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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, September 26, 1979

The House met at 10 a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James David Ford,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, we rejoice in the
majesty of Your love to us. We give You
praise for the opportunity to be of serv-
ice to others, for the privilege of living in
a free land, and for the satisfaction that
comes when we are faithful in our work.

Grant, O Lord, that we will live each
day with purpose and dedication and
with appreciation to family and friends
for support and trust. May cynicism or
apathy not overwhelm or false pride of
accomplishment dim our misslon. Give
us the faith to celebrate Your presence
and power that we might be worthy
stewards of the calling that is ours.

In the name of the Lord, we pray.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chalr has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day's pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate agrees to the report of
the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the

amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 3996) entitled “An act to amend
the Rail Passenger Service Act to extend
the authorization of appropriations for
Amtrak for 3 additional years, and for
other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House with an amendment to a bill of
the Senate of the following title:

8. 721. An act to amend the Civil Rights
Act of 1957 to authorize appropriations for
the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights for
fiscal year 1980.

And that the Senate disagreed to the
House amendment to the title of the
foregoing bill.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

HR. 38023. An act to amend chapter 256
of title 44, United States Code, to extend
for two years the authorlzation of appro-
priations for the National Historlcal Publi-
cations and Records Commission, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a joint resolution of
the following title, in which the con-
currence of the House is requested:

8.J. Res. 105. Joint resolution to provide
for a temporary extension of certaln Fed-

eral Housing Administration authorities, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law
70-770, appointed Mr. PRYOR as a mem-
ber, on the part of the Senate, of the
Migratory Bird Conservation Commis-
sion, vice Mr. Haskell, retired.

EXTENSION OF DEPARTMENT OF
JUSTICE APPROPRIATION AU-
THORIZATION ACT, 1979

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on the Judiciary be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the bill (H.R. 5380) to continue in effect
any authority provided under the De-
partment of Justice Appropriation Au-
thorization Act, fiscal year 1979, for a
certain period, and ask for its immedi-
ate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 5380

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the au-
thority, and any limitation on authority,
contained in the Department of Justice Ap-
propriation Authorization Act, fiscal year
1879, shall continue in effect with respect to
activities of the Department of Justlce (in-
cluding any bureau, office, board, division,
commission, or subdivision thereof) until the
effective date of a general authorlzation Act
or the end of the sixtieth day after the date
of lu‘..lha enactment of this Act, whichever is
earlier.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
California (Mr. Epwarps) is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a very simple,
very limited solution to a difficult prob-
lem.

As the House is aware, the current fis-
cal year will end on September 30 and
the new year—fiscal 1980—will begin
next Monday, October 1.

The Justice Department’s present au-
thorization, however, will expire with fis-
cal 1979, and some narrow temporary
authority is necessary to give the House
a chance to consider the fiscal 1980 leg-
islation.

This bill would do just that—it is a
simple 60-day extension of the authori-
ties contained in last year's Justice De-
partment authorization bill. The 1980
appropriation legislation, of course, has
already been enacted, but certain au-
thority of critical importance to the

daily operation of the Department is not
covered by that appropriation bill. This
brief 60-day authorization extension is
therefore necessary.

One point cannot be emphasized
strongly enough: The House needs to
manage better its schedule in the future.
A year ago, the Justice Department was
appropriated before its was authorized.
And despite the fact that the Judiclary
Committee met its Budget Act deadline
by more than a month, this year's situ-
ation is the same: The Department has
been appropriated, but not as yet au-
thorized.

Mr. Speaker, the Judiciary Committee
ordered the authorization bill reported
on April 4; it filed its report with the
House on April 23. The Rules Committee
reported a rule on June 15. And still—
more than 3 months later—we have not
reached the floor. We are talking about
a bill ordered reported by the Judiciary
Committee nearly 6 months ago.

However, that is a matter to be cor-
rected in the future. What we need today
is this simple bill. Because the authoriza-
tion bill will not be enacted by October
1, authority to conduct various vital De-
partment activities may not exist after
this weekend. The obligation and dis-
persal of funds for the carrying on of
these activities could therefore be
jeopardized.

Unless this simple 60-day extension is
agreed to, the following problems are
posed:

FBI undercover operations. Authority
for the FBI to conduect undercover op-
erations in all areas of their investigative
responsibilities would expire.

Purchase of firearms and ammunition.
Authority to purchase firearms and am-
munition for the FBI, INS, DEA, and
U.8. Marshals would expire.

Protection of the person of the Presi-
dent of the United States and the Attor-
ney General, Authority to expend funds
by the FBI to protect the President and
the Attorney General would expire.

Hire of motor vehicles. The authority
to hire motor vehicles would expire for
DEA’s utilization in its undercover opera-
tions.

Emergency situations. The Attorney
General's authority to expend funds for
certain emergency situations would be
curtailed.

Payment of rewards. The authority to
pay rewards by the FBI, DEA, U.S. Mar-
shals and the Bureau of Prisons would be
curtailed.

Supervision of U.S. prisoners in non-
Federal institutions. Authority for the
U.S. Marshals to expend certain funds
to provide for the supervision of U.S.
prisoners in non-Federal institutions
would be curtailed.

Transfer of prisoners. The authority

to permit the U.S. Marshals to bring to

[] This symbol represents the time of day during the House Proceedings, e.g., [] 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
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the United States from foreign countries
persons charged with a crime would
expire.

FBI Records. The specific authority to
expend funds by the FBI to acquire, col-
lect and classify records and exchange
them with authorized Federal, State,
local and other institutions would expire.

Contract employees abroad. Authority
for DEA to employ aliens by contract
abroad would not be available.

Drug enforcement related research.
DEA authority to conduct research re-
lated to enforcement and drug control
would expire.

Medical benefits for employees sta-
tioned abroad. Certain medical benefits
to FBI, INS and DEA employees abroad
would expire.

Limitation of service of process by U.S.
Marshals. Authority is needed to limit
the activities of the U.S. Marshals serv-
ing private process.

Insurance for motor vehicles and air-
craft operated on official business in
foreign countries. Authority for this type
of insurance would not be available
thereby possibly subjecting the Depart-
ment to expensive tort claims.

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

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the ranking
minority member of the Committee on
the Judiciary, the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. McCLORY).

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I com-
mend the gentleman from California
(Mr. Epwarps) for bringing this matter
to the House for consideration today.

Mr. Speaker, I fully support this in-
terim legislation made necessary by the
House's inability to act on the 1980 au-
thorization even though it was reported
by the Committee on the Judiciary last
April. The Members will recall that the
appropriation legislation for the Depart-
ment of Justice for fiscal year 1980 has
been enacted (Public Law 96-68). How-
ever, with the inauguration of the au-
thorization process in the Judiciary
Committee last year, many of the au-
thorization issues previously handled by
the Appropriations Committee were
properly transferred to the Judiciary
Committee. Thus in the absence of au-
thorization legislation, many authoriza-
tions once contained in the appropria-
tion are no longer in effect. Some of
these relate to the FBI undercover oper-
ations, FBI protection of the President,
the payment of informers, and providing
criminal record identification.

I regret that we have been unable to
act in regular order and trust that we
will be able to do so within the 60-day
period contained in this extension.
® Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I support
this bill and its efort to secure, for the
next 60 days or until the Justice reau-
thorization legislation is considered on
the floor, the FBI's ability to continue
certain undercover investigative opera-
tions.

We had hoped that passage of the Jus-
tice Department reauthorization would
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take care of the problem the FBI faces
on October 1. Unfortunately, unless this
bill is passed, a question will arise as to
whether moneys generated by FBI un-
dercover activities must be paid info the
Treasury or may be used, as is currently
the case, to offset expenses incurred in
investigating white collar and organized
crime. If this bill should fail to pass, and
no other source of revenue is found, the
Bureau will have to close many ongoing
probes.

I believe that this bill is necessary; I
would hope that effective, self-funding
law enforcement will not incur anyone’s
objections.®
® Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, as my distinguished chair-
man’s remarks indicate, this bill is de-
signed simply to continue the existing
authority of the Department of Justice
until such time as the House acts on the
1980 authorization bill. The authoriza-
tion bill contains a number of provisions
which provide the Department and its
components with certain authority
essential to their continued operation.

For example, and of primary impor-
tance to me as chairman of the FBI
oversight subcommittee, last year's au-
thorization bill gave the FBI certain
statutory authorities essential to the
operation of the FBI's highly successful
undercover activities. The Bureau's
undercover program has increased not
only in size and scope in the short time it
has been in existence but also in quality
and sophistication. From breaking up
fencing operations and burglary rings
the Bureau has moved to organized
crime and corruption cases. This is
exactly the sort of law enforcement ac-
tivity my subcommittee has been en-
couraging the FBI to engage in for the
past several years. But without this bill,
the Bureau's authority to conduct such
operations may expire in a matter of
days. The Department’'s own Office of
Legal Counsel has issued a legal opinion
indicating that this could well be the
case. My subcommittee and I would hate
to see this happen simply because the
House failed to act on this simple bill.

My distinguished chairman has allud-
ed to some of the other problems which
may arise if this bill is not enacted. The
Department of Justice has prepared a
document cataloging these problems. I
would like to insert it in the Recorbp.

This bill, H.R. 5380, is not a substitute
for the general authorization bill, which
was reported favorably by the House
Committee on the Judiciary early last
April. It is simply an interim measure to
provide continuing authority for the day-
to-day operations of the Department of
Justice until the House can consider the
1980 legislation. The short-term nature
of this temporary extension of the De-
partment’s existing authority is designed
to assure that the House will consider
the 1980 authorization bill in a timely
manner.

I urge the adoption of this bill.®
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on
the bill under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to point out that the
remarks I made were made on behalf
of the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on the Judiciary, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. RopIixNo).

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on the bill.

The previous question was ordered.

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

MAKING IN ORDER ON TODAY CON-
SIDERATION OF CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 4393, TREASURY,
POSTAL SERVICE AND GENERAL
C;OVERNMIENT APPROPRIATIONS,
1980

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that it may be in order
on today to consider the conference re-
port on the bill (H.R. 4393) making ap-
propriations for the Treasury Depart-
ment, the U.S. Postal Service, the Execu-
tive Office of the President, and certain
independent agencies, for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1980, and for
other purposes.

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

There was no objection.

CONGRATULATIONS TO CONGRESS-
MAN MIKVA ON HIS CONFIRMA-
TION TO THE JUDICIARY

(Mr. RUSSO asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr, RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, I take this
opportunity to congratulate my dear
friend and colleague, the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. M1kva), on his confirmation
to the Federal Court of Appeals.

AB is a dear friend; he is a dedicated
and a hard-working Congressman; but,
more importantly, he is a decent human
being. The House, in my estimation, is
losing one of its finest Members. Our loss,
however, is the judiciary’s gain.

I consider his confirmation his last
election, and the gentleman from Illinois
was highly uncharacteristic. He has had
some very close elections in his career,
but yesterday he did it in style. He won
with 69 percent of the vote. That is his
best win ever.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to express my sin-
cere congratulations for both him and his
wife, Zoe.
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THE ANGELS TRIUMPH

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

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, for
the people of southern California in par-
ticular and for baseball fans in general,
last night was an historic occasion. For
the first time in their 19-year history, the
California Angels have won an American
League division championship. And, in
the process, they have brought a new
sense of pride, accomplishment and com-
munity spirit not only to their loyal fans
but to people throughout the Los An-
geles-San Diego corridor, particularly
in Anaheim, the home of the Angels.

Of course, it was not easy. Last night's
thrilling 4-1 victory over Kansas City
culminated a year in which the Angels
overcame both injuries and the odds to
prevail. That they should do so is only
fitting; as one of baseball’s earliest ex-
pansion teams, the path to the cham-
pionship has been a long one indeed. But,
with admirable perseverance by the
Angels organization from owner Gene
Autry, to Manager Jim Fregosi, to the
members of the team, right down to the
clubhouse staff, deserves a big pat on the
back for a job well done., On to Balti-
more and more of the same.

RELEASE OF JACOBO TIMERMAN

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

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is with
pleasure that I rise to inform my col-
leagues in the House of the release of
Jacobo Timerman, one of the most
renowned political prisoners in the world
today. Mr. Timerman, a well-known
Argentine editor, publisher and defender
of human rights, was released from cus-
today late yesterday by the Argentine
military government after more than 2
years of imprisonment without charges.

Falling upon the heels of a visit
by the Inter-American Human Rights
Commission and a decision by the Argen-
tine Supreme Court ordering Mr. Timer-
man’s release, the Argentine Govern-
ment’s decision is a hopeful sign of their
commitment to restore the independence
of the judiciary and to begin the long
process of healing that nation’s wounds
and restoring democracy.

It was just 1 week ago today that Mrs.
Timerman met here in the Capitol with
many Members of the House and Senate
who have wholeheartedly supported her
husband’s cause throughout his 2 years
of imprisonment. Now, thanks to all of
our combined efforts and those of his
many friends around the world, Jacobo
Timerman has begun his pilgrimage to
Israel to rejoin his wife and family and
to start a new life.

Mr. Timerman's ordeal began on
April 15, 1977, when some 20 armed ci-
vilians burst into his Buenos Aires home
and spirited him away. Following his
arrest, he was held incommunicado and
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tortured. Thereafter he was stripped of
all his political rights, his newspaper and
his property. His detention continued for
more than 2 years despite the decision
of a military tribunal and a supreme
court decision clearing him of all
charges and ordering his release.

Having used his position as the editor
and publisher of one of Latin America’'s
leading newspapers, La Opinion, to at-
tack the excesses and violence of both
the right and the left, he made many
enemies during Argentina's turbulent
war on terrorism.

The worldwide attention that this case
drew led to Timerman becoming a pawn
in the intergovernmental power struggle
that has hampered progress in Argen-
tina since the military takeover, Hope-
fully, Timerman'’s release is a signal that
the moderate forces within the military
government will now prevail over the
hardliners and will lead to a new recog-
nition of human rights in Argentina.

JACOBO TIMERMAN

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, in these
times of our great concern over infla-
tion, energy, budget resolutions, debt
limits, and a host of other important
but material issues, there are events that
occur which make us reflect on the real
importance of our great country. That
real importance is freedom. In the face
of all the problems that beset this coun-
try, we sometimes forget that this free-
dom is our most precious and most en-
during asset.

Yesterday an event which may not
seem particularly Earth-shattering in
light of the other urgencies that con-
front us took place in Argentina, Jacobo
Timerman, a political prisoner, was re-
leased by his captors and allowed to
emigrate.

Although Jacobo was an Argentinian
citizen, his plight transcends mere na-
tional boundaries and exemplifies the
ultimate quest of all men and of our
great Nation in particular. For he be-
lieves in truth, freedom, and the right to
speak against those who rule. Nothing
could be more in tune with the ideals
of this country.

Jacobo Timerman was a journalist,
the editor of La Opinion. He is a family
man, subject to all of the pressures of
protecting his family. He is also a Jew.
His plight represents many facets of
what is wrong in the world today, and I
must report that he is free today largely
because of the efforts of the United
States.

Along with a number of colleagues in
the House, I have waged a campaign to
free Mr. Timerman. I visited with him in
January of 1978. I saw the horror of his
imprisonment and the courage of his de-
fiance. I have met his family and friends
and we all agree that he is a true symbol
of leadership against oppression. Mr.
Speaker, I can report to you today, that
our efforts have achieved a great sym-
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bolic victory. Embarrassed by their fail-
ure to break him and put on the spot by
our efforts to secure his release, the
Argentine Government has finally al-
lowed Jacobo Timerman to leave.

I am proud of my part in helping this
man emigrate from a country that puts
freedom behind expediency. Everyone in
this House should share in this pride,
because it was our collective effort that
finally swayed the Argentine courts to
allow him to go free.

So when we wonder at times about
what we are accomplishing here, we can
take great comfort from such events,
and realize that we have been able to
influence freedom and justice through-
out the world.

WITHDRAWAL OF NAME OF MEM-
BER AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 4360

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

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my
name as a cosponsor of H.R. 4360, the
Underutilized Species Act of 1979, °

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

There was no objection.

UNFAIR ADVANTAGE OF UNDE-
CLARED PRESIDENTIAL CANDI-
DATE CAMPAIGN COMMITTEES

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

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, for the
past 2 days at this time I addressed the
House about the unfair advantage en-
joyed by the senior Senator from Mas-
sachusetts as an undeclared candidate
for the Presidency. His 36 committees
are allowed to accept $5,000 in contri-
butions from any individual. Declared
candidates’ committees—and they can
only have one—are allowed to accept
from any individual only $1,000. That
means the EKennedy effort can accept
$180,000 from any individual as against
a declared candidate’s limit of $1,000.

I also would like to point out to the
House that the beneficiary of this unfair
advantage is the author of the Senate
counterpart of the Obey-Railsback bill
which tries to impose limits on spending
for congressional campaigns.

I think we should have a little good
example from the Senator and his com-
mittees before we take up Obey-Rails-
back in this House. There should be a
statement from him, or from his com-
mittees, that they will, in aggregate,
accept no more than $1,000 from any in-
dividual, and that they will return any
contributions in excess of $1,000 per in-
dividual.

Until such a declaration is made, it
would not be reasonable to take up a
bill to reduce contribution limits for
other candidates.
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CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION
LOOPHOLES

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

Mr. EMERY. Mr. Speaker, when the
Committee on Rules met last week to
address itself to the question of the con-
sideration of the Obey-Railsback provi-
sion, I offered an amendment in the
Committee on Rules that would have
closed the loophole referred to by my col-
league, the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. FrenzeL) . Unfortunately, for what-
ever reason, the Committee on Rules
chose to defeat my amendment twice,
once on a bipartisan vote of 8 to 6, once
on a bipartisan vote 6-to-6 tie under
which the amendment failed.

I say “bipartisan” because at least
one Democrat, on each occasion, joined
with Republican members to recognize
the fact that if campaign regulations
and procedures are fair for one candi-
date, they should be the same for all
candidates. I think that in this time of
concern about the proliferation of polit-
ical action committees, special interest
influence, and campaign contributions
from sources that expect something in
return, it is only fair that we tie all of
these loopholes down so that the Ameri-
can people will know who is electing the
Pr:sldent of the United States and who is
not.

CONGRESSMAN CONTE PLAYS IM-
PORTANT ROLE IN RELEASE OF
JACOBO TIMERMAN

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
our colleague, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. ConTE), has just men-
tioned the unfortunate incidents around
Jacobo Timerman. The gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. CoNTE) and our col-
league, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GiLMAN) , have done an outstanding
job in securing his release. But I would
like to say this: The gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. ConTE) was too
modest in the part that he played in the
release of Mr. Timerman. Because of the
assignment that the gentleman and I
have on the Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations of the Committee on Appro-
priations, we meet with the State De-
partment on a regular basis. I can tell
the Members that the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. CoNTE) never missed
an opportunity to apply the pressure, to
apply the questions, the probing in-
quiries, as to why something was not be-
ing done to secure the release of Mr.
Timerman. So I say that the gentleman
from Massachusetts was overly modest.
He has done an outstanding job, in se-
curing the release of this gentleman
from the Argentine jails.

CHEMICAL, BIOLOGICAL, OR RADI-
OLOGICAL EXPERIMENTS ON CI-
VILIANS SHOULD BE BANNED

(Mr. JOHN L. BURTON asked and was
given permission to address the House

for 1 minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Speaker,
when the military appropriation bill
comes up either later this week, or when-
ever, the gentleman from California (Mr.
MLer) and I will be offering an amend-
ment that states:

None of the funds appropriated under this
Act may be used for chemical, biological or
radliological experiments on nonconsenting
civillan populations.

Mr. Speaker, this amendment results
from an exposé by the Washington Post
and other newspapers where our city and
the communities around San Francisco
were guinea pigs in a naval experiment
on biological warfare, causing at least one
death and several hospitalizations for a
very rare strain of pneumonia.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my col-
leagues to support such an amendment.

LAST CHANCE TO VOTE NO ON
PANAMA CANAL TREATY

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, staying
power is the mark of a winner in any
human endeavor. Today's vote is the final
test of staying power with regard to the
Panama Canal Treaty implementation.

From the beginning of this debate, the
House has resisted the giving away of the
Panama Canal. We defended rightly our
constitutional role in the disposition of
territory at every step of the way. In
response to our constifuents, we have re-
sisted the transfer.

And we have been proven right at every
step of the way. It is a bitter irony that
many treaty proponents in this House
have tried to claim opposition to the very
transfer which they are to the end at-
tempting to force on the Nation.

There is no doubt that treaty and im-
plementation opponents have carried
every point of the debate. We have been
right on the dollar costs. We have been
right on the economic damage. We have
been right on the defense damage. And
we have been right that you cannot buy
the friendship of notorious Communist
revolutionary regimes by paying tribute
and giving away our national heritage.

