. 14261, THE TREASURY, POSTAL SERV'ICE, 

AND GENERAL GOVERNMENT .APPROPRIATIOK 
BILL 

($millions) Budget 
Senate Reported Blll 

Function: Authority Outlays 
050--Na.ttonal defense______ 96 64 
400--Com.merce and trans-

portation ------------- 1, 771 1, 770 
500--Education, training, 

employment, and social 
services --------------- 20 20 

550-Health -------------- 452 452 
600-Income security_____ 24 
750-Law enforcement and 

justice ----------------- 584 534 
800-General government__ 5, 374 5, 157 
850-Revenue sharing and 

general purpose fiscal as-
sistance ---------------- 4 ol 

900-Interest ------------- • • 

Total -------------- 8,301 
• Less than $500,000. 

8,015 

SOURCE.--Congressional Budget Office. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, there are 
two important potential requirements for 
funding for fiscal year 1977 not covered 
by this legislation. First is an additional 
$500 million in budget authority and out
lays which would be authorized by legis
lation which has passed the House and 
has been reported in the Senate to help 
cover the Postal Service deficit. Second 

is $200 million in budget authority and 
outlays for claims and judgments ex
pected later in the year. The amounts for 
claims and judgments can clearly be ac
commodated by the $200 million allocated 
by the Appropriations Committee to the 
Treasury, Postal Service, and General 
Government Subcommittee but not in
cluded in this bill. The Postal Service 
deficit amount is another matter. Funds 
for such amounts as might be author
ized and appropriated to help cover the 
Postal Service deficit were considered by 
the Congress when the first concurrent 
resolution on the budget was adopted. 
The Senate's version of the budget reso
lution included $1 billion for that pur
pose. The House resolution contained 
nothing. The House conferees on the 
budget resolution were adamant in their 
determination that the budget resolu
tion should not reflect a hypothetical 
amount attributed to legislation which, 
they argued, might not be enacted to 
cover the Postal Service deficit. The deci
sion of the conference was to delete, 
without prejudice to their inclusion in 
the second budget resolution, any 
amounts for the Postal Service deficit. 
Instead, the conference left to subse
quent congressional action the determi
nation of how much, if anything, should 
be appropriated for that deficit this year. 

The Post Office and Civil Service Com
mittee has reported legislation, H.R. 8603, 
which would authorize the appropriation 
of $500 million for the Postal Service 
deficit for fiscal year 1977. If this author
ization is enacted, and the amounts are 
subsequently appropriated, the second 
resolution will need to reflect that reality, 
the possibility of which was recognized 
but not provided for in the first concur
rent resolution on the budget. 

The Post Office and Civil Service Com
mittee has reported legislation, H.R. 8603, 
which woulC. authorize the appropriation 
of $500 million for the postal service def
icit for fiscal year 1977. If this authori
zation is enacted, and the amounts are 
subsequently appropriated, the second 
resolution will need to reflect that reality, 
the possibility of which was recognized 
but not provided for in the first concur
rent resolution on the budget. 

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to yield back the remainder of 
my time and go to third reading. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the engrossment 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 PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
INOUYE), the Senator from Arkansas 

<Mr. McCLELLLAN) and the Senator 
from Michigan <Mr. HART) are neces
sarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Missouri <Mr. SYMINGTON), is absent be
cause of illness. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLDWATER), 
the Senator from Maryland <Mr. 
MATHIAS) and the Senator from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. SCHWEIKER) are necessarily 
absent. 

I fu.rther announce that the Senator 
from New York <Mr. BUCKLEY), is absent 
due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Arizona 
<Mr. GOLDWATER)' would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 82, 
nays 10, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 327 Leg.) 
YEAS-82 

Abourezk Garn 
Al l en Glenn 
Baker Gravel 
Bartl ett Griffin 
Bayh Hansen 
BeaLl Hart, Gary 
Bellmon Hartke 
Bentsen Haskell 
Biden Hatfield 
Brooke Hathaway 
Bumpers Hollings 
Burdick Hruska 
Byrd, Robert c. Huddleston 
Cannon Humphrey 
Case Jackson 
Chiles Javits 
Church Johnston 
Clark Kennedy 
Cranston Laxal t 
Culver Leahy 
Curtis Long 
Do!e Magnuson 
Domenicl Mansfield 
Durkin McGee 
Eagl eton McGovern 
Eastland Mcintyre 
Fong Metcalf 
Ford Mondale 

NAYS-10 

Montoya 
Morgan 
Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Percy 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Scott, Hugh 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Stone 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Tunney 
Weick er 
Williams 
Young 

Brock 
Byrd, 

Helms Scott, 
McClure William L. 

Harry F., Jr. Proxmire Thurmond 
Fannin Roth Tower 

NOT VOTING--8 
Buckley Inouye Schweiker 

Symington Goldwater Mathias 
Hart, Philip A. McCie!.i.an 

So the bill <H.R. 14261), as amended, 
was passed. 

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

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. 

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

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist upon its amend
ments, request a conference with the 
House of Representatives later on, and 
that the Chair be authorized to appoint 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Chair appointed Mr. MONTOYA, Mr. 
BAYH, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. McCLELLAN, 
Mr. MCGEE, Mr. BELLMON, Mr. HATFIELD, 
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Mr. YOUNG, and Mr. -STEVENS conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

ORDER FOR RECESS FROM 12 NOON 
TO 1:30 P.M. TODAY 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess from 12 noon to 1: 30 p.m. 
today, for a special purpose. 

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

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, 
AND COMMERCE, THE JUDICIARY, 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1977 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 

previous order, the Senate will now pro
ceed to the consideration of H.R. 14239, 
which will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A blll (H.R. 14239) making appropriations 
for the Departments of State, Justice, and 
Commerce, the judiciary, and related agen
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1977, and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill, which had been reported by the 
Committee on Appropriations with 
amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time for 
debate is limited to 1 hour, to be equally 
divided between and controlled by the 
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
PASTORE) and the Senator from Nebraska 
<Mr. HRUSKA), with 30 minutes on any 
amendment and with 20 minutes on any 
debatable motion, appeal, or point of 
order. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on final passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, H.R. 

14239, the State, Justice, Commerce, the 
judiciary and related agencies appropri
ation bill, as reported to the Senate, 
contains recommendations totaling $6,-
878,691,453 in new budget authority. This 
recommendation is $389,041,453 over the 
appropriation for last year; $337,563,453 
over the House allowance; and $565,-
821,000 over the budget estimates. The 
bill, as rePorted, is $121 million below 
the committee allocation to our subcom
mittee for the first concurrent resolu
tion for 1977. 

The increase of $56.5 million over the 
budget request consists of the following 
eight major changes. 

First, the Senate committee identified 
about $60 million worth of House reduc
tions below the budget request. The com
mittee is recommending that the Senate 
accept these reductions. 

Second, the House added· $150 million 
over the budget for the Small Business 
Administration. A survey of the SBA re
gional offices indicated that there are a 
sufficient number of quality loan appli
cations from small businessmen to jus
tify the higher amount. Consequently, 
the committee is recommending that the 
Senate concur in that increase. 

Third, the House added $27 million to 
restore the propcsed reduction in the 
FBI budget, and the committee agrees 
with that. 

Fourth, the House added $12 million 
to the budget of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service. This would re
store the proposed reduction in the budg
et and add 400 additional positions to 
deal with the illegal alien problem. 
Many of these aliens take jobs from our 
citizens. The committee agrees with the 
House on this item. 

Fifth, the House partially restored the 
LEAA program to last year's level of $810 
million. The budget proposed a cutback 
t.o $708 million. The House added $30 
million for a total of $738 million. The 
Senate committee recommendation adds 
an additional $72 million to fully restore 
the program t.o last year's level, while 
providing increased emphasis on the new 
and innovative programs authorized by 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. 

Sixth, the House partially res.tared the 
EDA program to last year's level of $360 
million. The budget proposed a cutback 
to $223 million. The House added $77 
million to get the program up to $300 
million. In the Senate, we are recom
mending $453.5 million, which is the 
same amount that was passed by the 
Senate in last year's bill. This brings 
the Senate recommendation $230 million 
above the budget estimate which had 
proposed such a drastic reduction-and 
for the life of me, I cannot understand 
why. 

Mr. President, nearly 11 years ago, 
Congress passed the Public Works and 
Economic Development Act. The pur
pose was to assist regions, counties, and 
communities suffering from substantial 
and persistent unemployment which 
have lagged behind the rest of the 
Nation. 

That mission has not changed. Re
gions, counties, and communities 1n 
America continue to experience distress. 
The programs funded by this act have 
helped many areas achieve lasting im
provements. But over the years, other 
areas have slipped from the security of 
America's economic mainstream.. Many 
of our cities, for example, have 1n recent 
years become distressed and need the 
long-term rehabilitation of an economic 
development program. Thus, while gains 
have been made in some places, employ
ment and low income have begun to un
dermine the economic stability of other 
areas such as Rhode Island, which has 
been adversely affected by the departure 
of the destroyer fteet and the removal 
of 85 percent, in toto, of our naval in
stallations in the State of Rhode Island, 
which constitutes one-half of the entire 
installations throughout the entire coun
try, with less than 1 percent of the en
tire population of the country. 

The administration recognizes the 
need for this program. On the one hand, 
the President's own bill would extend the 
authorization for 3 more years at an an
nual authorization level of $845 million. 
Despite this expression of support, the 
budget request was reduced by 40 per
cent below last year-to the lowest level 

in years. The committee disagrees with 
this cutback and has added the addi
tional funds which will provide increased 
job opportunities while constructing fa
cilities of lasting value to the community. 

Seventh, the committee is recommend
ing much the same treatment for the 
Regional Action Planning Commissions 
authorized by title V of the EDA Act. 
Last year, Congress appropriated $64 
million. For fiscal year 1977, the budget 
request is only $42 mlll1on, a 33-percent 
cut. The committee is recommending an 
increase of $42 million for a total of 
$84 million, which is the same amount 
included in the Senate passed bill last 
year. 

Eighth, the committee has included 
$22 million over the budget for the pro
grams of the National Oceanic and At
mospheric Administration, including in
creased funding for the sea grant pro
gram, and NOAA's responsibilities under 
the 200-mile limit legislation. 

In closing, Mr. President, I want to 
thank my distinguished colleague and 
counterpart, the Senator from Nebraska 
<Mr. HRUSKA), the ranking Republican 
on the subcommittee, for his coopera
tion and support, especially in the area 
of the programs under the Justice De
partment. 

Because of Senator HRUSKA's long ex
perience on the Judiciary Committee, he 
is especially helpful to our appropria
tion subcommittee in our deliberations 
on the programs of the Justice Depart
ment. Our subcommittee will miss his 
wise counsel when he retires next year. 
I will miss his friendship. Surely, he 
will be missed by those at the Justice 
Department who have benefttted from 
his very effective advocacy in support 
of a proper level of funding for priority 
Justice Department programs. 

I am very happy now to yield to my 
colleague (Mr. HRUSKA) and to say at this 
juncture that, for him and for me, this 
will be the last year that we will be pre
senting this budget to the Senate of the 
United States, since we are both retiring 
at the end of the year. I do want to re
peat: It has been a great, great, great 
blessing to me to have known this great 
man, Mr. HRUSKA. I appreciate his 
friendship and I only hope the good Lord 
spares to him and all his loved ones 
many, many years of good health and 
happiness. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I thank the chairman 
of the subcommittee for his kindly 
thoughts and his mention of the fact 
that this is our legislative swan song in
sofar as this bill is the product of the 
Subcommittee on State, Commerce, Jus
tice, and the Judiciary. 

With his leadership, Mr. President, we 
have worked together for a long time, 
closely and harmoniously. I want to 
thank him publicly for his many cour
tesies and h1s cordiality. I associate my-
self generally with the remarks which he 
has made about the bill. 

This legislation now before the Senate 
is a product of persevering efforts put 
forth not only by the chairman but also 
the other members of the subcommittee. 

Unfortunately, this bill is considerably 
above the House bill and a half a billion 
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over the budget estimate. The primary 
increases in this bill are tied to the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
the Economic Development Administra
tion, the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration, and the Legal 
Services Corporation. 

With respect to LEAA, the committee 
recommended an appropriation of $890 
million which was the same amount 
as the 1976 appropriation. This is 
$100 million over the House allowance 
but I believe it is money well invested. 
Out of the total appropriation, we will 
provide $40 million for the law enforce
ment education program and $100 mil
lion for programs authorized by the Juve
nile, Justice, and Delinquent Act. Our 
committee heard overwhelming and con
vincing testimony to the eifect that 
LEAA and programs funded under it are 
having a substantial and beneficial im
pact on all aspects of the criminal j us
tice system. Naturally, in a program as 
extensive as this, there are bound to be 
minor and minuscule errors. Neverthe
less, when all the evidence was received, 
not only by our Appropriations Subcom
mittee but also the House and Senate 
Judiciary Committees, the strength of 
the LEAA program was manifest. It 
should be noted that the committee rec
ommendation does not take into account 
several new program activities which 
would be authorized by the Judiciary 
Committee's reauthorization bill (S. 
2212), such as the funding of State 
judicial planning committees, and a 
grant program for high crime areas. 
Moreover, the part E funding is prob
ably not sufficient to meet the increasing 
demands for correctional modemiza ti on 
at the State and local levels. 

With regard to the Economic Devel
opment Administration, the committee 
recommended an appropriation of $453 
million which is an increase of $93 mil
lion over the 1976 appropriation, and 
$230 million over the budget estimate. 
Very candidly, I believe that these ap
propriations are swollen and should be 
substantially reduced. Since March 
1975, employment has increased by 3.3 
million. As a matter of fact, from De
cember 31, 1975, until May 31, 1976, em
ployment has increased by 2.3 million. 
The real gross national product has in
creased by over 7 percent from the first 
quarter of 1975 to the first quarter of 
1976. These are encouraging economic 
indicators and I believe most observers 
agree that our economic horizon is 
bright. My basic argument against these 
swollen EDA appropriations is that less 
than 10 percent of the funds in this bill 
will be spent in the year for which they 
are appropriated. As a matter of fact, 
the "spend out" normally extends over 
a 5-year period. Therefore, while this 
appropriation increasing the EDA budg
et request by over a quarter of a billion 
dollars will pass the Senate today, the 
real effect will only be a payout of some 
$25 million in 1977. The majority of the 
funds will not be spent until after 1977 
when the economy will be in dramat
ically less need of more economic 
stimulus. 

We have provided the Legal Services 
Corporation with $130 million, which 
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should be sufficient to provide econom
ical and eifective legal service to indi
viduals who would not otherwise be able 
to aiford adequate legal counsel. The 
committee expects the Corporation to 
extend its legal services to areas of the 
country where the poor are now with
out legal assistance. 

Section 208 of the bill causes me con
cern, Mr. President. By statute, the De
partment of Justice was given the lead 
agency role in the management and op
eration of the U.S. terminal of Interpcl. 
That is the International Police Orga
nization. 

About 18 years ago former Attorney 
General Rogers designated the Depart
ment of the Treasury to represent the 
United States in Interpol. The stat
ute vests in the Department of Justice, 
however, the responsibility for it, for its 
delegation or for its retention. 

Recently the Department of Justice 
decided to take back Interpol opera
tions and withdraw Treasury's opera
tions of the National Central Bureau. 
At some future date Congress should 
determine which Department should 
most properly assume operational func
tions for the U.S. participation in 
Interpol. 

Meanwhile, the committee has been 
assured by the Department of the Treas
ury that active participation of all Just
ice Department agencies in the opera
tional function of Interpol will be en
thusiastically encouraged and continued. 

As the basic statute now reads, Mr. 
President, that authority and that re
sponsibility does rest in the Department 
of Justice. The Department of Justice 
has indicated they intend to reclaim and 
restructure the administration of our 
representation in InterPol. 

In section 208-
Mr. STONE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield at that point? 
Mr. HRUSKA. I would be happy to 

yield. 
Mr. STONE. Does the Department of 

Justice plan to analyze not only Ameri
can representation in our own structur
ing about Interpol, but also the ques
tions that have been raised about infor
mation about private American citizens 
being sent to Communist countries and 
other countries through Interpol? 

Mr. HRUSKA. Interpol is not a law en
forcement agency. It is an information
collection agency and it arranges for the 
communication of various types of se
lected information within one country to 
be transmitted to the other member 
countries of the organization upon re
quest. 

Mr. STONE. That is precisely the point 
the Senator from Florida is raising. The 
question has been raised about informa
tion on American citizens being sent to 
the Interpol headquarters and arriving 
in countries -behind the Iron curtain 
which conceivably could be used for in
telligence purposes by our adversaries. 

The Senator from Florida is simply 
asking whether the Department of Just
ice is going to be looking into that as 
well as what the Senator has already 
stated, as well as the American man
agement of our own participation. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Of course, those points 

have already been covered in the hear
ings that were conducted on this subject 
before the Committee on Appropriations. 

I do not quite get your other point. 
Mr. STONE. The Senator from Florida 

is not a member of the Appropriations 
Committee and he wished to know 
whether the committee has any judg
ment, recommendation or opinion on 
that question which has been raised. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Is the point of the 
Senator's objection that there has been 
a leak of information, an improper use 
of information, or that there is apt to 
be? 

Mr. STONE. There have been asser
.tions that there are. There have been 
assertions that the information that is 
sent, that is exchanged with Interpol's 
headquarters, often and in a routine 
fashion reaches the Iron CUrtain coun
tries, some of whom are members of 
Interpol. 

Mr. HRUSKA. If it is in the nature of 
criminal history, if it is in the nature 
of documents that relate to the sub
stance that is covered by the compact 
which results in Interpol, what harm 
is there in it, what damage is there in 
it? 

Mr. STONE. What damage is there in 
it? The assertion has been made and 
raised, and again the Senator from Flor
ida does not have a determination on 
whether these charges have been borne 
out, but obviously if information on 
criminal or alleged criminal activities 
within the United States of citizens here 
reached an adversary Communist nation, 
it could be used for intelligence pur
poses, having very little if anything to 
do with criminal activity behind those 
Iron Curtain countries. 

Mr. HRUSKA. There have been 
charges to that eifect. As far a.s I know, 
the hearings that we have had do not 
indicate the charges are substantiated, 
and if they should be, it would be in 
violation, and �t�h�~�y� would be carefully 
monitored and prevented. But as far as 
the hearings are concerned, I do not re
call that any of those charges you men
tion have been substantiated in the hear
ings that were held. 

Mr. STONE. The Senator from Florida 
thanks the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, there are 
two changes that have occurred in this 
field in the past 18 years. One change ls 
this: The Director of the FBI, who did 
not care to participate in Interpol 
operations and activities and who 
brought about the assignment to the 
Treasury Department, is no longer there. 
J. Edgar Hoover is no longer Director of 
the FBI. 

