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Nothing should be more natural today
than for the United States to be the cham-
plon of theé continuing struggle for free-
dom in the:world. But we tend to define
freedom not as Franklin defined it—that
is, as a dynamic and ongoing obligation—
but as a posture or stance. We hecome de-
tached all too easily from the kinds of hu-
man issues that burned In the bellles of
the early Americans. We seem to be more in-
terested in maintaining a world balance of
power than in creating an interdependent
world order. The result is that we have al-
lowed ourselves to become juxtaposed
against revolutionary movements in the
world. Are revolutiens acceptable only when
they are neatly tucked away in archleves?
Do we owe nothing to a heritage? Has the
world become so tranquil, so free of abuse,
so congenial to 1life In human form, so
shielded In its environment, so abundant in
its seed and its fields, that no special tend-
ing Is necessary?
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Does anyone doubt that the Amerlcan
Founding Fathers would urge on the world
today a companion doctrine to go along
with the one now being celebrated—and
that they would call 1t A Declaration of In-
terdependence”? Is there any question that
they would regard the anarchy among na-
tions as the principal threat to human
freedom? Is it not likely that they would
attempt to persuade us that national inde-
pendence in today's world is possible only
in a condition of world interdependence?
And that, even though interdependence
may not be achievable in our time, the ar-
ticulation of that goal 1s where true secu-
rity begins?

That is why the finest and most significant
single thing that has come out of three
years of preparation for the Bicentennial is
Henry Steele Commager's draft for “A Dec-
laration of Interdependence,” prepared un-

July 26, 1976

der the auspices of the World Affairs Coun-
cll of Philadelphia. He has transported the
spirit of 1776 to 1976. All the beautiful
sounds that same out of that Revolution
and out of the Philadelphia Constitutional
Convention have been adapted to our time
in the Commager draft. There are also clear
echoes of Lincoln and Wilson and F.D.R.
The central thrust of the document is that
the world today 1s in need of a great uni-
fying idea at a time of clearly visible com-
mon dangers and common needs.

To read Commager’'s “Declaration of In-
terdependence” is to realize that the core
of the problem today is that we tend to
think of security in terms of the number of
bombs at our disposal instead of the num-
ber of people who are willing to entrust us
with their hopes. Do we need to be re-
minded that the phrase “a decent respect
for the opinions of mankind” came with
the birth of this nation?—N.C.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

I am the vine, ye are the branches; he
that abideth in Me and I in him, the
same bringeth forth much fruit.—John
15: 5.

Almighty God, in whom we live and
move and have our being, in this quiet
moment we pray that Thy spirit may
come anew into our hearts that we may
serve our Nation worthily and well this
day. May moral virtues and spiritual val-
ues reign in our personal lives and rule
our public labors that genuine patriotism
and sound religion may come to new life
in us.

Speak to us of courage, faith, and vi-
sion. Save us from littleness in a day
which demands greatness, from low pet-
tiness in a time which calls for high prin-
ciples and from a narrow spirit in a pe-
riod which cries out for wide concerns.

Bless our country with responsive
leaders and responsible citizenship that
we may be one people under Thee with
liberty and justice for all. Through Jesus
Christ our Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House his
approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title: 3

H.R. 2943. An act for the rellef of the estate
of James J. Caldwell.

The message also announced that the
Senate having proceeded to reconsider
the bill (H.R. 12384) entitled “An act to
authorize certain construction at mili-
tary installations and for other pur-
poses,” returned by the President of the
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United States with his objections, to the
House of Representatives, in which it
originated, it was resolved that the said
bill do not pass, two-thirds of the Sen-
ators present not having voted in the
affirmative. .

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 8410) entitled “An act to
amend the Packers and Stockyards Act
of 1921, as amended, and for other pur-
poses,” disagreed to by the House; agrees
to the conference asked by the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. TALMADGE, MT.
HuppLESTON, Mr. McGoVERN, Mr, Huom-
PHREY, Mr. Crark, Mr. DoLE, Mr, CURTIS,
and Mr. BELLMoON to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House fo the bill (8. 3052) entitled
“An act to amend section 602 of the
Agricultural Act of 1954,” requests a con-
ference with the House on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. HUMPHREY,
Mr. McGoverN, Mr. DoLg, and Mr. BELL-
moN to be the conferees on the part of
the Senate.

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

8. 405, An act to establish certain Federal
agencies, effect certain reorganizations of the
Federal Government, and to implement cer-
tain reforms in the operation of the Federal
Government recommended by the Senate
Select Committee on Presidential Campaign
Actlvities, and for other purposes; and

S. 3369. An act to amend the Small Busl-
ness Act to increase the authorization for
certain small business loan programs.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON ENVIRONMENT AND THE AT-
MOSPHERE OF COMMITTEE ON
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY TO
MEET DURING 5-MINUTE RULE
ON THURSDAY, JULY 29, 1976

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Subcommittee on Environment and
the Atmosphere of the Committee on

Science and Technology be permitted to
meet on Thursday next, July 29, 1976, at
10 a.m. and 2 p.m., despite the fact that
the House may be in session and pro-
ceeding under the 5-minute rule.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON ADMINISTRATIVE LAW AND
GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS OF
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
§0 SIT TODAY DURING 5-MINUTE

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Administrative Law and Govern-
mental Relations of the Committee on
the Judiciary be permitted to sit this
artl.emoon, notwithstanding the 5-minute
rule.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

Mr. DANIELSON. I thank the gentle-
man.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

RULEMAKING REVIEW

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

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, the
criticism of the wielding of rulemaking
powers which came in an announcement
this weekend by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare provided a wel-
come reinforcement for the point that
many of us in the Congress have at-
tempted to make regarding the lack of
public input into the decisions of the
bureaucracy. We understand that the
Secretary shared our concern, and while
we do not have the details of his pro-
posals, it appears that he is attempting
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to open departmental procedures and
gain greater public acceptance for the
rules and regulations which affect the

lives of millions of Americans. These ,

proposals will be reviewed in connec-
tion with legislation sponsored by a ma-
jority of the Members of this body. The
legislation provides for congressional re-
view and determination of the validity
of the rules and regulations in terms of
their legislative mandate. It also pro-
vides the people with appropriate oppor-
tunity to influence the major bureau-
cratic decisions through their elected
representatives.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a guorum is
not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 540]
Evans, Ind.
Evins, Tenn.
Fithian
Flowers
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Frey
Gonzalez
Green '
Gude

Hansen
Harkin
Hayes, Ind.
Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Hefner

Heinzg
Helstoski
Hinshaw
Holtzman
Howe
Hughes
Jarman
Jeffords
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Okla,
Jones, Tenn.
Karth

Kemp

Mineta
Moffett
Nowak
O'Hara
Patterson,
Calif.
Pepper
Peyser
Pressler
Richmond
Riegle
Risenhoover
Rodino
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Schneebell
Stanton,
James V.
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz,
Stuckey
Symington
Teague
Thornton
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Whitehurst
Wiggins
Wirth
Wydler
Yatron
Young, Ga.

Abzug
Alexander
Ambro
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Aspin
Badillo
Bell
Bevyill
Boland
Brademas
Brooks
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Byron
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clay
Cohen
Conyers
Cornell
Crane
de la Garza
Dellums
Dickinson
Dingell

Eshleman
Evans, Colo.

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 332
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

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

AMENDED PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
ACT OF 1972

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 1341 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. Res, 1341
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 7743)
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to amend the Pennsylvania Avenue Develop-
ment Corporation Act of 1972 (Public Law 92—
578), as amended. After general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill and shall con-
tinue not to exceed one hour, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-min-
ute rule. It shall be In order to consider, in
lieu of the amendment in the nature of a
substitute recommended by the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs now printed in
the bill, the amendment in the nature of a
substitute recommended by that committee
now printed in the supplemental report (H.
Report 94-894, part 2) as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment under the five-
minute rule. At the conclusion of such con-
sideration, the committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted, and any
Member may demand a separate vote in the
House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. After the
passage of HR. T743, the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs shall be discharged
from the further consideration of the bill 8.
1689, and it shall then be in order in the
House to move to strike out all after the en-
acting clause of the said Senate bill and in-
sert in lleu thereof the provisions contained
in HR. 7743 as passed by the House.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. LatTa), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is the rule providing

for the consideration of the bill H.R.
7743, amending the Pennsylvania Avenue
Development Corporation Act of 1972.

This bill was called up previously on a
motion to suspend the rules and pass
which was not agreed to.

Subsequently, the committee studied
the bill further and proposed a new text
which is similar to the original bill but
deletes those provisions which would
have increased the Corporation’s bor-
rowing power.

The bill has never been recommitted
to committee and it was not, therefore,
possible to amend the measure. But the
committee placed the text of the substi-
tute in a supplemental report (H. Rept.
894, part 2).

The rule would make the text in the
report in order as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment. If the rule is
agreed to, it is that text and not the
original bill nor committee substitute
which is before the Committee of the
Whole.

It is a little unusual but there is no
controversy over this procedure and even
the opponent of the bill who testified
before our committee supported the rule.

Otherwise it is a normal 1-hour open
rule and I urge its adoption so that the
House may proceed to consider this
measure.

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

Mr. Speaker, I agree with the re-
marks just made by the gentleman
from Massachusetts. I would point out
that, after the original bill was defeated
under suspension, the committee recom-
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mended a substitute which scaled down
the original bill. The new substitute pro-
vides for a continued authorization for
the operating and administrative ex-
penses of the Corporation, authorizes the
funds to commence the implementation
and development plan, and directs that
the historical site of the Willard Hotel
be preserved and become a demonstra-
tion project as planned. The substitute
authorized a total of $4,625,000 for the
operation and administrative expenses
for fiscal years 1976, 1977, and 1978, and
$38.8 million to commence implementa-
tion of the plan, subject to the usual ap-
propriations process. Unlike the earler
recommendation the new committee
amendment does not include the pro-
vision increasing the borrowing author-
ity of the Corporation to $200,000,000.

Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for
time and reserve the remainder of my
time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.
The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 7743) to
amend the Pennsylvania Avenue Devel-
opment Corporation Act of 1972 (Public
Law 92-578), as amended.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. TAYLOR).

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 7743, with Mr.
Brown of California in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHATRMAN. Under the rule the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
Tavror) will be recognized for 30 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. Skosrtz) will be recognized for 30
minutes. .

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, at the outset let me
make it clear that I come to the well of
this House to ask the Members of this
body to support the Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs and approve the
committee amendment to H.R. 7743. This
legislation amends the Pennsylvania Av-
enue Development Corporation Act of
1972,

This bill, as now recommended by the
committee differs significantly from the
measure presented to the House on March
15, 1976. Let me tell you some of the
major differences:

First, the committee amendment elim-
inates the increase in the Corporation’s
borrowing authority from the present $50
million to $200 million. This seemed to
be the most controversial element in the
original recommendation;
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Second, the committee amendment de-
letes the provision for a revolving fund
originally contained in the proposed
legislation;

Third, the committee amendment
makes no provision for construction loans
in relation to the borrowing authority;
and

Fourth, all of the complicated techni-
cal changes originally included in the
proposal have been eliminated from the
bill in this revision now before the House.

In short, Mr. Chairman, this legislation
is similar to the original proposal only
insofar as it authorizes the funds which
are required if the operation of the Cor-
poration is to contihue and the Pennsyl-
vania Avenue plan is to be implemented.

In short, the bill now before us would
do three things: Would authorize the
appropriation of funds necessary for the
continued operating and administrative
expenses of the Pennsylvania Avenue De-
velopment Corporation created by Con-
gress through September 30, 1978, the
amount being $115 million per year. Sec-
ond, authorize the appropriation of $38,-
800,000 to commence the implementation
of the development plan pursuant to the
act; and third, direct that the historic
facade of the Willard Hotel be preserved
and that it become a demonstration area
for the development plan.

BACKEGROUND AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

Now, I want to respond to the sugges-
tion that the Congress has not approved
the concept of a combined Government-
private enterprise effort to revitalize
Pennsylvania Avenue.

During the administration of Presi-

dent John Kennedy, proposals were
transmitted to the Congress to rehabili-
tate this historic American avenue. Since
that time, the project has had the ac-
tive support of every President—Presi-
dent Johnson, President Nixon, and now
President Ford. It has never been a par-
tisan issue; it has always been recognized
that Pennsylvania Avenue—between the
White House and the Capitol—is a spe-
clal street. It is the Nation's “Main
Street.” It is the ceremonial center of
the Nation’s Capital City. Here, our
Presidential inaugural parades take
place and, here, our fallen leaders pass
for the last time in full view of the en-
tire world. Pennsylvania Avenue belongs
to all the people as does the Washington
Monument.

In spite of its acknowledged impor-
tance, this important area has been al-
lowed to decline and deteriorate. It is
not now—nor has it been for the past
several years—a place that the American
people can be proud of. For that reason,
the Congress of the United States took
steps to restore this area as a place of
dignity. On October 27, 1972, we enacted
Public Law 92-578. It created the Penn-
sylvania Avenue Development Corpora-
tion and charged it with the responsi-
bility of developing a plan for revitaliz-
ing Pennsylvania Avenue. That plan was
subject to an intensive review procedure
by the District of Columbia, the National
Capital Planning Commission, and the
Congress. In accordance with the law,
the plan was formulated and trans-
mitted to the Congress on November 19,
1974. Since there was not sufficient time
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for its consideration during the 93d Con-
gress, no hearings were held, but in this
Congress public hearings were held on
the plan and its implementation was de-

ferred until the statutory 60 legislative -

days expired. At that time in accordance
with the statute, the plan became effec-
tive. It is not correct to state that the
hearings were too late for action. The
fact is that no one—not one Member of
the House or Senate—introduced a res-
olution to disapprove the plan at any
time after it was transmitted to the Con-
gress.

That gets us to the legislation that is
now before us. On June 21, 1975, the Sub-
committee on National Parks and Rec-
reation held public hearings on H.R. 7743
and on the administration’s recommen-
dations with respect to it. The subcom-
mittee approved the measure and re-
ported it to the full Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs. At that time,
additional recommendations were trans-
mitted from the Administration and they
were incorporated into the legislattion
which was reported to the House on
February 5, 1976.

That proposal was considered by the
House under suspension of the rules. As
a result of some misunderstandings, and
because the bill could not be amended
under that procedure, it was rejected.
For that reason, the committee reviewed
its recommendations and eliminated
those provisions which it felt led to the
House action. The only question pre-
sented in H.R. 7743 as now recommended
is: Does the House intend to help re-
vitalize Pennsylvania Avenue as the
major ceremonial street of the Nation
or does it plan to discard the years of
effort and planning which have brought
us to the point where some positive prog-
ress can be made? If you think it is
time to act, and to act positively, then
you should support the .committee
amendment.

PRIVATE ENTERPRISE AND PFENNSYLVANIA AVENUE

We are probably going to hear that
this is a job that private enterprise
should do. I want to tell the Members
of the House that that is the thrust of
the act and of this bill, but private enter-
prise cannot do the job alone. Private
enterprise should not be expected to
bear the cost of improvements for the
benefit of the public—for historic pres-
ervation, for open space, for avenue
beautification and the like. Not only
that, but private enterprise cannot do
it as it should be done.

The only privately constructed build-
ing on Pennsylvania Avenue developed
in accordance with the Pennsylvania
Avenue plan is the Presidential Building.
It met the setback requirements and
conformed with other public needs. But
the owner of that building—Jerry Wol-
man—went bankrupt. He defaulted on
his mortgage and that building is now
rented to the District of Columbia gov-
ernment for office space.

Now, I want every Member of this
House to know that I will stand up for
private enterprise as fast as anyone in
this House. The bill is not antibusiness.
There is not one major business on the
avenue opposing the enactment of H.R.
7743—as far as I know. Most of them
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want the issue settled, but they have
not indicated any opposition to this bill
or to the plan for upgrading Pennsyl-
vania Avenue,

Again, this is a combined, private
enterprise, governmental effort. The plan
contemplates that in the redevelopment
process $3 of private enterprise money
will be used for each dollar of appropri-
ated funds. It is expected that the plan
will generate some $400 million of private
improvement and financing.

THE WILLARD ,HOTEL

Take the Willard Hotel, for example.
The owners of that property want to sell
it. They have wanted to sell it for a long
time. Some offers have been made, from
time to time, but for one reason or an-
other they have never materialized. Part
of the reason might be that the price is
too high, or that the interior of the build-
ing has been completely stripped, or that
the potential purchaser’s offer cannot be
backed up with adequate financing.

Under the legislation now before the
House the exterior features of the Wil-
lard Hotel will be restored and preserved.
It is a Washington landmark. The plan
contemplates the remodeling of the inte-
rior of the building and the restoration
of its use as a hotel or similar facility.
This will revive the life of this historic
structure and bring activity to this part
of Pennsylvahia Avenue again.

Without this legislation, the demise of
the Willard is almost certain. No private
investor will spend his dollars to assure
the preservation of the exterior facade of
this building, because the return on his
investment could not justify it. The Gov-
ernment must bear this burden if the
public interest in preserving this strue-
ture is to be assured.

Now anyone who says that private
enterprise can do it alone just has not
driven down Pennsylvania Avenue re-
cently. Is there any evidence to suggest
that this historic street is improving?
On the conrtary, several businesses have
closed their doors—EKann's, Lansburgh’s,
the Occidental Restaurant to cite a few.
Many others have vacant upper floors or
have been converted into business opera-
tions which are not becoming to the
street which connects the Capitol with
the White House.

THE FPUBLIC INTEREST AND PENNSYLVANIA

AVENUE

I believe that the Members of this
House should have more than a passing
interest in this legislation. It is true that
it will cost some money—some taxpay-
ers’ money.

This bill calls for an investment in
America for Americans. This is the one
street in the Nation that attracts people
from every State in the Union. People
come to Washington to see their Govern-
ment working. They go to the White
House and they come to the Capitol.
They should be proud of the area that
connects the executive branch and the
legislative and judicial branches of their
Government, but instead they see a
street of decay, decline and deteriora-
tion. It is discouraging indeed to look
down this potentially beautiful, broad
avenue for the first time and see what is
happening to it.

It is within our power to do something
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about it. We can make that start by en-
acting H.R. 7743 now before us. Two
weeks ago we were back in our districts
telling our constituents of our pride in
our Nation and its people. Hopefully we
can soon tell them that the House of
Representatives has approved this effort
to beautify the Nation’s “Main Street.”
This is our chance to present to the
American people a Bicentennial birthday
present which will endure and which
they can be proud of for generations yet
to come.

Mr. Chairman, the time for action is
now. I urge the adoption of the commit-
tee amendment to H.R. 7743 and the
rejection of all other amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina has expired.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 3 additional
minutes.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I will
be glad to yield to the gentleman from
Ohio.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, as I
understand it, the amount of money
authorized in this bill is for a 2-year
period, at the end of which time the
Congress could still decide whether to go
ahead with the program or take some
other course. Is that correct?

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina.
The gentleman is correct. The admin-
istration recommended that the full
amount of $130 million be authorized.
This is the action the Pennsylvania
Avenue Corporation recommended. It
would be appropriated and spent, but the
program is planned over a period of 15
years.

The committee felt that it would be
better to authorize only enough to get
started and have 2 years operations, and
then let it be brought back to Congress
and let the Congress take another look
at it and decide what further action
should be taken.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Of course, the
urban renewal program around the coun-
try has been superseded by the Com-
munity Development Act, but in my own
community of Akron, Ohio, although a
lot of Federal and local money was spent
in urban renewal and a lot of the land
that was cleared has not yet been built
on—although it will eventually be built
on—nevertheless the total tax value of
the buildings that have already been
placed on that land by private enter-
prise is already returning more to the
city of Akron in local taxes, and, I am
sure, to the Federal Government in terms
of income tax revenues, than all the
properties that were removed.

I understand that it is contemplated
that when this Pennsylvania Avenue
development plan is completed, that a
similar situation will exist and the valua-
tion of the buildings that are going to be
placed there by private enterprise as a
result of this development are expected
to produce far more revenues than the
cost to the Federal Government.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. The
gentleman is correct. The public money
will be used for streets, for sidewalks, for
open spaces, and for historic protection
and preservation, but the bulk of the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

money would be private money. Every
effort would be used to acquire buildings,
to acquire land, to lease it back or sell
it to private enterprise to be developed
according to the plan. The bulk of this
property will go back on the tax rolls and
be more valuable than it is today.

Mr. SEIBERLING. So that those who
say that we do not need this program,
that private enterprise could do the job,
are in effect saying that private enter-
prise should take over what is now a gov-
ernment function, such as streets, side-
walks, open spaces and the clearance of
land so that it can be ultimately develop-
ed. Is that not true?

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Yes,
that is true. It has been obvious for two
decades that this job needs to be done.
Private enterprise has not done it. It has
not made any progress at all in doing it.
The trend is in the wrong direction—to-
ward decline and deterioration. If the
Government does not come in with a plan
such as this, the situation there is going
to deteriorate more and more.

Mr. SEIBERLING: Mr. Chairman, I
strongly support this legislation and I
commend the distinguished gentleman
from North Carolina for his outstanding
endeavors in behalf of this bill that is so
important to our Nation’s Capital.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 12 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we Americans seem to
be possessed with a desire to always be
first in everything. I recall when the
sputnik made “nutniks” out of us—we
embarked on a space program which has
really become a heyday for the scientists
in this country.

A number of years ago some of our
Am_erican dignitaries visited the Soviet
Union. They saw the Red Square and as
I recall out of that came the desire to
create a national square in this country.

It seems to me now that we have
used commonsense in the development of
Pennsylvania Avenue, and I rise this
morning in support of H.R. 7743.

The importance of this bill cannot be
understated it will contribute much to-
ward the repair, revitalization, and res-
toration of our Nation’s most important
thoroughfare.

Development of Pennsylvania Avenue
will not only evidence the physical and
symbolic link between the Congress and
the Executive, it will add beauty and
dignify a portion of our Capital City
that is at present unpleasant and un-
sightly.

Pennsylvania Avenue is a historic
avenue, but the buildings along the ave-
ntfuel are anything but historic or beau-
tiful.

And it seems to me that the rich-
est country in the world can at least
develop one street in its Nation’s Capi-
tal—its most historic street—not in an
effort to compete with the Red Square
or the Champs Elysee in Paris, but
something truly American in scope.

There are those who say let the free
enterprise do the job. I, too, would like
to see the area developed by the free
enterprise system.

But that I do not think is possible.
Use as a shopping area, face it, the cen-
tral cities have seen their day. The shop-
pers are not going downtown—and pay
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$2 to $3 to park when it is far more
convenient to go to more up to date
shopping buildings outside of town.

We have heard talk of more under-
ground shopping. One need only visit the
underground parking at the L'Enfant
Plaza to find out why such parking is
not desirable.

And even if we were to admit that pri-
vate enterprise could, or more impor-
tantly, would revitalize the downtown
section, the question arises whether the
streets along historic Pennsylvania Ave-
nue would incorporate the beauty, the
stateliness, and the dignity that some
have envisioned for this most important
avenue. -

And so, in order to do what should be
done, it is necessary that the Federal
Government assist in this project.

Earlier this year the House failed to
approve, under the Suspension Calendar,
amendments the Interior Committee and
the administration had together recom-
mended to the 1972 Pennsylvania Avenue
Development Corporation Act.

In my judgment, based upon my study

.of the House debate, and visits with

many of my colleagues who opposed the
measure, I believe that many of my col-
leagues voted against the bill because of
the sloppy manner and inefficiency that
has been the hallmark of the District
Government; because of the tremendous
overruns in the construction of the sub-
way; because they felt they had been
misled with regard to the cost of the
Visitors Center and the stadium; because
they were fed up with the inefficient op-
eration of the schools, where every
Board member seems to want to be an
administrator in his own right.

In short they were fed up with the Dis~
trict of Columbia.

I believe that the vote was an expres-
sion of the concerns of Members over
particular aspects of the bill and not an
expression of opposition to the intent
of the legislation itself.

Thus, I believe that the revised version
of HR. 7743 containing the committee
amendments approved by an overwhelm-
ing vote of 28 to 5 and supported by the
administration will allow us to attain
funding for the Corporation and the
resulting improvement of Pennsylvania
Avenue without enormous or unjustifi-
able commitments of Federal moneys.

There have been important changes
made by the committee in HR. 7743
which I would like to outline briefly:

No longer does the legislation author-
ize the Corporation to borrow up to $200
million. Instead, the present level of $50
million has been maintained, which
should be enough for the Corporation to
adequately carry out its development ob-
jectives consistent with its congressional
mandate.

No longer does the legislation contain
financial provisions which some Members
objected to, specifically, the “authoriza-
tion of construction loans” and the Cor-
poration’s proposed “revolving fund”
have both been eliminated.

No longer does the legislation contain
language which seeks to make numerous
technical changes in the original act.
What remains instead are amendments
which provide the necessary funding to
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carry out the objectives approved by
Congress 4 years ago.

This revised legislation—is strongly
backed by the administration.

I quote from a May 28, 1976 letter from
White House Counselor John Marsh
which states, in part, that—

The administration will urge House pas-
sage of a Pennsylvania Avenue Development
Corporation authorization this session.

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to sup-
port H.R. 7743. By doing so you will play
an essential part in what, hopefully, will
soon result in a restored and developed
Pennsylvania Avenue in which all Ameri-
cans can take pride.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. Dices).

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 7743, legislation intro-
duced by Mr. Sgusitz to amend the
Pennsylvania Avenue Development Cor-
poration Act of 1972, as amended. This
legislation has been carefully deliberated
by my colleagues of the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, and, as a

result, has undergone several revisions.

before our consideration, today.

As reported by the Interior Commit-
tee, HR. 7743 as amended, authorizes
a total. of $4.625 million for all adminis-
trative and operating expenses of the
Pennsylvania Avenue Development Cor-
poration, through fiscal year 1978. The
bill also authorizes $38.8 million for
initial implementation of the Pennsyl-
vania Avenue plan during fiscal years
1977 and 1978. Provisions have been in-
cluded to insure preservation of the
Willard Hotel.

I am familiar with the long history of
development plans and proposals for
Pennsylvania Avenue. I have met with
the chairman of the Development Cor-
poration’s Board ‘of Directors, and its
staff, to obtain substantial and detailed
information concerning their proposals
for restoration of the avenue. As a mem-
ber of the National Capital Planning
Commission, I have reviewed both draft
and final plans for redevelopment of the
avenue, when submitted to the Com-
mission.

It is my position that revitalization of
the avenue will provide numerous tangi-
ble, and intangible benefits for the citi-
zens of the United States and, as well,
for the District of Columbia.

First, the plans now developed by the
Pennsylvania Avenue Corporation can
play a major part in increasing national
awareness of, and interest in, the many
events of major importance that have
taken place along the historic avenue.
The awareness of our citizens will con-
tinue during our Bicentennial celebra-
tion of 1976, and, in the years after the
Bicentennial, when Development Corpo-
ration plans have been implemented.

Employment generated by the Penn-
sylvania Avenue plan’s implementation
is estimated to include anproximately
10,000 man-years of construction work,
as well as the numerous jobs and busi-
ness opportunities that the project will
provide, once it has begun full operation.
Our experience with the many construc-
tion sites in the District, have shown
that, whether they are for hotels, office

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

buildings, or other purposes, employees
at the site are not limited to Washington,
D.C., but impact on the metropolitan
area, as well.

Direct private investment in the proj-
ect is estimated between $300 and $400
million alone. Moneys invested in this
manner, again, are not limited to the
District of Columbia. Benefits from such
sizable investment could reach 5 to 10
times the funds invested, and will pro-
vide needed economic growth through-
out the entire metropolitan area.

Successful completion of the Pennsyl-
vania Avenue plan will provide several
specific improvements within a compara-
tively small, but highly significant area
of our National Capital. The plan will
provide for more cohesive redistribution
of land uses within the project area;
more attractive pedestrian and vehicular
traffic patterns; use of development con-
trols as well as esthetic guidelines; pro-
vision of opportunity for commercial,
residential, recreation, and cultural ac-
tivities; and retention of such architec-
turally and historically significant build-
ings, including the Willard Hotel, the
Evening Star Building, and Matthew
Brady's Studio.

Provisions of funds to implement the
plan for Pennsylvania Avenue will not
only initiate restoration of an avenue
vital to the history of our Nation, but
the funds will also provide numerous
benefits to the District of Columbia. Im-
plementation of the plan will provide
some 1,500 residential units, up to 4.2
million square feet of office space, sev-
eral new major hotels to accommodate
visitors to our National Capital, and as
many as 16,000 new jobs. Local tax rev-
enues directly attributable to the Penn-
sylvania Avenue project, alone, are esti-
mated at more than $7 million each year.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me deal with
the major issues raised by the opposition.

Mr. Chairman, opponents contend that
existing authorities, such as the National
Capital Planning Commission, could
oversee development; there is no need
to spend money through another Federal
agency. .

The National Capital Planning Com-
mission has only advisory and planning
power, especially since the District Home
Rule Act. It has no development capa-
bilities or eminent domain authority. The
Pennsylvania Avenue Development Cor-
poration was established with powers
selected to carry out a development pro-
gram in partnership with private en-
terprise. The Government corporation
mechanism was chosen by Congress in
1972 because an agency capable of busi-
nesslike transactions with the private
sector was deemed to be necessary to car-
ry out this job.

The contention that existing agencies
could do the job misses the point. The
question is whether Federal improve-
ments and a comprehensive plan should
be used to stimulate the development of
Pennsylvania Avenue. If the answer is
“yes,” the agency to carry out the pro-
gram should be the agency designed to
do it in the first place. Neither NCPC, nor
the National Park Service, nor the Com-
mission of Fine Arts has the authority
or capabilities to implement a renewal
of the avenue. To change horses now
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would mean the rewriting of many laws,
further delays, and claims in court
against the United States.

Mr. Chairman, opponents contend that
in view of the private sector’s willingness
to invest along the avenue, let free enter-
prise renovate the area, as an example
of the working of the American system.

It is misleading to suggest that fund-
ing the avenue plan is choice of Federal
intervention over private enterprise. The
avenue plan is entirely predicated on a
combination of Government initiative
with private development. The 1972 act to
create the Corporation was passed to
“take maximum advantage of the pri-
vate as well as public resources,” section
2, Public Law 92-578, Implementation of
the plan is to take place in conjunction
with the investment of over $400 million
in private capital.

The contention that the private sector
has shown a willingness to develop the
area unaided, is plainly wrong. Only two
examples have been cited in support of
this thesis—

The Presidential Building—at 12th
and Pennsylvania—which was defaulted
and had to be leased for District govern-~
ment office space; and

A tentative offer for private rehabilita-
tion of the Willard, which turns out to
have been made in 1968, when the build-
ing was still sound.

The sad truth is that the area has been
shunned by developers for almost two
decades. The avenue has not only failed
to attract development, it has lost ex-
isting businesses, such as Lansburgh's
and Kann’s Department Store, which
closed last summer., This deterioration
cannot be attributed in whole to the ei-
fects of government planning. Other fac-
tors which blight other downtowns have
been at work as well. Eliminating the
avenue plan will not reverse existing con-
ditions, regardless of their causes. Pri-
vate capital and energy can be put to
work along the Nation’s Main Street, if
the commitment of the Government to
its renewal is clearly made.

Mr. Chairman, opponents contend that
the Presidential Building, at 12th Street
and Pennsylvania Avenue, built with
private capital and in conformance with
the earlier avenue plan, is a prime ex-
ample of what private enterprise can do
in this area unaided by Federal funds.

A close examination of the history of
the Presidential Building leads to the ex-
act opposite conclusion. The developer of
the building, Jerry Wolman, defaulted on
his mortgage because private tenants
capable of paying good commercial rents
were never attracted to the building. The
mortgagee had to take over the Presiden-
tial Building, and lease it to the District
government for office space at $4 per
square foot. The Wolman organization
subsequently went bankrnpt from this
and other failures. 7

The commercial failure of the Presi-
dential Building demonstrates the need
for Federal intervention along Pennsyl-
vania Avenue to upgrade the area with
public improvements necessary to attract
private investment.

Mr. Chairman, opponents contend that
subcommittee hearings disclosed the will-
ingness of private business to develop the
area; that Sky-Chef a subsidiary of
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American Air Lines, attempted to lease
and refurbish the Willard but the deal
failed when the owners would not guar-
antee the property against condemna-
tion.

The Sky-Chef offer was made in 1968
shortly after the Willard closed its doors,
but when it was still in satisfactory oper-
ating condition. In 1969 the owners
gutted the building of all usable or sal-
able fixtures. The building has remained
vacant and deteriorating ever since. The
Pennsylvania Avenue Development Cor-
poration never opposed a private sale or
leasing plan; indeed, the avenue plan
calls for the Willard’s operation by pri-
vate enterprise. However, it is recognized
that a Federal subsidy for restoration
costs is necessary before any private
operator can take it over.

In the last few years several groups,
including the National American Indian
Council, approached the Willard's own-
ers regarding a possible purchase. All of
these groups which contacted the Penn-
sylvania Avenue Corporation received
cooperation and encouragement. They
were advised that Federal assistance
would be applied if Congress funded the
plan. No private transaction was con-
summated, however, either because the
offers were unsatisfactory to the owners,
or because the costs of renovation ap-
peared excessive for a private group.

If the plan is not funded, private en-
terprise will clearly not restore the Wil-
lard. Private enterprise, unaided. would
tear it down and build a speculative of-
fice building.

Mr. Chairman, opponents contend
that the plan was approved without a
real opportunity to reject it; that there
was insufficient time to pass a resolution
in opposition to the plan.

The Subcommittee on National Parks
and Recreation held a public oversight
hearing on the plan on March 21, 1975.
The period for consideration of the plan
did not expire until May 19, 1975—
nearly 2 months after the hearing. The
plan itself had been fransmitted to Con-
gress 6 months previously, on Novem-
ber 19, 1974, for a statutory review period
of 60 legislative days. The Interior Com-
mittee decided that, to afford a full pe-
riod of consideration to the new Con-
gress, the days would be counted from
the start of session in January, rather
than from the date of the plan’s trans-
mittal.

The hearings were conducted to elicit
a complete exposition of the plan and
its projected costs. Public and agency
witnesses were heard on the merits of
the plan and on the advisability of pro-
ceeding with implementation. The ¢om-
mittee also requested the General Ac-
counting Office to conduct an informal
examination of the plan’s financing pro-
gram, particularly with an eye to cost
escalations. The GAO found the finane-
ing plan to be reasonable. Furthermore,
the GAO indicated that possible increases
in costs would probably be offset by in-
creased revenues, because of the nature
of the development, involving a turnover
of building sites to private entrepreneurs.

Despite the length of the review proec-
ess, no resolution against the plan was
introduced. The plan stood approved on
May 19, 1975.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

I support favorable consideration of
H.R. 7743 by the House of Representa~
tives, today. Expedient action on this
matter is particularly appropriate during
our 1976 Bicentennial Year, and will pro-
vide viable activity along Pennsylvania
Avenue long after our Bicentennial cele-
brations, and favorable action with re-
spect to H.R. 7743 will enhance our Na-
tion’s Capital in both tangible and in-
tangible ways.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr, LuJan).

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, everyone,
I believe, wants a beautiful Pennsylvania
Avenue,

My only question is whether that is a
Federal responsibility or whether it
ought to be done by the private enter-
prise system. After all, it was not even
recognized by the Committee on the
Budget that we should put these amounts
of money in there.

The last time I saw this bill come be-
fore us, it was for $330 million, and to-
day they tell us it is some $38.8 million.
It started off as a Bicentennial project.
The Bicentennial is almost over, and now
we have gone into some other kind of
program.

Mr, TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LUJAN. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman mentioned a
figure of $330 million. He must be cover-
ing part of the private investment be-
cause the public investment figure never
has been more than $130 million. The
idea was to stimulate private investment
to reach the other figure.

Mr. LUJAN. I understand that: that
is correct. It was $130 million of public
investment, and $200 million that was
supposed to be available for loan activity.

This program calls for an extension of
2 years, and it is my feeling that once
those 2 years are over, we will be back
to the additional $200 million program.

As a matter of fact, it is quite interest-
ing, Mr. Chairman, that in reading the
report as it refers to the development of
a demonstration plan with respect to the
Willard Hotel, which is private property,
I think somebody was perhaps inspired
or actually knew that that would happen
because it says, “provided that appro-
priations made under the authority of
this program”—meaning the Willard
Hotel—*shall include insufficient funds
to assure the development of this prop-
erty.”

Mr. Chairman, it is rather strange that
through an error in printing, what we
all know to be a fact has come out. We
all know that it is going to be insufficient
and that the $38.8 million that we are
talking about today is merely a very in-
significant amount compared to what
this project will end up costing.

Therefore, I am inclined, Mr. Chair-
man, at this point to either vote against
the bill if it remains as it is; or if it is
amended, to eventually help in the de-
mise of the Pennsylvania Avenue Devel-
opment Commission, and then I would
support it.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. LUJAN. I would be happy to yield
to the gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman from New
Mexico is correct that the full public
cost of the project is anticipated, accord-
ing to the plan and the witnesses, to be
$130 million which is to be appropriated
over a period of 15 years.

The $38 million request now is suffi-
cient to carry us on for 2 years to get
this program going, to get the Willard
Hotel preserved. Then we purposely want
the matter to come back to the Congress
so that it can take another look at it
and see how well it is doing and what
additional steps are necessary.

Mr. LUJAN. And perhaps ask for ad-
ditional money at that point.

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

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BrncHAM).

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, first
of all T would like to commend the chair-
man of the subcommittee, and the rank-
ing member of the full committee, for
the work they have done on this bill,
which I heartily support.

I think it is fair to say, Mr. Chairman,
that neither the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. Tavyror) nor the gentle-
man from EKansas (Mr. SKUBITZ) are
known in the House as big spenders so
when they come before the House with
a bill that has really been reduced to the
minimum, then I think we should take
their views very, very seriously indeed.

The dissenting views to the original
committee report are worth a brief com-
ment. First of all, they say this is no
time to begin another endless funding
project.

Members of the committee, let me
say that this is hardly a beginning. This
Pennsylvania Avenue project dates back
to the days of President Kennedy. As a
matter of fact, President Kennedy was
deeply and personally involved in trying
to do something about the shambles that
Pennsylvania Avenue had become at that
time.

Then the dissenters say that we ought
to leave this problem to private enter-
prise. I notice, by the way, that none of

.the dissenters has been in the Congress

long enough to remember what Pennsyl-
vania Avenue was like before this pro-
gram was undertaken. I think if they
had been, they would hardly argue that
private enterprise can and would do the
job. Because the fact of the matter is
that in the early 1960’s when private en-
terprise had had the responsibility for
Pennsylvania Avenue for over 150 years,
the avenue was a disgrace to the coun-
try. It was a shambles. Something had
to be done.

I am sorry that we have had to aban-
don the more realistic program that was
contained in the original bill but the
preset bill before us is the absolute min-
imum if we are to carry forward this
worthy enterprise for our Nation’s most
historic street.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Nebraska (Mrs. SmiTH).
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Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer this amendment for four
reasons.

In the first place, I think this is an ex-
penditure of Federal money that is not
needed. All of us, I am sure, wish that
we were not running $70 billion in the
red this vear. I am sure we are all sorry
that in the last year and a half we have
had to raise the ceiling on the national
debt six times. But we keep voting for
these spending programs becalise we are
afraid that if we do not, it will cause loss
of jobs, or will hurt our senior citizens,
our young people, or our veterans. How-
ever, here is a program that will not
hurt anybody if we do stop it. It is some-
thing that we do not need to do with tax-
payers’ money. That is my first point.

My second point is that private enter-
prise ought to be rebuilding this area.
During our hearings members of private
enterprise businesses expressed an inter-
est in building along that avenue, buf,
of course, they would not do it when the
Federal Government had its finger on
it. So what we need, and what my
amendment will provide, is to terminate
the plan as of the time that Congress
acts—so that private enterprise can
move in., Moreover, I submit that this
is a beautiful country, and Pennsyl-
vania Avenue is a great street, but the
country has been made beautiful by
private enterprise, and we ought not
to have our No. 1 street a Federal Gov-
ernment project when the taxpayers are
$700 billion in debt.

My third point is this: Regardless of
how much we have reduced the cost ap-
pearance in this current bill, we know
that the actual cost will not be 1 cent
less, and that if we start down this road,
we are going to have to appropriate
again and again. We only need to look
at the record to know it. Congress voted
$46 million to build Kennedy Center.
Now we have spent $73 million and the
books are not closed yet. Congress ap-
propriated $16 million for the Visitors
Center. Now we have spent $46 million,
and the plan had to be changed in order
to live under that kind of a limitation.
Two and one-half billion dollars was
voted by the Congress for the Metro. We
have spent $4!% billion, and we still
do not have Metro. The same thing will
happen if we start down this road.

My fourth point is this: The Congress
has never really sat down and studied
this proposal, and I hope we will do so
this afternoon. The first real vote was
taken this year when under suspension
201 Members voted “no” and only 149
Members voted “aye.”

Back in 1972 when it was first ap-
proved, it was approved by a voice vote
on a Saturdav night session that ended
at 12:22 o’clock on Sunday morning, and
26 bills were passed that evening, plus
a lot of private bills. Even then there
was objection to it. Then it came back
in 1974 with the Pennsylvania Avenue
plan partially completed. The rule was
that if we did not reject it within 60 days,
it would go in. Neither the Senate nor
the House approved it. The Senate did
not even have any hearings on it. The
House had hearings on the last days,
but no action was taken.

In conclusion, I think that the people
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of this country, as is shown by the letters
and the polls all over America, would
applaud any Member of Congress who
has the courage to say “no.” This is one
thing we do not have to do to add on to
our already gigantic debt which is cost-
ing our taxpayers $123 million a day in
interest.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. ASHBROOK) .

Mr. ASHBROOEK. Mr. Chairman, there
is an old saying that “A rose is a rose is
a rose,” and I do not care how many
times this bill comes up; it is the same
old Trojan horse warmed over.

I would like to warn my colleagues—I
think most of them know it down deep—
that the estimated cost and the price
tag is only the start. Washington’s
spending projects remind me of the old
story of the tar baby. Once we get stuck
in the tar, there is no way to get out, and
we get in deeper and deeper. The deeper
we get, the stucker we get. And we get
deeper and stucker and deeper and
stucker. :

How may times do we have to get stuck
before we realize what we are doing in
Washington, D.C., to the American tax-
payers? When the Federal Government
gets involved in Washington project cost
overruns seem to be the rule. I say they
seem to be the rule and not the excep-

tion. We earlier voted this monstrosity

down.

Today we have heard the speaker say:
“Oh, we did not know what we were
doing. We just rushed onto the floor and
the legislation was not adequately de-
bated and we have read in the paper
that it was not properly prepared by the
proponents of the program.” Sheer ba-
loney.

How about our being able to stand up
for once and say: “We were right. We
knew what we were doing. This is a
spending project that cannot be just-
ified.” We can say right here that we are
not going to get stuck again and get in
deeper and deeper and deeper. If T am
still here I will be reminding the Mem-
bers, if this passes, that they should not
have done this. If the project passes,
make book on it, there is no doubt that
the amount we are seeing today is only
the start, and like the far baby we will

. get deeper and deeper and we will get

stucker and stucker and stucker and
stucker.

Mr. Chairman, HR. 7743 would au-
thorize the appropriation of $38,800,000
to the Pennsylvania Avenue Develop-
ment Corporation. This sum would be
the initial installment of an estimated
$130 million for Federal development of
the Pennsylvania Avenue corridor.

When this piece of legislation first
came before the House on March 15, I
opposed it. As my colleagues will recall,
I demanded a recorded vote on the bill
and by a vote of 149 to 201 the House
firmly rejected this case of wasteful
spending. Now, after the passage of 4
months and adoption of a few cosmetic
changes, H.R. 7743 is once again before
us. This bill should be defeated again
today.

I agree on the desirability of improv-
ing the appearance of the Pennsylvania
Avenue corridor. It seems senseless, how-
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ever, to pour millions of dollars of tax-
payers money into this project if private
enterprise is willing to do the same job
with little or no Federal funds. Hearings
have indicated the willingness of private
businesses to develop the area. Never-
theless some Members seem to prefer in-
tervention by the Federal Government
rather than leaving the matter to the
private sector.

This is hard to understand. After a
budget deficit of more than $70 billion
in fiscal year 1976 and an estimated defi-
cit of $43 billion for fiscal year 1977,
the House should be working on ways to
reduce Federal spending. Now is not the
time to begin another costly spending
project, especially one that can be done
by the private sector without taxpayer
funds.

I also want to warn my colleagues that
even the $130 million estimated price tag
may well be too low. Washington spend-
ing projects have been tar baby projects.
You get stuck and then you get stucker
and stucker and stucker. When the Fed-
eral Government gets involved in proj-
ects such as this, cost overruns seem
to be the rule rather than the exception.
The cost of the National Visitors Center,
for example, was originally estimated at
$16 million. The current estimate is more
than $48 million. The Metro transit sys-
tem for Washington was first projected
at $2.5 billion. By 1974 estimates had hit
$4.5 billion and the end is not in sight.
Then there is Kennedy Center and the
Kennedy Stadium. Let us not get stuck in
the tar today. Do not liberals ever learn?

Passage of H.R. 7743, Mr. Speaker,
cannot be justified. I urge that we save
the Nation’s taxpayers millions of dollars
by defeating this bill.

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

Mr. ASHBROOK. I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. SKUBITZ. May I say to my friend,
the gentleman from Ohio, I know of the
expenditures made on the stadium and
the subway and some other, but I do not
see the relevancy of those to this program
where we are trying to make one street
in the Nation’s Capital and trying to
make that one historic avenue one that
all citizens can be proud of.

Mr. ASHBROOK. I am astounded that
my friend, the gentleman from Kansas,
and he is my good friend, does not see
the relevancy. He is going down the prim-
rose path. This is just a case of a differ-
ent conductor on the same train. I re-
member when we were on that track be-
fore and we were told the same thing
with. respect to every project on many
other occasions.

Mr. SKUBITZ. I had no intention to
astound my colleague, only inform him.
The only point I am trying to make is
that as a matter of priority I would cer-
tainly place the restoration of Pennsyl-
vania Avenue above the Union Station
project or the subway or the others the
gentleman mentioned.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. JoENSON).

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
vield ?

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I yield to
the gentleman from North Carolina.
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Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I would just like to say a word
concerning the hearings that have been
held on this legislation. Extensive hear-
ings were held prior to the original Act
of 1972. After the plan was approved by
the Secretary of the Interior and the
Mayor of Washington, D.C,, it came to
Congress on November 19, 1974. Hearings
again were held by the National Park
Subcommittee early in 1975. We tried to
get all the facts and make them public.
Not one member of the committee or
Member of Congress introduced a resolu-
tion in disapproval of this plan.

Hearings were again held in June of
1975. Several days of the time of the sub-
committee and of the full committee were
used in considering this legislation in
markup sessions.

So the matter has received the usual
and appropriate attention of the com-
mittee and we have devoted as much time
to it as was possible to give.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I am happy to have this op-
portunity to speak in behalf of the Penn-
sylvania Avenue legislation now before
the House. This bill is the product of
years of cooperative effort at all levels
of government. It has the support of the
present administration and the city of
Washington. In addition, similar legis-
lation has been approved by the Senate.

BACKGROUND OF THE PLAN

The proposals to revitalize Pennsyl-
vania Avenue did not originate this year.
They began with a vision of the late
President John F. Kennedy who recog-
nized the need to improve this important
ceremonial street. Every President since
that time has endorsed and recom-
mended proposals to enhance the beauty
of this link which connects the Capitol
with the White House.

Because of the recognized national in-
terest, the Congress created the Penn-
sylvania Avenue Development Corpora-
tion and directed it to develop a plan to
assure the historical and ceremonial in-
tegrity of this national historic site. Un-
der the act creating the Corporation, the
plan was required to be reviewed and ap-
proved by the Secretary of the Interior
and, after consulting with the National
Capitol Planning Commission and con-
ducting public hearings, by the Mayor
of Washington. After that, the plan was
to be transmitted to the Congress for
final review. Under the law, unless either
the House or Senate rejected the plan
within 60 legislative days, the Corpora-
tion was authorized to implement it.

On November 19, 1974, the Corporation
transmitted the approved plan to the
Congress. It was not possible for the Sub-
committee on National Parks and Recre-
ation to conduct hearings on the pro-
posal prior to the conclusion of the 93d
Congress, but after the Congress recon-
vened public hearings were held on
March 21, 1975. In light of the fact that
this new Congress had not had an oppor-
tunity to review the plan, it was con-
cluded that the 60 legislative days would
begin to commence with the beginning
of the 94th Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I recount the brief his-
tory of this proposal because I want the
Members to understand that there has
been an adequate opportunity for op-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ponents of the plan to express their views.
Notwithstanding this fact no Member of
the House or Senate introduced a resolu-
tion of disapproval. In facf, in all of our
deliberations, everyone seems to have
agreed that Pennsylvania Avenue is a
nationally significant area. and that it
merits special attention. To my knowl-
edge no one has attacked the plan as
being ill-conceived or undesirable. The
only opposition that I am aware of re-
flects a general desire to economize.
NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE

No one wants to waste Federal funds,
Mr. Chairman, but I do not believe that
this is a waste. Pennsylvania Avenue is
the ceremonial street of the Nation. It
is a place which is seen by everyone who
watches the inaugural and other cere-
monial parades in the Nation’s Capital.
Virtually every constituent of every
Member of this House who visits Wash-
ington visits Pennsylvania Avenue en
route to the Capitol, the White House,
or some of the other governmental or
historic places nearby. For that reason,
I believe that this avenue takes on a spe-
eial significance.

Notwithstanding its importance, we all
know that the character of this impor-
tant avenue is slipping. There are numer-
ous vacant buildings and some of the his-
toric structures along the way are threat-
ened with destruction. Some people say
“Let private enterprise do the job.” I say
“Private enterprise cannot do the job
alone. If private enterprise could do the
job there would have been no need for
the plan or for this legislation.”

We cannot expect private enterprise
to underwrite the costs of public improve-
ments. The Federal participation in this
project will offset the costs for historic
preservation of buildings like the Willard
Hotel, for open areas and set back
requirements, and for beautification of
the avenue, in general, between the
Capitol and the White House. Private
enterprise will be an integral part in the
redevelopment of the area, but it cannot
do the job alone.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, Pennsylvania Avenue is
not just an ordinary street. It has been
called the Nation's Main Street. It should
be a place in which the American peo-
ple can take pride. The enactment of
H.R. 7433 will make that possible. It will
be the first step toward the implementa-
tion of the plan and a major step fo-
ward the fulfillment of the dream of our
late President John F. Kennedy.

I urge my colleagues to support the
committee amendment and to reject all
other amendments to HR. 7T743.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, I vield 5
minutes to my colleague, the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. SeBeLIius), chairman
of the subcommittee, who is so conserva-
tive that at times the gentleman makes
me look like a liberal.

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, it is
good to see some of the Members of our
body here listening intently to a very
vital and a very important subject, be-
cause today they are going to be casting
a very important vote—a vote that will
decide the fate of the future character
and direction of the most ceremonial
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avenue of our Nation, Pennsylvania
Avenue.

The issue is relatively clear and simple:
Shall the Federal Government assist the
revitalization® of the horribly blighted
segment of Pennsylvania Avenue between
the White House and the Capitel, or
shall it permanently discontinue its ef-
forts already started, and let the future
of this area face continued uncertainty
and, most likely, continue onward in its
blighted condition? That decision should
be fairly clear-cut, as Members will be
able to vote today clearly for or against
the redevelopment effort.

Let me state that the Pennsylvania
Avenue Development Plan is not a total
Government effort. It is principally a
private development effort, at a contem-
plated $400 million worth of private
funds, with some supportive Federal
funding assistance—all to be carried
forth in conformance with a compre-
hensive development plan which already
has the sanction of the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, some might ask, what
are a couple of Kansas country boys do-
ing here pleading for the continuation of
the Pennsylvania Avenue Development
Corporation in the revitalization of a
part of our capital?

I do not think either one of us has
ever voted for such a thing, but we say
that it belongs to all those who live in
this country. It belongs to those who
are permanent residents here, and we
want it to be enjoyed by the people who
live here and by the rest of the Nation,
because this is our Nation’s Capital.

Many years ago, I came to town with
a suitcase. I had a job as a skilled helper
at the Bureau of Engraving and Printing.
I lived here. I walked around here. I
walked both ends of Pennsylvania Ave-
nue. I have seen it deteriorate over the
last 30 or 40 years. Now, I think it calls
for a partnership between the Govern-
ment and private enterprise to develop
it, to come together. One cannot get to
Ford’s Theater without seeing rats run-
ning the street and other unattractive
things that take place there. We need to
provide a proper setting for the theater
in which Abraham Lincoln was shot, and
for the house across the street where he
died. It is a sad thing to hang the opposi-
tion to this measure on trying to save
some money. Yes, it is going to cost
money. It is going to be a tar baby. No-
body will deny that it is going to cost
more than what we have put in this bill,
but we at least ought to get it started for
2 years and see what it does.

The administration supports this bill—
so much so, that they advocate the au-
thorization of the full cost of this proj-
ect now, and that is over three times the
amount of funding support that this In-
terior Committee bill requests. I want to
point out that, in the face of general
apprehension over the cost overruns of
numeroys other Government projects of
similar type in recent years, the commit-
tee, I believe quite responsibly, sought to
authorize only a token amount of fund-
ing—$38.8 million—to let the implemen-
tation of the plan get underway and dem-
onstrate results. After 2 years of progress,
if the Congress is impressed with the re-
sults, we can then proceed further. If
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not, we can end it all without having
committed ourselves to the entire proj-
ect.

This bill requires that a particular seg-
ment of the avenue be concentrated on,
so that we can prompily gage the re-
sults. That specified segment includes the
Willard Hotel area, and the historic Wil-
lard Hotel itself is specifically to be pre-
served.

My dear and sweet friend from Ne-
braska (Mrs, SmiTH) , with conviction and
sincerity, said that she has four reasons
for wanting to kill this proposal. The
first one was that it was not needed.
That was the premise that nobody can
buy, and surely she does not either.

Second, private enterprise can do the
job. Private enterprise can do many
things and it will do a lot in this situa-
tion, but there has to be a working part-
nership between Government and private
enterprise to get it off the ground—espe-
cially to provide for trees, flowers, bench-
es, pathways, and building setbacks—for
a 2-year period on this great avenue
where we have seen our Presidents go
down to the White House, where we have
seen funeral processions of our digni-
taries being moved along that avenue.

Third, it is going to. cost more.