The new conference report denies the
Congress control over our territory and
continues to impose a cost of hundreds
of millions of dollars on American tax-
payers. As such, it cannot be accepted.

Everything rides on this one final vote.
For the Nation's security, for the people
at home, for many good reasons, I hope
that this House will vote “no’ on today’s
conference report on the Panama Canal.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. HUGHES. 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 re-
sponded to their names:
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Abdnor
Addabbo
Akaka
Albosta
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Applegate
Archer
Ashbrook
Aspin
Atkinson
AuCoin
Badham
Bafalis
Bailey
Baldus
Barnard
Bauman
Beard, R.I.
Beard, Tenn.
Bedell
Benjamin
Bennett
Bereuter
Bethune
Bevill
Biaggl
Bingham
Blanchard
Boggs
Boland
Boner
Bonlor
Bouquard
Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Brinkley
Brodhead
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Callf.
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill
Buchanan
Burgener
Burlison
Burton, John
Butler
Byron
Campbell
Carney
Carr
Cavanaugh
Chappell
Cheney
Clausen
Clay
Cleveland
Clinger
Coelho
Coleman
Collins, Ill.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conte
Corcoran
Cotter
Coughlin
Courter
Crane, Danlel
Crane, Phillp
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Danielson
Dannemeyer
Daschle
Davis, Mich.
de la Garza
Deckard
Dellums
Derrick
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Dicks
Dixon
Dornan
Dougherty
Downey
Drinen
Duncan, Tenn.
Early
Edgar
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Callf.
Edwards, Okla.
Fmery
English
Erdahl

[|Roll No. 507}

Erlenborn
Ertel
Evans, Ga.
Evans, Ind.
Fary
Fascell
Fazlo
Fenwick
Ferraro
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Fithian
Flippo
Florlo
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fowler
Frenzel
Fuqua
Gephardt
Giaimo
Gllman
Gingrich
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gore
Gradison
Gramm
Grassley
Gray
Green
Grisham
Gudger
Guyer
Hagedorn
Hall, Tex.
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hance
Harris
Hawkins
Heckler
Hefner
Heftel
Hightower
Hillis
Hinson
Holland
Hollenbeck
Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto
Hyde
Ichord
Jacohs
Jeffords
Jeffries
Jenkins
Jenrette
Johnson, Callf.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Kelly
Eemp
Kildee
Kindness
Kogovsek
Kostmayer
Kramer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Latta
Leach, Towa
Leach, La.
Leath, Tex.
Lederer
Lee
Lehman
Leland
Lent
Levitas
Lewis
Livingston
Llioyd
LoefMer
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott
Lowery
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Luken
Lundine
Lungren
McClory
McCloskey
McCormack
McDade
McHugh
McEay
Madigan
Maguire
Markey
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin
Matsul
Mattox
Mavroules
Mica
Michel
Mikulski
Miller, Callf.
Miller, Ohio
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.X.
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Callf.
Moorhead, Pa.
Mottl
Murphy, N.Y.
Murphy, Pa.
Murtha
Myers, Pa.
Natcher
Neal
Nedzl
Nelson
Nichols
Nolan
Nowak
O'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey
Ottinger
Panetta
Pashayan
Patten
Patterson
Paul
Pease
Pepper
Perkins
Petrl
Peyser
Pickle
Preyer
Price
Pritchard
Pursell
Quayle
Rahall
Rallsback
Rangel
Ratchford
Regula
Reuss
Richmond
Rinaldo
Ritter
Roberts
Robinson

Roe
Rostenkowskl
Roth

Roybal
Royer

Rudd

Russo

Sabo
Satterfleld
Sawyer
Schroeder
Sebelius
Sensenbrenner
Shannon
Sharp
Shelby
Shumway
Simon
Skelton
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, Nebr.
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Solomon
Spellman
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Spence

St Germain
Stack
Staggers
Stangeland
Stanton
Steed
Stenholm
Stewart
Stockman
Stratton
Studds
Stump
Swift
Symms
Synar
Tauke
Taylor

Thomas
Thompson
Traxler
Trible

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
Wampler
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss

White
Whitehurst
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Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Willlams, Mont.
Wilson, Bob
Wilson, Tex.
Wirth
Wolpe
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wrylie

Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Mo.
Zablocki
Zeferetti

(Mr.

AspIN). On this rollcall, 362 Members
have recorded their presence by elec-
tronic device, a quorum.

Under the rule, further proceedings
under the call are dispensed with.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 111,
PANAMA CANAL ACT OF 1979

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I call up the conference report
on the bill (H.R. 111) to enable the
United States to maintain American
security and interests respecting the
Panama Canal, for the duration of the
Panama Canal Treaty of 1977.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant
to the previous order of the House of
September 25, 1979, the conference re-
port is considered as having been read.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Septem-
ber 24, 1979.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. MURPHY)
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
Bauman) will be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MURPHY).

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we deal today with an
issue of vital security and economic in-
terest to the United States. On July 30,
when we reported H.R. 111, the distin-
guished gentleman from Maryland had
a motion passed, a motion to instruct the
House conferees when we went to con-
ference with the Senate on this issue.
There were specific sections of HR. 111
that were not to be altered by this ex-
press direction of the House. That con-
ference report came back last Thursday.

I ticked off in chapter and verse every
position prevailed, and I called the bill
one of those sections where the House
that came back, the conference report,
the “Bauman bill.” We called it the
“Bauman bill” because the Bauman in-
structions were kept to the letter.

But, by a very narrow vote with some
Members not present, the House rejected
that conference report. We then went
back to conference on Monday, and to-
day we bring to you “Son of Bauman."”

As every father knows, his son is
stronger and smarter than the father,
and this new conference report which we
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will call “Son of Bauman” certainly has
more muscle in it than the previous con-
ference report. I will give the Members
in chapter and verse the strength added
to “Son of Bauman".

Last week the members of this House
were in an angry mood when they voted
against adoption of the conference re-
port on the Panama Canal Treaty imple-
menting legislation. This vote was made
in spite of the fact that the House con-
ferees had scored a major victory by
substantially preserving in conference
the substance and form of the House bill
HR.111.

While I disagreed with the negative
votes of my colleagues on this conference
report, I nevertheless have shared with
them all along the frustration we as
Members of the House of Representatives
have felt during the entire treaty process
and in the consideration of the confer-
ence report last Thursday.

I share the anger addressed at these
ill-conceived and poorly crafted treaties.

I share the anger addressed to the
Executive and Senate at attempting to
circumvent the role of the House of
Representatives in the exclusive pre-
rogative of Congress with regard to the
disposition of property and territory be-
longing to the United States as guaran-
teed by the Constitution.

I share the anger addressed to the
Executive in attempting to circumvent
the appropriations process of the Con-
gress.

I share the anger at the subversion of
the interests of our allies in Central
America and the supplying by Panama
of U.S.-manufactured guns and ammu-
nition to Marxist revolutionaries.

I share the anger at the anti-U.S.
rhetoric emanating daily from the press
and media in Panama and the Republic’s
failure to support the U.S. position at
the U.N. and other international forums.

I share the anger at 3,000 Russian
troops stationed at our doorstep in Cuba.

Your point has come through loud and
clear and I believe that future adminis-
trations will think long and hard before
attempting to circumvent the constitu-
tional powers of this great body. But,
now we no longer have the luxury of
giving vent to our anger—we have a more
important mission. A tinie bomb is tick-
ing away and the hour is short. We have
a duty and an obligation to perform—
we must honor the sacred word of our
country. The treaty is the law of the land
and, whether we like it or not, it goes into
effect on October 1.

On October 1 there will no longer be
a Panama Canal Company.

On October 1 there will no longer be
a Canal Zone Government.

On October 1 we will have no entity
with which to operate the canal unless
we pass implementing legislation estab-
lishing the Panama Canal Commission,
the U.8. Government agency which will
operate the canal through the year 2000.

On October 1 there will be no payroll,
no schools, no hospitals, and, in short,
no legal means of continuing the opera-
tion of the canal unless this vital legis-
lation has been passed.
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These are some of the consequences,
but by no means an exhaustive list, if
October 1 arrives without the Congress
having enacted legislation to provide for
continued operation of the canal under
the treaties.

Your message of last week was brought
back to the Senate and, I am pleased to
report, the Senate conferees receded
even further to the position taken by the
House. On Monday, the conferees agreed
on a second conference report which re-
tained intact the House victory obtained
in the first conference report, buttressed
by some additional substantive changes:

First. Property transfers. The confer-
ence agreement retains the House lan-
guage requiring authorization by Con-
gress of all property transfers to Pan-
ama under the treaty. The bill then does
authorize the transfers that the United
States has undertaken to make in the
treaty but in respect to transfers after
October 1 requires, as a prerequisite, a
report to the Congress by the President
at least 6 months before the transfer
identifying the property to be trans-
ferred, specifying the reason for the
transfer, and certifying the state of com-
pliance by Panama with the 1977 treaty.
The bill also meets objections to the
prior report expressed during debate on
September 20 by providing specifically,
as a matter of law, that the Panama
Canal shall not be transferred to Pan-
ama prior to December 31, 1999.

Second. Payments to Panama. To meet
objections to the earlier conference re-
port in respect to the identification of
expenditures that must be included in
the calculation of the so-called contin-
gency payment to Panama of $10 million
under paragraph 4(c) of article XIII of
the treaty, the conference report specif-
ically prohibits establishing tolls at rates
sufficient to cover that payment. The
report also specifically provides that no
such payment may be made unless oth-
erwise unexpended funds are first used
to pay all costs of implementation of the
treaty associated with operation and
maintenance of the canal including but
not limited to certain transfer costs to
which enumeration has been added, for
instance, reimbursement of the Treasury
for costs incurred by other agencies of
the U.S. Government in providing edu-
cational, health and other services, ag-
gregating amounts estimated at about
$26 million a year.

Third. Composition of Supervisory
Board. The conference report restores
the provision of the bill, as passed by
the House, requiring that the U.S. mem-
bers of the board include the Secretary
of Defense and three members from the
private sector, with three of the US.
board members having backgrounds and
experience in U.S. steamship operations,
U.S. port operations and U.S. labor mat-
ters, respectively.

Fourth. Defense of the Panama Canal.
The conference report contains language
providing that in the event of an armed
attack against the canal, or when, in the
opinion of the President, conditions
exist which threaten the security of the
canal, the Administrator of the Canal




September 26, 1979

Commission shall, upon order of the
President, comply with the directives of
the military officer charged with the pro-
tection and defense of the canal. In
addition to that provision, the explana-
tory statement of the conference man-
agers makes it clear that the definition
of a threat to the security of the Panama
Canal includes the -circumstance in
which foreign combat troops or military
forces of another country, other than
the United States, are located in Pa-
nama. Accordingly, under the language
of section 1108 of the conference report,
the Panama Canal Administrator,
whether a U.S. national to the year
1990, or a Panamanian thereafter, must
comply with the orders of the U.S. mili-
tary commander under these conditions
of foreign troop involvement, should the
President so decide.

Fifth. Retroactive taxation. The bill
as passed by the House made payments
to Panama under article XIII(4) (¢) of
the treaty subject to the condition that
retroactive taxes not be imposed on per-
sons and firms in the Canal Zone prior
to the effective date of the treaty. The
Senate amendment deleted this provi-
sion. The conference report adopts lan-
guage prohibiting the President from
acceding to any interpretation of the
treaty that would permit such retroac-
tive taxation.

The House conferees have done their
job. We have a bill before us which is
as strong as possible in preserving U.S.
interests without violating the spirit and
text of the treaties. We have given the
maximum allowable protection to the
U.S. taxpayer, while preserving the pow-
ers of the House with respect to appro-
priations and property disposal, as
guaranteed by the Constitution.

The hour is late—our duty is clear—
we must approve this legislation—a de-
feat of this bill would be unthinkable,
and would not only mean the shutting
down of the Panama Canal, but could
very well result in the loss of American
lives.

I cannot urge strongly enough your
consideration and support of this impor-
tant legislation.

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

[ 1050

Mr. BAUMAN. I yleld myself 5
minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from New
York has referred to this legislation as
the “Son of Bauman.,” I am not sure
what illegitimacy that suggests, but the
gentleman from Maryland is not going to
claim this legislation as his own. The
gentleman from Maryland did not write
and sign the treaties that gave away the
Panama Canal. James Earl Carter and
Omar Torrijos did that. The gentleman
from Maryland did not ratify those
treaties. A mistaken two-thirds of the
other body did that. And the gentleman
from Maryland did not bring about the
requirement for implementing legisla-
tion. The treaties and circumstances did
that.

But today we are at the end of the
road so far as the obligation of the Con-
gress of the United States, and it is not

CXXV——16856—Part 20

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

a very pleasant role for the gentleman
from Maryland to have had to sign this
conference report for the purpose of
bringing it before both of the two Houses
so that we can make a final decision. I
have differed with some of my colleagues
who have opposed this implementing leg-
islation from the beginning in that I
have said that at some point implement-
ing legislation had to be passed in order
to protect the interests of the United
States, and that point is October 1, a few
days away.

I am not pleased with the contents of
this conference report in every respect,
but an earlier version was rejected last
week because in a number of ways it did
not reflect the feeling of the House. We
went back to conference and we at-
tempted to address those points. As a re-
sult we have brought about a slight re-
duction in the overall cost to the Ameri-
can taxpayers. We are not quibbling here.
It may be $100 million; it may be $200
million. But remember that this treaty
was characterized by the President as not
going to cost the U.S. taxpayers any-
thing. That was and is absolutely untrue
and we know that.

There was also concern expressed that
under the terms of the conference report
already rejected, any President, this
President, could convey away the entire
canal and its operations well before the
end of the century. This conference re-
port specifically says that cannot be
done, and it is the intention of the con-
ference to uphold that prohibition.

We did strengthen the section against
retroactive taxation by Panama of citi-
zens and corporations in the Canal Zone,
directing the President not to accede to
that. We required, which the bill last
week did not require, the placing on the
supervisory board of the canal U.S. citi-
zens from the private sector, labor, U.S.
ports, shipping, or private business. So
the President cannot name five State
Department stooges to run the canal op-
eration as he might have wished to do.
One of the members of that board will
have to come from the Department of
Defense.

Most importantly, I would call to the
attention of the Members to the provi-
sion on page 57 of the conference report
in the statement of the managers. It re-
fers to section 1108 of the conference re-
port which deals with a situation in
which a security risk or wartime condi-
tions may exist in the canal. At my sug-
gestion the language was added to this
statement that it is the intention of the
conferees that the phrase “conditions
which threaten the security of the canal”
is deemed to include any circumstance
in which foreign combat troops or mili-
tary forces other than those of the United
States as provided in the canal are lo-
cated within the Republic of Panama.
This is my understanding, and I believe
the understanding of the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MurpHY) . This con-
gressional intent allows a future Presi-
dent or this President to respond by
placing U.S. military officers in control of
the canal should such an occurrence be
brought about at any time. And with
3,000 Soviet troops in Cuba only min-
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utes away from the canal, I do not think
that this phrase is at all meaningless.

I do not feel any obligation to vote for
this conference report. As I say, the trea-
ties are not mine; the bill before us to-
day is not mine. But I have to advise the
House that the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MurpHY) is correct. For the
continued operation of this canal we
need in place some implementing legis-
lation, and this is the only implementing
legislation left. We do not really have
time to rewrite it. But I do not think
we ought to legislate under the threat of
blackmail. I do not think anyone ought
to tell this House that we must, be-
cause of the threat of violence or force,
pass this legislation. If it should be
passed at all, it should be because it is
the last shred of protection for the in-
terests of the United States and our peo-
ple, not because of any threat. As much
as it is disagreeable for me to say, I see
no other implementing legislation pos-
sible and each Member must cast his vote
on that basis.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, will my
colleague, the gentleman from Maryland,
yield?

Mr. BAUMAN. Iyield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. ASHBROOK. I thank my col-
league for his statement. Speaking for
many of us who have opposed the Pan-
ama Canal treaties, even the concept
of the treaties during previous admin-
istrations and this administration, I
want to rise and give my very strong
commendation to the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MurrHY), and to my colleague,
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
Bauman), who did the very, very best
they could under adverse situations. To
repeat what has already been said, No. 1,
as for the constitutional prerogatives
that were properly exercised by the other
bodies, the executive and the other leg-
islative body, we have no control over
those actions. However wrong, they ad-
vised and consented and the treaty is a
reality. As the gentleman has indicated,
this was not on our terms; it was not on
our timetable. It was not even on the
philosophy or the policies that the Mem-
bers of this body would want to adopt.
But after saying that, I am reminded
sometimes of when back home people
criticize a Supreme Court decision or the
President, and they say, “Well, what are
we going to do about it?" I usually reply
with a facetious answer: “We are not
voting on it this year.” No matter what
we think of the Panama Canal treaties,
we are not voting on that today. The
people should hold the President and the
Senators who gave it away accountable
at the polls.

I want to say merely to my colleague,
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
Bauman) and my colleague, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. MurpHY) that
under those adverse situations, consid-
ering we did not have that much input,
we are a little bit as Charlie Halleck used
to say, “We are in on the landing; we
were not in on the takeoff,” and I think
after all is said and done, my colleagues
have done the very best they could. They
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ought to have the commendation of every
Member of this body for their work. I
personally appreciated your patriotic ef-
forts.

Mr. BAUMAN. I thank the gentleman,
my good friend from Ohio.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
Zasrockr), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr. ZABLOCKI, Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the conference report
on H.R. 111. This latest version of H.R.
111 further strengthens the House posi-
tion and serves to allay the concerns ex-
pressed by some Members when the origi-
nal conference report was considered by
the House last week.

I would like again to commend, as I did
last week, the House conferees for all of
their efforts, and in particular the chair-
man of the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, the gentleman
from New York (Mr., MurpHY). It was
through his able leadership and deter-
mination that we now have such strong
legislation.
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I would like also to commend our col-
league, the gentleman from Mississippi,
the Honorable Davip BoweN, who served
in a dual capacity as a member of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs and the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries for the gentleman’s diligent ef-
forts and contributions throughout the
shaping of this bill. Of course, we must
commend the leadership of the loyal op-
position, our very fine and esteemed
friend, the honorable gentleman from
Maryland, Mr. RoserT Baumaw, for his
constructive role. Recognizing we are, as
the gentleman stated, at the end of the
road. The gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. BaumaN) to his credit signed the
conference report. The gentleman has
demonstrated responsibility. I hope that
it will not be the gentleman's vote which
defeats this legislation today. I hope the
gentleman will see fit to vote for this leg-
islation, because we will not have any
other implementing legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to associate my-
self with the remarks of our able chair-
man, the gentleman from New York (Mr.
MurpHY) and his assessment of the con-
ference report.

I do not wish to be repetitive, but I
think it must be underscored that the
new conference report in essence does the
following:

First. Adds statutory language to in-
sure that the final transfer of the canal
cannot be effected before the year 2000.

Second. Includes the House-passed lan-
guage providing for representative ex-
perience on the Board of the Panama
Canal Commission from ports, labor, and
shipping.

Third. Assures that all costs of im-
plementation associated with the opera-
tion and maintenance of the canal will be
fully recovered by the United States be-
fore Panama may receive the contin-
gency payment authorized under the
treaty.

Fourth. Tracks the treaty provision
which prohibits retroactive taxation of
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American citizens and businesses by
Panama.

Fifth. Includes a provision similar to
that reported by the Committee on For-
elgn Affairs, which requires the Adminis-
trator of the Panama Canal Commission
to comply with Presidential directives
issued through the military officer re-
sponsible for protection and defense of
the canal. Further, the statement of
managers makes it clear that this provi-
sion applies to any situation in which
foreign military forces in Panama
threaten the security of the canal.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report re-
sponds to the concerns expressed by op-
ponents of the previous conference re-
port, and yet remains within the param-
eters of the treaties. If this legislation
is not passed, we would relinquish those
rights accorded to the United States un-
der the treaties, thereby jeopardizing our
economic and security interests in the
canal. The October 1 deadline is only 4
days away. It is imperative that we pass
this measure now—for, if we fail to re-
spond positively, the repercussions could
haunt us for a long time to come.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Members of
this body to safeguard U.S. interests by
adopting the conference report on H.R.
111,

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

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Yes, I am delighted
to yield to the minority leader of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, my dear
friend, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. BROOMFIELD) .

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to commend the gentleman in the

well, the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
ZasLocK1), the chairman of our commit-
tee for his statement. I wish to associate
myself with his statement.

I concur in the statement made by the

gentleman
MURPHY) .