The present Director is kindly disposed 
to streamline and restructure the func
tions to a point where the assignment 
should remain in the Department of 
Justice rather than being maintained in 
the Department of Treasury. 

The second major change that has oc
curred is this: that 18 years ago the llle
gal drug and illicit drug traffic and the 
enforcement of laws against the same 
had been in the Treasury Department. 
That is no longer true. Now there was a 
transfer some years ago, some 3 or 4 
years ago, of those drug functions into 
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the Drug Enforcement Administration 
which is in the Department of Justice. 

Between the Drug Enforcement Ad
ministration :figures, and the figures in 
the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, we find the greatest bulk and 
volume of activities and items of activity 
in the Interpol jurisdiction being car
ried out by the Department of Justice. 
It is submitted, and it is the contention 
of the Department of Justice, that by 
reason of that fact and the surrounding 
circumstances there should be that 
transfer. 

Now, fortunately, it was agreed that 
the nonallowance of funds to implement 
any of these transfers will be limited to 
this bill, Mr. President, and, I take it, 
that in the ensuing months and before 
the next major appropriation bill is 
taken up there will be an inquiry into 
this, inviting witnesses from the Treas
ury Department and the Department of 
Justice to assert their respective plans 
for that purpose. 

Then, if Congress decides that the 
substantive law should be changed so as 
to transfer the present authority and 
!responsibility for Interpol from the 
Department of Justice to some other de
partment that would be fine. But, it 
seems to me, except as a temporary ex
pedient, section 208 is not well-advised. 
I shall not make a point of it now, be
cause it would be idle to do so, and that 
can be taken care of in due time. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to report 
to the Senate that this bill contains $2 
million to provide for a new travel docu
ment and issuance system for the U.S. 
Passport Office. The American traveling 
public will shortly be receiving and en
joying more efficient and convenient 
passport service. With more of our citi
zens traveling abroad, I am sure that all 
will welcome this new TDIS operation. 

I am also pleased to report to the 
Senate that this bill contains an appro
priation of $40 million as the United 
States' share of the cost of the United 
Nations peacekeeping forces in the Mid
dle East. All of us are aware of the re
cent problems in the Sinai. Today, how
ever, with funds supplied in part in the 
State-Justice bill passed last year, we 
have the U.N. Emergency Force in place. 
The Egyptian and Israeli armies are 
separated and peace has come to an area 
that has known only war over the past 
decades. This is a small amount com
pared to what we would have had to 
appropriate if the conflict between Israel 
and Egypt had continued. It is refresh
ing -to report to my colleagues that this 
appropriation is largely responsible for 
tanks and artillery shells in the Sinai 
being replaced by bulldozers and con
struction equipment and the machinery 
of peace and progress. 

When I look at the broad area of 
Government overregulation, at Govern-
ment agency excess, at Government dis
regard for costs and benefits, two pro
grams stand out. Both programs ema
nate from the Federal Trade Commis
sion. Both programs owe their existence 
not to their merits but to backdoor cir
cumventions of due process and the in
tent of Congress. 

The two FTC programs--the corpo
rate patterns program-and the line-of
business program are being contested in 
the courts by scme 380 U.S. corporations 
on grounds that the FTC is circumvent
ing Congress' amendment of the Census 
Act of 1962. This amendment provided 
statutory immunity and confidential 
status for information submitted by 
American business to the Census Bureau. 

The Bureau, as we all know, is held 
in high regard as an agency of integrity 
devoted to the collection of data on the 
U.S. economy. The Bureau's success in 
collecting this data is due to the volun
tary cooperation it has earned from the 
business community. 

Now this voluntary compliance is 
being jeopardized by FTC efforts to pluck 
the very same data from company file 
copies of confidential census data. It is 
as if the FBI decided-for some no doubt 
noble reason-it wanted the confidential 
income tax returns of all Members of 
Congress, the executive branch, and even 
of every citizen. Following this FTC 
precedent, all the FBI would have to do 
is set up an identical IRS form, get it 
approved by the Government Account
ing Office, and send it out. Needless to 
say there would be mighty objection on 
civil libertarian and privacy grounds, and 
also on the transparent circumvention of 
the intent of Congress. 

As a matter of fact, the Office of Man
agement and Budget and the Census 
Bureau have objected to the FTC cor
porate patterns program. They predict 
that FTC's planned public disclosure of 
individual company census data will re
sult in the reluctance to continue the 
historical cooperation and confidence 
that has existed between the business 
community and the Census Bureau. 

I have been in contact with the De
partment of Commerce on this matter 
and ask unanimous consent that a letter 
to me from John Thomas Smith, Acting 
Secretary of Commerce, be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. As my col
leagues will note, Mr. Smith is of the 
opinion that the Census Bureau should 
more properly administer the line-of
business and corporate patterns report. 
I also ask unanimous consent that the 
questions I directed to Vincent B. Ba
rabba, Director of the Bureau of the 
Census, be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. These questions and answers 
corroborate the fact that the LOB and 
CB programs should be transferred to 
the Bureau of the Census. Finally, Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
a copy of my letter to James T. Lynn, 
Director, Office of Management and 
Budget, be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. OMB is in a unique position to 
mediate an end to this unfortunate 
imbroglio. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered ot be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C., June 2, 1976. 

Hon. RoMAN L. HRusKA, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HRUSKA: I have read with 
interest the testimony on April 27 by mem
bers of the Federal Trade Commission be-

fore the Subcommittee of the Committee 
on Appropriations and the specific questions 
that you directed to Mr. Barabba, Director of 
the Bureau of the Census, to answer relat
ing to the Federal Trade Commission's Cor
porate Patterns Report and the Line of Busi
ness Surveys. I believe you have now re
ceived Mr. Barabba.'s answers to your ques
tions. 

Consideration of this matter leads me to 
call to your attention the extent to which 
the FTC statistical program may be dupli
cative of information now being compiled 
and published by the Bureau of the Census. 
This is particularly true of the data for 
the Corporate Patterns Report. 

As the Federal Government's primary gen
era.I purpose statistical agency, Census is 
uniquely qualified to assume responsibility 
for surveys such as these and meet the needs 
of all data. users. Census now has a. large, 
well-rounded statistical program in the eco
nomic areas, compiling data. on both an es
tablishment and company basis. The inclu
sion of these additional surveys would com
plement the data already being produced by 
Census and enhance the usefulness and ac
curacy of both the financial and operation
al data, since both sets of data would be ob
tained from a. single framework and thus 
be fully comparable. This, for example, would 
be extremely useful in improving the in
ventory data included in the gross national 
products accounts. 

The Bureau is, and ls perceived as, a gen
eral purpose statistical agency not identified 
with specific programs or policy orientation. 
Because of the Bureau's position it ls able to 
concentrate all of its resources and ener
gies to the collection and compilation of 
statistical data in an independent, objective, 
unbiased manner. It has an extremely com -
petent group of survey and mathematical 
statisticians which provides the flexibility 
and expertise necessary for the conduct of 
such operations and for the continual im
provement of statistical methodology. 

Because of the recent installation of the 
Standard Statistical E<>tabllshment List (for
merly referred to as the Industrial Direc
tory), the Census Bureau has the only con
tinuous, complete, and annually updated list 
of all business firms and their constituent 
establishments (locations). 

The Bureau of the Census was selected as 
the single Federal statistical agency to set up 
and maintain this business list by the Office 
of Management and Budget, because of its 
responsiblli ties for economic censuses and 
surveys, its capabilities to amass and control 
such large-sea.le files, its expertise 1n selecting 
samples and 1n survey work, and its legal ac
cess to pertinent administrative records lo
cated elsewhere in the Federal Government. 

Known as the SSEL and designed to pro
vide the master frame for economic censuses 
and surveys, this file gives the Bureau a 
unique ability to assure completeness and ac
curacy in its survey work, to select the most 
efficient samples and to produce data fully 
compara.ble with censuses and correctly clas
sified according to the Federal Government's 
Standard Industrial Classification System. 
No other agency possesses all these attributes 
for business surveys. 

The sea.le of statistical operations at the 
Census Bureau ls large and the Bureau, 
therefore, maintains a very sizable online 
computer capacity. Its data collection capa
bilities are unmatched, as ls its reputation 
for response, timing, and accuracy. 

Moreover, the confidentiality provisions of 
title 13, under which the Census Bureau op
erates, have proven to be an invaluable asset 
in the conduct of statistical surveys. The 
business community has recognized the in
dependent nature of the Census Bureau and 
has great trust 1n its demonstrated ability to 
maintain the confidentiality of data reported 
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under all circumstances. Court decisions in
cluding the recent IBM case have reinforced 
this trust. In some instances, in order to ob
tain valid statlstlca.l series, companies must 
supply estimates for items which are not reg
ularly maintained in their records. A good ex
ample is the valuation of lnterplant transfers 
which are not normally maintained in finan
cial accounting records of companies. Never
theless, companies are will1ng to estimate 
these values for Census since they know that 
the information will be used only in statisti
cal series, and that the individual figures 
will not be used for purposes of regulation or 
investigation or disclosed in any manner. I 
feel sure that many companies are reluctant 
to report such figures to a regulatory agency. 
While title 13 of the Census law does prohibit 
the release of individual company data, Cen
sus is willing and able to provide special tab
ulations and should meet virtually all of the 
statistical needs of the Federal Trade Com
mission. 

One of the benefits of greater involvement 
of the Census Bureau in the existing FTC 
statistical program would be the additional 
analyses that could be performed with data 
collected from the Line of Business Survey 
and economic programs now conducted by 
Census. Although Census does not have man
datory authority to collect data quarterly, 
the surveys would be conducted by Census 
on a voluntary be.sis with a mandatory an
aual report used wherever necessary. The 
close cooperation that has existed over the 
years between Census and industry has per
mitted their successful conduct of many key 
economic surveys on a voluntary basis. In
depth studies resulting from cross-tabulation 
and statistical regressions ut111zing infor
mation collected in the Census Bureau's An
nual Survey of Manufactures, the 5-year eco
nomic censuses, and other current surveys 
could enhance the analytical efforts of the 
Federal Trade Commission. 

As you know, the President has asked that 
every effort be made to reduce the number of 
public use forms and the resulting response 
burden being imposed on American indus
try. As I have indicated, the FTC Corporate 
Patterns Report is duplicative of the infor
mation already being collected by the Cen
sus Bureau in its economic censuses and An
nual Survey of Manufactures reports. The 
Department of Commerce strongly objected 
to this survey, pointing out the serious 
negative impact it could have on the Fed
eral statistical system. 

If there is additional information that you 
would be interested in, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN THOMAS SJ.lolll'H Il, 

Acting Secretary of Commerce. 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECl'OR, 
Washington, D.C., May 4, 1976. 

Hon. JOHN 0. PASTORE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee of the Committee 

on Appropriations, U.S. Senate, Washing
ton, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The attached pages 
contain responses to questions directed to 
me in the hearings of April 27, 1976, on the 
appropriations for the Federal Trade Com
mission. I shall be pleased to furnish any 
additional information that you may require. 

Sincerely, 
VINCENT P. BARABBA, 

Director, Bureau of the Census. 
Attachment. 

Question 1 : Could you describe the type 
of information which the Bureau of the Cen
sus collects which ls the same data as the 
FTC ls now attempting to collect? 

Answer: :Information on company organi
zation and afiiliation collected annually as 
part of our Company Organization Survey 1s 
similar to that requested from Questions 1-4 
on company structure and Question 8 on 

mergers and acquisitions of the CPR form. 
Value of shipments from domestic manufac
turing establishments by product class, Ques
tion 5 of the CPR form, aggregates at the 
company level information identical to that 
requested by establishments in the Annual 
Survey of Manufactures. Domestic nonmanu
facturing activity as requested by CPR Ques
tion 6 ls available from our 5-year Economic 
Census program. Information for net sales 
and total assets, Question 7 of the CPR form, 
ls collected for the total domestic activity of 
the company as part of the 5-year Economic 
Censuses and for manufacturing activity in 
the Annual Survey of Manufactures. 

Question 2: Do companies generally main
tain such data in the ordinary course of their 
businesses or do they specially prepare it 
for Census? 

Answer: This varies by company. When 
the company has integrated operations, the 
establishment information may be prepared 
from information that ls not always avail
able in the company files, and therefore, the 
information is prepared especially fo.r Cen
sus purposes. In the absence of book values, 
it ts indicated to the company that carefully 
prepared estimates are acceptable for the sta
tistical purposes of the survey. 

Question 3: Why is it that Census data are 
not normally available right out of report
ing companies' main accounting records? 

Answer: Each company has its own ac
counting system. More complex, diversified 
companies maintain different types of rec
ords at different levels of management con
trol. Since Census basically seeks operating 
levels (establishment data), many companies 
have to go to divisional or other records in 
order to obtain information that can be 
used to estimate the establishment data. This 
ls particularly the case when shipments oc
cur between plants of the same company for 
further fabrication. 

Question 4: When faced with the FTC's 
identical request for Census data, would you 
expect companies especially to compile the 
data all over again or simply to use their file 
copies of Census reports and report that data 
to the FTC? 

Answer: Since this is a report that is pre
pared for a regulatory agency and not for 
statistical purposes, many companies may 
want to reexamine the basis for some of 
their estimates to see if these estimates are 
satisfactory for regulatory inquiries. 

Question 5: Are you aware of the FTC's 
letter of February 13, 1976 to respondents 
to the Corporate Patterns Program advising 
that they may comply with the program's 
request for 1972 value of shipments data by 
copying the data for 1972 which were pre
printed for the respondents by the Census 
Bureau on the forms sent out under its 1973 
Annual Survey of Manufactures? 

Answer: I was not, but I have now obtained 
a. copy of the letter (copy attached). We are 
very concerned on learning of this direct ref
erence to the Annual Survey of Manufac
tures. The many years spent in developing 
the relationship which exists between Census 
and the private sector 1S in our opinion 
threatened by action of this type. The ra
tionale for our position on this has been 
made very clear to FTC over the years. 

Question 6: In your testimony last year, 
you also stated that "Census is in a position 
to provide every special tabulation that FTC 
can expect to make from the Corporate Pat
terns results with one exception-we will not 
prepare any special tabulations which w1l1 
disclose the operations of individual com
panies." Is that not correct? 

Answer: Yes, it ls, sir. We w1ll be glad to 
discuss with FTC at any time the cost as
sociated with developing special tabulations 
of data reported on Census forms. 

Question 7: Are we to understand from 
this that FTC plans disclosure of that very 
same Census data which was specially com-

plied from the Bureau of the Census and. 
which the Census Act unequivocally provides 
may never be disclosed by Census? 

Answer: On July 29, 1975, in a statement 
released by FTC, it stated, "The Commission 
will not publish earlier than January 1, 1978 
any individual company data submitted pur
suant to CP&-1972." I note, however, that in 
recent testimony before your Committee 
(April 28, 1976) Mr. Scherer indicated that 
the Commission has not reached a final 
judgment on the question of disclosing data 
after the passage of 5 years. Individual com
pany information collected as pa.rt of the 
1950 CPR program has been released. When 
the 1972 FTC data. are released, they w111 
duplicate information that had been pre
viously collected by the Bureau of the 
Census. 

Question 8: What effeot will this FTC pro
gram of disclosure of confidential Census 
data have on the accuracy of responses to 
the Census Bureau's information programs, 
and on the Bureau's ab111ty to continue to 
dbtaln the cooperation of respondents which 
it counts on and which it has received in 
the past? 

Answer: Its effect, Mr. Chairman, is ex
pected to be serious. Companies may be 
unw1lling to provide data on an estimated 
basis or may refuse to submit such estimates 
when they anticipate that the same infor
mation w111 be requested by a regulatory 
agency and that the data wm be made pub
licly available. Information if furnished may 
therefore be subject to additional valldaition 
by the company prior to submittal which 
would seriously impact on the timeliness 
associated with our statistical programs. 

Question 9: Could you identify some of 
the uses to which the various agencies of 
the Federal Government put the data you 
publish in aggregate form relating to value 
of shipments, employment, production costs, 
and the like? etc. How is it used by the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis in relaition to 
GNP computations, and so on? 

Answer: The Census of Manufactures is 
the major benchmark publioa.tion used by a 
number of Government agencies in validat
ing their statistical programs. The informa
tion regarding product shipments and ma
terials consumed by industry are important 
elements in the periodic updating of the in
put-output tables. These tables are then 
used to revise the estimates of Gross National 
Product. The Census data. are also used in 
establishing benchmark levels for the Fed
eral Reserve Board's Index of Industrial Pro
duction and in determinlng value added and 
value of shipments weights to be used in 
the regular monthly publication of that 
index. 

The Census of Manufactures data, par
ticularly the shipments and value added data, 
are also used by the Bureau of Labor Sta
tistics in setting their Wholesale Price Index 
weights and in the development of special
purpose industry indexes. BLS also uses the 
Census data for productivity and other 
special studies. The Bureau of Mines uses 
much of the materials consumed data as 
benchmarks for their more frequent month
ly and annual surveys. 

In addition to these regular uses by the 
statistical system, the detalled Census of 
Manufactures data. are widely used by other 
Government agencies such as the Council of 
Economic Advisors, Bureau of Domestic Com
merce, the Fed.era.I Energy Administration, 
and Treasury 1n analytic studies of specific 
industries, products, materials, or fuels con
sumed. The Federal Trade Commission and 
the Justice Department use the Measures of 
Concentration (share of each industry and 
product class accounted for by the 4, 8, 20 
and 50 largest companies) in connection with 
their investigations under the antitrust laws. 

In recent years added emphasis has been 
given to the shipments of commodity da.ta 
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due to the increase in import activity and 
the need to have greater currency in our 
industrial performance at the domestic level. 
The Trade Act of 1974 seeks statistical com
parability of domestic production with data 
from imports and exports. 

The census Bureau also publishes a wide 
range of other data from the quinquennial 
Economic censuses program and from the 
large number of monthly, quarterly and an
nual surveys conducted by the Bureau. These 
are also widely used by many Government 
agencies in evaluating current business con
ditions and in forecasting future trends. 

Question 10: Are you saying that the FTC's 
Corporate Patterns Program could under
mine the continued rellabllty of our GNP 
forecasts and of other economic indexes and 
research which are employed for economic 
decision-making purposes by the President 
and Congress? 