Look at the north side of the avenue
and see what is there. It is going to cost
more—I admit that. There is no question
about that, with inflation as it is now
and with neither party having been
able to get a complete handle on it—it is
going to cost more. But, let us admit that.

Fourth, we have not studied it. We
have studied it and studied it and studied
it. We know what it is. We want to make
it a 2-year proposition to move forward.
The plan has moved forward, and this
bill comprises a culmination of planning
of nearly everything we have worked on
for a decade, starting with President
Kennedy. The administration has asked
for the authorization of three times as
much money for implementation of this
project as we have in this bill.

So, during this Bicentennial Year of
our Nation, I cannot think of a more
symbolic and appropriate step to take
than for the House to vote to agree with
the Senate and to get on with the reso-
lution of this problem. Certainly, we can
give it a 2-year trial, and on that basis
we brought this bill to the House floor.
I strongly recommend to my colleagues,
as did the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, their full consideration
and approval of this project here today
so that we can get on with the job.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would like
to commend the gentleman from North
Carolina. (Mr, Tavior), who has had
great patience and understanding in this
matter. It would not directly benefit
North Carolina, and it is not going to be
built in Kansas. It is something that be-
longs to all of the people of this Nation
who want it to be preserved. I urge my
colleagues to vote for this measure.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SEBELIUS. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I stated that Pennsylvania
Avenue is pretty far away from Kansas,
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and pretty far away from North Caro-
lina, but we are still part of the Union.
It belongs to people all over our Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in the main to
commend the ranking minority member
of the committee, the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. SEserius) on the fine co-
operation he has provided our subcom-
mittee during the years. No person could
have been more cooperative or more con-
structive or more studious than he has
been. It has been a pleasure working with
him.

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to say to the chairman that it has
been a pleasure working with him. We
are going to miss him next year at the
conclusion of this Congress. I will prob-
ably say that a few more times this year,
but we are going to miss his leadership.
I think this would be a great monument
and a fine commemoration of his sub-
committee work if we get this project
moving today.

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

Mr. SEBELIUS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kansas. -

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr, Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

May I say to my colleague that I came
to Washington 36 years ago, and I
remember it as a beautiful, charming
city. I have seen it go down and down
and down. I can remember that in those
days if we saw a Kansas tag go down the
street, we used to chase it down the
street, no matter whether it came from
one's county, just that it came from our
State, because we wanted to meet some-
body from back home. Today, Kansan
after Kansan comes to Washington.
Every Kansan hopes to visit this city, and
I hope we can make it at least one of the
best towns, one they can go home and
be proud of.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Kansas has again expired.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 additional minute to the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. SEBELIUS).

Mr. SEBELIUS. I thank the ranking
minority member for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to up-
stage the gentleman, but I came here 40
years ago, with a suitcase and the desire
to work and go to law school. I thought
a lot of Pennsylvania Avenue. In fact,
I became determined that I was going to
return here to Congress. As the gentle-
man knows, I did not win until the third
time, but I did get back here.

Mr, SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, will my
colleague yield?

Mr. SEBELIUS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. SKEUBITZ. Mr, Chairman, we both
came for the same purpose, to get a law
degree and go back home. We have both
remained here and have had our families
here.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from the District of Columbia
(Mr. FAUNTROY) .

Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. Chairman, there
are few bills which will come before the
House in this Congress that will have a
more beneficial economic impact upon
the District of Columbia than H.R. 7743,
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amendments to the Pennsylvania Ave-
nue Development Corporation Aect of
1972, During the 12-to-15-year period
the plan is implemented, the project
would generate at least 10,000 man-years
of construction work; $450 million in
private investment; a net increase of $10
million annually in tax revenues; a net
increase of 16,000 jobs in the downtown
section of the city; and 1,500 badly
needed housing units.

In addition to providing substantial
economic benefits to the District of Co-
lumbia, this bill will achieve an impor-
tant national goal. Pennsylvania Ave-
nue is a street that lives in the hearts of
all Americans. It is the site of our inau-
gural parades and the link between the
White House and the Capitol. The mil-
lions of Americans who come to Wash-
ington each year must certainly be dis-
appointed when they see the Nation’s
main street. Pennsylvania Avenue,
which should be a source of pride for
all of us, is a national disgrace.

Failure to enact H.R. 7743 will result
in a large number of costly damage suits
against the United States. The owners
of the Willard Hotel on Pennsylvania
Avenue have, for example, already filed
an $8 million damage claim against the
Government. They contend that they are
entitled to damages because of the eco-
nomic losses suffered during the period
of Federal planning for the avenue. Any
additional delay of this project will prob-
ably result in larger justifiable claims.

As for the future, rising construction
costs will make this project even more
expensive and private developers even
more hesitant to participate. Thus when
all these economic factors are taken into
account, it becomes clear that rejecting
this bill would be a more costly venture
for the Federal Government than if it
were passed. ]

Private enterprise alone cannot
achieve the goal of revitalizing Penn-
sylvania Avenue. Only one new office
building has been constructed on the
avenue despite more than a decade of
Federal planning. This building was not
an economic success and was leased to
the Government. Many private devel-
opers have expressed interest in the area,
but only if there is a firm Federal com-
mitment to revitalization, which would
be evidenced by funding for a plan like
the one developed by the Corporation.

Practical economic sense dictates that
private investors make the best economic
use of land by building densely and com-
pactly, since they want the most space
for the cheapest price. Since the Penn-
sylvania Avenue plan is designed for
spacious open areas and attractive
buildings, rather than a congested line
of skyscrapers, it should be understand-
able why private investors have shunned
the avenue.

The Senate has already authorized
funding for this project and the Presi-
dent has included an appropriation in
his current budget request. The House
of Representatives now has a very clear
choice. We can turn our backs on the
plan and lose a magnificent opportunity
to reclaim Pennsylvania Avenue or we
can fund the plan and give the Nation
a8 Main Street of which it can be proud
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while providing the District of Columbia
with a productive economic program.

The Washington Star newspaper on
July 20, 1976, had an article on the fate
of the Pennsylvania Avenue plan. I
think it is instructive of issues which
ought to be considered and I now insert
it into the Recorp for Members to read.

The Washington Star article follows:

WHAT'S BECOME OF THE AVENUE PLAN?

(By Phillip M. Eadis)

It all began, the story goes, on that cold
winter morn when Pat Moynihan and Arthur
Goldberg shared a limousine in the John F.
Kennedy inaugural parade from the Capitol
to the White House.

Riding down the snow-covered triumphal
route lined with cheerful spectators from all
over the country, it suddenly struck them
that the north side of Pennsylvania Avenue
was a disgrace, rundown and shabby. Hardly
what anyone had a right to expect for a
great processional way of the world's oldest
continuous democracy.

It was not a new thought. But it had
occurred to the right people, according to the
story, those who would have some influence
in the new administration.

Whether true or apocryphal, the weight of
the presidency was indeed thrown behind
transformation of the capital's oldest avenue.
For nearly a decade and a half since, platoons
of planners, civic leaders, architects, mer-
chants and politiclans under stringent re-
view have struggled to put together a plan
that would meet the esthetic, economie, so-
cial and budget demands of all the parties
involved.

Now, because of an ill-considered vote In
Congress last March combined with new
budget reform measures, the most compre-
hensive and detailed program for rejuve-
nating and beautifying Pennsylvania Avenue
is on the brink of collapse just when it was
about to leave the drawing board and realize
a vision that had hovered over the thorough-
fare ever since it was first laid out by Plerre
L’Enfant at the birth of the city.

The planning initiative, begun under Ken-
nedy and endorsed by every president since,
gathered momentum as the Avenue itself
deteriorated. What came out of the years of
effort (after several major overhauls and the
scaling down early grandiosity) was the
Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corp.
(PADC), which produced its revised plans
for pooling public and private investment to
give the “Avenue of Presidents” the dignity
so many believe it deserves and make it at
the same time lively, accessible and livable.
A thoroughly American “Elysian Fields” that
might bear comparison with the proud
Parisian boulevard.

That plan won the endorsement of a host
of community groups, planning agencies,
merchant and business associations, pro-
fessional groups and labor organizations.

Last year, Congress put its imprimatur on
the The Pennsylvania Avenue Plan, and 1t
became law.

All that remained was for Congress to pro-
vide some financial underpinnings in order
to launch development along the avenue.
Top priority was to be given to the hand-
some and historic Willard Hotel which has
been moldering unoccupied since 1968, a prey
to vandals and a lightning rod of litigation.

Enabling legislation was passed by the
Senate and it remained for the House to act.

The House bill, approved by a wide margin
in the Interior Committee, authorized $38.8
million as the first chunk of a projected fed-
eral outlay of $130 million over a 12 to 15-
year period for public improvements along
the avenue to spur private investment of §400
million. (The Senate approved bill authorized
the full $130 million.)

It also extended the corporation’s authority
to borrow $50 million from the U.S. Treas-
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ury to acquire and develop sites to $200 mil-
lion through 1990. There was also a provision
for $1.6 milllon to pay the annual salaries
and other administrative costs of the PADC,
and two lengthy technical sections that
would amend the act establishing the cor-
poration to conform to legislation establish-
ing home rule for the District.

The bill was presented on the floor on
March 15 under a suspension of the rules
procedure that required a two-thirds vote
and permitted no amendments. With the
backing of National Parks and Recreation
subcommitiee chairman Roy A. Taylor, D-
N.C., passage was considered a foregone
conclusion.

That, however, proved to be a tactical mis-
take. The bill falled to win consideration by
a vote of 201-140.

Taylor, who is retiring this year, had a good
track record on similar legislation in the
past. But the House was filled with a lot of
new members who were either unaware or
unappreciative of the traditional authority
wielded by the subcommittee chairman.

Few members were aware of the history of
the PADC plan. Although it had the back-
ing of the White House, little support had
been forthcoming from the White House stafl
prior to the vote with the result that Re-
publicans voted 91-25 agalnst consideration.
AFL—CIO backers neglected to push for it,
confident it would pass under the consent
calendar procedure.

Of the votes against it, 16 were switches
after the initial tally was registered, and
there was evidence that some held back on
their initial vote until they saw which way
the vote was going. When in doubt, there's
safety in numbers.

Three speakers supported the measure, and
noneé opposed it, making the outcome all the
more remarkable. Some attributed the de-
feat to a “new wave of fiscal conservatism”
in an election year, especially when the
budget had little room for federal projects
in the Congresamen's home districts. Rep.
Walter Fauntroy's office was in favor of the
bill, but he had no votes to trade off with
his colleagues.

Other reasons were later advanced for
voting against the bill,

Rep. Virginia Smith, R-Neb., inserted re-
marks in the Congressional Record in which
she tied her opposition to the bill to skepti-
cism that the $130 milllon price tag would
stick. She also cited her firm belief, that pri-
vate enterprise, “the system we trusted to
build America in its first 200 years,” could
do the job without any government encour-
agement.

“This is the grandest street in America,”
she said. “What profitable business would
not want to establish a base of operations
along Pennsylvania Avenue?”

Whatever the reasons for the outcome of
the vote, failure to take the measure up
llnder suspension of the rules did not kill
t. : =

The Interior Committee went back to work
amending the bill for resubmission on the
regular calendar, now expected to be this
week,

But that was not the end of it.

‘While the committee was busy stripping
off the intimidatingly long technical provi-
sions (which will have to be attended to at
some time in the future) and reducing the
borrowing authority back to the original 850
million to dovetail with the two-year public
improvement appropriation of $38.8 million,
trouble was brewing on another' burner.

The omnibus appropriations bill for fiscal
"7 was grinding its way through the Con-
gress. When conferees came to the budget
requests for the PADC, they observed quite
correctly that no funds had been authorized
by the House. Since there could be no ap-
propriation *without an authorization, none
was included in the final bill except for one
small conditional provision.
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If the House does ultimately pass H.R.
7743, #1 million of the requested $1.5 million
would be available to pay PADC staff salaries.

The conditional appropriation is crucial to
the survival of the PADC since its money
would otherwise run out on Sept. 30, lead-
ing to the irretrievable dispersal of an expert
and experienced staff.

Even if the House does vote the authoriza-
tion, some way will have to be found (prob-
ably not until after the electlon) to ap-
propriate enough money to at least save
the Willard and begin rudimentary improve-
ments—even if it is budgetarily untidy under
the new reform procedures.

Failure to approve the authorization bill
will effectively wipe out the PADC, created
by Congress four years ago to do what Con-
gress decided city agencles and private de-
velopers could or would not do If left to
their own devices.

Even if the PADC were effectively killed by
failing to fund the staff, the plan would still
be law unless it were specifically repealed by
Congress.

Attempts to develop the area in a manner
inconsistent with the plan could be blocked
in court, opening several legal cans of worms.

That's exactly the fix the Willard is now
in.
Its owner—New York businessman Charles
B, Bergenson—wants to gut the buillding
and rip off its mansarded Beaux Arts facade
(designed by Henry Janeway Hardenberg,
architect of the Waldorf, the Astoria and the
Plaza hotels in New York) and replace it
with a modern office building.

But the plan requires preservation of the
hotel, which often served as a residence for
presidents, and the restoration of its public
rooms on the first two floors. A demolition
permit has been blocked by a federal court
injunection.

To do him justice, Berenson Is not op-
posed to preserving the Willard. It's just that
it’s not economically feasible for him to
undertake the added financial burden of do-
ing so himself.

Meanwhile, he has filed suits agalnst the
PADC and the District government claiming
damages of $8 million and $1.5 million re-
spectively for keeping him from developing
his property while failing to buy him out, a
complaint shared by other Pennsylvania Ave-
nue property owners.

Berenson's attorneys claim he has been
losing a whopping $1,400 a day in taxes
and mortgage payments since the hotel
closed in 1968.

PADC fears that similar lawsuits may
sprout all along the avenue if funds to
implement the plan are not appropriated.

The Injunction that barred Berenson from
tearing down the Willard because it was not
consistent with the Congressionally-approved
plan was precipitated not by the PADC but
by a private civic organization called Don’t
Tear It Down, Inc.

Scrapping of the plan, many planners and
business backers agree, would tend to re-
tard the revitalization of downtown Wash-
ington.

“I don't think it's & linchpin,” sald Robert
Gray, director of Downtown Progress. “"But
it certainly would not have a positive effect
if it went down the tube. The Willard might
not withstand another winter.”

Gray said one of the most important as-
pects of the plan is the proposed establish-
ment of a residential base downtown.

“It would bring life to the streets, more
nearly achleve round-the-clock use of the
area and modify the image of downtown after
b5 pam.,"” he sald.

Rental and condominium units—a total of

1,500 are planned for the areas east and west
of Seventh St. in the vicinity of the old
Kann's and Lansburgh’s department stores.
They were dellberately added to avold re-
peating the mistakes of L'Enfant Plaza, which
takes on a cemetery cast after the office
bulldings are emptied.
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Taking the first few lighting and land-
scaping steps, or reopening the Willard as a
restored hotel, would be a psychological boost
for downtown as well, according to John
Fondersmith, chief of special projects for the
District's Municipal Planning Office.

“‘Pennsylvania Avenue is a kind of land-
mark not only for the city, but it's also a
reflection on the national scene,” he sald. “It
has a very symbolic role. Visitors go to the
mall, and then they want to eat and stroll.
But that's over in Georgetown or some other
area of the city.

“The plan is designed so that Pennsylvania
Avenue becomes a bridge between the monu-
ments, Federal Triangle and the downtown
core. In the future, visitors will know they're
in the heart of the capital,” he said.

Some of the ceremonializing and upgrad-
ing elements are already in place or about
to be: the National Gallery of Art Annex, the
new court building at Sixth St. and John
Marshall Place NW; the cleaning and po-
tential renovation of the old Post Office; the
Streets for People project; the new Labor
Department and even the FBI building, both
of which bring increased employment to the
downtown area.

What is needed, said Fondersmith, is some-
thing to tie them all together.

“It took something like 15 years, when
Kennedy authorized the first master plan,
to get to this point,” said Maurice Payne, di-
rector of design programs for the American
Institute of Architects.

“If this is turned down, I should expect
it would take at least as long to crank it all
up again . . . another four or five inaugural

parades at least.”

Supporters of the plan question whether
private developers would be willing to invest
in the avenue without federal participation.
They cite the example of Jerry Wolman’s
Presidential Building, erected in 1968 at 12th
St. Wolman was unable to woo private ten-

ants for the office at rents sufficient to cover
costs and yield a reasonable profit. He subse-
quently defaulted on his mortgage, a signif-
icant factor in the collapse of his financial
empire.

The bullding was then rented to the gov-
ernment at rates substantially below the go-
ing private rates for comparable office space.

In addition, private developers—without
the condemnation authority granted the
PADC—would find it difficult to assemble
parcels large enough to develop because of
contested estates and fragmented ownership
of property along the avenue.

PADC officials assert that their estimates
about the cost of acquiring land for develop-
ment were kept intentionally high and their
projections of revenues to be earned from
sale or lease of that land were made deliber-
ately low to provide a margin of safety
against inflation. The PADC financial plan
was scrutinized by the General Accounting
Office, and its assumptions were found to be
reasonable, :

All in all, the $130 million price tag is very
little more than the cost of the FBI building
alone (8129 million) or the Rayburn Build-
ing. -

If the Pennsylvania Avenue Plan and its
implemental arm, the PADC, did not already
exist, sooner or later it would have to be
invented.

Nearly all that {3 architecturally distinctive
and so much of what is visually beautiful in
Washington is the result of federal planning
and financial assistance, however reluctant
or delayed.

Without the strong hand of the govern-
ment, as architect Payne put it, there would
still be raillroad tracks on the mall.

In the midst of the Civil War, President
Lincoln insisted that construction of the
Capitol continue as a demonstration of faith
in the union and its future. (Not uncharac-
teristically, Congress first tried to skimp on
construction costs for the Capitol and then
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found that the reconstruction costs because
of poor materials and workmanship were
greater than those first proposed by Benja-
min Latrobe.)

During the depths of the Great Depres-
sion, the capital was ornamented with some
of its finest edifices, including the National
Gallery of Art and the Supreme Court. All of
Federal Triangle became a reality during
those years,

Is it possible that “America’s Main Street”
will be the victim of a receding recession?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. SkusiTz) has approximately
3 minutes remaining, and the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr. TAYLOR)
has approximately 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield my remaining 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. DENT).

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I just wish
to call the attention of the Members
to a few pertinent facts that we seem to
be overlooking.

One is that this project will generate
at least 10,000 man years of onsite con-
struction work. We are talking about
public works, and we are talking about
man-made jobs, most of them in the
field of services. These are construction
jobs which demand at least five other
employees to maintain the construction
job that one individual has.

So by using these kinds of figures, we
can take 5 times the 10,000 man-years,
and we will get 50,000 man-years of di-
rect, productive-type work, not service
jobs given out by county commissioners
and Governors that we are creating and
which leave nothing behind them when
we are through. In this case we will have
something coming on in the future as a
result of those jobs.

Mr. Chairman, I remember Pennsyl-
vania Avenue 40 years ago when the first
renovations were started. This was a
cow-pasture town in my memory, and
my memory is pretty clear. Yet in the
minds of the hundreds of thousands of
voungsters and their parents who come
to this city every year, the one avenue
they remember is this avenue that is in
itself the capital of the United States
of America—Pennsylvania Avenue.

We are not remembered for the little,
everyday things that we do, things that
pass on after the Sun goes down. We are
remembered by those monuments that
we leave behind, the monuments that
became a part of our heritage and a
part of what was done by those who went
on before the oncoming generations.
Those are the things that stand out,
those are the things that remain as a
picture in the minds of future genera-
tions.

Mr. Chairman, even to talk about de-
feating this bill is to me a sacrilege po-
litically.

Let us go on further. Federal public
works investments of $65 million and an
additional private investment of $450
million will generate substantial new
business opportunities, which are par-
ticularly important to minority groups in
this city, Washington having such a great
minority population.

Mr. Chairman, since my time is limited,
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I will not divert from the subject; I will
give the bare facts. The project will
produce $10 million annually and in-
crease revenues for this city and this be-
leaguered, hard-pressed District of ours.
The project will produce a net increase
of 16,000 jobs in the District of Colum-
bia. The project will produce 1,500 badly
needed housing units in this District.
Where, for that kind of money, can we
get that as promptly as this in any other
kind of work sponsored by the Govern-
ment of the United States?

Mr. Chairman, if I have the time, I
just want to add one thing. Some Mem-
bers bring out the red herring of the na-
tional debt. That is unfair in this situa-
tion, because some day this Congress-will
realize that we have no national debt ex-
cept in the context that we have to pay
for it. Every nickel of the national debt—
and I figured this out and have the ab-
solute facts, and I can prove it to any
Member of this Congress or to anybody
else—every cent of the national debt was
spent offshore from the United States on
the interest on the money we borrowed.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to this bill. At
the proper time I will offer an amend-
ment in the form of a substitute.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment will re-
peal Public Law 92-578 which authorizes
unnecessary Federal spending to reno-
vate Pennsylvania Avenue. While I would
like to see the blighted north side of this
historic thoroughfare beautified, it is un-
justifiable to expend Federal funds and
perpetuate another Federal agency to ac-
complish that goal. The willingness of
private businesses to invest in Pennsyl-
vania Avenue makes Federal outlays il-
logical.

Since my amendment will repeal an
earlier act of Congress, let me briefly re-
view the unusual history of this entire
plan. Serious Federal involvement along
the northern half of the avenue began
over 14 years ago with a recommendation
from the Ad Hoc Committee on Federal
Office Space. President Kennedy re-
sponded to that suggestion by appointing
an Advisory Council on Pennsylvania
Avenue. After a number of meetings, the
Council decided to prepare a master plan
for Federal development of the street.

This 1964 plan was very controversial.
At that time, the Willard Hotel was con-
sidered very expendable. Although the
first millions of today’s bill are ear-
marked to preserve this historic struc-
ture, it was to be leveled to accommodate
an open plaza competing with the Mos-
cow “Red Square’ concept.

In 1965, President Johnson replaced
the Council with a Temporary Commis-
sion on Pennsylvania Avenue and the
studies continued. President Nixon fi-
nally terminated the Commission in 1969
and shortly thereafter several bills were
introduced proposing the creation of a
Government corporation to again con-
sider the avenue's condition.

After a few years of congressional un-
willingness to review these bills, they
finally reached the floor of the House in
the waning hours of the 92d Congress.
Portrayed as a harmless “Bicentennial”
bill, in fact, it was called the “Pennsyl-
vania Avenue Bicentennial Development
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Corporation bill,” it passed under sus-
pension of the rules without a rollecall
vote in either the House or the Senate.
Since we are into the Bicentennial Year
and the Corporation has done nothing to
benefit the celebration, the “Bicenten-
nial” label has been dropped. During
that same rushed Saturday session of
October 14, 1972, the House of Repre-
sentatives disposed of 26 other bills, as
well as numerous routine private bills,
travel resolutions, and procedural votes
before adjourning at 12:22 Sunday
morning. Over 180 members failed to re-
spond throughout the day’'s voting. I can
easily understand why this apparently
harmless Bicentennial study bill would
slip by without even a rollcall vote when
it appeared late in the evening on that
long day.

Even under those unusual circum-
stances, there was a voice of opposition,
Mr. Chairman. The gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. Vanix) appropriately warned
against hasty passage by saying:

I oppose the passage of this legislation. It
creates another bureaucracy, another Gov-
ernment corporation with borrowing author-
ity. This bill would provide for the creation
of a corporation with up to $50 million in
borrowing authority—borrowing which will
not be clearly reflected in the budget picture
of the Federal Government—borrowing
which will be relatively uncontrolled—bor-
rowing which will place additional pressures
on the money markets.

This is another bill to provide special pref-
erences to the Federal City. I recognize the
importance of a beautiful National Capital.
But we are bullding the Capital City out of
the tax dollars of the hard-pressed cities of
the rest of the nation. We are building a
marble city here on the banks of the Po-
tomac—a city which we can show off to the
rest of the world—but in the meantime, the
rest of our great cities seem to sink into
deeper’ and deeper difficulties. I have no
doubt, Mr. Speaker, that the redevelopment
problems of my own city of Cleveland, Ohio,
would be largely met and overcome if they
could be provided with a Federal Govern-
ment development corporation.

While I agree with the objectives of this
legislation, I do not believe that it should
be accomplished through a costly multipli-
cation of agencles. (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
Page 36439 92d Congress, 2d Session)

Four years later, I echo that warning
and reiterate that now is the time to
stop this needless abuse of taxpayer dol-
lars before construction begins.

The mechanism by which the final PAD
plan became effective also casfts an un-
favorable light on this legislation. By the
terms of Public Law 92-578, the plan
was to be implemented unless rejected by
either the House or Senate within 60
legislative days. Pursuant to this provi-
sion of the act, the Corporation submitted
its plan to Congress on November 19,
1974. The Senate did not act thereafter,
and the House National Parks Subcom-
mittee held only token oversight hearings
on March 21, 1975, in the twilight of the
60-day limit. By default, the Federal de-
velopment plan went into effect.

The House of Representatives, how-
ever, clearly demonstrated its desire to
eliminate costly’ Federal consfruction
projects in Washington, D.C., by voting
against passage, 149 yeas to 201 nays,
when H.R. 7743 appeared under suspen-
sion of the rules on March 15, 1976. This
was the first rollcall vote in Congress on
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this whole concept. Although the bill
failed to even muster a majority, it was
quietly recalled by the Interior Commit-
tee and its weaknesses cosmetically dis-
guised. Merely reducing the borrowing
authority, however, does not address the
substantive issues which caused the bill’s
defeat. When H.R. 7743 appears on the
floor this time it will still allow $4.625
million for administrative expenses of the
Federal Corporation; it will still commit
$38.8 million to begin the construction;
and it will still allow $50 million of bor-
rowing authority for this questionable
project.

This history, dating from 1962, docu-
ments the cloud of Federal intervention
which has stymied private development
along the avenue for over 14 years. Un-
fortunately the Federal Government
must admit that it has contributed to the
very problem that it now wants to spend
millions to remedy. My amendment would
terminate the Federal Government’s role
and grant private investors their long-
awaited freedom to renovate and beauti-
fy this grand avenue. :

The Pennsylvania Avenue Development
Corporation estimates that Federal de-
velopment will require $130 million in
direct appropriations, and another $200
million in borrowing authority. Lest we
be tempted to consider this as “only a few
million dollars,” let me refresh our
memory as to how fast these “few mil-
lion"” have multiplied over the past years
to send this Nation’s budget soaring. Not
until 1962- did the Federal budget exceed
$100 billion. By 1971 it has passed $200
billion, and by fiscal year 1975, $300 bil-
lion. And I do not have to tell you that a
1977 budget estimate of $395 billion is
already dangerously close to exceeding
$400 billion. Treasury Secretary William
Simon linked these figures directly to our
raging inflation by saying:

Nobody likes inflation, but we love what
causes 1t. We love the Government spending
programs that lead to massive deficits and
runaway inflation.

We must begin to exercise respon-
sibility somewhere, and I see this as an
effective place for two reasons: First, this
program could be cut from the Federal
pay-outs column without harming any-
one. And second, the noble aim of this
legislation can be reached simply and
effectively by merely allowing private
investors to take the initiative in this
development.

Before I leave this point, I want to re-
mind my colleagues of some of our past
sad experiences with construction spend-
ing in the Nation’s Capital. We need not
look too far to see examples of budget-
breaking construction overruns in our
Capital. The Kennedy Center for the
Performing Arts was estimated to cost
$46 million before construction in 1964;
today expenditures have already soared
to $73 million—almost double the origi-
nal amount and the books still are not
closed. The National Visitors Center was
originally estimated to cost only $16 mil-
lion. The most recent figures reveal $48.3
million as the current estimate to eom-
plete the Center—nearly three times the
initial sum and in this case there have
been cutbacks in the original design.
Washington’s Metro transit system began
with a $2.5 billion estimate in 1969. By
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1974, this had risen to $4.5 billion, and
that is nowhere near the ceiling today.
This program would like to start with
$130 million. Where will it end? The
faintest whisper could cause another
funding landslide.

As noted earlier, this is one spending
program that can be cut without harm-
ing any special interest groups or jeop-
ardizing any jobs or threatening our Na-
tion’s energy sources. In fact, the pri-
vate sector would happily invest in this
avenue and beautify it without Federal
funds. This is the grandest street in
America. What profitable business would
not want to establish a base of opera-
tions along Pennsylvania Avenue? It is
preposterous to think that only Federal
money can clean up this area.

National Parks Subcommittee hearings
highlighted the private sector’s interest
in the avenue. Those hearings mentioned
several business attempts to lease or buy
along the avenue. The Presidential:
Building, located at 12th and Pennsyl-
vania, is further demonstrable proof of
what private enterprise can do without
Federal subsidies. This beautiful struc-
ture, erected in substantial compliance
with the basic plan developed by the
Pennsylvania Avenue Development Cor-
poration, was built wholly with private
funds. Federal money is simply not
needed.

In conclusion, allow me to remind my
fellow Members of our responsibility to
set an example of sound fiscal manage-
ment. That example would be most fur-
thered by the adoption of my amendment
to terminate a “popular” project, but one
that would be best handled without ex-
pensive Government involvement,

Those who have spoken in support of
this bill emphasize that this avenue
should be a showcase of American suc-
cess. I agree. Pennsylvania Avenue should
become a showcase for American values:
accordingly, renovation should take place
under the American system of free en-
terprise which we have trusted to build
America in its first 200 years. With this
emphasis I urge passage of my amend-
ment.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, for the
third time since its inception in 1972, 1
oppose further funding for the Pennsyl-
vania Avenue Development Corporation.
My reasons have remained unchanged.

Rhetoric about Pennsylvania Avenue
has often clouded our view of the pur-
pose of and the need for the Develop-
ment Corporation. In this Bicentennial
Year especially, we have heard a lot
about the country’s “Main Street.” We
have heard about the poor condition of
most of the buildings that line the ave-
nue. We all know that improvement and
renovation are desperately needed.

The question is not whether or not
Pennsylvania Avenue should be redevel-
oped. The question we must answer, in-
stead, is whether or not it is the proper
role of the Federal Government to rede-
velop the avenue. I believe it is not.

Pennsylvania Avenue is a choice real
estate area in a city which is undergoing
an architectural rennaissance. The new
Hirshhorn Museum, the new Air and
Space Museum, the new extension of the
National Gallery, the renovation of
Georgetown and Southwest Washington
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all have made the inner city of Wash-
ington a more desirable place to live.
Combined with this revitalization of
Washington’s inner core is a growing dis-
enchantment with the homogeneity of
suburban sprawl. In short, economic con-
ditions and personal preferences have
changed radically since President Ken-
nedy first proposed Federal involvement
in the redevelopment of Pennsylvania
Avenue over a decade ago. The redevel-
opment of our country’s “Main Street” is
properly the function of the private
sector, In fact, it appears that the ineffi-
ciency and confusion of the Development
Corporation has actually served as an
obstacle to private development. No in-
vestor is going to be willing to invest his
own capital in projects so fraught with
government regulation and redtape.

Pennsylvania Avenue can be redevel-
oped by the private sector with due re-
spect for the architectural integrity of
such buildings as the Willard Hotel. Pri-
vate developers have given us wonderful
urban projects in such cities as Denver,
Minneapolis, and San Francisco. The
same can happen in Washington. But
the Pennsylvania Avenue Development
Corporation is not the way to accomplish
this goal.

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. Skusirz) yield back
the balance of his time?

Mr. SKEUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the Clerk will
now read the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute recommended
by the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs now printed in the supple-
mental report (H. Rept. No. 94-894, pt 2)
as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted that section 17 of the
Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corpora-
tion Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 1266) as amended
(40 U.8.C. 885), is further amended to read
as follows:

“SEc. 17. (a) In addition to the sums here-
tofore appropriated, there are authorized
to be appropriated for operating and ad-
ministrative expenses of the Corporation
sums not to exceed $1,300,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1976; $325,000 for the
period July 1 through September 30, 1976;
and $1,600,000 each, for the fiscal years
ending September 30, 1977, and September 30,
1978.

“(b) To commence implementation of the
development plan authorized by section b
of this Act, there are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Corporation through the
fiscal years ending September 30, 1978, $38,-
800,000, to remain available without fiscal
year limitation through September 30, 1990:
Provided, That appropriations made under
the authority of this paragraph shall include
sufficient funds to assure the development of
square 225 as a demonstration area for the
development plan, and shall assure the
preservation of the structure now located on
square 225 known as the Willard Hotel and
its historic facade. No appropriations shall be
made from the Land and Water Conservation
Fund established by the Act of Septem-
ber 30, 1964 (78 Stat. 897, as amended, 16
U.S.C. 4601), to effectuate to purposes of
this Act.”

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina (dur-
ing the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
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be considered as read, printed in the
RECORD, and open to amendment at any
point.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments?

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MRS. SMITH OF NEBRASKA

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I offered an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mrs, SmITH of Nebraska: Delete all
after the enacting clause and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

“That Public Law 92-578 (86 Stat. 1266, as
amended, 40 U.S.C. 871) establishing the
Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corpo-
ration, is hereby repealed effective one year
from the date of enactment of this Act, and
the “Pennsylvania Avenue Plan—1974" is
hereby repealed on the date of enactment of
this Act. For the purpose of terminating all
business of the Corporation, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated not to exceed
$500,000."

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman,
I would like to commend the gentle-
woman from Nebraska (Mrs. Smite) for
her statement, and I rise in support of
her amendment. I think the gentle-
woman asked the right question: Should
we continue down this road? This road
that is going to result in huge Govern-
ment spending and Federal interference.

Mr. Chairman, I think the answer
should be to take action as was done on
this measure several months ago on sus-
pension: We should vote for the gentle-
woman’s amendment; and if that fails,
we should vote against the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I think the people of
this country are sick and tired of exces-
sive, wasteful Government spending;
and I am sure that that is how they are
going to feel about this bill.

Again, Mr. Chairman, I commend the
gentlewoman from Nebraska for her
amendment and for her statement.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my friend, the gentleman
from California (Mr. LAGOMARSINO) .

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
larger than the bill before us. It not only
destroys the effect of the bill but it would
kill outright the Pennsylvania Avenue
development plan. Let me point out again
that a great amount of study and work
have gone into this projett by many
dedicated people. It has received strong
backing. First by President Kennedy,
then President Johnson, then President
Nixon, and now President Ford. The 1977
cost is in the President’s budget and is
in the House budget.

Again Pennsylvania Avenue is the
Main Street of America connecting the
Capitol and the White House and it be-
longs not to the District but to the peo-
ple of our Nation, just as does the Wash-
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ington Monument and the Lincoln
Memorial. Pennsylvania Avenue is an
important part of our Nation's history.
One side of Pennsylvania Avenue con-
sists of Federal buildings and it is well
preserved. The other side is deteriorat-
ing each day. An example of this deteri-
oration is the Willard Hotel which has
been vacated since 1968. Today it is
stripped of all salable fixures.

The Willard has been called the Hotel
of Presidents. The first Willard Hotel
on this site was built in 1848, and it ac-
commodated Presidents Taylor, Fillmore,
Pierce, Buchanan, Lincoln, Grant, Hard-
ing, and Coolidee, to say nothing of
Jenny Lind, Albert Einstein, Mark Twain,
Carl Sandburg. At one time the Willard
was the hub of Washington politics and
Washington social life. The new Willard,
which opened in 1901, is a landmark in
Washington architecture and it is one
of the buildings which we hope to pre-
serve.

An editorial in the Washington Star of
June 24, 1976, states,

If Congress does not fund the Avenue Plan
this year, the ballgame probably is over.
Certalnly the Willard Hotel will be an early
casualty of a House defeat. The owner of the
marvelous structure so far has been blocked
in court from obtaining a demolition permit;
however, if funding does not come shortly,
the court will not indefinitely restraln an
owner from doing as he will with private
property. Razing the Willard Hotel would
create an Irreparable gap in the Avenue’s his-
tory and future.

The Federal commitment is vital to at-
tract private investors, who will have a prime
role in revitalizing Pennsylvania Avenue.

If this amendment is not defeated and
this legislation is not approved so that
the Pennsylvania Avenue plan can be
funded for this year, private enterprise
will clearly not restore the Willard. Pri-
vate enterprise unaided would be forced
to tear it down and build perhaps an of-
fice building.

Some Members have expressed opposi-
tion to the bill on the ground that pri-
vate enterprise should do the job alone
here. I can only reply that private enter-
prise could have come into this area
yvears ago, but they did not. The need to
find a positive plan to redevelop Penn-
sylvania Avenue was necessary because
private enterprise alone had not accom-
plished the job and will not accomplish
the job.

The Presidential Building at 12th and
Pennsylvania Avenue is the one building
that has been constructed by private en-
terprise in accordance with the Pennsyl-
vania Avenue plan. Mrs. Smite refers to
this building as a prime example of what
private enterprise can do in this area
unaided by Federal funds. However, a
close examination of the history of this
building leads to the opposite conclusion.
The developer of the building, Jerry Wol-
man, was unable to attract tenants who
would pay the commercial rents needed
and defaulted on mortgage payments.
The mortgagee had to take over the
building and it was leased to the District
government.

The commercial failure of the Presi-
dential Building demonstrates the need
for Federal intervention along Pennsyl-
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vania Avenue to upgrade the area with
public improvements necessary to atiract
private investment.

The sad truth is that the area has
been shunned by developers for almost
two decades. The avenue has not only
failed to attract development it has lost
existing businesses, such as Lansburgh'’s
and Kann's department stores which
closed last summer. This deterioration
cannot be attributed entirely to the ef-
fects of government planning. Other
factors which blight the hearts of Amer-
ican cities have been at work here. Elimi-
nating the avenue plan will not reverse
existing conditions or existing trends to-
ward deterioration.

I believe we must confront this issue
directly. If we determine it to be in the
national interest to restore Pennsylvania
Avenue, then H.R. 7743, represents a
means to -accomplish this goal. If it is
not worth the costs then we should not
approve the legislation. But we must
realize that the job is simply not going
to get done by leaving it for someone
else.

Redeveloping Pennsylvania Avenue
will cost some money but the objective
is worthwhile. This is still the Nation’s
Capital and let us take pride in at least a
portion of it. The amendment before us
would be a step backward on historic
preservation made during our Bicenten-
nial. T hope that the amendment will be
defeated.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. TaYyLor of
North Carolina was allowed to proceed
for 1 additional minute.)

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

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

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Is it not a fact that this same amend-
ment that was proposed by the gentle-
woman from Nebraska was rejected over-
whelmingly by the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, both when the bill
was originally considered and by a vote
of 15 to 2 on consideration of the present
bill?

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

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the amendment proposed by my
good friend, the gentlewoman from Ne-
braska. (Mrs. SmiTH). I know that she
really has her heart in her amendment,
and it is a creditable approach for any-
one inclined to bring this project to an
abrupt and final end. I commend her for
helping to simplify a final and positive
decision by the House on this entire
matter.

However, I do not believe there is a
chance that we will see any rapid, co-
ordinated and appealing development
come along the still dilapidated north
side of Pennsylvania Avenue if we kill
the whole revitalization effort which has
been started by the Congress itself sev-
eral years ago—and perpetuated by the
Congress up until now.
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The Congress established a corpora-
tion and mandated it to develop a plan
for the avenue and to carry it out. All
of that has been done, and we are now
at the point of authorizing some funding
to permit that plan to begin implemen-
tation. The plan is a good one. The In-
terior Committee has serutinized it and
the Congress has approved it. The Sen-
ate has approved funding for the entire
project, and the administration is sup-
porting funding for the entire project.

This House bill authorizes funding for
only part of the entire project, however,
over a 2-year period, so that we can see
how the project takes shape, and deter-
mine whether we feel further later fund-
ing to finish the project is warranted.
We are thereby putting the project on
trial. It must prove itself.

The committee obtained a GAO ap-
praisal as to the credibility of the finan-
cial aspects of this plan. GAO found no
flaws in its analysis. The plan provides a
coordinated development concept scheme
that plainly cannot and will not occur
under uncoordinated, piecemeal, totally
private development undertaken without
some type of guidance and control as
would be afforded by the Corporation. It
was the Congress recognition of this
situation and need that brought forth the
legislation to establish the Corporation
in the first place.

There are no existing governmental
entities that now have the power, ex-
pertise and ability to do the job that the
Corporation now has the power to do.

The north side of Pennsylvania Ave-
nue has been in a deteriorated state for
decades. The existing moratorium on
construction in the area has not pre-
vented private development from coming
in, as long as that development would be
compatible with the plan. But in the
absence of the Federal Government’s
full commitment to implementing and
funding the plan, private development
has understandably been somewhat ap-
prehensive to come in. If this bill passes
the House today, I have no doubt but
what that will all change, and we will see
a vigorous progression of private de-
velopment come to the avenue, in part-
nership with some of the public assist-
ance brought by this bill.

This is the main street of the Nation—
in the Capital of our country. I would
hope that the House will see fit to sup-
port the revitalization of this potentially
grand avenue, by rejecting the Smith
amendment and by adopting the bill.

On the very year of our Nation’s 200th
birthday, I would certainly hope that
my colleagues will recognize the sym-
bolic and real importance of making the
right decision.

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to congratulate
the chairman of the 'subcommittee and
the membership of the entire committee
for the fine job they have done and for
the patience and stick-to-it-iveness they
have shown over the years in pushing
this splendid revitalization plan. I think
enough has been said about the desir-
ability of the plan and I hope it will re-
ceive bipartisan support.

This amendment was defeated over-
whelmingly in the committee and in the
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subcommittee. The bill was reported out
by a 21-to-5 vote in support of this legls-
lation on a bipartisan basis.

I would take issue with the gentle-
woman from Nebraska on several of her
remarks. On March 15, she pointed out
in her remarks in opposition to the
Pennsylvania Avenue Development Act
amendment that:

[Lest we be tempted to consider this -as
“only a few million dollars,” let me refresh
our memory as to how fast these “few mil-
lion” have multiplied over the past years to
send this Nation's budget soaring. Not until
1962 did the Federal budget exceed $100 bil-
lion. By 1971 it had passed $200 billion, and
by fiscal year 1975, $300 billion. And I do not
have to tell you that a 1977 budget estimate
of $385 billion is already dangerously close
to exceeding 400 billion.]

I do not think we would want to criti-
cize these inflationary increases because,
regardless of the administration, these
costs do have a way of going up.

The Kennedy Center was projected to
cost $43 million and it came out to $73
or $74 million. But I believe it would be
overwhelmingly affirmed by this House of
Representatives today at the current
cost. It is a wonderful and noble expres-
sion of something great in America: Our
devotion to the performing arts.

The point has been made that this
project should be carried out by private
capital. Indeed, that is precisely the pur-
pose of the legislation. Under this bill
the great bulk of the investment and the
risk taking, will be carried by the private
sector.  Over 80 percent of the dollars,
work and risk will be carried by private
capital, so that the Government invest-
ment is really seed money investment to
energize the free enterprise sector. The
multiplier is conservatively estimated at
between 4 to 1 and 5 to 1.

This is nothing new in our national
life. We have had urban renewal pro-
grams for a generation in this country.
We have refurbished the downtown sec-
tors of cities from Maine to California.

What is different about Washington?
What makes our downtown slum on the
north side of our greatest-and most hal-
lowed national avenue different from the
slums everywhere else in the country,
where we have spent billions upon bil-
lions upon billions of dollars?

We have exported something from
New York to the north side of Pennsyl-
vania Avenue which is not our most
glamorous product: It is Times Square-
ism. I would hope we would have some-
thing better to give the country than the
sleazy and squalid development we have
seen in Times Square. I would hope on
our most beautiful and hallowed and
ceremonial avenue that the Congress of
the United States would make a biparti-
san decision to stamp out that squalor.

Why can we not have a great national
showplace such as the Mall in London,
such as the Champs Elysees in Paris,
such as Red Square in Moscow, such as
Unter den Linden in Berlin, and such
as the Ring in Vienna. Why should we
have a squalid place for our great na-
tional ceremonies?

If one thing came out of our Bicen-
tennial celebrations, it is a new feeling
on the part of the American public that
our country is composed of something
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more than 50 States. It is a feeling on the
part of our public that America as a whole
that is greater than the sum of the parts,
that we are more than Kansas, more
than Nebraska, more than New York,
and more than 50 States. It is a feeling
that something great and wonderful
composes America and that the time has
passed for us to look with myopic and
narrow vision at a particular city or a
particular portion of our country and
say: “That is not America.”

If there is one place in America that
belongs to all the people, it is this city;
and if there is one place in this city that
we should be proud of and where we
should be delighted to welcome visitors
from all over this Nation and, around
the world, that can be viewed with a
sense of nobility and pride it is this por-
tion of Pennsylvania Avenue.

I urge my colleagues to vote over-
whelmingly against this amendment and
in support of the bill.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentlewoman from
Nebraska (Mrs. SMITH) .

The question was taken, and the
Chairman being in doubt, the Commit-
tee divided, and there were—ayes 18,
noes 38.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending that,
I make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count.
Eighty-five Members are present, not a
quorum.

The Chair announces that pursuant to
clause 2, rule XXIII, he will vacate pro-
ceedings under the call when a quorum
of the Committee appears.

Members will record their presence by
electronic device.

icThe call was taken by electronic de-
vice.
QUORUM CALL VACATED

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred and
four Members have appeared. A quorum
of the Committee of the Whole is present.
Pursuant to clause 2, rule XX1I, further
proceedings under the call shall be con-
sidered as vacated.

The Committee will resume its busi-
ness.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand of the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. Asusrook) for a re-
corded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 121, noes 245,
not voting 66, as follows:

[Roll No. 541]

AYES—121
Bevlll
Blouin
Bowen
Breaux
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Burgener
Burleson, Tex.
Clancy
Clawson, Del

Abdnor
Andrews,
N. Dak.

Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
AuCoin
Bafalis

" Bauman
Beard, Tenn,
Bedell
Bennett

Cleveland
Cochran

Collins, Tex.
Conlan
Coughlin
Danlel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Davis
Derrick
Devine
Dickinson
Downing, Va.

Duncan, Tenn.,
du Pont
Flowers
Flynt
Frenzel
Frey
Gaydos
Gilman
Goldwater
Goodling
Gradison
Grassley
Hagedorn
Hammer-
schmidt
Harsha
Hechler, W. Va.
Holland
Holt
Hutchinson
Hyde
Ichord
Jacobs
Jenrette
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Okla.
Easten
Kelly
EKemp
Ketchum

Adams
Addabbo
Allen
Ambro
Anderson, Il1.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Baldus
Baucus
Beard, R.I.
Bergland
Blaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blanchard
Boland
Bonker
Brademas
Breckinridge
Brodhead
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Buchanan
Burke, Calif,
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Butler
Carney
Carr
Carter
Cederberg
Chisholm
Clausen,

Don H.
Cohen
Collins, II1.
Conable
Conte
Corman
Cornell
Cotter
Dantels, N.J.,
Danielson
Delaney
Derwinskl
Diggs
Dingell

d

Dod

Downey, N.Y.
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Early
Eckhardt
Edgar
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif,
Eilberg
Emery
English
Erlenborn
Evins, Tenn.
Fary

Fascell
Fenwick

Fish

Fisher

Flood

Florio

Foley

Ford, Mich.

Keys
Kindness
Lagomarsino
Latta

Lent

Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan

.McCloskey

McCollister
McDonald
Michel
Miller, Ohio
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Calif.
Mottl
Myers, Ind.
Nichols
O'Brien
Passman
Paul
Poage
Pressler
Quie
Quillen
Regula
Rhodes
NOES—245

Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Fuqua
Gilaimo
Gibbons
Ginn
Gonzalez
Gude
Guyer
Haley

Hall, 11,
Hall, Tex.
Hamilton
Hanley
Hannaford
Harrington
Harris
Hawkins
Hayes, Ind.
Hays, Ohio
Heckler, Mass.
Henderson
Hicks
Hightower
Hillis
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Hughes
Hungate
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Jordan
Eastenmeier
EKazen

Eoch

Erebs
Krueger
LaFalce
Lehman
Levitas
Lloyd, Calif.
Lloyd, Tenn.
Lundine
McClory
McCormack
McEwen

Matsunaga
Mazzoll

Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Meyner
Mezvinsky
Milford
Miller, Calif.
Mills

Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Moffett
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Roberts
Robinson
Rousselot
Runnels
Russo
Satterfield
Schroeder
Schulze
Shuster
Smith, Nebr.
Snyder
Stark
Stuckey
Symms
Taylor, Mo,
Teague
Thone
Traxler
Treen
Vanik
Waggonner
Wampler
Whitten
Wilson, Bob
Wydler
Wylie
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.

Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa. *
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y.
Murtha
Myers, Pa.
Natcher
Neal
Nedzi
Nix
Nolan
Nowak
Oberstar
Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
Ottinger
Patten, N.J.
Patterson,
Calif,
Pattison, N.Y.
Perkins
Pettis
Pickle
Pike
Preyer
Price
Pritchard
Railsback
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Reuss
Rinaldo
Roe

Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney
Rose

Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Roybal
Ruppe
Ryan

St Germain
Santim
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Sebelius
Seiberling
Sharp
Shipley
Shriver
Simon

Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Solarz
Spellman
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Steed
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes

. Stratton

Studds
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Wilson, Tex.
Winn

Wolft
Wright
Yates
Zablockl
Zeferetti

Sullivan
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Thompson
Tsongas
Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt

Vander Veen
Vigorito
Walsh
Waxman
Weaver
Whalen
White
Wilson, C. H.

NOT VOTING—66
Fithian Mitchell, N.Y.
Green Pepper
Hansen Peyser
Harkin Richmond
Hébert Riegle
Hefner Risenhoover
Heinz Rodino
Helstoski Schneebeli
Hinshaw Sikes
Howe Stanton,
Jarman James V.
Jeffords Steelman
Johnson, Colo, Steiger, Ariz.
Jones, N.C. Symington
Jones, Tenn. Thornton
Karth Van Deerlin
Landrum Whitehurst
Leggett Wiggins
Litton Wirth
MecDade Yatron
McFall Young, Ga.

Evans, Ind. Mikva Young, Tex.

Findley Mineta

Mr. BURLESON of Texas changed his
vote from “no” to “aye.”

Mr. NOLAN and Mr. RINALDO
changed their vote from “aye” to “no.”

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, on
the vote just competed 121 Members of
the House voted in support of the pro-
posal by the lovely gentlewoman from
Nebraska (Mrs. SMiTH) to end the Penn-
sylvania Avenue development program.
There was almost one more. I labored
long and with difficulty over that vote.

My difficulty is with something that
could be called an “infuriating mind-
set.” I find it interesting, and I am

Abzug
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Badillo
Bell
Boggs
Bolling
Byron
Chappell
Clay
Conyers
Crane
D'Amours
de la Garza
Dellums
Dent
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.

. speaking now in the hope that the man-

aging editors of the Washington Post and
the Washington Star will pay heed to my
remarks, I find it very interesting that
when Federal Government money is re-
quired to assist in constructing buildings
and for other projects in Washington,
how ennobling are the editorials and how
great are the appeals.

However, these same papers are not
reluctant to ignore or even shoot down
unfairly those proposals that would help
and provide fair treatment for those of
us in what they probably consider the
boondocks; places like Wyoming and the
other States in the West.

I shall ask the Speaker of the House
for permission to insert with my remarks
a column from the Denver Post of
July 11, 1976, pointing this out in detail.
The column is as follows:

PoST ON THE POTOMAC—INFURIATING MIND-
Ser
(By Leonard Larsen)
[From the Denver Post, July 11]

WaASHINGTON.—Barry Goldwater used to
talk about it when he was running for presi-
dent and his scorn was directed at the
“Eastern liberal establishment” and he sug-
gested once that maybe New York could be
cut off and allowed to float out to sea.

George Wallace refined it, suggesting that
the New York-Washington axis was an intel-
lectual infection spread by “pointy-headed




July 26, 1976

perfessers” who couldn't even park a bicycle
straight.

What there actually is back here is a smug
mind-set that has very little to do with
intellectualism—or political popularity, for
that matter—a media-reinforced viewpoint
that whatever happens or concerns those
who live west of the Potomac or the Hudson
Rivers are matters quaint and provineial.

Most of the time it's only aggravating.
Sometimes it's infuriating.

Like the front page report in the Washing-
ton Post July 2 that Sen. Clifford Hansen,
R-Wyo., had met with President Ford and
“promised” to deliver seven wuncommitted
Wyoming GOP nsatlonal convention delegates
in return for the President’s signature on a
bill containing amendments to the Mineral
Leasing Act,

The piece, written by Bob Woodward and
Carl Bernstein, the team that earned de-
served honors and fame for their Watergate
coverage, was one which fllustrates the lack
of concern—the ignorance—of what is going
on out there in the rest of the country.

Never mind that the Woodward-Bernstein
story never actually documented the “deal”
offered by Hansen, aside from quoting anon-
ymous “administration officials.”

And never mind that the Washington Post—
by giving prominent play to the Hansen
“deal” story—played into the hands of coal
operators and Ford himself, providing the
President the opportunity to appear cou-
rageous in doing something he probably in-
tended to do all along, vetoing the bill.

The Eastern-based mind-set, the infuriat-
ing mind-set, came when the Washington
Post got around to explaining the bill.

There was no explanation.

Woodward and Bernstein sald it was a
“bonanza to Western states.” They also sald
it was a “complicated measure,” and the
Washington Post in the following two days
in stories by two different reporters stuck to
that description—a “complicated measure.”

What the bill would do—apparently not
touched on by the “administration officials™
friendly to the coal operators who talked
with Woodward and Bernstein—Iis increase
the royalty payments from federal coal leases
that those coal operators must pay.

In addition, the bill would impose other
leasing requirements and environmental re-
strictions on operators mining the federal
lands, provisions also opposed by the coal
companies.

The “bonanza to Western states”? That
was a provision that states' shares of the
mineral lease royalties on federal lands be
increased from 37.5 per cent to 50 per cent
with priority given to the communities
threatened by population booms when the
resource industries move in.

But the Washington Post and Woodward
and Bernstein, presumably relying on a new
generation of “Deepthroat” informants, had
gone to the jugular with their “deal” report
involving Hansen.

There was obviously no further concern
with the bill and its impact on Western
states. It was a ‘“‘complicated measure.”

Aside from the clear indications that the
Washington Post, and other media which
rushed to pick up their Hansen *‘deal” story
and didn't bother to unravel the “compli-
cated measure,” have been played as patsles
by their “administration sources,” the epi-
sode re-illustrates the mind-set here.

An interesting footnote to the Western
states' “bonanza’” suggested in the Washing-
ton Post story is a revised estimate for the
eventual cost—most of it in federal money—
that will have to be paid for completion of
the Washington Metro mass transit system.