I also want to compliment the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. Bauvman) for
his excellent role in working out what I
think is an extremely important piece of
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, on October 1, 1979, the
Panama Canal treaties of 1977 enter
into force, as approved by the U.S. Sen-
ate. I have consistently opposed those
treaties and the manner in which they
were negotiated and ratified. In fact, if
I had been a member of the U.S. Senate, 1
would have voted ‘“‘no” on their ratifica-
tion. In my opinion, they fall short of
providing what I consider to be the
necessary safeguards for the protection
of U.S. interests. Also, I am greatly dis-
turbed by the lack of consultation by this
administration and the denial of the
proper constitutional role for the House
of Representatives in the treaty negotia-
tions and approved process.

However, we are faced with a new
reality. Regardless of my personal opin-
ion of the treaties, they have in fact been
negotiated with Panama, ratified by the
Senate and will take effect on October 1
with or without congressional approval.
On that date, all prior treaties will be
abrogated and all future U.S. rights to
the continued control and operation of
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the canal depend upon the implementa-
tion of the treaties of 1977. Consequently,
it is imperative that the House meet its
responsibilities and act to preserve and
protect those rights by approving the
necessary management legislation.

Without implementing legislation, we
risk a disruption of canal services. There
would be no canal authority to operate
the canal. There would be no authority
to pay the work force or operate schools
and hospitals for U.S. personnel. More
importantly, we would have no authority
to keep U.S. Armed Forces there and ex-
ercise our right under the treaty to main-
tain U.8. control until the year 2000.

At this time when there is a growing
Soviet/Cuban threat in the Caribbean
and Central America, we cannot afford
to jeopardize our continued control and
operation of the canal. According to
international law, our failure to imple-
ment these treaties, no matter what
our opinion of their worth, would unnec-
essarily risk what rights we have pro-
tected. It would, moreover, give Panama
an excuse to abrogate the treaties and
terminate entirely our participation on
October 1.

A closed canal or restricted access to it
would have serious economic and secu-
rity implications for this country. Vast
amounts of cargo go to and from the
United States via the canal. Thus, a
closed canal would disrupt trade, as well
as the flow of vital Alaskan oil through
the canal to the eastern part of our
Nation.

Because of my concern for our eco-
nomic and security interests, I feel we
have an overriding responsibility to
protect U.S. treaty rights—mow that the
treaties are the law of the land—and
insure the continued operation of the
canal, That responsibility was the para-
mount concern of the conferees as they
reconciled the differences between the
House and Senate versions of the im-
plementing legislation.

I am, therefore, gratified that the
conference report allows the President
to put the canal under U.S. military
control if foreign combat troops are
placed in Panama. The conference also
accepted the House approved appro-
priated funds agency form for the new
canal administration, guaranteeing the
Congress a major role in the oversight
of canal operations throughout the life
of the treaty. Furthermore, the confer-
ees reflected the House concerns over
its constitutional role in the transfer of
property by requiring that all future
transfers under the treaty will be sub-
ject to congressional approval.

Mr. Speaker, I support the conference
report on the implementing legislation
for the Panama Canal treaties.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman for his com-
ments and again commend the gentle-
man, too, for his leadership on this very
vital issue.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the ambassador from Illinois
(Mr. DERWINSKI) .

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, with
the Senate having acted to pass the im-
plementing legislation, this vote in the
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House completes the legislative need
forced upon us by Senate ratification of
the Panama Canal treaties.

Mr. Speaker, I recognize that if this
body had had a voice in ratification of
the Panama Canal treaties, we might
not be faced with the responsibility of
fashioning implementing legislation to-
day.

But the fact is, the treaties exist and
will be in effect as of October 1. We have
a responsibility to carry out the inter-
national obligations negotiated by
President Carter and approved by the
Senate. But we also have the responsi-
bility to maintain the strongest possible
defense and the most efficient manage-
ment of canal operations.

The issue is clear. We have a better
bill than passed by the Senate. We
achieved as much in conference as the
House could expect.

It must also be noted that the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. BAUMAN)
insisted that the conference report con-
tain language to allow the President to
place the canal under military control
if foreign combat troops are placed in
Panama. My colleague, Mr. BAUMAN, and
I have been disturbed by the friend-
ship between Panama and Cuba, and,
therefore, this language would serve to
protect the United States if a Cuban or
Soviet brigade were brought into Pan-
ama.

The key points are these. The canal
itself will not be transferred before 1999.
Between now and then, any transfers of
property will be subject to congressional
approval upon 180-days notice from the
President.

Our responsibility was to protect the
rights of the United States under the
treaties, We have insured the smooth and
safe operation of this vital waterway.
The passage of this bill is in the best in-
terests of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I have heard the cries of
“vote” and after you hear my words of
wisdom, I think it will be appropriate
that you do vote.

I would suggest that the best interests
of the United States, the truly diplomat-
ic vote, the pro-American vote, is to
support this conference report.

Earlier the gentleman from New York
(Mr. MurpHY) had politely needled our
friend, the gentleman from Maryland. I
am not quite so sure that the gentleman
was accurate in giving all the plaudits to
the gentleman from Maryland.

To sum up the whole picture we more
than eflectively protect the U.S. in-
terests. We want the canal to function
on October 1. Passage of this legislation
is essential. It is good politics for the
United States, It is good diplomacy. It is
good military policy and, it also serves
our commercial interests.

I would hope we can have, not a nar-
row vote, but a good strong House vote
for this conference report.

Mr, MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. BOWEN).

Mr. BOWEN. Mr. Speaker, I have a
great deal of faith in the fundamental
intelligence and patriotism of the Amer-
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ican people in their ability to separate
the wheat from the chaff, their ability
to see what clearly is and is not in the
national interest. I think they can and
will see very clearly that closing the Pan-
ama Canal, bringing our troops home,
severing a vital military and ecenomic
lifeline of America, is certainly not in
our national interest.

A few days ago I heard someone stand-
ing here in the well who suggested that
in effect we should let Panama try to
throw us out of the Canal Zone. I want
to assure you that if we do not pass this
conference report, it will not be neces-
sary for anyone to throw us out of Pan-
ama. We will be ordering our own people
home if we defeat this conference report.

Last week we appropriated funds for
an agency fo be known as the Panama
Canal Commission, but that agency is
not yet in existence, and it is not possible
to expend appropriated funds for a fig-
ment of the imagination. That agency
will not be created unless and until we
approve this conference report. Without
the creation of that agency, our 6,000
civilian personnel in Panama will be out
of work. They and their families will be
unemployed. They will have no place
to go but back home to America. I do
not think we want that exodus to take
place.

By the same token, if we fail to carry
out our treaty right and obligation, one
which we sought diligently over several
years of negotiation, the right to man-
age, operate and maintain the canal for
the remainder of this century, spelled
out in article IIT of the treaty, then clear-
ly we will be in violation of that treaty.
We will be in default of our treaty obli-
gation, and under international law the
Republic of Panama would be author-
ized to terminate the treaty. If that trag-
ic event should happen, we would no
longer retain the right to keep our mili-
tary forces in Panama.

I happen to believe that with 3,000
Soviet combat troops in Cuba, this is
no time to pack up our bags and pull
out of Panama, no time to withdraw our
military forces from that critical area.

I sincerely hope that by the year 2000
General Torrijos will not be in a posi-
tion of responsibility in Panama, and
I have every reason to think that will be
the case. I sincerely hope that by the
year 2000 there will be a great deal more
political and economic stability in Pan-
ama and in all of Central America. I
certainly hope that by the year 2000
there will be no Russian troops in the
Caribbean. I hope that by the year 2000
it will not be necessary for us to rely
upon the Panama Canal so heavily for
our ocean commerce and for the mili-
tary security of our Nation. I hope that
we will have developed alternate routes
and methods of transportation between
the Atlantic and the Pacific. But for
1979 and 1980 and the two decades
thereafter it is essential to every Amer-
ican that we retain the right to admin-
ister and defend the Panama Canal, a
right we have exercised wisely for 65
yvears and one that I am confident we
will exercise wisely for the next 20.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the Amer-
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ican people can very clearly perceive
these facts, and if some of them do not,
then it is our duty to help them under-
stand them just as it is our duty to do
what is right and what is in our national
interest today.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for this
conference report.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Idaho
(Mr. HanseN), who has been one of the
leaders in opposition to the treaties.
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Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I, too,
commend the gentleman from New York
(Mr. MurpHYJ) and the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. Bauman) and all who
have labored long and hard over this
agonizing decision.

I am amazed, however, to hear the
chairman of the committee say we have
to vote for this legislation, or else. Are
we nothing but a parrot for the Presi-
dent? Are we nothing but a parrot for
the Senate?

We are free men and women and co-
ercion has no place here. Our interests
can only be protected if we vote “no”
and we should vote “ne’” because this
conference report is little improvement
over the one last week which we de-
feated.

First. Little has been cut from ex-
penses. /

Second. Property transfer processes
are still virtually uncontrolled.

Third. Retro-tax protection has no
teeth.

Fourth. There are no real restrictions
against stationing Russian or Cuban
troops in Panama.

Fifth. There are no means for with-
holding transfer of property or payment
of funds to Panama if they violate the
terms of the treaties.

Mr. Speaker, this is a most historic
occasion. Today we will find whether the
Members of this great body will have
the courage and foresight to head off the
startling decline of the United States of
America.

Mr. Speaker, make no mistake, the
Panama Canal treaties are a rip-off ne-
gotiated by big bankers for the benefit
of big international bankers to bail out
$2 billion in reckless loans given to the
Marxist dictator Omar Torrijos. A $20
billion asset and $100 million a year in
cash is a quick fix for the dictator and
the bankers, but it costs every American
family $500.

These terrible treaties also endanger
the Nation’s oil supply and they endan-
ger our vital sea lanes and waterways.

There is now great hue and cry to set
aside the SALT II treaty because of So-
viet combat troops in Cuba. Why are
the Gerald Fords, the Howard Bakers,
the Frank Churches, and the Richard
Stones not asking the same set-aside of
the Panama Canal treaties? After all,
Cuba is between the United States and
Panama and between the United States
and our oil import supply, and it is the
Castro-Torrijos axis now spreading
Marxist terrorism throughout the Carib-
bean.

The irony of the situation is that Sen-
ators CHURcH and Stone have protested
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so loudly about Russians in Cuba but
they voted against Senator DOLE’s
amendment which would have kept the
Soviets out of Panama.

And to watch that erosion of principle
in this serious matter is most disturbing.
We hear of trade-offs for the Tellico
Dam. We see parliamentary manuevers
and sophistry replace principle. The
great article IV fight long waged by the
gentleman from New York, the chairman
of the committee, is going by the board
with hardly a whimper. No wonder the
American people are disillusioned with
politics.

I cry for the taxpayers and the con-
sumer—the interest rates, the costs, the
taxes are unbelievable.

I cry for the school child who believes
in America and hopes for the same future
we have enjoyed.

We are not giving the Panama Canal
to the people of Panama. It is being
given to an oppressive dictator who has
destroyed their rights and bankrupted
their treasury. The people of Panama are
not happy and every few days hundreds
are chased into the American Canal
Zone. Where do they go if we go?

The treaties are locking the chains on
the people of Panama and bailing out a
hostile dictator and the bad loans of big
international banks at the expense of
American families.

The issue is not the shadings and
double talk of the conference report
which is still a copout to the State De-
partment and the Senate.

The real issue is the give away of the
Panama Canal.

With Soviet combat troops in the

Caribbean—do we dare give away the
Panama Canal?

With Castro and Torrijos spreading
Marxist terrorism around the Carib-
bean—do we dare give away the Panama
Canal?

With Soviet and Cuban troops stand-
ing between us and 75 percent of our oil
imports—do we dare give away the
Panama Canal?

Those Russian troops are the trainers
of Castro’s Africa corps.

Those Russian troops are training
Marxist terrorists and revolutionaries all
over the Caribbean—undermining our
most vulnerable area.

Those Russian troops, thanks to Castro
and Torrijos, already have the scalps of
many old U.S. friends on their belt like
Granada and Nicaragua and they are
now reaching for El Salvador and Guate-
mala. And listen to this State Depart-
ment FBIS report from Colombia on
September 20, “Guerrilla action by the
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia
(FARC) might resume thanks to the
announced arrival in the country of
groups trained in specialized camps in
the Soviet Union and Czechoslavakia.”

Will we reward the Russians and
Castro and the Marxist bandit Torrijos
and the reckless international bankers
by giving away the Panama Canal and
billions of American dollars?

I want no part of it and, mark my
words, those who fail to help stop this
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tragedy this day will soon regret their
part in the betrayal of this great Nation.

The greatest of all issues today is do
we have the guts in the United States
House of Representatives to do what the
American people want—what we know is
right—what must be done to preserve
this Nation? Do we have the guts to
defeat this conference report? I pray
that we do.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, will my colleague yield?

Mr. HANSEN. Yes; I do yield to my
colleague from New York.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I want to take this opportunity
to express my strong feelings that the
gentleman from Idaho has assisted this
House in arriving at a very solid and
tight conference report. The pressure
and the statements the gentleman has
just made to this body are shared by
many Members of this body. The state-
ment the gentleman has made would be
a most eloquent speech to vote against
the Treaty of 1977. But we are not con-
sidering the Treaty of 1977 today. We are
at the last point, the point of no return,
of implementing that treaty regardless
of its merits.

Mr. Speaker, what we have done today,
of course, the gentleman from Idaho has
assisted us in doing. He has brought us
to the point where we have tightened
down. We have tightened down in all of
the security areas the gentleman has
just mentioned. I would share the gen-
tleman's sentiments on a treaty vote but
we must stand on the word of America
and vote for this legislation.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I regret
that we do not agree but I thank the
gentleman from New York for his kind
remarks and many considerations over
the months this legislation has been
considered.

Let me add this Mr. Speaker.

Staying power is the mark of a winner
in any human endeavor. Today’s vote is
the final test of staying power.

From the beginning of this debate,
the House has resisted the giving away
of the Panama Canal. We defended
rightly our constitutional role in the
disposition of territory at every step of
the way. In response to our constituents,
we have resisted the transfer.

And we have been proven right at every
step of the way. It is a bitter irony that
many treaty proponents in this House
have tried to claim opposition to the very
transfer which they are to the end at-
tempting to force on the Nation.

There is no doubt that treaty and im-
plementation opponents have carried
every point of the debate. We have been
right on the dollar costs. We have been
right on the economic damage. We have
been right on the defense damage. And
we have been right that you can not buy
the friendship of notorious Communist
revolutionary regimes by paying tribute
and giving away our national heritage.

Now despite all the facts, despite all the
law, despite all the pragmatic considera-
tions, our only choice today is still the
bill of the treaty proponents. Since they
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have the weaker side of the facts and the
law, their biggest weapon has been coer-
cion and erosion. I think it is fair to say
that today’s vote will in large measure be
a test of our staying power.

Our arguments have prevailed. We are
in the right. Then how could we lose?
We can lose only if we fail to remember
that the valdiity of the original percep-
tion of the House, that it is the last
protection of the people, remains un-
impaired; we can lose only if fright over-
comes right.

Mr. Speaker, without detracting from
any of the other arguments against the
conference report, there is the question
of whether this House has any legislative
function at all. This week, the Senate
passed the conference report on the De-
partment of Education. It was the Senate
bill. The House bill was simply rejected.
Nor is this the first time that we have
rolled over to play dead for the other
body. Now, after pledges from our con-
ferees that they would be Horatius at the
bridge, we are going to vote on the ad-
ministration bill which originally came
here as H.R. 1716.

We play our little charade that we are
legislators and then the other body tells
us what we may pass. Perhaps this is
the time to tell the other body that our
votes mean what they say.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the House voted
“no” to treaty implementation 203-192.

This week, the House should again vote
“no” for the same reasons.

Many voted “yes” when they wanted to
vote “no” because of fear—fear that we
must have implementation to prevent
chaos and reprisal in the Canal Zone on
and after October 1.

First, fear of reprisal by another na-
tion is a poor reason to act on any bill of
any kind. It is doubly wrong when the
matter under consideration will deter-
mine relationships both domestic and
foreign for many years to come.

Second, in order to assure ongoing
control and operation of the Panama Ca-
nal after October 1, I have prepared a
lawsuit to be filed this week to support
continued rejection of treaty implemen-
tation legislation:

First. The court will be asked to pre-
serve the status quo, that is, continua-
tion of the Panama Canal Company until
such time as Congress shall have finally
dealt with the matter of implementation.

Second. The suit will contest the entry
into effect of the Panama Canal Treaty
of 1977 on the grounds that such treaty
cannot go into effect lacking implement-
ing legislation—a position the adminis-
tration appears to share in view of its
coercive drive to force implementation of
its own bill under several disguises.

Third. This court action will raise the
question of the legality of a treaty which
contains contractual disagreements such
as the DeConcini reservation on the
United States side and the lack of the
same reservation on the Panamanian
side (Is there a meeting of the minds on
the same treaty?).

Fourth. The suit will raise the issue of
whether there can no longer be a treaty
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in view of the violations of neutrality by
Panama and its continuing activities as
the staging area for Soviet and Cuban
terrorism and revolution in the Western
Hemisphere.

The attorneys are convineed our case is
valid, our standing is solid and our issue
is classic.

If the presence of Soviet combat troops
in Cuba makes you uneasy, then the new
intelligence that this is a highly skilled
group which helped organize the Cuban
Africa Corps and is training insurgents
all over Latin America should disturb you
even more.

Despite a toothless pronouncement in
the conference report, neither the trea-
ties nor the implementing legislation
prevents Soviet or Cuban troops in Pan-
ama and the current heavy Russian pres-
ence there as advisers and attachés
should give us a signal of things to come.

For those who doubt the marxist influ-
ence and Soviet activities, let me quote a
few excerpts from U.S. State Department
Foreign Broadcast Information Service
(FBIS) Reports:

We want to tell the Panamanians that any
attack on Panama is an attack on Nicaragua,
Interior Minister and Revolutionary Com-
mander Tomas Borge said emphatically here
today. (Managua—320 Sept. 1979). Borge is a
member of the Supreme Command of the
Bandinist People's Army and of the Joint
National Directorate of the Sandinist Na-
tional Liberation Front.

Commander Borge added firmly that if it is
necessary to defend the canal with weapons
in our hands, we are willing to go to Panama
with our Sandinist forces, carrying the rifles
of the revolution.

We want our Panamanian ¢companions to
tell the people of Panama, to tell General
Torrijos, that the slogan of Nicaragua is
also applicable to Panama—the slogan of
free fatherland or death.

Companero Humberto Ortega Saavedra,
the commander of the revolution and mem-
ber of the Joint National Directorate of the
Bandinist National Liberation Front, at a
news conference in Managua on Sept. 21, 1979
said: “Therefore, we cannot view the Pana-
manian problem as a problem exclusive to
Panamanians, but we must see it as a prob-
lem of Latin Americans, of Central Ameri-
cans and also of Nicaraguans, because Pan-
ama supported and continues to support the
Bandinist cause. We cannot leave the Pana-
manian people alone in their struggle against
imperialism.”

Bogota, Sept. 20, 1979—Guerrllla action by
the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colom-
bia (FARC) might resume thanks to the an-
nounced arrival in the country of groups
trained In specialized camps in the Soviet
Union and Czechoslovakia, experts noted
here today. According to information ob-
tained by the state intelligence servcies, a
group of 30 FARC guerrillas returned secretly
to Colombia after taking a 4-month course
of weapons and military tactics in those two
communist countries.

If before the treaty trigger date, the
connection between Torrijos, Castro, and
the Soviets is flaunted in our faces, what
are we to expect after October 1, unless
the Congress demonstrates our unwil-
]ilng;}ess to be treated like fools and pat-
sies

Mr. Speaker, the people of this Nation
are still deeply disturbed about the Pan-
ama Canal treaties as is shown by Res-
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olution 524 which was passed at the 61st
Annual Convention of the American Le-
gion in August of this year.

Resolution 524 deplores any and all actions
by the U.S. Congress which resulted in U.S.
citizens actually paying to give away TU.S.
property, and urges all U.S. citizens to re-
member at the polls in 1980 those U.S. Sena-
tors and members of the House of Represent-
atives who voted for this infamous transfer.
Further, urges the U.S. House of Representa-
tives to continue its dynamic role as “EKeeper
of the nation’s purse” and continue to assert
its right to refuse funds which will be re-
quired by many agencies of the U.S. Govern-
ment to implement the Panama Canal Trea-
ties.

The new conference report denies the
Congress control over our territory and
continues to impose a cost of hundreds of
millions on American taxpayers. As such
it cannot be accepted. Commonsense
tells us that we have been right all along.
Now everything rides on this one final
vote—for the Nation's security, for the
people at home, for many good reasons,
we should vote down the conference re-
port.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. MCCLOSKEY) .