Answer: Yes, I am, Mr. Chairman. We are 
now involved in finalizing our plans for the 
1977 Census of Manufactures. The extent to 
which the Corporate Patterns Survey erodes 
the close relationship between Census and 
industry �~�o�u�l�d� seriously threaten thls basic 
benchmark program. The Bureau of the Cen
sus is also dependent on the voluntary coop
eration of American industry in the con
duct of numerous current surveys that are 
important economic indicators including 
such surveys as the important monthly Man
ufacturers' Shipments, Inventories, and Or
ders Survey, the weekly and monthly Retail 
Sales Surveys, and the numerous monthly 
and quarterly Current Industrial Reports. As 
a result of FTC's regulatory programs and the 
resulting reporting burden, we anticipate an 
erosion of cooperation to many of our impor
tant statistical programs that are collected 
on a voluntary basis. This is borne out by our 
recent experience when we called 12 very 
large manufacturing companies that had dis
continued reporting in the monthly manufac
tures survey mentioned above. More than 
half of the companies cited the Government's 
expanded mandatory reporting in the Cen
sus survey. 

Question 11: Please describe how the Cen
sus Bureau could satisfy each and every FTC 
need for special statistical tabulations of 
Census data? 

Answer: The kinds of special tabulations 
that could be developed for FTC are not 
limited to value of shipments and merger 
and acquisition data for the largest 1,200 
companies every 5 years. Rather the Bureau's 
many economic surveys provide a more ex
tensive data base that can provide results 
with a high degree of reliability. For exam
ple, the Bureau's Annual Survey of Manu
factures can provide concentration tabula
tions similar to those published at 5-year in
tervals as part of the Census of Manufac
tures. The Bureau's technical staff is fre
quently called on to develop analytical ratios 
of industrial activity and for calculation of 
regression or cross-tabulation of selected data 
on a reimbursable basis. In !act, all that is 
necessary is for the FTC to specify its require
ments and a cost and time estimate will be 
provided. Although it is not certain that we 
could provide every FTC need for special tab
ulations because of the need for preventing 
the disclosure of individual company data, 
every effort wlll be made to maximize the 
amount of data that can be provided. Of 
course, the tabulations would be limited to 
the data. included on the Census report 
forms. 

Question 12: Isn't it true that the FTC's 
Corporate Patterns Program is a quinquen
nial program, and that, since the Census Bu
reau conducts a survey annually, Census 
could provide FTC with special tabulations 
every year, thus greatly increasing the 
amount of such data FI'C would receive? 

Answer: Although it is my understanding 

no final determination has been made by the 
FTC Commissioners on the frequency of the 
survey, consideration is being given to con
ducting the CPR on a 5-year basis. We have 
inclicated we could supply special tabulations 
on a reimbursable basis to FTC, and annually 
if so requested. 

Question 13: What actions have you taken 
to oppose the FTC's "subterfuge" of the 
Census law? 

Answer: At a meeting held on February 21, 
1975, at OMB with representatives of the 
General Accounting Oftlce and FTC, we were 
joined by the Bureau of Economic Analysis 1n 
opposing the survey. On February 28, 1975, 
I sent a letter to Elmer B. Staats, Comptroller 
General of the United States, citing our op
position to the proposed survey. We had been 
supported in our opposition to the survey 
by a letter of March 9, 1975 from Dr. Joseph 
Duncan, Deputy Associate Director for Statis
tical Policy of the Oftlce of Management and 
Budget to Mr. Monte Canfield, Director of 
the Oftlce of Special Programs of the General 
Accounting Oftlce. Former Secretary of Com
merce Rogers C. B. Morton sent letters on 
September 26 to Chairman David N. Hender
son of the House Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service and to Chairman Gale W. 
McGee of the Senate Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service. These letters identify 
the compromise of Census confidentiality re
sulting from the proposed survey. I believe 
that we have done everything short of legal 
action in opposing the FTC. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to add that we 
at Census do not question the right of FTC 
to seek information that is needed to carry 
out its identified responsibilities. We do ques
tion the need for FTC to engage in a broad 
statistical survey of the size and scope that 
so closely replicates information already col
lected by another government agency. 

Question 14: Are you familiar with the 
FTC's Line of Business Report Program and, 
in particular, with FTC Form LB? (Ex
hibit 9) 

Answer: Yes, I am. Census participated in a 
hearing called by GAO on April 19, 1974 to 
review the proposed Line of Business Survey. 

Question 16: Are you a.ware that under the 
LB Program, in Schedule II of Form LB, it is 
proposed to require corporations to report 
annually to the FTC the shipments data by 
5-digit Census Bureau product codes which 
such corporations specially complle solely :for 
purposes of reporting to the Census Bureau? 

Answer: Yes, I am, Mr. Chairman, and al
though we have not officially opposed the 
FTC's Line of Business Survey, I feel it pos
sible :for Census to develop comparable esti
mates more eftlciently. In fact, at the hear
ings at GAO on April 19, 1974, proposals were 
ma.de by representatives of the private sector 
that the survey would be more acceptable to 
industry 1! conducted by Census. 

Question 16: Are you aware that the FTC 
has issued "Question and Answer" sheets 
(Exhibit 10) which advise companies that. 
for purposes of responding to various ques
tions in Form LB, including Schedule II, 
line 3, and Schedule ill(c), lines 32, 35, 36 
and 37, they might utilize the data reported 
to the census Bureau on census forms? In
deed, does not the FTC in these Question 
and Answer sheets urge respondents to write 
to the Bureau of the Census to obtain copies 
of Census forms and instructions w!lich the 
FTC states "should be followed" in comply
ing with Form LB? 

Answer: Yes. I have recently seen the 
copies of the Question and Answer sheets 
which refer companies to Census forms and 
that urge respondents to write to the Bureau 
to obtain copies of forms and !nstructions. 
We object to this Identity to Census pro
grams by FTC. The Bureau does not desire 
to have its statistical reporting relationship 
with industry, which is confidential under 

the law, referred to 1n any way by FTC. To 
do so could impair, to an unpredictable de
gree, the effectiveness of our statistical pro
gram at Census. 

Question 17: Has the Bureau of the Census 
ever discussed with the FTC the problem of 
FTC "Piggy-backing" on Census forms and 
definitions? I! so, please state the substance 
of such discussion. 

Answer: Yes, Mr. Chairman, we have. In 
the early stages of the development of the 
1960 CPR Survey, we had objected to the 
specific reference by FTC to the Census sta
tistical reporting relationship with industry. 
We proposed in a letter of May 10, 1951 to 
Mr. Walter Ryan of the Bureau of the 
Budget, which was the agency responsible at 
that time for the clearance of the CPR, some 
specific :recommendations in the treatment 
of deflnitions and concepts. The CPR form 
and instructions were subsequently modi
fied by FTC to delete most of the references 
to Census programs. At all meetings held 
with FTC, we have reiterated our interests 
in avoiding spectfl.c reference to Bureau of 
the Census surveys. The proposed report 
form and instructions !or completing the 
1967 CPR and the copy we subsequently re
ceiwd !or the 1972 Survey did not carry any 
specific reference to Census surveys. We were 
not consulted regarding the preparation of 
the Questions and Answers associated with 
the 1974 LB Survey which was just recently 
called to our attention. We strongly object 
to references of this type. 

Question 18: Do you see any reason why 
the Bureau of the Census could not conduct 
a line of business reporting program as an 
annual survey, which would be covered by 
the special individual company data con
fidentiality protections set forth in the Cen
sus Act? 

Answer: No, I do not, Mr. Chairman. To 
be successful, thls would have to be con
ducted on a mandatory basis under Title 13. 

Question 19: And you could publish aggre
gates of individual company LB data, and 
could provide FTC with any and all special 
statistical tabulations it may want of ag
gregate data? 

Answer: Yes, Mr. Chairman, to the extent 
that special tabulations would not directly 
or indirectly disclose operations of an in
dividual company. 

Question 20: Is it your v1ew that it coul • 
be economical and in the public interest w 
consolidate the LB and CPR statistical pro
grams with the Census Bureau's statistical 
surveys with which they substantially over
lap? 

Answer: Yes, I do. Not only would it a.void 
redundancies at the Federal level with re
sulting savings in public funds, but it woud 
substantially reduce the response burden im
posed on the many companies selected !or re
porting in these surveys and where such re
sponse burden ls currently of concern to 
both the public and private sectors. Given 
appropriate funding, the Bureau of the Cen
sus could conduct this program. 

FEDERAL '!'RADE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., February 13, 1976. 

Re: CPR-1972 Survey. 
To Whom This May Concern: 

On December 19, 1975, the Commission 
dented various motions to quash orders re
quiring companies to file Corporate Patterns 
Report forms, for the reasons set forth 1n a 
Statement of the Commission dated Decem
ber 19, 1975. Some confusion appears to have 
developed concerning footnote 12 of that 
Statement (p. 13), which reads as follows: 

"
12 Whlle the Commission believes that it 

would not be unduly burdensome for the 
companies to complete the CPR forms from 
their records, nevertheless we understand 
that many companies have found it con
venient to rely upon the data appearing on 
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their 1973 Form MA-100. If a company de
sires to follow this procedure as to essen
tially eliminate all burden, it may do so." 

The 1973 Form MA-100, referred to in the 
footnote, contains for many companies pre
printed 1972 data which, based upon the 1972 
data submitted by the companies in the 1972 
Census of Manufactures, were recast by the 
Census Bureau in terms of the revised code 
classifications adopted by the Census for the 
year 1973. The footnote was intended to in
dicate that a company might be in a posi
tion, as some have chosen to do, to refer to 
its 1973 Form MA-100 as a source of data 
concerning 1972. It was not intended to in
dicate that a company could respond to a. 
CPR form by using data for 1973. 

By direction of the Commission. 
CHARLES A. TOBIN, 

Secretary. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 

Washington, D.C., June 15, 1976. 
Hon. JAMES T. LYNN, 
Director, Office of Management and Budget, 

Executive Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR MR. LYNN: In the course of con
sideration by this Subcommittee of the 
budgeted appropriations for the Federal 
Trade Commission's Line of Business· Report 
Progrim and the Corporate Patterns Report 
Program, facts have come to light which 
lead me to call upon you to consider the 
growing duplication of effort by the FTC. in 
regard to statistical reporting functions ex
pressly assigned by law to the Bureau of the 
Census. Specifically, I am writing to ask 
that consideration be given in . next year's 
budget to appropriating funds to the Census 
Bureau for these functions in lieu of the 
FTC. 

The enclosed answers by Vincent P. Bar
abba, Director of the Census Bureau, to 
questions propounded by the Subcommittee, 
and John T. Smith, Jr.'s letter of June 2, 
1976 on behalf of the Commerce Department, 
quite clearly lay out the dupllcation prob
lems raised by the FTC's "LB" and "CPR" 
Progra:rns. Additionally, as Mr. Smith co
gently remarks in his letter, the Census 
Bureau is, and is generally perceived as be
ing, a neutral and objective data collector 
with unparalleled expertise in the statistical 
field. As a result of the unequivocal and ab
solute protections of confidentiality pro
vided for in its organic act (13 U.S.C .. 8, 9), 
the Census Bureau has over the ye·ars de
veloped a relationship of trust and coop
eration with all of its constituencies which 
the Bureau has found essential for purposes 
of obtaining timely and accurate reporting 
by respondents. 

In contrast, because the FTC is principa.lly 
a law enforcement agency, its recent at
tempts to conduct ostensibly objective sta
tistical series, such as LB and CPR, have 
failed to Win respondent cooperation. In
evitably, the question of conftict of interest 
is raised in · respect of the FTC a,cting as 
prosecutor on the one hand and "neutral" 
collector of competitively sensitive business 
data on the other hand. This is especially· 
the case when the FTC launches statistical 
programs which collect data similar to that-
collected by the Census Bureau but whose 
confidentiality cannot be similarly pro
tected. 

It is no secret that hundreds of corporate 
respondents to the LB and CPR Programs 
have been involved in litigation with '·the 
FTC since January 1975, challenging the ·1e
gality o"f these programs as usurpations of 
Census Bureau•s· exclusive functions, as .un
duly burdensome, as an improper exerctse 
of rule-making, and on numerous · other 
�g�r�o�u�n�~�.� The FI'C bas been unable to pub-· 

lish any LB data because of the insufficient 
number of responses pending the outcome 
of the litigations; on the other hand, the 
end of these suits is not yet in sight and a 
favorable outcome for the FTC is far from 
assured.t 

To note what appear to me to be the most 
compelling reasons for considering appro
priating funds for the Census Bureau to as
sume total responsibllity for these functions: 

The Census Bureau's singular expertise 1n 
regard to conducting viable and objective 
statistical series of maximum utllity to all 
components of the Federal government; and 
to the public; 

The potentially serious adverse effects on 
GNP forecasts and on other vital govern
ment indexes dependent on continued timely 
and accurate reporting to the Census Bu
reau, resulting from FTC conducting the LB 
and CPR Programs; 

The FTC in the CPR Program is asking 
questions identical to those which the Cen
sus Bureau asks; but while the Census Bu
reau is expressly prohibited by law from dis
closing the data it obtains, the FTC has 
stated its intention to publicly disclose the 
same data; 

The Census Bureau could provide FTC an
nually with most any statistical tabulations 
that FTC needed ma.de up of CPR or LB 
data; 

The FTC says that it is only interested in 
aggregates of reported individual company 
LB data; but if it is true that the FTC dis
avows any intention of scrutinizing or dis
closing the sensitive individual company 
data, there ls no apparent basis for having 
FTC collect and aggregate such data when 
it lacks the statutory wherewithal to guaran
tee non-disclosure and when the Census Bu
reau is _capable of collecting such individual 
company data under statutory assurance of 
confidentiality. 

As Mr. Barabba has advised the Subcom
mittee, transfer of the LB and CPR !unctions 
to the Census Bureau: 

"Not only would ... a.void redunda.nce at 
the Federal level with resulting savings in 
public funds, but would substantially reduce 
burden imposed on the many companies se
lected for reporting in these surveys and 
where such response burden is currently of 
concern to both the public and private 
sectors." 

OMB is in a unique position to mediate 
an end to this unfor.tunate imbroglio. It has 
nearly 35 yea.rs of experience in administer
ing the Federal Reports Act, which requires 
eliminating duplication of information col
lection efforts among Federal agencies, and 
the collection of information with a min
mum burden. It has been authorized to im
plement a very recent Presidential directive 
mandating elilnlnation of duplicative or in
appropriate Federal reporting programs, and 
has recently issued guidelines pursuant to 
that �d�i�r�e�c�t�i�v�e�.�~� It is generally knowleageable 
with respect to these programs, and it retains 
the ?-Uthority oyer both the Census Bureau 

1 Your agency, for example, has objected 
�s�t�r�o�~�g�l�_�r� to the CPR Program as a circum
vention of the Census Act. The ·Census Bu
reau and Commerce Department positions, 
of course, -speak for themselves; and in the 
only ruling on the merits rendered 1n these 
cases to date, the court held that in all prob
abllity the FTC acted unlawfully in not fol
lowing the rule-making procedures of the 
Administrative Procedure Act in adopting 
the LB Program. 

2 Letter dated March l, 1976 from the Presi
dent of :a;eads of Departments and Agencies; 
letter dated March 2, 1976 from James T. 
Lynn to Heads of Deaprtments and Agencies 
enclosing guidelines for more effective imple
mentation of the Federal Reports Act. 

and FTC under Section 103 of the Budget 
and Accounting Pro<-.edure Act a su1ftcient to 
bring about a halt to this wasteful intra.
governmental feud. 

With kind regards, 
Sincerely, 

ROMAN L. HRUSKA, 
U.S. Senator. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I ask unanimous con
sent that a letter from Harold R. Tyler, 
Jr., Deputy Attorney General, be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. That is on 
the subject of the retransfer, of the re
claiming, of INTERPOL for the Depart
ment of Justice. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

0P?ICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY 
GENERAL, 

Washington, D.C., October 24, 1975. 
Hon. STEP>HEN S. GARDNER, 
Deputy Secretary of the Treasury, 
U.S. Department of Treasury, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. GARDNER: Attorney General Rog
ers in 1958 found it advisable to designate 
the Department of the Treasury as the United 
States representative to the International 
Crilnlnal Police Organization (INTERPOL). 
We a.re very grateful that the Department of 
the Treasury has carried out these responsi
bilities in such a professional manner. 

However, a number of changes in law en
forcement responsibilities, particularly with 
regard to the important international func
tions involving immigration and narcotics 
matters, make it advisable and appropriate 
for the Department of Justice to reassume 
its principal responsibllity (Title 22, Section 
263(a)). We intend, therefore, to withdraw 
the previous designation and have the De
partment assume responsib111ty for the Uai
son and central operational activities related 
to INTERPOL. 

It is very important for the Department of 
the Treasury to continue to be an active par
ticipant in the United States INTERPOL ef
fort. Those matters that a.re under your ju
risdiction Will be referred to and coordinated 
With the appropria.te Treasury organizations. 
If at any time problems should develop, I 
trust that you wlll bring them to my personal 
attention. 

I have designated Assistant Attorney Gen
eral for Admlnistration Glen E. Pommer
enlng, to work with your staff 1n effecting 
a. timely e.nd orderly transition of this .activ
ity. I expect that the transition can be com
pleted as soon as possible, hopefully by the 
first of February. 

Sincerely, 
HAROLD R. TYLER, Jr., 
Deputy Attorney General. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, over the 
years the chairman of the subcommittee 
and I have enjoyed a fine working rela
tionship and once again I want to thank 
him for · all of his many courtesies and 
kindnesses during the course of our labor 
on the State-Justice appropriations bill. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask 

a "The �P�r�e�s�i�d�e�n�t �~� through the Director· of 
the Office of Management and Budget, is au
thorized and directed to develop programs 
and to- issue .reguls.tions and orders for the 
improved gathering, compiUng, analyzing, · 
publishing, ·and dis8eminating of statistical 
information for any purpose by the va.rous 
agenci-es in the executive branch of the Gov
ernment. Such regulations and orders· shall 
be adhered to by �s�u�~�h� agencies." (31 u.s.c. 
18b). 
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unanimous consent that the committee 
amendments be considered and agreed 
to en bloc, and that the bill, as thus 
amended, be regarded for purposes 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 PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

The amendments agreed to en bloc are 
as follows: 

On page 3, in line 11, strike out "$537,800,-
000" and insert "$539,800,000". 

On page 5, in line 23, strike out "$274,000,-
000" and insert "$277,545,453". 

On page 15, in Une 2, after the period, in
sert: "In additon to funds provided under 
this Act, unobligated balances from the 
amount appropriated for the Watergate Spe
cial Prosecution Force in 1976 shall remain 
available until September 30, 1977." 

on page 15, in line 16, strike out "$63,565,-
000" and insert "$64,090,000". 

on page 16, in line 7, strike out "$158,-
850,000" and insert "$161,905,000". 