While the “bonanza’” might spill a few mil-
lion to Western states to keep them able to
care for new resource workers and thelr fam-
ilies, the nation’'s taxpayers—with the en-
dorsement of the Washington Post—will in-
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vest more than 85 billion in the Washington
area transit system.

During the 1 year I was chairman of
the Public Building and Grounds Sub-
committee, there were 17 separate ap-
propriations for buildings, leases and
other projects in the District of Colum-
bia. They are probably all deserving. But,
nevertheless, I find no similar treatment
of the small States in the boondocks. All
we ask is fair treatment in this regard.
Mr. Chairman.

I hope that each of my colleagues
might have some support to the purpose
of these remarks, which is to override
the veto of S, 391, the Federal Coal Leas-
ing Amendments Act. This bill is major
energy legislation. The veto of it was a*
slap in the face to the people of Wyo-
ming, Montana, Idaho, and the other
publiec lands States.

Neither Washington newspaper cared
to either explain it or comment on it. But
now we find both of them so urgently
wanting millions of Federal dollars when
the money is being spent on Pennsyl-
vania Avenue.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question in on
the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute.

The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. BRownN of California, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee having had under considera-
tion the bill (H.R. 7743) to amend the
Pennsylvania Avenue Development Cor-
poration Act of 1972 (Public Law 92-578),
as amended, pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 1341, he reported the bill back to
the House with an amendment adopted
by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill. :

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MRS. SMITH
OF NEBRASKA

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker,
I offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentlewoman
opposed to the bill?

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. I am, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mrs. SmrrH of Nebraska moves to recom-

mit the bill HR. 7743 to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the mo-
tion to recommit.

There was no objection.
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The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit.

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

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill,

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 225, nays 149,
not voting 58, as follows:

[Roll No. 542]
YEAS—225

Hall, 111.
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt

Hanley
Hannaford
Harrington
Harris
Hawkins
Hayes, Ind.
Hays, Ohio
Heckler, Mass,
Henderson
Hightower
Hillis
Holtzman
Horton

. Howard
Hubbard
Hungate
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Jordan
Eastenmeier
Kazen
Eoch
Erebs

Adams
Addabbo
Allen
Ambro
Anderson, Il.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
AuCoin
Baldus
Baucus
Beard, R.L.
Bergland
Blaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blanchard
Boggs
Boland
Bonker
Brademas
Breckinridge
Broomfield
Brown, Calif,
Brown, Mich.
Buchanan
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass. Krueger
Burton, John LaFalce
Burton, Phillip Leggett
Carr Lehman
Carter Lundine
Cederberg MecClory
Chisholm McCormack
Clausen, McDade
Don H. McEwen
Cohen McEay
Collins, I11. McEinney
Conable Madden
Conte Madigan
Corman Maguire
Cotter Mahon
Daniels, N.J. Mathis
Danielson Matsunaga
Delaney Mazzoli
Derwinski Meeds
Diggs Melcher
Downey, N.¥Y. Metcalfe
Duncan, Oreg. Meyner
Early Mezvinsky
Eckhardt Miller, Callf,
Edgar Mills
Edwards, Ala, Mink
Edwards, Calif. Mitchell, Md.
Eilberg Moakley
Emery MofTett
Erlenborn Mollohan
Evins, Tenn. Moorhead, Pa.
Fary Morgan
Fascell Mosher
Fenwick Moss
Findley Murphy, I1.
Murphy, N.Y.
Mpyers, Pa.
Natcher
Neal
Nedzi
Nix
Nolan
Nowak
Oberstar
Obey
O'Neill
Ottinger
Patten, N.J.
Patterson,
Calif.

Pattison, N.Y,
Perkins
Pettis
Pickle
Pike
Preyer
Price
Pritchard
Railsback
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Reuss
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roe

Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney

Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush

Roybal
Ruppe
Ryan

St Germain
Santini
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Sebelius
Seiberling

=)
Shipley
Sikes
Simon
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Solarz
Spellman
Staggers
«~ Btanton,

J. William
Bteiger, Wis,
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stuckey
Sullivan
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Thompson
Tsongas
Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vigorito
Waxman
Weaver
Whalen
White
Wilson, Bob
Wilson, Tex.
Wolff
Wright
Yates
Young, Alaska
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zeferetti
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Abdnor
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Bauman
Beard, Tenn.
Bedell
Bennett
Bevill

Blouin
Bowen
Breaux
Brinkley
Brodhead
Brooks
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Carney
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Cleveland

Cochran
Collins, Tex.

NAYS—149

Flynt
Fountain
Frengzel

Frey

Fuqua
Gaydos
Gilman

Ginn
Goldwater
Grassley
Hagedorn
Hall, Tex.
Harsha
Hechler, W. Va.
Hicks

Holland

Holt

Hughes
Hutchinson
Hyde
Ichord
Jacobs
Jenrette
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Easten
Kelly
EKemp
Ketchum
Eeys
Kindness
Lagomarsino
Latta

Lent
Levitas
Lloyd, Calif.
Lloyd, Tenn.
Long, La
Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
McCloskey
McCollister
McDonald
McHugh
Mann

Martin
Michel
Milford
Miller, Ohio
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Minish
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Calif,
Mottl
Murtha
Mpyers, Ind.
Nichols
O’Brien
Passman
Paul
Poage
Pressler
Quie
Quillen
Regula
Roberts
Robinson
Rousselot
Runnels
Russo
Satterfield
Schroeder
Schulze

Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Teague
Thone
Traxler
Treen
Vanik
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
‘Whitten
Wilson, C. H.

inn

ydler
Wrylie
Young, Fla.

NOT VOTING—&8

Goodling
Green
Hansen
Harkin
Hébert
Hefner
Heinz
Helstoski
Hinshaw
Howe
Jarman
Jeffords
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Tenn.
Karth
Landrum
Litton
McFall
Mikva
Mineta

The Clerk announced

pairs:

Ms. Abzug with Mr. Bell.
Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Steelman.
Mr. Rodino with Mr. Alexander.

Mr. Dent with Mr. Peyser.
Mr. Evans of Indiana with Mr. Fithian.

Mr. Helstoski with Mr., Andrews of North

Carolina,

Mitchell, N.X.
O'Hara
Pepper
Peyser
Richmond
Riegle
Risenhoover

Rodino
Schneebeli
Stanton,
James V.
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Symington
Thornton
Van Deerlin
Whitehurst
Wiggins
Wirth
Yatron

the following

Mr, Symington with Mr. Hébert.
. Litton with Mr. Esch.
. Byron with Mr. Schneebeli.
. Chappell with Mr. Hefner.
. McFall with Mr. Eshleman.
. de 1a Garza with Mr. Goodling.
. Richmond with Mr. Hansen.
. Pepper with Mr. Steiger of Arizona.
. Howe with Mr. Johnson of Colorado.
. Dellums with Mr. Risenhoover.
. Badillo with Mr. Landrum.
. Rlegle with Mr. O'Hara.
. Clay with Mr. James V. Stanton.
. Harkin with Mr. Van Deerlin,
. Conyers with Mr. Earth.

Mr. Wirth with Mr. Whitehurst.

Mr. Anderson of California with Mr.
Yatron.

Mr. Evans of Colorado with Mr. Wiggins.

Mr. Mineta with Mr. Mitchell of New York.

Mr. Mikva with Mr. Heinz.

Mr. Green with Mr. Jeflords.

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of House Resolution 1341, the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs is discharged from the further con-
sideration of the Senate bill (S. 1689) to
amend the Pennsylvania Avenue Devel-

. opment Corporation Act of 1972 (Public

Law 92-578), as amended.
The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.
MOTION. OFFERED BY MR. TAYLOR OF
NORTH CAROLINA

Mr, TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Tayror of North Carolina moves to
strike out all after the enacting clause of the
SBenate bill S. 1689 and to insert in lleu
thereof the provisions of H.R. 7743, as passed,
as follows:

That section 17 of the Pennsylvania Ave-
nue Development Corporation Act of 1972
(86 Stat. 1266) as amended (40 U.S.C. 885),
is further amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 17. (a) In addition to the sums
heretofore appropriated, there are author-
ized to be appropriated for operating and
administrative expenses of the Corporation
sums not to exceed §1,300,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1976; $325,000 for the
period July 1 through September 30, 1976;
and $1,500,000 each, for the fiscal years end-
ing September 30, 1977, and September 30,
1978.

“(b) To commence implementation of the
development plan authorized by section 5
of this Act, there are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Corporation through the
fiscal years ending September 30, 1978, $38,-
800,000, to remain avallable without fiscal
year limitation through September 30, 1890:
Provided, That appropriations made under
the authority of this paragraph shall in-
clude sufficient funds to assure the develop-
ment of square 225 as a demonstration area
for the development plan, and shall assure
the preservation of the structure now lo-
cated on square 225 known as the Willard
Hotel and its historlc facade. No appropri-
atlons shall be made from the Land and
Water Conservation Fund established by the
Act of September 30, 1964 (78 Stat. 897, as
amended, 16 U.S.C. 4601), to effectuate the
purposes of this Act.”

The motion was agreed to.

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

A similar House bill (H.R. 7743) was
laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I ask uunaniraous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.
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PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CON-
DUCT TO SIT TODAY AND THE
BALANCE OF THE WEEK DURING
5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
imous consent that the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct be per-
mitted to sit today and the balance of
the week during proceedings under the
5-minute rule.

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

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON GOVERNMENT INFORMATION
AND INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS OF
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT
OPERATIONS TO SIT TOMORROW
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, T ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Government Information and In-
dividual Rights of the Committee on
Government Operations be permitted to
sit tomorrow while the House is reading
for amendment under the 5-minute rule.

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

There was no objection.

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RE-
SEARCH POLICY ACT OF 1976

Mr. FOLEY, Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the further considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 11743) to estab-
lish a National Agricultural Research
Policy Committee, and for other pur-
poses.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. FoLEY).

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill H.R.
11743, with Mr. Jacoss in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit~
tee rose on Friday, June 11, 1976, the
C}erk had read through line 12 on page
11,

Are there any amendments to section
1 of the bill?

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute be considered as read, printed in
the Recorp, and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

The remainder of the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
is as follows:

FINDINGS, DEFINITIONS, AND PURPOSES
Findings
Sec. 2. (a) The Congress finds that—
(1) agricultural research, which includes




July 26, 1976

research on food, nutrition, and fiber as well
as timber growth and utilization and on
other agricultural commodities, is vital to
the Nation's well-being;

(2) the projected increase in the popula-
tion of the United States, together with the
worldwide population expansion, places in-
creasing demands on agricultural production
in the United States;

(3) agriculture and agrioultural produc-
tion are a national resource and should be
supported by a strong system of agricul-
turally related research, resident instruction
and extension;

(4) more intensive research and extension
programs oriented to the specific, known
needs of small-farm operators are essential
to the preservation of the family farm sys-
tem in this country;

(5) meeting the Nation’s needs for wood
products, consistent with the principles of
multiple use and sustained yleld, is in the
national interest;

(6) the production of healthy animals and
plants is essential to insure a safe food sup-
ply for the Nation;

(7) expanding exports of agricultural
commodities is essential for maintaining a
positive balance of payments In Interna-
tional trade;

(8) the public wants plentiful supplies of
quality agricultural and forestry products
at reasonable prices;

(0) agricultural research and extension
costs have risen more rapidly than appro-
priations;

(10) various factors such as energy, the
environment, and social, political, and eco-
nomic considerations should be incorporated
into planning for the agricultural sclences;

(11) the level of Federal support for the
agricultural sclences, Iincluding research,
conducted by the United States Department
of Agriculture, and research and extension
conducted by the land-grant colleges, State
agricultural experiment stations, and other
colleges and universities engaged in agricul-
tural research and the training of agricul-
tural research engilneers and scientists,
should be substantially increased;

(12) it is important to assure that the
results of agricultural research be effectively
communicated to farmers and all other users
who can benefit therefrom; and

(13) this Nation has an opportunity and a
responsibility to use its preeminence in the
field of agricultural research to assist chronic
food deficit developing countries to increase
their own food production for domestic use.

Definitions

(b) For purposes of this Act:

(1) The term “agricultural research” shall
include research into the laws and principles
underlying the basic problems of agriculture
in its broadest aspects. This term shall in-
clude, but not be limited to, those subject
areas described or defined in section 1 of the
Act of June 29, 1935, as amended (7 U.S.C.
427), section T of the Act of October 10, 1962
(16 U.8.C. 582a-6, commonly known as the
McIntire-Stennis Act), section 203 of the
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C.
1622), the Act of May 22, 1928, as amended
(16 U.8.C. 581 et seq.), and the Manual of
Classification of Agricultural and Forestry
Research prepared by the Research Classifi-
cation Subcommittee of the Agricultural Re-
search Policy Advisory Committee.

(2) The term “mission-oriented agricul-
tural research” Includes agriculturally re-
lated research on fundamental sclentific
problems with regard to which—

(A) there is a need already in existence for
the new knowledge that would be generated
by this research;

(B) the research has a strong potential to
be of benefit to mankind; and

(C) the research deals with more than an
unproven concept.

(3) The word “Board” means the National
Agricultural Research Policy Advisory Board
established pursuant to section 4 of this Act.
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(4) The word “Secretary” means the Sec-

retary of Agriculture.
Purposes

(e) The purposes of this Act are—

(1) to emphasize agricultural research and
education as distinct missions of the United
States Department of Agriculture;

(2) to encourage and facllitate the devel-
opment and implementation of more eficlent
and environmentally sound methods of pro-
ducing, processing, marketing, and utilizing
food, fiber, and wood products;

(3) to provide for research on human nu-
trition in order to maximize the health and
vitality of the people of the United States;
and

(4) to provide a mechanism for indentify-
ing the Natlon's highest priorities for agri-
cultural research, to assure that high priority
research is effectively implemented, and to
be certain that all research related to agri-
culture is effectively planned, coordinated,
and evaluated.

COORDINATION OF AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

Bec. 3. (a) The Secretary shall—

(1) coordinate and disseminate all agri-
cultural research information, conducted or
financed by or affililated with the United
States Department of Agriculture, and to the
maximum extent practicable after consulta-
tion with other Federal departments and
agencles coordinate all such research and the
dissemination of information related thereto;

(2) keep abreast of developments in, and
the Nation's needs for, agricultural research
and education and represent the needs for
such research and education in deliberations
within the TUnited BStates Department of
Agriculture and the executive branch of the
United States Government, and with the sev-
eral States and their educational and re-
search institutions, private educational insti-
tutions, agricultural and related industries,
and other interested institutions and groups;

(3) designate an officer or employee of the
United States Department of Agriculture as
cochairman of the National Agricultural Re-
search Policy Advisory Board established
pursuant to section 4 of this Act;

(4) establish pursuant to the provisions of
title 5, United States Code, governing ap-
pointments in the competitive service, an ap-
propriate staff to assist him in carrylng out
the provisions of this Act and to provide
such staff support for the Board as he deems
necessary. The Secretary shall appoint from
such stafl one person to serve as the Execu-
tive Secretary of the Board; and

(5) provide liaison with other units within
the executive branch which are involved In
agricultural research activities in other coun-
tries.

(b) In addition to the Assistant Secretaries
of Agriculture now provided for by law, there
shall be one additional Assistant Secretary of
Agriculture, who shall be appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, who shall perform such
duties as the Secretary may direct, includ=~
ing, but not limited to, such duties as are
necessary to carry out the purposes of this
Act, and he shall receive compensation at the
rate now or hereafter prescribed by law for
Assistant Secretarles of Agriculture.

(c) Paragraph (11) of section 5315 of title
5, United States Code, is amended by striking
the number which appears in parentheses
following the phrase “Assistant Secretaries
of Agriculture” and inserting the next higher
number.

ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL
RESEARCH POLICY ADVISORY BOARD

SEc. 4. (a) There is established within the
United States Department of Agriculture a
permanent board to be known as the Nation-
al Agricultural Research Folicy Advisory
Board.

(b) The Board shall consist of twenty-two
members appointed by the Secretary as fol-
lows:
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(1) two representatives from the United
States Department of Agriculture, one from
the Agricultural Research Service and one
from the Cooperative State Research Service;

(2) five representatives from colleges and
universities engaged in agricultural research;

(3) one representative from each of the
following organizations upon the recom-
mendation of the head of such organization:

(A) the National Academy of Sclences;

(B) the National Sclence Foundation;

(C) the Office of Technology Assessment
of the Congress of the United States;

(D) the Environmental Protection
Agency;

(E) the Food and Drug Administration,
United States Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare; and

(F) the Agency for International Develop-
ment.

(4) nine representatives from the follow-
ing types of organizations, as designated
by the Secretary:

(A) two from national farm organiza-
tions;

(B) one from a national forestry orga-
nization;

(C) two from agricultural commodity as-
soclations;

(D) one from a national environmental
organization;

(E) one from a national veterinary medi-
cal association;

(F) one from a national consumer orga-
nization; and

(G) one from a private sector organiza-
tion involved In development programs
and issues in developing countries.

(c) The Board shall be chaired jointly by
the designee of the Secretary and a member
of the Board elected by the Board.

(d) The Board’s responsibilities shall in-
clude, but not be limited to—

(1) establishing appropriate means for
evaluating the ecomomic, environmental,
and social impacts of research and exten-
slon programs related to the agricultural,
food, and nutrition sciences;

(2) reviewing programs, policies, and goals
of the agricultural research and extension
agencies of the Department of Agriculture
and the agricultural research and extenslon
portions of programs in other agencies hav-
ing primary misslons outside of such De-
partment, including colleges and universi-
ties;

(3) providing a forum for the exchange
of information on plans and programs of
other Federal agencies sponsoring or con-
ducting research and education programs
related to agriculture, food, and nutrition,
including information to be provided
through the Federal Council on Sclence and
Technology;

(4) developing and recommending na-
tional policies, priorities, and strategies for
agricultural research and education for both
the short and the long term for considera-
tion by the Department of Agriculture and
other agencles and institutions conduct-
ing agricultural research; and

(5) reviewing and making recommenda-
tions to the Secretary with regard to the al-
location of funds for all programs of research
and extension carried out by the Department
of Agriculture.

(e) In formulating its recommendations to
the Secretary, the Board may obtain the as-
sistance of United States Department of
Agriculture employees, and to the maximum
extent practicable and after appropriate con-
sultations, obtain the assistance of employees
of other Federal departments and agencies
conducting related research, and of appropri-
ate representatives of land-grant and other
colleges and universities, State agricultural
experiment stations, and other non-Federal
organizations conducting significant pro-
grams in the agricultural sclences.

(f) While away from their homes or regu-

Jar places of business in the performance of
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services for the Board, members of the Board
shall be allowed travel expenses, including
per diem in lieu of subsistence, in accordance
with applicable laws.

(g) In the event a vacancy should occur on
the Board it shall be filled in the same man-
ner as provided in subsection (b) of this
section.

(h) No later than January 31 of each year,
the Board shall submit a report on its ac-
tivities during the preceeding fiscal year to
the President and the House Committee on
Agriculture, the House Committee on Appro-
priations, the Senate Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry, and the Senate Committee
on Appropriations. The report may include
the separate views of members of the Board.
The first report shall be due following the
first complete fiscal year after the enactment
of this Act. The second annual report shall
include a long-range plan for Agricultural
Research and Extension, to be updated every
five years.

COORDINATION OF HUMAN NUTRITION RESEARCH

Sec. 5. (a) To promote the coordination of
human nutrition reserach and development,
the Secretary shall, in cooperation with the
heads of other Federal agencies, conduct a
continuing inventory of ongoing human
nutrition research projects and results. To
the extent possible, this inventory shall make
use of studies and other inventories being
carried on by the Federal agencies, including
information contained within the Depart-
ment of Agriculture’s Current Research In-
formation System.

(b) Such inventory shall be conducted by
a Clearinghouse for Federal Human Nutrition
Research, to be established within the De-
partment of Agriculture. The purpose of this
office shall be to—

(1) collect on a continuing basis from each
Federal agency information held by such
agency which pertains to research which has
been, is being, or will be conducted by or for
such agency with regard to human nutrition.
Such information shall include complete
descriptions of the projects, and the final
research results. Human nutrition research
shall include studies on the nutritive value
of foods, human nutrition requirements, the
nutritional impact of Federal food programs,
nutrient function and metabolism, malnutri-
tion, food cost plans, nutrient analysis of
foods, dietary or food consumption surveys,
current dietary practices or habits, nutri-
tional surveillance and status, nutritional
education, clinical nutrition, dietary therapy,
nutrition and its relationship to alcohol, en-
vironmental toxicants, cancer, and so forth,
malabsorption syndromes, and familial or in-
herited errors in metabolism or nutritional
defects;

(2) prepare a report containing a detailed
summary of the information described In
paragraph (1);

(3) submit such report, and each periodic
revision thereof, to the Congress and each
Federal agency from which the office coil-
lected information pursuant to paragraph
(1);
(4) forward such report to the appropriate
offices within the Department of Agriculture
responsible for nutrition research activities:

(6) make such report and collected infor-
mation avallable to the public. The first such
report shall be submitted and made avail-
able pursuant to paragraphs (3). (4), and
(5) not later than one year after the date of
enactment of this Act and shall be updated,
resubmitted and made available in its up-
dated form every year thereafter.

GRANTS FOR MISSION-ORIENTED RESEARCH

Sec. 6. (a) In addition to any other grants
made under Federal law, the Secretary is au-
thorized to make grants to land-grant col-
leges and universities eligible for assistance
under the Acts of July 2, 1862 (commonly

known as the First Morrill Act), end of Aug-
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ust 30, 1890 (commonly known as the Second
Morrill Act), the Tuskegee Institute, and to
State agricultural experiment staticns eligible
for assistance under the Act of March 2, 1887
(commonly known as the Hatch Act), and
to all colleges and universities having dem-
onstrable capacity in agricultural research
as determined by the Secretary, to carry out
mission-oriented agricultural research. These
grants shall be made without regard to
matching funds being provided by the States
in which the recipients are located. The
Becretary shall 1imit allowable overhead costs
to those necessary to carry out the purposes
of a grant,

(b) Section 3(c) (4) of the Act of March 2,
1887, as amended (7 U.S.C. 361(c)(4)), Is
hereby repealed.

COMPETITIVE GRANT PROGRAM

Sec. 7. In addition to any other grants made
under Federal law, the Secretary is further
authorized to make grants, on a competitive
basis, to Federal agencies, research institu-
tions, organizations, and individuals for the
purpose of carrying out agricultural research.
These grants shall be made without regard
to matching funds being provided by the
States in which the recipients are located.
The Secretary shall limit allowable overhead
costs to those necessary to carry out the
purposes of & grant.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Skc. 8. (a) Except as provided in subsection
(b), there is authorized to be appropriated
for the purposes of carrying out the provi-
sions of section 7 of this Act £15,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1977,
and such sums as may be necessary for the
two subsequent fiscal years ending Septem-
ber 30, 1978, and Beptember 30, 1979, except
that the total amount of such appropriations
shall not exceed $150,000,000 during the
three-year period beginning October 1, 1976,
and ending September 30, 1879, and not in
excess of such sums as may thereafter be
authorized by law for any subsequent fiscal
year.

(b) There is authorized to be appropriated
for the purpose of conducting human nutri-
tion research under this Act $5,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1977, and
such sums as may be necessary to carry out
such research for each of the fiscal years
ending September 30, 1978, and September 30,
1979, and not in excess of such sums as may
thereafter be authorized by law for any
subsequent fiscal year.

AUTHORIZATIONS FOR OTHER PROGRAMS

Sec. 9. Notwithstanding any authorization
for appropriations for agricultural research
in any Act existing prior to the date of en-
actment of this Act, there is authorized to
be appropriated for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1977, a total of $600,000,000
for those agricultural research programs ex-
isting prior to the enactment of this Act and
for sections 6 and 6 of this Act, and not In
excess of such sums as may thereafter be
authorized by law for any subsequent fiscal
year,

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I have asked for this
time to enter into a colloquy with the
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WamPLER), wWho is
one of the authors of the bill. Will the
gentleman answer a question for me?

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I will be happy to
answer,

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, as a cosponsor of H.R.
11743, I support the findings of the Ag-
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riculture Committee, upon which I am
privileged to serve, especially the impor-
tance of increasing Federal support for
agricultural research and extension
services conducted by land-grant col-
leges, other colleges and universities, and
State agricultural experiment stations
nationwide.

However, I understand there has been
some concern expressed recently by seg-
ments of the agricultural research com-
munity that this bill may endanger ex-
isting agricultural research programs,
some of which are funded with Hatch
Act, McIntire-Stennis Aect, and Morrill
Act appropriations. I would like to ask
my distinguished colleague if by requir-
ing all existing agricultural research
programs to be reauthorized subsequent
to_ﬂscal year 1977, as this bill does, will
this action in any way reduce or place
restrictions upon existing funds allocated
to State agricultural experiment stations
or other agricultural research facilities?
In addition, I would also like to ask if
this reauthorization process will become
an annual authorization procedure after
fiscal year 1977?

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman from Louisiana
for raising this point about the effect
of this bill on the Hatch, McIntire-Sten-
nis and the Morrill Acts.

It is my understanding that the basis
for the gentleman’s concern is that the
Hatch Aect has traditionally permitted
the State experiment stations to initiate,
plan, and conduct agricultural research
in areas of need to individual States
where assurances of long-term commit-
ments of funds and manpower have been
essential. I would agree that it would be
totally wrong to discourage long-range
planning of agricultural research in
State experiment stations or the USDA
research facilities by casting the whole
agricultural research budget into a
short-term grant framework. And I want
to assure the gentleman from Louisiana
that this is not the purpose of this bill.
Moreover, I think it should be noted that
the past and the current agricultural
research programs, including Hateh Act
and USDA in-house projects, are both
long and short-range duration and are
funded on an annual appropriations
basis.

Furthermore, this legislation is not
designed to authorize individual agricul-
tural research projects, but rather to
establish a management mechanism
which would require the Department of
Agriculture to establish broad national
guidelines of research policy, coordina-
tion, a national research plan, containing
priorities, goals and strategies, which
coupled with expanded funding author-
ity contained in the bill would enhance
overall agricultural research to meet
the requirements of our people for the
future.

As the gentleman from Louisiana re-
members from our hearings on this legis-
lation, the funding of agricultural re-
search at our State agriculture research
stations and the colleges and universities
with which they are directly affiliated has
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virtually stood still or declined during
the last decade. Without exception, all
of our witnesses—and they included rep-
resentatives from the agricultural aca-
demic and scientific community, the
Agriculture Department, the agricultural
community in its broadest aspects, and
the public—agreed that what was urg-
ently needed was a substantial boost in
agricultural research funding. This bill
does just this.

One of the prime purposes of this
legislation is to increase fundings of ex-
isting agricultural research programs
under the Hatch Act, the McIntire-Sten-
nis Act and the Morrill Act, as well as
existing in-house agricultural research
programs conducted by the Department
of Agriculture at its facilities—such as
Beltsville in nearby Maryland.

At my insistence, aided strongly by the
support of our Chairman and our col-
leagues on the committee including Mr.
THoNE of Nebraska and yourself, for this
legislation, we were able to convince the
Department and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget to agree to support an
increase this year in the President'’s
budget request for these fine existing
programs from $510 million to $600 mil-
lion. In this regard, I think the people
downtown were convinced of the validity
of our suggested increase and became
converted to the need for just such legis-
lation.

Moreover, our committee has been able
to increase these existing programs for
fiscal year 77, and the mood in the com-
mittee is to increase them again next
vear and the year after that without dis-
turbing the time-honored manner in
which these funds are allocated to State
agricultural research stations and State
colleges and universities. I also call to
your attention page 13 of House Report
No. 94-1172, which accompanied this bill,
which states:

Finally, in considering the issue associated
with managing science in U.S. Agriculture,
there is a basic presumption by this Commit-
tee that any consideration for improvement
must be based on the existing agricultural re-
search system.

In my view the effect of the language in
the bill which requires all existing agri-
cultural research programs to be reau-
thorized subsequent to fiscal year 1977 is
to review our progress to specifically de-
termine if Congress is providing the sup-
port required for research to enable our
agricultural producers to provide our
people with the food, fiber and forestry
products required.

I would also like to respond to my
friend from Louisiana as to the second
part of his question regarding the reau-
thorization process and whether it will
become an annual authorization pro-
cedure after fiscal year 1977. Because of
the schedule of the Agriculture Com-
mittee in the first session of the 95th
Congress, I foresee a simple extension of
this program for fiscal year 1978 with a
substantial increase in authorization. By
the time we get to the fiscal year 1979 au-
thorizations, we will have the report of
the board we have authorized in this
bill—which will better apprise our com-
mittee and the Congress as to which is
-the best procedure since recommending
research priorities and allocations is one
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of the functions assigned to that body.
I personally would like to see either a 2-
or 3-year authorization procedure. I un-
derstand there is support to move in this
direction in the other body. I would also
like to assure the gentleman from Loui-
siana, as long as both he and I are on the
Agriculture Committee, we will see to it
that the work of our fine argicultural re-
search stations is not diminished.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. Moore) has
expired.

(On request of Mr. WampLER and by
unanimous consent, Mr. Moore was al-
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. MOORE. Then to summarize, Mr.
Chairman, I would simply state, if I un-
derstand the gentleman’s comments, that
there is nothing in the legislative history
of this particular bill that will call for
annual authorizations beyond this one-
time reconsideration for fiscal year 1977;
is that right?

Mr. WAMPLER. In my opinion, that is
a correct interpretation.

Mr. MOORE. And there is nothing in-
consistent with the intention of this bill
to continue the multiple-year authoriza-
tions in the future and that we are in
fact in this bill expanding existing fund-
ing for existing research programs; is
that correct?

Mr. WAMPLER. In my opinion, that is
a correct interpretation.

Mr. Chairman, I might say to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. Moogre) that
the gentleman from Virginia has had a
number of his colleagues express this
same concern.

I hope this will clarify what the intent
of this legislation is.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WAMPLER) .

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to take this opportunity to state my sup-
port of H.R. 11743, the Agriculture Re-
search Policy Act of 1976.

Mr. Chairman, today we see many
headlines and much publicity given to
the very real problems of world malnu-
trition and hunger and the efforts be-
hind the laudable Christian response as
exemplified in the right to food resolution
and the many programs sponsored by
both Government and private groups.

Unfortunately, we do not hear much
about agricultural research, the founda-
tion from which efforts to feed a troubled
and hungry world must be based. I be-
lieve this legislation can be instrumental
in upgrading agriculture research from
its neglected and all too often ignored
position of recent years.

Let me stress that agriculture research
is an essential prerequisite to providing
a long-term dependable source of food
products. The problems of food produc-
tion and distribution will undoubtedly
mount along with the booming world
population and its corresponding appe-
tite.

Today, the American farmer produces
enough for himself and 56 other people.
This achievement in terms of produc-
tivity is unmatched in our economy today
and is currently more than adequate for
our own.consumption. But, in the next
25 years, the world population will ex-
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pand by 2 to 3 billion people. We cannot
afford the cost of not expanding our agri-
cultural research.

In 1940, 40 percent of the Federal re-
search and development funds went for
agricultural research. In 1970, less than
2 percent went for this purpose. Unless
we reverse this trend, we will simply not
keep pace with future food demands.

Congress has allowed traditional agri-
culture programs such as research to
become secondary to domestic food pro-
grams. These programs, particularly the
food stamp program, accounted for $1
billion of the USDA budget in 1969 but
jumped to $9 billion this year. Well over
one-half of the total USDA budget is
now earmarked for domestic food pro-
grams. I do not mean to imply that these
programs are not worthy or needed. I
am saying it is time for the Congress to
address the problem of food and fiber
production or none of these programs
will have any relevance.

Simply put, agricultural research will
result in increased production and that
represents the best investment we can
make in the fight against malnutrition,
and hunger in our efforts to provide the
quality food to the American consumer
at a reasonable and fair price.

It is rather like a chain reaction, in-
creased agriculture research results in
increased production and reduced pro- °
duction costs, more income in the farm-
er's pocket and lower food costs to the
consumer. The whole chain strengthens
our domestic economy and improves our
foreign balance of payments. Related
benefits include more rural families stay-
ing on the farm, conservation of our
natural resources, and the protection of
our environment.

Specifically, this bill improves the cur-
rent U.S. agricultural research program
in two very important ways. First, it es-
tablishes a 22-member Agricultural Pol-
icy Advisory Board of agricultural ex-
ports from both the public and private
sectors to coordinate our agriculture re-
search efforts. Second, the bill authorizes
increased funding and sets up a more
efficient and cost-effective system for
funding research grants. Mission-ori-
ented grants would be available to both
land grant and nonland grant colleges
and universities which are either en-
gaged in agriculture-related research or
have agriculture curriculums. Other
grants would be awarded on a competi-
tive basis to various capable research or-
ganizations and individuals as well as
schools.

There are many positive considera-
tions for awarding mission-oriented
grants to nonland grant schools. First,
this would permit more agricultural re-
search to be conducted by smaller uni-
versities especially in areas with regional
problems of limited scope. Second,
smaller universities often have lower
overhead costs, reduced transportation
costs, and proximity to the area of con-
cern which aids in recognizing problems
and communicating with producers. To
put it simply, regional problems most
often require commonsense regional
solutions. i

Finally, there is a greater ability to
develop interdisciplinary research pro-
grams in those universities where the
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smaller size brings professionals from all
agricultural disciplines into the problem-
solving process. This accommodates a
more efficient use of funds and maximizes
input and concentration on a project.

In conclusion, I believe there is a real
need for increased Federal funding of
agricultural research on all levels. It is
evident that research will be the key
to our ability to expand future agricul-
tural production to meet growing domes-
tic and foreign demand.

\The current research system Iis
stretched beyond prudent limits by in-
creasing complex demands placed on it.
The current national support of agri-
cultural research has been allowed to
slip below the level of sufficiency.

For this reason I urge consideration
and support for this bill by my col=
leagues.

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WAMPLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, having
worked on the committee for many years
in this area, I would like to point out
here that one of the major problems of
our Subcommittee on Agriculture and
Related Agencies, one of the main prob-
lems, that we have is that the present
Department of Agriculture, which, sev-
eral years ago, was given authority to
reorganize, has diffused the research ac-
tivities of the Department. No longer do
we have a research section in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture which reports di-
rectly to the Congress or to our sub-
committee annually. They have region-
alized it to the extent that each region
in turn now has an area of its own.

So those in areas that have research
problems frequently cannot even get
through to the region. Once they get
through to the region and the project is
turned down there it does not come into
the Department.

For the last 3 years, I believe that our
committee has had hearings, we have
had to almost summeon from all over the
United States those engaged in agricul-
tural research.

In the first place let me say that there
have been tremendous increases in the
amount of money available. At one time
we had, as the Members know, aboutia
$12 million limit on the experimental
stations, and so forth, and that ceiling
has been removed and, as a result, we
have trouble getting the results of the
research. If anybody comes to the De-
partment and wants anything, they say,
“If you get us some more money we will
gladly examine it.” Our subcommittee
has recommended, and the Congress has
approved, without exception, $3 million,
I believe it is now, so as to meet any
problems we can foresee.

My question is: Is there any effort in
this bill to coordinate research in the de-
partment so that it will report annually
to the Congress, our committee or the
gentleman’s committee, or is it left as a
regional type of setup, which keeps many
of them in the situation where they do
not get to Congress with their problems,
or their results?

For instance, the gentleman who is in
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charge of the research activities of the
department is very experienced in ani-
mal husbandry but can you imagine him
reporting to us on the food production
and of reducing the cost of production
of food? In other words, we have a man
who is clearly greatly experienced in one
area but who is speaking for all the other
areas. The same thing applies to the re-
gional offices. We need to return to a
channel through those qualified in the
field.

That has been a major problem since
the reorganization took place.

So, I just wondered, and I would like to
know if the gentleman from Virginia has
directed himself to that, or is there any-
thing in this bill that would have them
report back to the Congress so we can
see what the results are?

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? .

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Virginia.

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

First of all, let me say, Mr. Chairman,
that I know of no member.of the Appro-
priations Committee who has worked any
longer or harder or more effectively in the
interest of basic agricultural research
and development toward helping supply
the food and fibers that the people of our
country need and also for the less for-
tunate people of the world than the gen-
tleman from Mississippi and I commend
the gentleman for his efforts and contri-
butions.

Mr. Chairman, there is established in
this bill a National Agricultural Re-
search Advisory Board consisting of 22
members that will advise the Secretary
of Agriculture on both short-term and
long-term priorities as they pertain fo
the basic agricultural research needs of
this country.

The bill also provides that there will
be an annual report to the President and
to the House Committee on Agriculture,
the Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry and the Committees on
Appropriations of the House and Senate,
to advise them of what they are doing.
This bill also provides that members of
the Advisory Board may file separate
or minority views so that we can obtain
proper information on what is going on.
Hopefully this will provide for greater
coordination on agricultural research
both in the Department of Agriculture
and other Federal agencies that are in-
volved in agricultural research.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, may
I say to my colleague, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. Wamprer), that I
appreciate his very kind remarks about
my efforts here and the efforts of the
subcommittee. I would point out to the
gentleman that I know of his deep inter-
est in this field and the hours of work
that he has spent in dealing with that,
as well as the members of the Committee
on Agriculture.

For the record, I would express the
hope at this point that the Commission
would give attention to the organiza-
tional structure because it is highly im-
portant that whatever results they get
that those results be reported annually
to the Congress, not only to my com-
mittee, but to the gentleman’'s commit-
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tee and others because, under the present
setup, that is not done.

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, let me
state to the gentleman from Mississippi
that we have addressed ourselves to that
problem in this legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.
bﬂl;&r. Chairman, I rise in support of this

I would like to take this opportunity
to state my support for H.R. 11743, the
National Agricultural Research Policy
Act of 1976. As an active supporter of
research to advance the state of our
agricultural technology, I believe this
bill is a significant step in that advance-
ment.

A number of recent global develop-
ments have diminished the ability of the
world to feed itself. We may be ap-
proaching a point where our basic con-
cepts of how to produce food will have
to change, and we should therefore be
looking into ways to encourage agricul-
tural research.

The first and most obvious problem is
that of population increase. By the year
2000 there will be a projected 7 billion
gmut.hs to feed—double the 1974 popula-

on.

A second problem has been the de-
creasing availability of fuel over the last
several years. The energy crisis has re-
stricted the supply of raw materials
needed for the production of many fer-
tilizers and has idled irrigation pumps
in some of the countries with the greatest
food problems. Lacking the vital in-
gredients for the production of many of
the recently developed strains of crops,
developing countries have found the
gains of the “Green Revolution” par-
tially offset by resource scarcity.

Finally, drought and other adverse
climactic conditions have caused starva-
tion in different areas of the world. Our
most advanced food-producing technol-
ogy is still vulnerable to disruption by
natural forces. As a result of the above
factors—overpopulation, fuel scarcity,
and poor climactic conditions, the United
Nations estimated that 20 million people
starved to death in 1974, while U.N. sta-
tistics from 1970 showed hundreds of
millions suffering from different forms
of malnutrition. It is evident that our
dependence on traditional agricultural
technology condemns millions to malnu-
trition and starvation.

It is therefore crucial that we begin
to encourage a coordinated research
program to discover and utilize new
agricultural technologies which will help
guarantee an adequate supply of nutri-
tional food for the world’s people. There
has already been significant progress.
Just one example of such progress has
been the discovery of high protein single
cell micro-organisms and fungus which
are not only excellent sources of nutri-
tion, but also extremely efficient in their
use of resources, since they can be grown
on what we commonly consider to be
wastes: Newspapers, animal manure,
sewage, and carbon dioxide. Further-
more, such “crops” require ' minimal
amounts of space and water, and are not
dependent on weather conditions. Best
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of all, they produce large amounts of
protein-rich food. Certain types can be
harvested every 4 days. If utilized, these
tiny plants could provide food directly to
people in the most hard-pressed areas of
the world, and in countries such as our
own could go to feed livestock and there-
fore free large amounts of grain for
human consumption.

‘We should be supporting such research
at the Federal level. America’s tech-
nological genius is well known; now it
must be fully applied to solving man-
kind’s most pressing problem, and that
will take a reversal of spending priorities.
Only $521 million has been authorized
for agricultural research for fiscal 1977,
while almost $10.5 billion has been au-
thorized for military research. This is
certainly one of the most startling exam-
ples of our misplaced national priorities.

The National Agricultural Research
Policy Act of 1976 is an important step
toward elevating agricultural research to
the position of priority it should occupy.
This bill would provide new authority to
the Secretary of Agriculture to coordi-
nate existing research activities and
would establish a new National Agricul-
tural Research Policy Advisory Board to
assist the Secretary in developing agri-
cultural research goals and determining
how research moneys should be al-
located. The bill also increases the
amount of Federal funds available for
grants to individuals and institutions
working on agricultural research. By in-
vesting in research today, we may help
save lives and improve the quality of life
for millions in the future. I therefore

urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer a
technical amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FoLEY: On page
19, beginning at line 19, delete the phrase
“Federal Council on Sclence and Technology"
and insert In lieu thereof the phrase “Fed-
eral Coordinating Council for Science, En-
gineering, and Technology".

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, this tech-
nical amendment is necessitated by en-
actment on May 11, 1976, of Public Law
94-282, the National Science and Tech-
nology Policy, Organization, and Prior-
ities Act of 1976 which substituted the
Federal Coordinating Council for Sci-
ence, Engineering, and Technology for
the former Federal Council on Science
and Technology.

This amendment makes no change in
the substance of the bill (H.R. 11743).

Mr. Chairman, I move the adoption of
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Washington (Mr. FoLEY).

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I, in addressing myself
to this bill, have no basic problems with
it an, in fact, would commend the chair-
man of the committee, the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. ForLey), and the
members of the committee for recogniz-
ing the need for the proper coordination
and cooperation in the area of agricul-
ture research. Serving on the Committee

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

on Science and Technology over the past
several years, we have recognized that if
we are to get the most from our invested
dollars, certainly there should not be a
coordination. Therefore, this particular
piece of legislation recognizing such is a
step in the right direction.

In looking over the legislation, I have
a few questions that I would like the
chairman and the ranking minority
member to address themselves to. In the
legislation there is created a board com-
posed of, I think, 22 members. In addi-
tion to that, there is also created a clear-
ing house for Federal human nutrition.
This area of nutrition is very important,
and it concerns me that there is no indi-
cation in the bill or the report that any
of the members of this Board should pos-
sess nutritional qualifications and exper-
tise. I can foresee this Board’s becoming
involved in such difficult questions as
dietary supplements and fabricated
foods. Should these or other similar is-
sues arise, nufritional expertise would
become an extremely important qualifi-
cation. Therefore, I would like to ask my
colleagues here who are responsible for
this whether they agree that the Secre-
tary of Agriculture-in making appoint-
ments to the Board should pay careful
attention to the desirability of having at
least one of the members he appoints
possess some expertise in nutrition?

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. FOLEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I think that certainly should be some-
thing that the Secretary should keep in
mind. Nothing in the legislation requires
that he appoint someone to the Board
with nutritional background and experi-
ence, but I personally feel—and I am
sure my colleague from Virginia will con-
cur in this because we have discussed this
field—that it would be a most appropriate
consideration for the Secretary to follow
in his appointments to the Board.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

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

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

I also thank the gentleman for rais-
ing this point. I certainly would concur
in what the distinguished chairman of
the House Committee on Agriculture has
said. I think it would be extremely ad-
vantageous to have one of the Advisory
Board’s members with expertise in
nutrition.

If the gentleman from California will
note the bill provides for a 22-member
Board. I would hope that the Secretary
of Agriculture in determining the qualifi-
cations for appointees to that Board
would give strong consideration to some-
one who has expertise in the nutritional
field. It is quite possible there would be
a Board member who would possess ex-
pertise in more than one field. I hope the
legislative history is clear, as is the
committee report, that the Secretary
should take this into account.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the gentle-
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man for his expression of concern, be-
cause obviously millions of Americans in
the United States are concerned about
this nutritional problem.

Now that we are to have a clearing-
house and coordination of research in
these areas if we are to have this Board,
it seems to me we need some kind of ex-
pertise in this particular area.

In another concern I have with the
annual authorizations and appropria-
tions up to this point, there are moneys
made available for research and devel-
opment in various forms that the De-
partment of Agriculture manages, and
I am speaking specifically about the For-
est Service, and I am sure there are other
areas within the Department of Agri-
culture where there are already ongoing
research projects and moneys already
appropriated and authorized. I am won-
dering in this $600 million we will be
authorizing in this bill whether that is
in addition to those projects, or does this
$600 million taken into account those
programs which are in being and moneys
which are authorized for the programs
which are in existence?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) has expired.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, I
ask undnimous consent that I may be
permitted to proceed for an additional
5 minutes.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that I may be
permitted to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr.
object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R.
11743, the National Agricultural Re-
search Policy Act.

The great agricultural State of Iowa,
which is certainly one of the great food
production centers of the world, is proud
of its contributions to the economy of
our Nation and to the world’s food sup-
ply. Our people have worked hard to in-
crease the production of our farms and
the distribution of these products of the
markets of our country and the world. At
the same time, we are proud that we have
had the insight to increase the nutritive
value of our farm products. For example,
our farmers readily adopted hybrid corn
to increase our corn production per acre.
They have also grasped the increased nu-
tritive value of high-lysine corns, which
we believe may contribute importantly
to meeting some of the protein deficien-
cies in the diets of people in our own
country as well as in some of the devel-
oping countries. By the same token, our
farmers have also adopted reduced or
minimum tillage in producing many
crops, not only to conserve energy, but to
cut the cost of production to improve the
farmer’s economic position and simul-
taneously hold down food costs to
consumers.

These practices were first identified by
agricultural scientists at the Department
of Agriculture, the State agricultural ex-

Chairman I
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periment stations, our State universities
and in our private industry research sec-
tor. It should be noted that Iowa State
University and its associated State agri-
cultural experiment stations have been
at the forefront in these scientific ad-
vances and food production achieve-
ments.

Our people in Iowa are concerned
whether or not the Nation’s agricultural
research system can respond effectively
to future United States and world food
needs as it has in the past. They are also
concerned as to the course of direction
agricultural science and technology in
the United States should take to main-
tain and improve productivity growth in
agriculture to meet the predicted in-
creased demands for food in the future,
as well as to maintain the economic vital-
ity of our people. This also prompts the
question—what ways can our agricul-
tural research system be improved?

It was to find answers to these gues-
tions that I was prompted to join as a
cosponsor of this legislation.

Moreover, I also was prompted to join
on this legislation after I discovered,
contrary to the views held in my own
State which is production and work-
oriented rather than socially oriented,
that the agricultural scientist was not
held in high esteem here in Washington
as he is in Iowa. I also was shocked to
learn, as was pointed out earlier by the
distinguished ranking minority member
on our committee from Virginia, Mr.
WampLER, that the emphasis on agricul-
tural research and development, insofar
as Federal funding is concerned, had
nosedived from 39 percent in 1940 to
slightly over 2 percent in 1976, in our
total Federal research and development
budget.

Additionally, I was also appalled by
the fact that our Federal Government
has allowed scientific research that per-
tains to agriculture to be dissipated
willy-nilly throughout the Federal estab-
lishment without proper means to coor-
dinate or disseminate this research.

To make matters worse, I have learned
that agricultural scientists are few and
far between in our Federal establish-
ment in departments and agencies out-
side the Department of Agriculture, and
that these departments and agencies also
make national policy that vitally affects
farmers and farm policy. Nor do these
agencies find it at all necessary to coor-
dinate with the Department of Agricul-
ture when they conduct agriculturally re-
lated research or impose regulations
vitally affecting farmers or farm policy.

This bill, I believe, gives the Depart-
ment of Agriculture the tools: to enhance
agriculture research by upgrading agri-
culture research, by upgrading research
to the top level of the Agriculture De-
partment; to provide the Secretary of
Agriculture with a National Agricultural
Research Policy Advisory Board made up
of representatives from the Federal sec-
tor, the academic-scientific community,
the agriculture community and the pub-
lic sector to advise the Secretary on
priorities, planning, goals, strategies, and
funding allocations for -agricultural re-
search; to provide new research grant
programs to broaden the base of agri-
cultural research throughout our gcien-
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tific community and allow us to take ad-
vantage in developing, research break-
throughs by better and faster utilization
of our fine and well established mission-
oriented research facilities at our State
university and State agricultural re-
search stations; and, finally, to attempt
to stop the decline of funding of agri-
cultural research in our country by au-
thorizing increased expenditure of ap-
propriations for existing programs, as
well as these new grant programs.

Mr. Chairman, we must revise our Fed-
eral funding priorities and adopt these
new management tools if we expect
American agriculture to maintain, let
alone increase, the production of food,
fiber, and forest products for our people
and an ever-increasing world population.

The farmers of America are willing to
work and produce the food, fiber, and
wood products required, However, more
productive grains, plants, animals, fibers,
and wood products to meet the require-
ments of the future can only be pro-
duced if they are first discovered and
tested for use by research.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

Mr. DODD. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this
legislation. I commend the committee,
both the majority and minority members,
for bringing this legislation forth.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out
a major area of concern to me and one
which I feel needs to be addressed and
that is the plight of the family farmer.
Throughout this Nation the number of
small farms has dwindled considerably
over the past two decades. In my own
State of Connecticut the dairy farmers
in 1963-64 numbered 3,000. Today there
are 760 of them left. We are losing these
farms in Connecticut at a rate of 100 a
year.

I feel strongly we have got to do more
to preserve the family farm in this
country if we are to maintain a healthy
and sound agricultural base in the years
to come. I would like to address the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Virginia on
the minority side regarding this issue of
the family farm. I wonder if the gentle-
man might explain or tell me whether
the role of the family farmer has been
an essential factor in the development of
an agricultural base in this country. How
essential has the family farm been?

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

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

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

Mr. Chairman, in response to the ques-
tion raised by the gentleman from Con-
necticut, let me refer him to page 17 of
the report accompanying the committee
bill, in which it says on the subject of
small farmers:

The Committee adopted a clarification of
language encouraglng more Iintensive re-
search and extension on small-farm opera-

tors and urges an expanded effort in this
ATea.

The House Committee on Agriculture
for many years has recognized the vital
role that the family-sized or family-type
farm has played in contributing to the
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whole of American agriculture. Unfor-
tunately, because of a series of economic
factors, far too many of our small fam-
ily-type farms have gone out of produc-
tion. It would be the hope of the gentle-
man from Virginia and I am sure every
member of the House Committee on
Agriculture that in the mechanism that
is being established in this bill, as we set
both long-term and short-term priorities
for agricultural research, the peculiar
problems faced by the family farmer will
be addressed, and hopefully some better
answers can be found to these perplex-
ing problems and through intensive re-
search and more importantly through
extension that we do everything possible
to preserve this vital segment of our
farm economy.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DODD. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I rise in support of this legislation. As
a cosponsor I am sure it will help our
farmers. I sincerely hope it will pass by
an overwhelming vote.

Mr. HAGEDORN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak
in favor of H.R. 11743, the National Ag-
ricultural Policy Act of 1976. Even more
important than the funds for research
which this program authorizes are its
provisions calling for more effective co-
ordination of existing research efforts.
This is not an emergency bhill; those in-
stitutions which have been and will re-
main responsible for conducting the
great share of agricultural research in
the United States have done an excellent
job. This bill makes no fundamental
changes in their responsibilities, it
creates no new bureaucracies, institutes
no coercive policies, and attempts to
build upon the present framework, not
work radical changes upon it.

Yet, increasingly in recent years, the
Department of Agriculture has been
given authority in nontraditional areas,
most notably food stamps. I have testi-
fied before the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee in behalf of transferring these
“income security” functions to HEW
where they properly belong, but, until
that time, I believe that we must attempt
to renew USDA efforts in its more tradi-
tional areas of responsibility. Since 1969,
“income security” expenditures within
USDA have soared from approximately
12 percent of its total budget to more
than 60 percent. Traditional agriculture
expenditures have declined from more
than 62 percent of USDA’'s total budget
to less than 25 percent—declining in ab-
solute dollars from $4.5 billion to $1.8
billion. In terms of 1969 dollars, USDA
is also spending substantially. less for
agricultural research.

H.R. 11743 would require USDA to re-
focus and clarify its own research efforts,
as well as the assorted agriculture re-
search efforts conducted by other Federal
agencies. Currently, within USDA, the
Forest Service, the Agricultural Research
Service, the Cooperative State Research
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Service, the Farmer Cooperative Service,
the Economic Research Service, as well
as other agencies all have significant re-
search and development responsibilities.

Outside the USDA, the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, the De-
partment of the Interior, the Depart-
ment of Commerce, the National Science
Foundation, and numerous other de-
partments and agencies all possess
jurisdiction in the area of food research.
Charged with responsibility for coordi-
nating the efforts of these numerous
agencies will be a new Assistant Secre-
tary of Agriculture, who is also charged
with disseminating the fruits of this
research to those private institutions
and individuals who can potentially
benefit. A Research Advisory Board is
also to be established within USDA,
composed of representatives from bhoth
public and private groups, to review
longer range research needs, as well as
to analyze the longer range impact of
ongoing research.

At a time when rates of increase in
farm productivity are declining, a
step-up in agricultural research efforts
is extremely important to the strength
of the United States. Such research
can help us learn ways to control pests
with maximum efficiency while doing the
least damage to our environment, it can
teach us how to use fertilizers to maxi-
mum benefit, how to fully utilize the en-
ergy of the Sun and the nourishing abili-
ties of water and soil, and how "better
to produce disease resistant strains of
plants and breeds of livestock. Provi-
sions in H.R. 11743 that call upon the
United States to share the yield of our
research with the people of other na-
tions insure that this bill is a foreign
assistance bill of the very best kind.

I also endorse sections of this bill
which encourage nutrition research,
animal health research, and methods
by which to insure that small farmers
will be able to take full advantage of
the knowledge gained through these and
other research efforts. HR. 11743 is cer-
tain to prove one of the best investments
that this Congress will make in the
future health of this country.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from California (Mr. GOLDWATER).

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Illinois for
his kindness.

I just want to continue on with the
chairman or ranking minority Member
on this question of research funds.

Are there funds in being today, is this
added on top of the $600 million that
is being authorized?

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, in re-
sponding to the query of the distin-
guished gentleman from California (Mr.
GoLpwATER) I was replying that the au-
thorization contained in the bill would
include funding for forestry research;
however, the thrust of the bill is to in-
crease research funding or funding for
all research, including forestry.