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr, Speaker, I
would like to address my comments to
those who feel honestly that the Panama
Canal Treaty hurts the national security
interests of the United States, and to try
to give two reasons why I think those
interested in the national security should
vote for this conference report.

A former President, President Monroe,
once laid down a doctrine that ruled the
attitudes of foreign nations toward our
hemisphere for many, many years. The
Monroe Doctrine, in effect, said that it
would be viewed as an unfriendly act if
a foreign nation established a military
presence in our hemisphere.

Due to the efforts of one man, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. BAUMAN) —
and I think as the chairman just said,
perhaps the gentleman from Idaho (Mr.
HanseN) should be added, because of the
pressure he brought on the conferees—
but because of the influence the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. BAumMaN) and
because of the gentleman’s viewpoint, if
we enact this conference report into law
we will be reiterating the Monroe Doc-
trine. I would call it the Bauman Doc-
trine, and I want to read to you what
will be in this conference report if the
President signs the bill:

. under any circumstances in which
foreign combat troops or military forces
(other than those of the United States as
provided in the Panama Canal Treaties of
1977) are located within the Republic of
Panama—

At that point the President of the
United States has the power to put the
Canal Zone under Defense Department
administration and control.

Mr. Speaker, in effect this is a reitera-
tion of the Monroe Doctrine. You might
call it the Bauman Doctrine of 1979, that
if a foreigen power should introduce
troops into a nation in Central or Latin
America, the Panama  Canal Defense
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Treaty permits putting the canal on a
defense basis.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me this is a
clear signal to the rest of the world as
to how the United States views the canal
for security purposes. It would be a fine
thing if this House could provide a
unanimous vote as a congressional reit-
eration of the Monroe Doctrine at this
time.

Mr. Speaker, the President has not
taken this step with respect to Russian
troops in Cuba, either at the time of
the Cuban missile crisis under President
Kennedy or today under President
Carter.

We Republicans from time to time
have indicated criticism of a Democratic
President when we felt that that Presi-
dent did not present a strong face to
foreign nations with respect to foreign
policy. What could be better than if the
Congress of the United States gives a
unanimous affirming declaration that
we affirm this doctrine that foreign
troops should not be located in a neu-
tral country in this hemisphere, and that
if so, we are instructing our President
that he has the power to take defensive
action.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me for the
foregoing reason alone we should try to
pass this conference report unanimously.

A second reason lies in the need at
this time to demonstrate to the world
that our governmental processes
work; that when our President ne-
gotiates a treaty and the Senate by two-
thirds majority ratifies it, we in the Con-
gress can enact legislation to fairly im-
plement it.
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Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BONIOR) .

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, this hopefully will be the last
vote that we have on this issue.

I think it is important to review the
facts as to who some of the people are
who have supported dealing with this
issue, pufting it aside, and getting on
with the work of this House and the
Congress and the foreign policy of this
Nation. They include William F. Buckley,
Gerald Ford, and Henry Kissinger. Ros-
ERT Baumaw signed this report, as did
StroM THURMOND, JOHN WARNER, and
JoHn STENNIS—hardly people that one
can consider liberal-progressive. But cer-
tainly they recognize that we are at a
point in this House and in this Nation at
this time where we are risking—literally
risking—Ilives of Amercan people in the
Canal Zone.

I had thought that the poliey of brink-
manship of John Foster Dulles had gone
out the window years ago, but we have
played this brinkmanship game on Pan-
ama so close that this Member is per-
sonally scared and fearful for the people

we have down in Panama today, 10,000
of them.

We have a tough bill. It got tougher
in subcommittee, it got tougher in the
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full committee, and it was strengthened
on the floor of this House. Then it was
strengthened in conference. We got 80
percent of what we wanted from the Sen-
ate. We went back, and we got more in
this last conference. I do not know what
more we can ask for.

I would suggest that we consider that
there are serious implications to those
people we have stationed in Panama to-
day. I would further suggest that politi-
cally we consider our votes against this
conference report if it fails. How is that
vote going to be interpreted if indeed
there is violence in the Panama Canal
Zone?

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
Bauman) has indicated that we should
not vote on threats that there will be
violence, but I do not know how at this
point we can take that away or subtract
that from our consideration. It is real.
It is very, very real.

So, Mr. Speaker, in this last minute I
would ask my colleagues to try to recoup
some form of grace from this whole epi-
sode. I would ask them to support our
committee chairman, to support the ma-
jority of the members of the conference
committee who supported the bill, and
to adopt the conference report this
morning.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr, SPENCE).

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I am
against the Panama Canal Treaty and
any legislation that would help give the
Panama Canal way.

I cannot believe what I have heard
here today. As most of you Members
know, I only speak on important matters.
I do not get emotional too often, but I
am concerned about what is happening
to this country.

We hear today the same kind of talk
we heard before World War I, before
World War II, and before every other
attempt that has been made to “feed the
alligator” and appease our enemies., We
have sunk to the low place we have
reached, in the eyes of many people in
this world today, because we have given
in so much that we have been pushed
around by everybody, and we invite more
of the same thing.

It is like the situation when you are
walking down the street with your wife
and you meet some person who wants
her. He says, “‘Give her up or I'll fight
you,” and so you give her up. When do
you draw the line?

Let me quote from somebody who
knows about these kinds of things. Solz-
henitsyn, when he was speaking of the
“sickness of the will” in the free world,
said this:

The spirit of Munich prevails in the 20th
Century. The timid civilired world has found
nothing with which to oppose the ocnslaught
of a sudden revival of bare-faced barbarity,
other than concessions and smiles * * *

And tomorrow, you'll see, it will be all
right. But it will never be all right! The price
of cowardice will only be evil; we shall reap

courage and victory only when we dare to
make sacrifices.

‘What has happened to us? What has
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appeasement gotten us? Where are our
real leaders of the past? “Millions for
defense, but not one cent for tribute.”
*54-40 or fight.”

If we had the same kind of leaders
today that we had in the past, we would
not have Torrijos around talking as he is
talking about pushing us out of the canal.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, would my colleague, the gentle-
man from South Carolina, yield?

Mr. SPENCE. Yes, in just 1 minute,
after I have finished this point, I will
yield.

Mr, Speaker, we hear that this is the
only way to insure our continued use of
the canal. Treaties, as we ought to know
from the painful lessons of history, are
lived up to by those kind of people only
as long as it is to their advantage to do
s0. The next man can always say, “I
wasn't in office when they made that
treaty. I don't agree with it, and so I
can’t go along with it.”

When do we draw the line? When it
comes to Alaska? Florida? California?
Oregon? Manhattan?

In order to prevent a fight, will we ever
draw the line?

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPENCE. I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, at this present time the 75th Rangers
Brigade is on its way to Panama, osteq-
sibly for maneuvers in the Inter-Ameri-
can School of the Armed Forces that
operates there. I do not think that we
have to draw a picture for the Members
of this House to understand they are
going down there not for a question of
appeasement but for a question of enforc-
ing America’s responsibilities if we do not
act responsibly today.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I will con-
clude only by saying that if we pass this
legislation, history will prove I am ‘right.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. BETHUNE) .

Mr. BETHUNE. Mr. Speaker, the en-
tire Panama Canal issue would not be
here at all had it not been for the
masterful job of bootstrapping that the
President and Senate did throughout the
entire process. Misrepresentations were
made from the outset about the cost of
this project. Misrepresentations were
made about the right to defend and
about the stability of the government in
Panama,

I said earlier this year, and I repeat—
and I truly mean it—that I think it has
been the worst mistake we have made
in some 20 years for the President and
the Senate to deliver up these treaties.
That is now manifestly clear to me,
after all I have heard as a Representa-
tive here in this Chamber.

I agree with the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. Bauman) that we need
implementing legislation. I agree with
the chairman of the committee (Mr.
MurpHY) on that score. I think it would
be the second worst mistake we have
made in this country if we did not pass
some implementing legislation.
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I voted for the original bill on June 21
when it was considered here. My col-
league, the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. ALEXANDER), joined me. That was
not a popular vote in the southern States
or in Arkansas, and particularly for a
brand new Republican in a Democratic
State, but I did it because I thought it
was the right thing to do.

I voted against the first conference re-
port that came back here, the so-called
Bauman bill, because I thought it was
a compromise and I thought we ought to
send it back to the conference commit-
tee and let them rework it.

Now, the “Son of Bauman,” as it has
been referred to, is not a pretty child,
but the fact is, it is the only one we have
and there is no time left to do anything
about it. We do not have time to pro-
duce a “Grandson of Bauman.”

So, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that
if we need this bill, if we need imple-
menting legislation and there is no time
to produce another bill, then we ought
to adopt this conference report. But the
simple faet is that it is not going to pass
unless some of us here hold our noses
and vote for it. That is why I am going
to vote “aye” on the conference report.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
ALEXANDER) .

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to take this time to commend
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
BetHUNE), who just spoke, and especial-
ly the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
BoweN), who is a member of the com-
mittee, for the courage they have demon-
strated in standing up and telling the
truth to the people they represent.
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Several years ago I conducted a poll
in my district to poll my constituents on
the question of the proposed Panama
Canal Treaty. Approximately 85 percent
of the people of my district responded
negatively. They were ready for some-
one to take the stump and stir their emo-
tions against the treaty; they were recep-
tive to being outraged, ready to draw the
line and fight for what Americans con-
sider to be our “rights” in the Western
Hemisphere.

It would have been very easy to ac-
commeodate this political climate. But it is
much more difficult to tell the people the
truth about Panama to prevent a con-
frontation and I commend the gentlemen
for the courage that they have demon-
strated and the leadership that they have
shown.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Tennessee
(Mrs. BOUQUARD) .

Mrs. BOUQUARD. Mr. Speaker, I
doubt that any Member of this Chamber
has more consistently opposed the trans-
fer of the Panama Canal than I have.
I wish it were possible to calculate the
number of votes, manhours, and effort
that this Congress has put into debate
and maneuvering on this issue. But, we
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are now to the point of simply refusing
to accept the reality that U.S. control
over the Panama Canal is at an end.
In fact, we have stepped over the line of
reason and are now threatening what
little presence we still maintain in the
Canal Zone.

If we fail today to enact this confer-
ence report, the President will have no
choice but to remove U.S. Forces and
personnel from the Canal Zone by Octo-
ber 2. That will create a void into which
insurgent forces will move. No Member
of this body can honestly say to them-
selves or to their constituency that a vote
against this bill is in the national interest
of the United States. Now, our own na-
tional security, that of Latin America,
and of the Caribbean, will best be served
by the enactment of this measure. That
is a simple, straightforward statement of
a political and legal fact. I wish it were
not true, I wish the United States still
retained control of the Panama Canal,
but wishing does not and will not ever
make it so.

It is our responsibility as legislators to
protect the vital interests of this Nation.
The Panama Canal Treaty is a fact. If
we are to avold even worse consequences
for this Nation, we must act responsibly
and rationally to protect what little U.S.
influence remains, as well as internal
stability of the Canal Zone. The only
way we can now accomplish that goal is
the passage of this bill.

Those of you who in the past have, like
myself, opposed the Panama Canal
treaties, I think we were right, but we
were not successful. We must not com-
pound that loss by shortsighted, counter-
productive posturing on this issue.

I urge my colleagues to support the
?Ilficuﬁ?m of this conference report on

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. BOWEN. 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 re-
sponded to their names:

[Roll No. 508]

Abdnor Bereuter
Addabbo Bethune
Akaka Bevill
Albosta Biaggi
Alexander Bingham
Ambro Blanchard

Anderson,
Boland

Calif.
Anderson, Il. Bolling
Boner

Andrews,
Bonior

N. Dak.
Annunzio Bonker
Anthony Bouquard
Applegate Bowen
Ashbrook Brademas
Atkinson Breaux
AuCoin Brinkley
Badham Brodhead
Bafalis Brooks

Carney

Carr

Cheney
Chisholm
Clausen
Cleveland
Clinger
Coelho
Coleman
Collins, Il
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conte
Corcoran
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Courter
Crane, Daniel

Bailey
Baldus
Barnard
Barnes
Bauman
Beard, R.I.
Beard, Tenn.
Bedell
Bellenson
Benjamin
Bennett

Broomfield
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhlll
Buchanan
Burgener
Burlison
Burton, John
Butler

Byron
Campbell

Crane, Philip
D'Ampurs
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Danielson
Dannemeyer
Daschle
Davis, Mich.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Deckard

Dellums
Derrick
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dornan
Downey
Duncan, Tenn.
Early
Edgar
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Edwards, Okla.
Emery
English
Erdahl
Erlenborn
Ertel
Evans, Del.
Evans, Ga.
Evans, Ind.
Fary
Fascell
Fazio
Fenwick
Ferraro
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Fithian
Flippo
Florio
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn,
Forsythe
Fountain
Fowler
Frenzel
Fuqua
Garcia
Gaydos
Gephardt
Gilaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Gingrich
Ginn
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gore
Gradison
Gramm
Grassley
Green
Grisham
Guyer
Hagedorn
Hall, Ohio
Hall, Tex.
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hance
Hansen
Harris
Hawkins
Heckler
Hefner
Heftel
Hightower
Hillis
Hinson
Holland
Hollenbeck
Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto
Hyde
Ichord
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jeffries
Jenkins
Jenrette
Johnson, Callf.

The SPEAKER pro tempore

Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla
Jones, Tenn.
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Eelly
Kemp
Kildee
Kindness
Eogovsek
EKostmayer
Kramer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Latta
Leach, La.
Leath, Tex.
Lee
Lehman
Leland
Lent
Levitas
Lewis
Livingston
Lloyd
Loeffler
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lowry
Luken
Lundine
Lungren
McClory
McCloskey
McCormack
McDade
McHugh
McKay
Madigan
Maguire
Markey
Marks
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin
Matsui
Mattox
Mavroules
Mazzoll
Mica
Michel
Mikulski
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell, Md.

Mitchell, N.Y.

Mollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Callf.

Moorhead, Pa.

Mottl
Murphy, N.Y.
Murphy, Pa.
Murtha
Myers, Pa.
Natcher
Neal
Nedzl
Nelson
Nolan
Nowak
O'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey
Ottinger
Panctta
Pgshayan
Patten
Patterson
Paul
Pease
Pepper
Perkins
Petri
Peyser
Pickle
Preyer
Price
Pritchard
Pursell
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Quayle
Kahall
Rallsback
Ratchford
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Richmond
Rinaldo
Ritter
Roherts
Roe
Rostenkowskl
Roth
Rousselot
Roybal
Royer
Rudd
Russo
Sabo
Satterfield
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schulze
Sebelius
Sensenbrenner

Smith, Iowsa
Bmith, Nebr.
Snowe
Snyder
Solomon
Spellman
Spence
S5t Germain
Stack
Staggers
Stangeland
Stanton
Steed
Stenholm
Stewart
Stockman
Stratton
Studds
Stump
Swilt
Symms
Synar
Tauke
Taylor
Thomas
Thompson
Traxler
Trible
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
Wampler
Watkins
Waxman
Weiss
White
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten

Williams, Mont.

Wilson, Bob
Wilson, C. H.
Wilson, Tex.
Wirth
Woalpe
Wright
Wryatt
Wydler
Wrylie

Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Mo.
Zablockl
Zeferettl

(Mr.

StEED). On this rollcall 374 Members
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have recorded their presence by electron-
ic device, a quorum.

Under the rule, further proceedings
under the call are dispensed with.

[]1150
CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 111,
PANAMA CANAL ACT OF 1979

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. PASHAYAN) .

Mr. PASHAYAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference bill. The 11th
hour is now upon this body. There is no
time for any more conferences or
ideology. What we do here today, or fail
to do, will have terrible consequences
not only on the position of the United
States in Central America, a foremost
consideration, but also on the nation of
Panama itself. Inaction by the Congress
could well have devastating effects.

I have before me a statement by the
gentleman from Idaho (Mr, HANSEN)
that he intends to initiate another law-
suit, bringing into question the legality
of the treaties once again. Hereto, it has
been the gentleman's stated position
that this body, being an independent
branch of the Government from the
judicial, is within its right or power to
refrain from an earlier Court decision
on the treaties. Now my colleague seeks
refuge in the judicial system, and I wel-
come him there, for it has always been
my view that the Court has spoken, and
spoken finally, on the matter of the
treaties. I should therefore like to remind
my good friend and this House that the
Court has upheld the treaties as legally
binding, by stating:

In declding that Article IV . . . is not the
exclusive method contemplated by the Con-
stitution for disposing of federal property,
we hold that the United States Is not pro-
hibited from employing an alternative means
constitutionally authorized. Our judicial
system in deciding this lawsult is confined
to assessing the merits of the claim . .. that
in . . . the transfer of property of the United
States, the Treaty power as contained in
Article II . . . was not legally avallable to
the President. We hold, contrarlly, that this

choice of procedure was clearly consonant
with the Constitution.

That is the law as it stands today, and
as it will stand on October 1, the date
when the 1903 Treaty dies and these new
treaties spring to life.

The important question is whether or
not the United States shall maximize its
presence and control in Panama in the
next 20 years. If we should fail to furnish
legislation, this Nation may well be put
in breach of treaty in international law.
If so, under what auspices are we to re-
main in Panama with military troops
and personnel fo operate the canal?
Some claim that the Treaty of Neutrality
will permit continued military presence.
But I cannot see that the breach of a
treaty by the United States is an action
calculated to maintain neutrality in
Panama; to the contrary, it may well
contribute to civil agitation, and worse
vet, murder and revolution: it may well
invite foreign powers to supplicate the
Panamanian Government against the
United States; it may well cause the
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flame to be put to the flag of the United
States.

No, Mr. Speaker, our course must be
steady. I do not want the Panamanians
to maintain and operate the canal in the
next 20 years. I do want U.S. personnel
to operate the canal. I do want the
United States to maintain a military
presence in Panama, legally and effec-
tively. The very reasons that the oppo-
nents of the treaty have urged the United
States to keep Panama, are the very rea-
sons that the United States now must
maintain its presence in Panama for the
next 20 years. At the very least, crude oil
from the North Slope in an amount of
300,000 to 500,000 barrels per day is
shipped through the canal. Other com-
modities vital to the bustling industries
of our ports are also shipped through
the canal. It is important to American
interests that we protect this commerce.

More important is the situation, revo-
lutionary in spirit, that now pervades the
entirety of Central America and the sur-
rounding seas. I do not know what re-
volts or revolutions or other forms of
outburst and agitation will occur there,
but whatever the fire may be, the United
States must be there to guench the flame.

I am not any happier with the treaty
than is the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. BauMaN) whose signature appears
on the conference report, dnd whose
vote I hope will follow his signature. But
the President and Senate have left us
with no choice.

We must act decisively today and our
decision must be to keep control and pro-
tection of American interests in Panama;
anything less would blemish the Ameri-
can adventure espoused by Teddy Roose-
velt and other heroes of American his-
tory, in whose spirit and toil the Panama
Canal, an almost incredible feat, was
first built.

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the implementation
legislation. I think it is wrong. I still
believe we could achieve a better end
product by going to another conference.

Let me review the reasons why I feel
very strongly the House should return
to a conference to insist on certain pro-
tections for the United States:

First. The new conference report de-
nies the Congress control over U.S. ter-
ritory and its disposition.

Second. There are estimates that this
transition of control of our canal will
cost the American taxpayer at least
$3 to $4 billion. That is a high price for
American taxpayers to pay for a give-
away.

Third. There should be a firm prohibi-
tion against any foreign troops in the
Canal Zone. Further the right of the
United States to force such troops to
leave prior to the year 2000 (committee
language saying it should not occur is
not enough.)

Fourth. This legislation far exceeds
the provisions of the two treaties allow-
ing the executive branch to arbitrarily
give up the whole package at any time.
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Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the remainder of my time, 2 minutes, to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PHILIP
M. CRANE) .

Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE. Mr. Speaker,
there is one portion of our Constitution
that all of us should keep in mind as we
finally reach the end of this prolix de-
bate. That portion is article IV, section
3, clause 2 of the Constitution which
states that Congress shall have the pow-
er to dispose of territory and property
of the United States.

I do not think there is any debate
about the canal and the zone being terri-
tory and property of the United States.
Moreover, in defining Congress, there is
no confusion as to our role and responsi-
bility in finally making the judgment as
to whether territory and property shall
be given away.

I have heard some discussion about
standing behind the commitment of the
United States. Well, who are the United
States? The American people indicated
in polls their overwhelming objection
to alienation of the zone and the canal.
And the House of Representatives, he-
ing the people’s body, is a closer reflec-
tion of the United States of America
than the upper body or the executive
branch. That being the case we have as
instrumental a role in this whole busi-
ness as anyone, and we should have
been consulted by the President and the
Senate before they made any interna-
tional commitments.

There is historic precedent for this.
The House did participate when we
alienated property in the zone by giving
it to Panama in 1955.