On page 23, in line 2, strike out "$738,-
000,000" and insert "$809,638,000". 

on page 25, beginning with line 17, Insert: 
SEc. 208. No funds appropriated under the 

authority of this Act may be expended by or 
on behalf of the Department of Justice or 
any of its employees for the withdrawal or 
modification of the designation of the De
partment of the Treasury as the United 
States Representative to the International 
Criminal Police Organization (INTERPOL) 
or the INTERPOL National Center Bureau of 
the United States. 

On page 26, in line 8, strike out "$13,595,-
000" and insert "$14,410,000". 

On page 26, in line 17, strike out "$43,-
245,000" and insert "$43,924,000". 

On page 27, in line 10, strike out "$300,-
000,000" and insert "$453,500,000". 

On page 27, in line 15, strike out "$25,426,-
000" and insert "$28,750,000". 

On page 27, in line 22, strike out "$42,200,-
000" and insert "$84,068,000". 

On page 29, in line 1, strike out "$62,280,-
000" and insert "$63,530,000". 

On page 30, in line 6, strike out "$12,220,-
000" and insert "$16,720,000". 

On page 30, in line 7, strike out "$1,500-
000" and insert "$2,500,000". 

On page 30, in line 15, strike out "388" and 
Insert "400". 

On page 30, in line 21, strike out $558,200,-
000" and ilnsert •574,490,000". 

On page 31, beginning with line 15, insert: 
CONSTBUCTION 

For expenses necessary for the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Adm.1n1stration for 
planning and construction of faclltties, 
$2,860,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

NATIONAL Fm'!: PaE\'ENTION AND CONTROL 

On pe.ge 31, in line 24, strike olllt "$10,-
178,000" and insert "•14,300,000". 

On pa.ge 39, in line 13, strike out "$11,862,-
000" and insert "$12,341,000". 

On pe.ge 39, in line 17, strike out "$29,824,-
000" and insert "$30,201,000". 

On page 43, in line 20, strike out "$51,448,-
000" and inser'.; "$57,945,000". 

On pa.ge 44, beginning with line 17, insert: 
No part of these funds may be used to pay 

the salary of any employee, including Com
missioners, or the Federal Trade Com.mlss1on 
who--

( 1) makes any publication based on the 
11ne-of•bus1ness data furnished by individ
ual firms without taking reasona.ble precau
tions to prevent disclosure or the llne-of
business data furnished by any particular 
firm; or 

(2) permits anyone other than sworn om
cers and employees of the Federal Trade 
Commission to examine the line-of-business 
reports from individual firms; or 

(3) uses the information provided in the 
line-of-business program for any purpose 
other than statistical purposes. Such infor
mation for carrying out specific law enforce
ment responsib111ties of the Federal Trade 
Commission shall be obtained under existing 
practices and procedures or as changed by 
la..w. 

On page 46, in line 8, strike out "$11,300,-
000" and insert "$11,539,000". 

On page 46, in line 25, strike out "$110,-
000,000" and Insert "$130,000,000". 

On page 55, beginning with line 16, in
sert: 

SEc. 606. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act shall be made available for the 
collection and preparation of information 
which will not be available to Committees 
of Congress in the regular discharge of their 
duties. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 88 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
wm report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
KENNEDY) proposes an unprinted amend
mentNo. 88: 

On page 27, line 22, strike "'84,068,000", 
and insert "$85,068,000". 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, first of 
all I wish to commend the chairman of 
the subcommittee and the ranking mem
ber for the attention the subcommittee 
has given to the regional commissions. 
This was a concept that was developed 
in the middle part of the 1960's. Actually 
the New England Regional Commission 
was the second regional commission that 
was established. I think all of us are very 
much aware of how limited the funding 
possibilities have been for thse com
missions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator suspend? Under the previous 
order, the Senate will stand in recess 
from the hour of 12 to 1 :30. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that that be de
f erred for 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. PASTORE. Make it 5 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I will make it even 

briefer. , 
Mr. President, we in New England 

have a variety of regional economic is
sues and problems. 

The tide, when it goes down across 
the Nation economically, goes down a lit
tle more rapidly in New England, and 
when it comes in, it comes in a little 
more slowly. 

We have serious economic problems, 
many of them structural. 

We have done a number of things re
cently, through the New England Re
gional Commission in energy and trans
portation that can make an important 
contribution to the restoration of our 
economy. 

I had been in touch with the sub
committee previously, and I am pleased 

that they have approved a doubling of 
the administration request for all of the 
regional commissions, a total funding of 
$84 million. This amendment of an addi
tional $1 million responds to special ad
ditional requirements of the New Eng
land Regional Commission. I am hope
ful that it will be adopted and directed 
at the implementation of the Regional 
Economic Development Bank, the rail
road rehabilitation and energy conser
vation programs in our region which 
mean new sources of jobs and economic 
growth. 

The main reason for the amendment is 
to permit the New England Regional 
Commission to be able to undertake ad
ditional planning in relation to the 
agreement reached yesterday to institute 
a Regional Economic Development Bank 
to stimulate jobs and economic growth 
in our area. 

The reality is that we have seen less 
economic growth than is required to 
maintain the economic strength of our 
region. This new initiative hopefully can 
play a key role in turning the tide in our 
direction. 

The Commission also has been unique 
in its response to regional transpartation 
needs. It has programed some $3 mil
lion for coordinating work on the re
habilitation of vital branch lines which 
had to be deleted from the final system 
plan of ConRail. Although we insured a 
subsidy for the operations of these 
branch lines, we need impartant reha
bilitation work to be undertaken. The 
Commission already has started the 
planning for this program. 

In addition, the Commission has 
pressed forward on energy conservation 
activities designed to insulate homes and 
buildings. And it has pioneered a laser 
survey technique to demonstrate areas 
of energy loss and to assure those loop
holes are closed by weatherization pro
grams. 

The Commission also has demon
strated enormous initiative in finding 
new ways to assist the fishing industry. 
On May 14th, the Commission held a 
conference at the New England Aquar
ium in Boston, Mass., to gather together 
those most expert on the industry, the 
:fishermen themselves, and representa
tives of business, banking, and govern
ment that have an opportunity to assist 
in the growth and expansion of the :fish
ing industry in New England. 

I would like to insert in the RECORD 
at this point, the introductory remarks 
of the Federal Cochairman Russell 
Merriman. 

INT1tODUCTORY REMAllKS 

(By Cochairma.n Russell Merriman) 
As Federal Cochairman, on behalf of the 

New England Regional Oomm1sslon I would 
like to welcome you all today. The Commis
sion was organized in 1967 under the Public 
Works Act of 1965 and 1s a unique partner
ship of the Federal Government a.nd the six 
New England states. It is mandiaited to work 
towards possible solutions for the many eco
nomic problems !acing the region. OUr cur
rent program areas include transportation, 
energy, commercial and industrial develop
ment. 

We have invited you here today !or the 
purpose ot helping the Commission to evalu
ate the economic impact of the 200 mile limit 
upon the regional fisheries Industry and 
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hopefully identify a role we might assume in 
gearing up to meet the changes we anticipate 
because of the recently enacted legislation. 

There are a.long the New England coast 
many local economies which depend on the 
fishing industry for their employment and 
income. However, fishing which was once a. 
major industry in New England has been in 
a state of decline for over 15 years. A decade 
or two ago traditional techniques were ade
quate. Now the combination of resource scar
city, foreign competition and rising opera.ting 
costs have created an unfavorable economic 
condition in the industry. As a. result the 
fishing lndustry has been unable to generate 
or attract sufficient funds to maintain itself 
let alone adjust and recover. 

In recent years the Commission has funded 
a number of programs designed to strengthen 
the fishing industry's institutional structure 
through the New England Fisheries Steering 
Committee. We have attempted to help, to 
lmprove the industry's ca.pa.bllity for future 
development and growth. We have worked 
on the need to help diversify produot lines 
to alternate species. Furthermore the Com
mission has been actively helping the shell
fish industry through demonstration pro
grams through management a.nd to reduce 
the effect of paralytic shellfish poisoning. 

The Commission has also been aware of 
other things that the fishing industry faces. 
There is the competition coming between 
the fishing industry and the petroleum in
dustry. To help mitigate the problem the 
Commission is undertaking a study to 
identify the geographical areas of potential 
interaction, and perhaps most importantly 
the need to avoid or resolve the potential 
confiict between the two industries. 

In March of this year the Commission 
adopted a. resolution to organize and chalr 
a. regional group including related geo
graphical and state a.genciea, sea. grant in
stitutions, all interests from the fishing in
dustry and the banking and financial com
munity, to assess the impact of the 200 
mile law and prepare recommendations for 
Commission action. There are a. number of 
issues which bear on the 200 mi.le limit law 
and will be focused on here today in the 
panel discussions. We hope that a.11 of you 
here in the audience today wlll feel free to 
participate and glve us the benefit of your 
knowledge as the Commission attempts to 
identify program areas where it might be of 
assistance to the fishing industry. 

I hope the chairman will take this 
amendment to conference. I will be glad 
to submit additional information to sup
port of this particular proposition. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the bud
get request for this item was $42 million. 
We doubled it and made it $84 million. 
This is an amendment to make it $85 
million. 

I quite agree with the Senator from 
Massachusetts. We do have very unique 
problems in our part of the country, in 
the New England area. 

I am perfectly willing to take it to 
conference and I hope my counterpart 
will agree to that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I concur with the chair
man's views on it. I think that would be 
in order. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I yield 
back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unani

mous consent that Bob Downen and Ken 
Benjamin be granted privilege of the 
fioor during the debate on H.R. 14239. 

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

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that Peter 
Hughes of my staff be granted privilege 
of the floor. 

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

U.S. AMENDMENT NO. 89 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I un
derstand we have 2 minutes more. 

An amendment was sent up by the 
White House in the amount of $381,000. 
It relates to a late budget request that 
reached the committee late yesterday. 

The funds are required to implement 
the provisions of the recently enacted 
Parole Commission and Reorganization 
Act-Public Law 94-233, March 15, 
1976-which created the U.S. Parole 
Commission out of the old Board of 
Parole. 

The new Parole Commission has been 
given expanded respansibilities. The 
funds in this amendment are required to 
enable the Commission meet the in
creased workload. 

Mr. President, I hope that the amend
ment can be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
PASTORE) proposes an unprinted amendment 
No.89: 

On page 15, line 2, strike "$20,100,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$20,481,000". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sena
tors yield back their time? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 

RECESS UNTIL 1 :30 P.M. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 

to the previous order, the Senate will 
now stand in recess until the hour of 
1:30p.m. 

The Senate, at 12:04 p.m., recessed 
until 1 :30 p.m.; whereupon the Senate 
reassembled when called to order by 
the Presiding Officer (Mr. STEVENS). 

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, 
AND COMMERCE, THE JUDICIARY, 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1977 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill <H.R. 14239) 
making appropriations for the Depart
ments of State, Justice, and Commerce, 
the Judiciary. and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1977, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose 
time? 

Mr. PASTORE. Under a unanim.ous
consent agreement that it be taken out 
of neither side's time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PASTORE. 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. PASTORE. I hope that Senators 
who have amendments will present them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 90 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send an 
unprinted amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Sena tor from Kansas (Mr. DoLE) pro
poses unprinted amendment No. 90: 

On page 5, line 23, strike the figure 
"$277,545,453." and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: "$270,545,453, no more than 
$20,005,000 of which shall be Uled u a con
tribution to the Organization of American 
States." 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am offer
ing this amendment to reduce by exactly 
$7 million the amount designated for 
"contributions to international organiza
tions." This entire amount is to be taken 
from the allocation for the Organiza
tion of American States, as specified by 
the language of this amendment. 

Although the OAS figure is not con
tained within the bill itself, the amount 
of $27,005,000 is cited on page 10 of the 
committee repart. My amendment would 
specify that no more than $20,005,000 of 
the total amount in this category shall 
be used as a contribution to the Organi
zation of American States. 

I am offering this amendment to draw 
attention to the fact that the United 
States continues to annually contribute 
two-thirds of the amount of the entire 
OAS budget, which covers the adminis
trative and managerial activities of that 
body. I have a copy of a breakdown of 
the OAS budget for last year, and ask 
unanimous consent that it be inserted in 
the RECORD at this Point to document the 
substance of their annual budget. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Organization of American States 
(Budget for fiscal year 1976) 

Chapter: 
General Assembly and Perma-

nent Council _______________ $1,476,120 
General secretariat____________ 1,246,271 
l4:anagement ----------------- 8,169,149 
Technical cooperation and ad-

ministration ---------------Legal affairs _________________ _ 
Information a.nd public affairs_ 
Economic and social counclL __ _ 
Economic and social a.ctiVities __ 
CIPE -------------------------
Education, Science and Culture 

council --------------------
Education, science a.nd culture 

3,728,030 
627,405 

1,781,606 
924,510 

6,856,566 
0 

537,076 

a.ctiVitles ------------------ 4, 142, 563 
CJeneral expenditures_________ 3,297,064 
Replenishment of working capL 

tal ------------------------ 641,226 
Contributions to other agencies_ 1, 976, 412 
Undistributed reserve (Cuba) 1_ 337, 830 

Subtotal --------------- 35,741,828 
Footnotes at end of table 
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Organization of American States-Continued 

Reimbursement for overhead 
costs from special funds ( 15 % 
of each fund)-------------- -$3, 871, 028 

Assessment budget______ 31, 870, 800 

1 Represents Cuba's assessment added to 
the total for purposes of establishing the 
overall assessment for all countries includ
ing Cuba. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is my un
derstanding that the 24 member nations 
of the OAS are annually assessed an 
amount which is considered to be their 
"fair share," based on a formula worked 
out some time ago by the general as
sembly of that organization. That as
sessment formula is based primarily on 
the relative gross national product of 
each nation and, according to that for
mula, the U.S. "share" amounts to 
roughly 78 percent. 

A settlement was reached some time 
ago, however, among the member na
tions to set the U.S. share at 66 percent. 
I would only suggest that this sum is 
clearly the "lion's share" of the financial 
burden of OAS · and grossly dispropor
tionate to the amounts contributed by 
the other 23 members. 

Recently, on June 11 of this year, Sec
retary of State Henry Kissinger sub
mitted a proposal to the sixth general 
assembly OAS meeting in Santiago, 
Chile. It included, among other things, a 
proposal to restructure the assessment 
formula so that there will be less finan
cial dependence upon the United States 
for· simply maintaining the normal op
erating machinery of the OAS. 

The Secretary's point in that proposal 
was not that the United States is paying 
too much in terms of our relative abil
ity to pay, but rather that it is "wrong 
and damaging for an organization of 
two dozen sovereign states • • • to be so 
heavily dependent on the contributions 
of a single member.'' The Secretary 
maintained that such a heavy depend
ence on the U.S. contribution "places the 
organization in a vulnerable position, 
and projects a false image of the OAS." 

I certainly agree with the Secretary's 
perspective and his proposal to restruc
ture the assessment formula. Whether or 
not the 66 percent contribution that we 
have been paying all along is, in fact, a 
fair share or not is debatable, and I 
would only comment that in an organi
zation such as the OAS-where all mem
ber nations are actively seeking to pro
mote their views and air their griev
ances-an equitable and substantial 
share of the financial burden should be 
borne by each member who desires to 
see the work of that organization con
tinue. 

By reducing the U.S. contribution for 
fiscal year 1977 to $20,005,000, we will be 
lowering the U.S. share to roughly 50 
percent of the OAS budget for this year. 
This is still, I think, a very fair propor
tion of the OAS budget for our Govern
ment to carry, and although the tech
nique for the reduction may not be 
wholly acceptable to the State Depart
ment, I imagine that the amount will be. 

At any rate, this unilateral acti<>n by 
the U.S. �C�o�n�g�r�~�s� wlll serve to put the 

General Assembly of the OAS on notice 
that the U.S. intends to reduce its an
nual contribution to a more reasonable 
and equitable amount. This would be 
consistent with our allowing and even 
encouraging the other member states to 
play a greater policy role in the organi
zaltion. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield to the distinguished 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. Generally I would 
agree with the distinguished Senator 
from Kansas. However, I understand 
that he has a backup amendment which 
is in the form of an expression of the 
sense of Congress, which would bring 
about, I think, the same spirit that he 
tries to achieve through the pending 
amendment. 

The thing that bothers me about the 
pending amendment is that our obliga
tion is by way of treaty, and I do noit 
think we ought to unilaterally and pre
cipita.tely seek to change it in this way. 
But I do sympathize with the position 
taken by Senrutor DoLE. 

As I say, he also has a sense of the 
Senate resolution. I wonder if he would 
be willing to withdraw his pending 
amendment and offer that. If so, we 
would be happy to take it to conference. 

Mr. DOLE. I will be happy to do that. 
Mr. President, I withdraw my amend

ment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment is withdrawn. 
UP AMENDMENT NO. 91 

Mr. DOLE. I send another unprinted 
amendment to the desk, and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Kansas (Mr. DoLE) pro
poses unprinted amendment No. 91, as fol
lows: 

On page 14, after line 15, insert the fol
lowing: 

SEc. 105. The Congress, taking cognizance 
that: 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that further reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

Mr. DoLE's amendment is as follows: 
On page 14, after line 15, insert the fol

lowing: 
"SEc. 105. The Congress, taking cognizance 

that: 
(1) The Secretary of State on June 11 sub

mitted a multipoint proposal to the Sixth 
General Assembly of the Organization of 
American States designed to restructure the 
membership qualifications, the policymak
ing organs, and the financial assessments for 
the members of that body, and 

(2) The United States Government has 
been regularly contributing approximately 
two-thirds of the annual OAS budget, and 

(3) The bureaucratic structure of the OAS 
has, according to the Secretary of State, as
sumed a "ponderous" and "cumbersome" na
ture, preempting some of the policymaking 
responslbllltles of the General Assembly, and 

(4) The several member-states of the OAS 
have sought a more active role for the or
ganization in formulating common policy 
positions on such hemispheric issues as rec
ognition of the Cuban Government, reneg-0-

tiation of the Panama Canal Treaty, and pro
tection of human rights in Chile, and 

( 5) The responsive structure and financial 
strength of the OAS wlll determine the rele
vance of that organization for meeting the 
challenges of the future, 
therefore expresses its support for the pro
posal presented to the Organization of Amer
ican States' General Assembly on June 11 
by Secretary of State Henry A. Kissinger and 
urges the General Assembly to favorably 
consider and adopt the U.S. proposal at an 
early date. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this is the 
so-called "backup amendment" referred 
to by the distinguished manager of the 
bill. It would put Congress on record in 
support of the proposal offered by Sec
retary Kissinger to the Organization of 
American States on June 11 of this year. 
Again, that was the occasion of the Sec
retary's appearing before the General 
Assembly of the OAS meeting in San
tiago, Chile, and offering the aforemen
tioned plan to �r�e�s�t�r�u�~�t�u�r�e� and reform 
the administrative organization and the 
financial basis of that body. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
statement which Mr. Kissinger presented 
to that body, entitled "Reform of the 
OAS," be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY U.S. DELEGATION TO 

VI GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE OAS, SAN
TIAGO, CHn.E, ON JUNE 11, 1976 

REFORM OF THE OAS 

The Organization of American States ts 
the cornerstone of the Inter-American Sys
tem, the oldest institution of regional co
operation in the world. Its member states 
have exceptional ties of respect and a com
mon heritage, a considerable stake in main
taining those ties for the future. 