Mr. GOLDWATER. In other words,
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would this be on top of that which is now
in existence?

Mr. WAMPLER. Let me respond in this
manner. In the President’s proposed
budget for fiscal year 1977, there was an
amount of $510 million for all agricul-
tural research, including forestry re-
search. The authorization level in the bill
before us would increase that for fiscal
year 1977 from the $510 million and it
would be $600 million. So the answer is,
ves, as explained.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Would that be
$600 million total?

Mr. WAMPLER. $600 million total.

Mr. GOLDWATER. One last question
that I would like to ask the gentleman.
Section 4(f), which is found on page 20
of the bill, provides for reimbursement
of members of the Board. It is my desire
to be reassured by the committee that
this language is standard language. My
concern arises from the fact that this is
a very large board which possesses an
unlimited life and will involve individuals
all over the country.

Am I correct that it is the intent of
the committee that this section is in-
tended to cover the legitimate expenses
and that it is the intent of the commit-
tee that the taxpayer is getting the most
effective expenditure of his tax dollars
with respect to the expenses of the
Board?

Mr. WAMPLER. If the gentleman will
vield further, in responding to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California, I
would say that the answer is, and I wish
to assure the gentleman, that the lan-
guage in the bill is intended to be boiler-
plate language. There is provision for
membership on the Board for both Gov-
ernment members, as well as the private
sector members, as provided in the bill,
and the language that the gentleman
from California refers to is intended to
provide that Board members be reim-
bursed for legitimate expenses only as
provided for in existing law. No change
in existing law is intended and none is
provided, in my opinion.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this
legislation. I think it is a good move. It
is a step in the right direction and pro-
vides the proper kind of coordination be-
tween various research concerns. By
doing this we can find the answers to
many of the plaguing questions that we
who are interested in agricultural re-
search have for carrying on agriculture
as it has been in many years. I commend
the committee for bringing this bill to
the floor.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I, too,
rise in support of the bill.

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the
Committee on Agriculture, I am very
pleased that we have brought this bill
before the House. I think it is a good bill
and a reflection of the increasing concern
we have regarding the importance of
agricultural research.

I therefore want to commend the
chairman and the ranking minority
member, the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. WampLER), who is the sponsor of
the legislation.
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I am also pleased that we have in-
cluded in the bill a modest specific au-
thorization for human nutrition re-
search. The authorization for fiscal year
1977 is $5 million, which is a modest fig-
ure relative to the need. We had testi-
mony before the committee to indicate
that given the gaps in our knowledge of
human nutrition, a greater authorization
is justified. However, the committee was
reluctant to authorize more than $5 mil-
lion, which, while still short of a total
commitment to nutrition research, is, at
least, a good beginning.

Mr. Chairman, I do have two concerns
with this bill which I would like to men-
tion briefly. The first relates to whether
or not agricultural research programs
now in existence have to be reauthorized
every year. The ranking minority mem-
ber, the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WampLER) and the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. Moore) have addressed that
rather specifically, and I thank them for
it. I believe their discussion clarifies the
situation, and while I would personally
prefer that the existing programs not be
subjected to an annual authorization,
even temporarily, I am encouraged by
the statements made on the record by
the author of the bill, Mr. WAMPLER.

My second concern relates to section 4,
which would create a National Agricul-
tural Research Policy Advisory Board.
Subsection (a)(2) would authorize the
Secretary to appoint five representatives
from colleges and universities engaged in
agricultural research. If I may address
my question on this to the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WameLER), I would
appreciate his attention.

Mr. WampLER, would it be possible un-
der that subsection for the Secretary to
appoint someone to the Advisory Board
from an experiment station that is en-
gaged in agricultural research?

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McHUGH. I yield to the gentle-
man from Virginia.

Mr. WAMPLER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding to me. In response to
the question of the distinguished gentle-
man from New York, I would say that the
answer is “Yes.” There is nothing in the
bill to prohibit or prevent it. It certainly
would be the thought of the gentleman
from Virginia that when the Secretary of
Agriculture makes his selections to the
policy board, that he would consult
closely with the academic community in
making these selections.

Moreover, as I stated earlier, it would
be entirely possible, if we could find an
individual who had expertise in more
than just one field—and certainly nutri-
tion, in my judgment, would be of the
highest priority—I would hope that we
would have at least one constituent
member on the board who would have
broad knowledge of the field of nutrition.

Mr. McHUGH. Is it the gentleman’s
hope and intention, as it is mine—and I
ask this of the gentleman since he is the
author of the bill—that the Secretary
appoint a person from an experiment
station to the board, given the great con-
tribution that those experiment stations
have made to agricultural research?

Mr. WAMPLER. Absolutely, it would
be the hope of the gentleman from Vir-
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ginia that this consideration would take
place.

Also, Mr, Chairman, I think the record
should note that there is a very impor-
tant part of this bill, the so-called Mc-
Hugh amendment, which was offered by
the gentleman from New York during the
markup session on this legislation, which
does provide for a new and integrated
thrust into the field of nutritional re-
search. By some standards, $5 million is
considered a modest sum, but it was the
initiative of the gentleman from New
York which produced that new initiative.
He is to be commended for it. We have,
in effect, an open-end authorization in
this particular area for fiscal year 1978
and 1979.

It would be the hope of the gentleman
from Virginia that as our budgetary sit-
uation improves—and hopefully, it will—
that we can devote larger sums of money
to this area because I can think of noth-
ing that is more important than ade-
quate programs into nutritional research.
I commend the gentleman from New
York for his contribution, because it has
made this a better bill.

Mr. McHUGH. I thank the gentleman
for his very thoughtful remarks.

Mr. VANIEK. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a
question of the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. WampLER). What was the logic of
putting nutritional research in Agricul-
ture rather than Health? It would seem
to me that the producers of food are not
necessarily the group in government that
would be as vitally concerned about nu-
trition and the health of the people as
the division of Health in the Department
of HEW. Nutrition research would seem
a more likely responsibility of HEW.

‘What was the logic of putting this nu-
trition research organization, which I
think is a very important function, in
Agriculture, in the food production sec-
tor of our governmental bureaucracy,
rather than in that which is concerned
with health?

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. WAMPLER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding to me.

May I say that approximately 60 per-
cent of the total budget for the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture is allocated to
functions which are classified as nutri-
tion. As the gentleman from Ohio knows,
the food stamp program is under the leg-
islative jurisdiction of the Committee on
Agriculture and, of course, is adminis-
tered by the Department of Agriculture.
Other worthwhile nutritional programs
are likewise under the jurisdiction of the
Department of Agriculture.

It was the feeling of our committee
that the land grant colleges and univer-
sities, through their extension services,
have contributed greatly to nutritional
research on a one-on-one basis, help-
ing low income, impoverished people to
improve their diet through better nutri-
tional education. This means of trans-
mitting this vast reservoir of information
and putting it in usuable form was one of
the reasons we considered it. In certain
unique areas, we consider the Depart-
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ment of Agriculture can well perform
this, because I believe that in the De-
partment of Agriculture, there is a large
reservoir of expertise on nutrition. It
was for those reasons as well as others
that it was considered.

Mr. VANIK, In HEW is there a com-
parable nutrition research function?

Is there a nutrition research function
that is presently carried on in the De-
partment of Health?

Mr. WAMPLER. If the gentleman will
yield, I believe in the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare most of
the nutritional research pertains more
to disease—how nutrition may improve
health and prevent disease and malnu-
trition—rather than the nutritional
value of food that is consumed on an on-
going basis.

That would be the opinion of this gen-
tleman.

Mr. VANIK. Would there be any cor-
relation between what we establish in
this bill and the functions that are per-
formed by HEW? Is that specified?

Mr. WAMPLER. In responding to the
gentleman, yes, I would say the bill
specifically provides for better coordina-
tion for the assimilation of research
dat:_a.. There is a substantial amount of
basic research taking place other than
in the Department of Agriculture that
has a definite bearing on nutrition and
other matters relating to agriculture.
The bill provides for a better clearing-
house or assimilation point so that re-
search information and data can be bet-
ter used and disseminated.

Mr. VANIK. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. If the gentleman
will yield, I sit on the Appropriations
Subcommittee dealing with national
health. We can give them hundreds and
hundreds of millions of dollars and they
will spend almost none on nutritional re-
search. They are constantly looking for
some magic drugs that will solve the
problems, and they constantly refuse to
consider the great importance of nutri-
tion and the ability of the body itself to
respond to its stresses and strains if they
have proper nutrition.

Mr. VANIK. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the National Agricultural Research
Policy Act of 1976, H.R. 11743, is a good
piece of legislation which place a long-
needed emphasis on planning and focus-
ing our efforts in agricultural research so
that present and evolving food problems,
both domestic and international, will be
addressed.

We have witnessed famines, energy
shortages, droughts, disease, water, air
and soil pollution, deforestation and
overgrazing, and other grave problems
that have had immediate impacts on our
food production and distribution system.
The subsequent depletion of our grain
reserves in the early seventies triggered
a full food production policy which called
for-the planting of all available acreage.
Farmers eagerly responded, technology
kept pace with larger, more energy-in-
tensive machinery, and research pro-
duced new, chemical, farming aids, more
high-yielding hybrid crops, and other
supports for large farmers.

I am not disparaging the many
achievements of our agricultural system,
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but I am concerned over certain factors
resulting from this mechanized system of
large-scale, monocultural farming. The
constantly increasing international de-
mand for food, and the abundance, until
recently, of cheap energy has developed
a built-in reliance on petrochemical
sources of energy in our agricultural sys-
tem. This heavy use of chemical fertil-
izers, pesticides and herbicides has begun
to take its toll in many ways.

Fossil fuels have become expensive as
their sources have diminished and the
finiteness of the supply has been recog-
nized. This has meant increased costs
to our farmers and higher food prices to
our consumers. Besides this serious fac-
tor, petrochemicals are polluting our
streams and lakes, and possibly damag-
ing the quality of our soil and food. This
is definitely an area for research. We may
need to move away from this heavy em-
phasis on energy-intensive chemical aids
in the near future and should be prepared
with good alternatives. The price of en-
ergy will continue to escalate and farm-
ers will start to feel the crunch. Those
who depend heavily on natural gas for
the irrigation process, as many farmers
in Texas do, are already cutting down
their irrigated acreage due to costs.

Adequate preparation for such needs
may involve the development of farming
alternatives which ineclude mixed-crop-
ping, no-tillage, biological and integrated
pest controls, a move toward smaller, or-
ganic farms which use appropriate tech-
nology that demands little fuel and max-
imizes efficiency. The studies, reports,
and views on this issue by such organiza-
tions as the Center for the Biology of
Natural Systems, the Agribusiness Ac-
countability Project, and Friends Com-
mittee on National Legislation should be
seriously considered.

The promotion of small farms, direct
marketing from farmer to consumer, ap-
propriate technology, and organic farm-
ing aids may become very necessary ele-
ments in our future agricultural system.
I hope that the agricultural research
which is stimulated by H.R. 11743 ad-
dresses these points.

Mr. BALDUS. Mr. Chairman, col-
leagues, I rise in support of the bill.

Agricultural research has in the past
provided us with the means to maximize
our agricultural production. In our re-
cent history it has been our ability to
increase our food yields on a per acre or
per animal basis that has kept the
United States in an enviable position in
terms of the world production of food.

Nevertheless, present and future world
food demands require continued compre-
hensive research into food production
and marketing capabilities. The bill be-
fore us provides for a system of research
which will be subject to input from a wide
variety of interested parties. The bill is
offered in the anticipation that its en-
actment will result in higher production
for the farmers of America and the rest
of the world and will make more food
available for a starving world.

I would like to bring to the attention
of my colleagues a significant and meri-
torious change which is made under this
bill in terms of who may undertake re-
search authorized under the act.

In the past, research grants have been
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earmarked for land-grant colleges and
universities. This policy has neglected
the research capabilities of non-land-
' grant institutions. When hearings were
held by the Agriculture Committee, Dr.
James Dollohan of the University of Wis-
consin at River Falls, a university which
is very strong on agricultural studies,
gave testimony supporting an extension
of eligibility to non-land-grant institu-
tions.

In response to this concern, this bill
authorizes the Secretary to make grants
to all colleges and universities having
demonstrable capacity in agricultural re-
search. Such institutions shall also, of
course, be eligible to seek the special
competitive grants contained in the bill.
In this way, no institution which is ca-
pable of performing the research will
be barred from doing so simply because
of the nature of the institution.

I urge my colleagues to support pas-
sage of the National Agricultural Re-
search Policy Act of 1976.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of HR. 11743, the Na-
tional Agricultural Research Policy Act
of 1976.

There are many reasons for my strong
support of this legislation. The food
crisis of 1972, during which worldwide
crop output dropped almost 2 percent
after years of steady increases, magni-
fied the Nation’s concern for our precious
agricultural system. Since that time the
increasing demands in other countries
for our food products, the simultaneous
disappearance of our own food reserves,
and the prevailing economic, political,
and social trends, have combined with
the usual vagaries of the weather to war-
rant continuing concern about food sup-
plies and to make farming an increas-
ingly risky business,

The American farmer has always been
at center stage, but this has perhaps
never been as apparent as it is now. His
productivity and experience today and
tomorrow may well provide the differ-
ence between a sane and rational world
and one plunged into the abyss of famine,
recrimination, and war. Many of the
farmers’ successes in achieving their pro-
duction records of the past have been
directly related to research investments
in earlier years—and it is primarily for
this reason that I urge my colleagues to
support this bill.

Our ability to meet future United
States and world food needs will continue
to depend on major breakthroughs in
agricultural science and technology, and
this legislation will, to the greatest de-
gree possible, provide a mechanism for
identifying the Nation’s highest priori-
ties for agricultural research, assure that
this high-priority research is effectively
implemented, and insure that all re-
search related to agriculture is effectively
planned, coordinated, and evaluated.

From my perspective as a member of
the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology, I would also like to mention that
this bill complements well the provisions
of the National Science and Technology
Policy, Organization, and Priorities Act
of 1976 which originated in our commit-
tee and which was signed into law by the
President on May 11, 1976. One of the
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high-priority goals for sclence and tech-
nology emphasized in that act is assuring
an adequate supply of food and materials
for the Nation’s needs. HR. 11743 pro-
vides the specific policy needed by the
agricultural research community to
reach this goal.

At the beginning of this Congress, the
Committee on Science and Technology
was assigned a special oversight function
over all areas of nonmilitary research
and development. Because of its crucial
importance to the Nation’s welfare, agri-
cultural research and development was
the first area of special oversight chosen
both by my Subcommittee on Science,
Research, and Technology and by Chair-
man Ray THoOrRNTON’S Subcommittee on
Domestic and International Scientific
Planning and Analysis. We began our
joint effort early in 1975, and held 8 days
of hearings on agricultural R. & D. in
Washington plus field hearings in three
centers of agricultural research in June,
September, and October of 1975.

This joint venture turned out to be
extremely worthwhile for the members
of our subcommittees. Given the world
food situation and the relationship of
research to agricultural productivity as
laid out in our hearings, it would seem
imperative to devise an agricultural pol-
icy which will maximize the possibility of
discovering unexploited opportunities for
helping to solve world food problems
through science and technology.

The report on these hearings will be
printed within the next few weeks. We
hope that it will be helpful to the
House and the Senate committees with
legislative jurisdiction over agriculture,
both in the formulation of future legis-
lative approaches and during the re-
maining action on this bill.

Numerous studies and reports have al-
ready appeared which strongly support
the need for this legislation. Although
each contributes something new and
something important, the time to act is
now. I urge my colleagues to give their
support to this bill.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, the House has before it today
legislation I have cosponsored which is
urgently needed and foresighted. For too
long criticism has been leveled at Ameri-
can agriculture for its slow reaction to
changing climatic and environmental
conditions, altered eating habits of
Americans, and nutritional and agricul-
tural needs of the world family of na-
tions. Much of the blame for agriculture’s
less than deliberate outlook can be di-
rectly traced to the lack of coordinated,
effective, and visionary agricultural re-
search. This shortcoming hurts both im-
mediately and in the long term. The leg-
islation before us is a major step toward
achieving a consolidated agricultural re~
search program for it lays the ground-
work to meet today’s agricultural prob-
lems headlong. Our only obstacles will be
and should be technological in nature
and not the result of poor planning, lack
of coordination, and insufficient funding.

The National Agricultural Research
Act directs the Department of Agricul-
ture to coordinate and disseminate in-
formation from federally affiliated agri-
cultural research and to monitor and re-
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port to concerned institutions, agricul-
tural research and education structures.
A National Agricultural Research Policy
Advisory Board is established with mem-
bership from the academic community,
the agricultural community, and speci-
fied areas of the public interest.

The board will set the framework for
exchange of information on Govern-
ment and Government-sponsored agri-
cultural research and education pro-
grams in addition to reviewing agricul-
tural research policies and programs. The
board will have the key responsibility of
recommending long- and short-range
priorities and plans for agricultural re-
search and education and will make rec-
ommendations for allocation of USDA re-
search funds. We in Congress will have
the fruits of their labors in the form of
an annual report on the state of agri-
cultural research.

The past year and a half I have served
on the Agricultural Committee have been
both educational and enlightening in ad-
dition to providing more than a few sur-
prises on our agricultural programs. I am
amazed at the dearth of funding for hu-
man nutrition research when I consider
the wide-ranging and complex USDA-
administered food stamp program and its
cost of approximately $5 billion. The
enormity of these statistics and the vari-
ous other federally funded nutrition-
related programs make the shortage of
funding for research in this area ever
more puzzling and disturbing.

I am particularly pleased the bill au-
thorizes $5 million for fiscal year 1977
and such sums as are necessary for fiscal
year 1978 and 1979, though the total ap-
propriation for the 3 years shall not ex-
ceed $150 million. This funding level
compares quite favorably with the $11
million total fiscal year 1976 appropria-
tion for nutrition research by the Agri-
cultural Research Service, the USDA
agency with major responsibility in this
area. In addition, the legislation estab-
lishes a clearinghouse for Federal human
nutrition research to consolidate infor-
mation on nutrition research projects
and results.

Finally, the bill addresses the timely
and very real concern of the role of the
United States in helping needy countries
increase their food production. We have
the necessary technology, skills, and
manpower to help those less developed
countries expand their agricultural hori-
zons so that they can provide their own
citizenry with basic foodstuffs. The man-
date in this legislation is to assist needy
countries to help themselves through our
advanced resources and techniecal knowl-
edge. This is a very real, tangible, and
moral goal for the United States.

I commend this bill to my colleagues
with my strong words of support. It seeks
to answer both current agricultural re-
search problems and anticipated hurdles
in years ahead. The achievement of the
purposes of this bill will more than out-
pace the funding requested therein.

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
commend my colleagues for having sup-
ported the bill (H.R. 11743), to establish
a National Agricultural Research Policy
Advisory Board.




23734

This bill will enable Texas A. & M. Uni-
versity to expand its present research
programs in agricultural research and
will be of considerable help to an already
extensive State Agriculture Research
Service.

My congressional district has a tre-
mendous interest in agricultural research
and I am glad that the Congress has to-
day provided the opportunity for greater
focus on agricultural research.

The bill, of which I was a coauthor,
has commanded nearly unanimous sup-
port from the many representatives of
the agricultural, research, and academic
communities throughout the country.

This measure should assure that this
Nation will establish and meet adequate
national goals in food, fiber, forestry
product, and human nutrition research.
It provides the Secretary of Agriculture
with major management tools to better
plan, carry out, coordinate, and evaluate
the Federal role in agriculture research.

The bill provides an additional Assist-
ant Secretary of Agriculture and a staff
to assist the Secretary of Agriculture in
carrying out both the new functions as-
signed in this bill and those agriculture
research and education responsibilities
already entrusted to the USDA.

The measure establishes a new per-
manent National Agricultural Research
Policy Advisory Board, composed of 22
members drawn from concerned Federal
departments and agencies, the academic
community, the agricultural community,
and the public, to advise and assist the
Secretary of Agriculture in carrying out
these functions.

The measure further authorizes addi-
tional funds for the USDA to expand
agricultural research as follows:

First, $150 million would be authorized
over the next 3 fiscal years for a new
program of competitive grants for agri-
cultural research, of which $15 million
would be available for fiscal year 1977.

Second, an additional $5 million is
authorized for competitive human nutri-
tion research grants in fiscal year 1977
and such sums as may be necessary to
carry out further human nutrition re-
search in fiscal years 1978 and 1979.

Additionally, the bill provides an ad-
ditional authorization of approximately
$90 million to fund both a new mission-
oriented research grant program estab-
lished by the bill, and also to fund ex-
pansion of the USDA existing agricul-
tural research programs. This is accom-
plished by providing an authorization of
$600 million for agricultural research as
compared with the President’s budget re-
guest of $510 million. However, after fis-
cal year 1977, annual authorizations
other than the new competitive research
grant programs would be required.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur-
ther amendments, the question is on the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. O’NeILL)

having assumed the chair, Mr. Jacoss,
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee having had
under consideration the bill (H.R. 11743)
to establish a National Agricultural Re-
search Policy Committee, and for other
purposes, pursuant to House Resoluition
1244, he reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under the
rule, the previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on the
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute? If not,
the question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken: and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that the
ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, I object to the
vote on the ground that a quorum is not
present and make the point of order that
a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evidently
a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

"I'he vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 373, nays 17,
not voting 52, as follows:

[Roll No. 543]
YEAS—3T73

Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Butler

Carney

Carr

Carter
Cederberg
Chisholm
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collins, Ill.
Collins, Tex,
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Corman
Cornell
Cotter
Coughlin
D'Amours
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis
Delaney
Dent
Derrick
Derwinslki
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Dodd
Downey, N.Y.
Downing, Va.
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Duncan, Tenn.
du Pont

Abdnor
Adams
Addabbo
Allen

Ambro
Anderson, TI1.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
AuCoin
Bafalis
Baldus
Baucus
Bauman
Beard, R.I.
Beard, Tenn,
Bedell
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blanchard
Blouin
Boggs
Boland
Bonker
Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brodhead
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif,

Early
Eckhardt
Edgar
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Emery
English
Erlenborn
Evins, Tenn.
Fary
Fascell
Fenwick
Findley
Fish
Pisher
Flood
Florio
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel
Frey
Fuqua
Gaydos
Glaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gradison
Grassley
Gude
Guyer
Hagedorn
Haley
Hall, 11.
Hall, Tex.
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
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Hannaford
Harrington
Harris
Harsha
Hayes, Ind.
Hays, Ohio
Hechler, W, Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Henderson
Hicks
Hightower
Hillis
Holland

Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Hughes
Hungate
Hutchinson
Hyde

Ichord
Jacobs
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla,
Jordan
Easten
Kastenmeier
EKazen

Kelly

Eemp
Eetchum
Keys
Kindness
Eoch

Krebs
Krueger
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Latta

Leggett
Lehman
Lent

Levitas
Lioyd, Calif.
Lloyd, Tenn.
Long, La.

Lundine
McClory
McCloskey
MecCollister
MeCormack
McDade
McFall
McHugh
McEay
Madden
Madigan
Maguire
Mahon
Mann
Martin
Mathis
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Meyner

Crane
McDonald
Mottl
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Mezvinsky
Michel
Mikva
Milford
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Moffett
Mpollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Calif,
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, 11,
Murphy, N.Y.
Murtha
Myers, Ind,
Natcher

Patten, N.J.
Patterson,
Calif.
Pattison, N.Y.
Perkins
Pettis
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Pressler
Preyer
Price
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rangel

Robinson
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Russo
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Myers, Pa.
Paul
Stratton

Ryan
St Germain
Santini
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
SBcheuer
Schroeder
Schulze
Sebelius
Seiberling
Sharp
Shipley
Shriver
Shuster
Bikes
Simon
Sisk
Skubitz
Black
Smith, Towa
Smith, Nebr.
Snyder
Solarz
Spellman
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stark
Steed
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague
Thompson
Thone
Traxler
Treen
Tsongas
Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Waxman
Weaver
Whalen
White
Whitten
Wilson, Bob
Wilson, C. H.
Wilson, Tex.
Winn
Wirth
Wolfl
Wright
Wylie
Yates
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zeferetti

Wydler

NOT VOTING—b52

Abzug
Alexander
Anderson,
Callif.
Andrews, N.C.
Badillo
Bolling
Byron
Chappell
Clay
Conyers
de la Garza
Dellums
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evans, Ind.
Fithian

Green
Hansen
Harkin
Hawkins
Hébert
Hefner
Heinz
Helstoski
Hinshaw
Howe
Jarman
Jeffords
Jones, Tenn,
Earth
Landrum
Litton
McEwen
McEinney

The Clerk announced

pairs:

Mineta
Pepper
Peyser
Richmond
Riegle
Risenhoover
Rodino
Schneebeli
Stanton,
James V.
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Symington
Thornton
Van Deerlin
Whitehurst
Wiggins
Yatron

the following
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Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Andrews
of North Carolina.
Ms. Abzug with Mr, Dellums.
Mr. Rodino with Mr. Evans of Colorado.
Mr. Badillo with Mr. Hefner.
Mr. Helstoskl with Mr. Hébert.
Mr. Symington with Mr. Alexander.
Mr. Litton with Mr. Heinz.
Byron with Mr. Hansen.
Chappell with Mr. Esch.
Richmond with Mr. Eshleman.
Pepper with Mr. Jeffords.
Riegle with Mr. Earth.
Clay with Mr. Evans of Indiana.
Harkin with Mr. Peyser.
Conyers with Mr. Fithian.
de la Garza with Mr. Schneebell.
Hawkins with Mr. Green.
Howe with Mr, Steelman.
Mineta with Mr. McEwen.
Risenhoover with Mr. Steiger of Ari-
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Thornton with Mr. McKinney.
Yatron with Mr. Whitehurst.

Van Deerlin with Mr. Landrum.
Anderson of California with Mr. James
V. Stanton.

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to establish a National Agricul-
tural Research Policy Advisory Board,
and for other purposes.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

USDA EXECUTIVE ADJUSTMENTS

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of
the bill (H.R. 10133) to upgrade the posi-
tion of Under Secretary of Agriculture to
Deputy Secretary of Agriculture; to pro-
vide for an additional member of the
Board of Directors, Commodity Credit
Corporation; and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. FoLEY).

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 101333, with
Mr. Jacoss in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the

gentleman from Washington (Mr.
Forey) will be recognized for 30 min-

utes, and the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. WamprLER) will be recognized for
30 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. FoLEY).

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I have the privilege to
bring to the Committee today the bill
(H.R. 10133) which I introduced at the
request of the administration. This bill
makes much-needed salary and other
adjustments at the policymaking level
at the Department of Agriculture. It is
designed to accommodate the tremend-
ous increase in the scope and complex-
ity of the programs administered by the
United States Department of Agricul-
ture over the past quarter century by
upgrading and augmenting the top-level
policy staff of the Department.

Briefly, this legislation:

Upgrades the position of Under Secre-
tary—executive level III; $42,000—to
Deputy Secretary of Agriculture—execu-
tive level II; $44,600;

Establishes a new position of Assistant
Secretary of Agriculture at executive
level IV ($39,900) ;

Raises the positions of Administrator,
Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service, and Administrator, Food and
Nutrition Service, from GS-18—$37,-
800—to executive level V—$37,800;

Increases the membership of the board
of the Commodity Credit Corporation
from 6 to 7; and

Removes from executive level V the
position of Director of Agricultural Eco-
nomics—whose duties will be assumed by
the New Assistant Secretary—and the
position of Director of Science and Edu-
cation, which has not been filled for
several years.

This legislation will bring the USDA
top-level staff structure more in line with
that of other major executive depart-
ments. At present, the Secretary of Agri-
culture has available to assist him in
managing and directing the complex and
far-reaching programs of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture a top echelon staff
consisting of one Under Secretary, four
program Assistant Secretaries—executive
level IV—an Assistant Secretary for Ad-
ministration—executive level V—and the
Director of Agricultural Economics—also
executive level V. This small group of top
policy officials is responsible for develop-
ing the policies and directing and man-
aging the operations of a Department
that carries out its many complex pro-
grams at over 10,000 locations, in every
one of the 50 States, in over 3,000 coun-
ties, and in many foreign countries. Many
new programs have been enacted by the
Congress since 1953. Net budgetary ex-
penditures for all activities of the De-
partment have increased from about $4.7
billion in 1953 to an estimate of about
$10.7 billion in 1977; and during this
same period, the average annual employ-
ment has increased from 62,479 to 105,-
752.

The need for adequate staffing of the
several Departments at the Deputy Sec-
retary and Assistant Secretary level has
been recognized in most of the other
Cabinet-level agencies of the Govern-
ment. Four Departments of Government
now have Deputy or Under Secretaries at
the executive level II, including the De-
partments of State, Treasury, Transpor-
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tation, and Defense—which has two
Deputies. The committee believes that the
Department of Agriculture, in terms of
budget, numbers of employees, breadth
of program, and general responsibility
more than merits a Deputy Secretary at
executive level II. In addition, changing
the classification of this position from
Under Secretary to Deputy Secretary
will give the incumbent status commen-
surate with his responsibility as he deals
with other nations, other Departments of
Government, and agencies outside Gov-
ernment,

USDA, with but four Assistant Secre-
taries at executive level IV, ranks low
among the Executive Departments. By
comparison, the Defense Department
and its service departments have a com-
bined total of 22; the Department of
Housing and Urban Development has 8;
the Department of State has 12; the De-
partment of Justice has 9; the Depart-
ment of the Treasury has 5; the Depart-
ment of the Interior has 6; and the
Department of Labor has 6.

The position of Director of Agricultural
Economics at executive level V—$37,-
800— was established in the Office of the
Secretary of Agriculture on October 13,
1961. The incumbent in this position ex-
ercises the responsibility of an Assistant
Secretary. of Agriculture and should be
accorded the same rank. This bill up-
grades this position to that of an Assist-
ant Secretary at executive level IV and
abolishes the position of Director of Agri-
cultural Economics.

The positions of Administrator, Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service—
APHIS—and Administrator, Food and
Nutrition Service—FNS—will be up-
graded from GS-18 to executive level V.

APHIS is one of the largest and most
complex agencies in the Department of
Agriculture. It has overall responsibility
for the meat and poultry inspection pro-
grams as well as the many programs in
the areas of plant and animal disease and
pest control. The agency employs over
15,000 people and administers a budget of
over $400 million. A number of other
smaller agencies have Level V adminis-
trators. For example, the Food and Drug
Administration, which has responsibil-
ities which are comparable in some re-
spects to those of APHIS, has a Level V
commissioner even though its employ-
ment—=6,763—and budget—$252 mil-
lion—are less than half of those of
APHIS.

The growth in importance and in
budgetary impact of the programs of
FNS since it came into existence in 1969
probably has no peacetime parallel
among Federal agencies. In fiscal year
1970, FNS had a staff of 1,747 to admin-
ister programs with outlays of approxi-
madtely $1 billion. By fiscal year 1976, the
FNS staff had grown to 2,534 and its
budget, due in large measure to the
tremendous expansion in the numbers
of people served by the food stamp pro-
gram, had jumped to $7.9 billion. The
mission of this agency, to bring to mil-
lions of Americans a nutritious and ade-
quate diet, demands that the prestige
and compensation of its chief executive
officer be such as to attract able men
and women.
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Finally, this bill will increase the mem-
bership of the Board of Directors of the
Commodity Credit Corporation—CCC—
from 6 to 7. Of recent years, greater at-
tention has been focused on the stabliza-
tion of the rural population and major
emphasis has been placed upon programs
which enhance rural development. The
basic economic decisions of the CCC
Board need to be correlated with the
administration of Rural Development
programs and the Committee believes
that adding the Assistant Secretary of
Agriculture for Rural Development to
the CC Board of Directors will strengthen
this relationship.

The Congressional Budget Office has
estimated that, in view of the negligible
increases in salary effected by this bill
and in view of the fact that two executive
level V positions would be eliminated,
this bill will result, over a 5-year pe-
riod, in a net annual savings of over $30,-
000. The Committee's estimate, which
agrees almost exactly with that of USDA,
is that this bill would cost about $5,000
per vear. The principal reason for the
difference is that the Committee and
USDA have attributed no saving to elim-
ination of the position of Director of
Secience and Education because the posi-
tion is vacant.

Mr. Chairman, this bill was approved
by the Subcommittee on Department
Operations, Investigations and Over-

sight by a record vote of 6-1 and was
ordered reported by voice vote by the
full Committee on Agriculturee on
May 11, 1976. The Committee on Agri-

culture believes that if the Secretary of
Agriculture is to be held accountable, as
he must be, for the effective administra-
tion of the numerous and complex pro-
grams of the Department of Agriculture,
he must also be given the tools to do the
job. We urge the Members to support
prompt enactment of this bill in order
that the Secretary may attract an ade-
quate staff of qualified and competent
administrators and organize them to do
an effective job. Thank you.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R.
10133. This bill, which will elevate the
Under Secretary of Agriculture, add an
additional Assistant Secretary, and up-
grade the status of the Administrators of
Animal, Plant and Health Inspection
Service and Food and Nutrition Service,
was submitted and supported by the ad-
ministration and is in my opinion justi-
fied.

While other agencies in Government
have continually upgraded their top
leadership positions, the Department of
Agriculture has not kept pace. It is inter-
esting to note that the USDA budget
during the past 20 years has increased
by 127 percent, while management
upgrading has not begun to keep up
with this increase. I believe strongly
that the position upgrading which 1is
contained in this bill will give the
Department of Agriculture the addi-
tional influence it will need in the future
to attract people to lead this Govern-
ment agency, which is charged with
keeping our agriculture sector healthy.

In addition, this legislation also deletes
the positions of Director of Agricultural
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Economics, Director of Science and Edu-
cation, and increases the number of
members of the Board of Directors of the
Commodity Credit Corporation from six
to seven. The CCC reorganization is nec-
essary to make a position on the board for
the new Assistant Secretary being au-
thorized in section 2 of this bill. The Di-
rector of Science and Education has been
unfilled for years, and it is assumed that
the Director of Agricultural Economics
will become the new Assistant Secre-
tary.
Mr, FOLEY,. Mr, Chairman, I have no
further requests for time.

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. MOORE) .

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, this is a
noncontroversial bill. It is not one that
causes a great deal of excitement. There
is one provision in this bill, however, that
does cause a great deal of controversy
and causes me and a number of other
members of the committee not to be able
to support the bill so long as this amend-
ment remains. I am talking about the
seventh committee amendment which on
page 3 of the bill inserts a new paragraph
64, seeking to raise the Administrator of
the Food Nutrition Service from the
present GS-18 level up to an executive
level 5.

Mr. Chairman, we believe this is most
unwise at the present time. This is the
one provision in the bill that was not—
I repeat, was not—requested by the
USDA. This was the one provision in
the bill inserted during markup of the
bill in the subcommittee without any
hearings, without any justification.

When we consider the evidence of the
job that this particular division or part
of the United States Department of Agri-
culture has been doing, I do not believe
we can conclude that this particular head
of this Department, the administrator of
FNS, deserves a promotion. As a matter
of fact, I believe it is really premature.

We should wait until, one, the House
and Senate works their will on new food
stamp legislation; two, we should defi-
nitely wait until we have further evi-
dence that the General Accounting Of-
fice investigations of the program and
its administration are completed; and
third, we should wait until we see
this Office doing a better job than it is
doing now so that it merits or deserves a
promotion, as none is deserved now.

Members of the committee, people in
this country, in this particular year, it
seems, are very skeptical about what has
been going on in Washington. I find that
they are very, very skeptical about the
bureaucracy and the job it is doing. They
believe it to be unresponsive, inefficient
and often not doing what the people back
home believe it should do. We have ample
evidence in discussion and debate on this
program before our committee. We have
ample evidence that the FNS has not
been administering the food stamp pro-
gram as you and I and the people of this
country would have it done. They have
not done a good job; they do not deserve
having a promotion within the depart-
ment at this time. We would be flying in
the face of the people of this country who
expect people to be promoted only for
having done a good job, not when the

July 26, 1976

evidence clearly establishes that a good
job has not been done.

I call this to the attention of the Mem-
bers during general debate in order to
urge them to give their attention when
committee amendment No. 7 is brought
up. We are going to call for a separate
vote on this amendment, and I urge that
the Members vote this amendment down.
The bill then would clearly be deserving
of passage and can be supported by every-
body and will be noncontroversial.

As long as this amendment remains in
the bill, I think it is an insult to all the
administrators who have done a good
job, and flies in the face of what we are
talking about to the people back home
when we say that we are trying to make
the bureaucracy operate better. I urge
defeat of this amendment.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time on this side.

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, we
have no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) sec-
tion 5313 of title 5 of the United States Code
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

*(22) Deputy Secretary of Agriculture.”.

(b) Section 5314 of such title 5 is amended
by striking out paragraph (3).

(c) The Acts listed in paragraphs (1) and
(2) of this subsection are amended by strik-
ing out the words “Under Secretary of Agri-
culture” wherever they appear and by insert-
ing in lieu thereof the words “Deputy Secre-
tary of Agriculture”:

(1) The Act of March 26, 1934 (48 Stat.
467; T U.B.C. 2210).

(2) The Act of June 5, 1939 (53 Stat. 809;
T UB.C. 2211).

(d) The officer occupylng the position of
Under Secretary of Agriculture, on the date
of enactment of this Act, may assume the
duties of the Deputy Secretary of Agricul-
ture. The individual assuming such duties
shall not be required to be reappointed by
reason of the enactment of this Act.

Sec. 2. There shall be hereafter in the
Department of Agriculture, in addition to
the Assistant Secretaries now provided for by
law, two additional Assistant Secretaries of
Agriculture who shall be appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, shall be responsible for
such dutles as the Secretary of Agriculture
shall prescribe, and shall receive compensa-
tion at the rate now or hereafter prescribed
by law for Assistant Secretaries of Agricul-
ture.

Sec. 3. (a) Bection 5315 of title 5 of the
United States Code is amended by striking
out “(4)"” at the end of paragraph (11) and
by inserting in lieu thereof "“(6)".

(b) Section 5316 of such title 6 is amended
as follows:

(1) By striking out paragraph (23).

(2) By striking out paragraph (55).

(3) by striking out paragraph (63) and in-
serting in lieu thereof:

“(63) Administrator, Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service, Department of
Agriculture.”,

(c) Section 3 of Reorganization Plan Num-
bered 2 of 1953 (67 Stat. 633) is hereby re-
pealed.

Sec. 4. Sectlon 9(a) of the Commodity
Credit Corporation Charter Act, as amended
(62 Stat. 1072, as amended, 15 U.S.C. Tldg
(a)), 1s amended by striking out the third
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof: "“The
Board shall consist of seven members (in
addition to the Secretary), who shall be ap-
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pointed by the President by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate.”.

Sec. 5. (a) Except as otherwise provided in
this section, this Act shall take effect on its
date of enactment,

(b) Subsection (b) (1) and subsection (c)
of section 3 of this Act shall take effect upon
appointment of a Presidential appointee to
fill the successor position created by section
2 of this Act.

(c) Bubsectlon (b)(2) of section 3 of
this Act shall take effect upon appointment
of a Presidential appointee to fill the succes-
sor position created by section 2 of this Act.

Mr. FOLEY (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the bill be considered as read, printed in
the Recorp and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the first committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 1, line 6,

strike *(22) " and insert “(23)".
The commitiee amendment was agreed

to.

The CHAIRMAN. The clerk will report
the next committee amendment.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that committee
amendments 2 through 6 be considered
en bloe.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, I would like to ask
the Chairman if the seventh committee
amendment is the one I am concerned
with.

Mr. FOLEY. The gentleman is correct.
My unanimous-consent request does not
go to that committee amendment, but to
the committee amendments preceding
that.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The clerk will report
the committee amendments 2 through 6.

The clerk read as follows:

Committee amendments: Page 2, line 189,
strike the clause “two additional Assistant
Secretaries” and insert in lleu thereof “one
additional Assistant Secretary”.

Page 3, lines 2 and 3, strike all of the sen-
tence after the words "“is amended” and in-
sert in lieu thereof “by striking the number
which appears in the parenthesis at the end
of paragraph (11) and by inserting in lieu
thereof the next higher number.”

Page 3, strike lines 5, 11 and 12 inclusive.

Page 3, line 6, strike "(2)" and insert in
lieu thereof “(1)".

Page 3, llne 7, strike *(3)" and insert in
lieu thereof “(2)".

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next commitiee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 3, imme-
diately after line 10, insert the following:
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“(3) By inserting a new paragraph (64) as
follows: ‘(64) Administrator, Food and Nu-
trition service.””

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this committee amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this is the amendment
to which I addressed my remarks during
general debate. This promotion is not
justified for several points, the first
comes from the USDA Quality Control
Report of February 1976, where they re-
ported a 46.6-percent error rate in almost
37,000 food stamp cases reviewed for the
time period of January through June
1975.

Second, the Assistant Secretary, Rich-
ard L. Feltner of USDA, who is in charge
of the Food and Nutrition Service, has
reported that from a review of the rec-
ords from July 1, 1974, to September
1975, there were funds totaling some $17
million due USDA for food stamp pur-
chases which were missing or could not
be accounted for in satisfactory fashion.

Third, this same Assistant Secretary
testified before the Committee on Agri-
culture on February 11, 1976, that FNS
had no overall coordinated data collec-
tion system on illegal activities in the
food stamp program. This is a program
that will cost some $5.7 billion this year
alone, 39 percent of USDA’s budget, and
we have no satisfactory program for
collecting the data to tell us what is
going wrong with it.

Fourth, the General Accounting Office
has four separate investigations going on
right now concerning the problems of the
administration of this program by FNS.

Fifth, Mr. Gene Senat, of Louisiana,
who was the manager for FNS in Louisi-
ana, testified he believed that because of
poor administration, the program lost
$46 million in Louisiana alone, as backed
up by a USDA audit dated June 25, 1975.

Sixth, 26 members of the Committee
on Agriculture, well over a majority,
signed a joint letter dated May 13, 1976,
to GAO, stating that in view of evidence
they had seen in the hearings on the food
stamp program, the entire administra-
tion of the program by FNS should be
reviewed by the General Accounting
Office.

I met last Friday with representatives
of the GAO concerning this joint letter,
and there is indication that the current
four investigations they now have under
way may well be expanded to look into
more of the operations of FNS.

Seventh, there were no hearings on
this amendment. This simply came up in
markup. There is no evidence to support
it. Instead, USDA said they prefer this
particular one to be put off. They see no
need for doing it now.

Eighth, it seems to me to be premature
and illogical to call for a promotion or
upgrading, in view of all of the evidence
we have against this office doing a good
job. This seems to be a slap in the face
to the public and administrators trying
to do a good job to see a promotion take
place in light of substantial evidence of
poor administration of this program.

All of us who oppose this amendment
are perfectly willing to see the FNS ad-
ministrator promoted but only when this
particular office makes significant im-
provement in the administration of the
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food stamp program. We have seen no
evidence of this so far. This particular
administrator has been on the job 61%
years, I am not criticizing one man. I am
not trying to say that one man has not
done a good job.

The point is that the office or organi-
zation of FNS within USDA has not
functioned as we would have it function.
The evidence is clear to that effect.
Therefore, we should not promote the
head of that office or organization.
Whether he is personally at fault or not,
he is the head of it. I think it is very clear
that it would be most unwise at this time
to promote him when in fact his office,
his division, and the people under him
have evidently not performed satisfac-
torily.

The people back home are not at all
happy with the food stamp program.
Major legislation is being considered by
the House and the Senate in that area.
This is not the time to promote the head
of a program that is the subject of such
justifiable criticism as that which has
been leveled at the administrator of the
program, Our evidence shows that most
of the problems seem to be not with the
legislation but with the failure to ad-
minister the program properly.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I urge the
Members to vote down the committee
amendment.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

(Mr. ROUSSELOT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. MoOORE) re-
calls that when the appropriation bill
was here from the Committee on Appro-
priations, they stated that they found
substantial fraud and misuse in the food
stamp program. When the Appropria-
tions Committee went through much of
the testimony relating to the funding of
dollars for the food stamp program, that
was one of the prime justifications for
cutting the appropriation for the pro-
gram.

The gentleman from Washington will
also recall that I mentioned at the time
the appropriation bill was debated be-
fore the House that there had been an
extensive grand jury investigation of food
stamps in Los Angeles County. Los An-
geles County, which is the largest county
dispensing food stamps in the State of
California, found that there was sub-
stantial fraud and misuse of the pro-
gram in that county.

So what the gentleman from Louisiana
is trying to tell us is that the appropriate
place to correct that administrative
problem in the program is in this leg-
islation. We should not in any way pro-
mote those who have been responsible
for this major neglect in the program.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman from California will yield, I
agree completely with his comments.

If we go through this and approve this
committee amendment today, what we
are telling the people in this country is,
notwithstanding the fact that the ad-
ministration is poor, notwithstanding the
fact a good job has not been done, and
notwithstanding the fact the program is
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not functioning as we would have it
function, we are still going to promote
those who are in charge of it.

Mr. Chairman, that, it would seem to
me, would be as illogical to the average
citizen as it is to me.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
think the gentleman makes a valid
point. :

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the committee amendment.

I wish to point out 2 things, Mr. Chair-
man: First of all, during the considera-
tion of this particular amendment in the
committee, it was decided to place a dif-
ferent time on the effective date of this
amendment than reflected by the other
changes in the bill.

This amendment which upgrades the
position of Administrator of the Food
and Nutrition Service and the provision
of the bill which upgrades the position of
Administrator of the Anima] and Plant
Health Inspection Service would not take
effect until January 21, 1977,

Now, as a matter of fact, the difference
between grade level 18 of the General
Schedule and executive level 5 is at the
moment nil: there is no difference at all
in the salary. So we have a prospective
change in the grade level without any
change in salary, and even the change in
grade level is postponed until next year.

I know that the gentleman from Loui-
siana (Mr. Moorg) has very strong feel-
ings about the administration of the foo_d
stamp program by the Food and Nutri-
tion Service of the Department of Agri-
culture. But it does not seem to the Com~
mittee wise to downgrade a position that
is responsible for the largest area 0{ ex-
penditure in the Department of Agricul-
ture because of dissatisfaction with
the performance of the present incum-
bent of that office. If we want to get bet-
ter administration, then we ought to
treat the position with the importance
that its responsibilities demand. _The
question of who holds the position is an
administratve judgment to be made by
the executive branch. For Congress to
reduce by legislation the relative impor-
tance of a position to a level totally in-
commensurate with its responsibilities
and with its potential impact on the
budget seems a most unwise action to
take in terms of proper budgetary and
fiscal responsibility. If anything, we
should treat these positions that have re-
sponsibility for making expenditures of
an extraordinary magnitude with some
very careful concern.

There are now eight administrators of
agencies in the Department of Agri-
culture who are at Executive Level V;
and the Administrator of the Food and
Nutrition Service immediately super-
vises programs that account for more
than half of the total expenditures of
the Department of Agriculture.

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

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the gentleman’s yielding.

The gentleman has just indicated that
the reason he favors the committee
amendment is because if we do not ap-
prove it the people who are administer-
ing this portion of the program will be
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downgraded. He did not mean to say
that. They will remain at their present
level, grade 18; is that correct?

Mr. FOLEY. The gentleman is cor-
rect. They are at grade 18.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. The gentleman will
also admit that promotion to Executive
Level V does not really increase very sub-
stantially their salaries; is that correct?

Mr. FOLEY. It does not increase them
at all because they are effectively the
same.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. It is not really a
matter of “money"” being paid to these
people.

The point the gentleman from Louisi-
ana (Mr. Moore) is making is, that it
gives the appearance, slight though it
may be, if we approve this committee
amendment, that Congress approves of
this mismanagement, of this fraud of
which the Committee on Appropriations
spoke, and that we should not apply these
kinds of increases to that portion of the
Agriculture Department that has done
a bad job in administering this program.

Mr. FOLEY. No. What I am saying is
that if the gentleman feels that the De-
partment of Agriculture has done a bad
job in administering this program, the
remedy is to address the Department of
Agriculture, with a recommendation
that they do a better job.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. We have tried many
times.

Mr. FOLEY. But that is the correct
answer.

When I say “downgrade,” I mean de-
nying what would normally be an ap-
propriate upgrading of the position to
specifically exclude the position of Ad-
ministrator of the Food and Nutrition
Service from that upgrading amounts, in
effect, to a kind of legislative bill of at-
tainder against the individual who holds
that position.

I recognize that it is not a bill of at-
tainder, but in expressing one’s judgment
of the performance of the present incum-
bent by voting not to increase the status
of the office; the effect is the same. I
would emphasize that under the com-
mittee amendment the upgrading in the
office does not take effect, the increase of
the office’s status—that is all it is, as the
gentleman rightly says—does not take
effect until January 21, 1977, so that
whoever is President of the United States
at that time.or whoever is Secretary of
Agriculture, has an opportunity either to
confirm the present incumbent or to
make a change.

Mr. Chairman, I think that is the way
we ought to look at the proposed upgrad-
ing of this position, and not in terms of
the qualifications of the present holder
of the office, one way or the other.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. FoLEY)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FoLEY
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. FOLEY. To continue, Mr. Chair-
man, this is exactly like being dissatis-
fied with the performance of some mili-
tary officer or the head of some service.
It is like deciding to take stars away
from, let us say, the Commandant of the
Marine Corps, because one does not like
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the performance of the present Com-
mandant. I am not speaking about him
personally, but as an example. Or, Mr.
Chairman, let us take the Chief of Naval
Operations. If one did not like his per-
formance, there might be a decision to
take away his stripes, simply because one
does not like the performance of the
incumbent Chief of Naval Operations.

Mr. Chairman, what we ought Lo focus
on is whether the position, without re-
gard to the performance of any individ-
ual, deserves this kind of grade level. If
it does, we ought to establish it.

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

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, as
the gentleman knows, in the case of
the military, those improvements in
status have to be approved by the U.S.
Senate so that we do have an oppor-
tunity, at least one body of the Congress
does, to approve or disapprove the in-
creases based on the capability of the
recipients as military officers.

I am sure the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. FoLEY) did not mean to say
that. However, Mr. Chairman, the point
I was trying to make, at this particular
juncture, in making legislative history,
is that if we approve even this status or
symbolism, as the gentleman said, of an
increase in this particular position, I
think we would be making a major mis-
take on the basis of the record of this
Congress and the hearings before this
Congress.

That is why, Mr. Chairman, I think the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. MooRE)
has made an excellent point.

Mr. FOLEY. Will the gentleman just
let me say this: I want to go back to this
example of the military because I think
it is important.

True, he who is proposed, as an in-
dividual, to be Chief of Naval Opera-
tions is subject to confirmation by the
Senate. However, the gentleman’s argu-
ment only serves to underscore my
point. The position of Chief of Naval
Operations inevitably carries actually
the rank of admiral, full admiral. The
Congress, the Senate decides on the in-
dividual, that is on whether or not he
should be confirmed in the position. But
the Senate does not decide that, based
upon the officer’s past performance, he
should take office as Chief of Naval
Operations at the grade of vice admiral
or rear admiral. The position of Chief
of Naval Operations is that of a full
admiral.

All T am saying is that that position
deserves that status. If the Members are
not satisfied with the discharge of the
responsibilities of that position by the
present incumbent then they have the
remedy to change the incumbent. But
this should not be done by downgrading
the position.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

(On request of Mr. Moogrg, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. FoLey was al-
lowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Washington for
vielding to me.

I do not agree with remarks that have
been made by the gentleman from Wash-
ington. I think that eventually this posi-
tion might well deserve a rating of Exec-
utive Level 5; but I do not think it de-
serves it now because of the manner in
which that job has been done. It may be
true that people above the administra-
tor of this program are not qualified to
exercise that decision either, they do not
have the authority to vote it. We have
been asked by the Secretary and it must
be necessary or we would not have this
question here. We are asked to vote on
the promotion of one that the undis-
puted evidence shows is not capable to
hold this responsible position. Suech a
thing is not done, to be sure, in private
industry, there they do not approve the
advancement of a man in his section, or
his group, or the staff if he is not func-
tioning properly. That is where we are
here, in a situation where they are not
functioning properly and we want them
to function properly. We want a clear
demonstration that they are functioning
properly and they do not deserve this
when they are not functioning properly.

Mr. FOLEY. Let me say that I think
we have a basic difference in philosophy
here. And we might just as well get this
very clear. I think that, just as in the
case of the military services, grades
should be established upon the basis of
the importance of the position, and not
upon the basis of the performance of
particular incumbents. So when we begin
to establish levels upon the basis of per-
sonalities I think that we establish a
dangerous precedent. This could start a
chain reaction that has nothing to do
with how the Government ought to be
organized; and has no legislative con-
nection with legislative review of the
performance of the incumbents in these
offices.

I happen to think that the Department
of Agriculture ought to have a Deputy
Secretary. I also happen to think that a
very talented arid able man presently oc-
cupies the office of Under Secretary. But,
spect for the person in that position to-
day, I would, nevertheless, be in favor of
upgrading the position of Under Secre-
tary to Deputy Secretary, because this is,
and has always been, the kind of office
that ought to be upgraded to the respon-
sible position of Deputy Secretary.

But, if we start deciding that we are
going to review the performance of every
particular person who holds an office,
the level of which is proposed for change,
then I think we will plunge ourselves into
confusion. We will not be carrying out
our proper responsibility of approving or
disapproving the upgrading upon its
merits as we should. Mr. Chairman, in
my judgment we are not called upon here
to approve or disapprove the manner in
which the food stamp programs have
been administered. I respect the very
strong feelings of the gentleman from
Louisiana about the failures of the Ad-

ministration that he has talked about so
eloquently. But that is not the issue here.
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The issue is, assuming that we have an
able, competent, and devoted Adminis-
trator of the Food and Nutrition Service,
should he be at grade 18 or Executive
Level V? And the answer is that that
position should be at Executive Level V.
It is up to the Secretary in charge of the
Department of Agriculture to make the
decision as to whether or not the incum-
bent’s performance is satisfactory. The
issue here is the upgrading of that office;
and I think the decision to upgrade is
correct. This judgment is based on the
importance of the office and implies no
judgment one way or the other on the
performance of the present incumbent.

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

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that the gentleman from Louisiana has
already been recognized previously.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr, MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gex_‘ltleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would simply like to
comment on the remarks of the distin-
guished chairman of the full committee,
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
FoLEy), that if we were embarked on a
review of all these levels and the men in
them, I would agree with the gentleman,
but we are not. We have been asked, not
by the department and not by the Secre-
tary, to raise this position, We have not
held hearings on this. We really do not
know whether this is justified or whether
it is not justified. In view of the extensive
hearings that we have had, we know that
this office has not been functioning prop-
erly, and that is, I repeat, in view of un-
disputable evidence. Therefore, in this
particular case I do not see how we can
separate promotion from a bad job done.
In the abstract I agree with him. I think
he is wrong in this specific instance. We
cannot escape the fact that we are pro-
moting the office of an individual who
has not done the job he should have.

I thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
tion (demanded by Mr. FoLEy) there
were—ayes 18, noes 18, and the Chair-
man voted “aye.”

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote, and pending that, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum
is not present,

The Chair announces that pursuant to
clause 2, rule XXIII, he will vacate pro-
ceedings under the call when a gquorum
of the Committee appears.

Members will record their presence by
electronic device.

The call was taken by electronic device.

The CHAIRMAN. A quorum of the
Con:mittee of the Whole has not ap-
peared.
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The Chair announces that a regular
quorum call will now commence,

Members who have not already re-
sponded under the noticed quorum call
will have a minimum of 15 minutes to
report their presence. The call will be
taken by electronic device.

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

[Roll No. 544]

Abzug Gibbons O'Neill
Adams Green Pepper
Addabbo Hall, I11. Peyser
Alexander Hansen Pike
Anderson, Harkin Rees

Calif, Harsha Richmond
Andrews, N.C. Hawkins Riegle
Archer Hébert Risenhoover
Badillo Hefner Rodino
Bolling Heinz Roncalio
Burke, Calif. Helstoski Ruppe
Burton, Phillip Hillis Bantini
Byron Hinshaw Scheuer
Chappell Holland Schneebeli
Clay Howe Stanton,
Conyers Jarman James V.
Coughlin Johnson, Colo. Steelman
D'Amours Jones, Ala, Steiger, Ariz.
de la Garza Jones, Tenn. Stephens
Dellums Karth Stokes
Derrick Landrum Stuckey
Derwinski Lehman Symington
Diggs Litton Thornton
Drinan Madden Udall
du Pont MeDade Ullman
Esch McFall Van Deerlin
Eshleman McEinney Whitehurst
Evans, Colo. Mineta Wiggins
Evans, Ind. Moorhead, Pa. Wright
Eving, Tenn. Murphy, K. Y.
Fithian O'Hara

Accordingly the committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BRADEMAS)
having assumed the Chair, Mr. JaAcoss,
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that that committee, having had
under consideration the bill H.R. 10133,
and finding itself without a quorum, he
had directed the Members to record their
presence by electronic device, whereupon
343 Members recorded their presence, a
quorum, and he submitted herewith the
names of the absentees to be spread upon
the Journal.

The committee resumed its sitting.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand of the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. MooRrg) for a rec-
orded vote. -

A recorded vote was ordered.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, my under-
standing is that the vote that will now
occur by recorded vote will be on com-
mittee amendment No. 7, and an “aye”
vote will support committee amendment
No. 7 and a “no" vote will oppose it; is
that correct?

The CHATRMAN., The Chair will state
that that is not a parliamentary inquiry.

The Chair will protect the rights of the
Members.

A recorded vote has been ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 171, noes 207,
not voting 54, as follows:




Biester
Bingham
Blanchard
Blouin
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bonker
Bowen
Brademas
Breckinridge
Brodhead
Brown, Calif,
Brown, Mich,
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Carr
Chisholm
Conte
Corman
Cornell

Diggs

Dingell
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Early
Eckhardt
Edgar
Edwards, Calif.
Ellberg

Fary

Fascell
Fenwick
Findley
Flood
Flowers
Foley

Ford, Mich.
Fraser
Fuqua
Gialmo

Abdnor

Allen

Ambro
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Armstrong
Bafalis
Bauman
Beard, Tenn.
Bell
Bennett
Bevill
Breaux
Brinkley

Broyhill
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler

Carney

Carter
Cederberg

[Roll No. 545]

AYES—IT1

Hannaford
Harrington
Hawkins
Hayes, Ind.
Heckler, Mass.
Hicks
Holtzman
Howard
Jacobs
Jeffords
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Jordan
Eastenmeier
Eeys

Eoch
LaFalce
Leggett
Lehman
Long, Md.
Lundine
McCloskey
McCormack
MecFall
McHugh
McEay
Madden
Maguire
Mathis
Matsunaga
Meeds
Meicher
Metcalfe
Meyner
Mezvinsky
Miller, Calif,
Mills

Mink
Moakley
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Mottl
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.¥.
Nedzi

Nix

Nolan
Nowak
Oberstar
Obey

O'Hara
O'Neill

NOES—207

Daniel, R. W.
Daniels, N.J,
Danielson
Davis
Delaney
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dodd
Downey, N.Y.
Downing, Va.
Duncan, Tenn.
Edwards, Ala,
Emery
English
Erienborn
Fish
Fisher
Florio
Flynt
Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fountain
Frenzel
Frey
Gaydos
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Gradison
Grassley
Guyer
Hagedorn
Haley
Hall, Tex.
Hammer-
schmidt
Harris
Harsha
Hays, Ohio

Hechler, W. Va,
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Ottinger
Pattien, N.J.
Perkins
Pressler
Preyer
Price
Pritchard
Rangel
Rees
Reuss
Richmond
Roe
Rogers
Rooney
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Roybal
Ryan

St Germain
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Schroeder
Seiberling
Sharp
Sikes
Simon
Sisk

Slack
Bmith, ITowa
Solarz
Staggers
Stark
Stephens
Stokes
Studds
Sullivan
Teague
Thompson
Traxler

Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Wampler
Waxman
Weaver
Whalen
Wilson, Bob
Wilson, Tex.
Wirth

Yates
Young, Ga.
Zablocki

Henderson
Hightower
Holt
Horton
Hubbard
Hughes
Hungate
Hutchinson
Hyde
Ichord
Jenrette
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Easten
Kazen
Kelly
Eemp
EKetchum
Kindness
Krebs
Erueger
Lagomarsino
Latta

Lent
Levitas
Lloyd, Calif,
Lloyd, Tenn.
Long, La.
Lott

Lujan
McClory
MoCollister
McDade
MecDonald
McEwen
McEKinney
Madigan
Mahon
Mann
Martin
Mazzoll
Michel

Mikva
Milford
Miller, Ohio
Minish Railsback
Mitchell, N.Y, Randall
Moffett Regula
Mollohan Rhodes
Montgomery Rinaldo
Moore Roberts
Moorhead, Robinson
Calif, Rousselot
Runnels
Ruppe
Russo
Santini
Sarasin
Satterfield
Schulze
Sebelius
Shipley
Shriver
Shuster
Skubitz
Smith, Nebr,
Snyder

Poage
Quie
Quillen

Stanton,

J. William
Steed
Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Stuckey
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Thone
Treen
Waggonner
Walsh
White
Whitten
Wilson, C. H.
Winn
Wolff
Wright
Wydler
Wrylle
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla,
Spellman Young, Tex.
Spence Zeferetti

NOT VOTING—54

Fithian Mitchell, Md.
Green Pepper

Gude Peyser
Hansen Riegle
Harkin Risenhoover
Hébert Rodino
Hefner Roncalio
Heinz Schneebeli
Helstoski Stanton,
Conyers Hillis James V.
de la Garza Hinshaw Steelman
Dellums Holland Steiger, Ariz.
Derrick Howe Symington
du Pont Jarman Thornton
Esch Jones, Tenn. Ullman
Eshleman Earth Van Deerlin
Evans, Colo. Landrum Whitehurst
Evans, Ind, Litton Wiggins
Evins, Tenn. Mineta

Mr. PASSMAN changed his vote from
“ayeu to “nO."

S6 the committee amendment was re-
jected. *

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 3, strike lines
22 through 25, and insert in lieu thereof:
“(b) Subsections (b) (2) and (3) shall be-
come effective January 21, 1977.”.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY TO THE

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the committee amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Forey to the
committee amendment: Delete committee
amendment No. 8 by deleting lines 9 and 10
on page 4; and on page 4, line 11, strike *{e)"
and insert in lieu thereof “(b)".

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, recogniz-
ing the will of the Committee of the
Whole in supporting the position of those
who wish to defeat committee amend-
ment No. 7, the reason for offering this
amendment to the committee amend-
ment No. 8 is as follows: In the hope of
removing some of the concern about
raising the grade level of the Adminis-
trator of the Food and Nutrition Service,
the committee adopted a committee
amendment which delayed the change in
grade level for the Administrator of Food
and Nutrition Service and the Adminis-
trator of Animal and Plant Health In-
spection Service until January 21, 1977.

As far as I know, Mr. Chairman, there
is no objection to the immediate change
in the classification of the Administrator
of Animal and Plant Health Inspection

Moss
Murtha
Myers, Ind.
Mpyers, Pa.
Natcher
Neal
Nichols
O'Brien
Passman
Patterson,

Calif,
Pattison, N.Y,
Paul

Pettis
Pickle
Pike

Abzug
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Badillo
Byron
Chappell
Clay
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Service. The effect of this amendment to
the amendment is to allow that change
to take effect immediately and not wait
until January 1, 1977. All other changes
take effect upon enactment, There seems
to be no reason why the change in the
position of Administrator of Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service should
be delayed beyond enactment,.

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I concur with the re-
marks of the distinguished gentleman
from Washington (Mr., FoLEY), because
I believe that the Department would look
with great favor on this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. FoLEY) to the
committee amendment,

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment, as amended.

The committee amendment, as
amended, was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the last committee amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Page 4, line 1,
and insert in lieu thereof

Committee amendment:
strike “(b)(2)"
“(b) (1),

The committee amendment was agreed

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to the bill? If not, under
the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Jacoss, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 10133) to upgrade the position of
Under Secretary of Agriculture to Deputy
Secretary of Agriculture; to provide for
two additional Assistant Secretaries of
Agriculture; to increase the compensa-
tion of certain officials of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture; to provide for an
additional member of the Board of Di-
rectors, Commodity Credit Corporation:
and for other purposes, pursuant to
House Resolution 1243, he reported the
bill back to the House with sundry
amendments adopted by the Committee
of the Whole,

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
ebrizl%rossment and third reading of the

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

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
Dassage of the bill,

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

Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice; and there were—yeas 356, nays 18,
not voting 58, as follows:
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Abdnor
Adams
Addabbo

Anderson, Ti1.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
AuCoin
Bafalis
Baldus
Baucus
Beard, R.I
Beard, Tenn.
Bedell
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevlill
Blagegi
Biester
Bingham
Blanchard
Blouin
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
‘Bonker
Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brodhead
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Callf.
Brown, Mich,
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Butler
Carney
Carr
Carter
Cederberg
Chisholm
Clancy

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collins, 11l
Conable
Corman
Cornell
Cotter
Coughlin
D'Amours
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Daniels, N.J.
Danlelson
Davis
Delaney
Dent
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Dodd

Downey, N.Y.
Downing, Va.
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Duncan, Tenn.
Early
Eckhardt
Edgar
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg

Emery

English
Erlenborn

1976

[Roll No. 546]

YEAS—366

Fenwick
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Florio
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel
Frey
Fugua
Gaydos
Gilaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gongzalez
Goodling
Gradison
Guyer
Hagedorn
Haley
Hall, I11.
Hall, Tex.
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hannaford
Harrington
Harris
Harsha
Hawkins
Hayes, Ind.
Hays, Ohio
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Henderson
Hicks
Hightower
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Hughes
Hungate
Hutchinson
Hyde
Ichord
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenrette
Johnson, Callf.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jordan
Kasten
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Eelly
EKemp
EKetchum
Keys
Kindness
Koch

Lagomarsino
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent

Lloyd, Calif.
Lloyd, Tenn.
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
Lundine
MecClory
MecCloskey
McCollister
MecCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEKinney
Madden
Madigan
Maguire
Mahon
Mann
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Martin
Mathis
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Meyner
Mezvinsky

Miller, Ohio
Mills

Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mosakley
MofTett
Mollohan
Montgomery

Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, 1.
Murphy, N.Y.
Murtha
Myers, Ind.
Myers, Pa.
Natcher
Neal
Nedzl
Nichols
Nix
Nolan
Nowak
Oberstar
Obey
O'Brien
O'Neill
Ottinger
Passman
Patten, N.J.
Patterson,

Callf.
Pattison, N.Y.
Perkins
Pettis
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Pressler
Preyer
Price
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Richmond
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Rooney
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Russo
Ryan
St Germain
Santini
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Batterfield
Scheuer
Schroeder
Schulze
Sebelius
Seiberling
Sharp
Shipley
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Simon
Bisk

Skubitz
SBlack
Smith, Towa
Smith, Nebr.
Bolarz
Spellman
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stark
Steed
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan

Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague
Thompson
Thone
Traxler

Weaver
Whalen
White
Whitten
Wilson, Bob
Wilson, Tex.
Winn

Wirth
Wright
Wylie
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zeferettl

Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Waxman

NAYS—18

Levitas Stratton
McDonald Symms
Mottl Wilson, C. H.
Paul Wolff
Rousselot Wydler
Snyder Yates

NOT VOTING—58

Pithian McEay
Green Michel
Gude Mineta
Hansen O’Hara
Harkin Pepper
Hébert Peyser
Hefner Riegle
Heinz Risenhoover
Helstoski Roncalio
Hillis Schneebell
Stanton,
James V.
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Symington
Thornton
Ullman
Van Deerlin

Archer
Collins, Tex.
Conlan
Conte

Crane
Grassley

Abzug
Alexander

Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Badillo
Bauman
Byron
Chappell
Clay
Conyers
de la Garza
Dellums
Derrick
du Pont
Esch
Eshieman
Evans, Colo.
Evans, Ind. Litton Whitehurst
Evins, Tenn. McHugh Wiggins

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
Mr. Hébert with Mr. Evans of Indiana.
Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Andrews
of North Carolina.
. Abzug with Mr. Earth.
. Badillo with Mr. Wiggins.
. Helstoskl with Mr. Heinz.
. Litton with Mr. Peyser.
. Byron with Mr. Schneebell.
. Chappell with Mr. Hansen.
. Pepper with Mr. Fithian.
. Riegle with Mr. Esch.
. Clay with Mr. Steelman.
. Harkin with Mr. Eshleman.
. Conyers with Mr. Stelger of Arizona.
. Howe with Mr. Whitehurst.
. Mineta with Mr. Landrum.
. Risenhoover with Mr, James V. Stan-

Hinshaw
Holland
Holt

Howe
Jarman
Jones, Tenn.
Karth
Landrum

. Thornton with Mr. Alexander.

. Van Deerlin with Mr. Michel.

. Dellums with Mr, O'Hara.

. Hefner with Mr. Gude.

. de 1a Garza with Mr. Hillis.

. Evans of Colorado with Mrs. Holt.

. Anderson of California with Mr. Bau-

. Derrick with Mr. du Pont.

. McHugh with Mr. Evins of Tennessee.
. Green with Mr, Holland.

. Symington with Mr. Ullman.

. Roncalio with Mr. McEay.

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A hill to upgrade the position of Under
Secretary of Agriculture to Deputy Secre-
tary of Agriculture; to provide for an
additional Assistant Secretary of Agri-
culture: to increase the compensation of
certain officials of the Department of
Agriculture; to provide for an additional
member of the Board of Directors, Com-
modity Credit Corporation; and for other
purposes.”
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A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks on the bill just

- passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wash-
ington?

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 13955, PROVIDING FOR
AMENDMENT OF THE BRETTON
WOODS AGREEMENTS ACT

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on Rules,
I call up House Resolution 1394 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as
follows:

H. Res. 1394

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve ltself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 13855)
to provide for amendment of the BEretton
Woods Agreement Act, and for other pur-
poses, After general debate, which shall be
confined to the bill and shall continue not
to exceed one hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Banking,
Currency and Housing, the bill shall be read
for amendment under the five-minute rule.
At the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted,
and the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

_The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. Long) is recognized for 1
hour,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
I yield the usual 30 minutes for the mi-
nority to the distinguished gentleman
from California (Mr. DerL CLAWSON),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 1394
provides for an open rule with 1 hour of
debate on H.R. 13955, which authorizes
the United States to accept a package of
proposed amendments to the articles of
agreement of the International Monetary
Fund. The bill further authorizes the
United States to consent fo an increase
in the quota that we pay to that fund.

These articles of agreement, which are
commonly identified as the Bretton
Woods Agreements, were adopted just
after the end of World War II. These
articles were based on a system of par
exchange rates. However, since that time
the practice has developed whereby a
system of managed floating rates is used.
These amendments will bring the char-
ter of the International Monetary Fund
into conformity with what has been and
continues to be the existing practice.

This measure was first before the
House on Monday, June 22, 1976, on the
Suspension Calendar. By & very narrow
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vote, the bill failed to get the required
two-thirds, 264 to 147. Unfortunately
that vote has been widely misinterpreted
in international monetary markets as
an indication that the United States is
not going to ratify these proposed
amendments. The psychological impact
of his misinterpretation could have far-
reaching implications and adverse effects
if we do not move quickly to adopt this
bill and for that reason this Rules Com-
mittee granted this rule.

It is important that the United States
maintain its leadership role in the IMF
and that we act quickly and affirmatively
s0_that other member nations can fol-
low our lead toward the ratification of
these important amendments.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker,-I urge the
adoption of House Resolution 1394 so
that we can proceed to debate and vote
on H.R. 13955.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker. I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, my colleague, the gentle-
man from Louisiana, has conveyed the
provisions of House Resolution 1394 to
us already—an open rule permitting 1
hour of general debate for the consider-
ation of H.R. 13955 which provides for
amendment to the Bretton Woods Agree-
ments Act.

H.R. 13955 authorizes the United

States to accept a package of proposed
amendments to the Articles of Agree-
ment of the International Monetary
Fund—IMF—and to consent to an in-
crease in the quota of the United States
in the IMF.

Under the existing IMF articles, mem-

bers are required to establish a par value
for their currencies in terms of gold and
to maintain exchange rates for their
currencies within a narrow margin
around the parities defined by those par
values.

The amendments provide wide latitude
for member nations to adopt exchange
arrangements of their choice. They will,
upon approval, abolish the Fund’s offi-
cial price for gold, repeal the obligation
of members to define a par value in terms
of gold, and abolish the use of gold in
other transactions between the Fund and
member countries.

The Fund presently owns a large stock
of gold. It has decided, under existing
authority, to sell one-third of its gold
stock over the next 4 years. Of this one-
third, half is to be sold to Fund members
at the official price of about $42 per
ounce. The other half is being sold at
public auctions for whatever price it will
command, using the proceeds to establish
a “‘special trust fund.”

In addition, H.R. 13955 authorizes the
United States to consent to an increase
in its quota amounting to approximately
$2 billion. Because other nations, oil pro-
ducing ones in particular, are increasing
their quotas the United States share of
the total will actually be reduced from its
present standing by 1.7 percent. This re-
duction will result in a decreased voting
share for the United States—from 20.75
to 19.96 percent. U.S. veto power, how-
ever, will be preserved.

Representative PauL, in his dissenting
views, advocates the reduction of Gov-
ernment intervention in free markets
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and cites the IMF as part of the prob-
lem, not part of the cure. According to
Mr. PauL, the proposed revisions of the
IMF charter will allow the agency to be-
come just one more bureaucracy in the
field of foreign aid. Rather than selling
the gold and giving the profits to the “so-
cialist bureaucrats in the third world,”
he favors legislation calling for the re-

turn of all gold held by the IMF to the

contributing nations. He notes that we
are being asked to ratify the floating ex-
change rate system which is, and has
been, in direct violation of IMF rules.
This fact lends credence to his assump-
tion that the IMF does what it pleases,
member hations do as they please, under
the banner of “the rule of international
law."”

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this measure
failed to receive the necessary two-thirds
for passage under a suspension of the
rules on June 22, 1976. In spite of the
controversy surrounding the bill itself, I
am aware of none relating to the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I do have requests for
time, and I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROUSSELOT).

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, since
this bill came before us on a suspension
of the rules, there have been further de-
velopments that raise reservations that
many of us have. I also believe that my
colleague, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GonzaLEZ), might have some
amendments tomorrow which will be
worthy of careful consideration by all
Members. I am just sorry that we have
not really had more time to understand
this, as my colleague, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GonNzarLEz) has said—and I
am sure our reasons come from different
directions. But this is really the first ma-
jor changes in the law governing the in-
ternational monetary system for some 30
years, and I am sorry that we have really
not had more time to understand what
the total impact of this legislation will
be.

I believe most of us recognize that
the International Monetary Fund has
served an important purpose by provid-
ing short-term balance-of-payments as-
sistance, but we should also be aware
that many significant changes are pro-
posed to be made to the international
monetary system under this bill, and
that as a House we have not had an ade-
quate opportunity to understand fully
what the impact of many of these
changes will be.

I was impressed that my colleague,
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr, CRANE),
introduced into the REecorp a rather
substantial article from Barron’s which
raised a number of questions which we
did not have a chance to really consider
during the time we had debate on this
bill in committee. I am somewhat con-
cerned myself, as are some of my other
colleagues, that we have not really given
adequate consideration to all of the
ramifications of this legislation, and I
certainly hope that my colleagues will
spend some time here tomorrow to help
us ensure that thorough consideration is
given to this bill and to all of the amend-
ments which are offered.

My understanding is that we will prob-
ably rise at 6:30, and that we may not
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get to the amendments tonight. I hope
that I can encourage my colleagues to be
present tomorrow when the amendments
to this bill are discussed to hear the
rationale of my colleague, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GoNzALEZ), and
consider several important amendments
to this bill.

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

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

Mr. KEMP. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate
the gentleman for his statement. I agree
that not enough consideration has been
giiven to this particular piece of legisla-

on.

Mr. Speaker, I join the gentleman in
opposition to the bill now before us—
legislation to implement agreements al-
ready made by the administration but
without the consent of the Congress. The
bill would retroactively approve those
agreements.

Several things have to be said at the
outset.

First, this a major piece of legislation.
Its innocuous sounding title—Provid-
ing for amendment of the Bretton Woods
Agreements Act—cannot mask over this
reality.

Second, I cannot remember when a
piece of legislation, as far reaching for
this Nation’s economie future as this one,
came before the House with as little prior
public debate about its probable conse-
quences.

Third, and most important, I believe
this legislation will work against retain-
ing America’s economic strength within
the world community by setting into mo-
tion a combination of events which will
further shift the resources which stand
behind our currency—which buttress the
value of our dollar—out of our country
and into European central banks for the
benefit of third world countries and who
knows who else.

Let me be more specific.

The International Monetary Fund
originally was established to administer
a system of fixed exchange rates—a
fixed, known standard of values between
different nation’s currencies. Under the
present system of flexible exchange rates,
this original purpose for the IMF has
been made moot, irrelevant. In the ab-
sence of Congress passing the bill now be-
fore us, the IMF has no real purpose, and
it would go out of business. Of course,
experience shows us that very few agen-
cies of government—an agency of the
United States or a multinational agency
of which the United States is the prime
underwriter of expenses—ever go out of
business. One of the purposes of the bill
before us, therefore, is to create a new
legal framework for the IMF, and that
in turn will mean that its highly paid
employees—who enjoy diplomatic im-
munity and tax-free incomes—will not
be put out of work. It should be noted
that a large number of employees of the
agency make more than the salary of our
Secretary of the Treasury.

The new function of the IMF will be to
sell off its gold holdings—most of which
came originally from the gold reserves of
the United States—for the purpose of
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using the proceeds to make one-half of
1 percent loans to third world coun-
tries—lesser developed countries having
an average per capita income of $350 or
less.

Uganda would be eligible in that they
fall into that definition and in that there
is no treaty in place for invoking eco-
nomic sanctions against it for having
given sanctuary to Palestinian Libera-
tion Organization terrorists after the re-

cent skyjacking of an Air France airliner.

Hanoi would be eligible under this
definition, and some have suggested that
this may be the avenue through which
the United States will in effect, make
reparation payments to that Communist
government. It certainly would explain
why the Vietnamese have quieted on that
issue in recent months.

Cambodia would be eligible despite
highly reliable reports that its new Com-
munist government has already become
one of the most tyrannical on the face of
the Earth. Many other countries would
be eligible also.

What this means is that the most
mammoth redistribution of Western
wealth in history is about to take place.
Its magnitude transcends any of the for-
eign aid bills to have been considered by
Congress, and it cannot be left unsaid
that at a time when Congress has as-
serted itself forcefully in holding down
the level of foreign aid—because we need
the money just as much, if not more,
here to help create jobs and get us fully
out of the recession and because coun-
tries continue to be hostile to the United
States even after we give them the for-
eign aid—that the administration has
entered into a series of agreements which
would accomplish the same thing. Now,
after the fact, we are being asked to
ratify those decisions. If we do, it sends
a signal to this and to future adminis-
trations that they can do what they
pretty well please. )

How will these gold transfers work?
The initial purchaser will be the Bank of
International Settlements and any pri-
vate parties which can get together the
high minimum purchase figures. The
European central banks are going to
then buy the gold from the Bank. The
IMF has already announced that it does
not intend to trace the sales past the
first transaction. The United States
seeks to justify this transfer of gold from
the IMF to European banks on the basis
that since we have demonetized gold—it
is no longer what stands behind U.S. cur-
rency—that it is no longer needed and
ought to be sold like any other commod-
ity. This bears some careful scrutiny.

The fact that the European central
banks are the main gold purchasers
shows one thing about all others—they
do not have much faith in the new paper
currency of the IMFP—the special draw-
ing rights—SDR’'s—and are counting on
the monetizing of gold, rather than its
elimination.

There was a time—not too long ago—
when the United States had most of the
gold. Our currency was strong; the value
of the dollar was great. The U.S. dollar
as the standard in the international fi-
nancial community against which other
dollars were measured in terms of value.
Then, after the Second World War, we
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started massive aid programs to the rest
of the world. The countries which re-
ceived this aid had a claim on increasing
proportions of our gold. The value of
the dollar started to slip. The German
deutsche mark started to become the
standard against which other curren-
cies were measured. After years of
wrangling about what standard to use,
a system of flexible rates was adopted.

Now, through the bill before us today,
gold will be transferred to other coun-
tries, mostly the European central banks.
What happens if there is a remonetiza-
tion of gold—we return to some type of
monetary standard based on the value
of gold? It means that this time the
European central banks—not the United
States as in the last time—will have most
of the gold, and ours will be the lesser
valued currency in the international
community., Thus, the bill before us
would give Congress approval to agree-
ments which would ratify once and for
all the decline of the American dollar.
This leads to an additional point.

Flexible exchange rates and SDR’'s—
international paper money which unlike
gold can be expanded endlessly—con-
tribute to inflation. Flexible exchange
rates remove discipline from the domes-
tic monetary authorities and that in turn
increases their tendency to inflate. Ap-
proving this bill runs a risk, therefore,
of setting off a new round of internation-
al inflation.

Several other things must be said about
this bill and put into a better perspective.

Even if one wants gold to become less
important in relation to currencies, one
should oppose this bill. By allowing these
agreements to rest on transfers of gold,
by allowing the central banks to acquire
the gold, and by making loans to third
world countries dependent upon the sale
of the gold, we are making gold of more
importance, not less importance. The
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ)
has articulated this point very well.

In that the IMF has promised it will
not track the gold beyond the first level
of transaction, we really do not know
who will end up owning this gold.

Not one supporter of Israel in this
House can adequately assure me that
major shares of this gold will not end
up in the hands of Arab countries. We all
know of the cash liquidity of most of the
Arab countries today. They simply have
so much cash lying around that they
do not even know what to do with all of
it. Why not—from their perspective—use
it to purchase gold from the European
central banks? And those banks will sell
the gold, if the price is richt—one simply
higher than the $42 per ounce at which
much of the IMF gold will be sold or one
higher than the $176-per-ounce market
range of today. Can one imagine the
impact of that cost of gold price rise
after the price drops slightly initially
upon the cost of anything having gold
in it—from ecrucially important indus-
rial ifems to luxury products?

Not one supporter of black govern-
ments in Africa ean adequately assure
me that South Africa—wealthy because
of its own gold—would not buy heavily
into these additional gold reserves, as
they come onto the market through the
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European central banks, thus substan-
tially enhancing their economic strength.
And not one supporter of white govern-
ments in Africa can adequately assure
me that oil-rich black governments—
such as Nigeria—would not buy heavily
into this gold, thus increasing their
strength.

There are other examples too, but the
point is the same. We simply do not know
who or what will end up with this gold.
Given the vast expansion of private
wealth in recent years—from the older
fortunes in America and Europe to the
vast new fortunes in the oil countries—
a great percentage of this gold could even
end up in private hands.

I can sympathize with the sentiments
of many that the living standard
throughout the world should be in-
creased. But our sense of international
commitment ought not to lead this Con-
gress into approving legislation which
will accomplish worthwhile goals at the
exepnse of our own country’s economic
stability. We ought to concentrate on
increasing the total economic pie avail-
able to the world’s people, not on dividing
up a limited pie and giving America’s
share away to others.

An articulate presentation on this sub-
ject was made last month before the
Subcommittee on International Trade,
Investment and Monetary Policy of the
House Committee on Banking, Currency
and Housing. That testimony was offered
by Arthur B. Laffer, the very respected
and outstanding economist who has done
extensive work In this subject area. In my
opinion, it is the best presentation made
before the subcommittee on why great
caution should be exercised with respect
to the agreements proposed through the
legislation before us. I think it under-
scores my conclusion that this bill ought
nof to be passed.

The testimony follows:

STATEMENT PERPARED FOR THE SUBCOMHXT.-
TEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE, INVESTMENT
AND MONETARY POLICY OF THE Housg CoMm-
MITTEE ON BANKING, CURRENCY AND HoUs-
ING oN H.R. 13955, JUNE 3, 1976, BY ARTHUR
B. LAFFER
Mr. Chalrman and Members of the Sub-

committee:

The issues you face today represent a long
series of issues pertaining to different fea-
tures of the international monetary system.
The novelty of the current hearings is the
potential emergence of the International
Monetary Fund as an” explicit ald-granting
institution. In addition to the new side of
the issue, there is the older side as to the
appropriate direction to take for evolution
of the world monetary system. The proper
role of gold is of obvious importance here.

I would first llke to address my com-
ments on the monetary system’s progress and
the direction I would like to see it go.

The decision to encourage increased inter-
vention by Central Banks into forelgn ex-
change markets reached at Rambouillet and
Jamaica represents an important deviation
from a policy objective of freely floating
exchange, rates. According to many people,
the flexible exchange rate experiment has
not lived up to expectations, and a growing

nostalgia for international economic order
is apparent. While the agreements of Ram-
bouillet and Jamaica are only a small step,
they are clearly in the direction of more
intervention In foreign exchange markets.
In the press as well as in official releases,
the discussions appear to be focused more
now on the issue of monetary discipline
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than they had been, say, four or five years
ago.

It had become quite clear by 1970 that
the international monetary system had de-
teriprated to a postwar low. Under the aegis
of U.S. leadership, western treasury and
central bank officials sought to rectify the
deterioration by constructing an entirely
new system. The date usually thought of
as representing the beglnning of this ef-
fort is August 15, 1971, the date of the be-
ginning of the New Economic Policy. Modi-
fieations built on the legal and economic
foundations of the existing system were re-
jected. The Bretton Woods system had been
labeled a failure.

The quest for & new system settled on the
theoretical underpinnings of floating ex-
change rates. By the end of 1971, the U.S.
objective was to transform the international
monetary system to as close a facsimile of
purely floating rates as was bureaucratically
possible. Judging by longer term movements
and patterns, exchange rates appear to have
become far more volatile. The costs of buy-
ing and selling foreign exchange have in-
creased dramatically., Very recently some
people have noted an unusual slowing in the
growth of world trade and a resurgence of
protectionist pressures. On these grounds, the
current monetary system seems to be func-
tioning more poorly than even the seeming
low of 1870.

The point most frequently used to sell
floating rates was the widely held bellef that
U.8. goods had become uncompetitive in
world markets, The root cause of the uncom-
petitiveness was described as an overvalued
dollar and low growth In productivity. The
vanishing trade surplus was the proof. Float-
ing rates were put forth as the answer. Hav-
ing had little if any historical experience with
elther floating rates or frequent exchange
rate changes, the post-1971 U.S. experience
surprised and disappointed the administra-
tion and many others.

During the 1970s, inflation rose to a post-
war high. While the issue of cause versus
effect remains controversial, the inflation ex-
perienced corresponded remarkably closely to
exchange depreciations. While hitherto little
known in the United States, the assoclation
between exchange depreclation and relative
inflation is one of the best documented phe-
‘nomena in economiecs. The studies commenc-
ing with Wicksel on through Lee have docu-
mented that over reasonably long periods
differential inflation rates correspond closely
to exchange rate changes.

As vividly demonstrated by the recent vol-
untary quotas on speclalty steels, competi-
tlve pressures have remalned unabated in
spite of the substantial depreciation of the
dollar, The trade account, which was in sur-
plus prior to the 1970 devaluation against
the Canadian dollar, has dipped Into a def-
icit position during the last few months.
While the trade balance of any country oscil-
lates over time, there is little evidence to sug-
gest that trade balances improve following
devaluation. This i{s especially true for the
experlence of the United States. In the U.S.
episode the exchange rate does not appear to
be a determining factor of the overall trade
balance.

The important lesson to learn Is simply
that monetary variables do affect monetary
phenomena, and do not in general affect
real phenomena. For the case in point, ex-
change rate movements affect the difference
between the devaluing country’s inflation rate
and that of the countries it devalued against,
but do not affect the country's real com-
petitive position vis-a-vis the other coun-
tries, nor its trade balance. In order to make
U.S. industry more competitive, real variables
have to be changed, such as a reduction of
taxes on U.S. workers and factorles.

The other point used to support the adop-
tion of a system of floating rates was the
belief that every government should control
its own country's monetary policy. Floating
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rates, it was argued, would provide the needed
monetary independence. By having monetary
independence, each country would be able to
follow the appropriate policies to prevent un-
due inflation and excessive unemployment.
The implicit assumption underlying the anal-
ysls was that once a country’s monetary au-
thority garnered control over its domestically
defined money supply, it would have control
over monetary policy.

Control over monetary policy requires at
last two questionable conditions. The first,
which I will not discuss at any length here,
is that the monetary authority knows the

appropriate empirical counterpart of money

to control. Even in a completely closed econ-
omy, it is by no stretch of the imagination
obvious that empirical magnitude consti-
tutes the relevant money figure. The issues
ralsed by seasonal adjustment, time deposits,
certificates of deposit, credit cards, and liguld
assets make any control variable tenuous.

The second questionable condition relates
to the elasticity of substitution 6f domestic
for foreign monies in demand. When ex-
change rates are fixed by the monetary au-
thorities, it i1s clear that foreign and domes-
tic monles are perfect substitutes in supply.
Once exchange rates are floating, analysts
assume that monetary policies are thereby
independent. This assumption directly im-
plies complete non-substitutability of monies
in demand across national boundaries.

The traditional implications for floating
can be seen by describing the following situ-
atlon. Imagine two equal-sized countries,
say A and B, with floating exchange rates.
A increases its money supply by ten percent
and B decreases its money supply by ten
percent. If monles are non-substitutes, then
prices in A will rise by ten percent and prices
in B will fall by ten percent. A's exchange
rate with B will depreciate by twenty per-
cent. Under these circumstances, A's mone-
tary authority controls inflation in A and
B's monetary authority inflation in B. The
exchange rate merely acts to accommodate
the discrepancies in each country’s price
levels. The exchange is simply an outcome of
the independent policies In A and B.

If we take the same situation only where
the monles of A and B are close substitutes
on the margin, we get very different results.
Let us Imagine that transactors in A can use
B’s currency and transactors In B can use
A’'s currency. Let us invoke the extreme as-
sumption that transactors, wherever located,
are Indifferent as between the two curren-
cles. In such a situation, an Increase of
money in A and a decrease of money in B
will lead to pressures on transactors in B
to reduce their money holdings below their
desired level. It will also make money quite
accessible in A.

One can easily imagine that ten percent
of the holders of money in country B will
switch their deposits to A. This leads to an
increase in the demand for money in A by
ten percent and a fall in the demand for
money in B by ten percent. A rise in both
the demand and the supply of money in A
by ten percent results in unchanged prices.
Likewise, the fall in both the demand for
and the supply of money by ten percent in
B leads to unchanged prices in B. As a direct
result, even though free to move, the ex-
change rate will not move. The failure of
the exchange rate to change because of the
close substitutability of money negates the
policy effects of the monetary authorities’
control over the money supply. For all prac-
tical purposes, under this case, the existence
of floating rates has not provided monetary
independence at all. Under these circum-
stances, floating rates remove even the aggre-
gate ability to control monetary policy.

While no one can say with any degree of
certainty just what degree of demand sub-
stitutability is across currencies, it is by no
means obviously zero. Only when monies are
non-substitutes will floating rates yleld in-
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dependence of monetary policy. On an in-
tuitive level, it is hard to see why Iinter-
national firms would not be willing to hold
different combinations of currencies if their
prices changed slightly. This 1s especlally
pertinent with regard to eurodollars. Here
is & non-U.8. located dollar deposit. It seems
implausible to assume that U.8. monetary
policy could be independent of the existence
and growtn of eurodollars. In the final anal-
ysis, the issue of demand substitutability,
and with it the capacity of monetary au-
thorities to control monetary policy, is an
empirical issue.

In spite of these rather questionable con-
ditions required for floating rates to bring
monetary independence, it was widely held
that floating exchange rates would result in
monetary independence. Each country, it
was argued, would be able to better regulate
the inflatlon rate it deemed appropriate,
given itz employment objectives.

In the post-1970 period, inflation rates in
virtually every country increased. Even the
best performances today rate poor by the
same countries’ standards of a decade ear-
ler. Some countries, such as the U.K. and
Italy, moved into inflation categories pre-
viously occupled by only a handful of South
American countries.

The performances on unemployment and
output growth have fared no better. Unem-
ployment today, even though falling, is high
by all standards save those of the great de-
pression. The western world’s real growth
is equally unimpressive. High inflation as
well as poor unemployment performances
are ubiquitous.

While much is made of preventing im-
ported inflation by having floating exchange
rates, little is made of the disciplinary as-
pects of fixed exchange rates and limited
international reserves. Under fixed exchange
rates that are to be maintained, central
banks have little leeway to run excessively
expansive monetary policies. If a country's
money supply growth excessively, it will lose
reserves and threaten the maintenance of
the fixed exchange rate, The threat of bal-
ance of payments deficits, reserve losses and,
ultimately, devaluation of the currency is an
important restraint on rapid money growth.

Under floating exchange rates, excessive
monetary expansion entalls no deficit, no
reserve loss, and a tolerated, if not encour-
aged, depreciation of the currency. Under
floating rates, there is less reason, or per-
haps even excuse, for not restricting money
growth, If for any reason, be it economic or
political, the monetary authority feels it ex-
pedient to expand money growth, the excuse
of maintaining the par value will not im-
pede their actions. Over a long enough
period of time in a number of countries, there
should result a noticeable tendency for
money growth rates to increase. Since much
of the discipline has been removed, 1t does
appear as though there has been an increase
in inflation rates.

The lesson is that politically sensitive
agencies may well act on short-term per-
ceived expediency to the detriment of longer
term stability, unless constrained by disci-
pline.. The case in point is characteristic.
During a system of fixed exchange rates,
monetary authorities kept money growth in
line for fear of running out of forelgn ex-
change and gold reserves. Once this fear was
removed by the advent of more exchange
rate flexibility, money growth increased.
United States discipline was lost when we
abandoned the gold value of the dollar in the
free market.

The failure to control output and employ-
ment is another example of the confusion
that exists between monetary variables and
real phenomena. If any relationship does
exist, it is the opposite of what is usually
sald. Higher money growth Is associated with
higher inflation. Higher infiation on the
other hand, leads to increasing marginal tax
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brackets and work disincentives. These, in
turn, result in lower economic growth. The
view that somehow printing money creates
jobs continues to persist in spite of the pau-
city of empirical support. Monetary policy
should be geared to the provision of price
stability. This is a task monetary policy has
some chance of accomplishing.

At present, the serious problem facing
monetary officials is that the foundations of
the Bretton Woods system had been ren-
dered Inoperable. Codes of behavior, once
violated, lose their tour de force when res-
urrected. No new set of rules has been used
sufficiently to have any power of precedence,
Hopefully, the lessons of the immediate past
have had enough time to affect people's
thinking and thereby wend their way into
the international monetary process.

Learning from the past, a viable mone-
tary system for the purpose of achleving
either domestic or international objectives,
has a better chance of succeeding if it is
bullt on formal rules. Reliance on the good-
will of public officlals often leads to a politi-
cized process.

If the rightful concern of monetary policy
is the maintenance of price stability, then
the appropriate rule for monetary policy is
a price rule. A pricer rule occurs when the
government guarantees to maintain the pur-
chasing power value of money. Historically,
fixed money prices of gold and silver, etc.,
served as the rule of the monetary system.
Two countries which maintained the gold
value of their respective currencies had
achieved, by the process of elimination, truly
fixed exchange rates. Thus, good domestic
monetary rules lead pari passu to fixed ex-
change rates. This route to fixed rates is the
essence of what 1s currently referred to in
international monetary circles as policy
coordination and consultations.

Another form of rules occurs when coun-
tries fix their exchange rates to the cur-
rency of a country already on a price rule.
This was, in fact, both the spirit and the es-
sence of the Bretton Woods system up to
March of 1968. At that time, the United
" States reneged on its commitment to main-
tain the gold value of the U.S. dollar in pri-
vate markets.

However achieved, stable international
monetary systems tend to require fixed ex-
change rates. In the cases of domestic price
rules, fixity of exchange rates is a result of
policy coordination. In other cases, fixed
rates are the policy objective themselves.
Whatever the orlgin, systems of fixed ex-
change rates have performed admirably in
the past.

I am greatly encouraged by the concerted
efforts of both U.S. and forelgn monetary
authorities to increase policy coordinations,
forelgn exchange support operations, and
frequent consultations. The spirit of such
moves is referred to as the “Spirit of Ram-
boulllet,” and has been carried forward into
the English meeting of the Central Banking
officlals and the Jamaica Accord to the Treas-
ury officials.

It would seem to me short-sighted at this
juncture to attempt to transform the Inter-
national Monetary Fund into an aid-granting
institution. By selling gold and using the pro-
ceeds for development fund, the IMF will be
confusing its functions. Such an act carried
out by the IMF will detract from its other
more appropriate roles. This is especially true
with regard to the sale of gold. While serious
debate s to be encouraged over the future
roles of gold, SDR's, par values, tranche posi-
tions, and currency swaps, it is counter-pro-
ductive to foreclose options at the present.
This is more emphatically the case now that
the deficiencies of our new system are so
widely recognized.

In the event some new world monetary sys-
tem does eventually emerge, institutions will
be required. Perhaps these institutions will
be housed under the auspices of the IMF.
Whatever their specific form, these institu-
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tions will require vast infusions of capital In
order to stabllize world money markets and
instill confidence in the market participants.
It seems to me to be exceptionally short-
sighted at this time to dispose of some of the
IMF net capital when, hopefully, we shall
soon need large additional sums.

It also appears to me to be a poor choice to
select the IMF as the conduit for world for-
eign ald. As a method of helping poor na-
tions develop, this method is noted for its in-
efficiency. Far preferable schemes exist, some
of which even benefit the U.S. directly. Ex-
amples of these include tariff cutting, reduc-
tion of quotas, and the removal of other arti-
ficial trade barriers. These measures provide
direct incentives to development. By work-
ing harder and more efficiently, less-develop-
ed countries would be able to sell more goods
to the developed nations.

Even if a transfer of ald must take place,
specific U.S. agencies can do a far better job
than can be expected of the IMF. On a world
scale, the project appraoch of the World Bank
is far more promising. Surely the already ex-
isting mechanisms can be expected to per-
form their outlined tasks better than the
IMF administered fund will be able to do.

At a different level altogether, given the
proliferation of the world foreign aid-grant-
ing institutions that have arisen during the
postwar era, it is a wasteful duplication of
function to authorize yet another.

Given the current mood of the Nation, it
behooves Congress and the Administration to
keep a close watch on how American-earned
assets are disposed of. Several of the coun-
tries who would receive this foreign aid may
well use it in ways that are detrimental to
the ultimate donor—the American people.
Far closer scrutiny must be made of the re-
ciplent nations than is possible under the
guldance of the IMF to assure that the true
donors are not duped into providing aid to
their detractors.

Mr. DEL, CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
vield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. PauL),

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to take a few moments to go on record
as opposing this rule. I would like to
mention one episode that occurred in the
process of this legislation that did not
follow the rules correctly. This bill was
votea out of committee on a Thursday
evening, and we had until Tuesday at
noon to put in our dissenting views, but
over the weekend the rules were changed.
I was called at home by my staff and told
that I had to have my views in by noon-
time Monday or they would not be
printed. I believe that this was not a fair
procedure. By Tuesday when the views
should have been in, the bill was on the
floor under suspension of the rules. I do
not believe this bill should be run
through the way it has been run through.
This, to me, is one of the most important
pieces of legislation on the floor since I
have been here in Congress, and due con-
sideration should be given.

It is my understanding that it will be
another 18 months before all the nations
ratify these amendments and these
agreements, so there is no rush.

What they want is a rubberstamp to
continue to run roughshod over the in-
ternational monetary scheme. We have
been living with floating rates for 5
years. The Bretton Woods Agreement has
been dead for 5 years. There is no panic
to do something. The responsibility is
ours for setting up any foreign aid pro-
gram, and it is our responsibility to un-
derstand and know what we are doing.
There are $2 billion of the American tax-
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payers' money involved. To pass this leg-
islation will also sanction international
inflation.

We need to give this more considera-
tion and reject the rule.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, 1
have no further requests for time and I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ).

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr, Speaker, I wish
to add my voice to that of the two gen-
tlemen from the opposite side of the aisle
who preceded me, the gentleman from
California and the gentleman from
Texas. Essentially they have stated ex-
actly the very thing that has made me
feel very keenly the mistaken notion that
speed and haste is necessary in order to
approve this legislation here and now.

The gentleman from Texas is abso-
lutely correct. The rules were changed.
The committee had agreed that each
member would have until Tuesday to file
supplemental, additional, or dissenting
views. We prepared the same only to find
that Monday instead of Tuesday had be-
come the deadline. Why? What is the
reason for this haste?

Second, the House sooner or later is
going to have to correct some of its so-
called reforms that have led I think to
very hasty and undue consideration of
very important legislation. During the
time that we were trying to consider this
bill in a hastily contrived meeting of the
full committee, the House was also sitting
in session. While some of us were trying
to raise points in the committee we had
to come to the floor and answer quorum
calls, and some of us who had business
with the legislation on the floor could not
return to the committee to debate or to
offer amendments or to raise questions.

Mr. Speaker, sooner or later this is
going to end in an imperative need to
change our rules again. One reform has
bred a vice, the vice of undue and intem-
perate consideration of very important
legislation. I think under the circum-
stances we are fortunate at least that
we do not have this under a suspension
of the rules. We at least have an open
rule with 1 hour of debate and a chance
to offer amendments. But I still must
continue to protest the fact that the
Congress has gotten into the habit of ab-
dicating its responsibility, its contribu-
tion in the process of drafting this type
of legislation. We have deferred to such
bodies as the IMF.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. REES).

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, I did not plan
to rise during the debate on the rule, I
am the chairman of the Subcommittee
on International Trade, Investment, and
Monetary Policy, and I am really un-
happy when they accuse our committee
of trying to rush something through
without any hearing.

Mr. Speaker, let me read the chronol-
ogy of the bill. In July 1975, my subcom-
mittee, along with the Joint Economic
Committee, had a meeting with Secretary
Simon, and this was an open meeting
with all the Members, to discuss the In-
ternational Monetary Reform that was
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being contemplated by the International
Monetary Fund, which was meeting in
the beginning of September 1975. That
Was a year ago.

Now, a year ago we discussed the U.S.
position as to floating rates and what
changes we would be making in the
system.

We then had a meeting of what is
called the Interim Committee of the In-
ternational Monetary Fund last January,
1976 in Jamaica. At that time all the
countries, the 126 countries of the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, agreed in prin-
ciple to the changes that we are now
discussing. A staff report was prepared
and sent to all the members of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency in Feb-
ruary of 1976.

We then had hearings, and Treasury
Under Secretary Yeo who deals with this
matter, was our major witness. The pur-
pose of the hearings of the subcommittee
was to have a briefing as to what the re-
sults of the Jamaica agreement were.
This meeting was held on March 4, this
year.

The final text of the agreements, and
this is a very complicated text, was sent
to the members of the Committee on
Banking and Currency on April 9, 19786.

Hearings on the bill were held on June
1 and June 3 before the subcommittee.

The subcommittee had a markup on
June 15. The committee markup was on
June 17.

Mr. Speaker, I think this represents
a great deal of work by my subcommittee
on these various amendments to the Bret-
ton Woods Act. I certainly do not think
this constitutes rushing something

through the House of Representatives.
Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. REES. I yield to the gentleman
from -Ohio.

Mr., J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker. the gentleman in the well, I
think, has clearly outlined the procedure
that our subcommittee has followed in
bringing this legislation to our attention
here this afternoon.

In addition to what the gentleman has
already stated, I would only add that I
believe that the Department of Treasury,
in this particular instance, has bent over
backward to inform not only the gentle-
man in the well, but myself, of the in-
terim steps that have been taken over
the last 1-year period, as the gentleman
has stated, to make us fully informed on
the legislation before us.

Members of the subcommittee were
clearly invited to go down to Jamaica at
the time of this agreement in January
to observe every step that was taken to
keep us fully in compliance with the
agreements made at that time and the
agreements and ratification that we will
be asked to vote upon probably tomorrow
afternoon. We go on the emphasis of
our own U.S. Treasury; so I appreciate
the remarks of the gentleman in the
well.

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

Mr. REES. I yield to the distinguished
minority leader.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate my friend, the gentleman from
California, yielding.
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The facts as the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Rees) has set them forth
and the gentleman from Ohio are ab-
solutely correct, as far as I know, be-
cause I have heard the same thing from
the Secretary of the Treasury. Secretary
Simon informed me this morning that
in his opinion this was a most important
piece of legislation affecting the Depart-
ment of the Treasury and affecting the
international monetary situation that
we will have, not only this year, but in
the foreseeable future. He feels that if
the bill were not to become law, it would
possibly have a catastrophic effect on the
international monetary stability which
we are all trying to seek.

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished minority leader.

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

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I am
sure that the distinguished member of
the committee and the very able chair-
man of the subcommittee will not dis-
pute the facts.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Rees) has
expired.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 additional minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr, REgs).

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, the
full committee met one morning on this
bill. T am not talking about the subcom-
mittee. After all, the subcommittee has,
I would say, less than a dozen members
or about a dozen members. We are talk-
ing about the full committee meeting of
43 members.

The gentleman surely will agree that
we had 1 day’s markup session in the
morning, and that the bill was passed out
by the time the noon bell rang. The gen-
tleman certainly does not belie the fact
that the committee agreed that morning
that the Members would have .until
Tuesdar to file additional and supple-
mentary views or dissenting views, as the
case might be; but somewhere, somehow,
somebody made a ruling and contra-
vened some of that. Surely, the gentle-
man does not wish to dispute that.

Mr. REES. No, I do not dispute it. Let
me give the gentleman the parliamen-
tary situation as it was that morning.
This bill was brought up before the full
Committee on Banking, Currency and
Housing. There were several amend-
ments offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. RousseLot) ; one of the
amendments, I believe, was accepted.
There were no other amendments.

What do we do when we have a bill be-
fore the full committee and there are no
other amendments? We try to get the bill
out of the committee. We do not leave it
in there for a couple of months. So, we
voted on the bill, and there was only one
dissenting vote. The normal motion was
made that the Members have 3 leg-
islative days in which to come up with
their remarks, and then a subsequent
suggestion was made that the bill be put
on suspension, because there was only
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one dissenting vote on the Committee on
Banking, Currency and Housing. I think
we have around 43 members.

Then, it was decided, with no dissent
at all, that the bill would be on suspen-
sion. When a bill is on suspension, there
is nothing in the rules which requires a
written report on that bill. If we had
been given until Tuesday, the report
would have come out 1 day after the bill
was to be taken up on suspension. This
would not be fair to the Members at all,
and certainly Dr. Paur’s very excellent
dissenting remarks were put in time;
therefore, we do have dissenting remarks
in the committee report. Copies are
available on the floor. It has dissenting
remarks by the distinguished gentleman
from Texas (Mr. PauL).

So, that was the situation, as an ac-
commodation to the Members. We said
that even though this is on suspension,
we are going to have a report. We did not
even have to have a report. There was
absolutely no reason for this Member to
try to slam some bill across the fiocor of
the House as important as this bill is, It
should be debated, but it was felt that we
should go on suspension because there
was a fime factor, and also there was no
dissent at that time in the meeting.

Those are the facts as to what the par-
liamentary situation was on that morn-
ing when we had the hearing. I think
this whole subject matter has been very
thoroughly dealt with by the Committee
on Banking, Currency and Housing.

Mr. DEL. CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROUSSELOT) .

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I
want to clear up a point that I think my
colleague from Texas addressed today,
and one which I believe is well taken. We
were really not presented in the Commit-
tee on Banking, Currency and Housing
with a substantial number of changes
that were requested by the Treasury De-
partment until April 9, 1976. I have be-
fore me the communication from the
Secretary of the Treasury. It is more
than 100 pages long, by the way, and
there are a substantially greater number
of changes that were recommended in
this communication than had been pre-
viously recommended.

When the Secretary of the Treasury
submitted these amendments to Congress
on April 9, 1976, the Secretary sent the
following letter of transmittal:

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, April 9, 1976.
Hon. CarL B. ALBERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR, SPEAKER: As Chairman of the Na-
tlonal Advisory Council on International
Monetary and Financial Policies, I am
pleased to transmit herewith the Council's
special report on the proposed amendment of
the Articles of Agreement of the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund and on the proposed
increase in quotas in the International Mone-
tary Fund.

The proposed changes in the Articles of
Agreement represent the first general revision
of international monetary arrangements
since the Bretton Woods Conference in 1944,
These changes are of major importance to the
United States and fulfill policy objectives
which the United States has pursued over
several years of negotiations on internation-
al monetary reform. The proposed increase in
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quotas will enable the IMF to maintain its
central role in the provisions of temporary
balance of payments financing to members,
thereby continuing its important contribu-
tion to international financial stability.

The Council recommends the prompt intro-
duction and enactment of legislation au-
thorizing U.S. acceptance of the proposed
amendment and consent to the proposed in-
crease in the United States quota.

Copies of the report are also being submit-
ted to the President and to the President of
the Senate.