So as we approach this final vote, I
would ask my colleagues to keep in mind
that we in this body, each and every
one of us, are the ones who ultimately
will make the decision as to whether
our canal is given away. We must think
long and hard on our responsibilities to
the American people, particularly in
light of the comments we have heard
by my distinguished colleague from
Idaho with respect to alien influences
in the Caribbean.

This is not the time that the United
States should be retreating, and I
would hope the conference report would
be rejected.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas, the
majority leader (Mr. WRIGHT) .

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, every
Member of this House knows that the
auestion here is not whether we like the
Panama Canal treaty. That treaty goes
into effect in 5 days whatever we do
today.

Most of the Members realize quite fully
that enactment of this legislation is nec-
essary in the interest of the United
States.

Most of them recognize that this legis-
lation provides our only sure guarantee
of continuing a U.S. military presence
in the Canal Zone,

Members are fully aware that this very
bill allows our President to appoint five of
the nine—a majority—on the Board
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which will govern and manage the canal
for the remainder of this century.
[J 1200

Most of the Members of Congress, un-
derstanding these facts, want this bill to
pass. But, some of them are afraid to
vote for it for fear of reprisals from
well-meaning but ill-informed citizens.
In fact, Mr. Speaker, one extreme right
wing group today has blatantly threat-
ened to spend up to a million dollars to
defeat any Member who votes for this
conference committee report.

And that introduces a question which
goes to the very heart of the democratic
process.

Almost 25 years ago the late Walter
Lippman wrote a little book entitled,
“The Public Philosophy.” It casts a
gloomy forecast for the future of parlia-
mentary democracy throughout the
world.

When I first read this book I was
stunned and disturbed. I denounced it as
too extreme. But today its message
comes back to haunt me.

Almost a quarter century ago Walter
Lippman suggested that the Western de-
mocracies were in danger of what he
called a paralysis of government. He
characterized elected legislators as in-
secure and intimidated men whose de-
cisive consideration in the critical inter-
national issues was “not whether it was
right, but whether it was popular—not
whether it will work well and prove it-
self,” he wrote, “but whether the active
talking constituents like it immediately.”
And this, he said, sets a compulsion to
make mistakes in foreign policy.

“Over and above their own human
propensity to err,” he wrote, “demo-
cratic officials have been compelled to
make the big mistakes that public opin-
ion has insisted upon.”

He called this “the malady of demo-
cratic States,” and concluded that ‘“the
malady can be fatal. It can be deadly
to the very survival of the State as a
free society.”

I hope and pray that this unhappy
prognosis shall never become the epitaph
of our civilization. But this week as we
faced this series of critical issues, and
particularly today, I see the shadow of
its foreboding presence.

In the past week, as I have talked
with Members on this particular issue,
their answers have come back to me like
a repetitious refrain. At least a score,
probably 30 Members have said, “Yes,
Jim, I understand that. I want that bill
to pass. I know it is in the best interest
of the United States, but my constituents
misunderstand it, and I can’t vote for
it.”

Permit me to say as kindly and gently
as I possibly can to those Members
who are in this Chamber—and they
know who they are: you sell America
short. You sell your constituents short.
If you did not believe that you, in frank
and candid explanation, can show them
why this is in America’s interest, know-
ing as you do that it is—if you really do
not think they possess the intelligence
to understand it—well then. let us face
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it: You do not really believe in the fun-
damental premise of a representative
democracy.

I do believe in it, still. I think our
action today will be a reaffirmation that
it still possesses the vitality to do the
right thing, popular or not. I believe we
will demonstrate that its Members still
possess the force of character not to
cringe in fear when they know that
hostile opinion is mistaken and based
upon misinformation, but rather to use
their honest judgment and to follow
their best informed opinion and to do
what is right. I believe we will do that
today.
® Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, as many of our colleagues know,
I have consistently opposed the Panama
Canal treaties. I think they are a mis-
take. I thought it was a mistake when
President Nixon proposed the idea, when
President Ford proposed the idea, and
when President Carter proposed the idea.
And so time and again I have spoken out
against the treaties, and I have voted
against measures related to them.

It is the Senate that is constitutionally
charged with ratifying treaties entered
into by the United States. But, in 1976,
I said in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
that—

The yielding of any property pald for from
appropriated funds, such as the Panama
Canal, must be approved by the House as
well as the Senate.

If only the House would have had this
opportunity.

But the House of Representatives did
not have the opportunity. We have, how-
ever, had before us for consideration

HR. 111, the Panama Canal Act of 1979.
This has been frequently, but perhaps
incorrectly, referred to as the legislation
which “implements” the canal treaties.
What this bill actually does, given the
undisputable, irrevocable fact that the
treaties take effect on October 1, is as-
sure the continued U.S. involvement in
the effective administration of the canal.

Last week, I voted against the confer-
ence report on H.R. 111, and the confer-
ence report was defeated. It is back be-
fore us today, however, with several
revisions.

Language has been added allowing the
President to place the canal under mili-
tary control if foreign combat troops are
placed in the Republic of Panama. The
new report strengthens language pre-
cluding the President from accepting any
interpretation of the treaties which
would permit Panama to impose retroac-
tive taxes on U.S. businesses in Panama.
The conference report being voted on
today improves the language dealing
with U.S. contingency payments to Pan-
ama. And finally, it specifically prohibits
the canal's transfer to Panama before
December 31, 1999.

However, even with these changes, I
am against the Panama Canal treaties.
But again, the treaties are with us. Noth-
ing that happens today will change that.
Today, we are deciding whether or not
the United States will play an effective
role in the coming transition period.

And today, many Members who have
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previously been vocal and sincere in their
opposition to the treaties, will be sup-
porting the conference report on H.R.
111. I will not be among them. Although
improvements have been made in the
conference report, it must be clearly un-
derstood that many of us are still dis-
satisfied with the entire situation.
Frankly, I now expect the conference re-
port to pass. Discussion of the Panama
Canal controversy will, gradually, slip
away. We cannot allow it to be said,
though, that in the final analysis, all the
American people and their Representa-
tives supported the treaty. We do not. We
think they are bad. And we regret this
day.e@

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the distin-
guished Speaker of the House, the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
O'NEILL) .

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, this issue
has been debated so many times, not
only on the floor of this House, but also
for weeks and months in the United
States Senate. I am well aware of the
strong emotional sentiments attached to
the issue of the Panama Canal. I recog-
nize that there are members who have
had serious reservations, and those who
have expressed outright opposition. Yes,
and there are those who have spoken
with open hostility. These are genuine
concerns and anxieties, and I understand
them.

A half dozen years ago, DAN ROSTEN-
gowskr and I were playing in the Can-
cer Charity Golf Pund with a fellow by
the name of Chi Chi Rodriguez, a little
fellow from the Caribbean. After we
finished playing golf, we all sat down to
talk, and I was amazed at Chi Chi’s
knowledge of foreign affairs. Many Mem-
bers can recall that a half dozen years
ago, we had a bipartisan foreign affairs
policy, where the Congress supported the
State Department and the administra-
tion, Democratic or Republican.

You know, Chi Chi said:

Elsenhower has been for the return of the
Panama Canal; Nixon has been for the re-
turn of the Panama Canal; Kennedy and
Johnson have been for the return of the
Panama Canal; Jerry Ford has been for the
return of the Panama Canal. When are you
people ever going to do anything about 1t?

You know, the interesting factor was
that Chi Chi was a golf professional from
the Caribbean, and I would have to say
that, speaking for myself, and probably
Dan felt the same way, the furthest
thing from our minds was the Panama
Canal.

Chi Chi said:

You think you have problems with Cuba
along the line. This is the spot that is eating
at the core of the apple. Don't you realize
that this is American imperialism? Don't
you appreciate the shabby and shady man-
ner in which you acquired the Panama
Canal?

You know, I did not, to be perfectly
truthful. I had never given any thought
to the Panama Canal. I was just an aver-
age Congressman, and I did not really
believe that unless one was on the For-
eign Relations Committee, one never
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gave any thought to it. But, we were
wondering why our relatives had dete-
riorated in the Caribbean area where, if
rum was manufactured, then America
owned all the companies that manufac-
tured rum; if sugar was produced, then
we owned all the sugar from the area; if
cattle was in abundant supply, then we
owned all the cattle, and our troubles in
the area were with the presidents or the
executives. Our concern really was not
with the people. Our concern was to ob-
tain the greatest profit along the line.
The Panama Canal, what does it mean
to us? Well, it means a lot, to be perfectly
truthful. It means a lot, as to whether we
have a Navy that can pass through there.
It would cost us nearly $100 billion to
put together a two-ocean Navy if the
Panama Canal were shut down. Three
billion dollars a year are saved by those
of us who live in the East because prod-
ucts pass through the canal instead of
around Cape Horn. Over 500,000 barrels
a day of Alaskan oil go through the canal
and up to Houston or other areas of
Texas to be refined. Sure, we have had
this access all along the line, and we
took for granted what an open and ac-
cessible canal meant to American and
world commerce. We never thought
about how disruptions in the use of the
canal, or outright operational shutdowns
would endanger our national security.
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We gave little thought to the pride and
rights of the people from whom we ac-
quired the canal.

A long and rancorous debate ensued
for months in the Senate, and ultimately,
a new treaty was adopted and is now the
law of the land. Our Constitution gives
that right to the Senate and the basic
issue was resolved last year. We cannot
rewrite the treaty.

We do have a responsibility to carry
out the international obligations of the
new treaty. This conference report ful-
fills those obligations to provide an ap-
propriate mechanism to administer the
canal and to insure that it will be open,
neutral, secure, and accessible.

I think we have done the right thing.
I think we have done the honorable
thing for America, and in doing the hon-
orable thing, we will have greater secu-
rity and a better feeling for the people in
the Caribbean area. We will have kept
our commitments, and I think we are
going to witness a friendlier Western
Hemisphere. This is the final hour.

May I say to the Members, in the best
interest of our country, I think an aye
vote is the right vote.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous question on
the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
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vice, and there were—ayes 232, noes 188,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 509]

Aadabbo
Akaka
Albosta
Alexander
Ambro
Anderson, Il11,
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
AuCoin
Baldus
Barnes
Beard, Tenn.
Bedell
Bellenson
Benjamin
Bereuter
Bethune
Biagg!
Bingham
Blanchard
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Boner
Bonlor
Bonker
Bouquard
Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Brinkley
Brodhead
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Calif.
Buchanan
Burlison
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Butler
Carr
Cavanaugh
Chisholm
Clay
Coelho
Collins, Tll.
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
D'Amours
Danielson
Daschle
Davis, 85.C.
Dellums
Derrick
Derwinski
Dicks
Diggs
Dingell
Dixon
Dodd
Downey
Drinan
Early

ar
Edwards, Callf,
Erlenborn
Ertel
Evans, Ga.
Evans, Ind.
Fary
Fascell
Fazlo
Fenwick

Abdnor
Anderson,

Applegate
Archer
Ashbrook
Atkinson
Badham
Bafalis
Bailey
Barnard
Bauman
Beard, R.I.
Bennett
Bevill
Brown, Ohio

AYES—232

Ferraro
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Fithian
Florio
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fowler
Frenzel
Frost
Garcia
Gephardt
Giaimo
Gibbons
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gore
Gray
Green
Guarini
Hall, Ohio
Hamilton
Harkin
Harris
Hawkins
Heiner
Heftel
Holland
Hollenbeck
Howard
Hughes
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenkins

Johnson, Colo.

Jones, Okla.,
Jones, Tenn.
Kastenmeler
Klildee
Kogovsek
Kostmayer
LaFalce
Leach, Iowa
Lederer
Lehman
Leland
Levitas
Long, Md.
Lowry
Lundine
McClory
McCloskey
McCormack
McHugh
McKay
McKinney
Maguinre
Markey
Marks
Matsul
Mavroules
Mazzoli
Mica
Mikulski
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Moffett
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Murphy, N.Y.
Murphy, Pa.

NOES—188

Broyhill
Burgener
Byron
Campbell
Carney
Chappell
Cheney
Clausen
Cleveland
Clinger
Coleman
Collins, Tex.
Corcoran
Coughlin
Courter
Crane, Danlel
Crame, Philip
Daniel, Dan
Danlel, R. W,
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Murtha
Mpyers, Pa.
Neal
Nedzi
Nolan
Nowak
Oberstar
Obey
Ottinger
Panetta
Pashayan
Patten
Patterson
Pease
Pepper
Peyser
Pickle
Preyer
Price

Richmond
Ro

e
Rostenkowskl
Roybal
Royer
Russo
Sabo
Bawyer
Scheuer
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shannon
Sharp
Simon
Smith, Iowa
Solarz
Spellman
St Germain
Stack
Stanton
Stark
Steed
Stewart
Btockman
Stokes
Studds
Swift
Synar
Thompson
Traxler
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanlk
Vento
‘Walgren
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
Wilson, Bob
Wilson, C. H.
Wirth
Wolft
Wolpe
Wright
Wrydler
Yates
Young, Mo.
Zablockl
Zeferetti

Dannemeyer
Davis, Mich.
de la Garza
Deckard
Devine
Dickinson
Donnelly
Dornan
Dougherty

Duncan, Tenn.

Edwards, Ala.

Edwards, Okla.

Emery
Enelish
Erdahl
Evans, Del.
Fiippo
Fountain
Fuqua

Gaydos
Gilman
Gingrich
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Gradison
Gramm
Grassley
Grisham
Gudger

Hightower
Hillis
Hinson
Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hutto
Hyde
Ichord
Ireland
Jeflries
Jenrette
Johnson, Callf.
Jones, N.C.
Kazen
Kelly
Kemp
Kindness
Kramer
Lagomarsino
Latta
Leach, La.
Leath, Tex.

Lee

Lent
Lewis
Livingston
Lloyd
Loefller
Long, La.
Lott
Lujan
Luken
Lungren
McDade
McDonald
McEwen
Madigan
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin
Mathls
Mattox
Michel
Miller, Ohio

Mitchell, N.Y.

Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Calif,
Mottl
Natcher
Nelson
Nichols
O'Brien
Oakar
Paul
Perkins
Petri
Quayle
Rahall
Regula
Rinaldo
Ritter
Roberts
Robinson
Roth
Rousselot

Rudd
Runnels
Santini
Satterfield
Schulze
Eebellus
Sensenbrenner
Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Skelton
Slack
Smith, Nebr.
Snowe
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Staggers
Stangeland
Stenholm
Stratton
Stump
Symms
Tauke
Taylor
Thomas
Trible
Vander Jagt
Volkmer
Walker
Wampler
Watkins
White
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten

Williams, Mont.

Williams, Ohio
Wilson, Tex.
Wryatt

Wylle

Yatron

Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.

NOT VOTING—14

Carter
Duncan, Oreg.
Eckhardt
Flood

Hanley

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Holtzman
Murphy, Iil.
Mpyers, Ind.
Quillen
Rodino

[0 1220

On this vote:

Mr: Rodino for, with Mr. Quilien against.
Mr. Hanley for, with Mr. Treen against.

Mr, Duncan of Oregon for, with Mr. Myers

of Indiana against.

Ms. Holtzman for, with Mr, Carter against,
So the conference report was agreed

:I‘lle result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.

Rose
Rosenthal
Treen
Winn

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and to
include extraneous matter on the con-
ference report just agreed to.

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

There was no objection.

PRAISE FOR THE UNITED STATES
ROLE IN BUILDING AND MAIN-
TAINING THE PANAMA CANAL

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, just prior
to the vote on final passage of the con-
ference report on H.R. 111, the Panama
Canal implementation Ilegislation, a
speech was made which could not be
answered, since all time for debate had
expired. The theme of those remarks was
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that the United States had mistreated
the people of the Republic of Panama
from the very beginning of our relation-
ship with that nation, that we had al-
legedly gained control of the Canal Zone
through some devious or less-than-hon-
orable means, and that our Nation and
its Government had been insensitive to
the aspirations of the people of Panama.

Mr. Speaker, any casual student of the
history of this issue knows that such re-
marks are simply not true. Even a cur-
sory reading of the history of the United
States-Panamanian relations shows that
there would have been no Republic of
Panama had it not been for the U.S. Gov-
ernment and its response to a request for
assistance from those Panamanians who
in 1903 were citizens of what was then a
province of Colombia.

The acquisition of the rights to build,
maintain, and control the Panama Canal
were obtained by the Unifted States
through just means, including payment
for the land acquired to the new Gov-
ernment of Panama and each of the in-
dividual landowners affected, as well as
continuous payments since.

There is no doubt that the presence of
the Panama Canal has been the major
contributor to the economic well-being
of the Panamanian people, who have the
highest average annual income in all
of central America. There is no doubt
that the canal would never have been
built at all had it not been for the
United States and its willingness to do
what the French and many others had
failed to do.

I believe that the history of the Pan-
ama Canal is one of the glorious chap-
ters in our national history, and indeed,
that of Panama as well. To denigrate
America’s role in this undertaking which
united the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans is
a disservice not only to our country but
to the truth as well.

11230
PROVIDING FOR TEMPORARY EX-
TENSION OF CERTAIN FEDERAL
HOUSING ADMINISTRATION AU-
THORITIES

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate joint resolu-
tion (S.J. Res. 105) to provide for a
temporary extension of certain Federal
Housing Administration authorities, and
for other purposes, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the Sen-
ate joint resolution.

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, could we
hear what the gentleman’s explanation
is as to why this is necessary?

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT, I am delighted to
yield.

Mr, ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, Senate
Joint Resolution 105 would extend
through October 31, 1979, the authority
of the Secretary of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development to in-
sure mortgages or loans under certain
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HUD-FHA mortgage or loan insurance
programs contained in the National
Housing Act, would extend the authority
of the Secretary to set the interest rates
for FHA-insured loans to enter into ob-
ligations to make section 312 rehabilita-
tion loans and would extend the au-
thority of the Government National
Mortgage Association to enter into new
commitments to purchase mortgages.

The Senate joint resolution would also
extend certain authorities of title V of
the Housing Act of 1949 through to Octo-
ber 31, 1979, with respect to the Farm-
ers Home Administration rural housing
programs.

Under existing law these authorities
remain available only through Septem-
ber 30, 1979. The conferees of this year’s
housing authorization legislation have
not completed their consideration. It
has been a difficult conference, but it is
my expectation that the conferees will
conclude their work shortly after the
House returns the week of October 9.
Mr. Speaker, I know of no serious objec~
tions to this 30-day continuing resolu-
tion. It is my understanding it is sup-
ported by the minority. Mr. Speaker, I
urge the adoption of Senate Joint Reso-
lution 105.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, the
only necessity for this is the conference
on this authorizing legislation is not yet
complete?

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I would be glad to
yield.

Mr. ASHLEY, Mr. Speaker, that is pre-
cisely the reason. It has been a long and
rather difficult conference. There are
any number of items in dispute. I can
look the gentleman in the eye and say
that the problem has been that the Sen-
ate has been assiduous in defense of his
position and so have the House con-
ferees with respect to the House position
on a number of important matters.

We have not achieved resolution of
the items in disagreement. We will, I am
certain, within the period encompassed
by this joint resolution.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, the
extension of this authority is to the end
of October?

Mr. ASHLEY. That is correct.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman'’s comments. I ap-
preciate the explanation.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr,
Forp of Michigan). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr, ASHLEY) ?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint reso-
lution, as follows:

S.J. Res, 106

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,

EXTENSION OF FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRA-

TION MORTGAGE INSURANCE AUTHORITIES

SecTtiow 1. (a) Section 2(a) of the National
Housing Act is amended by striking out “Oc-
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tober 1, 1979" in the first sentence and in-
serting in lleu thereof “November 1, 1979",

(b) Section 217 of such Act is amended by
striking out “September 30, 1979" and in-
serting in lleu thereof “October 31, 1979".

(c) Section 221(f) of such Act is amended
by striking out “September 30, 1979" in the
fifth sentence and inserting in lleu thereof
“October 31, 1979".

(d) Section 235(m) of such Act is amended
by striking out “September 30, 1979" and in-
serting in lleu thereof *“October 31, 1978",

(e) Section 236(n) of such Act is amended
by striking out "September 30, 1979" and
inserting in lieu thereof “October 31, 1979".

(f) Sectlon 244(d) of such Act Is
amended—

(1) by striking out “September 30, 1979”
In the first sentence and inserting in lieu
thereof “October 31, 1979"; and

(2) by striking out “October 1, 1979" in the
second sentence and inserting in lieu thereof
“November 1, 1979,

(g) Section 245 of such Act is amended by
striking out “September 30, 1979" where it
appears and inserting in lleu thereof “Oc-
tober 31, 1979".

(h) Sectlon 808(f) of such Act is
amended by striking out *“September 30,
1979" In the second sentence and Inserting
in lleu thereof “October 31, 1979".