The Inter-American system pioneered the 
principles of non-intervention and collective 
security among cooperating sovereign states. 
Because the Americas also have enormous 
vitality and achievement, we have a major 
opportunity and obligation to continue to 
provide an example and impetus to the glob
al search for better ways to mediate the 
common destiny of mankind. 

Many ask, why think of OAS reform? Why, 
some wonder, does our Secretary General 
refer to an "identity crisis" in his latest 
annual report? 

I believe the answer lies in the fact that 
the pace and complexity of the interna
tional and domestic changes of the recent 
past have made the organization as it 1S 
presently constituted less effective as an in
strument of our respective foreign policies, 
and less significant to the real issues of the 
new inter-American agenda than our mini
mum efforts deserve. 

This hemisphere is unique; there is no 
other grouping like it in the world, we have 
indeed a special relationship. The funda
mental purpose of the OAS must be to con
tinue to nurture and strengthen our funda
mental, shared values. We must have an or
ganization that reflects our permanent and 
irrevocable engagement to work together and 
maintain our continent as a hemisphere of 
peace, cooperation' and development. 

The United States is committed to the OAS. 
We have pledged to make it a continually 
more effective instrument for action in pur
suit of the common goals of prosperity and 
human dignity. 

It was to that end that the member states 
agreed three years ago to an effort to reform, 
restructure and modernize the OAS. The re
sults of that effort .are disappointing. A �p�.�r�o�~� 
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posed new draft of the charter of the OAS 
has emerged from the permanent council. I 
regret to say that it ls one that our govern
ment could neither sign nor recommend that 
our Senate ratify. It includes prescriptive 
and hortatory statements of general prin
ciple which are as poorly defined as they are 
ominous. No effort ls made in the new charter 
draft to come to grips with the need to mod
ernize or improve the structure of the or
ganization. We believe the real shortcomings 
of the OAS have yet to be adequately ad
dressed. 

We propose a new effort to reform, mod
ernize and restructure the Organization. We 
think that effort should concentrate, not on 
words but on three major substantive is
sues: structure, membership and finance. 

A. As to structure, the United States would 
like to advance five points as possible guide
lines for the future effort, in the interest of 
modernization of the Organization. 

1. The purpose of the Organization should 
be stated simply and clearly in the New 
Charter. 

Those purposes shoud be: The promotion 
of cooperation for development; the main
tenance of the peace and security of our 
region; and the preservation of our common 
tradition of respect for human dignity and 
the rights of the individual. 

2. The structure of the organization serv
ing these goals should be flexible. 

We should write a constitutive document 
for the organization which will serve us well 
into the future. That an organization finds it 
necessary to rewrite its charter every five to 
ten years does not speak well for that orga
nization's sense of its role or function. We 
are now in an age of great change. Our ef
forts in the coming years to achieve the three 
basic goals of the organization will take place 
under rapidly changing circumstances. Thus, 
flexibility and adaptab1llty must be the key 
considerations guiding the reform effort. We 
should not hamstring ourselves with a char
ter brim full of the details of the day, with 
procedural minutiae or with regulatory pre
scriptions hindering our abllity to meet 
contingencies. 

3. The governance of the organization 
should be in the hands of the ministers. Over 
the years, the proliferation of functions as
signed haphazardly to the OAS has produced 
an overelaborated organization that is pon
derous and unresponsive. Instead of closer 
and more frequent contact between foreign 
ministers in ways that truly reflect our for
eign policies as we are attempting to man
age them from our respective capitals, we 
find ourselves insulated from each other by 
a plethora of councils and committees with 
confilcting mandates and a cumbersome per
manent bureaucracy. 

To strengthen communication, we must 
cut through the existing organizational un
derbrush and replace it with a structure 
capable of respond1ng to the authentic for
eign policies of our governments, as ex
pressed directly by foreign ministers, and 
of relating concretely to our institutions 
and the needs of our peoples. Particularly, 
the three council system has not fulfilled 
the hopes which led to its adoption in 1967. 

The General Assembly, as the Central pil
lar of the inter-American system might, 
well be convened more frequently, perhaps 
twice a year, with special additional sessions 
to consider our common concerns, particu
larly the great challenges of cooperation for 
development. As contacts at the ministerial 
level intensify, the need for an elaborate 
structure of councils will disappear. Our 
encounters at the general assembly w111 offer 
sufficient opportunities to set organizational 
policy. 

This is all of the superstructure we really 
need. A leaner more responsive orga.niza.tlon 
would be serviced by a smaller expert sec
retariat responsive to the guidelines estab
lished by the General Assembly and the func-
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tional committees the General Assembly may 
create. 

6. We should improve the OMB mecha
nisms for promoting respect for human rights 
in the Americas. The OAS Human Rights 
Commission should be strengthened. 

B. As to membership, to ensure that the 
OAS represents all of the peoples of our 
region, we should open up the organlza.tion 
to the newly independent states and those 
which may become independents both on the 
continent and in the Caribbean. Although 
these questions of membership require fur
ther study, we believe Article 8 of the pres
ent charter, which automatically excludes 
certain states, is an anachronism and should 
be removed. 

C. As to financing: A serious effort to re
form the organization of American states 
should include a review of present provi
sions for its financing. You are all aware of 
the critical attention the Congress of the 
United States has focused on the proportion 
of the organization's cost the U.S. ts now 
bearing. Obviously, this has been a fact in 
recent U.S. budget cuts affecting the OAS. 

We do not claim the U.S. ls paying too 
much, or more than its fair share of the 
cost in terms of our relative ablllty to pay. 
It is only that it ls wrong and damaging for 
an organization of two dozen-soon to be 
25-sovereign states, whose purpose is to 
advance the interests of each, to be so heavily 
dependent on the contributions of a single 
member. It places the organization in a vul
nerable position, and projects a false image 
of the OAS. e 

It ls important to find some basis for OAS 
financing that will, over time, reduce the 
U.S. share of the assessed costs while ensur
ing that the activities of the OAS in the 
vit&l development assistance field are not 
weakened. 

The United States is committed to the 
Organization of American States. We know 
that it provides an institutional base which 
will continue to be vital to our common 
progress. In these years of great change the 
nations of the world have seen fresh proof 
of an old truth-that most durable and re
sponsive institutions are those which bear 
a lighter burden of bureaucratic machinery 
and whose procedures permit the fiexlb11tty 
required for swift and imaginative actions. 
We believe our proposals can help bring 
the drawn-out reform debate to a. successful 
conclusion over the course of the next year. 
And we believe this is the kind of organiza
tion we can and must ha. ve if we in the 
Americas are to fulfill our promise and our 
responsibility to advance international co
operation 1n an era of interdependence. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, in essence 
the Kissinger proposal calls for a 
strengthening of the authority of the 
general assembly of foreign ministers at 
the expense of the bureaucratically top
heavy permanent councils of the OAS. 
His proposal would also restructure OAS 
finances so that the United States would 
no longer pay two-thirds of the OAS an
nual budget. 

Finally, it proposes to open the doors 
of the organization to more nations lo
cated in the Western Hemisphere, some 
of which have been previously excluded 
on the basis of boundary disputes. I cer
tainly cannot agree enough with the 
Secretary's feeling that the bureaucracy 
of this international organization should 
be reduced, and that there should be 
a more equitable distribution of opera
tional expenses among all 24 member 
States. 

The amendment I am offering takes 
cognizance of the fact that the U.S. 
Government regularly contributes two-

thirds toward the annual OAS budget; 
that the bureaucratic structure of the 
OAS has become cumbersome; that 
other member states are insisting upon 
a greater role in policy decisions of the 
organization; and that ultimately the 
durability of that organization will de
pend upon its financial strength and its 
ability to be responsive to future chal
lenges. 

Multinational bureaucracies, like those 
of individual governments, demonstrate 
strong tendencies toward self-generated 
expansion and rigid institutionalization, 
if not properly controlled. They can also 
grow to exert disproportionate influence 
over the vital policy decisions that deter
mine both the purpose and the respon
siveness of the institution itself. 

The administration's proposals to 
streamline the OAS bureaucracy and to 
concentrate policy discussions within 
the General Assembly, are, I believe, posi
tive efforts to improve the responsive
ness of that organization to the needs 
of the Americas. In addition, efforts to 
encourage a more equitable share of 
financial participation by other mem
ber nations are commendable and should 
be sustained. 

The United States has been regularly 
financing approximately two-thirds of 
the OAS annual budget, which ap
proaches $40 million for the coming 
year. It is both inequitable and counter
productive to OAS purposes to have one 
nation among 24 bear such an over
whelming share of the organization's 
budget. At this time, when other mem
ber-nations are insisting upon a greater 
voice in OAS policy decisions relating 
to Cuba, the Panama Canal, and human 
rights on the �~�o�u�t�h� American continent, 
it is only fair that they share a propor
tionately greater responsibility for the 
body's financial situation. 

I do believe that we have reached a 
critical point in the life of OAS. As the 
Western Hemisphere undergoes signifi
cant social and political transitions, the 
resources and capabilities of this organi
zation will be repeatedly challenged. 
Both the policymaking structure and 
the financial strength of OAS will deter
mine that body's responsiveness to those 
challenges, and thus its relevance for the 
future. 

The proposal which the Secretary of 
State has presented on behalf of the 
United States should definitely enhance 
the role of the organization of American 
States. Accordingly, a public endorse
ment of that proposal by this Congress 
will, I believe, strengthen the probability 
that the General Assembly will see fit to 
expeditiously and favorably consider the 
proposal submitted on behalf of our Gov
ernment. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I 
urge my colleagues to join me in sup
porting this "sense of the Senate" reso
lution as an amendment to the State 
Department appropriation bill which we 
have before us at this time. 

Mr. PASTORE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I think for the purpose 

of the RECORD we ought to read the con
cluding Portion of the amendment: 
therefore expresses Its support for the pro
posal presented to the Organization ot 
American States' General Assembly on June 



20194 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE June 24, 1976 
11 by Secretary of State Henry A. Kissinger 
and urges the General Assembly to favor
ably consider and adopt the U.S. proposal 
at an early date. 

I think that is acceptable and agree
able, and I am perfectly willing, as I said 
before, to accept it and take it to con
ference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen
ators yield back the remainder of their 
time? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. DOLE. I yield back the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Kansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
UP AMENDMENT NO. 92 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I have an 
unprinted amendment which I send to 
the desk and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CASE) 
proposes unprinted amendment No. 92: 

On page 42, line 23, delete "$300,000 to 
remain available until expended" and insert 
in lieu thereof "$375,000 for the perlod be
ginning July l, 1976, and to remain ava.ila.ble 
until expended." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I yield my
self such time as I may require. 

Mr. President, I am offering an amend
ment to enable the Commission to mon
itor compliance with the Helsinki Ac
cords to begin work as soon as possible. 

The original funding provision as 
added on the House floor for $300,000 
would not provide funds until October 1. 

This amendment, Mr. President, is co
sponsored by the Senator from New York 
<Mr. BUCKLEY) with me. It would pro
vide funding for the transition quarter 
for the Helsinki Commission at the an
nual rate of $75,000, which is one
quarter of the appropriation figure of 
$300,000. 

Because of the task of dealing with 
the large amounts of data, especially on 
alleged human rights violations, it is im
portant that the 15-member commission 
can begin its work as soon as possible. It 
is hoped that preliminary reports can 
be prepared in advance of meetings of 
the Accord's signatory nations next year 
in Belgrade. 

I understand this is satisfactory to the 
chairman of the subcommittee. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, w111 the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE. I am very glad to yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. The money now con

tained in the b111 is to start on October 
1. This is for the transitional period in 
order to allow the Helsinki Commission 
to get going immediately. 

Mr. CASE. It is precisely that. 
Mr. PASTORE. I am willing to take it 

to conference. 
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I yield back 

the remainder of my time. 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, is time 

controlled on this b111? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. 
Mr. JA VITS. Will the Senator yield me 

2 minutes? 
Mr. CASE. I yield 2 minutes to the 

Senator. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I rise to 

deal with the provision for the Legal 
Service Corporation. The Corporation 
requested $140 million. The Sena.te com
mittee gave it $130 million as contrasted 
with the House's figure of $110 million. 

Obviously, we are not going to move 
on so narrow a base as that. But I do 
express to the manager of the bill and 
through him to the committee and those 
who will be the conferees that the Cor
poration is functioning well. Of all the 
services rendered in respect to poverty, 
this one has proved to be the best mom.le 
builder, because it has an amazing im
pact on the poor because a poor man, 
also, can have a lawyer. 

Having eliminated some of the bugs 
in the whole situation through the orga
nization of the Corporation, I express the 
hope that the Senate conferees wm do 
their utmost to stand by their figure in 
the conference. 

Mr. PASTORE. I thank the Senator 
from New York. 

We shall do precisely that. I hope that 
we render ourselves victorious. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that Charles Warren of my office be 
accorded the privilege of the floor during 
this debate. 

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

The bill is open to further amendment. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I un

derstand there is a busing amendment 
that is going to be submitted. If it is, 
what are we waiting for? 

AMENDMENT NO. 1942, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I call UP 
amendment No. 1942, as modified, and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Kansas (Mr. DOLE) for 
himself and Mr. Biden proposes amend
ment No. 1942, as modified. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 25, after line 24, insert the fol

lowing new section: 
SEc. 209. No part of the funds contained in 

this title may be used to institute against 
any school or school district, or, except on 
that school or school district's behalf, inter
vene in or provide assists.nee for, any pro
ceeding which has as a stated objective a 
desegregation remedy or order which would 
require, directly or indirectly, the tra.nspor
ta.tlon of any student to a school other than 
the school which 1s nee.rest the student's 

home and which offers the courses of study 
pursued by such student. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the modi
fication referred to is the dropping of the 
final phrase of the printed amendment, 
"in order to comply. with-" and that 
should have been-"title IV of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964." This change has 
been made in order to have the contem
plated restriction be of general applica
bility. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Chair understand that the Senator from 
Kansas further modifies the amendment? 

Mr. DOLE. No. That is the extent of 
the modification. I am only explaining 
what it is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. DOLE. I might just note also that 
the original wording was proposed in 
an effort to parallel the so-called anti
busing amendment enacted as part of 
the 1976 Labor-HEW appropriation bill. 
Unfortunately, however, it is not possi
ble to do that and still achieve the ob
jective which we are seeking. 

Mr. President, when we debated this 
issue at some length in the Senate last 
fall, we ultimately adopted a series of 
amendments that were designed to "put 
HEW out of the busing business." The 
amendment which the distinguished 
Senator from Delaware <Mr. BIDEN) and 
myself are offering today is intended to 
do precisely the same thing with respect 
t.o HEW's sister Federal agency, the 
Department of Justice. 

The idea here, of course, is one of con
sistency. That is, it make no sense to 
limit the remedies which HEW can seek 
on the one hand, while on the other, 
allowing the Department of Justice to go 
on unimpeded in its quest for busing 
solutions to the integration problems. 

I believe it is wrong to permit such 
conflicting practices-at least as they 
involve Federal departments and agen
cies-and consider it advisable to place 
on the Department of Justice policy re
strictions similar to those now in effect 
for HEW. Otherwise, we wm find our
selves in the position of allowing the 
Attorney General to engage in activity 
which is contrary to congressional in
tent-as expressed in the form of the 
limitations on spending I have already 
mentioned by the Department -of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. 

Most of our colleagues have been pro
vided with a fact.sheet setting out the 
intended efforts of the Dole-Biden 
amendment, Mr. President, so there will 
be no misunderstanding, I want to 
point out again that its purpose is to 
insure that the Justice Department does 
not use federally appropriated funds to 
promote busing as a solution to racial 
imbalance problems. It would accom
plish this by precluding the Attorney 
General's involvement in cases which
either directly or indirectly--seek busing 
orders as a part of the relief for any 
constitutional or statutory violation. 

In more basic terms, we would-with 
the adoption of this amendment--sim
ply be going back to the original 1964 
Civil Rights Act and clarifying again that 
busing is neither an appropriate nor a 
desirable remedy. 'lb.e relevant language 
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from section 407(a) of that act stated 
that the Attorney General was empow
ered to sue for "such relief as may be 
appropriate," except that no order should 
be sought "requiring the transportation 
of pupils or students from one school t.o 
another to achieve--racial balance." 

In substance, then, the amendment 
we are proposing would prohibit the Jus
tice Department from instituting, inter
vening in, or continuing with any de
segregation action in which busing is ar
ticulated among the relief being sought. 
Since it pertains only to busing itself
and not to any other desegregation alter
native--it is strictly a question of 
policy. 

With this type of measure, it is per
haps equally important to outline what 
would not be affected. Foremost among 
the "Nonresults," of course, is that the 
language would in no way interfere with 
the Attorney General's pursuit of de
segregation orders themselves or the ac
tive enforcement of the 5th and 14th 
amendment rights. 

Other factors to consider are that pri
vate parties could still litigate busing
oriented suits; school districts could still 
choose to devise their own busing plans 
for desegregation purposes; and the 
courts themselves would still be free to 
initiate orders which include busing as 
a last resort remedy. In order to take 
no more of the Senate's time than neces
sary on this, Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the factsheet be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the fact
sheet was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FACTSHEET ON DoLE-BmEN BUSING 
AMENDMENT No. 1942 

The Amendment would: 
Compel the Justice Department to with

draw from, or at least suspend its commit
ment of FY 1977 resources to, active cases 1n 
which busing 1s being sought unless the re
llef prayed for 1s modlfled to exclude that 
remedy. 

Preclude the Justice Department from 
joining and supporting a proceeding brought 
against school districts by private parties 
proposing forced busing action. 

Prevent the Justice Department from itself 
initiating against any school district a de
segregation suit that seeks an order requir
ing, directly or indirectly, the transportation 
of a student away from his neighborhood 
school. 

Still allow the Attorney General, at his 
discretion, to enter any busing action on be
half of a school or school district. 

The Amendment would not: 
Affect existing finalized orders. 
Preclude the Justice Department from in

volvement in actions which have as their 
purpose only the determination on the merits 
of Constitutional violations. 

Interfere with the pursuit by the Depart
ment of desegregation orders per se or the 
general enforcement of the 5th and 14th 
Amendments. 