Sincerely yours,
WiLriam E. S1MON,

Chairman, National Advisory Council on

International Monetary and Financial
Policies.

In addition to the important changes
which the Secretary mentions in his let-
ter, there are numerous other important
amendments, including the addition of a
new section 12 of article V which sets
forth procedures for the sale of IMF gold
at the market price and for the estab-
lishment of a Special Disbursement Ac-
count through which proceeds of the gold
sale may be used to provide concessional
balance-of-payments assistance to lesser
developed countries.

As a matter of fact these additional
amendments were submitted after the
hearings that the gentleman from C4ali-
fornia (Mr. Rees) held last year con-
cerning floating rates and the role of
gold. These amendments represent the
results of the so-called Ramboulliet
Jamaica Conferences. Many members
of the committee did not have the chance
until perhaps 1 or 2 davs before the
markup hearings to really go through
and find out what all these changes rec-
ommended by the Treasury Department
really were. I do not disagree with my
colleague from Arizona that the Secre-
tary of the Treasury wants this legisla-
tion. He came over and held a special
meeting with the members of the mi-
nority, so I am fully aware of that.

The argument that all of these
changes in this legislation were well
known a year ago just is not quite the
case.

My colleague from Texas is right. This
communication did not arrive before the
full committee until April 9, of this year,
and we were not even made aware of all
of the ramifications of the exposure of
the U.S. Treasury as a result of these
changes until a month or 2 months later.
That is the point my colleague from
Texas is trying to make. I have joined
him in that concern.

If it is a good idea today, it will be a
good idea tomorrow. £

Again, for these reasons, among
others, I would like to encourage my col-
leagues to be here tomorrow for a full
discussion of the amendments because
that will give us an opportunity to dis-
cuss them even more thoroughly and
carefully than we did in committee. I
think that is important.

I am not suggesting by that that my
colleague from California was in a sub-
stantial hurry on this bill, because I
think he was also receiving a lot of en-
couragement from the Treasury Depart-
ment to hurry this bill.

I would like to ask my colleague from
California this question: The gentleman
is not aware of any great crisis that we

face if we do not pass this today, is he?
Has the Senate had hearings on this?

Mr. REES. If the gentleman will yield,
I believe the Senate has had hearings on
this.

I am not trying to get rid of the bill.
It is the only bill my subcommittee has.
We want to fondle it. I am leaving here
at the end of the year. I hate to lose a
bill like this. I have been looking at it.
It is in the committee. It is the only bill
we have. I sort of feel like I am losing my
only child, now that it has come to the
floor.

I think it is important that the United
States, as the richest country in the
world, as the leader of the free world,
as the country that has proposed these
amendments, be one of the first countries
to ratify them.

The major reason we must have these
amendments now is that we have a float-
ing currency. But there are no rules and
regulations on the float. So it is possible
for one country to practice beggar thy
neighbor by placing an artificial price
on their own currency, and this has al-
ready happened. So it is necessary that
these be ratified as soon as possible so
that we have some rules and regulations
governing the practice of floating cur-
rency.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. But there is no
crisis if we do not pass this tomorrow?
I appreciate the gentleman’s statement.

Mr. REES. Yes; there are several crises
that I feel imminent.

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. PAUL. I thank the gentleman for
yielding. S

I would at this point like to point out
that there have been some questions of
legality.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
resolution.

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

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 346, nays 15,
not voting 71, as follows:

[Roll No. 547]
YEAS—346

Abdnor Aspin Biester
Adams AuCoin Bingham
Addabbo Bafalis Blanchard
Allen Baldus Biouin
Ambro Baucus Boggs
Anderson, IIl. Beard, R.I. Boland
Andrews, Beard, Tenn. Bolling

N. Dak. Bedell Bowen
Annunzio Bell Brademas
Archer Bennett Breaux
Armstrong Bergland Breckinridge
Ashbrook Bevill Brinkley
Ashley Biagel Brodhead
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Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Butler

Carney

Carr

Carter
Cederberg
Clausen,

Don H.
Cleveland
Cochran
CoHlen
Collins, 11.
Conable
Conte
Corman
Cornell
Cotter
Coughlin
D'Amours
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis
Delaney
Dent
Derwinski
Dickinson
Dingell
Dodd
Downey, N.Y.
Downing, Va.
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Duncan, Tenn.
Early
Eckhardt
Edgar
Edwards, Ala,
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Emery
English
Erlenborn
Evins, Tenn.
Fary
Fascell
Fenwick
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Florio
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel
Prey
Fuqua
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Gradison
Guyer
Hagedorn
Haley

Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hannaford
Harrington
Harris
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Henderson
Hicks
Hightower
Horton
Howard
Hubbard

Hughes
Hungate
Hutchinson
Hyde

Ichord
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jordan
Kasten
Eastenmeier
Eazen

Kelly

Kemp
Eetchum
Keys

Eoch

Krebs
Krueger
Lagomarsino
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent

Levitas
Lloyd, Calif.
Lloyd, Tenn.
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
MeCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McHugh
McEay
McKinney
Madden
Madigan
Maguire
Mahon
Mann
Martin
Mathis
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Meyner
Mezvinsky
Michel
Mikva
Milford
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills

Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Moffett
Mollohan
Montgomery

Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Mottl
Murphy, 111,
Murphy, N.Y.
Murtha
Myers, Ind.
Mpyers, Pa.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nichols
Nix
Nolan
Nowak
Oberstar
Obey
O'Brien
O'Neill
Ottinger
Passman
Patten, N.J.
Patterson,

Calif,
Pattison, N.¥Y.
Perkins
Pettis
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Pickle
Pike
Poage
Pressler
Preyer
Price
Pritchard

Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Richmond
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Russo
Ryan
St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scheuer
Schroeder
Schulze
Sebelius
Selberling
Sharp
Shipley
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Simon
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Jowa
Smith, Nebr.
Solarz
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stark
Steed
Steiger, Wis,
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Btuckey
Studds
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Teague
Thompson
Thone
Traxler
Treen
Tsongas
Tdall
Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
‘Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Weaver
Whalen
White
Whitten
Wilson, Bob
Wilson, C. H.
‘Wilson, Tex.
Winn
Wirth
Wolff
Wright
Wydler
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zeferettl
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NAYS—15
Clancy Devine MecDonald
Clawson, Del Gonzalez Paul
Collins, Tex. Grassley Snyder
Conlan Harsha Symms
Crane Kindness Taylor, Mo, -
NOT VOTING—T1
Abzug Green Neal
Alexander Gude O'Hara
Anderson, Hansen Pepper
Calif. Harkin Peyser
Andrews, N.C. Hayes, Ind. Riegle
Badlllo Hays, Ohio Risenhoover
Bauman Hébert Roncalio
Bonker Hefner Rooney
Brown, Calif. Heinz Santini
Brown, Chio  Helstoski Schneebell
Byron Hillis Spellman
Chappell Hinshaw Stanton,
Chisholm Holland James V.
Clay Holt Steelman
Conyers Holtzman Stelger, Ariz.
de la Garza Howe Bullivan
Dellums Jarman Symington
Derrick Jones, Ala. Thornton
Diggs - Jones, Tenn. Ullman
du Pont Earth Van Deerlin
Esch * LaFalce Waxman
Eshleman Landrum Whitehurst
Evans, Colo. Litton Wiggins
Evans, Ind. Lundine
Fithian Mineta

The Clerk announced the following
pairs.

of North Carolina.

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Wiggins.

Mr. Badillo with Mr. Heinz.
Helstoski with Mr. Peyser.
Byron with Mr. Hansen.
Chappell with Mr. Eshleman.
Pepper with Mr. Schneebell.
Riegle with Mr. Esch.
Clay with Mr. Fithian.
Harkin with Mr, Steelman.
Conyers with Mr, Steiger of Arizona.
Howe with Mr. Whitehurst.
Mineta with Mr. James V. Stanton.
Risenhoover with Mr. Landrum.
Thornton with Mr. Alexander.
Van Deerlin with Mr. O'Hara.
Dellums with Mr. Earth.
Hefner with Mr. Evans of Tennessee,
de la Garza with Mr. Hayes of Indiana.
Evans of Colorado with Mr. Gude.
Anderson of California with Mr. Jar-

Symington with Mr. du Pont.
Green with Mr. Hillis.
Bonker with Mr. Jones of Alabama.
Hays of Ohio with Mr. Neal.
Holtzman with Mr. Holland.
Diggs with Mr. Ronecalio.
Derrick with Mrs. Holt.
LaFalcé with Mr. Santini.

. Lundine with Mrs. Spellman.
. Rooney with Mr. Ullman.
Waxman with Mrs. Sulllvan.

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

REEEEEEEEEEFEEEERRRRRRRRERRRAR

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COM-
MERCE TO HAVE UNTIL MID-
NIGHT JULY 27, 1976, TO FILE
CONFERENCE REPORT ON HR.
12169

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
may have until midnight tomorrow
night, July 27, 1976, to file a conference
report on the bill (H.R. 12169.)

To amend the Federal Energy Administra-
tlon Act of 1974 to provide for authoriza-
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tions of appropriations to the Federal Energy Enrichment Associates, proponents of

Administration, to extend the duration of
authorities under such act, and for other
purposes.

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

_There was no objection.

COMMUNICATION FROM CHATRMAN
OF COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC
WOREKS AND TRANSPORTATION

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Chairman of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation, which was
read and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee
on Appropriations:

WasHINGTON, D.C,,
July 21, 1976.
Hon. CARL ALBERT
Speaker of the House,
Washington, D.C.

DeEAR Me. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the pro-
visions of the Public Buildings Act of 1959,
as amended, the House Committee on Pub-
lic Works and Transportation approved on
June 29, 1976, the following prospectuses:

NEW CONSTRUCTION

Border Statlon, Alaska Highway, Alaska
U.S. Tax Court, Washington, D.C.

REPAIR AND ALTERATION

Central Heating Plant, Washington, D.C.

West Heating Plant, Washington, D.C.

Customhouse, Chicago, Illinois

Federal Building, Dallas, Texas

Post Office and Courthouse, Boston, Mas-
sachusetts

U.S. Customhouse, New Orleans, Louisiana

GSA Supply Deport, Shelby, Ohio

Winder Building, Washington, D.C.

LEASES

Crystal Plaza No. 5, Arlington, Virginia
8060 13th Street, Silver Spring, Maryland
500 N. Capitol Street, Washington, D.C.
B00 N. Quincy Street, Arlington, Virginia
201 E. 69th Street, New York, New York
96-05 Horace Harding, New York, New York
Federal Trade Commission, Washington,
D.C.
11(b) RESOLUTIONS
Waynesboro, Georgla
Corpus Christl, Texas
Ashland, Eentucky
Chattanooga, Tennessee
The original and one copy of the au-
thorizing resolution are enclosed.
Sincerely,
RoseRT F. JONES.

A LANDMARK VOTE DUE ON NU-
CLEAR FUEL ASSURANCE

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

Mr., RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, this week the House will be
considering the Nuclear Fuel Assurance
Act, H.R. 8401, probably one of the most
profoundly important pieces of legisla-
tion affecting the future of mankind
which we have handled in the history of
the House of Representatives, in my
opinion.

I present a short item supporting each
side.

Proponents will approve the following
letter from the counsel for the Uranium

this legislation. Opponents will laud the
editorial written by Tom Eraden in the
Washington Post of July 22, 1976, in sup-
port of the amendment to be offered by
my colleague from New York (Mr. BING-
HAM) to strike the first two sections of
the act and permit a Government-owned
add-on.

I believe none of is is as well informed
as we should be on this legislation. I
would prefer that it be remanded to the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, so
that we may engage in the deliberation
this matter rightfully requires.

Mr. Speaker, the letter and the Wash-
ington Post column follow:

RaGAN & Mason,
Washington, D.C., July 21, 1976.
Hon. TENO RONCALIO,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR CONGRESSMAN RONCALIO: As counsel
for Uranium Enrichment Associates, one of
the companies in support of H.R. 8401, the
Nuclear Fuel Assurance Act, we are writing
you in connection with that legislation. The
bill will reach the floor shortly. Because some
statements have been made in writing to
various members, undoubtedly in good faith
but nevertheless in error, we are taking the
liberty of attempting to clarify some of the
erroneous concluslons that have been here-
tofore circulated and rumored. Enowing the
value of your time, our remarks are trun-
cated, but we will be glad to elaborate fur-
ther at any time at your convenience.

1. The proposed legislation does not au-
thorize the private enrichment of uranium;
it only authorizes any companies that may
be interested to present to the Congress of
the United States for its specific approval
by a vote of the Congress a Cooperative
Working Agreement with ERDA to com-
mence such private enrichment. The bill
does not create, we repeat, does not create,
& contractual right.

2. While some of the material circulated
In opposition makes almost hysterical com-
ments, none of these matters indicates the
fact that this legislation was reported by
the Joint Atomic Energy Committee by a
vote of 15-0, with all committee members
from the House of Representatives voting in
support of it. Only two Senators were ab-
sent, Senators Buckley and Case. Clearly the
Joint Committee would not report a bill
unanimously that offered dire consequences
for the security of the United States.

3. There are no “massive guarantees or
hidden costs” bullt into the bill. The bill does
provide that the technology which now be-
longs solely to the United States, although
it is in the hands of private contractors
operating the three government-owned en-
richment plants, will be guaranteed as to
workabllity. This warranty, a warranty of
fitness for purpose, will expire after one year
of operation. It is anticipated that the con-
tract will contain contractual obligations
only that in the event the private contractor
cannot finance or get the plant working the
Government may take over and have the ad-
vantage of having a plant already substan-
tially constructed.

4, In the case of Uranium Enrichment
Associates, there is not a 609 foreign owner-
ship, but there will be a 609 investment by
foreigners in a company that is not permitted
access to any of the secrets or confidential
matters involving wuranium enrichment
technology This 60% investment attracts
funds from abroad and is a “hell or high
water” investment. Thus, if the Govern-
ment takes over the plant it does so for 40%
of the cost as distinguished from spending
the full 100%. At this point it should be
noted that ¥ of the ERDA contracts are non-
U.8. customers.




July 26, 1976

5. Obviously any arrangements of foreign
investments are subject to all the securlity
restrictions that the United States imposes
and this was made very clear on page 8 of
the Joint Commitiee Report, No. 94-897.

6. It is stated the Government will have
to ralse prices on enriched uranium causing
higher electric prices everywhere. This is not
s0. The Government controls over the price
of enriched uranium are set forth in the
recent ERDA Authorization Act and are sub-
ject to the control of the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy.

7. It is said that the single add-on plant
that Section 4 of the Act provides will be
adequate for our future requirements. We
again refer you to the aforementioned Com-
mittee Report of the bill at Page 5, which
states “six to nine plants of the size com-
pared to any three existing plants” will be
required to meet domestic needs by the year
2000. The report continues that as we con-
tinue to dominate in the forelgn market
“nine to twelve similar size plants” will be
needed. The report then notes this would add
$42 billlon to our existing taxpayers costs.
The proposed route of privatization not only
relieves that burden on the taxpayer, but re-
sults in hundreds of millions of dollars in
taxes being paid to the Treasury by private
sources.

8. It is stated the General Accounting Of-
fice has opposed the bill. This is not cor-
rect. The GAO opposed a preceding pro-
posal, but has not seen the contracts nor
have the contracts yet been presented. There
is a misunderstanding of the basis of the
GAO position.

9. There have been statements to the ef-
fect that the Government will be guaran-
teeing to UEA a 15% return on its invest-
ment. How such a statement can be made
when the contracts are not finalized and in
fact not yet even public information, is in-
deed strange. The fact of the matter is there
has been no requirement for any such guar-
antee and the contract will contain no such
guarantee.

10. The bill is merely offering an oppor-
tunity for private enterprise to demonstrate
to the Congress and the Executive Branch
whether it is or is not capable of relieving
a taxpayer burden.

We sincerely belleve fallure to support the
legislation will preclude yourself of an op-
portunity of evaluation of what is In the
best interest of your taxpaying constituency.

Very truly yours,
WinLiam F. RAGAN,

[From the Washington Post, July 22, 1976]
THE NUCLEAR EXPORT FIGHT
(By Tom Braden)

The beleaguered Ford administration has
been straining hard to.push through a bill
that would turn the nuclear fuel business—
“the biggest ball game in town,” as Sen.
Howard Baker of Tennessee calls it—over to
private industry. A consortium of foreign in-
vestors headed up by the oft-investigated
Bechtel Corp. is waiting in the wings to reap
guaranteed profits from the privatization
scheme should the administration’s bill—
entitled the Nuclear Fuel Assurance Act—
pass,

The bill is ostensibly advanced in the in-
terests of guaranteeing that the United
States can retain its dominant role in fuel-
ing nuclear reactors throughout the world.
But it is apparent that we have more than
enough potential in our three government-
operated uranium enrichment plants and
enormous stockpliles to meet these needs, at
least through 1985. So what is the bill really
about?

The bill is to provide “sweeteners” for the
blg reactor salesmen’s contracts, So now
when Bechtel files into South Africa or Brazil
or South Korea to sell nuclear reactors, it
can offer these nations, which are struggling
to achieve weapons capability, not just the
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hardware, but also the batterles. The com-
ing glut in enrichment capacity will make
fission reactors look all the more attractive.

The administration says its bill promotes
“free enterprise” by encouraging competi-
tion within private industry. But what with
all the elaborate guarantees we'll be handing
out to investors—guarantees of access to
government stockpiles, guarantees of a mar-
ket and, finally, guarantees that we'll buy
out any failing private enrichment ventures
up to the tune of $8 billion—Iit more resem-
bles cradle-to-grave socialism than any free-
enterprise scheme.

What the bill is all about, it would appear,
is that Gerald Ford is trying hard to set up a
select group of Nixon-Ford administration
friends with a lucrative monopoly over the
enrichment market while phasing out gov-
ernment participation in the enrichment
business.

Mr. Ford clalms it is not suitable for the
government to be doing a job private indus-
try can handle. So he’s pulling out the big
guns to shove his proposal through—even
though a study by the Congressional Budget
Office shows that, once you figure in all the
hidden subsidies and out-front guarantees,
it will be cheaper for the Feds to hold on
to the enrichment market. Mr. Ford has al-
ready twisted arms on the less-than-enthu-
slastic Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
(JCAE), threatening to withhold desperately
needed government financing for research
into his privatization scheme. Rep. John Moss
(D-Calif.) is one who made little secret of
his contempt for the strong-arm tactics; re-
cently he quit the committee, disgusted.

Beyond the politics and twisted economics
of the Ford bill, there are some very genuine
proliferation concerns. With this bill, the ad-
ministration is seeking to promote mass ex-
ports of enriched uranium and nuclear hard-
ware by private Industry. And can we leave it
to multinational corporations like Bechtel to
look after the U.S. national interests in this
business? Let's look at the record.

It was Bechtel who entered into unauthor-
ized negotiations with the Brazilians—nego-
tiations that were aimed at giving that coun-
try “the whole gamut” of nuclear hardware—
negotiations that completely undermined
State Department efforts to keep the West
Germans from selling Brazil the entire nu-
clear fuel cycle. Bechtel built the reactor
that supplied the plutonium for India’s
atomic blast; Bechtel has also been charged
by the Justice Department for cooperating
with the Arab nations in their boycott against
“Jewish-influenced” firms, and Bechtel is
undergoing congressional investigation for al-
leged falsification of safety data on the Alaska
pipeline. Are these the people we want di-
recting our nuclear export program?

There Is a strong move on Capitol Hill, led
by Rep. Jonathan Bingham (D-N.Y.), to
shoot down Mr. Ford's scheme for these rea-
sons and more. The biggest challenge of the
bill's opponents, oddly enough, is to show
that thelr opposition grows not out of a
Nader-like skepticism of nuclear power per
se but rather out of well-founded concern
that the Ford giveaway scheme is a nuclear
boondoggle to end all nuclear boondoggles.
The way the tide was running early this
week, it looks as if the JCAE may be in for
its first defeat in recent memory, which all
leads one to wonder whether the committee
might not be secretly pulling for Bingham'’s
side.

LEGISLATION TO AMEND ALASKA
gg%l’VE CLAIMS SETTLEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Alaska (Mr. YoUNG) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
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I am today introducing legislation to
prevent a small Alaskan village from be-
ing deprived of its rightful entitlement
to land under the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act of 1971 as a result of
a legislative oversight.

Last year, Congress passed an omni-
bus bill amending the Settlement Act
to clarify troublesome ambiguities and to
resolve certain problems unforeseen in
1971. One provision addressed a compli-
cated problem involving the Native vil-
lage of Klukwan in southeastern Alaska.
Under the Settlement Act, the residents
of Klukwan were required to elect either
to participate in the act or to opt out
and retain the surface and subsurface
estate of their former reservation. The
reserve’s only asset of significant value
is a mineral lease negotiated by Chilkat
Indian Village, Inc.

Assuming that the interest in the
lease would pass to all of them, the Na-
tives of Klukwan voted to retain the
reserve. This assumption later proved to
be incorrect: the benefits from the lease
will continue to accrue only to the mem-
bers of Chilkat. Although Chiikat's
members are shareholders in the village
corporation for Klukwan, the reverse is
not true. Consequently, 155 Natives of
Klukwan faced the prospect of not being
able to benefit from either the lease or
the Settlement Act. ;

Congress sought to remedy this in-
equitable situation in the omnibus hill
by reinstating Klukwan as a participant
in the Claims Act and providing for
Klukwan to select land from lands orig-
inally withdrawn for its selection.

Unfortunately, Congress did not real-
ize that the lands in the withdrawal
area are either unavailable for selection
or totally unsuitable for any productive
use. Most of the withdrawal area has
been selected by the State of Alaska, and
what remains is inaccessible, snow-cov-
ered mountains with an average eleva-
tion of 5,000 feet. The purpose of the bill
I am introducing today is to correct the
oversight and provide suitable lands for
Klukwan to select.

Under this measure, the Secretary of
the Interior would be authorized and di-
rected to withdraw 70,000 acres of land
in southeastern Alaska which are of like
character and quality to the lands in
the Chilkat River Valley, where Kluk-
wan is located. None of the lands with-
drawn shall have been selected by or
subject to an outstanding nomination
for selection by any other Native cor-
poration or be located on Admiralty
Island. The Secretary would have 6
months to make his withdrawals and the
village corporation would have another
year to select its 23,040-acre entitlement
from that land.

Prompt congressional action on this
legislation is essential because no viable
alternatives are left to Klukwan and time
is running out for their land selection.
Neither the Bureau of Land Management
nor the State of Alaska has been able to
provide a solution. The Department of
the Interior does not have authority un-
der existing law to permit Klukwan to
select lands elsewhere and a land swap
with the State is unfeasible because of
the totally useless land that Klukwan
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would have to bargain with. Moreover,
time is a key factor because the amended
act requires Klukwan to select its land
by January 2, 1977.

Congress intended for all eligible Alas-
ka Natives to share in the benefits of
the land claims settlement. However, un-
less Congress acts on this legislation in
the current session, the 253 Natives of
Klukwan will be deprived of their right
to select, use, and develop land which
has some economic potential. This is a
relatively minor matter with a simple
solution, but it is of crucial importance
to the people of Klukwan.

I hope the Congress and the executive
branch will cooperate to expedite passage
of this legislation and thereby insure that
the Alaska Natives in Klukwan will re-
ceive the benefits to which they are en-
titled under the Settlement Act.

The bill follows:

H.R. 14850

A bill to amend the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act to provide for the with-
drawal of lands for the Village of Kulk-
wan, Alaska
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That (a)

section 16(a) of the Alaska Native Claims

Settlement Act, is amended by deleting

“Klukwan, Southeast.”

(b) Section 16(d) of such Act is amended
to read as follows:

*{d) (1) Because Congress has determined
that there are no lands of suitable character
available for selection by the village of
Klukwan in the township that enclosed
Klukwan or in the townships contiguous to
or cornering on such township, the Secretary
is authorized and directed to withdraw 70,000
acres of public lands, as defined in section
3 of this Act, in order that the Village Cor-
poration for the village of Klukwan may
select 23,040 acres of land. Such Corporation
and the shareholders thereof shall otherwise
participate fully in the benefits provided
by this Act to the same extent as they would
have participated had they not elected to
acquire title to their former reserve as pro-
vided by section 19(b) of this Act: Provided,
That nothing in this subsection shall affect
the existing entitlement of any Regional
Corporation to lands pursuant to section
14(h) (8) of this Act: Provided further, That
the foregoing provisions of this subsection
shall not become effective unless and until
the Village Corporation for the village of
Elukwan shall quitelaim to Chilkat Indian
Village, organized under the provisions of
the Act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 984), as
amended by the Act of May 1, 1936 (40 Stat.
1250), all its right, title, and interest in the
lands of the reservation defined in and
vested by the Act of September 2, 1957 (71
Stat. 596), which lands are hereby conveyed
and confirmed to said Chilkat Indian Vil-
lage in fee simple absolute, free of trust and
all restrictions wupon alienation, encum-
brance, or otherwise: Provided further, That
the United States and the Village Corpora-
tion for the village of Klukwan shall also
quitclaim to said Chilkat Indian Village any
right or interest they may have in and to
income derived from the preservation lands
defined in and vested by the act of Septem-
ber 2, 1957 (71 Stat. 507), after the date of
enactment of this Act and prior to the date
of enactment of this subsection.

*“(2) The lands withdrawn by the Secre-
tary pursuant to paragraph (1) of this sub-
section shall be located in the Southeastern
Alaska region and shall be of similar charac-
ter and comparable value to those of the
Chilkat Valley surrounding the village of
Klukwan. Such withdrawal shall be made
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within six months of the date of enactment
of this subsection and the Village Corpora-
tion for the village of Klukwan shall select,
within one year from the time that the with-
drawal is made, and be conveyed, 23,040
acres. None of the lands withdrawn by the
Secretary for selection by the Village Cor-
poration for the village of Klukwan shall
have been selected by, or be subject to an
outstanding nomination for selection by,
any other Native Corporation organized pur-
suant to this Act, or located on Admiralty
Island.”

UNITED STATES MUST LEAD
FIGHT TO STOP INTERNATIONAL
TERRORISM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. HEmnz) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Speaker, on July 4,
while many Americans were celebrating
the 200th birthday of our freedom, we
learned of the successful rescue of the
hostages at Entebbe Airport in Uganda.

Having resigned ourselves to the fact
that Israel had no other choice but to
give in to Arab terrorist demands, we
listened to the details of the daring, bril-
liantly executed rescue of over 100
hostages by the special Israeli commando
force.

As daring and successful as the En-
tebbe incident was, it pointed out to a
rather depressing degree the apparent
lack of international concern over the
growing number of terrorist incidents
that threaten the lives of innocent peo-
ple in the name of politics.

This perverted view of the political
process did not seem to greatly bother
the Ugandans, who—hypocritically, it
turns out—signed the Convention for the
Suppression of the Unlawiul Seizure of
Aircraft sponsored by the United Nations
in 19%0.

Mr. Speaker, here in the United States
we have acted in some measure against
those who would condone this kind of
terrorism. We have amended the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 to cut off U.S.
economic and military assistance fo any
couniry that aids or abets international
terrorists.

Yet, this provision would have no af-
fect on countries such as Uganda which
receive no American assistance.

Clearly, then, something stronger is
needed to make the U.S. position clear
to those nations who sponsor interna-
tional outlaws.

It is for this reason, that I will soon
introduce a resolution urging the follow-
ing: First, that section 602A of the For-
eign Assistance Aect dealing with pro-
hibition of assistance to countries grant-
ing sanctuary to international terrorists
be actively enforced; and second, that
legislation be introduced invoking eco-
nomic sanctions such as the elimination
of general system of preferences and
most-favored-nation status against na-
tions aiding or abetting terrorists.

Only through strict sanctions such as
these can we hope to stem the tide of
those nations willingly assisting terror-
ists. Hopefully, other nations whose cit-
izens are equally threatened by acts of
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international terrorism will take similar
action.

At this time, I would also like to com-
mend the following statement by the
American Jewish Congress to my col-
leagues’ attention. It advocates a sim-
ilarly active role by our Government in
dealing with air piracy complicity.

. The statement follows:
WE CAN Stor Amm Prracy—IF WE Meaw IT;

A STATEMENT BY THE AMERICAN JEWISH
CONGRESS

The world was uplifted by the herolc Is-
raell rescue mission in Uganda on the morn-
ing of July 4th. But the safety of interna-
tlonal air passengers cannot depend on such
extraordinary feats of daring. Once and for
all air piracy must be stopped by interna-
tional action.

It is clear that the United Nations cannot
and will not act, dominated as it is by polit-
ical blocs that include the prime perpetrators
of terrorism. Nor can we wait for govern-
ments to produce still another meaningless
international Convention., Every such treaty
adopted thus far has deliberately falled to
include any mandatory enforcement pro-
visions.

AIRLINES AND AIR PILOTS CAN ACT

Foreign governments are plainly unwill-
ing to risk political confrontation on the
issue of air piracy, But airlines and airline
pilots operate outside the constraints of for-
mal diplomacy. Air France can do things that
the government of France may not be able
to do. Pilots and airlines can demand guar-
antees of alr safety as they have done In the
past, without being paralyzed in advance by
politics. All that is needed is the will to do
50.
There is one way to stop the growing
threat to safety in the skies. The private
civil aviation community must agree collec~
tively to seal off from air traffic any country
whose actions make it an accomplice in the
crime of hijacking. The airlines must act to-
gether so that no one and no country may
reap benefit from air piracy.

Until now the criminals guilty of air kid-
napping and the governments that support
them and provide them refuge have been
allowed to go scot free. Uganda, guilty of
complicity in the Air France hijacking, re-
mains an accepted member of the world
community, a voting member of the U.N.
Not one step has been taken to penalize
Uganda or the brutal despot who leads it.

HOW TO END HIJACKING NOW

We propose -a course of actlon that will
change this do-nothing policy, that will im-
pose effective penalties—and that can be
put into effect at once.

To stop air piracy, we call upon the Inter-
national Air Transport Assoclation and the
International Federation of Airline Pilots
Associations to make clear that they no
longer will fily to any nation that:

(1) Refuses immediately to return a hi-
jacked plane, its passengers or crew,

(2) Gives haven to those responsible for
any hijacking, or

(3) Falls to prosecute or extradite hijack
terrorists promptly.

The airlines of the world have repeatedly
condemned hijacking. But nothing will hap-
pen until they act to put teeth into those
declarations. They must act now.

‘WHAT WASHINGTON CAN DO NOW

Without waiting for the airlines and air
pllots to act, our own government can move
now to end violence in the air. Legislation
is needed that will direct the President to
suspend air service to:

(1) Any country used as a base of opera-
tions or training or as a sanctuary for ter-
rorists,

(2) Any country that arms, aids or abets
terrorist organizations, and
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(3) Any country that continues to main-
tain air traffic with an offending state.

At the same time legislation is needed that
will curtail all U.8. economic and military
assistance to any nation that encourages,
protects, supplies—or falls to take appropri-
ate action against—organizations guilty of
alr terrorism.

SERVING NOTICE ON AIR TERRORISTS

Such a resolute and publicly announced
program, combining action by the private in-
ternational civil aviation community and
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by our own government, will not only deter
the lawless acts of private persons. It will
also serve notice that any country that en-
courages these acts by condoning them and
by offering haven to the guflty will suffer
serlous penalty.

The brave Israelis who rescued the hostages
at Entebbe gave heart to us all. Now we must
devise ways to make sure that no one ever
agaln need go to such lengths to protect the
lives of innocent victims of air piracy. We
must act in concert. And we must act now.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JORDAN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JORDAN. Mr. Speaker, on July 22,
1976, I was necessarily absent from the
floor. Consequently I missed six recorded
votes. Had I been present I would have
voted as follows:

Roll

No. Issue

House Jordan
Vote Vote

Roll -
No. Issue

House
Vote

Jordan
Vote

534

ary Program.

Motion to override the President’s veto of
H.R. 12384, Military Construction Author-

ization.

H. Res. 1284, the rule for H.R. 13777, Fed-
eral Land Policy and Management Act

Motion to override the President's veto of
S. 3201, Public Works and Anti-recession-

537

310- 96 Yes
25,000 acres.

270-131 Yes

383- 0 Yes

Motion to recommit H.R. 13777
Final passage of H.R. 13777

Amendment to H.R. 13777 seeking to give
Congress review and possibly veto powers
of only those land withdrawals exceeding

191-193
128-198

168-155

GILLIS LONG: NEEDED VOICE ON
LATIN AMERICAN POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. Reuss) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, as chairman
of the Joint Economic Committee's Sub-
committee on Economic Relations with
Latin America, Representative GiLris W.
Loxng is providing a fresh, new voice for
commonsense in our economic relations
with that continent. I would like to sub-
mit for the Recorp an article from the

Kansas City Times of June 19, 1976,
about Representative Lonc and his efforts
in this direction:

NEw LaTiN VOICE IN THE HOUSE

(By Virginia Prewett)

Washington—While Secretary of State
Kissinger was fence-mending on his just-
completed Latin American tour, a new force
on Capitol Hill spurred mobilization of the
most searching inquiry into U.S8.-Latin Amer-
ican relations In decades.

The scene will be the Congress's Joint Eco-
nomic Committee’s subcommittee on Eco-
nomic Relations with Latin America. The
activator is a new subcommittee chairman,
Rep. Gillls W. Long, 53, of Loulslana,

Long, a moderate Democrat who works
closely with the joint committee’s new chair-
man, Sen. Hubert Humphrey, is a distant re-
lation to the well-known Long political fam-
ily but is not a part of their dynasty.

The Senate-House Joint Economic Com-
mittee is a recognized congressional think-
tank and opinion leader.

Long says he means to reactivate the dor-
mant subcommittee on Latin America in the
interest of “a wast American farming and
manufacturing heartland whose commerce
flows into and down the Mississippi River, It
starts actually in Western Pennsylvania and
includes Michigan and many Midwestern and
Southern states that touch the great artery
and its tributaries. Even Oklahoma is now
connected by a canal.” Long's large 8th Dis-
trict in Loulsiana sprawls across the Missis-
sippl.

He sees a roller-coaster U.S. interest in
Latin America as causing many difficulties.

“We want to try to take many inconsist-
encles out of our Latin American policles—
and to clarify ground rules in hemisphere
relations,” he said.

Representative Long was very anxious to
accompany Secretary Kissinger on his latest
Latin American swing, which peaked when
Kissinger met hemisphere foreign ministers
at the O.A.S. Annual General Assembly in
Chile in closed sessions.

But Long was unable to get on Kissinger’s
plane, which carried no representation from
Congress. Named as a delegate observer by
House Speaker Carl Albert, Long said he be-
gan trying late on June 3, with Kissinger set
to leave June 6.

Still, he notes, “this has happened in the
past and on many occasions room has been
made for members of Congress.”

Long says he Is not angry or hurt about
not being allowed fo go, but just wants “to
work with all concerned for the resolution
of critical impending issues on the U.S.-Latin
American agenda.”

He added thoughtfully: "Apparently the
secretary preferred to take another bureau-
crat along rather than a member of Congress.
Perhaps this is some indication of the secre-
tary's willingness to co-operate with Congress
in the conduct of foreign policy as the Con-
stitution spells out—and perhaps the secre-
tary was unwilling to have Congress watch-
ing over his shoulder in Santiago.”

Though only a third-termer in Congress,
Long is also on the powerful House Rules
Committee, which determines the timing and
fate of many bills. He often quletly casts a
swing vote, breaking ties. Colleagues describe
him as a “New Southerner” who adds to his
concern for his home district a broad national
interest.

In his first term Long served on the Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee,
Named acting chalrman of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee subgroup last fall, he has
familiarized himself with Latin American is-
sues and studlied how European nations deal
with the Third World.

Long has set two early hearings, called
“listening sessions.” In Washington on June
28-29 his subcommittee will hear testimony
from academic, business and labor leaders
as well as diplomats. On July 7-8, at hearings
in New Orleans, the self-designated "“Gate-
way to Latin America,” he will call business-
men, exporters, manufacturers and farm rep-
resentatives. Both hearings will deal with the
broad political context of present hemisphere
relations. *

Later the revitalized committee will take
up all the heated issues: Trade, commodity
prices, transnational corporations, invest-
ment policy, the transfer of technology.

Because of his seat on the Rules Commit-
tee and background as a lawyer interested in
international business and finance, plus

awareness of development techniques ac-
quired during a short stint as assistant di-
rector of OEO, Long is often consulted on
such things as forelgn ald and commercial
policy by members of the key international
relations and banking committees. His new
attack on hemisphere problems will redouble
the scope of this consultative role.

ACTS ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AND
TRANSMITTED TO THE SPEAKER
JUNE 22 TO JULY 22, 1976

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Dices) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, the Council
of the District of Columbia has adopted
a number of acts since last I reported
to the House in the CoNGRESSIONAL REC-
orDp of June 21, 1976.

The House Committee on the District
of Columbia has in its files Council com-
mittee reports and copies of acts, if
Members desire further information.

The Council acts are listed below:

Acrs ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE Dis-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA, AND WHERE NECESSARY
TRANSMITTED TO THE SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES BETWEEN JUNE 22, 1976,
AND JULY 22, 1976

Act 1-131. Election Act Amendments of
1976. Title I, amending the D.C. Election Act
(D.C. Code, Title I, Sec. 1101 et seq.); Title
II, Conflict of Interest and Disclosure (D.C.
Code, Title I, Sec. 1181); Title III, Lobbying
(D.C. Code, Title I, Sec. 1171); Title IV,
Multilingual Election Materials; Title V,
Presldential Preference Primary; Title VI,
Enfranchisement of Ex-Felons; Title VII,
Constituent Services and Expenditure Limi-
tations; Tifle VIII, Miscellaneous Provisions
(Income and Franchise Tax Act of 1947;
D.C. Code, Title 47, Sec. 1567f(a) et al).
Adopted by the Council on May 18, 1976.
Signed by the Mayor on June 18, 1976. Trans-
mitted to the Speaker on June 21, 1976.

Act 1-132. Aging Act Amendments, To
amend the Commission on Aging Act (D.C.
Law No. 1-24) regarding needs of the aged
and reports and recommendations thereon
and to vest appropriate authority in the
Mayor and with the Office on Aging. Adopted
by the Council on April 20, 1976. Signed by
the Mayor on June 18, 1976, Transmitted to
the Speaker on June 28, 1976.

Act 1-133. Historlc Sites Subdivision
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Amendment of 1976. To amend the May 16,
1967, Subdivision Regulations for the Dis-
trict of Columbla (Sec. T of Article IT, Com-~
missioner's Order No. 67-651a). Adopted by
the Council on June 1, 18976. Signed by the
Mayor on June 18, 1876. Transmitted to the
Speaker on June 22, 1976.

Act 1-134. Prescription Drug Price Infor-
mation. To permit advertising in each phar-
macy of prescription drug prices for most
commonly used drugs; prohibit restrictions
in advertising of prices and other informa-
tion; and regulate the substitution of generic
equivalent drugs for brand name drugs.
Adopted by the Council on May 18, 1976,
Signed by the Mayor on June 18, 1976. Trans-
mitted to the Speaker on June 23, 1976.

Act 1-135. License Fees and Charges. To
provide additional revenue for the District
of Columbia by increasing fees for miscel-
laneous business licenses; public hospital
rates; fees for electrical equipment and
services; occupational and professional li-
censes; public space permits; and corporation
fees. Adopted by the Council on April 6, 1976.
Signed by the Mayor on June 22, 1976. Trans-
mitted to the Speaker on June 28, 1976.

Act 1-137. Motor Vehicle Inspections. To
amend the Motor Vehicle Regulations for the
District of Columbia by extending to 30 days
the perlod in which to eliminate deficiencies
in vehicles rejected at inspection. Adopted by
the Council on June 15, 1976. Signed by the
Mayor on July 2, 1976. Transmitted to the
Speaker on July 9, 1876.

EMERGENCY AGRICULTURAL RE-
LIEF ACT OF 1976

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. KASTENMEIER)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I
am today introducing the Emergency

Agricultural Relief Act of 1976 in re-
sponse to the most severe drought in the
upper Midwest since the 1930’s. While
I know that it is late in the session, I am
hopeful that recognition of the devastat-
ing impact of drought conditions in Wis-
consin, Minnesota, North Dakota, and
South Dakota will encourage speedy ac-
tion on this legislation.

A substantial number of Wisconsin
counties have already been declared dis-
aster areas and it is certain that more
will follow. During the worst drought
on record, the 1936 drought, Wisconsin
received 7.2 inches of rain from April
through July. This year, the State has
received only 7.91 inches. Recenft tem-
peratures in excess of 100 degrees all but
destroyed any remaining hope for the
COrn crop.

What is particularly unusual for Wis-
consin is that the three traditional major
crops; corn, oats, and hay; are suffering.
Generally, if one crop fails or even two,
there has been one crop that produced
a normal harvest. When the corn crop
has failed, farmers could usually count
on oats or hay. This year, however, the
oat crop will be low with the first hay
crop down and for many farmers, no
second crop. Corn could have partially
salvaged this tragic situation by provid-
ing grain and forage that dairymen need.
But it now appears that the corn crop
too, will fail. Farmers are already
slaughtering dairy cattle which could
result in reduced milk supplies later in
the year. The ripple effect of this may
well cause consumers to face higher
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prices for dairy products in the super-
market.

Hearings held earlier this year by Sen-
ator McGoverN highlighted present dis-
aster programs as fragmented, uncoordi-
nated and overlapping. Efforts will be
made next year to develop permanent
legislation to better deal with disasters
and this bill is not designed to be perma-
nent. It is designed to deal with the pres-
ent drought situation by providing the
financial assistance which is so urgently
needed right now.

This bill contains three titles address-
ing three areas where Federal assistance
is necessary.

The first title would help dairy and
beef operators restore foundation live-
stock herds. It would provide an emer-
gency 90 percent guaranteed loan to re-
store foundation herds at average 1974-
75 levels of like quality and breed. Under
its provisions, the Farmers Home Admin-
istration would be authorized to subsidize
50 percent of interest payments for the
first 2 years with the loan term being 7
years. There is provision for an extension
in cases of clear need.

Title IT would aid farmers with proven
grain losses, Eligibility would require a
proven loss of at least one-third of nor-
mal crop return and would include all
grains plus various crops of hay. These
loans would be of the guarantee type as
in title I but be limited to $60,000.

Title III would authorize emergency
direct loans to farmers who may be
forced to abandon farming unless im-
mediate assistance is available. The max-
imum 1limit for these loans would be
$30,000 and carry 1-percent interest pay-
ment over a 10-year term. The bill also
provides for a $5,000 forgiveness limit
should their areas receive drought desig-
nations in 2 of the next 5 years.

Mr. Speaker, I want to emphasize that
this is an emergency bill with authority
scheduled to expire next year. The bill
is designed to address extreme financial
hardship which has resulted from
drought conditions. This bill will test the
commitment of Congress to our farmers
who are suffering now and to consumers
who will suffer when the impact of re-
duced food supplies reaches the super-
market.

I include the text of the legislation I
am introducing at this point:

H.R. 14854

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Emergency Agricul-
tural Relief Act of 1976".

TITLE I—LOAN GUARANTEES TO RE-
STOCK FOUNDATION HERDS

SEec. 101. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture
is authorized and directed to provide finan-
cial assistance in restocking foundation live-
stock herds depleted as a result of natural
disaster or emergency to bona fide farmers
and ranchers (1) who are primarily and di-
rectly engaged in a.gr!cultuml produc-
tion, (2) who have substantial operations
in breeding, ralsing, fattening, or marketing
livestock (3) whose llvestock operations are
located In areas designated as major dis-
aster or emergency by the President under
sections 5121 to 5202 of Title 42, United
States Code, or designated as an emergency
by the Secretary under section 1961 of Title
7, United States Code, or the Act of Septem-
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ber 21, 1859 (73 Stat. 574, as amended) dur-
ing the calendar year 1976 and, (4) who
have been forced to sell off livestock caus-
ing a reduction in normally-constituted
foundation herds as a result of such major
disaster or.emergency conditions. In cases
of corporations or partnerships, such finan-
clal assistance shall be extended only when
& majority Interest In such corporations or
partnerships is held by stockholders or part-
ners who themselves are primarily and di-
rectly engaged in such agricultural produc-
tion. For the purposes of this Title, the term
“livestock” shall mean beef cattle, dalry
cattle, sheep, and coats and the off-spring,
including dairy cattle raised and maintained
for the primary purpose of marketing dairy
products, and “normally-constituted founda-
tion herd” shall mean the average number
of livestocks In the farmer’s foundation herd
during the three years immediately proceed-
ing calendar year 1876 or, if the farmer has
had a livestock operation for less than those
three years, during the years in which the
farmer has had a livestock operation.

(b) Pursuant to this authorization and di-
rection, the Secretary shall guarantee loans,
including both prinecipal and interest, made
by any legally organized lending agency to
the bona fide farmers and ranchers described
in subsection (a) of this section for the pur-
pose of financing the purchase of livestock for
restoration of foundation livestock herds,
which otherwise meet the purposes and con-
ditions of this Title. As used in this Title, a
guaranteed loan is one which is made, held,
and serviced by a legally organized lending
agency and which is guaranteed by the Sec-
retary hereunder: Provided, That the term
“legally organized lending agency” shall be
deemed to include the Federal Financing
Bank only to the extent that such Bank may
hold the guaranteed portion of such loans.

(c) No contract guaranteeing any such loan
shall require the Secretary to guarantee more
than 90 per centum of the principal and in-
terest on such loan.

(d) No fees or charges shall be assessed by
the Secretary for any guarantee provided by
him under this Title.

(e) Loans guaranteed under this Title shall
bear interest at a rate to be agreed on by the
lender and borrower.

(f) Loans guaranteed under this Title shall
be for the period reasonably required by the
needs of the borrower, taking into considera-
tion the security the borrower has avallable,
but not exceeding an original term of seven
years. Loans may be renewed for not more
than three additional years.

(g) As additional financial assistance, bor-
rowers to whom loans are made that are
guaranteed under this Title shall be reim-
bursed by the Secretary for one-half of the
amount of payments made by the borrower
during the first two years of the loan repay-
ment period on interest accrued during such
period, on submission to the Secretary of
proof of such Interest payments: Provided,
That such reimbursements shall not exceed
85,000 for each guaranteed loan.

Sec. 102. As a condition to the Secretary of
Agriculture contracting to guarantee a loan
under this Title—

(a) The lender shall certify that—

(1) the lender is unwilling to provide credit
to the loan applicant in the absence of &
guarantee authorized by this Title;

(2) the loan applicant is directly and in
good falth engaged in agricultural produc-
tion, and has a substantial operation In
breeding, raising, fattening, or marketing
livestock; and

(3) the loan is for the purpose of financ-
ing the purchase of livestock, and the loan
does not exceed the amount necessary to per-
mit the restoration of the loan applicant's
foundation herd to the level of his normally-
constituted foundation herd.

(b) The loan applicant shall—

(1) submit data showing (i) that he sold
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foundation herd livestock as a result of a
major disaster or emergency occurring in
1976, (i1) that such sale reduced his founda-
tion herd to a size smaller than his normally=
constituted foundation herd, and (iii) the
number of livestock by which the normally-
constituted foundation herd was reduced;

(2) certify that he will be unable to ob-
tain financing in the absence of the guaran=-
tee authorlzed by this Title; and

(3) certify that the loaned monies will be
used to purchase only livestock of the same
or comparable kind and breed that was lost
from the normally-constituted foundation
herd as a result of the major disaster or
emergency.

(¢) The Secretary shall make determina-
tions that—

(1) the loan applicant conducted his live-
stock operation at the time of loss to his
normally constituted foundation herd in an
area that has been designated by the Presi-
dent under sections 5121 to 5202 of title 42,
United States Code, as a major disaster or
emergency or by the Secretary under section
1961 of title 7, United States Code, or the
Act of September 21, 1959 (73 Stat. 574, as
amended) as an emergency during calendar
year 1976; and

(2) there is reasonable probability of ac-
complishing the objectives of this title and
repayment of the loan.

Sec. 103. Loans guaranteed under this title
shall be secured by collateral adequate to
protect the Government's interest, as deter-
mined by the Secretary of Agriculture.

Sec. 104. Loans otherwise meeting the pur-
poses and conditiond of this title, that con-
tain repayment arrangements by which the
borrower is not required to begin repayment
of principal until up to two years after the
loan is made, shall be eligible for loan guar-
antees under this title.

SEc. 105. Loan guarantees outstanding un-
der this Title shall not exceed $500,000,000 at
any one time.

Sec. 108, (a) Subject to the provisions of
section 101(c) of this title, the fund created
in section 309 of the Consolidated Farm and
Rural Development Act shall be used by the
Secretary of Agriculture for the discharge of
the obligations of the Secretary under con-
tracts of guarantee made pursuant fo this
title. Such fund may also be utilized by the
Secretary to pay administrative expenses of
the Secretary necessary to carry out the pro-
visions of this title.

(b) The Secretary is further authorized to
utilize such fund to purchase, on such terms
and conditions as he may deem appropriate,
the guaranteed portion of any loan made
pursuant to this title and to pay such
expenses and fees incident to such purchases.

SEc. 107. Contracts of guarantee under this
title shall not be included in the totals of
the budget of the United States Government
and shall be exempt from any general limita-
tion imposed by statute on expenditures and
net lending (budget outlays) of the United
States.

Sec. 108. Any contract of guarantee exe-
cuted by the Secretary of Agriculture under
this title shall be an obligation supported by
the full falth and credit of the United States
and incontestable except for fraud or mis-
representation of which the holder had
actual knowledge at the time it became a
holder.

Sec. 100. The provisions of this title shall
become effective on enactment of this Act
and the authority to make new guarantees
under this title shall terminate on June 30,
19717,

Sec. 110. (a) The provisions of section
310B(d) (6) of the Consolidated Farm and
Rural Development Act shall apply to loans
guaranteed under this title.

(b) Contracts of guarantee executed pur-
suant to the provisions of this title shall be

fully assignable.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Sec. 111, The Secretary of Agriculture is
authorized to issue such regulations as he
determines necessary to carry out the pro-
visions of this title. The proposed regula-
tions shall be issued as soon as possible, but
in no event later than thirty days from the
date of enactment of this Act. Insofar as
practicable, the BSecretary shall complete
action on each loan guarantee within thirty
days after its recelpt.

TITLE II—OPERATIONAL LOAN GUARAN-
TEES AFTER DISASTER LOSS TO CROPS

SEec. 201. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture
is authorized and directed to provide finan-
cial assistance for operational expenses in
maintaining a farm, to bona fide farmers—

(1) who are primarily and directly engaged
in agricultural production, (2) whose farm
operations are located in areas designated as
major disaster or emergency by the Presi-
dent under sections 5121 to 5202 of title 42,
Unitad States Code, or designated as an
emergency by the Secretary under section
1061 of title 7, United States Code, or the
Act of September 21, 1959 (73 Stat. 574, as
amended) during calendar year 1876, and (3)
who have suffered a proven loss in the pro-
duction of grain and hay in 1976, amount-
ing to at least one-third of the normal crop,
as a result of such major disaster or emer-
gency conditions. In cases of corporations
or partnerships, such financial assistance
shall be extended only when a majority
interest in such corporations or partnerships
is held by stockholders or partners who
themselves are primarily and directly en-
gaged in such agricultural production. For
the purposes of this title, the term “graln”
shall mean corn, wheat, rye, oats, barley,
flaxseed, sorghum, soybeans, mixed grain,
and any other food grains, feed grains, and
oil seeds, the term “hay' shall mean grasses
or legumes, or a combination thereof, that
are harvested by mowing and cured to be fed
as a roughage to lvestock, and the term
“normal crop” shall mean the average yearly
crop of grain and hay produced by the farm-
er during the flve years immediately pre-
ceding 1976, but such average shall not in-
clude yearly crops produced in a year in
which the crop was affected by a major dis-
aster or emergency condition.

(b) Pursuant to this authorization and
direction, the Secretary shall guarantee
loans, including both principal and interest,
made by any legally organized lending agen-
cy to the bona fide farmers described in sub-
section (a) of this section for the purpose
of financing the continued operation of
their farms, which otherwise meet the pur-
poses and conditions of this title. As used
in this title, a guaranteed loan is one which
is made, held, and serviced by a legally or-
ganized lending agency and which is guar-
anteed by the Secretary hereunder: Pro-
vided, That the term “legally organized lend-
ing agency” shall be deemed to include the
Federal Financing Bank only to the extent
that ‘such Bank may hold the guaranteed
portion of such loans.

(e) No contract guaranteeing any such
loan shall require the Secretary to guarantee
more than 90 per centum of the principal
and interest on such loans.

(d) No fees or charges shall be assessed by
the Secretary for any guarantee provided by
him under this title.

(e) Loans guaranteed under this title
shall bear interest at a rate to be agreed on
by the lender and borrower.

(f) Loans guaranteed under this title
shall be for the period reasonably required
by the needs of the borrower taking into
consideration the securrity the borrower has
avallable, but not exceeding an original term
of seven years, Loans may be renewed for
not more than three additional years.

(g) As additional financial assistance, bor-
rowers to whom loans are made that are
guaranteed under this title shall be reim-
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bursed by the Secretary for one-half of the
amounts of payments made by the borrower
during the first two years of the loan re-
payment period on intferest accrued during
such period, on submission to the Secretary
of'proof of such interest payments: Provided,
That such relmbursements shall not exceed
$5,000 for each guaranteed loan.

Sec. 202. As a condition to the Secretary
of Agriculture contracting to guarantee a
loan under this title—

(a) The lender shall certify that—

(1) the lender is unwilling to provide
credit to the loan applicant in the absence
of a guarantee authorized by this title;

(2) the loan applicant is directly and in
good faith engaged in agricultural produc-
tion;

(3) the loan is for the purpose of financ-
ing the farm operation and the loan does
not exceed the actual amount of proven loss
to crops suffered by the loan applicant as a
result of major disaster or emergency con-
ditions occurring in 1976: Provided, That
principal balance outstanding at any one
time on loans guaranteed under this title
for any borrower shall not exceed $60,000;

(4) in the case of any loan to refinance the
farm operations of a loan applicant (1) the
loan and refinancing are absolutely essential
in order for the loan applicant to remain in
business, (i1) the lending agency would not
refinance such loan in the absence of a guar-
antee, and (iii) the lending agency is not
currently refinancing similar loans to others
without such guarantees.