(1) BSection B810(k) of such Act is
amended by striking out “September 30,
1979 In the second sentence and inserting
in lleu thereof “October 31, 1979".

(J) Section 1002(a) of such Act Iis
amended by striking out “September 30,
1979" in the second sentence and inserting
in lieu thereof “October 31, 1979".

(k) Section 1101(a) of such Act Is
amended by striking out *“September 30,
1979" in the second sentence and inserting
in lieu thereof “October 31, 1979".

EXTENSION OF FLEXIBLE INTEREST RATE
AUTHORITY

Sec. 2, Section 3(a) of the Act entitled
"An Act to amend chapter 37 of title 38 of
the United States Code with respect to the
veterans’' home locan program, to amend the
National Housing Act with respect to in-
terest rates on insured mortgages, and for
other purposes”, approved May 7, 1968, as
amended (12 U.S.C. 1709-1), is amended by
striking out "“October 1, 1979" and inserting
in lieu thereof “November 1, 1979,

EXTENSION OF EMERGENCY HOME PURCHASE
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1874

Sgc. 3. Section 3(b) of the Emergency
Home Purchase Assistance Act of 1974 is
amended by striking out “October 1, 1979"
and inserting in lieu thereof “November 1,
1979".

REHABILITATION LOANS

Sec. 4. Section 312(h) of the Housing Act
of 1864 is amended—

(1) by striking out “September 30, 1878"
and inserting in lleu thereof “October 31,
1979"; and

(2 by striking out "October 1, 1979" and
inserting in leu thereof "November 1,
1979,

EXTENSION OF RURAL HOUSING AUTHORITIES

Sec. 5. (a) Section 513 of the Housing
Act of 1949 is amended by striking out
""September 30, 1970 where it appears iIn
clauses (b), (c), and (d) and inserting in
lieu thereof “October 31, 1979".

(b) Section 515 of such Act is amended
by striking out ‘‘September 80, 1979" where
it appears in paragraph (b)(5) and insert-
ing in lleu thereof “October 31, 1979",

(c) Section 517(a)(1) of such Act is
amended by striking out "“September 30,
1979" and inserting in lieu thereof “October
31, 1979".

(d) Section 523(f) ‘of
amended—

(1) by striking out "October 1, 1979"
where it appears in paragraph (f) and in-

such Act 1is
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serting In lleu thereof “November 1, 1979";
and ¥

(2) by striking out “September 30, 1979
where it appears in such paragraph (f) and
inserting in lieu thereof “October 31, 1879".

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

TEMPORARY PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on Rules,
I call up House Resolution 425 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. Res. 425

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move,
clause 2(1) (6) of rule XI to the contrary
notwithstanding, that the House resolve it-
self Into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Unlon for the considera-
tlon of the bill (H.R. 5369) to provide for a
temporary increase in the public debt limit,
and to amend the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives to make possible the establish-
ment of the public debt limit In the future
as a part of the congressional budget process,
all points of order against the bill for fallure
to comply with the provisions of clause 5,
rule XXT are hereby waived, and the first
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with.
After general debate, which shall be con-
fined 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 Ways
and Means, the bill shall be consldered as
having been read for amendment under the
five-minute rule. No amendments to the bill
shall be in order except the {following
amendments: (1) pro forma amendments for
the purpose of debate; (2) amendments of-
fered by direction of the Committee on Ways
and Means or the Committee on Rules, which
shall not be subject to amendment except
pro forma amendments for the purpose of
debate; (3) amendments only changing the
date certain on page 2, line 5, or only chang-
ing the numerical figure on page 2, line 8,
and sald amendments shall not be subject
to amendment except pro forma amendments
for the purpose of debate and germane
amendments only changing said date or said
figure; (4) the following amendment, which
shall not be subject to amendment except
pro forma amendments for the purpose of
debate: “On page 3, line 12, strike out the
words ‘and an enrollment’; on page 3, line
21, strike out the word ‘Upon’ and all that
follows through the perlod on page 4, line 5,
and insert In llen thereof the following:
‘Upon the engrossment of such joint reso-
lution it shall be deemed to have passed the
House of Representatives and been duly cer-
tified and examined; the engrossed copy shall
be signed by the Clerk and transmitted to
the Senate for further legislative actlon;
and (upon final passage by both Houses) the
Joint resolution shall be signed by the pre-
siding officers of both Houses and presented
to the President for his signature (and other-
wise treated for all purposes) in the manner
provided for bills and joint resolutions gen-
erally.' ”; and (5) one motion to strike title
II which shall not be subject to amendment
except pro forma amendments for the pur-
pose of debate, At the conclusion of the con-
slderation 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 ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
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without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. LoNG) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
for purposes of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. LatTa), pending which
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, the subject matter of this
resolution is popular with no one.
Whether one is inclined to vote in favor
of this legislation or against it, no one
truly enjoys the debate which ensues.
Yet here we are again, facing an expir-
ing temporary public debt ceiling.

The Congress of the United States has
a legal obligation to provide for the ex-
tension of the national debt ceiling with-
out allowing it to lapse. As the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means reminded us last week
during the floor debate on this issue, we
cannot back out of a decision made by
the majority will. We have to live up to
our commitments. I believe we have no
choice but to vote for a bill that will per-
mit our Government to meet obligations
legally incurred. I hope that a majority
of my colleagues will agree so that we
can put this issue to rest and move on
to other pressing business of the Nation.

The rule provided by House Resolution
425 is eminently fair. It provides an op-
portunity for every faction to work its
will in the democratic process we follow
in this body. The Rules Committee was
in agreement on this rule, and I hope
the House will approve the resolution
making in order H.R. 5369, which pro-
vides for a temporary increase in the
public debt limit, and makes possible the
establishment of the public debt limit in
the future as a part of the congressional
budget process.

The rule provides 1 hour of general
debate equally divided between the
chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Ways and Means.
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with, and the bill shall be consid-
ered as read for amendment under the
5-minute rule.

This rule is a modified open rule mak-
ing in order only certain amendments.
The selection of amendments give Mem-
bers of this body ample opportunity to
express their variations of opinion and
to vote accordingly. Pro forma amend-
ments for the purpose of debate will be
permitted with regard to the bill and
all specified amendments.

Amendments offered by direction of
the Committee on Ways and Means or
the Committee on Rules are in order but
not amendable. In addition, amend-
ments which change the amount of the
figure establishing the temporary public
debt limit or the date establishing the
duration of the temporary ceiling are in
order. These amendments in turn shall
be subject to amendment only by
germane amendments affecting the
limit and the date.

The committee bill provides for a tem-
porary public debt limit of $479 billion
from the date of enactment through
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May 31, 1980. This is a lesser extension
and a lesser amount than the House
adopted last week in passing the Fisher
amendment. Nonetheless, germane
amendments to the dollar figure and the
time period are in order.

Everyone is aware that the commit-
tee bill also provides for a new proce-
dure developed by the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. GepHArRDT) whereby the
debt ceiling in the future may be estab-
lished through the congressional budget
process. Various versions of this proce-
dure have been under discussion for a
long time.

Through persistence, lengthy con-
sultation, brainpower, and creative
imagination, the gentleman has refined
a procedure that I hope we all can
embrace.

It provides a much more forthright
and orderly manner of accounting to
the public for our national spending
policy—through the congressional budget
process. Members of the Committee on
Ways and Means and the Committee on
the Budget have worked closely and dili-
gently in developing this new procedure.
Last year my subcommittee on the rules
and organization of the House held hear-
ings on the matter, and it has been dis-
cussed in the full committee as well. I am
well pleased that the new procedure is
ripe for adoption, since the House
adopted the Gephardt substitute includ-
ing the new procedure, in the Committee
of the Whole last week.

So as to be completely fair, however,
the rule provides that a motion to strike
title II of this bill, which is the title
amending the rules with the new pro-
cedure, is specifically made in order. The
motion to strike is not amendable. In
addition, the rule specifies that a minor
amendment, recited in the rule, may be
offered and is not amendable. This
amendment would cure some details in
the Gephardt procedure concerning en-
grossment and enrollment. The rule also
makes in order one motion to recommit.

In view of the urgent need for action
on the legislation made in order by this
rule, which extends authority expiring
October 1, the rule includes a waiver of
clause 2(1) (6) of rule 11, the 3-day lay-
over requirement. As is traditional with
debt ceiling bills, which amend the Sec-
ond Liberty Bond Act, the rule provides
a waiver of clause 5 of rule 21, prohibit-
ing appropriations in an authorization
bill.

Members are all too familiar with the
arguments surrounding the legislation
made in order by this rule. There is
always a lot of talk about saving money
for the taxpayers and holding interest
rates down. But I would remind my col-
leagues that it actually costs millions of
dollars when this vital legislation is per-
mitted to lapse. The last time this hap-
pened it cost the Government $15 million
or more.

Let us therefore unite in favor of this
well balanced resolution and get on
with the Nation’s vital business.

] 1240
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,

I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
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bers may have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on
House Resolution 425, the resolution
under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Forp
of Michigan). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, the question before us
today far transcends the issue of a
temporary increase in the national debt.
We are once again being asked to
bail out the Government for not living
within its means. In my opinion this is
an issue of accountability as much as one
of fiscal policy.

At one time the national debt was
something to be embarrassed about. It
was a realistic accounting of debts in-
curred by the Government for a major
crisis, like World War I. The debt was
something that needed to be paid off and
most lawmakers had every intention of
retiring the debt. Even the first years of
the free-spending New Deal era did not
destroy this basic respect for the size of
the national debt. Many felt that the
deficits rung up by Roosevelt were a
necessary, but temporary, fix brought on
by the severity of the Great Depression.

Over the years following the Second
World War the temporary nature of the
national debt got lost in the shuffle of
academicians who began to view the debt
as a necessary annoyance. Fiscal respon-
sibility and the retiring of the national
debt began to be outmoded beliefs that
the media attributed to ancient Nean-
derthals. By the time I became a Mem-
ber of Congress the debt was up to
around $200 billion and it had become
commonplace to raise the debt limit by
$2, $4, or $6 billion just at the asking.
The Great Society summoned in a new
era on the debt. No longer an annoyance
in the minds of policymakers, it became
a mark of distinction to have the debt
grow, a symbol of how much Government
was willing to commit to a guantum leap
in social welfare and Federal regulation
to meet the goals of the social engineers.

As with any speculative bubble, the
national debt had to burst. The phe-
nomenon of stagflation that has settled
on the seventies is a direct result of this
Congress letting the bubble get out of
hand. Today the national debt dries up
our Nation’s capital markets. Without
capital there is no pool of investment
to expand the economy. What expansion
there is comes from inflation. Part of
the inflation cycle is a decline in the
supply of available fuels and other raw
materials. Unless the law of supply and
demand has been repealed, it is inevitable
that the prices of the remaining goods
will rise as supplies decline. One way to
combat this type of inflation is to develop
new sources of supply or alternatives that
may be more readily available. At this
point the national debt and the size of
Government come into the formula. With
an ailing capital market there is less
money for investment. With growing
Government regulation, there is too much
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redtape to provide incentives for what
capital investment there is left. It is a
cycle that is grinding America into the
ground. It is a phenomenon that is deliv-
ering the United States into the hands
of foreign energy producers and the
American taxpayers info the hands of
private debt or limited lifestyles.

It does not need to be this way. Ac-
countability is all that is needed to bring
this Nation out of the downward spiral
that has typified the seventies. The Con-
gress does not need to be bullied by special
interests and the half-baked theories of
the social engineers. It only has to draw
a line and state it will go no further in
aiding and abetting America’s decline. We
do not need a constitutional convention
to balance the budget. We do not need
zero based budgeting or sunset, We only
need the courage to say ‘no more."” In one
vote we could shatter the mythology of
Keynesian economics.

This one vote could be to lay down
the law that there would be no further
inerease in the national debt, period. To
placate those who would whimper about
pressing obligations there could be a rise
in the debt for the fiscal year, but then,
no more. From then on the budgeting
cycle would have a restraint to function
within. The pie would not grow any more
and the prioritizing of issues and pro-
grams that has long been neglected by
this Chamber would have to occur. The
debt could begin to ebb and the private
capital markets could once again reassert
themselves, making for a healthy, and
stable, economy.

This vote will not come today. It was
attempted by my colleague from Mary-
land, Mr. Bauman, in February, but the
leadership was able to have a closed rule
to prevent the confrontation. Today, we
will lose the opportunity again. As long
as there are closed rules on the debt limit
we will have these crisis votes to raise
the debt x billions of dollars just be-
fore the Government defaults on its obli-
gations. This is not budgeting, it is flim
flam to cover the growth of big govern-
ment. Unless this House acts today the
flim flam will be made worse by allowing
this House to duck the entire issue of
the debt. Unless the provision relating to
future debt increases is removed from the
bill there will be a built-in escalator for
future expansions of the debt.

I ask my colleagues where is the ac-
countability in these actions? Are we not
sitting here to be accountable to the vot-
ers of this Nation? Where is democracy
going to be if we persist in the fiction
that our hands are tied? The American
taxpayer deserves better treatment than
this. The pressing issues of inflation, and
energy, need more consideration than
how inecumbents can duck voting on the
root cause of our present problems.

The accountability issue is growing
worse. The Congress rules as much by
example as by its votes. The decline of
accountability in this body has already
manifested itself in the bureaucracy. We
initially allowed the bureaucracy to get
out of hand by delegating first adminis-
trative detail and then tough decisions
to it. Now we have allowed budgeting to
drift off into the Federal triangle. In-
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spectors General reports and GAO re-
ports go unheeded by the bureaucrats.
Administrative savings are ignored.
Waste and fraud are at epidemic propor-
tions. Bizarre examples of perfectly good
furniture and office machines being
thrown out to make way for new pur-
chases are surfacing. Other examples of
agencies overspending their budgets in
the fourth quarter in order to preserve
their claim on increased appropriations
are reported by the national media. In
all cases the root is that there is no ac-
countability. There is no incentive for
savings or for competence. No matter
how many reorganizations or civil serv-
ice reforms are passed the fact remains
that until the well runs dry there will
always be a ready source of money to
gloss over the failures of government
and to, in fact, reward them.

This is a total perversion of what built
America. At one time we fought a major
revolution over the issue of taxation
without representation. Today we have
taxation without accountability. This is
worse than no representation, because
the veneer of democracy is maintained. I
urge my colleagues to stop this horrible
turn of events and vote to keep account-
ability in Congress and to vote to finally
bring to an end this charade known as
the temporary debt limit.

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

Mr, LATTA. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. ASHEROOK., Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. Larta), for his statement and for
alerting the Members of this body to the
fact that there is far more in front of us
today in this legislative proposal than
just a simple increase in the national
debt.

Mr. Speaker, once again the Rules
Committee has reported a rule providing
for the consideration of a bill to increase
the public debt. The rule is labeled “mod-
ified open,” though in truth the rule is
a good deal more closed than open. And
once again, the bill includes not only an
increase in the public debt limit, but a
major change in House procedures,
which would abolish the debt limit bill
as a separate piece of legislation, and
instead attempt to set the debt limit in
conjunction with the budget resolution.
While this procedural change may at
first sound deceptively appealing, in fact
there would be major problems in this
approach.

First, setting the debt limit as part of
the budget resolution just puts one more
heavy burden on the budget process. It is
extremely difficult to make the budget
process work without this additional
burden. With it, the budeet process may
collapse completely. While I realize that
many of those advocating this change do
not intend that result, the damage to the
budget process will be no less real than
if it had been intended.

A second problem with this proposed
rules change, Mr. Speaker, is that it has
never been marked up or reported by the
committee of original jurisdiction,
namely the Rules Committee. H.R. 5369,
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the debt limit bill, was referred jointly
to the Committee on Ways and Means
and the Committee on Rules. The Com-
mittee on Ways and Means reported the
bill and filed part I of the committee re-
port, dealing with the parts of the bill
which falls within its jurisdiction. How-
ever, the Rules Committee, never marked
up or reported title IT of the bill which
establishes a new House rule. All the
Rules Committee did was vote out a rule
making this bill in order. In effect the
Rules Committee discharged itself of
H.R. 5369, without any consideration of
the part of the bill falling in the com-
mittee's jurisdiction. Let me stress once
again this is not a minor change. We are
being asked to add a new rule to the
House Rules and make a major proce-
dural change, and the committee of ju-
risdiction has not held a markup. The
argument has been made that a Rules
subcommittee held hearings in the last
Congress on proposals to set the debt
limit as part of the budget resolution.
But several of the witnesses in those
hearings concluded that the procedures
proposed at that time were unconstitu-
tional. Now we have this new proposal
which the proponents claim is sufficiently
different to get around the constitutional
problem. But, who knows? No hearings
in the Rules Committee have yet been
held on this new proposal.

And Mr. Speaker, the House is not go-
ing to have a chance to consider amend-
ments to this proposal, known as the
Gephardt proposal, because this rule
does not allow floor amendments, except
one correcting amendment specified in
the rule. The fact that the need for one
correcting amendment has been discov-
ered in just the few days since this bill
was introduced, leads me to wonder what
other correcting amendments need to be
made, but will not be discovered until too
late to make the change.

In addition to the problems I have
mentioned, Mr. Speaker, there is one
other reason why we should not abol-
ish separate consideration on the debt
limit. In the consideration of the debt
limit bills, our attention is focused solely
on the amount of debt this country has
accumulated. We need to do this from
time to time. In budget resolutions, the
debt limit figure tends to disappear in a
morass of other figures. At least every
once in a while we should stop and real-
ize what we are doing to this country, by
burdening it with an ever escalating na-
tional debt. Better to face the truth than
to ignore the problem and hope that it
will go away. We cannot escape the truth
about this debt by attempting to hide
it in the budget resolution. During the
consideration of the bill you will have an
opportunity to strike this proposed new
procedure and I strongly urge you to vote
to strike.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous guestion was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr., ULLMAN. 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. 5369) to provide for a
temporary increase in the public debt
limit, and to amend the Rules of the
House of Representatives to make pos-
sible the establishment of the public
debt limit in the future as a part of the
congressional budget process.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN).

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. 5369, with
Mr. McHuGH in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the rule,
tl}ihﬁrs(: reading of the bill is dispensed
with.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. UrLMaN) will be recognized
for 30 minutes, and the gentleman from
New York (Mr. ConaBLE) will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the guntleman
from Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN).
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Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 6 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we debated this bill in
committee last week at some length. I
am going to confine my remarks today
to the essentials of the bill that we are
bringing back and the urgency of get-
ting this matter satisfactorily behind
us on this vote today.

This bill before us extends the debt
ceiling at those levels under which the
Government can operate without seri-
ous restrictions to May 31, 1980. We ex-
tend the debt ceiling to that level. This
requires an additional $49 billion of
debt authority.

PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT

At present, the limit on the amount
of public debt is $830 billion, and tem-
porary authority to issue $430 billion of
this total is available through Septem-
ber 30, 1979. After that date, the tem-
porary authority will expire, and only
the permanent authority to issue $400
billion in debt will continue to be
available,

In this bill, the Committee on Ways
and Means has reported an increase in
the debt limit to $879 billion through
May 31, 1980. The increase of $49 bil-
lion will be sufficient authority to meet
borrowing requirements through May
1980, assuming realization of adminis-
tration estimates of a budget deficit of
$29.4 billion in fiscal year 1980 on a
trend-line toward virtually a balanced
budget in fiscal year 1981—a deficit of
only $1 billion.

The debt limit situation is critical right
now. It is imperative that the House pass
this increase in the debt limit today and
enable the Senate to pass the bill by the
end of the week.
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We must act promptly, if we want to
minimize the disruptions, which have
already begun, to orderly debt manage-
ment and to avoid jeopardizing the Fed-
eral Government's ability to meet its
financial obligations. The Treasury De-
partment already has postponed auctions
of $3.25 billion of 2-year notes and $2.5
billion of 4-year notes which were sched-
uled for Tuesday and Wednesday of this
week. They had to be postponed because
the maturing notes come due on Sunday,
September 30, and the refinanced notes
could not be delivered, and dated, until
October 1, 1979. The Treasury Depart-
ment cannot promise to deliver those
notes on Monday until it knows that it
has the legal authority to do so. The de-
lay also tends to upset the Government
securities market, as investors have to
determine whether to wait until the notes
become available or to seek alternative
Zurms of interest-bearing securities.

A more serious result from failure to
enact this bill will materialize next week,
that is, when the Treasury will not have
the funds with which to pay the bills.
The Treasury last week estimated that it
would be able to last through Wednesday,
October 3, and probably through Thurs-
day, October 4. After that day, it may
have to default on payments of the Gov-
ernment’'s debts. The accuracy of this
projection is not important. It does not
matter whether the Treasury will run out
of money 2 days earlier or 2 days later.
The mere prospect of default because
Congress fails to make timely adjust-
ments in the debt limit is terrible enough.