Eliminate the Justice Department from 
participation in proceedings which have as 
a declared objective the implementation of a 
desegregation plan or remedy that stipulates 
other than busing as part of the desired 
relief. 

Prohibits parties other than the Justice 
Department from instituting civil suits 
which specify busing as a solution to racial 
imbalance. 

In any way infringe on the right of courts 
themselves to develop a plan which may in
clude busing as a remedy. 

Have any bearing on the prerogative of 
school districts to voluntarily decide upon 
and implement--ln response to an order to 
desegregate--a. plan that includes busing. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, in summary, 
I would just reiterate that the principal 
need for this amendment is that of estab
lishing some degree of consistency in our 
approach to desegregation problems. 
That is, where we have indicated on re
peated occasions in the past that we do 
not condone busing as a preferred means 
of carrying out integration goals, we 
should make that policy apply evenly 
throughout all departments and agen
cies. 

In order to accomplish that, we must 
not allow the Department of Justice to 
continue its pursuit of policies which we 
have already said should not be allowed 
by HEW. If we do, we would only be in
viting greater criticism of our lack of a 
uniform and planned approach to solv
ing national problems. 

Mr. President, we have only a few min
utes on this proposal, but before yielding 
to my colleague from Delaware (Mr. 
BIDEN) who has joined me in offering 
this amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent that the dis
tinguished Senator from North Carolina 
<Mr. HELMS) and the distinguished Sen
ator from Texas (Mr. TOWER) be added 
as cosponsors of the amendment. 

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

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, with that I 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware (Mr. BIDEN). 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak in support of the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Kansas and 
myself. 

This amendment is quite simple. It will 
prevent the Department of Justice from 
using resources to aid those who judi
cially seek desegregation orders which in
clude busing. The amendment does not 
prevent the Justice Department from ac
tively pursuing other desegregation 
remedies, nor does it prevent the depart
ment from enforcing past and future 
busing orders that the court has decided 
on. 

This amendment is very similar to the 
one that I sponsored last year to the 
HEW appropriation bill which caused 
quite a furor. That amendment provided 
that HEW should not use and could not 
use busing as a desegregation remedy. 

What we are saying here is consistent 
with that approach, namely, that the De
partment of Justice should also not seek 
busing orders. 

Mr. President, I oppose busing, and to 
the chagrin of my liberal colleagues, with 
whom I usually vote, I think it is basical
ly an unworkable solution. It hurts more 
than it helps, but that is really not the 
issue here. 

The issue here is whether or not an 
agency, other than the court, should in 
fact be pursuing and pushing a busing 
remedy to a desegregation case. I think 
the evidence is mounting and I think the 
evidence is becoming overwhelming that 

busing is not a viab'le remedy for the 
segregated situations that exist and do 
exist within our school systems and in 
other areas of life in America. 

One thing I would like to be very clear 
about is that this amendment, unfor
tunateiy, it does not go far enough, in my 
opinion. This does not affect the courts. 
I am working diligentiy and fervently, 
to the chagrin of some, to get at the 
remedial jurisdiction of the courts. I 
know of no handle we can use to do that 
now, especially through this legislation. 

What the amendment really says is 
that one more branch of the executive 
department of the Federal Government 
will be forced to refrain from initiating 
the remedy of forced busing by preclud
ing it from insisting that remedy upon 
the court. 

Frankly, I am not sure how much im
pact it is going to have on future busing 
orders by the court; but the fact is that 
any place we can, this body should go on 
record, when it is constitutionally con
sistent to do so, to say that, as a Nation, 
we do not see busing as a viable remedy. 

As I said, it is not really a very dra
matic amendment. I wish it could, in fact, 
be more; I wish it were designed to ac
complish more. It merely says that the 
Justice Department cannot go in and 
say, "Let's bus them, fellows. That's 
what we should be doing here." Individ
uals still can bring such an action. The 
court, on its own, can without the advice 
of the Justice Department, or even the 
individual bringing suit can, in fact, 
bring about a busing order. None of that 
is affected. But it does affect the Justice 
Department's saying, "We want you to 
bus. We think busing is a good remedy." 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, we went 

through this last year and the vote sus
tained the tabling motion; and I suppose 
we could go through that procedure again 
now. This amendment is subject to a 
point of order. 

In consultation with the Justice De
partment, through the staff, we were told 
that this kind of amendment would be 
disastrous, for the simple reason that it 
is telling the Justice Department, which 
is the law enforcing agency of the U.S. 
Government, that it cannot enforce the 
laws on the statute books nor the Con
stitution of the United States. Under 
those circumstances, Mr. President, I am 
constrained--

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold that and yield to me 
for 1 minute? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield for 1 minute. 
Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, the Senate 

should have a piece of information on 
the matter which is immediately before 
us. The President, this very day, has sent 
to us a plan to deal with this busing 
problem. One of the elements of that 
plan is regulating the question of inter
vention by the Attorney General in suits. 

What the authors of the amendment 
do not seem to realize is that often the 
Attorney General has a very important 
influence on what kind of decree a court 
will draft, even if the court wishes to 
order busing as a last resort. 

Therefore, it seems to me that with a 
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considered program by the President be
fore us, it would hardly be an appropriate 
place to do this-and there is no dearth 
of places. We have a higher education 
bill which is on the "must" calendar 
which the leadership has passed out. 
Under that, we often have debated bus
ing questions in the education context. 

So I concur with the Senator. 
Mr. PASTORE. There is another point, 

also. There is a certain universality to 
this amendment which touches every 
branch of every agency under the aegis 
of the Justice Department. One of them 
is the Community Relations Service. 
They are working very assiduously, very 
effectively, in Boston, trying to keep tem
pers down, trying to keep violence away. 
I am afraid that this amendment would 
have to compel them to come home, and 
it would have a disastrous effect. 

I hope that the proponents of this 
amendment, inasmuch as the President 
is sending up a message today on this 
matter, will--

Mr. JAVITS. It is up here. 
Mr. PASTORE. Why do we not meet 

that situation and that problem head
on? 

Mr· BIDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I should 

like to clear up two points. 
No. 1, if the Justice Department said 

that this would not enable them to en
force the laws on the books and the 
Constitution, they are ft.at out wrong
absolutely, categorically wrong. 

No. 2, this amendment would have ab
solutely no affect on those who are try
ing to keep tempers down. It specifically 
says that the Justice Department is able 
to be and should be the enforcement arm 
of the court after they have ordered bus
ing. We are not saying that once the 
court issues a busing order, the Justice 
Department should not fully enforce that 
order. We believe that the Justice De
partment has the obligation to do what 

- the court says. 
What the amendment merely says, in 

line with the statement of the Sena
tor from New York-and he is absolutely 
correct in saying that the Justice De
partment does have considerable influ
ence over the remedies which the court 
ultimately fashions-is that we want to 
prohibit the Justice Department from 
suggesting that busing be part of a 
remedy. We take cognizance of the fact 
that the Justice Department does have 
considerable influence in fashioning a 
remedy. We are asking the Justice De
partment, just as we ask HEW, to stay 
out of the business of fashioning the 
remedy with regard to busing. But if the 
court orders busing, the Justice Depart
ment in no way is constrained from en
forcing that order. As a matter of fact, 
they, have an absolute obligation to en
force that order. 

One last thing, and I will yield: The 
distinguished manager of this bill points 
out that we went up this hill last year; 
�b�u�~� with all due respect, we went up 
this hill last year before we passed the 
amendment for the first time on the 
HEW bill. Hopefully, some of our col
leagues will realize the similarity, and 

some of those who traditionally have 
voted against antibusing amendments, 
who supported the Biden and Byrd pro
posals last time, also will see flt to support 
this amendment. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I can 
read English, too: 

SEC. 209. No part of the funds contained ln 
this title may be used to institute against any 
school or school district, or, except on that 
school or school district's beha.lf-

These are the impartant words: 
intervene in or provide assistance !or-

That might be the modification of a 
bus order in order to a void violence. Why 
does that not touch the Community Re
lations Service? That is what their job 
is-to intervene and give assistance in 
order to avoid violence. 

This happens to be the wrong time and 
the wrong place. This matter is going to 
be debated on the floor of the Senate. The 
President's message will be considered by 
the Senate, and I think that is the time 
we should open up this whole problem. 

I can understand how the Senator 
feels, but this matter has been adjudi
cated once before by the Senate. All I am 
saying is that we did consult with the 
Justice Department. The Senator from 
Delaware says that it does not tie their 
hands. Perhaps he is right. They say it 
does tie their hands. Perhaps they are 
right. What would the Senator do if he 
were in my position? 

Mr. BIDEN. I would support the Dole
Biden amendment. 

Mr. PASTORE. No chance. 
As a matter of fact, the Biden provi

sion is subject to a point of order. It does 
not belong in this bill. When the time 
is Yielded back, I am going to raise the 
point of order. I will have to do so. 

Mr. BIDEN. I wish the Senator would 
complete reading the sentence. It reads: 
except on that school or school district's be
half, intervene in or provide assistance for, 
any proceeding which has as a stated ob
jective-

It refers to initiating a proceeding. 
Mr. PASTORE. That is right. 
Mr. BIDEN. There is no proceeding 

when a court has ordered busing. 
Mr. PASTORE. The court absolutely 

intervened in Boston. 
Mr. BIDEN. The Senator is suggesting 

that this, in some way, would have a 
debilitating effect upon the Justice De
partment aiding in a situation where in 
fact, the busing order already has �b�~�e�n� 
handed down by the Federal court, as in 
the Boston case. That is simply not the 
case. 

I see the Senator from Masachusetts 
on his feet. I am anxious to hear what he 
has to say. 

Mr. BROOKE. Will the Senator yield 
for just a moment? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. BROOKE. I cannot understand, 

Mr. President, how the Senator from 
Delaware and the Senat.or from Kansas, 
who feel that the judiciary has gone too 
far, now would take away from the ex
ecutive branch-namely, the Depart
ment of Justice-the right to help fash
ion desegregation remedies. I have just 
received a copy, as I am sure the Senator 
from Kansas has, of President Ford's 

bill, which he sent to Congress for its 
consideration. I want to read section 
109 (a) and (b) of title I of that bill 
entitled "Intervention." ' 

SEc. 109. Intervention. 
(a) The court shall notify the Attorney 

General o! any proceeding to which the 
United States is not a party in which the 
relief sought includes that covered by Sec
tion 105 o! this Title, and shall in addition 
advise the Attorney General whenever it be
lieves that an order or an extension of an 
order requiring transportation o! students 
may be necessary. 

(b) The Attorney General may, ln his 
discretion, intervene as a party in such pro
ceeding on behalf o! the United States, or 
appear in such proceeding !or such special 
purpose as he may deem necessary and ap
propriate to !acllitate enforcement o! this 
Title, including the submission of recom
mendations ( 1) for the appointment o! a 
mediator to assist the court, the parties, and 
the affected community, and (2) !or the 
formation o! a committee o! community 
leaders to develop, !or the court's consider
ation in framing any order under Section 
105 o! this Title, a five-year desegregation 
plan, including such elements as relocation 
of schools, with specific dates and goals, 
which would enable required transportation 
o! students to be a.voided or minimized dur
ing such five-year period and to be termi
nated at the end thereof. 

Obviously the President, in his pro
posed legislation, intends for the Depart
ment of Justice to assist and to take an 
active part in the fashioning of a remedy. 
One reason for the President's inclusion 
of this section is that he feels that. the 
courts have gone too far, as do the dis
tinguished Senator from Delaware and 
the distinguished Senator from Kansas. 
But unlike the President's bills, the 
amendments which they have proposed 
today would deprive the Department of 
Justice of that right to take any action 
to help fashion a remedy. 

They cannot have it both ways. If they 
think the courts have gone too far and 
that the courts should have outside as
sistance, which would have to include 
the Department of Justice, as, appar
ently, the President of the United States 
believes in the bill he has submitted (and 
let me say at this time I do not neces
sarily agree with all the provisions in 
the President's bill) , they cannot now 
turn around and say the Department of 
Jus;tice also will be estopped from fash
ionmg a remedy. Which do they want? 

Mr. BIDEN. The Senator speaks as if 
the President's proposal is already law. 
Second, the President may have made 
copies of his proposal available to others, 
but he did not make any available to 
the Senator from Delaware, so I was un
aware of that provision. 

One last point, then I shall let the 
Senator from Kansas handle it from 
here. The Senator from Massachusetts 
has the floor. 

On the point raised by the Senator 
from Massachusetts that this would tie 
the Justice Department's hands in fash
ioning a remedy, it would not. It would 
just say that any remedy they fashion 
could not have busing as an element. 
We have heard, time and again, on this 
tioor how many alternatives there are 
and that busing is only one of them. Once 
again, I would like to take away from 
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Justice and everyone else that one 
remedy, busing. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
Mr. BROOKE. Let me answer the 

Senator, if I may. 
Take the Boston school situation. In 

the Boston school situation, the De
partment of Justice wanted less busing 
and wanted to moderate the Federal dis
trict court judge's order and try to re
duce busing and incorporate something 
else. Under the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Kansas and the Sena
tor from Delaware, the Department of 
Justice could not even intercede to mod
erate the busing order to bring about less 
busing. 

Is that not correct? 
Mr. BIDEN. It is not, because in that 

instance, there was already a court order 
that was handed down. 

Mr. BROOKE. I am talking about be
fore. When the court was trying to for
mulate its order, the Department of 
Justice wanted to use its influence for 
less busing than the court ultimately 
came up with. Under the Senators' 
amendment, the Justice Department 
could not. Is that not correct? It would 
appear to me that such an amendment 
would be self-defeating. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, does the 

Senator from Massachusetts have the 
·:floor? 

Mr. BROOKE. I would like an answer, 
if I may, if the Senator from Delaware 
has an answer to that. 

Mr. BIDEN. On line 3 of the amend
ment before the Senator, it says "except 
on that school or school district's be
half"-assuming that the school district 
supported the proposal of the Depart
ment of Justice, which in fact required 
less busing, they would be able to do that. 

Mr. JA VITS. Will the Senator yield 
tome? 

Mr. BROOKE. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. JA VITS. The whole point of the 

President's message to us is that he wants 
the Department to intervene in any suit 
by any party that seeks-the language of 
the amendment is very interesting on 
that, because it cuts off any possibility of 
departmental intervention. It says any 
proceeding which has as a stated objec
tive a desegregation remedy or order 
which would require such transportation. 
So we do not even know at that point 
whether busing will or will not be 
granted, because every one of these de
segregation suits could include that as 
one of the remedies, either imposed by 
the court or asked for by the party. We 
absolutely bar the Department of Justice 
in any such suit except one in which a 
school district is the party. That is a 
restraint on the courts which they will 
not accept. They are going to take suits 
from people who are not school districts. 
But it is a restraint on the Attorney Gen
eral, whose duty in the executive depart
ment is to advise the courts. So we have 
one part, but not the other. I cannot see 
how this can work. 

Mr. BROOKE. I thank the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

STEVENSON). The time is under the con-

trol of the Senator from Kansas and the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. BROOKE. I had been given the 
time by the Senator from Rhode Island, 
Mr. President. I believe that I had the 
:floor. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct, Mr. 
President. I yielded time to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

How much time is remaining, Mr. 
President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Rhode Island has 3 minutes 
remaining. The Senator from Kansas 
has 5. 

Mr. PASTORE. I give the 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BROOKE. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. President, we have discussed the 

legal ramifications of this amendment. 
Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator yield 

for a moment? 
Mr.BROOKE. Yes. 
Mr. PASTORE. Leave me a half

minute to raise a point of order. So the 
Senator has �2�~� minutes. 

Mr. BROOKE. I thank the Senator. 
We have discussed the legal ramifica

tions of this amendment. I believe, as the 
distinguished :floor manager of this bill 
has pointed out, that this is an amend
ment which certainly should not be on 
this appropriations bill. It constitutes 
legislating on an appropriations bill, and 
I think that at the appropriate time, we 
shall make the proper motion to table 
this amendment. 

But, Mr. President, let us not make 
this a political issue. Equal education op
portunity for all our children, black and 
white, is just too important to make a 
political issue. 

We have discussed the busing issue 
time and time again. It will come up 
again on the education bill and probably 
every other conceivable vehicle that will 
be before us. But this is not the appropri
ate time to debate busing. The President 
has submitted in this election year a bus
ing bill, rushed up to Congress for us to 
consider. We will consider it. It is a very 
emotional issue. It has political appeal. 
But I, by God, appeal again to this Sen
ate not to make this a political issue be
cause it is far too important to the edu
cation of our children. And it certainly 
does not belong on this bill. When the 
time comes, apparently, on an education 
bill, let us look at busing again and see 
what it is doing and what it is not doing. 

We all want good education for black 
and white children, but we have to see 
that they have an equal educational op
portunity. That is our constitutional re
sponsibility. The Supreme Court has said 
that, time and time again. No matter 
what we say here will alter that impor
tant fact. Indeed, just recently the Su
preme Court of the United States denied 
certiorari to all the busing appeals be
fore it. The court has rea:fDrmed its posi
tion that the Constitution requires equal 
educational opportunity for all children 
in the United States, and that busing is 
one legitimate tool to insure that con
stitutional right. I do not think that the 
U.S. Senate, in this Bicentennial Year, 
or in any other year, wants to change 
that. 

I yield the remainder of my time back 
to my distinguished colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I note that 
the Senator from Rhode Island may 
make a point of order. Although I find 
it very curious that we debated the exact 
same language giving rise to that appeal 
for 5 full days last September without a 
similar point being raised against it, in 
the interest of time I will further modify 
my amendment to eliminate any such 
problem. I do so by striking out on lines 
5 and 6 the phrase "which would re
quire, directly or indirectly" and substi
tuting for that the word "requiring" af
ter the word "order" on line 5. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is so modified. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

On page 25, after line 24, insert the follow
ing new section: 

SEC. 209. No part of the funds contained in 
this title may be used to institute against 
any school or school district, or, except on 
that school or school district's behalf, in
tervene in or provide assistance for, any pro
ceeding which has as a stated objective a 
desegregation remedy or order requiring the 
transportation of any student to a school 
other than the school which is nearest the 
student's home and which offers the courses 
of study pursued by such student. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, while I can 
appreciate the fact that the President 
of the United States has sent a message, 
along with legislation, to the Senate 
with reference to busing, I would just 
suggest that that has about as much 
chance of being passed this year as 
Harold Stassen has of getting the Repub
lican nomination. I do not mean that in 
a critical sense with respect to the sub
stance of the proposal, but we all know 
the likelihood of something as politically 
appealing as an antibusing measure--if 
indeed it is that, and I have not seen it 
either-being enacted by this Congress 
at President Ford's initiative. 