(b) The loan applicant shall—

(1) submit data showing (1) the loss in
production of grain and hay during 1976 in-
curred as a result of major disaster or emer-
gency conditions occurring in 1976, and (ii)
that as a result of the loss, the total crop
of grain and hay that he produced in 1976
amounted to less than two-thirds of his nor-
mal crop; and

(2) certify that he will be unable to ob-
tain financing in the absence of any guar-
antee authorized by this title.

(¢) The Secretary shall make determina-
tions that—

(1) the loan applicant conducted his farm
operation at the time of the loss to his grain
and hay crop in an area that has been des-
ignated by the President under sections 5121
to 5202 of Title 42, United States Code, as a
major disaster or emergency or by the Sec-
retary under section 1961 of Title 7, United
States Code, or the Act of September 21, 1959
(73 Stat. 574, as amended) as an emergency
during calendar year 1976; and

(2) there is reasonable probability of ac-
complishing the objective of this title and
repayment of the loan.

Sec. 203. Loans guaranteed under this title
shall be secured by collateral adequate to
protect the Government's interest, as deter-
mined by the Secretary of Agriculture.

Sec. 204. Loan guarantees outstanding un-
der this title shall not exceed £200,000,000 at
any one time.

Sec. 205 (a) Subject to the provisions of
section 201(c¢) of this title, the fund created
in section 309 of the Consolidated Farm and
Rural Development Act shall be used by the
Secretary of Agriculture for the discharge of
the obligations of the Secretary under con-
tracts of guarantee made pursuant to this
title. Such funds may be utilized by the
Secretary to pay administrative expenses of
the Secretary necessary to carry out the pro-
visions of this title.

{b) The Secretary is further authorized to
utilize such fund to purchase, on such terms
and conditions as he may deem appropriate,
the guaranteed portion of any loan made
pursuant to this title and to pay such ex-
penses and fees incldent to such purchases.

Sec. 206. Contracts of guarantee under this
title shall not be included in the total of the
budget of the United States Government and
shall be exempt from any general limitation
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imposed by statute on expenditures and net
lending (budget outlays) of the United
States. .

BEc. 207. Any contract of guarantee exe-
cuted by the Secretary of Agriculture under
this title shall be an obligation supported by
the full faith and credit of the United States
and incontestable except for fraud or mis-
representation of which the holder had actual
knowledge at the time it became a holder.

Sec. 208. The provisions of this title shall
become effective upon enactment of this Act
and the authority to make new guarantees
under this title shall terminate on June 30,
1977.

Sec. 209. (a) The provisions of section 310B
(d) (6) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural
Development Act shall apply to loans guar-
anteed under this title.

(b) Contracts of guarantee executed pur-
suant to the provisions of this title shall be
fully assignable.

Sec. 210, The Secretary of Agriculture is
authorized to issue such regulations as he
determines necessary to carry out the pro-
visions of this title. The proposed regula-
tions shall be issued as soon as possible, but
in no event later than thirty days from the
date of enactment of this Act. Insofar as
practicable the Secretary shall complete ac-
tion on each loan guarantee application with-
in thirty days after its receipt.

TITLE III—DIRECT LOANS TO FARMERS
IN DISASTER AREAS

SEec. 310, (a) The Secretary of Agriculture
shall make loans in any area which has been
designated as a major disaster or emergency
by the President under sections 5121 to 5202
of title 42, United States Code, or designated
as an emergency by the SBecretary under sec-
tion 1961 of title 7, United States Code, or
the Act of September 21, 1959 (73 Stat. 574, as
amended) on two or more separate occasions
since January 1, 1971, to bona fide farmers
(1) who are primarily and directly engaged
in agricultural production, (2) who at the
time of application for a loan under this
title hold equitable assets in farm real estate
of less than $50,000 and other unencumbered
non-real estate assets of less than $25,000,
and (3) who can show to the satisfaction of
the Secretary (i) that such loans are neces-
sary to the continued existence of their agri-
cultural units, (i1) that the borrowed funds
will be fully utilized within one year after
the date received, and (iil) that they have
experience and resources necessary to assure
a reasonable prospect for successful operation
with the assistance of such loan.

(b) In cases of corporations or partner-
ships, loans shall be made under this title
only when a majority interest in such corpo-
rations or partnerships is held by stockhold-
ers or partners who themselves are primarily
and directly engaged in such agricultural
production and the corporation or partner-
ship meets the other criteria and conditions
set out in subsection (a) of this section and
this title.

Sec. 302. Loans may be made under this
title for (1) paying costs incident to reorga-
nizing the farming system for more profitable
operation, (2) purchasing livestock, poultry,
and farm equipment, (3) purchasing feed,
seed, fertillzer, insecticldes, and farm sup-
plies and to meet other essential farm oper-
ating expenses, including cash rent, (4) fi-
nancing land and water development, use,
and conservation, (5) refinancing existing
indebtedness, and (6) other farm and home
needs including but not Umited to family
subsistence,

Sec. 303. (a) Loans made under this title
shall not exceed $30,000 in amount.

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture shall
make all loans under this title at a rate of
interest of one per centum per annum.

(¢) The period for repayment of loans
under this title shall be for the time period
reasonably required by the needs of the bor-
rower, but for a period not exceeding ten
years.
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(d) Loans made under this title shall be
made upon the full personal liability of the
borrower and upon the best security avail-
able, as the Secretary may prescribe: Pro-
vided, That the security is adequate to as-
sure repayment of the loan; except that if
such security is not avallable because of the
disaster, the Secretary shall accept as secu-
rity such collateral as is avallable, a portion
or all of which may have depreciated in value
due to the major disasters or emergencies
and which in the opinlon of the Secretary,
together with his confidence in the repay-
ment ability of the loan applicant, is ade-
quate security for the loan.

(e) In the administration of the loan pro-
gram under this title, in the case of occur-
rence of two or more separate major disasters
or emergencies as designated by the Presi-
dent under sections 5121 to 5202 of Title 42,
United States Code, or the Secretary under
section 1961 of Title 7, United States Code,
or the Act of September 21, 1959 (73 Stat. 574,
as amended), that directly affect a borrower’s
farm operation within the first five years fol-
lowing the making of a loan, the Secretary
may cancel the principal of a loan to such
borrower except that the total amount so
canceled shall not exceed $5,000.

SEC. 204. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture
is authorized to utilize the fund created in
section 309 of the Consolidated Farm and
Rural Development Act for carrying out the
purposes of this title.

(b) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated to the fund created In section 309 of the
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development
Act such additional sums as the Congress
shall from time to time determine to be
necessary to carry out the purposes of this
title.

Sec. 305. The provisions of this title shall
become effective upon enactment of this
Act and the authority to make new loans
under this title shall terminate on Decem-
ber 31, 1977.

SEc. 306. The Secretary of Agriculture is au-
thorized to issue such regulations as he de-
termines necesary to carry out the provisions
of this title. The proposed regulations shall
be issued as soon as possible, but in no event
later than thirty days from the date of enact-
ment of this Act. Insofar as practicable, the
Secretary shall complete action on each loan
application within thirty days of its receipt.

TWO BLACK AFRICANS FACE UN-
JUST DEATH SENTENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Connecticut (Mr. CoTTER) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Speaker, unless
world opinion can prevail upon.the Gov-
ernment of South Africa, two young black
Africans will be put to death in another
tragic chapter of South Africa’s repres-
sive military occupation of Namibia.

In 1966. the United Nations withdrew
South Africa’s mandate over Namibia—
Southwest Africa—but the white minor-
ity regime in Pretoria clung to their ad-
ministration of the U.N. trust territory
in defiance of the world’s recognition
that the people of Namibia should be
granted independence.

The two condemned men, Aaron

Mushimba, 29, and Hendrik Shikongo, 28,
are members of SWAPO, the Southwest

African People’s Organization. SWAPO
is recognized by the United Nations as the
legitimate representative of the Nami-
bian people.

In an obvious attempt to discredit
SWAPO, the South African administra-
tion staged a political show trial earlier
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this year under the so-called “Terrorism
Act,” which the State Department has
described as “repressive legislation.”
Even if the South African Government
had the right to enforce any law in
Namibia, this particular statute would
be especially pernicious. It permits the
indefinite detention of suspects without
any specific charges brought against
them and without the right to see coun-
sel, family or clergy. If a suspect is sub-
jected to a trial, the law presumes his
guilt: the accused, not the state, has the
burden of proof. Finally, the law pro-
hibits any act that might “embarrass the
administration of the affairs of the
state.” In other words, free speech is for-
bidden.

Mushimba and Shikongo were sen-
tenced to death under this law. To say
the least, the proceedings against them
were irregular according to any civilized
concept of law. The Government's evi-
dence in many cases was circumstantial,
vague and contradictory. Moreover, it
was recently revealed that the prosecu-
tion violated the privileged relationship
between the accused and their counsel.
A partner of the law firm that defended
Mushimba and Shikongo regularly
leaked documents related to the case to
the South African security police.

The state claimed that Mushimba gave
a small sum of money, a radio and a
vehicle to persons who allegedly advo-
cated the overthrow of South Africa’s
illegal administration in Namibia. Shi-
kongo allegedly provided transportation
for three persons who were implicated in
the assassination of a Namibian tribal
leader. The assassins were never arrested
and their guilt never proven, but in
South Africa such details are unim-
portant.

Lutheran, Anglican, Roman Catholic,
and Methodist Church leaders in Nami-
bia have condemned the death sentences
and predicted that, if carried out, the
executions are “sure to cause new unrest
and may lead to the spilling of blood as
violence gives birth to violence.” The
churches have been vocal in their sup-
port for Namibian independence. The
bishop of the Namibian diocese of
Damaraland, the Rt. Rev. Colin Winter,
was deported in 1972 because he dared to
speak out against the South African
Government. His assistant bishop was
expelled from the country last year.

Mr. Speaker, I believe we have a re-
sponsibility to express our concern to the
South African Government and to plead
for a commutation of the sentences
against Mushimba and Shikongo. I urge
my colleagues to join me by cosigning
the following letter to the South -African
State President, N. Diederichs.

I would like to express my thanks to
two Lutheran pastors from my district,
Burton Strand and David Rinas, who
first brought this matter to my attention.
Hon. N. DIEDERICHS,

Residence of the State President,
Pretoria, South Africa.

Dear Me. PRESIDENT: We, the following
members of the United States Congress, re-
spectfully urge you to commute the death
sentences against two citizens of Southwest
Africa, Aaron Mushimba and Hendrlk Shi-
kongo.

Nelther Mr. Mushimba nor Mr. Shikongo
were accused of direct involvement in ter-
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rorist activity. If they are put to death, it
will be dificult for world opinion to avoid
the conclusion that the lives of these two
men .were sacrificed in an attempt to dis-
credit the national aspirations of the people
of Southwest Africa.

For the sake of humanity and justice, we
ask you to investigate their case, now under
appeal before the chief justice, and reduce
thelr sentences to a lesser penalty.

Please be assured that we will continue to
watch the fate of these men with great
interest.

ce: R. F. Botha, South African ambassador
to the United States, B. J.-Voerster, prime
minister of South Africa, J. T. Eruger, South
African minister of justice, Sean MacBride,
U.N. Commissioner for Namibia.

I also would like to insert a state-
ment released May 14 by Sean MacBride,
the United Nations Commissioner for
Namibia:

STATEMENT BY SEAN MacBrIDE

The occupation of Namibia by South Africa
is illegal under international law. It follows
that the purported trial and the sentences
imposed by a South African court illegally
sitting in Swakopmund in Namibia to try
charges brought under the South African
Terrorism Act against four Namibian citi-
zens is null, void and illegal.

If the death sentences imposed-on Mr.
Aaron Mushimba and on Mr. Hendrik Shi-
konga are carried out, all those directly in-
volved in the executions will be gullty of
murder. Those indirectly involved will be
guilty of conspiracy to murder. It is well that
those involved should clearly understand
that they are involved in a criminal enter-
prise,

The trial itself was staged as a political
trial of SWAPO, which is recognized both by
the Organization of African Unity and the
United Natlons as the representatives of the
people of Namibia. The purpose of this illegal
trial was to try to establish, by innuendoes
and by assoclation, that those accused had
committed certain acts. The South African
Terrorist Act itself is a clear violation of the
principles of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights and of the United Nations
Convention on Human Rights. This so-called
law is truly an act intended to terrorize the
people of Namibia and to deter them from
asserting thelr just claim for the liberation
of Namibia.

It is desirable that the international com-
munity should react firmly and urgently
against this further act of aggression and
provocation by South African authorities in
Namibia. Last year, they were publicly flog-
ging alleged SWAPO sympathizers, now they
propose to execute them.

It is of some significance that, while the
prime minister of South Africa says that he
makes no claim to an inch of Namibian soil
and that he is anxious to support a peaceful
transfer of power to the people of Namibia,
he orders political trials of Namibians by
South African courts operating illegally in
Namibla. His actions in these matters demon-
state the extent of the terror strategems to
which he is prepared to resort to defeat the
decisions of the United Nations and of the
world community.

LUIS MUNOZ MARIN AND GOV.
HERNANDEZ-COLON SPEAK ON
24TH ANNIVERSARY OF COMMON-
WEALTH
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Puerto Rico (Mr. BENITEZ)
is recognized for 15 minutes.
Mr. BENITEZ. Mr. Speaker, yesterday,

July 25, was the 24th anniversary of
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the founding of Commonwealth status
for Puerto Rico. It was and is to this day
an imaginative and unfinished venture
jointly undertaken by the people of
Puerto Rico and the Congress of the
United States. The occasion was cele-
brated in Puerto Rico, in the words of
Gov. Hernandez-Colén, “with the same
enthusiasm and faith that 3 weeks ago
we celeprated the 200th anniversary of
the founding of the United States of
America. For keeping in mind the differ-
ence in geographic scale, history and
power, Commonwealth Day in Puerto
Rico reflects likewise opening new vistas
of freedom, self identity and interde-
pendence.”

It does so in a world desperately in
need of new political structures, ap-
proaches and initiatives that may ren-
der possible the preservation of eternal
values in the face of continuous change.

The present format of Commonwealth
needs revision, reformulation and im-
provement. Ever since 1962 procedures
and goals for such modifications have
been outlined by Puerto Rican leader-
ship. Such procedures and goals were
further identified through congressional
and legislative action in 1964 when a
joint United States-Puerto Rico. Status
Commission was appointed. Two years
later that Commission recommended a
plebiscite on alternatives. In 1967 the
people of Puerto Rico held the recom-
mended plebiscite. The improvement of
Commonwealth was freely and over-
whelmingly endorsed by the electorate
over the alternatives of statehood or in-
dependence. To this day the majority
of Puerto Rico continues to support such
improvements.,

In September of 1973 a joint commis-
sion of 14 members appointed by the
President of the United States and the
Governor of Puerto Rico was named
and charged to formalize the plebiscite
recommendations in a legislative pro-
posal. After 2 years of studies, delibera-
tions and hearings, on October 1975 the
Joint Commission recommended to the
President of the United States and to
the Governor of Puerto Rico a proposed
new compact of permanent union be-
tween Puerto Rico and the United States.
That proposal is now before the Sub-
committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs. As yet there has not been any re-
port from the White House.

The exceptional delay involved in this
whole process has created understand-
able exasperation and bewilderment in
Puerto Rico. It has prompted the minori-
ties opposed to Commonwealth to in-
tensify their minority claims. It has even
led some advocates of Commonwealth
improvements to deride the moroseness
of the process and to blame Common-
wealth status itself on that account.

This protracted retardation of read-
justments and improvements is harmful
to Puerto Rico and to the United States.
These unfortunate realities give special
importance and timeliness to the mes-
sage on Commonwealth delivered yester-
day by the greatest Puerto Rican politi-
cal figure of this century, don Luis
Murfioz Marin. Because of the confusion
referred to above, our 78 year old retired,
still convalescent leader and founder of
Commonwealth, felt it necessary to break
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his prolonged silence to restate briefly
the basic facts pertaining to Common-
wealth. Mufioz Marin defended Com-
monwealth once again underscoring the
difference between the reality of Com-
monwealth and the discontentment with
the delays in the implementation of its

Improvements. I am honored to include

in the Recorp the English officials trans-

lation of the Mufioz Marin Common-
wealth message.

Lurs MuRoz MARIN'S MESSAGE ON THE 24TH
ANNIVERSARY OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF
PuerTO RIcOo—JULY 25, 1976
The ultimate goal of Commonwealth status

is the maximum autonomy which in time

must be achieved by Puerto Rico in its per-
manent union with the United States.

The proposed new compact with its dis-
cussion in Congress are only part of our ef-
fort to that purpose, but Commonwealth
even in its present form and as it has ex-
isted since 1952 is the only solution which
allows for survival and for progress in social
and economic justice and for the preserva-
tlon of Puerto Rico’s identity and culture.

Since its creatlon Commonwealth has been
the means for great and unquestionable
progress for Puerto Rico and for each and
every Puerto Rican.

Both statehood and independence are hon-
orable alternatives in theory nevertheless
neither is applicable to the particular situ-
ation of Puerto Rico and of its people. State-
hood among other reasons because it im-
plies a denial of fiscal autonomy and in-
dependence among other reasons because it
seriously curtails free trade with the United
States.

Commonwealth is great in its reality of
survival and of unquestionable economic
advancement and as the homeland of all
Puerto Ricans.

COST OF REGULATION

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, the problems
of overregulation by Government agen-
cies are mounting year by year. Harassed
businessmen and industrialists find regu-
lation more and more difficult to cope
with and to conform to. Memkbers of Con-
gress and the administration repeatedly
refer to the problem. Beyond this, little,
if anything, is done. The problem is one
that will not go away. It will only worsen
unless a determined effort is made at the
levels Wwhere relief is possible.

Laws are enacted with express goals:
to improve working conditions, to benefit
railroads or railroad workers, to assist
home buyers, or any one of hundreds of
objectives. When a law goes into effect, it
is accompanied by regulations on proce-
dure. These are developed by the agency
or department which has jurisdiction
over the new law. This is not a one-time
process. Government agencies have a way
of constantly devising new and added
regulations.

Frequently overregulation of business
by Government inhibits the main objec-
tives of a law from being reached, and is
often counterproductive. The excess of
regulations in OSHA is a prime example,

To meet this excess, 75,000 full-time
regulators are employed at an annual
cost to taxpayers of $3 billion, a cost in-
crease over the past 2 years of 48 percent.

Agencies such as OSHA, ICC, and auto




23756

safety also cost the consumer billions of
dollars annually due to increased costs
of production. These added costs often
outweigh the benefits of regulation, as
illustrated with the auto safety interlock
systems that many consumers pay to
have removed. The result can be multiple
costs and no benefit.

Regulations can also reduce the flow
of new and better products to the market.
The abundance of unnecessary restric-
tions, paperwork, and detailed require-
ments force resources to be allocated
away from more productive use, such as
research on improvements and safety
training.

Another danger is that regulations can
serve as a barrier to the entry of new
firms to a market, thus eliminating com-
petition. Established businesses can be
quite supportive of the agencies in this
respect.

For other reasons, large corporations
sometimes oppose deregulation. Regula-
tory agencies for specific industries such
as the ICC, the FPC, et cetera, may be-
come captives of the industry they are
to regulate by appearing to protect the
interests of the industry rather than the
consumer.

On the other hand, regulatory agencies
that cut across all businesses such as
OSHA, EPA, CPSC, et cetera, have be-
come captives of public interest groups.
Though the value of such agencies may
be recognized, they become counterpro-
ductive when they neglect the high costs
and delays their regulations impose on
the consumer.

Well-intentioned regulations often
have other adverse effects on the con-
sumer. The last minimum wage increase
displaced 300,000 teenagers from the job
market, and the Davis-Bacon Act ob-
viously has increased the price of hous-
ing. h

The limits of agency power can be
used in questionable ways. Corporations
have been known to pay profection
money to avoid being regulated out of
business by agencies. This type of ac-
tivity needs to be investigated.

Congress should reform the regulatory
system. Bills have already been proposed
to review all regulatory agencies, and to
require that benefits of regulations ex-
ceed their costs. The prospects for pass-
age are not considered bright. This is
unfortunate. The committees of Congress
have a way of protecting the agencies
they create.

It has been suggested that the OMB
and the GAO set up guidelines for cost-
benefit analysis. Budgets of agencies
whose benefits exceed cost could properly
be inecreased, and those agencies whose
costs exceed benefits should be decreased.

To improve the effects of regulation,
market incentives should be provided to
assist compliance. In the area of pollu-
tion control, this could be in the form of
discharge permits and effluent fees.

Overregulation is clearly detrimental.
There is only limited hope for sensible
deregulation. A balanced system of costs
and benefits will be easier to obtain; but
a sad fact remains. There is little effec-
tive work in progress, either in Congress
or the administration, to eliminate over-
regulation.
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A BILL TO CONVEY REAL PROPERTY
FOR CEMETERY PURPOSES

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, on Monday,
July 19, I introduced H.R. 14728 to direct
the Secretary of the Interior to convey
certain real property of the United States
to the city of Niceville, Fla., for use as
a cemetery. The property located at Eg-
lin Air Force Base containing 48.59
acres, more or less, was originally a
small portion of the Choctawhatchee
National Forest. The property is no
longer required for military purposes.

The city of Niceville, Fla., is largely
surrounded by the Eglin Air Force Base
Reservation. The city is in desperate
need of land for a cemetery to be oper-
ated on a nonprofit basis. The land not
in the reservation simply is not avail-
able. Every effort has been made to have
minimal amounts of land deeded to the
city of Niceville by the appropriate Gov-
ernment agency, but to date these ef-
forts have not been successful. There-
fore, it appears legislation is the only
solution to this problem.

My bill provides for the Secretary of
Interior to convey without considera-
tion to the city of Niceville, Fla., the
real property described for so long as
such real property is used by the city
as a cemetery on a nonprofit basis. If
the real property conveyed is used other
than as a cemetery on a nonprofit basis,
title to such real property shall revert
to the United States or be compensated
for under rules normally accompanying
the disposition of surplus Government
property.

PROGRESS REPORT ON ANIMAL
WELFARE LEGISLATION

(Mr. HANLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to share
with my colleagues two of my recent
weekly radio broadcasts on the topic of
animal welfare. The manner in which a
country treats its animals is one test of a
nation’s character. I commend Congress
for the legislation thus far enacted
which would encourage more humane
treatment of animals. The messages
which I am now inserting in the Recorp
outline the progress that we have made
in animal welfare legislation and indi-
cate those areas where yet more work
must be done.

RADpIO BROADCAST
(Week of July 19, 1978)

Hello again, this is Jim Hanley talking to
you from our Natlon's Capitol.

Over the past several months I have re-
celved large amounts of mall relating to the
subject of animal welfare and the humane
treatment of animals. That a country as civi-
lized as ours has often allowed its animal
population to be treated brutally should be
considered a shame and scandal which re-
quires immediate remedy. I thank you for
the petitions and letters I have received re-
lating to the use of animals in research, steel
jaw traps, conditions in zoos, and transport
of animals. It Is reassurlng to know that
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Central New Yorkers support reasonable
measures for animal safety and welfare.

Both today and in my radio message next
week I would like to speak about some of the
legislation currently before Congress, and
some recently enacted into law, which deal
with the issue of animal welfare.

A bill similar to one which I cosponsored
was recently signed into law by President
Ford. Entitled the “Animal Welfare Act
Amendments of 1976,” the legislation in-
creases the protection afforded animals in
transit and also attempts to curb animal
fights.

Specifically, the bill requires that presently
exempt airlines and trucking companies, in-
termediate handlers, and certain additional
dealers be included under regulations ensur-
ing the humane treatment of animals
shipped in interstate commerce. The bill also
requires the Secretary of Agriculture to es-
tablish standards designed to protect all
animals against disease, injury, and death
while being transported. At present there are
inadequate standards for such requirements
as ventilation, temperature, food and water.
In order to protect the health of both ani-
mals and humans, the new law requires that
certain animals be examined by an ac-
credited veterinarian to insure that they are
free of Infection, disease, or physical ab-
normalities. Finally, the bill makes it a crime
to knowingly sponsor an animal fight in
which animals are moved in interstate com-
merce or to use the malls to promote animal
fighting ventures. While it is a matter for
states and localities to decide on the legality
of animal fights, I feel that the Federal Gov-
ernment should use the means at its disposal
to discourage such fights.

Tae conditions found in some of our Nas
tlon’s zoos are often appalling, yet many of
you are fearful of expanding public support
for such facilitles, as this might turn zoos
into research facilities, subjecting the ani-
mals to suffering in the name of sclentific
research. I have held conversations with the
sponsors of legislation which would expand
the public financing of zoos and aquariums.
I have been assured that such fears are based
on misinformation. None of the provisions
of the proposed legislation would in any way
change the purpose of zoos from that of a
recreational and educational facility to that
of a research laboratory. I strongly support
legislation that would ensure that zoos
maintain minimum standards for the care
of animals and that would provide technical
and financial assistance for that purpose.

The issues I have been speaking about to-
day may seem trivial to some listeners.

I must differ, however, and reaffirm my
commitment to act in promotion of the wel-
fare of those that are not in a position to
protect themselves. Our Natlon’s large ani-
mal population falls in this position of un-
avoldable helplessness and thereby deserves
the attention of even the busiest of legls-
lators. I hope and pray our soclety will never
reach the point where we refuse to devote
our time and resources to the protection of
a great natural resource, our animal popula-
tion.

Until next week at this time, this is Jim
Hanley saylng goodbye from Washington.

RaDpIO BROADCAST
(Week of July 28, 1976)

Hello once again. This Is Jim Hanley speak-
ing from our Natlon's Capitol.

Last week at this time T spoke to you about
some of the progress that has been made
here in Congress towards improving the
treatment afforded animals. I discussed im-
provement of conditions in zoos, better ani-
mal transportation, and the curtallment of
animal fights. The issues I'd like to discuss
this week are substantially more controver-
sial thus your feedback would be most useful
and appreclated.
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Many who write me are outraged by the
unnecessary suffering inflicted upon animals
used in both civillan and military research.
Belentists can and do use computer simula-
tions and studies using tissue cultures. How-
ever, the role of animals in biomedical re-
search cannot yet be completely eliminated.
The general position of the research com-
munity and of regulatory agencies is that
the alternative methods of research are not
yet suitable for obtaining all necessary dala.
Therefore, sensible guidelines and controls
are desperately needed. Often experiments
are repeated unnecessarily or more animals
than required for sclentific objectivity are
sometimes used. I am cosponsoring legisla-
tion which will establish an eleven-member
commission to do research and to determine
if animals are being subjected to inhumane
treatment and pain in laboratories, as well
as on farms, in zoos, or in other situations.

The Commission’s findings would be re-
ported to the President and to Congress, I
feel that there are s0 many charges and
countercharges concerning animal treatment
in these various situations that an impartial
study group should investigate.

A prime example of a subject the Com-
mission should look into is the controversy
surrounding steel jaw traps. I have received
much mail from those of you who would like
to see such traps outlawed because of the
pain they cause trapped animals and because
of the hazard they pose to ailnmals for whom
the traps were not intended. Other letters
I receive point out that the steel jaw trap
is inexpensive, efficient, reliable, and that its
continued use is necessary for predator con-
trol, population control, and the livelihood
of fur trappers. Hearings have been held on
a number of bills relating to the prohibition
of steel jaw traps, but no legislative action
is expected soon. I personally would favor
taking no action until an impartial investi-
gation can be made by a commission such
as the one that would be established under
my proposal.

Recent estimates that as many as ten
thousand dogs and cats are born every hour
in the United States demonstrate that the
pet population has reached epidemic pro-
portions. The National League of Citles has
called dog and cat over-population a threat
to health as well as an assault on urban
esthetics, a pollutant, and a safety hazard.
The magnitude of the problems seems beyond
easy remedy but one proposal calls for Fed-
eral Government loans for the establish-
ment and construction of municipal low-
cost, nonprofit clinics for the spaying and
neutering of dogs and cats. My inclination
would be to support such a program if it did
not involve the creation of a new govern-
ment boondoggle. However, I would appreci-
ate hearing your viewpoints and am open to
any suggestions as to how to deal with this
problem.

I thank you for your attention these past
two weeks while I discussed animal welfare.
As a pet owner and a lover of nature, I find
this an interesting aspect of my responsibil-
ities in Congress. While perhaps the manner
in which we treat our animals is not an
overriding concern of every cltizen, it 1is
nevertheless an Indication of our Nation's
greatness that in urban Washington, D.C.
there is time to ponder upon all of God’s
creatures.

Until this same time next week, this is
;:Ii.m Hanley saying gondbye from Washing-
on,

REFORM MEASURES URGED TO RE-
STORE LOW COST, EFFICIENT
POSTAL SERVICE

(Mr. ICHORD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)
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Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, I am ex-
tremely pleased that the House of Rep-
resentatives recently adopted a resolu-
tion urging the U.S. Postal Service to
effect a 1-year moratorium on any fur-
ther service reductions, including the
closing of small post offices and even
more pleased that the Postal Service has
now agreed to indefinitely postpone any
further post office closings.

In a similar vein, the Missouri House
of Representatives has passed House
Resolution 112 which calls for the res-
toration of the Postal Service as a Gov-
ernment agency. The State representa-
tives also urged Congress to prevent the
Postal Service from closing small post
offices. As my fellow colleagues know,
the cutbacks in rural mail delivery have
put undue hardships on those who now
have to travel much further for postal
services. I hope that Congress will follow
the views expressed in Missouri House
Resolution 112 and enact stronger re-
form measures that will restore postal
service in this Nation to the low cost, effi-
cient, and effective operation it once was.

The Missouri House resolution follows:

House ResoLuTIiON No. 112

Whereas, the members of the Missouri
House of Representatives have learned with
great disfavor that the United States Postal
Department has plans to close small post
offices throughout Missourl and the nation;
and

Whereas, it is essential and a constitutional
duty that adequate postal service be provided
to all citizens of this great nation; and

Whereas, the United States Postal Service
plan to close small post offices across Missourl
is unjustified and unfair discrimination to
citizens who have chosen to live in rural
areas of the state; and .

Whereas, many senlor citizens reside in
these areas where the United States Postal
Service has proposed post office closings, and
it s proper and fitting that the members of
the Missourl House of Representatives raise
violent objection to this unfair and discrim-
inatory practice that is being suggested to
cover up the gross cost inefficliency that ex-
ists In the present system;

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the
members of the Missourl House of Represent-
atives, Seventhy-eighth General Assembly,
Second Regular Session, respectfully request
the members of the United States Congress to
prevent the United States Postal System from
closing post offices that are providing essen-
tial services to residents in small and rural
communities in Missouri and throughout the
nation, and respectfully request the Congress
of the United States to consider putting the
postal service back under direct congres-
slonal control; and

Be It further resolved that the Chief Clerk
of the House of Representatives be instructed
to send properly inscribed coples of this res-
olution to Missourl’s Congresisonal delega-
tion.

COKE OVEN SAFETY STANDARDS
AND WAGE PROTECTION

(Mr. GAYDOS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, presently
OSHA is engaged in a very challenging
task to promulgate an occupational
health standard to protect steelworkers
who work on coke ovens. According to
Dr. William Lloyd’s authoritative study
entitled “Lung Cancer Mortality in Alle-
gheny County Coke Plant Workers,” em-~
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ployees who work in coke plants are twice
as likely to die from lung cancer as em-
ployees who work in other areas of steel
mills. Employees who work topside on
the coke ovens have a sevenfold risk of
dying from lung cancer as compared
with persons working in other parts of

the mill. .

A key element of the contemplated
standard relates to a medical surveil-
lance program wherein overexposed
workers will be removed from the inju-
rious emissions. However, in order that
such a medical examination program be
effective, the workers must voluntarily
agree to be examined. Because the exam-
ination could result in removal from the
place of exposure and reassignment to
another job with a lower pay rate, the
need is clearly evident for including wage
rate retention in the standard in order
to make the examination provisions
meaningful.

The steelworkers’ presentation on this
issue during the rulemaking procedure is,
indeed, worthy of study by this body
since it indicates another ramification
of what is required in order to achieve
a comprehensive system of workplace
safeguards. The Congress has granted
OSHA sufficient latitude to develop occu-
pational health standards which include
the right of wage rate retention—a right
which is basic if the standard is to
achieve its objective.

I insert herewith section VIII, “Re-
moval From the Job Without Penalty,”
of the United Steelworkers of Amer-
ica’s posthearing brief on standard for
coke oven emissions.

POSTHEARING BRIEF OF UNITED STEELWORKERS
OF AMERICA, AFIL—CIO ON STANDARD FOR
CoEE OvVvEN Emisstons, JUNE 16, 1976

VIII. REMOVAL FROM THE JOB WITHOUT PENALTY

A, Introduction

A very important issue is going to be de-
cided by the Federal Government in these
hearings. The Secretary of Labor is going to
determine whether or not the steel industry
will be allowed—indeed, even required—to
punish the disabled victims whom the Oc-
cupational Safty and Health Act was meant
to protect for having the unmitigated gall
to contract lung cancer or other disabling
injuries.

OSHA may feel this is unduly strong lan-
guage. But that is precisely the effect of the
Proposed Standard. OSHA's proposal requires
employers to remove from coke oven jobs
those employees whose health is materially
impaired, while OSHA closes its eyes to the
devastating employment consequences to the
workers so removed. This evasion of respon-
slbllity is based on the pronouncement that
the impact of removal is a “labor relations”
matter—as though removal from the job it-
self is not a labor relations matter.27

Joseph Odorcich put it quite well when he
testified during the Inflationary Impact
Hearings:

“But even if we assume that small pro-
ducers will be at a competitive disadvantage,
who is there to sympathize with the small
children of coke oven workers whose fathers
will soon come home telling them that they
are being removed from their jobs because
OSHA is mandating their removal.

“OSHA, you see, wants only healthy speci-
mens to work on the ovens. Once those
healthy specimens are infected, they too must

be relegated to the industrial junk heap.
When we raise the subject of rate retention,
a matter which each of the impartial mem-
bers of the Advisory Committee voted in

Footnotes at end of article.
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favor of, OSHA personnel responded in a
variety of ways.

“First, they tell us that rate retention is
beyond OSHA's authority. Next, they concede
that such a provision would be legal but pro-
test about the practical difficulty of admin-
istering it.

“Lately, we get the impression that re-
strained amusement has taken over—
amusement at the thought that we are still
seriously urging this proposition. It galls us
that the subject of inflationary impact could
be given consideration in a hearing virtually
set aside to that one subject, when rate reten-
tion which would help to encourage greater
resort to medical examination is so lightly
dismissed.

“OSHA must rid itself of the conservative
thinking which leads to the kind of phoney
excuses which we have been receiving on
rate retention, If that kind of phoney con-
servative thinking had prevailed during the
1930's we would not have a Natlonal Labor
Relations Act, or a Social Security Law”
(Tr. 4240-4241).

We have been led to belleve in the past
that OSHA intended to give the matter of
rate retention serious consideration in con-
nection with the promulgation of a final coke
oven regulation especlally since it was an-
ticipated that a more thorough record would
be developéd on this issue in the coke oven
hearings than had been developed in previ-
ous hearings. That thorough record has now
been developed as we will demonstrate be-
low, and we would respectfully suggest that
OSHA have the courage to face up to the is-
sue in connection with this Standard or drop
all pretense that removal without penalty 1s
a possibility in some other standard.

We shall set forth below the legal justifi-
cation for providing removal from the job
without loss of earnings. We will then review
briefly the fiuffy company objections and dis-
cuss the Advisory Committee’s proposal.
Finally, we will suggest that the “can't do"
experts have some very serious policy issues
to face up to before they decide against re-
moval without penalty.

B. Legal support for removal without
penalty

There are a number of sound reasons which
support the authority of the Secretary of
Labor to insure that workers removed from
jobs because of their health suffer no loss of
earnings, The principal one which this Union
has advanced most frequently is its relation
to the medical surveillance program.®

Among the Secretary's powers are his au-
thority ‘“to prescribe the type and frequency
of medical examinations and other tests
which shall be made available, by the em-
ployer or at his cost, to employees exposed
to such hazards in order to most effectively
determine whether the health of such em-
ployees is adversely affected by such ex-
posure” (Section 6(b)7). The need to in-
clude an effective medical surveillance pro-
gram in health standards is self-evident. In-
dustry is not legally obligated by the Occupa-
tlonal Safety and Health Act to pre-test
chemicals before introducing them into the
work place.* Thus, employees inevitably risk
becoming the innocent victims of non-detec-
tion or belated detection of adverse health
effects. The sooner that it can be definitely
established that an employee's health is in
jeopardy from over-exposure to a particular
toxic substance, the sooner his employer and
soclety can take meaningful actlon to arrest
the health problem of the particular em-
ployee and apply that knowledge to others
similarly situated.1e

However, this important objective of using
medical examinations for preventive purposes
iz frustrated if employees do not take the
medical examinations which are offered. Sec-
tion 6(b)7 of the Occupational Safety and
Health Act allows the Secretary to “prescribe
the type and frequency of medical examina-

Footnotes at end of article.
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tions or other tests which shall be made
avallable” to employees, It does not empower
the Secretary to require employees to take
the examinations. The Secretary’'s proposed
regulation recognizes this for it uses the
“make available” language 1t

Thus, one of the objectives of the Act
which the Secretary seeks to encourage is
the taking of regular medical examinations
bécause of the preventive value assoclated
with such axioms. But the proposed stand-
ard will discourage rather than encourage the
taking of medical examinations because
workers will fear loss of job or earnings. This
is not assertion or speculation. It is a fact
and there is ample support for it in the
record.

Al Lawson of Colorado Fuel & Iron, where
medical examinations are voluntary and are
not taken on company time, testified as fol-
lows:

“Mr. ENcLIsH. Are there any reasons other
than the fact that it would be on their own
time that they don't take those examina-
tions?

“Mr. LawsonN. Because they would be afraid
of losing their job or a demotion and loss
of earnings so they won't go down there.

“Mr. ENcLISH. Are there, in fact, situations
where people have been transferred to lower
jobs and lost earnings as a result of con-
ditions which are discovered?

“Mr. Lawson. Not too much through ex-
amination because you don’t have that many
taking the examinations but through other
industrial injuries and illnesses that we do
have. We do know for a fact that people
won’t because there were some individuals
that were given examinations and paid for
by the union.

“One of these individuals was not working
on the battery, however, but in the coal
handling, that the union was advised that
he should consider employment somewhere
else and because of the fact that he would
have a loss in earnings and a demotion in
seniority if he went somewhere else he is
still working in the coal handling products
right now.” (Tr. 3380-3381).

Indeed, at the present time, there are em-
ployees on many of the coke oven batteries
who know that they suffer from job related
diseases, but will not seek help from com-
pany medical staff because they fear that
they will lose thelr jobs or lose earnings. The
following exchange with Warren McKenney,
a grievance representative from Republic
Steel's Warren plant, is lllustrative:

“Mr. ENcLIsH. Warren, do you have ex-
amples at your plant of people whose health
gets so bad that they come to you and say
they would like to get off the battery, they
would like to work someplace else?

Mr. McKENNEY. Yes, I have. Since I am the
committeeman over there in the coke plant,
I have known of occasions where men have
come to me and have requested working on
the battery was hazardous to their health.
The only thing that I could possibly sug-
guest to them is to get a slip from their doc-
tor saying that they could no longer work
in this type of area. A number of them did.

“Whenever this occurred, these men would
report back to the General Foreman and he
would in turn tell them, well, this is the
only type of work we have for you and your
best bet is to report to the Employment Of-
fice. In turn, the: Employment Manager, es-
pecially now that working conditions are bad,
economic conditions, he would tell them we
have nothing else for you and would place
them on layoff . .

“Mr. EwmcrisH. Do employees slmply no
raise the issue because of that fact? Do they
simply work on the battery even though their
health is bad?

“Mr. McKeNNEY. There is one thing about
the younger people, they are a different type
of animal than the average World War II
vet. If he finds out something is going to be
injurious to him, he will take his chances on
leaving that area and trying to find other
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work, whether he has responsibilities or not,
which may be a good idea.

“Mr, EncLisH, What about a man who does
have a family?

“Mr. McKENNEY. That is another question.
A man with a faniily in the age group of 35
or 40, he takes another outlook. He will not
say well, if you cannot do anything for me,
I will try to stick it out, he will say, if you
cannot do anything for me, I will try to
stick it out until I retire. This is his posi-
tion, this is what he will try to do.” (Tr.
3230-8231.)

Even at Inland Steel, where a system for
placement of sick employees in other parts
of the mill exists, many employees will sim-
ply not go to the medical clinic for examina-
tions when they know there is something
wrong with them because of the fear of loss
of earnings.

“Mr. EncrLIsH. Bobby, do you have any
situations where employees come to you
and say, ‘I am pretty sick. It is kind of hard
to take it up here anymore. What is the
possibility of my getting a job someplace else
in the plant?’

“Mr. TomPINS. By me being a grievor to
the coke plant, I run across quite a few of
those kind .of cases.

“Mr. ENcrLisH. What usually happens in
those situations?

“Mr. TompxIinNs. Most of the time, I go
and have a talk with the general foreman. I
tell him this man's condition so he tells me
the guy has to be cleared through the clinic.

“When I go back and tell the man he has
to be cleared through the clinic, he just says
forget it because he does not want to lose
his job.

“Mr. ENcLISH. What about situations where
he does go to the clinic? Are there situations
where you can get the fellow off the battery
and into a job someplace else?

“Mr. ToMPKINS. We have a pretty good sys-
tem at plant two coke plant. Most of the
time if a guy cannot perform his duties on
the oven the supervision finds a place for
him around the washroom.

“Mr. ENGLISH. What rate of pay would he
be making around the washroom?

“Mr. TomPKINS. That is a laborer job. That
is class two.

“Mr, ENcLISH. What are your job classes for
larrycar, pusher, and that kind of job?

“Mr. TomprIns. If the guy comes off the
larrycar, he is making class 11. If he goes
back to labor gang in the washroom, that is
class two. That is a nine class difference. If
he is on the quencher car, he is class 12. If
he goes back to the washroom, that is a ten
class job difference.

“If he is on the pusher, it is class 13 and
if he goes back to the waskroom then he
loses 11 classes plus his incentive.” (Tr.3015-
3017).

Finally, the industry’s expert medical wit-
ness frankly agreed:

Mr. EncLIsH, You, of course, were & mem-
ber of the advisory committee.

“Dr. HALEN. Yes.

“Mr. EncLisH. On April 7, 1976 which I
think was one of the last days that the ad-
visory committee met, it took up the sub-
ject of rate retention and senlority protec-
tion and tied it into the medical examina-
tions,

“You made this statement on April 7Tth. I
would like to read 1t to you and ask you if
it is still your opinion:

*“*‘Dr. Bingham, In relation to what you
sald, I think we have to realize that em-
ployees will resist taking medical examina-
tions unless there is some kind of provision
for their job security.’

“Do you still hold to that view?

“Dr. HAaLEN. Yes. There is a point before
and after.

“Mr. EncrisH. There is an awful lot before
and after.

“Dr. HaLen. But I think it is very realistic,
If I were an employee, I would resist, It is a
selling Job. You have to weigh one risk
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against the other.”
(Tr. 1850-1851).
Thus employees fear that if they volun-
tarily take medical examinations and some-
thing is found to be wrong with them, they
may be forced off the battery and there may
not be a position for them in the planti2
Even if they can find a job in the plant, it
will be a lower paying job. Hence, the Secre-
tary’'s proposal runs counter to the objective
of the Act in that it would discourage em-
ployees from taking medical examinations.
It would heighten their fears because it re-
quires employers to remove disabled em-
ployees.®2 The only rational way of further-
ing the medical examination purpose of the
Act is to promote nearly universal, voluntary
submission to regular company-supplied ex-
aminations by making it clear to the em-
ployees covered by the Standard that they
need not fear loss of a job or loss of earn-

ings

(Emphasis supplied)

C. Company objections

The companies, in their pre-hearing com-
ments, have raised various objections which
we shall deal with below.

1. Rate Retention Is a
Matter

The so-called Minority Report states the
objection this way:

“[W]e think the Committee’s proposal un-
reasonably intrudes on labor-management
relations. If employees are to be given the
kind of seniority and compensation protec-
tion envisioned by this recommendation, it
should come about through collective bar-
galning, not as part of an occupational
health standard.” (Ex. 4, p. 28).

This superficial statement carries no sub-
stantive punch In terms of legal rationale.
Many agencies become involved in matters
which are labor relations matters. For ex-
ample, the various Civil Rights agencles
become deeply embroiled in disputes which
are labor relations disputes. The New Pen-
sion Reform Act deals In areas which are
covered extensively by collective bargaining
agreements. The Department of Labor itself
administers the Veterans Preference Act and
thereby becomes involved in seniority and
pay disputes, not to mention the Depart-
ment's activities in the Falr Labor Standards
area.

More importantly, however, nearly every
aspect of safety and health is, by virtue of
the broad scope of collective bargaining,
established by the National Labor Relations
Act, a matter appropriate for labor relations.
For example, the safety and health clause
contained in the current agreement between
U.S. Steel Corporation and the United Steel-
workers of America covering production and
maintenance employees In the Company’s
four steel divisions“s contains numerous
provisions from which it could be argued
that the entire Occupational Safety and
Health Act deals with labor relations matters.

Thus, paragraph 14.1 of the agreement pro-
vides in part that “[t]he Company shall
make reasonable provisions for the safety
and health of its employees at the plants
during the hours of their employment. The
Company, the Union and the employees
recognize their obligations and/or rights
under existing Federal and State laws with
respect to safety and health matters.”

Paragraph 14.3 provides in part that where
the Company uses toxic materials “it shall
inform the affected employees what hazards,
if any, are involved and what precaution
shall be taken to insure the safety and health
of the employees.”

Paragraph 14.4 grants the Union certain
rights to request air sampling and noilse
testing.

Paragraph 14.5 of the safety and health
clause deals with “protective devices, wearing
apparel and equipment.”

Paragraph 14.6 gives employees the right
to refuse work under conditions which they

“Labor Relations"

Footnote at end of article.
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believe are unsafe or unhealthy and provides
for compensation if they are right.

The safety and health clause also estab-
lishes joint Safety and Health Committees
with broad investigatory powers.

Paragraph 14.12.1 requires newly hired em-
ployees to be given safety training.

Paragraph 14.14 allows the International
Union to conduct plant inspections under
certain conditions.

These provisions obviously have counter-
parts in the Occupational Safety and Health
Act and in regulations promulgated by the
Secretary of Labor. In addition, the parties,
in their last negotiations, entered Into a
Memorandum of Understanding on safety
and health matters which provides for a Re-
search Program to investigate in part the
safety and health of coke oven workers. Epl-
demiclogical and other scientific studies can
result from this memorandum. Under the
Minority Report rationale, one would have
to conclude that NIOSH may not operate
at all since it, too, would be involved in “la-
bor relations™ matters.

The Clairton Agreement, which has been
the subject of discussion in these proceed-
ings, sets forth detalled provisions with re-
spect to adequate staffing, engineering con-
trols and work practices. It is a “labor rela-
tions” agreement. Yet, the companies would
not dare argue that the Secretary is preclud-
ed from adopting a specification standard on
this basis. Indeed, U.S. Steel supports a speci-
cification standard and the industry members
of the Advisory Committee proposed one in
their so-called Minority Report.

Finally, Republic Steel admitted during the
hearings that matters such as adequate
shower facilities and lunchrooms were local
issues between the Union and the Company
and were matters over which the Union
could strike (Tr. 4867-8). OSHA will certain-
1y not decline to regulate in this area on the
basis that “labor relations"” are involved.

Thus, the mere fact that rate retention is
a subject of collective bargaining does not
in any way detract from the concurrent au-
thority of the Secretary in this area.

2. Coverage by varlous benefit provisions

A number of companies have Indicated
that the Secretary should not be-too con-
cerned about rate retention since various
contractual protections exist for employees
removed from the job. Listed as possibilities
are pensions, workmen’'s compensation, sup-
plemental unemployment benefits and an
earnings protection program (AISI Pre-
Hearing Brief, p. 32). The companies appar-
ently concede that none of these provisions
provides full protection. Indeed, in a sense,
it is outrageous for AISI to make such an
argument since a number of their member
companies have invested so heavily in attor-
ney’s fees to fight workmen’s compensation
cases. If the AISI's statement is meant as a
joint commitment on the part of the steel
companies that the earnings protection pro-
gram applies In these situations, it will cer-
tainly be news to the many coke oven work-
ers who are, as the record indicates, now be-
ing paid at job class 2 and not at some per-
centage of a higher rate.

None of these programs, valuable as they
are, detracts from the fact that removal from
the job involves loss of earnings or loss of
a job entirely and none of it detracts from
the testimony of the Union witnesses quoted
above to the éffect that employees fear this
loss and accordingly are reluctant to take
medical examinations.

3. Disincentive To Remove Employees From
the job

The “disincentive” argument is interest-
ing. We recognize that employers would pre-
fer not to remove employees from the work-
place if it will cost them money.® On the
other side of the ledger, we. suspect that
employers will try to remove employees they
do not like if they feel they can get away
with it by using the proposed mandatory
removal sectlon as a shield.
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It is for these reasons that the Coke Oven
Advisory Committee suggested that both the
decision to remove an employee and the
decision not to remove an employee be sub-
ject to review in certain limited situations.
Essentially the method of review is through
the selectlon of an Independent physician
by the company and employee physicians.

The peculiar circumstances of the steel
industry bargaining relationship with the
Steelworkers makes such an approach totally
appropriate. A

The Steel Companies and the Steelworkers
have long had a practice of resolving various
types of medical disputes through the inter-
vention of a neutral physician’ The use
of such neutral physicians cancels out any
disincentive to remove the employee. If the
Company falls to remove an employee who
should be removed, the neutral physician
will accomplish the removal.

D. Advisory Committee Recommendation

The Advisory Committee gave this matter
very ‘careful consideration and advanced a
fairly sophisticated proposal which we will
briefly describe. The provisions is entitled
“Miscellaneous Provisilons Dealing With
Medical Surveillance™ and it requires every
employer to make a determination, on the
basis of its physiclan's written opinion,
whether the employee's health *“or func-
tional capacity would be materially impaired
by continued exposure to coke oven emis-
sions.” Thus far, the proposal is essentially
the same as the proposed Standard. At this
point, however, the deviations begin.

Under the Advisory Committee's recom-
mendation, in order to protect against arbi-
trary employer decisions on this subject, a
written opinion from the physician is re-
quired which must include a summary of all
relevant tests that were relied upon by the
physician and specific reasons supporting the
determination. The employee and the em-
ployee's physician is supplied with a copy.
The employee may challenge the company’s
written opinion If his own physician dis-
agrees and says so In writing. The employee
needs the written opinion of a physician to
effect a challenge. The challenge of the em-
ployee’s physician may be to the finding of
material impairment of health or to the
finding of no material impairment of health.
In either event, if disagreement between the
two physiclans persists, they shall jointly
select a third neutral physician whose de-
cision shall be binding on the company and
the employee. In the event the result is re-
moval of the employee from the job, pro-
vislon is made that such removal shall not
result in loss of earning or senlority status.

There are a number of advantages to
this approach. First, it provides for dispute
settlement through a mechanism famillar to
the company and the union.®® Second, it
should eliminate most of the enforcement
difficulties OSHA would otherwise be faced
with without such a dispute settlement
mechanism. Note, for example, that even un-
der the proposed Standard, there would pre-
sumably be access to OSHA by employees who
felt that they were arbitrarily removed from
the Job by virtue of the OSHA Regulation.
Third, and most important, such a procedure
would encourage full employee participation
and cooperation in the medical examination
pragra.m)"

Glven these advantages and given the so-
phisticated nature of the relationship be-
tween the parties and the extensive record
developed on the subject, it is difficult to
understand why OSHA does not promulgate
such a provision. If OSHA feels that such a
provision is unlawful, it should say so clearly
and unequivocally so that the matter may be
tested in court. It should not rely upon hazy
concepts of *“discretion.” The observations of
Dr. Bingham during the Secretary’s hearin
are particularly apt: .

“Mr. ENcLIsH. Thank you, Dr. Bingham.

“Another proposal or recommendation of
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the Advisory Committee dealt with the ques-
tion of the treatment of employees who's
health would be impaired by the continued
working on the coke oven battery.

“The Advisory Committee made a recom-
mendation that such individuals be removed
with no loss of earnings or seniority.

“I wonder if you might indicate your pres-
ent views on that subject. I believe you voted
in favor of it.

“Dr. BincEAM. I think this has really very
large ramifications in terms of the whole
Occupational Safety and Health Act.

“My own view is, and it 1s my own view,
but I belleve it was shared by many people
on the Advisory Committee, the spirit of the
Occupational Safety and Health Act is to
truly protect the health of the worker.

“I have been indoctrinated with the point
of view that it is impossible to have a com-
prehensive health program in an industry
without providing for physical examinations
and surveillance of the workers.

“If a worker Is afrald to take a physical
examination, if he is afraid to find out that
something is wrong with him, then the pur-
pose of the Act is negated.

“I have heard it sald that there is a ques-
tion about the legality of this. If there is
a legal question I think we should put some-
thing like this on the books and have it
tested in court. If we have to go back and
make the Act specifie, we should do so.

“It is to me an impossible situation for
a worker to be afraid to take a physical exam-
ination because he is going to lose the job
that he uses to feed his family. It is unbe-
lievable.” (Tr. 1092-3) (emphasis added).

. E. Summary of part VIII

President Abel observed In his statement
which was submitted on December 15, 1975:

“But even if we clean up coke ovens very
quickly, we will still be left with living
martyrs to the industrial process. Many of
these martyrs are still working on coke oven
batteries and should not be there. Their
already impaired health is further injured
every day they work in jobs which expose
them to more coke oven emissions. OSHA
should protect them by providing for their
removal from the coke oven jobs with rate
retention” (Tr. 2662-3).

OSHA is faced with a very important de-
cision in this area. In effect, it must fish
or cut balt—Issue the type of Regulation
proposed by the Advisory Committee or ad-
mit to itself and the labor management
community which watches its actions that
has no intention of ever acting on this area.