INCREASE IN LIMIT ON LONG-TERM BOND

AUTHORITY

The committee bill increases the au-
thority of the Treasury Department to
issue long-term bonds. Since 1970, Con-
gress has allowed the Treasury Depart-
ment to issue bonds which carry interest
rates above the statutory ceiling of 41}
percent. This ceiling applies to U.S. debt
with maturities longer than 10 years
which are held by the public.

At the present time, the exception pro-
vides authority for $40 billion of these
bonds to be outstanding. The Treasury
Department has asked the committee
to increase that $40 billion in authority
to accommodate the estimated require-
ments of its financing program for fiscal
year 1980.

In the past when the committee has
accommodated administration requests
for an addition to this exception, the
addition has been just enough to meet
requirements in the immediate future.
The committee has been wary of grant-
ing too much authority for long-term
bond issues when prudent policy calls
for the Government to minimize its
participation in the long-term bond
market. At the present time, however,
the Treasury Department believes that
the appropriate debt management policy
for the Federal Government is to issue
additional long-term debt because it is
substantially less inflationary, less costly
to the Government, and permits the use
of more efficient debt management tech-
nigues than short-term debt.

The committee has provided an in-
crease of $10 billion, to a total of $50
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billion, which is enough additional au-
thority to meet the administration’s
plans through May 1980.

SETTING DEBT LIMIT IN BUDGET RESOLUTION

Title IT of the bill is the Gephardt
amendment to the House rules, and the
Second Liberty Bond Act. The amend-
ment will permit the House to trcat its
approval of a budget resolution also as
approval of the public debt limit, Each
budget resolution specifies the appropri-
ate public debt limit for the fiscal year
covered by the resolution. That debt
limit is determined in conjunction with
the decisions which set the levels of
budget outlays, receipts, credit policy,
and other financial adjustments. These
are the basic budget decisions, and the
change in public debt limit needed for
any fiscal year cannot be determined
responsibly before the budget decisions
have been made. Making the budget
resolution the basic vehicle for setting
the debt limit clearly is the most appro-
priate procedure which the House can
follow. The Ways and Means Committee
retains the jurisdiction to originate a
bill under present procedures, which it
will exercise at the appropriate time.

The Gephardt amendment establishes
a procedure that is consistent with our
budgeting procedure that is responsible,
very carefully worked out, and, I think,
will greatly improve both the way in
which we handle this and the image of
the House as we exercise our responsi-
bility to both budgeting and to the debt
ceiling problem.

The House approved this procedure
by a voice vote last week, and I urge the
Members to repeat that display of good
judgment.

As I said before, the decisions that
have gone into this requirement for a
debt ceiling increase have been made
in the past. We are at the point now
where we must meet the obligations of
those past decisions. The budgeting
process is the way to get a handle on
the long-term spending problem of the
country.

I think it is very significant that the
President, in making his recommenda-
tion for a debt ceiling extension, believes
that we will be very close to a balanced
budget in fiscal year 1981. Fiscal respon-
sibility is a concern that I think is shared
by the Members of this body. We deal
with that in our budget procedure and
in our spending bills. The debt ceiling
matter is only a matter of accommodat-
ing those decisions that have already
been made so that the Government can
stay in operation.

Mr. Chairman, there will be one
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), a minor
technical clarification in the so-called
Gephardt amendment.

There is in order under the rule a mo-
tion to strike title II, which may or may
not be made. I will strongly oppose that,
because I think the Gephardt amend-
ment is very important, and then on
vote on final passage I urge the Members
to support the bill.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the gen-
tleman a question about the matter of
off-budget items. The gentleman served
on the Budget Committee as its chair-
man for quite a period of time and he is
familiar with that budget process. I just
want to call to his attention that we
do not consider off-budget items in the
budget process, but in the gentleman’s
debt ceiling bill he does consider those
matters. How does the gentleman re-
solve this matter? You have about $16
billion in off-budget matters that are
not now considered by the Budget Com-
mittee that the gentleman must be con-
cerned with as he joins the two together.
How does the gentleman propose to han-
dle this problem?

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, let me
say to the gentleman that as we move
forward in our experience with the
budget, it is my hope that we will be able
to expand the budget authority to in-
clude those off-budget items. The gen-
tleman is no more concerned than I am
about this matter. We look at it very
carefully each time we handle the debt
ceiling. We will do that in making our
recommendation to the Budget Commit-
tee under the procedures established by
the Gephardt amendment. That will be
included, and that will be a part of the
procedure that we are establishing.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, here we are again to
consider the legislation increasing the
public debt limit.

The new debt limit is $879 billion
versus $929 billion in the bill which the
House rejected last week. On the sur-
face, this appears to be a $50 billion re-
duction in the debt level. But this reduc-
tion was achieved by shortening the
duration of the debt limit by 10 months.
The debt limit in H.R. 5369 actually re-
flects the same spending rate as the ear-
lier legislation. On a proportional basis,
the debt is identical to what the Treas-
ury Department projected its debt re-
quirement to be through May 31, 1980.

In any other context, such manipula-
tion would be compared to a carnival
shell game. But for some curious reason,
when it occurs as part of the debt legis-
lation it becomes the excuse for chang-
ing a critical number of votes. I think
the positive feature of this bill, as it was
when it came up before, is not in the
amount of debt authorized but the in-
clusion of the initiative of the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT) to con-
solidate the debt ceiling and budget
process. I believe this consolidation is a
wise move. I welcome it. It is a common-
sense change in our method of adjusting
the debt ceiling.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of title
II, which effectuates this consolidation.

I urge opposition to the debt ceiling
itself.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
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the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.

FRENZEL) .

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I would
again take the floor to urge support of
the Gephardt amendment. It seems to
me it is a rational way to get out of a bad
situation. Under current procedures we
take repeated votes for the extension or
expansion of the debt limit, most of
which turn out to be meaningless because
that extension or expansion is turned
down. Eventually, because we know we
have to pay the bills, we do pass the ex-
tension of the debt limit.

It seems to me that there is no good
reason to separate the debt limit from
the budget whose deficit caused the need
to increase that debt limit. Therefore,
the Gephardt amendment seems to me to
be an ingenious way to link the two. It
would also provide a solution to the
shelter we give some of our Members to
avoid their responsibilities when they
vote for a budget resolution and against
the debt increase that is necessary to
finance it.

So I would urge the defeat of the
amendment which seeks to strike the
Gephardt amendment from the bill.

Another good feature of this particular
expansion is that there is an increase
granted in the long-term debt of the
Treasury. There is always a problem -of
balancing the long-term with the short-
term debt to get the lowest possible cost
for the taxpayers. I think the committee
has done a good job in responding to
requests by the Treasury to increase the
long-term debt.

With respect to whether we should
vote for the bill or not, there is still a
great reluctance on our side of the aisle
to help pass debt increases when we have
not been the ones which have incurred
the expenses which caused those debt
increases. I do not think we are going to
see any change on that today. I certainly
am not necessarily recommending it to
any of my colleagues.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT) .

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise again to try to explain and to urge
support for this debt ceiling bill, which
includes this new mechanism for includ-
ing the debt ceiling into the budget
process.
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I would start by trying to answer the
question raised by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LarTa), when he made the
point that we have an off-budget ques-
tion with regard to the debt ceiling num-
ber that is in the budget resolution.

I would tell him that the way we now
operate is that the Ways and Means
Committee sends a debt ceiling number
by March 15 to the Budget Committee.
That debt ceiling number includes off-
budget spending as well as trust fund
borrowing, as well as the projection for
the direct outlay spending that is pro-
jected in that budget resolution. That
process would continue as it does now.
In the budget process, therefore, room is
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made in the debt ceiling number for
trust fund borrowing and for off-budget
spending.

So that the number that comes out
of the budget process should appropri-
ately reflect those two items as well as
the direct spending that is contemplated
in that budget resolution.

Now, obviously, if there are mistakes
made, as now, if we make a mistake in
estimating when we pass a public debt
ceiling, there is always the opportunity
for the Ways and Means Committee to
come forward and to propound legisla-
tion as we do now on the public debt
ceiling.

Indeed, I believe that the projections
for off-budget spending for trust fund
borrowing as well as for direct spending
in the budget process will be adequately
and appropriately reflected in the figures
that would be in the budget resolution
and therefore the joint resolution that
goes to the Senate for consideration.

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. LATTA, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Even though we disagree on the
amendment, let me commend the gentle-
man for all the hard work he has put in
on it.

Let me just indicate what the gentle-
man said earlier, that the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, which has
jurisdiction over these off-budget items,
and so forth, will submit a number to the
Budget Committee which does not have
jurisdiction over off-budget items, then
it becomes the responsibility of the
Budget Committee to insert those fig-
ures, even though they do not have
jurisdiction over it in its budget reso-
lution, which it will report to the House.
Is that not what the gentleman is saying?

Mr. GEPHARDT. That is correct.

Mr. LATTA. That seemed like an odd
way to get here.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Obviously this is
not a usual, orderly process.

Mr. LATTA. I agree with the gentle-
man.

Mr. GEPHARDT. It is one I submit
to the gentleman. We disagree. I un-
derstand that. It is designed in my mind
to make the process more orderly and
more truthful. I realize the gentleman
disagrees on that, but that indeed is how
the mechanics would work.

Let me also make the Members aware
that when we go into the 5-minute
rule and the amendatory process, I in-
tend to present a technical amendment,
a matter which was brought up by the
Parliamentarian in the other body, which
had to do with the exact language that
was in my amendment. In the original
amendment, I said when the number
finishes the budget process on the public
debt ceiling, that number should be taken
by the Clerk of the House and put into
a joint resolution and engrossed and
enrolled and sent to the Senate.
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The Parliamentarian in the Senate
very properly pointed out that we do not
enroll as well as en gros joint resolutions
and send them fo the Senate after we
pass them, that we only en gros them
and that the enrollment takes place after
the Senate has considered the matter
and we have agreement.

I am going to offer a technical amend-
ment to make it clear that we are only
engrossing that joint resolution before we
send it over, which is entirely appro-
priate, under our process and under the
Senate process.

I would end my remarks today by
reiterating, as I did the other day, that
in my mind, this new process with dealing
with the public debt ceiling achieves two
very important things.

First, it puts the consideration of the
appropriate level for the debt ceiling
where it legitimately and logically be-
longs. That is in the context of when
we vote for the spending that creates
the need to change the debt ceiling.

In my mind, it allows us to put these
matters in the wrong place for some of
us to tell people that we are really hold-
ing down spending when we voted in
favor of a budget, but we then vote
against the debt ceiling in the name of
fiscal austerity.

Lastly, I would say that, having done
that, we, I think, make a step forward
in cutting down the amount of time
that we spend doing unnecessary things.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT)
has expired.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 additional minutes to the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT) .

Mr. GEPHARDT. I really think, since
the advent of the budget process, the
business of addressing the debt ceiling,
while it is still vital and important, the
way that we do it is an anachronism, It
is out of date. It is not conforming with
what is obviously the new process that
we have in the House.

I believe that, by passing this kind of
a change, we will free up time in the
House and in our committees to more
appropriately deal with the very impor-
tant matters that indeed determine how
much money we spend and how high we
have to raise the public debt ceiling.

I thank the chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee for his effort through
the last 2 or 3 years to try to make this
possible. Without his help, without his
encouragement, we would not be here
today with this process on the floor.

I appreciate the cooperation of the
chairman of the Budget Committee, the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
Grammo), for his help, and I appreciate
very much the help of the gentleman
from New York (Mr. CoNaeLE) and the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. FREN-
zeL) for their support for what many of
us believe is an important change in our
process.

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oregon.

Mr. ULLMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.
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I want to commend the gentleman for
his leadership in this area and strongly
endorse his recommendation that the
Gephardt amendment stay in the bill,
that we defeat the amendment that
would delete it, because it is a very
important step forward in congressional
responsibility in the handling of the pub-
lic debt limit.

Mr. GEPHARDT. I thank my distin-
guished chairman.

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

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

I want to commend my colleague from
Missouri for his leadership in this area
that in the future we will not be faced
with the difficult task of differentiating
between the budget resolution and the
debt ceiling. I think he has shown great
leadership in this issue and many issues
to come.

Mr. GEPHARDT. I thank my friend
from Missouri.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

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

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. JENKINS) .

Mr. JENKINS, Mr. Chairman, I realize
that this is probably the most frustrating
issue that comes before this House sev-
eral times each and every year. During
the some 2!, years that I have had the
privilege of serving in the House, I have
attempted to rationalize the opposition
to this issue, and really it boils down to
two things, I believe.

First of all, there is always the po-
litical aspect of it. I do not think anyone
in this House has anyone writing them
asking them to vote to extend the debt
limit.

There is no constituency for this type
of legislation, obviously. So there are po-
litical considerations, and each of us has
those considerations.

Second of all, I think that the debate
on it may serve one good purpose. That
is simply to point out the extent of the
total national debt; but as far as the
merits of the issue, there is no rational
reason that I can find other than the
political aspects of it for opposing this
legislation each and every year.

As a matter of fact, it has been pointed
out time and time again that we really
play a game with ourselves. When we
have a Republican President in the
White House, then many of the Demo-
crats do not feel obligated to vote for
the debt limit legislation.

When we have a Democrat in the
White House, few, if any, Republicans
feel any obligation whatsoever to vote
for this legislation. I think that is bad on
the part of this House, because all of us
in private agree that this has to be done
if the Government is going to continue
to operate.

Some portion of this 800 billions of
dollars was incurred during World War
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II. Some parts of it was incurred during
the Korean war and during the Vietnam
war, We are saying by a ‘“no” vote, “I
don't want to pay the debts of the United
States incurred during World War II or
during any of the other conflicts.” Some
part of this debt comes from defense
expenditures.

I join my friends over on the minority
in voting for almost every increase in
national defense because I truly believe
that we desperately need increased ex-
penditures in defense for the protection
of our Nation.
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Yet when it comes time, and this is
disturbing to me personally, when it
comes time to pay the bill, to go on
record for paying for that defense, I find
that there are no votes on the other side.
That is a tragedy, in my opinion, for the
House to take that type of a position.

I realize, I represent a conservative
_dist.rict and I have had to confront this
issue but I simply have never found a
reason to vote against it. I truly believe
that if we are to contain Federal spend-
ing and to eliminate the need to increase
the debt, we really have to look at the
appropriation process. But we can never
accomplish what we are seeking to ac-
complish by consistently defeating this
bill and coming back to redo it.

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

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

Mr. ULLMAN. The gentleman is mak-
ing a very thoughtful statement. I think
the time has come to do what the gentle-
man suggests. The importance of the
debt limit has been totally distorted, not
just in the minds of Congressmen, but
by a lot of those people who compile vot-
ing records who count this a spending
bill. Nothing could be further from the
truth. That kind of misconception, it
seems to me, simply cannot be justified.
I commend the gentleman.

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

Mr. JENKINS. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like also to compliment the gentleman
from Georgia. I think he has made a
very accurate and realistic statement
about this problem.

As a member of the Appropriations
Committee I would just like to point
out to the gentleman that the Appro-
priations Committee is responsible for
a portion of the spending, and we are
trying our best on all 13 bills to hold
down the level of spending.

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

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. JENKINS).

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

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

Mr, DICKS. Mr, Chairman, I would
say to the gentleman that one of the
initiatives this year on the disability leg-
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islation that came out of the Ways and
Means Committee is also a significant
step, because a great portion of the
spending in this country is done through
entitlement programs for which the Ap-
propriations Committee has little or no
control. I would hope the Appropriations
Committee and the Ways and Means
Committee could get together on some
of these things, because I think the re-
sponsibilities are shared and are not
just the responsibility of one area of
the Congress, but two important com-
mittees having a dual responsibility. I
think if we can do that we can get to
the balanced budget which I think those
of us who are in the majority, I think
both from a liberal viewpoint and a
conservative viewpoint, I think is a pri-
ority for this country in terms of solid
fiscal management and in our efforts to
control inflation.

The gentleman is so correct though on
the point that we should not defeat this
particular bill. This is what we have to
do because of things that have been done
in the past. The gentleman is absolutely
correct, we should support the committee
here and pass this debt limitation exten-
sion, and then get back to the real job
of containing spending through entitle-
ments and appropriations.

Mr. JENKINS. I thank the gentleman
for his comments.

I would like to say finally that GAO
has reported that because we waited
until the last minute last year to extend
the debt limit, to pass similar legislation,
it actually cost the American taxpayer
some $15 million because of our insist-
ence of being on record against extending
the debt limit. Some publication ought
to print a poll to show how much it really
costs this Nation every time we wait until
the last minute to give the Treasury De-
partment authority to roll over the debt
that this Nation has incurred for many,
many decades.

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

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle-

man.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I think the
gentleman’s point is so well taken. Think
of what interest rates have done in the
last few weeks. The prime rate has gone
up again.

I would bet playing polities with this
issue has cost us money at this time, too.

Mr. JENKINS. I understand why
everybody wants to be on record against
this. However, I think we are making a
bad situation for this Nation in con-
stantly making this a floor fight, when all
of us know there is no real issue in this
legislation.

I would hope that those people who
do support the veterans, who support de-
fense, revenue sharing, will share in sup-
porting this bill to pay for those pro-
grams.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman vield?

Mr. JENKINS. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to thank my friend for his oft-re-
peated advice to the minority on this
issue. It is always interesting to see what
one party advises the other to do, and
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it is always interesting to see the extent
to which the majority urges the minority
to be responsible so more of them can
vote against something they believe to be
largely a matter of party politics.

Mr. JENKINS. I am sure my friend
from New York would agree that a debt
limit extension bill has to be passed.

Mr. CONABLE. If my friend will per-
mit me to respond, I believe also that
there are many issues here of greater
party magnitude than this one. I quite
agree that we go through this process
altogether too much. However, I do not
see any reason why on an issue of this
sort, given its comparative lack of signifi-
cance in terms of controlling the fiscal
policy of the country, why the minority
should be required to let those majority
Members who are from marginal dis-
tricts have the benefit of voting against
this bill politically, which you would
have us deny to ourselves.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Georgia has again expired.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 additional minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. JENKINS).

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, let me
simply say this, I might have more faith
in the position that people take in oppo-
sition to this and similar pieces of leg-
islation were it not for the past record
and looking at what happened in 1973,
where none of the Members from the
gentleman’s party voted to extend the
debt limit. The bill went over to the
other body and an amendment was added
to it to raise social security benefits by
10 percent. It came back over here and
there were only five or six Republicans
that then voted against it.

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

Mr. JENKINS. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman, the gentleman in the well is
now addressing was among those. I be-
lieve there were a total of 36 in the
House.

Mr. JENKINS. And I congratulate
them.

Mr. CONABLE, If the gentleman will
continue to yield, of that number a much
greater proportion were Democrats than
Republicans.

Mr. JENKINS. But the gentleman
would agree that suddenly the House
changed its position, and to me that in-
dicates that there was no validity to their
argument in the first place, because in
order to vote for a 10-percent raise in
social security benefits everyone quickly
decided to vote for the debt limit ex-
tension. I simply think this argument is
not valid, and I think that the gentle-
man and I, who agree so often on so
many issues, would have to say that this
debt limit or a similar debt limit bill
has to be passed by this House.

Mr. CONABLE. If the gentleman will
continue to yield briefly, I just wish to
point out if the gentleman wishes to
come to political conclusions about this
then he must expect political rejoinders.

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

Mr. JENKINS. I am happy to yield.
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Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I think
what the gentleman is saying is that
this is not and should not be a political
matter. When we act on our appropria-
tion bills and our budget resolutions, I
see the reason for some Members to let
politics influence their voting, but at
this point in the process, the spending
decisions have been made by majority
vote in Congress. We made the decision
in the past that brought us to the point
now where—if we do not pass this bill—
we cannot pay our debts, and we will
bring the Government to a grinding
halt. I think that is the responsibility
of the minority as well as the responsi-
bility of the majority to keep this
Government viable.
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Mr. Chairman, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read for amendment. No amend-
ments are in order except the following
amendments:

(1) Pro forma amendments for the pur-
pose of debate; (2) amendments offered by
direction of the Committee on Ways and
Means or the Committee on Rules, which
shall not be subject to amendment except
pro forma amendments for the purpose of
debate; (3) amendments only changing the
date certain on page 2, line 5, or only chang-
ing the numerical figure on page 2, line 8,
and saild amendments shall not be subject
to amendment except pro forma amend-
ments for the purpose of debate and ger-
mane amendments only changing sald date
or sald figure; (4) an amendment printed
in House Resolution 425, which shall not
be subject to amendment except pro forma
amendments for the purpose of debate; and
(5) one motion to strike title II which shall
not be subject to amendment except pro
forma amendments for the purpose of
debate.