Since the Senator from New York has 
mentioned the higher education bill as 
an appropriate place to take this matter 
up, perhaps he will want to assume the 
lead on the administration's new plan at 
that time. With our amendment now, 
however, we are seeking more immediate 
relief for school districts being pressured 
by the Justice Department-even if that 
relief applies only temporarily in the 
form of limitations on fiscal year 1977 
fund expenditures. 

It pains me to be on the other side of 
this issue from the distinguished Sena
tor from Massachusetts, for I know of his 
total commitment in this area. I do not 
quarrel with that. I just suggest there 
are about 276 cases where the Justice 
Department, rightly or wrongly, has in 
some wa-y become involved and promoted 
busing. 

To carry out the order of the Court 
and to enforce the protections of the 5th 
and 14th amendments, of course, the 
Attorney General has that right and 
that obligation. But where his involve
ment 1n cases specifically seeking busing 
orders is discretionary, we are saying he 
should--as a matter of policy--stay out 
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unless choosing to enter on behalf of the 
target school district. 

We set forth in the fact sheet a num
ber of instances, Mr. President, in which 
our amendment would not apply. If Sen
ators will refer to that, I believe they 
will have a clear understanding that 
this proposal hardly does all the things 
it is accused of being able to. 

It just seems to me when it comes to 
promoting something as controversial 
and of such questionable value as busing, 
it should not be the prerogative of HEW 
as we indicated last year with passage of 
the so-called Biden and Byrd amend
ments-and neither should it be up to 
the Justice Department-the very thing 
we are trying to establish by this amend
ment. 

So with the further modification I 
have made, Mr. President, our language 
will not be subject to a Point of order, 
and I trust my colleagues will support it 
as appropriate and desirable for inclu
sion in this bill. 

If I have any time left, I want to yield 
to the distinguished senior Senator from 
Delaware (Mr. ROTH) who has a ques
tion. 

Mr. ROTH. I would like to ask either 
my distinguished colleague from Dela
ware or the Senator from Kansas as to 
this language which says "except on that 
school or school district's behalf," I am 
not quite certain what that means. 

About 1 month ago the two Senators 
from Delaware, as well as the Governor 
and the State Attorney General, asked 
the U.S. Attorney General to intervene. 
As far as I know, we were not technically 
acting on behalf of any school or school 
district. So I wonder if this language 
might not rule out the Attorney General, 
and whether the language should not be 
modified. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield, he will recall we were not 
asking the Attorney General to inter
vene to promote busing, so clearly the 
Attorney General will be able to inter
vene. If we had gone down to ask him 
to intervene and ask him to promote a 
busing order it would be excluded. But 
we were not going down to ask him to 
intervene. 

Mr. ROTH. I am not clear on the lan
guage, I have not had a chance to study 
it carefully. But it says "intervene in any 
proceeding," and I think even if you are 
intervening to try to avoid busing this 
language may apply. 

Mr. ·BIDEN. No. Clearly, it would not, 
if the Senator will yield. It says "in any 
proceeding which has as a stated objec
tive a desegregation remedy or order 
which would require the transportation." 

The Senator, I know, has not had a 
chance to look at it, but when he reads 
the whole sentence he will understand it. 

Mr. ROTH. I still think it raises a seri
ous question, and if it should be adopted 
it ought to be made very clear that while 
the two Senators from Delaware were not 
asking the Attorney General ·to intervene 
for busing purposes, of course, part of 
the reason of the appeal-and it will be 
fought by the other side to try to enforce 
the busing remedy-all I am suggesting 
is it seems to me very important that the 
language be very clear if it is adopted 

that it would not prevent others beyond 
the school or school district in asking for 
intervention such as was the case in the 
case of Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. I do not see how we can 
make it any clearer by saying on line 5 
"as a stated objective." 

Mr. DOLE. I think if there is any ques
tion it has been clarified that our intent 
is to allow the Attorney General to in
tervene on behalf of any party-whether 
a school, school district, or even a 
State-which is defending an action in 
which the plaintiff or petitioner is seek
ing to have a busing order imposed. That 
is an important point, in any event, and 
I very much appreciate the contribution 
of the senior Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the amendment of Sena
tors DoLE and BIDEN to prohibit the use 
of Federal moneys for busing. I have 
long opposed busing to achieve racial 
balance. I do not think this practice is 
in the best interest of our Nation, and 
recent polls have shown that our citi
zens, both black and white, do not want 
it. 

Children should be permitted to at
tend their neighborhood schools rather 
than being bused for miles and placed 
in a strange environment. Busing as a 
means of desegregating schools has 
never been a sensible approach and it is 
not one now. On numerous occasions I 
have urged my colleagues in the Senate 
to adopt measures which would end 
forced busing to achieve racial balance. 

I hope the Senate will support Sena
tors DoLE and BIDEN in their endeavor 
to put an end to forced busing once and 
for all. 

In addition to the reasons I have 
stated against forced busing, it is a 
waste of fuel in a time when this Nation 
faces an energy crisis. Also it does not 
take a Solomon to deduce that forced 
busing is also a waste of public funds. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I rise 
to offer a brief comment regarding 
amendment No. 1942 which has just 
been offered by my distinguished col
leagues, Senators DoLE and BmEN. First, 
I would like to say that I share many of 
the concerns expressed bY.::JnY colleagues. 

The transportation of students was 
initially intended to rectify unjust poli
cies of racial isolation without unneces
sary additional injury to the public 
welfare. Unfortunately, many of our 
cities have demonstrated the painful 
evidence that busing does not always 
have a solely palliative effect. There is 
some evidence that busing stimulates the 
flight of white students to private schools 
or to suburbs outside the economic reach 
of most blacks. The evidence shows no 
measurable improvement in the quality 
of education available to our children. 
On the whole, the busing experience 
shows little contribution to racial har
mony, and, in fact, may have produced 
additional strains and divisions within 
our communities. 

So I understand the concerns which 
prompted my colleagues to offer this 
amendment to the pending appropria
tions bill. But I cannot support their 
amendment. Let me explain why I can
not. 

Racial busing is a judicial tool. It is 
employed by the courts, which are very 
much constrained by the lack of re
sources available to them, to carry out 
the constitutional mandate of equal ac
cess to quality education. 

For entirely too long, we have focused 
our legislative attention on busing iI'ather 
than the problem it was designed to 
solve. Busing should be thought of a.s 
nothing more than a means for attain
ing an end. But busing has overshadowed, 
in this Chamber; the real issue; assuring 
equal access to educational resources. 

So, while I agree with my colleagues 
that busing is not the final answer, I 
cannot agree with again engaging in a 
legislative battle over busing per se. 

Busing is not the issue. Desegregation 
is the issue. What Congress must do is 
readdress the real problem rather than 
its symbol. For that reason, last month 
I introduced S. 3469, a bill to provide for 
affording equal educational opportuni
ties. I will not take any more of the 
Senate's time in explaining that pro
posal, but I would note this. My bill and 
its House counterpart, will begin to cor
rect the unlying reality to which the 
courts have been reacting and ordering 
busing. By making available resources to 
assure equal access to educational f aclli
ties, I believe that it will be unnecessary 
for people to resort to the courts and 
further unnecessary for the courts to 
resort to busing. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, since the 
busing controversy first arose I have said 
that the busing of students was not the 
way to achieve the goals of racial in
tegration in the schools and quality edu
cation for all. For the same time I have 
stated that I would not support measures 
that attempt to prohibit busing by pro
hibiting courts or law enforcement au
thorities from acting against transpor
tation plans being used to promote segre
gatio nor to perpetuate it. Accordingly 
I cannot support the Dole-Biden amend 
ment and I shall vote to table it. 

Mr. DOLE. I yield back the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move 
to lay on the table the amendment of 
the Senator from Kansas, and I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Rhode Island. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
INOUYE), and the Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. McCLELLAN) are necessarily ab
sent. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLDWATER), 

the Senator from Idaho <Mr. McCLURE), 
and the Senator from lliinois <Mr. 
PERCY) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from New York <Mr. BUCKLEY) is absent 
due to illness. 

The result was announced-yeas 55, 
nays 39, as follows: 
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[Rollca.11 Vote No. 328 Leg.] 

YEAS---55 
Abourezk 
Bayh 
Bellman 
Brooke 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Case 
Church 
Clark 
Cranston 
Culver 
Durkin 
Eagleton 
Fong 
Glenn 
Gravel 
Hart, Gary 
Hart, Philip A. 
Haskell 

Hatfield 
Hathaway 
Hruska 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Leahy 
Magnuson 
Mathias 
McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
1Montoya 
Morgan 
Moss 
Muskie 

NAYS-39 

Nelson 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Ribicoff 
Schweiker 
Scott, Hugh 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Taft 
Tunney 
Welcker 
Williams 
Young 

he testified June 9 before the House Inter
national Relations Committee against legis
lation that would curtail conditions under 
which U.S. companies would legally acquiesce 
in Arab trade boycotts against Israel. 

The Treasury boss stated that Arab nations 
have eased their anti-Israel boycott and that 
tough U.S. legislation "could alter these 
favorable developments regarding enforce
ment practices." 

Simon -appears to be correct that Arab 
nations have begun to ignore their own 
blacklist of more than 1,500 U.S. corpora
tions if failure to deal with specific com
panies for particular products patently is not 
in their self-interest. In such instances, ex
amples abound to show that the temptation 
to make a deal overwhelms ideological al
lergies. 

However, that is only a small part of the 
story. The Cabinet member failed to men-

Al len Domenici Mansfield tion that tabulations released last month by 
Baker Eastland Nunn a House Commerce subcommittee indicate 
Bartlett Fannin Proxmire that more than half of the 637 firms asked Beall Ford Randolph 
Bentsen Garn Roth to comply with the boycott between Janu-
Biden Griffin S.:!ott, ary, 1974, and December, 1975, have con-
Brock Hansen William L. firmed that they did so. These companies 
Byrd, Hartke Sparkman transacted $352.9 million of business, 54.45 

Harry F., Jr. He!ms Stennis per cent of that conducted by all the firms 
Byrd, Robert C. Hollings Stone with Arab countries during the two-year pe-
Cannon · Huddleston Talmadge riod. 
Chiles Johnston Thurmond 
Curtis Laxalt Tower As to Simon's contention that the boycott 
Dole Long is easing, the Commerce subcommittee re-

NOT VOTING-6 ported that in the last three months of 1975 
more than 90 per cent of U.S. companies do-

Buckley Inouye McClure )ng business with the Arabs acquiesced in 
Goldwater McClellan Percy requests to boycott Israel. 

So the motion to lay on the table was The Treasury secretary also has been 
agreed to. trapped far o:ff base on principles which 

M r. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move apply to the boycott issue. Ara.b states, of 
course, are entitled to refuse to trade with 

to reconsider the vote by which the mo- theLr enemies. They should not be entitled, 
tion was agreed to. in effect, to shape both U.S. foreign and do

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I move mestic affairs by dictating that companies 
to lay that motion on the table. that deal with them cannot deal with bla.ck-

The motion to lay on the table was listed companies-firms owned by or em-
agreed to. ploying Jews or trading with Israel. 

Mr. PASTORE. If my colleagues will Simon said the Arab nations consider 
d their economic boycott against Israel no 

pay attention, I believe we are rea Y different from past u.s. boycotts against 
to go to third reading. Cuba, Rhodesia., North Korea. and Vietnam 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there "so they cannot accept the argument that 
are no further amendments, we are they are not entitled to do the same." As 
ready for third reading. the secretary should know, there is a pro

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I sug- found difference, which, incidentally, is also 
gest the absence of a quorum. · strongly articulated in U.S. labor law. It is 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The the principle that parties secondary to a dis
pute should not be held hostage to the an-

clerk will call the roll. taigonists' differences. Thus, secondary strikes 
The second assistant legislative clerk are illegal domestically, and u.s. boycotts 

proceeded to call the roll. on the international scene have adhered to 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I comparable standards. 

ask unanimous consent that the order The Arab demands on U.S. companies vto-
for the quorum call be rescinded. late our standards because they amount not 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without only to secondary boycotts burt also to terti-
objection, it is so ordered. ary boycotts. Legislation that finally is pro-

duced by the Congress should make it na

SIMON SIMPLY WRONG 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, an 
editorial in the Oregonian, Oregon's 
largest daily, has clearly and cogently 
stated what is wrong with the Arab's 
boycott and what is wrong with the ad
ministration's position in saying that the 
Arab boycott is not so bad and we should 
not try to pass legislation to remedy the 
adverse effects of it. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
editorial from the Oregonian be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SIMON SIMPLY WRONG 

Treasury Secretary William Simon was 
wrong in principle and perhaps in fact when 

tional policy to oppose such economic arm
twisting rather than leave the burden on a 
discretionary basis to companies, which, as 
the House Commerce subcommittee's study 
suggests, are unwilling or unable to resist 
without an infusion of legal muscle. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
NUNN) . The clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, 
AND COMMERCE, THE JUDICIARY. 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1977 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 14239) mak
ing appropriations for the Departments 

of State, Justice, and Commerce, the 
Judiciary, and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1977, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. PASTORE. 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. PASTORE. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, for the 
record, I wish to make a statement in 
regard to the motion to table the Biden 
amendment. 

Mr. PASTORE. May we have order. 
Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will suspend until the Senate is in 
order? 

Mr. MORGAN. As one might suspect, 
my vote to table the motion to restrict 
the future activities of the Justice De
ps,rtment to bring about busing for the 
purpose of achieving racial balance may 
appear contrary to my long-time position 
on busing. It is generally known that 
I oppose busing for the purpose of achiev
ing racial balance, but I recognize that 
we are not going to return to the neigh
borhood or community school concept in 
America until such time as we provide for 
the children who live in any neighbor
hood or in any community an education 
that is equal to that provided for children 
in other neighborhoods. 

We are not going to do that in Amer
ica as long as we perpetuate a double 
standard with regard to the schools of 
this country. 

The busing question in the South, and 
certainly that in North Carolina, was 
ordered by the courts many years ago. 
We are getting along fairly well in North 
Carolina. under the circumstances. 

That is not to say there is not dis
satisfaction among the whites and blacks. 
But, nevertheless, we have complied 
with the court order. 

The last amendment, as well as all 
of the other amendments which ·have 
been offered in the Senate since I have 
been here, to the best of my recollec
tion, would not in any way alleviate 
the discontent or the problems that ex
ist in North Carolina which have been 
brought about by court ordered busing. 
It would just tend to perpetuate the sys
tems that now prevail throughout the 
North, the West, and the Southwest of 
this country, and leave us in North Caro
lina still busing. 

If that system is perpetuated, then 
Senators from the North and West are 
not going to be willing to sit down 
around the conference table and work 
out a system of quality education that 
would enable us to return to the neigh
borhood school concept L11 North 
Carolina. 

I think what we need to do in this 
country is to join together in a unified 
effort. We are not going to do that as 
long as we have different kinds of systems 
in existence. That is why I voted to table 
the last motion. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield. 
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Mr. BUMPERS. I would like to asso
ciate myself with the remarks of the 
distinguished Senator from North Caro
lina. I say that I voted to table the last 
amendment with a great deal of delib
eration. I did so for a number of reasons. 
I will not bore this body with all the 
pros and cons of this very volatile issue. 

I regret that we continue to vote on 
this and other emotional issues for what 
I believe are essentially political pur
poses. If there is anything that the last 
Presidential campaign has demonstrated 
to me, it is that the building of people's 
expectations only to see them dashed 
time and time again is one of the very 
basic reasons the credibility of Congress 
is as low as it is with people of this 
country. 

As the Senator from North Carolina 
has just said, we have twice as much 
integration in the South as there is in 
the rest of the country. We have long 
since turned loose many of the traditions 
that held the South back for so long, not 
the least of which was trying to keep 
black people subjugated. 

I have always championed what I 
thought were the most noble instincts of 
the people of my State regarding race, 
and I will always encourage my people 
to take pride in the fact that they now 
accept civil rights, the rights of all peo
ple as a basic right. But I will also always 
tell them that neither the executive 
branch nor this body has attempted to 
come to a realistic grip with this prob
lem, which, incidentally, is not going to 
go away. I, for one, do not intend to 
prostitute myself Politically on issues on 
which I know the people of this country 
can be terribly misled. 

So, Mr. President, I say this because 
I know I will get the normal amount of 
mail I always get when I vote as I 
just did, but I feel very strongly, and the 
Senator from North Carolina has already 
said it more eloquently than I could. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield. 
Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I just 

cannot resist the temptation to say to 
the distinguished Senator from North 
Carolina and the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas how heartened I am to 
hear them say what they have said on 
the Senate floor today. It was courageous, 
it was wise, and I hope it will be listened 
to by all the Members of the Senate. 

I know that this does not represent 
a change on either of those Senators' 
parts in so far as court-ordered busing 
is concerned. They still oppose court
ordered busing. But they also oppose 
amendments which would do nothing but 
raise false hopes and expectations. And 
they also realize that the law applies to 
all sections of the country. And that my 
friends, is what the Senate of the United 
States is all about. We represent this Na
tion; we do not represent any one sec
tion. We do not support any issue, such 
as we have been debating time and time 
again on this floor, which would deny 
equal educational opportunity to our 
schoolchildren. 

If the South has the leaders on these 
ditncult and controversial issues, so be 

it that the South leads this Union. I am 
heartened and encouraged by the state
ments that have been made by these two 
distinguished and courageous Senators, 
and I just could not sit here without 
commending them for saying what they 
had to say. 

I hope that the people of North Caro
lina, the people of Arkansas, and the 
people all over this Nation will listen to 
the wise words of these two distinguished 
Senators; and I hope it will help solve 
some of the problems we have had which 
have divided this Nation for far too long. 

I thank my distinguished friend for 
yielding. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield. 
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I want 

to take this opportunity to express my 
appreciation to the Senator from Ar
kansas and the Senator from North 
Carolina. Frankly, they have shown more 
courage than any Senators from the 
Northern States. Time after time on this 
floor I have pointed to the basic hypoc
risy of Senators from the North who talk 
about these problems and try to solve 
the problems of race 1,500 miles from 
their own homes, but are unwilling to 
help solve the problems of race in their 
own backyards. 

Time after time we have had an op
portunity, when we have been faced with 
proposals to have uniform treatment in 
the 50 States when it comes to the prob
lem of integration, and time after time 
I have seen the hypocrisy of northern 
Senators. 

So it is not enough to praise these two 
Senators from the South for speaking 
their minds, because time and time again 
we have pointed out that the South 
would solve its problems of integration 
before the North, and the study that was 
made public by the distinguished Sena
tor from Massachusetts and the distin
guished Senator from New York so indi
cates. It is too bad that some of the Sen
ators who now praise the Senator from 
North Carolina and the Senator from 
Arkansas were not as forthcoming at an 
earlier period when an issue like this was 
before the U.S. Senate. If they had been 
forthcoming then, we would not have 
had the problem in the North that we 
now have. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTI'. Mr. Presi
dent, I have listened to the remarks of 
the distinguished Senator from Massa
chusetts and other Senators with re
gard to quality education and integra
tion. 