If it declines to follow the Advisory Com-
mittee approach, OSHA must realize that In
s0 doing, it is writing off any chance for a
meaningful medical survelllance program.
In the Steel Industry, coke workers are
sophisticated and they communicate well
with each other. The word will spread
quickly: “Don't take the OSHA medical
exam. You may lose your job.” Regardless
of the “selling job" which is attempted
(Tr. 1851), workers will know that the con-
sequences of their taking the medical ex-
amination may be loss of their job or loss
of earnings. Many of them, undoubtedly
those who need the medical examination the
most, will decide that it is more important
to support their families than take care
of their health,

Moreover, OSHA must recognize the full
Ilmpact of such a proposal from a moral
point of view. As Dr. Lloyd observed, “I am
terribly concerned about this particular
problem. I do not think we have galned
for the workers if we go in and say, ‘there
is a cancer hazard here and we are going
to protect you and put you out of work.' I
do not think we have done anything for
him,” 120

This Regulation is being written in the
context of an election campaign. One of
the themes of many of the candidates which
has caught fire is-a concern that the govern-
ment in Washington has lost touch with
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the people and that government regulations
are burdensome and counter-productive.
“Middle America” is not concerned about
alleged over-regulation of industry. Middle
Americans are concerned that new regu-
lations will affect their jobs. Regulations
such as this one “protect the worker” by
adversely affecting his paycheck.

Instead of punishing sick workers, OSHA
should efifectuate one of the purposes of the
Act—encouraging medical exams—by insur-
ing that workers will not be penalized for
taking such exams.

FOOTNOTES

7 Even the Councll on Wage and Price
Stability is not this callous. In answer to a
question with respect to its suggestion that
all employees be removed after five years, the
Council indicated that it felt that rate re-
tention or a buyout bonus of some kind
would be needed (Tr. 4531).

1% Indeed, the Advisory Committee’'s rec-
ommendation for rate retention was included
in the Medical Surveillance portion of that
Committee’'s recommendation.

08 “It is estimated that every 20 minutes a
new and potentially toxic chemiecal is intro-
duced into industry. New processes and new
sources of indusfry present occupational
health problems of unprecedented complex-
ity.” (Senator Willlams during November 186,
1970 debate on Occupational Safety & Health
Act.) See also statement of Assistant Secre-
tary of Labor, Corn, before the House Sub-
committee on Government Operations on
Toxic Substances, May 12, 1975.

usIndeed, as we discuss in Part IX below,
the Secretary is urged to Include sputum
cytology and urinary cytology in the medical
surveillance section because of the early de-
tection advantages they afford in relation to
more conventional but belated detection de-
vices such as x-rays.

i Even if the Secretary had the power to
mandate medical examinations, employees
forced to take them against their will and
fearful that their job status might be jeop-
ardized are likely to be uncooperative in the
examination process. This lack of coopera-
tion could take varlous forms, including at-
tempts fo supply sputum and urine samples
of other persons.

n21t may be argued that the Becretary
need not go to these lengths to encourage the
taking of medical examinations because some
companies “mandate” such examinations to-
day. There are numerous responses to such a
rationalé. First, there is no evidence that all
companies do. Indeed it is Interesting that
no company in its objections to removal with-
out penalty has asserted that it has a legal
right to require such periodic examinations.
Further, to the extent that such a program
is “mandatory,” there is no indication that
disciplinary action has ever occurred if an
employee refused to take the exam. Rather,
what exists is a feeling on the part of some
workers that the exams must be taken. OSHA
must recognize, however, that if it mandates
removal from the job and does not protect
against loss of earnings, this Union, at all
levels, will do everything within its power to
make sure that its members are advised of
the potential consequences of taking such
examination. While we belleve strongly that
employees should take medical examinations
because of the early detectlon value they
offer, we also believe we must insure that
our members make such decisions on the
basis of all of the facts.

"1 The fact that OSHA requires those em-
ployees who refuse to take the medical ex-
amination to sign a statement indicating that
they have been informed of the purpose and
scope of the medical examination will not en-
courage any further utilization of the medi-
cal examination program. Such statements
will not have any effect in deflecting the in-
tense kinds of fear described by the Union
witnesses above. On the other hand, if the
statement informs the employee that he will
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not lose earnings as a result of taking the
exam, fewer workers will sign the refusal
statement and more will take the exam.

14 We shall pass over any detalled discus-
slon of other legal bases for the Secretary's
authority to establish removal without pen-
alty. We will simply list a few of them.

First, if the Secretary has, as he asserts
he has, the authority to mandate an employ=-
ee’s removal from a particular job, by parity
of reasoning, he must have the authority to
protect that employee from any adverse em-
ployment effects resulting from the removal
he mandated.

Second, employees have the right, pursu-
ant to Bection 6(b)7 to take the medical ex-
aminations made available to them pursu-
ant to the Secretary’'s exercise of his author-
ity under that section. Any removal of an
employee from & job because of his exercise
of that right with a resultant loss of job or
earnings is itself discrimination pursuant to
Sectlon 11(¢) (1) of the Act.

us Ex. 61-A, Sec. 14. The language in the
U.5. Steel Agreement is similar to the lan-
guage contained in the other agreements
with the other steel companies who are, of
course, the other major coke producers.

us The “disincentive” argument is an im-
plicit recognition that company physicians
who are required to make the critical eval-
uations of every employee’s health under the
proposed Regulation will be susceptible to
pressure from their employer. In light of this
pressure, it seems difficult to justify grant-
ing company physiclans broad discretion on
what medical examinations should be uti-
lized. (See discussion in Part IX below.)

u7 See, for example, Dr. Halen’s comment in
the Advisory Committee proceedings on May
21, 1975 that it exists in steel in the pension
area, as well as discussion between Dr. Halen
and Director Odorcich at the same session
(Advisory Committee Transcript, May 21,
1975, p. 323—4). On a more general scale,
every student of labor law knows that the
importance of the arbitral process in labor
relations was clearly established by the Su-
preme Court in a series of three cases called
the “Steelworkers Trilogy.” Steeelworkers v.
American Manufacturing Co., 363 U.S, 564
(1960); Steelworkers v. Enterprise Wheel &
Car, 363 U.S. 593 (1960); Steelworkers v.
Warrior & Gulf Navigation Co., 363 U.S. 574
(1960).

15 See footnote 117 above. The same dis-
pute settlement would be available to an
employee who is not represented by a union
or who 1is represented by a union other than
the Steelworkers. The other principal union
representing coke oven employees, the Oil,
Chemical and Atomic Workers, has already
volced its support for the Advisory Commit=
tee approach on this subject (Tr. 613-5).

119 The Advisory Committee approach would
not entail any significant cost to the com-
panies. It is, of course, impossible to tell
precisely how many coke oven employees
would be immediately affected by it. Pre-
sumably, that number would be greater in
the first few years and would lessen there-
after. As the companies have noted, there
are benefit systems which exist and currently
provide partial protection in this area. In-
deed, one such program is contained in the
Consent Decree entered into between federal
clivil rights agencies, the Union and the Steel
Industry, United States v. Allegheny-Lud-
lum Indus., Inc., 8 FEP Cases 198 (N.D. Ala.,
1974). Under the Consent Decree, job op-
portunities have been broadened and all em-
ployees, black and white, male and female,
enjoy some measure of rate retention upon
transfer from one seniority unit to another.
Finally, it should be noted that coke plants
are normally associated with large steel mills
and accordingly job openings should be more
frequent than they might be in some plants
covered by OSHA regulations.

1% Proceedingof Advisory Committee, May
21, 1975, p. 328.
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AUTO EMISSION TEST CORRECTED

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the ReEcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, California
Governor Brown has contacted Members
of the House with a paper that is both
misleading and erroneous regarding au-
tomobile emission tests recently conduct-
ed in his State on a prototype car.

At this point in the REcorp, I submit
my response on the matter which I have
shared with my colleagues. If is impor-
tant the record on those emission tests
be set straight prior to action on the
pending Clean Air Act Amendments of
1976, H.R. 10498.

The Dingell response follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HouSE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., July 23, 1976.

AvuTo EMISSIONS

DeArR CoOLLEAGUE: I am sure that each of
you has received a letter from Governor Jerry
Brown of California touting the 1977 four-
cylinder test Volvo which allegedly met Fed-
eral statutory standards with its three-way
catalyst emission control system. Based on
some very erroneous conclusions from one
set of vehicle tests, Governor Brown would
have us vote into law even more stringent
standards than are currently In the House
bill,

As you know, Representative Jim Broyhill
and myself will be offering an amendment
to the Clean Air Act Amendment, H.R. 10498,
which balances the needs of fuel economy
and cost to the consumer with the continued
improvement in air quality resulting from
replacement of older, dirtier cars. There is
nothing in the Voivo test development which
compels any change in our Dingell-Broyhill
(Train) auto emission control amendment.

The arguments advanced by Governor
Brown in his July 6th letter are contradicted
by the data itself. For example:

1. The four-cylinder Volvo could not have
passed the EPA’s Federal test regiurements
for the 1978 statutory standards. The final
numbers levels of NOx on the durability car,
for instance, did not fall within the limits
of 0.4 gpm, grams per mile). The car went
0.4 NOx gpm on five of the 5,000 mile tests
required of a durability car. The NOx num-
ber reported in Governor Brown's letter is a
calculation extrapolated from cars measured
at only 4,000 miles. In addition, the durabil-
ity car went above 3.4 gpm CO on the Federal
statutory level on at least five occasions,
according to Volvo test lab data.

2. The jfuel economy gain of 10 percent
that the Governor claims was achieved by
Volvo, is exaggerated in its inference. Actual-
1y, such gain was in eomparison to a 1976
Volvo without a catalyst of any kind. The
addition of an oxygen catalyst in 1975 and
1976 brought even more dramatic fuel
economies to domestic cars. Volvo's 22 miles
per gallon noted by the Governor (actually,
according to the California Air Resources
Board “fact sheet,” only 21.6 mpg) in 1977
is exceeded by a number of comparable
domestic 1976 automobiles. Volvo’s gain was
simply a catchup to where they could have
been a year earlier.

3. The CARB conclusion that rhodium sup-
plies are adequate is based on using catalyst
compositions guite different from that in
the Volvo catalyst. CARB is banking on meet-
ing the durability requirements with much
lighter loadings of rhodium. The basic fact
in the case is that three-way catalyst dura-
bility at this time seems to be a function
of the loading of rhodium, i.e., heavier load-
ings give adequate durability. Rhodium sup-
plies are very limited. One of the two prin-
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cipal rhodium suppliers had told CARB that
it would be capable of supplying rhodium for
heavier loadings during the initial stages
of its use, “but thereafter the ratio will have
to revert to the mine ration.” Mine ratio
of rhodium to platinum is approximately
1 to 18; the Volvo catalyst loading is in the
range of 1 to 5, or almost four times heavier.

4. While development work in the industry,
both forelgn and domestic, goes forward on
carburetors, the test Volvo which meets the
1977 California standards uses fuel injection,
an admitted expensive and highly sophisti-
cated system. It is in fact a system that
many automakers have not added to their
engine fleets due to the extremely high cost
which would have to be borne by the con-
sumers. It also is a system upon which there

has been only limited field testing and is not -

technically ready or practicable for mass
production at this time. Also, contrary to the
CARB “fact sheet,” it flies in the face of
reason to assume at this time that expensive
hardware will not be required to make three-
way catalyst systems work. The Volvo's base
price alone is $6,500.

I am concerned at the misleading infor-
mation contained in the CARB ‘‘fact sheet.”
The comparison of a four-cylinder Volvo with
an “average” car in Governor Brown's CARB
“fact sheet,” is obviously intended only to be
misleading. A comparison with four-cylinder
cars would have shown how speclous is the
fuel economy comparison.

The *“fact sheet” assumes a number of
engineering developments which, while
being actively pursued by both foreign and
domestic manufacturers, have yet to be
proven, Legislation based on engineering-by-
hypothesis involves great risk of unemploy-
ment and economic dislocation whenever the
hypothesis fails.

In sum, Governor Brown's arguments are
not persuasive. I am attaching a July, 1976
article from Ward’s Auto World, “Volvo Cali-
fornia Coup Put Into Context” by Douglas
Williams, which does much to illuminate the
issue, I think you will find it interesting
reading.

Once again, in closing, let me urge your
support for the balanced environmental, en-
ergy conservation and consumer oriented
Dingell-Broyhill (Train) amendment which
will be offered on the House Floor probably
within the next week or so,

Sincerely yours,
JoHN D. DINGELL,
Member of Congress.
Enclosures.

[From Ward’s Auto World, July 1976]
Vorvo's CaLrrorNIA CouP Pur INTo CONTEXT

(Quinn wanted to use us as a political tool
to pressure Congress on Federal stand-
ards.)

(By Douglas Williams)

For four days In June, the California Alr
Resources Board (CARB) grabbed the world’s
attention by announcing that a 1977 Volvo
had come through California’s rigid emis-
slon testing practically free of air pollution.

The thrust of the message, timed for de-
livery on the Saturday that began Memorial
Day weekend and on the eve of new
Congressional hearings In Washington cov-
ering the controversial 1978 federal emission
standards, was this: A foreign automaker
apparently had snatched the lead and ac-
complished what U.S. automakers had sald
was Impossible.

The Implication was that i{f Volvo, a
strangely reluctant participant in the Cali-
fornia affair, could do it, why not everyone
else?

The official word, broadcast and published
widely over the weekend, was that Volvo had
made a “startling new breakthrough” in re-
ducing emisslons to meet California’s 1977
standards. Simultaneously the Swedish auto-
maker had cut emissions to below the ‘78
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federal levels—those coming under full-dress
review in Washington the following week—
and for good measure the system raised fuel
economy by 109%.

In a flaming blaze of rhetoric, CARB Chalir-
man A. Thomas Quinn termed the Volvo ad-
vance “the most significant breakthrough
ever achieved” in cleaning up automotive
emissions.

Was his timing a bold attempt to infiuence
Washington? Volvo thinks go. “Quinn wanted
to use us as a political tool to pressure Con-
gress from easing off on the federal stand-
ards,” says a Volvo spokesman. “We don't
align ourselves with Mr. Quinn at all.” Indeed,
Volvo continues to side with the rest of the
industry in seeking less stringent 1978 federal
standards “until adequate scientific data has
been compiled."”

That’s because Volvo, while obviously de-
lighted with its California gold-strike, fully
knows that its accomplishment loses some
of its luster when it's put into logical per-
spective—an exercise Mr, Quinn chose to
ignore.

In a style reminiscent of Ralph Nader’s,
weekend broadsides of the late 10960s.
Mr. Quinn nevertheless got his publicity mile-
age. By the following . . . a yeteran backer
of stringent emissions standards, was saying
that "“if Volvo can do it now (for Califor-
nia's 1977 standards), Detroit should be able
to do it by then (1978 federal standards).”

When the dust settled later in the week,
Volvo’s breakthrough began to look less and
less startling, and the implications of its
technology less and less immediately mean-
ingful to U.S. automakers. Here's why:

Only one engine—a 4-cylinder powerplant
in the Volvo 240 series—met Callfornia’s 77
standards. In contrast, “we have dozens of
engine and transmission combinations to
worry about,” says Howard P. Freers, chief
powertrain and chassis engineer at Ford
Motor Co.

The Volvo engine that scored the break-
through is equipped with “constant fuel in-
jection,” an expensive apparatus that can
be blended into higher priced, low-income
(10,000-a-year sales) cars such as the $6,300-
#7,500 range of Volvo 240 cars in question,
but would add dearly to, say, a $3,000 Ford
Pinto—from $300 to $400.

Key to the Volvo system is a three-way
catalytic converter designed by Engelhard

' Industries Inc. in which the platinum and

paladium used to speed chemical change in
carbon monoxide (CO) and hydrocarbons
(HC) areg supplemented with rhodium to do
the same things for oxides of nitrogen (NOx).
Combined with a “black box" and an oxygen
sensor at the manifold to regulate the air/
fuel mixture in the fuel injection system,
the device in 50,000 miles of testing kept the
4-cylinder Volvo emissions down to .2 grams
per mile (gpm) HC, 2.8 gpm CO and .17 gpm
NOx—all well within the '77 California and
'"78 federal standards., But here’s the catch:
rhodium, a by-product of platinum, is rare.
Ford's Mr. Freers estimates the platinum/
rhodium ratio “in nature" is 19-to-1; in ex-
tracting rhodium for refining, that ratio
drops to 3-to-1 or 5-to-1, he calculates. Gen-
eral Motors Corp. says there are not enough
known rhodium reserves to produce one
year's supply for GM cars if GM were to
switch to rhodium catalysts. And another
Detroit source emphasizes that even if all
automakers adopted fuel injection systems,
it would take several years to meet the de-
mand.

The California 50,000-mile test uses aver=-
age emissions over the full run. Thus, at
times the engine can spew out pollutants
above the average levels and that's exactly
what happened in several instances during
the California tests, Volvo confirms. Federal
law doesn’t permit averaging, allowable emis-
slons aren't to exceed the standards at any
time over 50,000 miles.

Finally, the Volvo system requires chang-
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ing the oxygen sensor in the exhaust system
every 15,000 miles at a cost approximating
$20. Detroit’s automakers are reluctant to
put that burden on car owners, just as
they've so cautlously—and rather respon-
sibly—avoided asking for an owner mainte-
nance change of the converter at 25,000 miles.
The reasoning is that few motorists are likely
to be happy about laying out dollars for
maintenance that demonstrably does noth-
ing to make the car run better.

Thus Volvo’s achievement—and Detroit
admits it is indeed significant—Iloses some-
thing when all of the qualifiers are put into
context.

The three-way converters have been talked
about in the auto industry for at least five
years. Added to the low level of production
Volvo is planning, the hardware—while pro-
ducing admittedly striking emissions num-
bers—looks more like a logical next step than
a “startling breakthrough."

The Quinn announcement even took the
EPA by surprise, not the least of which was a
statement by the Californian that the federal
agency was suppressing its testing data.

Eric O. Stork, EPA deputy administrator
and top auto regulator, says Mr. Quinn's
charge that the EPA was holding back in-
formation about the Volvo engine is “un-
adulterated garbage . . . unadulterated hog-
wash.

“I respond with some degree of outrage. I
never have and never will suppress data,”
he says.

“Prior to public announcement of (the
new model) such information is a trade se-
cret,” Mr. Stork says. “We are not free to
reveal Volvo's plans. In this case It was a
pretty open secret,” he adds.

Further, there are some guestions about
possible hydrogen cyanide emissions from the
three-way catalyst. The EPA wanted to be
sure there were not any health problems
connected with such unregulated pollutants
before accepting the engine.

Mr. Stork says EPA has “argued all along
the (three-way catalytic) converter has
significant potential. Volvo's achievement is
not unexpected. We are delighted. Never-
theless, industry-wide adoption cannot be
accomplished in the next couple of years.”

Asked about the relationship between the
EPA and CARB, Mr. Stork observes: “I think
basically we have a good collegial relation-
ship with the CARB insofar as technical
matters go. But it's quite clear that the EPA
operates in a different political and soclo-
logical atmosphere.” CARB is “not con-
strained” by the federal administrative pro-
cedures act—a very formal and deliberate
rule-making process, he says. While Mr,
Stork Is “not intimately familiar” with the
laws concerning the CARB, it's clear the Call-
fornia agency has “far greater legal freedom
than the EPA has."

As the facts behind the CARB pronounce-
ment became increasingly visible, the original
announcement looked substantially over-
blown indeed.

Perhaps the best way to consider the af-
fair is this: a shining example of gov-
ernment/automotive/air pollution decision-
making as drama.

Central actor in the play is Tom Quinn,
the 32-year-old son of a former Los Angeles
deputy mayor, one time news reporter, and
campaign manager for Jerry Brown in his
successful runs for secretary of the state and
governor of California.

Named to head CARE in January 1975, Mr.
Quinn is almost an exact opposite of the man
he replaced: Dr. A. J. Haagen-Smit, While
Mr. Quinn is abrasive, hard-charging and
willing to bend facts for political hay—con-
sider the case in point—Dr. Haagen-Smit, in
his middle 70s, is witty, polite, and takes a
self-effacing stance.

Dr. Haagen-S8mit was, and remains, a tech-
nical expert—he was the man who first
tagged the auto for its role in photochemical
smog more than two decades back—while Mr.
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Quinn has a minimal technical background.
But in the words of one auto executive:
“Our engineers don't try to kid him."
Apparently Mr. Quinn has no qualms about
kidding the public, however.

[From the San Diego Union, May 9, 1976]
Car DEALERS HEAR PROGRESS REPORT—CALIFOR=-

NiA WINNING BATTLE oN AvuTo SMmoG, OF-
FICIAL SAYS

(By Dick Applegate)

We are winning the battle against automo-

tive-caused alr pollution but the trend is
not in the right direction with respect to sta-
tionary sources, according to Tom Quinn,
California’s Air Resources Board chairman.

Speaking to new car dealers at the recent
spring business conference of the Motor Car
Dealers Assoclation of Southern California
(MCDASC) in Palm Desert, Quinn called it
an outrage that the Southern California Air
Pollution Control District has failed to en-
force certain air pollution regulations against
oil companies, adding, “while San Diego en-
forces its air pollution laws, the air pollution
control district in Los Angeles doesn't bother.

“The total pollution load in the Los An-
geles Basin in 1980 will be close to what it is
now,” he said, “with cars contributing to
about half. We expect that by 1985, autos
will be about 30—40 per cent of the problem.”

Cars now cause only 32 per cent of the
smog in the San Diego area, according to a
report from the San Diego Air Quality Plan-
ning Team.

Last year, Quinn was a great concern to
car dealers who worried about how his deci-
sions would affect car sales. This year, the
MCDASC endorsed him. Their president,
Theodore Robins, Jr., told his fellow dealers,
“We are now able to take a more positive ap-
proach. We have a product that not only are
we selling today, but in this coming year . ..
a much better car In the area of fuel econ-
omy and a much cleaner car alr-wise.”

John Cooper, recent past president, sald
that the ARB did not back off its avowed in-
tent to maintain higher standards than the
rest of the country for 1977, but “what was
achieved was a successful compromise by a
change In testing procedures and by working
harmoniously with the manufacturers to as-
sist them in meeting the standards on an
average car basis.

“It took a lot of know-how on Tom

' Quinn's—and the ARB staff’s—part, to satis-

fy their own charter for clean air in Califor-
nia and at the same time, meet the economic
realities as the situation dictated.”

The United Auto Workers also endorsed
Quinn. Virgil Collins, UAW representative for
eight western states, said, “We’'d like to state
categorically that Mr. Quinn and the ARB
have been able to arrive at a satisfactory
solution that all of us can live with.”

Quinn, soft-spoken and guick to smile, an-
nounced a goal that the state and its ARB
share with the dealers, manufacturers, and
United Auto Workers, “and that is to have
more cars sold. There’s no doubt that if peo-
ple go out and buy new cars, we are going
to go a long way towards cleaning up the
air in California and get those old clunkers
off the road. I think we have all learned that
retrofitting programs are not effective.”

He added that the 1977 cars will be sub-
stantially cleaner than the 1976 models, say-
ing, “We're going to be achieving cleaner cars
and they'll also be the best cars Sold in Cali-
fornia, with drivability and fuel economy.
Fuel economy on a weight-to-weight basis,
will be better than precontrolled cars, so it
indicates the manufacturers are substantially
ifmproving their systems and are coming out
with first-rate vehicles.”

Quinn ackowledged that the cost of emis-
sion control equipment for the '77 California
models will mean, for some auto manufac-
turers, price increases averaging around $50.
However, General Motors says their cost will
only increase approximately §5.
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Regarding the fuel economy disparity be-
tween California cars and those in the other
49 states, Quinn admitted that there is close
to a 10 per cent penalty in this state, but
added that next year, that penalty will be
less than half of what it 1s now.

“Our tests from all manufacturers indicate
a fuel economy disparity of about 3 per cent
(for 1977 cars) so the gap is narrowing,"” said
Quinn. “The 1977 California cars will have
fuel economy better than the 1976 federal
cars despite substantially toughe: standards
in California.”

General Motors has disputed that state-
ment. Gary Dickinson, GM’s assistant direc-
tor of automotive emission control, told us
that thelr '77 models will average a 12 per
cent penalty in fuel economy over their 1877
cars sold in the other 49 states.

“We have achieved about a two to three
miles per gallon gain in our '77 models be-
cause they are ‘down-sized’ cars,” Dickinson
sald. “We would have had a 10 per cent gain,
federally, in fuel economy due to welght re-
ductions, but 5 per cent of that was lost due
to tighter federal controls on oxides of nitro-
gen (NOX).”

Asked if it was in California car owners'
best interest to go from a 94 to a 97 percent
control of emissions, with the attendant in-
crease in the use of fuel In this state com-
pared to the 49 states, Quinn replied, “There
is no single step you can pick in the air-pol-
lution field that's golng to clean up air pol-
lution in the L.A. Basin and parts of the Bay
area.”

“If you want to get rid of smog, there are
several things you have to do: (1) You have
to take all cars off the road (2) Shut down
all of your power generation, (3) Shut down
all the oil refineries. But nobody in sound
mind is going to advocate any of these steps.
So what you're looking at is a lot of small
individual steps and we have to compare one
step against the other to decide which to
take.

“We use the standard measure of cost ef-
fectiveness based on the cost-per-pound-
control. We compare, for example, action we
might take in regard to a stationary source
and determine how much it will cost to con-
trol one pound of hydrocarbons, one pound
of NOX, compared to vehicle strategy. On
that basis, the 1977 standards will cost us be-
tween T0 to T7 cents-a-pound-control (hy-
drocarbons plus NOX).”

““Most of the other control strategies we've
had in the past cost substantially more than
that. 1974 standards cost well over $1.50 per-
pound-control, and the "756 standards about
$1.756 per-pound-control. 1977 standards are
more cost effective than any we've had for a
long time . . . more so than any major pro-
gram we have left.

“The fact 1s, we're golng to have half as
many hydrocarbons from "7 cars as from '76
cars. That’s certainly going to make a major
difference in terms of L.A. smog.

COULD HAVE WAITED?

*“Could we have waited to 19787 That's al-
ways a question of judgment. It was our
Judgment that technology was available to
make the cars cleaner in 1977 at very minimal
cost with a minor fuel penalty, if any, and
with better drivabllity and fuel efficiency
than 1976 cars. Test results now are showing
that judgment to be correct.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

(Mr. MIKVA asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, I was ab-
sent from the floor of the House for a
short time on Thursday, July 22, 1976,
while I was attending a meeting. As a re-
sult, I was not present for the vote on




July 26, 1976

rollcall 536, the rule providing for con-
sideration of H.R. 13777, the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of
1976. Had I been present, I would have
voted “aye” on rollcall 536.

Due to a delay in my scheduled flight
from Chicago this morning, I was not
present for the vote on the Smith sub-
stitute to H.R. 7743, the Pennsylvania
Avenue Development Act and the vote on
final passage of the bill. Had I been pres-
ent, I would have voted “nay” on the
Smith substitute and “yea” on final
passage.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence
was granted to:

Mr. Pepper (at the request of Mr.
O'NemL), for today, on account of illness
in the family.

Mr. HeELsToskI (at the request of Mr.
O’'Ne1LL), for an indefinite period, on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. JEFForps (at the request of Mr.
RHODES), for today from 12 o'clock noon
to 4 p.m., on account of medical reasons.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HypE), to revise and extend
their remarks, and to include extraneous
matter:)

Mrs. Heckrer of Massachusetts, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. Younc of Alaska, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. Heinz, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Szmon) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. ANNuNzIo, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. Jorpaw, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Reuss, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Dices, for 5 minutes, today. '

Mr. KasTENMEIER, for 10 minutes,
today. !

Mr. CorTeR, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. VanIk, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. BexiTEZ, for 15 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unahimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. Gavpos, and to include extraneous
matter, notwithstanding the fact that it
exceeds two pages of the Recorp and is
estimated by the Public Printer to cost
$1,001.

Mr. DINGELL, to extend his remarks in
the REecorp notwithstanding the fact
that it exceeds two pages of the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp and is estimated by
the Public Printer to cost $644.

Mr. RowncaLro, and to include extrane-
ous matter, on H.R. 7743 in the Com-
mittee of the Whole today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Hype) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)
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McCLOSKEY.

SARASIN.

ARrcHER in two instances.
FinpLEY in three instances.

pU PONT.

LAGOMARSING.

Younc of Alaska.

CoLrins of Texas in two instances.
TALCOTT.

Mr. DErwINSKI in two instances.

Mr. MicHEL in four instances.

Mr. BELL.

(The following Members (at the re-
guest of Mr. Smmon) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. BrownN of California in 10 in-
stances.

Mr. ANNUNZIO in six instances.

Mr. GonNzaLEZ in three instances.

Mr. AnpErsoN of California in three
instances.

Mr. DrINAN in three instances.

Mr. BOWEN.

Mr. NEAL.

Mr. GAYDOS.

Mr. TEAGUE in two instances.

Mr. DiGGs.

Mr. SYMINGTON.

Mr. DinceLL in three instances.

Mr. EILBERG.

Mr. BONKER.

Mr. MaAGUIRE in two instances.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee in five in-
stances. >

Mr. RocErs in five instances.

Mr. RANGEL.

Mr. McDownarp in four instances.

Mr, FITHIAN.

Mr. WEAVER.

Mr. HARRIS.

Mr. SIMON.

Mr. EDGAR.

Mr. LEGGETT in two instances.

Mr. MOAKLEY.

Mr. CONYERS.

Mr. BingHAM in 10 instances.

My, WAXMAN.

Mr. VANIK.

Mr. FaunTROY in five instances.

Mr. PrILiie BurTOoN in five instances.

Mr. NOLAN.

Mr. LEHMAN.

Mr. O'NEILL in two instances.

Mr. DowNEY of New York.

Mr. Dobpb.

Mr. MurprHY of Illinois.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

8. 405. An act to establish certain Federal
agencles, effect certaln reorganizations of the
Federal Government, and to implement cer-
taln reforms in the operation of the Federal
Government recommended by the Senate
Select Committee on Presidential Campaign
Activitles, and for other purposes, to the
Committee on the Judiclary, Rules and
Official Conduct.

S. 8369. An act to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to increase the authorizatior for
certain small business loan programs; to the
Committee on Small Business.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT
Mr. THOMPSON, from the Commit-
tee on House Administration, reported
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that that committee did on July 22, 1976
present to the President, for his approval,
bills of the House of the following title:

H.R. 11504, An act to amend section 502 of
the Merchant Marine Act, 1836;

H.R. 13308. An act to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 to extend the authority
of the Secretary of Transportation with re-
spect to war risk insurance; and

H.R. 14331. An act making appropriations
for the Department of the Interlor and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1977, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SIMON. Mr, Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn. .

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 6 o'clock and 30 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, July 27, 1976, at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

3684. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting a report on the
preliminary investigation of the causes and
extent of damage to the foundations of his-
toric structures at the San Juan National
Historic Site, Puerto Rico, pursuant to sec-
tion 403 of Public Law 93-477; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

3685. A letter from the Chairman, Indian
Claims Commission, transmitting the final
determination of the Commission in docket
Nos. 102 and 345, Papago Tribe of Arizona,
Plaintiff v. The United States of America,
Defendant, pursuant to section 21 of the In-
dian Claims Commission Act; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

3686. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Congressional Relations, trans-
mitting a copy of Presidential Determination
No. T@-1, finding that it is in the national in-
terest of the United States to sell up to 85
million of agricultural commodities to Por-
tugal under title I of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1854, as
amended, pursuant to section 103(d) (3) of
the act; to the Committee on International
Relatlons.

3687. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Congressional Relations, trans-
mitting reports on political contributions
made by Ambassadors-designate Stephen Low
and Ignacio E. Lozano, Jr., and their families,
pursuant to sectlon 6 of Public Law 93-126;
to the Committee on International Relations.

3688. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Aflairs, Department of State,
transmitting coples of international agree-
ments, other than treaties, entered into by
the United States, pursuant to section 112
(b) of Public Law 92-403; to the Committee
on International Relations.

3689. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Power Commission, transmitting a copy of a
map entitled “Major Extra High Voltage
Transmission Lines, December 31, 1875"; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

3690. A letter from the Commissioner,
Immigration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting reports
concerning visa petitions approved according
certain beneficlaries third and sixXth prefer-
ence classification, pursuant to section 204
(d) of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
4s amended [8 U.S.C. 1154(d) |; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

3691. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works), trans-
mitting the annual report covering calendar
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year 1975 on the status of cooperation agree-
ments for water resource projects, pursuant
to section 221(e) of Public Law 81-611; to the
Committee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation.

3692. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense (Installations and Logistics),
transmitting a report on Department of De-
fense procurement from small and other bus-
iness firms for July 19756 to April 1976, pur-
suant to section 10(d) of the Small Business
Act, as amended; to the Committee on Small
Business.

RECEIVED FROM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

3693. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the Department of Labor's prepara-
tion and approval of comprehensive man-
power plans under title I of the Comprehen-
sive Employment and Tralning Act of 1973;
jointly, to the Committees on Government
Operations, and Education and Labor.

3694. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on improvements needed to insure that
Consumer Product Safety Commission safety
requirements are followed and enforced;
Jointly, to the Committees on Government
Operations, and Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

[Pursuant to the order of the House on
July 22, 1976 the jollowing report was filed
on July 23, 1976.]

Mr. FLYNT: Committee on Standards of
Officilal Conduct. House Resolution 1421. A
resolution relative to the investigation of a
complaint against Representative RoBERT L.
F. Sixes (Rept. No. 84-1364) . Referred to the
House Calendar.

[Pursuant to the order of the House on
July 22, 1976, the following report was filed
on July 23, 1976.]

Mr. FOLEY: Committee on Agriculture.
HR. 14566. A bill to enable freestone peach
growers to finance a nationally coordinated
research and education program to improve
their competitive position and expand their
markets for peaches (Rept. No. 94-1365) . Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

[Submitted July 26, 1976]

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce. HR. 14071. A bill to
regulate interstate commerce with respect to
parimutuel wagering on horseracing, to main-
tain the stability of the horseracing indus-
try, and for other purposes; with an amend-
ment (Rept. No. 84-1366). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXIT, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred
as follows:

By Mr. BLOUIN (for himself, Mr.
BENNETT, Mr. Harris, Mr. JENRETTE,
Mr. WirTH, and Mr. FITHIAN) :

H.R. 14842. A bill to provide for the regu-
lar review of certain Federal agencies and for
the abolition of such agencies after such re-
view unless Congress specifically provides for
their continued existence; to the Committee
on Government Operations.
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By Mr,. DON H. CLAUSEN:

H.R. 14843. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for purposes of making certain grants
under the Indian Elementary and Secondary
Assistance Act, the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act of 1965 and the Adult Ed-
ucation Act; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

By Mr. ULLMAN:

H.R. 14844. A bill to revise the estate and
gift tax laws of the United States; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. EVINS of Tennessee (for him-
self, Mr. CONTE, Mr. BAFALIS, Mr. BEv-
L, Mr. CEDERBERG, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr.
CoLriNs of Texas, Mr. CoNLAN, Mr.
DeviNg, Mr. DunNcan of Tennessee,
Mr. Guyer, Mr. JorNsoN of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. Joanson of Colorado,
Mr. Eemp, Mr. Mmrer of Ohio, Mr.
MorLLoHAN, Mr. MoNTGOMERY, Mr.
MoTTL, Mr. NoLAN, Mr. SEIBERLING,
Mr. STEPHENS, Mr. THONE, Mr.
TrAXLER, Mr, Warsx, and Mr.
CHARLES WILsoN of Texas) (by re-
quest) :

H.R. 14845. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide income tax
simplification, reform, and relief for small
business; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. ICHORD:

H.R. 14846. A bill to authorize certain con-
struction at military installations and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. NIX
COUGHLIN) :

H.R. 14847, A bill to provide for the is-
suance of a commemorative postage stamp
in honor of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice.

(for himself and Mr.

By Mr. REUSS:

H.R. 14848. A bill to amend section 14(b)
of the Federal Reserve Act, as amended, to
extend for 5 years the authority of Federal
Reserve banks to purchase U.S. obligations
directly from the Treasury; to the Commit-
tee on Banking, Currency and Housing.

By Mr. THOMPSON:

H.R. 14849. A bill to require an employer
which assumes the ownership or operation
of a business to honor the terms and con-
ditions of a collective bargaining contract;
to the Committee on Education and Labor,

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H.R. 14850. A bill to amend the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act to provide for
the withdrawal of lands for the Village of
Elukwan, Alaska; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BELL (for himself and Mr. Lt~
TON) :

H.R. 14851. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to reimburse State and
local 1law enforcement agencies for assistance
provided at the request of the U.S. Becret
Service; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. CARNEY:

H.R. 14852. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide that any Federal
employee retiring with accrued sick leave
shall be entitled to elect to receive payment
for such leave (in leu of having such leave
used in determining his retirement annu-
ity); to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. ECKEHARDT:

H.R. 14853. A bill to study certain lands
for sultability for preservation as wilder-
ness; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. EASTENMEIER (for himself
and Mr. OBEY) :

H.R. 14854. A bill to provide emergency
loans and loan guarantees to farmers ad-
versely affected by major disaster or emer-
gency conditions occuring in 1976, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.
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By Mr. KEMP:

H.R. 14855. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to require the Internal
Revenue Service to audit all income tax re-
turns made by Members of Congress; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KEMP (for himself and Mr.
HYDE) :

H.R. 14856. A bill to prescribe the condi-
tions with respect to affirmative action pro-
grams required of Federal grantees and con-
tractors in complying with nondiscrimina-
tion programs, to prescribe the necessary
requirements for a finding of discrimination
in certaln actions brought on the basis of
discrimination in employment and to pre-
scribe reasonable limits on the collection of
data relating to race, color, religion, sex, or
national origin, and for other purposes;
jointly to the Committees on the Judiciary,
and Education and Labor.

By Ms. EEYS:

H.R. 14857. A bill to exempt from Federal
income taxation certain nonprofit corpora-
tions all of whose members are tax-exempt
credit unions; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. LEHMAN:

H.R. 14858. A bill to provide grants for pre-
school educational programs for migratory
children; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. MOAEKLEY (for himself and
Mr. LiTTON) :

H.R. 14859. A bill to establish within the
Eaergy Research and Development Adminis-
tration a program of Federal grants to assist
States In carrying out solar energy commu-
nity utility programs; to the Committee on
Banking, Currency and Housing.

By Mr. MOLLOHAN (for himself, Mr.
Hary of Tllinoils, and Mr. PATTERSON
of California) :

H.R. 14860. A bill to amend the Solid Waste
Disposal Act to prohibit the promulgation of
certain regulations respecting beverage con-
tainers sold, offered for sale, or distributed at
Federal facilities; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin (for
himself, and Mr. GINN) :

H.ER. 14861. A bill to provide for certain
payments to be made to local governments
by the Secretary of the Interior based upon
the amount of certain public lands within
the boundaries of the locality; jointly, to
the Committees on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, and Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mrs. SULLIVAN (for herself, Mr.
Brager, Mr. pu PoNT, Mr. DOWNING
of Virginia, Mr. MurpHY of New
York, Mr. JonEs 0f North Carolina,
Mr. Srupps, Mr. pE Luco, Mr., Emn-
BERG, Mr. AvCorn, Mr. PATTERSON Of
California, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. YoUNG
of Alaska, Mr. Bauman, Mr, EMERY,
and Mr. RUPPE) :

H.R. 14862. A bill to provide a comprehen-
sive system of liability and compensation for
oll spill damage and removal costs, and for
other purposes; jointly to the Committees on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, and Public
Works and Transportation.

By Mr, ASPIN:

H.J. Res. 1032. A resolution to authorize
and request the President to issue a proc-
lamation designating the week of October
17, 1976, as “National Credit Union Week";
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. NEDZI:

H. Con. Res. 688. A resolution authorizing
printing of the folder “The United States
Capitol” as a House Document; to the Com-~
mittee on House Administration.

By Mr. EETCHUM (for himself, Mr.
ArcHER, Mr. BoNKER, Mr. Brown of
California, Mr. BucHANAN, Ms, CHIS-
HoLM, Mr, Cornins of Texas, Mr,
CorTeER, Mr. EMERY, Mr. FAscELL, Mr.
Frowers, Mr. FreNnzeL, Mr. Frey, Mr.
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GUDE, Mr. HAGEDORN, Mr, HELSTOSKI,
Mr. Hicks, Mr, HypgE, Mr. JOERNSON
of California, Mr. EAsTEN, Mr. EEMmP,
Mr. MARTIN, Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr. Mc-
CoLLISTER, and Mr. McEINNEY) :

H. Res. 1422, A resolution to amend rule
XXII of the Rules of the House of Represent-
atives to remove the limitation on the num-
ber of Members who may introduce jointly
any bill, memorial, or resolution; to the
Committee on Rules.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

435. By the SPEAEKER: A memorial of the
Assembly of the State of New York, relative
to Fort Wadsworth, Staten Island, N.Y.; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

436. Also, a memorial of the Assembly of
the State of New York, relative to water
pollution along the shore of Long Island;
to the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation.

437. Also, a memorial of the Assembly of
the State of New York, relative to imports
of clothing items; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

PRIVATE EILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BLOUIN:

H.R. 14863. A bill for the relief of Ray-
mond W. Quillin; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. BROOKS:

H.R. 14864. A bill to authorize Senior Mas-
ter Sergeant James S. Augerl, U.8. Air Force,
retired, to accept employment with the
Government of Saudi Arabia; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

By Mr. SHRIVER:

H.R. 14865. A bill for the relief of Raymond

C. Owens; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXITI, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

525. By Mr. OTTINGER: Petition of mem-
bers of the General Foods Employees Credit
Union, White Plains, N.Y. relative to the
Credit Union Finanecial Institutions Act
Amendments of 1975; to the Committee on
Banking, Currency and Housing.

526. By the SPEAEER: Petition of the
Jamaican Overseas Council, Inc., Brooklyn,
N.Y., relative to communism in Jamaica; to
the Committee on International Relations,

527. Also, petition of Robert ¥, Barnett,
Joliet, Ill,, relative to redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 3

528. Also, petition of Robert A. Clogher,
Englewood, N.J., relative to commemorating
the signing of the Declaration of Independ-
ence; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

529. Also, petition of Robert B. Watson,
Ashland, Ky., relative to investigations of the
assassinations of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.,
and President John F, Eennedy; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as

follows:
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H.R. 11656

By Mr. HORTON:

(Amendment to the Judiciary Committee
amendment.)

rf;sge 3, strike lines 3 through 9 and in-
sert:

*(2) the term ‘meeting’ means a gather-
ing to jointly conduct or dispose of agency
business by two or more, but at least the
number of individual agency members re-
quired to take action on behalf of the agency,
but does not Include gatherings required or
permitted by subsection (d); and”

Page 3, line 17, strike the perlod and add:
“, Provided, however, That this subsection
shall not apply to any agency that is re-
sponsible for the formulation and imple-
mentation of national monetary policy or
the regulation of financial institutions ex-
cept to the extent that meetings of such
agency result in the joint conduct or dis-
position of matters set forth in the follow-
ing provisions of law: The Truth In Lend-
ing Act (82 Stat. 146, 15 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.),
as amended; the Fair Credit Reporting Act
(84 BStat. 1127, 15 U.S.C. 1881-1681t); the
Falr Credit Billing Act (88 Btat. 1511, 15
U.8.C. 1666-1666]); the Equal Credit Op-
portunity Act (88 Stat. 1521, 15 U.8.C. 1691~
1691e), as amended; the Magnuson-Moss
Warranty-Federal Trade Commission Im-
provement Act (88 Stat. 2183, 16 U.B.C. 41
et seq.): the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
of 1975 (89 Stat. 1124, 12 U.S,C. 2801 et seq.);
the Consumer Leasing Act of 19768 (90 Stat.
257, 16 U.B.C. 1667-166Te); the Fair Hous-
ing Act (B2 Stat. 81, 42 U.S.C. 36801 et seq.).”

On page 9, line 23 through page 11, line 2,
strike subsection (f)(1) and insert the fol-
lowing:

“(f) (1) For every meeting closed pursuant
to paragraphs (1) through (10) of subsec-
tion (c), the General Counsel or chief legal
officer of the agency shall publicly certify
that, in his opinion, the meeting may be
closed to the public and shall state the rele-
vant exemptive provislon. A copy of such
certification, together with a statement
from the presiding officer of the meeting set-
ting forth the date, time and place of the
meeting, the persons present, the generic
subject matter of the discussion at the meet-
ing, and the actlons taken, shall be incor-
porated into minutes retalned by the
SSEnCY."

On page 13, lines 2 and 3, strike “a tran-
script or electronic recording” and insert
“the minutes". :

On page 13, line 10, strike “transeript or
electronic recording” and insert “minutes”.

On page 15, llnes 1 and 2, strike “tran-
scripts or electronic recordings™ and insert
“minutes”.

On page 15, lines 4 and 5, strike “tran-
seripts and electronic recordings” and insert
“minutes”.

On page 15, line 13, strike “transcripts or
electronic recordings” and insert ‘minutes”.

On page 10, line 3, strike “paragraph’ and
insert “paragraphs 9(A) or” preceding “(10)".

H.R. 13550
By Mr, LEVITAS:

Page 137, line 1, insert “(1)” immediately
before “The”, and insert immediately below
line 6, the following:

“(2) Any rule or regulation preseribed
under paragraph (1) may by resolution of
either House of Congress be disapproved, in
whole or in part, If such resolution of disap-
proval is adopted not later than the end of
the first period of 60 calendar days when
Congress is in sesslon (whether or not con-
tinuous) which period begins on the date
such rule or regulation is finally adopted by
the Secretary adopting same. The Secretary
adopting such rule or regulation shall trans-

mit such rule or regulation to each House of
Congress immediately upon its final adop-

tion. Upon adoption of such a resolution of
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disapproval by either House of Congress,
such rule or regulation, or part thereof, as
the case may be, shall cease to be in effect.

“(8) Congressional inaction on or rejection
of a resolution of disapproval shall not be
deemed an expression of approval of such
rule.”

FACTUAL DESCRIPTIONS OF BILLS
AND RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED

Prepared by the Congressional Re-
search Service pursuant to clause 5(d)
of House rule X. Previous listing ap-
peared in the ConNGrEssiONAL RECORD of
July 22, 1976, page 23551:

HR. 14521. June 238, 1976. Judiclary.
Amends the Speedy Trial Act of 1974 to
exclude specified authorized periods of delay
from computation of the time limits for
commencement of criminal trials.

H.R. 14522, June 23, 1976. Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce. Directs the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to establish
a National Diabetes Advisory Board to insure
the implementation of a long range plan
to combat diabetes. Authorizes the Secretary
to make grants to sclentists who have shown
productivity in diabetes research for the
purpose of continuing such research. Au-
thorizes, under the Public Health Service
Act, the appropriation of specified sums for
the purposes of making grants to centers
for research and training in diabetic re-
lated disorders.

HE, 14523, June 23, 1976. Education and
Labor. Provides, under the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970, that whenever
an employer’s faliure to comply with any
provision of that Act or any State require-
ment relating to industrial safety causes or
contributes to an accident resulting in bodily
injury, no provision of any workers' com=
pensation law or similar statute shall be
construed to bar an action at law for con-
tribution, indemnification, or other rellef
against the employer by a person alleged
lable for such injury.

H.R. 14524, June 23, 1976. Interior and
Insular Affairs. Designates specied lands in
the following national forests as components
of the National Wilderness Preservation Sys-
tem: (1) Umatilla National Forest, Wash-
ington and Oregon; (2) Inyo and Sequoia
National Forests, California; (3) Coronado
National Forest, Arizona; (4) Tongass Na-
tional Forest, New Mexico; (5) Wasatch and
Uinta National Forests, Utah; (6) Cibola
National Forest, New Mexico; (7) Los Padres
National Forest, California; (8) Mendocino
National Forest, California; (9) Angeles and
San Bernardino National Forests, California;
(10) Willamette National Forest, Oregon.

Directs the Secretary of Agriculture to re-
view the suitability of designating as wilder-
ness other specified National Forest System
lands.

H.R. 14525. June 23, 1976. Judiciary. Per-
mits the transportation, mailing, and broad-
casting of advertising, Information, and
materials concerning lotterles conducted by
a nonprofit organization and authorized by
State law.

HR. 14528. June 23, 1976. Judiciary. Re-
peals provisions of present law which allow
a person to bring a suit in the name of the
United States against a person who is llable
to the United States for making false claims
for payment against the United States.

H.R. 14527. June 23, 1976. Judiciary. Pro-
hibits certain petroleum companies engaged
in the production, transportation, refining,
or marketing of petroleum assets from con-
trolling any interest In another aspect of the
petroleum industry. Directs the Federal
Trade Commission to require divestment of
ownership interests by affected companies.

Establishes a Temporary Petroleum Indus-
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try Divestiture Court to hear cases arising
under this Act.

H.R. 14528. June 23, 1976. Ways and Means.
Amends the Internal Revenue Code to allow
a taxpayer to exclude from gross income any
amounts paid by his employer to cover mov-
ing expenses which would ordinarily be
deductible.

Stipulates that no deduction shall be al-
lowed for any item related to moving ex-
penses to the extent that the taxpayer
receives relmbursement for such item from
his employer and excludes such reimburse-
ment from gross income.

Removes the dollar limitations on the
moving expenses deduction.

H.R. 14520. June 23, 1976. Education and
Labor. Authorizes appropriations to the Nav-
ajo Community College for construction
costs and for operation and maintenance of
the college.

H.R. 14530. June 23, 1978. Interior and In-
sular Affairs. Designates specified lands in
the Mark Twain National Forest, Missouri, as
a component of the National Wilderness
Preservation System. Directs the Secretary
of Agriculture to review the suitability of
other specified lands in such national forest
for preservation as willderness.

H.R. 14531. June 23, 1976. Interstate and
Foreelgn Commerce. Repeals the regulation
promulgated by the Federal Trade Commis-
sion which subjects purchasers of notes of
consumers to defenses such consumers have
against the seller of goods or services to
whom such consumer issued such note, and
prohibits holder in due course protection for
such purchasers. Prohibits the Commission
from repromulgating such a rule in the
future.

H.R. 14532. June 23, 1976. Judiciary. Au-
thorizes classification of a certain individual
as a child for purposes of the Immigration
and Nationality Act.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

H.R. 14533. June 23, 1976. Judiclary. De-
clares certain individuals lawfully admitted
to the United States for permanent residence,
under the Immigration and Nationality Act.

H.R. 14534. June 24, 1976. Banking, Cur-
rency and Housing. Amends the National
Housing Act to authorize the Government
National Mortgage Association to make
monthly housing investment interest dif-
ferential payments to lenders in order to
stimulate housing purchases.

H.R. 14535. June 24, 1976. Judiclary. Sets
immigration quotas for Eastern Hemisphere
and Western Hemisphere countries. Sets
quotas and priorities for  aliens from
foreign states and dependents areas. Per-
mits aliens seeking jobs in the United
States in the teaching profession, the
sciences, or the arts to enter the TUnited
States if they are as qualified as Americans
seeking such jobs or have exceptional ability
in the sciences or the arts.

Exempts certaln Cuban aliens presently
residing In the United States from immigra-
tion quotas.

H.R. 14536. June 24, 1976. Currency and
Housing. Amends the Housing Act of 1949
to provide that States, territories, and district
and local political subdivisions may tax prop-
erty subject to liens held by the Federal Gov-
ernment and specified property held by the
Secretary of Agriculture pursuant to the
farm housing program in the same manner
::ld to the same extent that other property is

xed.

H.R. 14537. June 24, 1976. Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. Reaffirms the intent of
Congress with respect to the structure of the
common carrier telecommunciations indus-
try rendering services in interstate and for-
elgn commerce. Reaffirms the authority of
the States to regulate the terminal and sta-
tlon equipment wused for telephone ex-

July 26, 1976

change service. Requires the Federal Com-
munications Commission to make specified
findings in connection with Commission ac-
tions authorizing speclalized carriers.

HR. 14538. June 24, 1976. Ways and
Means. Entitles women and children to have
payment made for specified maternal and
child health care services. Establishes within
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare a Maternal and Child Health Care
Board. Establishes an Advisory National Ma-
ternal and Child Health Care Council.

Creates in the United States Treasury a
Maternal and Child Health Care Trust Fund.
Amends the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
to impose maternal and child heaith care
taxes on employers, employees, and self-
employed individuals. Appropriates the rev-
enue from such taxes to such Fund.

H.R. 14539. June 24, 1976. Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. Directs the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to establish
a National Commission on Digestive Dis-
eases. Requires the Commission to develop
8 long-range plan for the use of national
resources to deal with digestive diseases.

Directs the Secrearty to establish & Coor-
dinating Committee for Digestive Diseases
to improve coordination among Federal
agencies in the research, trailning, control,
and treatment of digestive diseases.

H.R. 14540. June 24, 1976. Ways and
Means. Amends the Supplemental Security
Income program of the Social Security Act
to provide that cost-of-living increases in an-
nuity, pension, retirement, disability, or
other employment-related benefits being
paid to an individual under a public pro-
gram, occurring after such individual's
initial entitlement to such benefits, shall
not be included in such Individual's in-
come in determining his or her eligibility for
supplemental security income benefits.

SENATE—Monday, July 26, 1976

The Senate meet at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by Hon. JOEN (GLENN, a
Senator from the State of Ohio.

PRAYER

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

Shew me Thy ways, O Lord; teach me
Thy paths.

Lead me in Thy truth and teach me:
for Thou art the God of my salvation; on
Thee do I wait all the day.—Psalms
25: 4, 5. -

Eternal Father take this new week of
endeavor into Thine own hands. Remove
from us all that obstructs discerning and
doing Thy will. Direct our energies. In-
struct our minds. Clarify our thinking.
Sustain our wills. Grant us grace to live
and work as Jesus of Nazareth, “the-
Man-for-others,” who came not to be
ministered unto but to minister and give
His life for many.

We pray in His name. 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 legislative clerk read the following
letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT FRO TEMFORE,
Washington, D.C., July 26, 1976.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on officlal duties, I appoint Hon. JOHEN GLENN,
& Senator from the State of Ohio, to perform
the duties of the Chair during my absence.

JAMES O, EASTLAND,
President pro tempore.

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

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
July 23, 1976, be dispensed with.

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

WAIVER OF CALL OF THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the call of the
legislative calendar for unobjected-to
measures be waived under rule VIII.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committees
on Aeronautical and Space Sciences and
Labor and Public Welfare be authorized

to hold a joint hearing on a nomination
today.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. That the Subcom-
mittee on Water Resources of the Com-
mittee on Public Works be permitted to
meet today.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. That the Subcom-
mittee on Water Pollution of the Com-
mittee on Public Works be permitted to .
hold oversight hearings on July 27 and
28.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. That the Commit-
tee on Banking, Housing and Urban Af-
fairs be authorized to meet on a nomina-
tion today and to hold oversight hearings
on July 27, 28, 29, and 30.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. And that the .Sub-
committee on Labor of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare be authorized
to meet on July 27 and 28 to consider
black lung legislation.

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

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, at the
request of another Senator I respectiully
object.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard.
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