You know, that is not what we are 
talking about when we talk about

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who is 
yielding time to the Senator from Vir
ginia? 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Is the time 
controlled? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, it is. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I yield 

the Senator 3 minutes. 
Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTI'. Mr. Presi

dent, I appreciate the distinguished 
Senator from Rhode Island allocating 
some time to me. But, you know, Mr. 
President, I believe we are talking about 

using the children of the country as 
pawns to bring about social reform 
rather than quality education. 

There is not a Member of this body 
who is not for quality education through
out our country. The Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. BROOKE) spoke of 
having courage to stand up and say what 
we believe. I hope every Senator, every 
Member of this body, has the courage to 
stand up and state what he believes in. 
I believe in the neighborhood schools, 
that children who play together should 
go to school together. In my opinion 
they do not have the emotional prob
lems when they attend area schools that 
may develop from being bussed away 
from their parents and friends. 

There are other ways we can achieve 
integration in our schools in lieu of 
busing. One is by changes in the housing 
field. There are many ways. But because 
we do not want our children bused out 
of their neighborhoods into some strange 
area, some area that may lead to con
flicts, emotional as well as physical, does 
not mean that we are not in favor of 
quality education. It does not mean we 
are not reconciled to the concept of in
tegrating our schools. In my opinion a 
vast majority of Americans are opposed 
to busing, as against the best interest 
of all children. 

I do not want any child in this coun
try to be deprived of quality education, 
and I am unalterably opposed to the 
racial busing of children and have no 
hesitancy in saying so. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to say that by comparison 
with what has happened in the Senate 
over the last 6 to 7 days, this is the 
Senate's finest hour. 

I now yield to the Senator from Michi
gan; I understand he has a statement 
for the RECORD. And then I am pre
pared for third reading. 

MARITIME STUDENT ALLOWANCE 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I would like to make 
an inquiry to the Senator from Rhode 
Island (Mr. PASTORE) regarding the fund
ing in this bill for the Maritime Admin
istration. I am particularly interested in 
the funds provided to �I�~�~� for op
erating expenses and for the State and 
Federal schools. Last week when the 
Maritime Administration authorization 
bill was before the Senate, I joined Sen
ator MUSKIE and Senator HATHAWAY in 
offering an amendment to increase the 
State maritime school cadet allowance. 
The amendment was modified and ac
cepted by the fioor managers of that bill. 
It would increase the allowance from the 
1958 level of $600 per year to $900 per 
year, with the additional $300 to help 
defray the cost of books, uniforms, and 
training at sea. 

Of course, the authorization bill sti.1.1 
must go to conference with the House, 
and it appears that this appropriation 
for fiscal year 1977 will be passed by the 
Senate prior to final action on the au
thorization bill. It is my understanding, 
however, that there should be no imme
diate problem with the funding for the 
1976-77 school year if this increase in 
the cadet stipend included in the Senate 



June 24, 1976 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 20201 
authorization bill is finally passed, as 
I hope that it will be. This �$�3�~�0� increase 
amounts approximately to an overall in
crease of $600,000 for the entire year, 
obviously a very small part of the overall 
$48 million provided MARAD for these 
activities. I would just like to ask the 
floor manager of this appropriations bill 
if this understanding agrees with his, 
that MARAD should have no difficulty in 
implementing the increase in the cadet 
subsidy under the funds provided in this 
appropriation bill for the coming school 
year. 

Mr. PASTORE. Yes, that is my under
standing as well. Though funds have not 
specifically been provided for this in
crease, which as the Senator from Mich
igan has pointed out was just passed last 
week by the Senate, MARAD has indi
cated that there would be no immediate 
funding difficulty presented by final 
adoption of such an increase. Should it 
become necessary, of course, a supple
mental could be considered at some later 
date for the $600,000 or whatever part 
of the amount might be needed. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I take 
this opportunity to comment on H.R. 
14239, which is the fiscal year 1977 ap
propriations bill for the Departments of 
State, Justice, and Commerce, the Judi
ciary, and related agencies. 

I wish to speak to the relationship be
tween this bill and the targets set out 
in the first concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 1977. 

H.R. 14239 provides budget authority 
in fiscal 1977 of $6.9 billion and outlays 
that are estimated at $5 billion. In addi
tion, there will be outlays of $2.2 billion 
resulting from previous years' appropri
ations. Total outlays for the year will 
be $7.2 billion. 

The funds provided in this appropri
ation bill are within the total allocation 
which was made by the Senate Appro
priations Committee to the subcommit
tee in accord with 302 (b) of the Budget 
Act. That allocation was $7 billion in 
budget authority and $7.4 billion in out
lays, and this appropriation bill is thus 
$0.1 billion in budget authority and $0.2 
billion in outlays below the amounts al
located to the subcommittee. 

This bill provides new budget author
ity in seven functions of the budget. I 
ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
RECORD a table showing the distribution 
of budget authority and outlays in this 
bill by function. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
H.R. 14239. Departments of State, Justtce, 

and Commerce, the Judiciary, and related 
agencies appropriation bill fiscal year 1977 

[In millions of dollars] 
Budget 

authority Outlays 
Function: 

050--Natlonal defense_____ 3 
150--Internatlonal aifatrs_ 1, 372 
300--Natural resources, en-

vironment and energy__ 616 
400--Commerce and trans

portation -------------- 1, 333 
450--Comm.unity and re

gional development_____ 671 
500--Education, training, 

and employment and so-
cial services-----------------

6 
1,305 

574 

1, 718 

454 

750--Law enforcement and 
justice ---------------- 2,878 

800-General government_ 3 

Total --------------- 6,879 

2,939 
3 

7,219 

SoURcE.-Congressional Budget Office. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, this bill 
is consistent with the policy framework 
of the first budget resolution and, as I 
have noted, it is below the allocation 
made to the subcommittee by the full 
Appropriations Committee. I therefore 
support the bill. I would point out, how
ever, that this bill and the Treasury I 
Postal Service Appropriation bill which 
has also been reported, cover the bulk of 
the requirements in function 750, law 
enforcement and justice, and that the 
amounts reported in the two bills are 
likely to put the budget authority and 
outlay levels for function 750 about $100 
million over the first budget resolution 
targets. However, since the amounts re
ported in both of these bills are within 
the Appropriations Committee's first 
budget resolution allocation, I assume 
that any overage in function 750 will ul
timately be offset by savings in other 
functions which will appear as the re
maining appropriation bills are reported. 

I commend the distinguished chair
man of the subcommittee, Senator PAS
TORE, and the distinguished chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee, Senator 
McCLELLAN, for their dedicated efforts in 
bringing this bill to the floor. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the proposed Senate Ap
propriation of $809 million for LEAA, the 
same amount as the current level of 
funding. I note with concern the House 
LEAA appropriation of only $738 mil
lion, a cut of some $71 mlllion. I hope 
that the House-Senate conferees will fol
low the recommendations of the Senate 
and will restore the House cut.5. 

For many years I and others have been 
vocal critics of the LEAA program, ex
pressing our concern that LEAA was 
simply not confronting the problem of 
crime in America. This year, however, 
many of the reforms I have long advo
cated--direct aid to our cities, special aid 
to our beleaguered court systems, assist
ing our elderly in their struggle against 
crime, improved evaluation and moni
toring of LEAA programs, new congres
sional oversight and regulatory provi
sions have been accepted in toto by the 
administration. 

I therefore support the Senate appro
priation in the hope that, at long last, 
LEAA may begin to fight an effective war 
on crime. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, H.R. 
14239 making appropriations for Depart
ment of State, Justice, Commerce, and 
the Judiciary for fiscal year 1977 in
cluded $1.5 million in the NOAA budget 
for an undersea oceanlab program ini
tiated by Congressman ALEXANDER. The 
Senate subcommittee on State, Justice, 
Commerce, and the Judiciary chaired by 
Senator PASTORE retained the oceanlab 
program in the NOAA budget despite op
position by the Commerce Department 
and the administration. I want to thank 
Senator PASTORE for this thoughtful con
sideration of this important issue. 

I have supported the oceanlab concept 
ever since I realized that the United 

States has no real national undersea pro
gram and often has restored to leasing 
foreign equipment for undersea research. 
The proposed oceanlab program will 
support a wide range of scientific diving 
projects utilizing a mobile manned habi
tat system which will allow scientists -to 
probe the depths of the oceans. It will 
also focus on imP,ortant physiological 
studies necessary to allow man to safely 
and effectively reach his maximum ca
pabilities in undersea research. 

The oceanlab program is an important 
part of a new national effort in the 
oceans. Clearly the future growth and 
security of this Nation is largely depend
ent on our research and development of 
the vast resources of the oceans. 

Just as we must develop new techni
ques to mine off shore minerals, to drill 
for oil and gas, and to harvest the living 
resources of the sea, man must also de
velop his capabilities to work and live 
within the boundaries of an environment 
which in many ways is more hostile than 
the surf ace of the Moon. Only with a na
tional commitment can we achieve the 
proficiency we need in this area. 

This national commitment requires the 
adoption and implementation of a strong 
national ocean policy which encompasses 
all aspects of ocean affairs. The United 
States now lacks a coherent policy to 
address its ocean problems, at a time 
when we face an approaching crisis: Our 
land-based sources of oil are drying up; 
our fishing stocks are being depleted by 
mismanaged fisheries; the near-shore 
oceans and estuaries are being badly 
polluted, killing or rending many species 
of marine life unfit for human consump
tion; our merchant and naval :fleets are 
old and inemcient. 

Even though there are many in Con
gress who seek to address these problems, 
and even though a sizable budget is 
allocated each year for ocean and ocean
related programs, we do not pull it all 
together. Our legislative efforts lack 
direction and fail to give thought to over
all objectives. This unsatisfactory proc
ess will no doubt continue until we take 
action to define our goals and exercise 
leadership in ocean research and de
velopment. 

The United States must now develop 
a national ocean policy to guide our 
destiny in the oceans. Not to do so 
relegates our country to second-rate 
status as a force in and on the oceans. 

Mr. President, I would like to again 
call attention to my coil.eagues a report 
I drafted entitled "America's Future in 
the Sea.-Thoughts on a National Ocean 
Policy" submitted to the Senate Com
merce Committee last March and re
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
April 9, 1976. 

This represented my first serious look 
at ocean affairs in the United States and 
you may be sure that I will continue to 
push for expanded oversight and a new 
policy coordinating ocean programs in 
the United States. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wish 
to pooe a brief question related to the 
Federal Communications Commission 
appropriations. 

I am concerned that the Commission 
has failed thus far to treat Puerto Rico 
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in the same manner that it treated Ha
waii and Alaska with respect to the in
tegration of telephone service between 
Puerto Rico and the mainland into the 
domestic rate structure. 

I know the chairman has been con
cerned about this matter as well, and I 
simply wanted to alert him that as of 
this date, the company involved-ITT
has declined to reach any agreement with 
the Puerto Rico Telephone Co. to fa
cilitate this integration. 

Since this relates to an order of the 
FCC stemming from a :972 decision and 
since the Senate has previously approved 
Senate Resolution 318 declaring its de
sire that integration be speeded, I would 
hope that some expression of concern 
might be made by the conference report 
on this subject. The FCC responded to 
the resolution as it relates to Hawaii and 
Alaska by ordering negotiations to con
clusion within a 30-day period but they 
have not so acted with regard to Puerto 
Rico and it appears that the delay will 
be interminable unless some further ac
tion by the Commission takes place. 

This means that people in Puerto Rico 
and those in the States calling Puerto 
Rico are having to pay some three times 
the rate they otherwise would pay if in
tegration had occurred. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD, a copy of Senate 
Resolution 318, and a copy of the letter 
from the Governor of Puerto Rico to the 
distinguished chairman. 

Mr. PASTORE. I am well aware of this 
matter and I have written to the Com
mission urging their intervention to 
speed integration and I will raise the 
matter with the conferees and seek an 
expression of their concern as well. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. RES. 318 
Resolution expressing the sense of the Sen

ate with respect to authorlzing domestic 
satellites pursuant to the Communica
tions Act of 1934 
Whereas the Communications Act of 1934, 

as amended, directs the Federal Communi
cations Commission to regulate communica
tions by wire and radio so as "to make 
available, so far as possible, to all of the 
people of the United States a rapid, efficient, 
nationwide, and worldwide wire and radio 
communication service with adequate fa
cilities at reasonable charges ... "; and 

Whereas in its Second Report and Order 
(docket numbered 16495 (1972)) establish
ing the Nation's basic domestic communi
cations satellite policy, the Federal Com
munications Commission stated that "With 
the availabllity of domestic sa.temtes for 
communications between the ma.inland and 
Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico, distance 
should dramatically diminish as an excuse 
or justification for the historic high-rate 
treatment that has been accorded to these 
services"; and 

Whereas in the same report and order the 
Federal Communications Commission found 
that, "with the inauguration of satellite 
systems to serve the domestic communica
tions requirements of all of the United 
States, there will be justification for inte
grating Alaska, Hawa11, and Puerto Rico 
into the established rate scheme for com
munications service applicable to the main
land"; and 

Whereas in that report and order the Fed
eral Communications Commission deter
mined that it would be its policy to cond.1-

tion gI'ant of an application for a domestic 
communications satellite system which would 
include service to Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto 
Rico upon integration of these three points 
into the established rate scheme for commu
nications applicable to the contiguous forty
eight States, and that no later than six 
months from the issuance of the a.uthorlza
tion for such service, the authorized carrier 
must submit a specific proposal for revised 
rates for review and approval of the Commis
sion prior to authorization for the com
mencement of service; and 

Whereas in its Memorandum Opinion and 
Order (docket numbered 16495) reaffirming 
the above enunciated policy determination 
the Federal Communications Commission 
again stated that "the advent of domestic 
satellite service will be accompanied by the 
integration of all interstate services between 
the mainland and Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto 
Rico into an enlarged domestic rate pattern"; 
and 

Whereas the said applicant have not filed 
proposed tarurs reflecting the rates and regu
lations governing service to Ha.wall, state
ments of how those rates and regulations 
comply with the Commission's policies, and 
economic data supporting such rates and 
regulations: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that in accordance with such previously an
nounced policies the Federal Communica
tions Commission should take such action 
pursuant to law as is necessary in order to 
provide that the advent of domestic commu
nications satellite service will be accom
panied by the integration of all interstate 
services between the mainland and Ala.ska., 
Haw.a.ii, and Puerto Rico into an enlarged 
domestic rate pattern. 

THE GOVERNOR OF THE 
COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO Rxco, 

June 21, 1976. 
Hon. JOHN 0. PASTORE, 
Senator, U.S. Senate, 
WaM.ington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PASTORE: I am writing to 
seek your assistance in a matter of vital 
importance to the people of Puerto Rico and 
their friends, family members and business 
contacts on the mainland. The problem is' 
telephone communications. 

While United States citizens living on the 
mainland have enjoyed the best telephone 
service in the world, the people of Puerto 
Rico were in the past served by a telephone 
company which was unable to provide serv
ice of the scope or quality of that on the 
mainland. 

The problems faced by the Puerto Rico 
Telephone Company (PRTC) flow from past 
ownership of PRTC by International Tele
phone and Telegraph Corporation (ITT). 
Under ITT control, PRTC provided 60 years 
of deficient telephone service to the people 
of Puerto Rico. Under ITT ownership, 
PRTC's local telephone rates to customers 
rose to a level higher than those of any com
parable telephone company in the United 
States. In 1974, orders for new service which 
had been placed as far back as 1969 re
mained unfilled; repairs for out of service 
telephones regularly required weeks and 
sometimes even months; and much of the 
telephone plant was improperly or inade
quately installed and maintained, making it 
easily susceptible to damage from weather 
and other forces. 

Confronted with this level of service and 
ITI''s insistence, that it needed a further 
rate increase of over 50 percent, the Com
monwealth attempted to find a purchaser of 
the telephone system with the ability and 
resources to provide quality telephone serv
ice for the people of Puerto Rico. Unable to 
find such a. purchaser, the Commonwealth 
took the drastic and unique action of form
ing a public authority, Puerto Rico Tele
phone Authority, to acquire PRTC from 

ITT. After lengthy negotiations with ITT, 
the purchase was completed in 1974, and the 
Authority now owns all of the stock of 
PRTC. 

Under its new ownership, PRTC began an 
extensive capital program and obtained the 
services of the best telephone experts avail
able in its attempt to upgrade the level of 
telephone service. Although great progress 
has been ma.de, mudh remains to be done. 

In addition to the problems of upgrading 
local intra.island telephone service, it is es
sential that the rates charged for interstate 
communications services between the main
land and Puerto Rico be equitable and rea
sonable. A large number of Puerto Ricans 
living throughout the mainland retain 
strong ties with familles and friends in Puer
to Rico largely by means of the telephone. 
In addition, proper toll rates are essential 
to Puerto Rico's economic development. 
Being an island, our businesses are heavily 
dependent upon the mainland for raw ma
terials, supplies and for markets. To attract 
new business and broaden our island's eco
nomic base, the cost of mainland/Puerto 
Rico telephone service must be reasonable. 

Because of the import.a.nee of tihe rates 
for this service, I welcomed the 1972 Order 
of the Federal Communications Commission 
that rates for calls to and from Alaska., Ha
waii and Puerto Rico be integrated into the 
same rate structure that applies on the main
land. This "rate integration" will eliminate 
the now unjustified disparity in rates where
by a telephone call to or from these offshore 
points costs several times what a call of 
similar distance would cost on the main
land. 

As you know, in order to achieve this rate 
integration, it is necessary that the compa
nies involved in providing telephone service 
and facilities alter their respective shares in 
the revenue derived from Puerto Rico/ma.in
land calls so that PRTC, the local telephone 
company, is not injured. To alleviate the 
problems which would be ca.used by retain
ing the present division of revenues, and to 
achieve rapid rate integration in compli
ance with the 1972 FCC Order, PRTC initi
ated negotiations with AT&T and ITT. Four 
meetings 1have been held to date. At these 
meetings, AT&T expressed at least some wlll
ingness to reduce its share in the Puerto 
Rico/mainland toll revenues in the same ·way 
it has done in Hawaii. ITT, which is a co
owner of all the communications facllities 
connecting Puerto Rico and the ma.inland, is 
willing to accept a share of the revenues given 
up by AT&T, but it is unwilling to readjust 
its revenue share with PRTC. ITT's posture 
in these negotiations has been that of a 
silent observer. 

I find this intransigence of ITT uncon
scionrable. Calcul181tions made by PRTC per
sonnel 
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