The bill reads as follows:
H.R. 5369

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

TITLE I—TEMPORARY INCREASE IN
PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT; EXCEPTION TO
INTEREST RATE CEILING ON BONDS

Sec. 101, (a) During the period beginning
on the date of the enactment of this Act and
ending on May 31, 1980, the public debt limit
set forth in the first sentence of section 21
of the Second Liberty Bond Act (31 US.C.
757b) shall be temporarily increased by
£479,000,000,000.

(b) Effective on the date of the enactment
of this Act, the first section of the Act of
April 2, 1979, entitled “An Act to provide for
a temporary increase in the public debt limit,
and for other purposes” (Public Law 96-5),
is hereby repealed.

Sec. 102. The last sentence of the second
paragraph of the first section of the Second
Liberty Bond Act (31 U.S.C. 752) is amended
by striking out "$40,000,000,000" and insert-
ing in lleu thereof “$50,000,000,000".

TITLE II—ESTABLISHMENT OF PUBLIC

DEBT LIMIT AS PART OF CONGRES-

SIONAL BUDGET PROCESS

Sec. 201. (a) The Rules of the House of
Representatives are amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new rule:
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“RuLE XLIX
“ESTABLISHMENT OF STATUTORY LIMIT ON THE
PUBLIC DEBT

“*1, Upon the adoption by the Congress
(under section 301, 304, or 310 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974) of any con-
current resolution on the budget setting
forth as the appropriate level of the public
debt for the period to which such concur-
rent resolution relates an amount which is
different from the amount of the statutory
limit on the public debt that would other-
wise be in effect for such period, the enroll-
ing clerk of the House of Representatives
shall prepare an engrossment and an enroll-
ment of a joint resolution, in the form pre-
scribed in clause 2, increasing or decreasing
the statutory limit on the public debt by an
amount equal to the difference between such
limit and such appropriate level. The vote
by which the conference report on the con-
current resolution on the budget was agreed
to in the House (or by which the concur-
rent resolution itself was adopted in the
House, if there is no conference report) shall
be deemed to have been a vote in favor of
such joint resolution upon final passage in
the House of Representatives. Upon the en-
grossment and enrollment of such joint res-
olution it shall be deemed to have passed
the House of Representatives and been duly
certified and examined; the enrolled copy
shall be signed by the Speaker and trans-
mitted along with the engrossed copy to the
Senate for further legislative action; and
(upon final passage by both Houses) the
joint resolution shall be presented to the
President for his signature (and otherwise
treated for all purposes) in the manner pro-
vided for bills and joint resolutions generally,

“2. The matter after the resolving clause
in any joint resolution described in clause 1
shall be as follows: ‘During the period begin-
ning and ending , the
public debt limit set forth Iin the first sen-
tence of section 21 of the Second Liberty
Bond Act (31 U.S.C. 75Tb) shall be tempo-
rarily Increased [or decreased] by 8
(and any other provision of law providing
for a temporary Increase [or decrease] in
such limit shall not apply).’; with the first
two blanks being filled with the beginning
and ending dates of the fiscal year or other
period to which the concurrent resolution
on the budget just agreed to relates, and
with the third blank being filled with a dol-
lar flgure equal to the difference between
the statutory limit on the public debt as set
forth in section 21 of the Second Liberty
Bond Act and the appropriate level of the
public debt as set forth in such concurrent
resolution.

“3. The report of the Committee on the
Budget of the House of Representatives ac-
companying any concurrent resolution on
the budget under section 301(d) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1874, as well as the
joint explanatory statement accompanying
the conference report on any concurrent res-
olution on the budget, shall contain a clear
statement of the effect under this rule that
the adoption by both the House and the Sen-
ate of such concurrent resolution in the form
in which it is being reported (and the adop-
tlon of the joint resolution thereupon pre-
pared and enrolled under clause 1) would
have upon the statutory limit on the public
debt. It shall not be in order in the House
of Representatives at any time to conslder or
adopt any concurrent resolution on the
budget (or agree to any conference report
thereon) if at that time the report accom-
panying such concurrent resolution (or the
Joint statement accompanying such confer-
ence report) does not comply with the re-
quirements of this clause.

4. Nothing in this rule shall be construed
as limiting or otherwise affecting the power
of the House of Representatives or the Sen-
ate to consider and pass a bill which (with-
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out regard to the procedures under clause 1)
changes the statutory limit on the public
debt most recently established under this
rule or otherwise; and the rights of Members
and committees of the House with respect to
the introduetion, consideration, and report-
ing of any such bill shall be determined as
though this rule had not been adopted.

“5. As used In this rule, the term ‘statu-
tory limit on the public debt' means the
maximum face amount of obligations issued
under authority of the Second Liberty Bond
Act and obligations guaranteed as to prin-
cipal and interest by the United States (ex-
cept such guaranteed obligations as may be
held by the Secretary of the Treasury), de-
termined under section 21 of such Act after
the application of the second sentence there-
of, which may be outstanding at any one
time.”.

(b) (1) Clause 1(v)(5) of rule X of the
Rules of the House of Representatives is
amended by inserting "(subject to the last
sentence of clause 4(g) of this rule)’ after
“United States”.

(2) Clause 4(g) of rule X of the Rules of
the House of Representatives is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
santence: “The views and estimates sub-
mitted by the Committee on Ways and
Means under the preceding sentence shall
include a specific recommendation, made
after holding public hearings, as to the ap-
propriate level of the public debt which
should be set forth in the concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget referred to in such sen-
tence and serve as the basls for an increase
or decrease in the statutory limit on such
debt under the procedures provided by rule
XLIX.".

(¢) Clause 8 of rule XXIII of the Rules of
the House of Representatives is amended—

(1) by inserting “(except to the extent
that the amendment Involved is limited by
the third sentence of this clause)' after
“mathematically consistent”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentence: “It shall not be in
order in the House or in & Committee of the
Whole to consider an amendment to a con-
current resolution on the budget, or any
amendment to an amendment thereto, which
changes the amount of the appropriate level
of the public debt set forth in the concurrent
resolution so reported; except that the
amendments to achieve mathematical con-
sistency which are permitted under section
305(a) (6) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 may include an amendment, offered
by or at the direction of the Committee on
the Budget, to adjust the amount of such
level to reflect any changes made in the
other figures contained in the resolution.”.

Sec. 202. The first sentence of section 21
of the Second Liberty Bond Act (31 US.C.
767b) is amended by inserting before the
period at the end thereof the following: “,
subject to any increases or decreases in such
limit which may from time to time be pro-
vided by law (through the congressional
budget process as described In rule XLIX
of the Rules of the House of Representatives
or otherwise) .

Sec. 203. The amendments made by this
title shall apply with respect to concurrent
resolutions on the budget for fiscal years
beginning on or after October 1, 1980.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GEPHARDT

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GEPHARDT: “On
page 3, line 12, strike out the words ‘and
an enrollment’; on page 3, line 21, strike out
the word ‘Upon’ and all that follows through
the period on page 4, line 5, and insert in
lieu thereof the following: ‘Upon the en-
grossment of such joint resolution it shall
be deemed to have passed the House of Rep-
resentatives and been duly certified and ex-
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amined; the engrossed copy shall be signed
by the Clerk and transmitted to the Senate
for further legislative action; and (upon
final passage by both Houses) the joint res-
olution shall be signed by the presiding
officers of both Houses and presented to the
President for his signature (and otherwise
treated for all purposes) in the manner pro-
vided for bills and joint resolutions gen-
erally.'”

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, as I
stated in the general debate we need a
technical amendment which would take
out, in essence, three words from the
original copy of my amendment to this
bill. Those words are the words, “and an
enrollment.”

As the amendment originally pointed
out, we instructed by the language of the
bill, or the Gephardt amendment, the
Clerk of the House to take the debt limit
figure out of the budget resolution after
the conference for the budget resolution
had been completed and passed, and to
put that into a joint resolution and to
send it to the Senate. We, in the in-
structions, said for the Clerk to engross
and enroll the joint resolution and send
it to the Senate. The words, “and enroll-
ment” are unnecessary and inappro-
priate. The usual process is simply to
engross and send to the Senate. So, we
by this amendment are trying to take
that out, those words, and conform this
to the usual practice and procedure be-
tween the House and the Senate. So, I
ask that this technical amendment be
approved.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROUSSELOT

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ROUSSELOT:
On page 2, line 18, strike title IT and all
that follows through page 7, line 24.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to strike this title of the bill because
I believe that the implementation of this
new rule will obstruct a very important
part of our responsibility here as the
House of Representatives. The Constitu-
tion implies very clearly that the House
of Representatives, is supposed to take
the responsibility for controlling the
purse strings. This amendment, as my
colleagues have already stated, and this
includes my distinguished colleague, Mr,
GEPHARDT, the author of the amendment,
say that it will make it easier for Mem-
bers to complete the process. We will
“free up our time,” is the comment my
colleagues use.

Now, whether this House likes it or not,
increasing the debt ceiling is another
form of taxation. The Treasury has to
go out and borrow the money in the mar-
ket place and use the future credit of
the Federal Government. Whether we
like it or not, that is the fact. Increasing
the debt ceiling is another form of bor-
rowing against future taxes. When this
House tries to go around that process by
only including in it the budget resolution,
in a way I think it will obscure the visi-
bility of that important responsibility of
this House—that is increasing the debt
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ceiling. Sure, that responsibility is tough;
sure, it requires time—but it should. It
is an important way of providing a sub-
stantial amount of funding for the Treas-
ury.
I think it is irresponsible to separate
it or to make it easier to pass by including
it in a budget resolution. The focus on
the debt ceiling will be far less visible.

Now, we have no guarantee that the
Senate will comply with what we say
here on this rule change. As a matter of
fact, they may go ahead and continue to
vote on this whole issue twice, both in
the concurrent budget resolutions, and
the second procedure of requiring a sepa-
rate vote on a debt ceiling increase,

So, I believe it is wrong to obscure
the visibility of this responsibility. Sure,
I understand the claim of my colleague
from Missouri, “Well, it will free up time.
We are too busy.” But, are we really too
busy for that important responsibility?

This is one of those areas where I
think we should be busy and zero in on
our responsibility as to what it really
means when we increase the debt ceiling.
It is hard for me to believe that individ-
uals who have the responsibility of
handling their own debt would say, “Well,
I will pass that on to the next-door
neighbor or somebody else, or we will do
it at another time and place.”

When we increase our personal debt,
that is our individual responsibility. I
think the U.S. debt is the responsibility
of the House, and I am sorry that we are
now thinking of separating it out, or
making it easier to raise the debt ceil-
ing by hiding it in the budget resolution.
When we come here on this floor during
the debate on the debt ceiling some of
my friends say “free up the time because
we are too busy to be bothered.” I realize
that it is boring and a lot of Members do
not want to pay any attention to it, but
that does not relieve us of that responsi-
bility to consider such an increase in the
debt ceiling in a meaningful way. A debt
increase is also a combination of on-
budget items and off-budget items, and
we do not really debate those very exten-
sively in the budget resolution.

So, I think we are sliding out from
under that responsibility if we accept the
Gephardt amendment. Again, I want to
say that I compliment my colleague from
Missouri in that he has encouraged us
to take this issue up. I am riot condemn-
ing the work and the time and the effort
that he has spent in developing and ad-
vocating this change, because his effort
does focus on the issue, but just because
he has worked on it does not mean it is
right. I think w2z would all acknowledge
that just because somebody spent a lot
of time trying to figure out a way to
amend a process and a rule we already
have does not make it right. That would
be especially true if it relieves us of the
responsibility that I think is ours as
elected representatives.

Now, some people have said, “Well,
this is necessary because some individ-
uals in the House use it as a ‘political
excuse’ to say they are voting against
‘big spending’ by voting against the debt
increase.”

Just because certain Members of the
House may use it as an irresponsible vote
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instrument does not mean that it is right
to take away the responsibility from the
rest of the Members of the House who
try to be responsible in the way they
look at the vote on the issue.

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

(By unanimous consent Mr. Rovus-
serLor was allowed to proceed for 3 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I believe that this
debt ceiling legislation is a second im-
portant discipline and that the Ways
and Means Committee should abide by
it. The gentleman’s amendment states
and requires the Ways and Means Com-
mittee to look at the deficit requirement
and ceiling anyway. Why not have the
full House vote on it and discuss it? Just
because a lot of people are tired of it and
want to shuttle it aside, is not a good
reason to eliminate the rule and the re-
sponsibility to take the second discipli-
nary step, that is, to vote on the issue of
how much and at what time we should
increase or not increase debt ceiling.

I am sure that if we ever got to the
place where we could reduce the debt
ceiling there would be a lot of people in
here who would be most anxious to vote
for such a reduction. I do not believe we
should eliminate it just because it is
painful, as several people have said, or
it is trouble or it gets in our way. I do
not believe that should be the excuse to
eliminate the rule of the House that re-
quires us to look at that increase in the
debt ceiling above and beyond the budget
process.
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One of my good colleagues from
Georgia said some people come here and
play games with it. That is their fault;
that is not mine. I do not consider it
playing games. I consider it part of my
voting responsibility that I have to my
constituency, to this country, as to what
we do with that debt ceiling. It is an
important issue involving well over $800
billion, a tremendous figure. It is the
third or fourth largest item in the budg-
et—that is the requirement of the in-
terest charge that goes with the whole
debt—and to say that has little mean-
ing, no meaning, and that we really look
at it in other hidden places I think
fuzzes over our responsibility. I want to
vote on this more than once. I am not
afraid of it. I can assure my colleague,
the gentleman from Georgia, I do not
play games with it, and I think there
are a lot of other people in this House
who do not.

So, Mr. Chairman, I think this is an
important second discipline for the
Hcuse that is supposed to control “the
purse strings.” I hope the Members will
vote to remove this title from the bill.

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. Let me commend the gen-
tleman in the well for offering this
amendment. I intend to support it. I
think that it is absolutely wrong to be
taking this step because, as he has al-
ready indicated, T think it does put some
diseipline on this House and on the Sen-
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ate, and it makes them realize that they
are adopting day after day, as they pass
these appropriation bills, figures that
eventually will go into that national debt
that will have to be reckoned with. Cer-
tainly the American people are familiar
with that figure.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I will say to my
colleague the American people are in-
deed very familiar with that huge debt.

Mr. WYLIE. They certainly are, and
if we get home and talk to our constitu-
ents, they talk about that national debt,
and they are talking about the interest,
as the gentleman has indicated, on that
national debt that they have to pay for.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(At the request of Mr. LarTa, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. ROUSSELOT Was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. LATTA. If the gentleman will
yield further, they might not be paying
anything on that principal that they
are passing on to their children
and grandchildren and grandchildren’s
grandchildren, because they are not pay-
ing anything on the principal but they
are paying on the interest. When they
settle up with Uncle Sam to pay up that
third highest item in the budget, they
are paying on the interest. They cannot
escape that, and they are well aware of
it. I think the American people are not
going to look kindly on any action this
House might take to put this matter
underneath the rug so that it will be
passed very quickly, hopefully in the
budget resolution, without directing the
attention of the American people to that
ever-increasing, yves, ever-escalating na-
tional debt that is put on them because
of the big-spending habits of this
Congress.

I commend the gentleman for offering
his amendment, and I certainly will sup-
port it.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank my col-
league for his remarks.

Let me just conclude by saying that
Ithink it is an important House responsi-
bility. I think we should continue it, and
I hope my colleagues will vote to keep
the rule as it is. I urge a yes vote on
the Rousselot amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, of course I rise in
strong opposition to the amendment of-
fered by my friend, the gentleman from
California (Mr. Rovusserot), but the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. Gep-
HARDT), the author of the amendment
and the prime mover will make the argu-
ment against it to the members of this
committee and the House. But I want
to clarify a point. The gentleman from
California (Mr. Rousseror) has said a
number of times that a debt ceiling is
some form of taxation. Nothing could be
further from the truth. It is not a form
of taxation. The decisions that deter-
mine the debt ceiling today have been
made in the past. We have made them in
the appropriation process, in every bill
we pass or fail to pass in tax legislation,
and in our budget resolution; and we
have a budget procedure now. We have
programed by positive action the re-
sults that we have here today. All we are
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doing today is saying, all right, since
we made those decisions in the past, now
we are going to pay the bills and accept
responsibility for those decisions in the
past.

Reference has been made to the com-
parison to a private individual incurring
debt. Here is the proper comparison. An
individual goes out and buys on credit
and buys on credit, and then when the
day for payment comes, he solves his
debt problem by just not paying the bills.
That is not the responsible way to do it.
We have incurred these bills. What we
are saying today is only that we will pay
those bills. We will do better in the fu-
ture in the appropriations, spending, and
budgeting process, but we have to find
a better way to pay the bills to keep this
country going.

Let me say the amendment that the
gentleman from California (Mr. RoUsse-
roT) seeks to strike develops a new pro-
cedure that ties down the responsibility.
It ties, as it should, the debt ceiling proc-
ess to the decisions on the budget. That
is the proper focus for the responsibility;
and the Gephardt proposal is a signifi-
cant tightening of our budget procedure,
a meaningful thing. It is putting the
debt ceiling in the right relationship to
the spending and revenue process. So I
think that the Members of this body on
careful deliberation will want to move to
tie the debt limit to the spending process
and to the budget procedure where it
ought to be and do so in a responsible
way; I strongly urge the Members to
oppose this amendment. Then, I urge
them to vote for the debt ceiling, which
is a vote to keep this Government viable
and pay the bills that we have incurred
through our past actions.

Mr. ROUSSELOT,. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield briefly?

Mr. ULLMAN. I will be happy to yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr, ROUSSELOT. I appreciate my col-
league’s yielding. I want to comment
that I too, have favored the budget
process. I have from the beginning. The
problem is that the timeliness of which
the gentleman speaks has not always
been present with the budget process. It
has floated around between the House
and the Senate with far more difficult
timing than even the debt ceiling in-
crease. So to say that somehow by fore-
ing it to be attached to the budget res-
olution it will be more timely I do not
think is a good argument because right
now we still have afloat the budget res-
olution for this House. It is still in limbo,
as the gentleman knows.

Mr. ULLMAN. I want to say to the
gentleman I am not arguing timeliness:
I am arguing the right forum in which
to make this decision is in the budget
resolution when we are making the over-
all spending decisions and the overall
revenue decisions for the next fiscal year.
That is the right forum. That is what we
are attempting to do today, and I urge
the Members to vote down this amend-
ment.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite numbers of
words, and I rise in opposition to the
amendment.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose the
Rousselot amendment which would strike
the changes that were made in the bill to
institute this new debt limit process. I
want to very strongly agree with the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. RoUussgLoT) ,
the maker of the amendment, that the
debt ceiling is important. Let there be no
fuzzing of that issue, or any indication
that I or any of us here believe or are ad-
vocating by this amendment that the
debt ceiling is not important. Obviously
it is a legal act of great consequences. It
increases the debt of the United States. It
has a lot to do with our budgeting costs.
It has a lot to do with interest rates all
over the country. It is a meaningful act.
We quite agree on that point. Where we
disagree is whether or not freestanding
public debt limitation is a second disci-
pline in the Congress, and I would sub-
mit to the Members it is not a second
discipline at all. I would strongly argue
and disagree with the gentleman from.
California (Mr. Rousseror) that this
new process would obscure what we are
doing. In fact, I would argue very
strongly that what we are doing now
obscures what is going on, vastly ob-
scures it, because it allows the Members
to make the decision to spend and then
a few days later or a few months later
to say, “I do not want to raise the debt
ceiling to accommodate the spending
that I have already made.”

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

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

I would like to associate myself with
the thrust of the gentleman’s remarks.
As to procedure I think this anachronism
is mischievous. That is the reason I have
supported the amendment offered by the

gentleman from Missouri (Mr. Gep-

HARDT) and I oppose an effort to strike

it from the bill. I thank the gentleman.
[ 1340

Mr. GEPHARDT. I thank the gentle-

man from New York for his support of
this amendment.

The analogy that was made by the
chairman and by the gentleman from
California of individuals and how they
deal with their own budget, clearly the
decision we make in the budget process
is just like spending decisions that indi-
viduals make.

Mr. Chairman, our process in effect
today, would be like someone deciding
to go buy a house, signing the contract
which is the legal obligation to buy that
house, and then going to the closing of
the house sale and saying, “I really want
the house, I stand behind the legal com-
mitment I have made but I do not want
to sign the note to pay the money and
I do not want to sign the mortgage.”

That is really what we are doing. I
would submit it to you that obscures what
is really happening and if the gentleman
from California is concerned about there
being truthfulness and candor in putting
the facts on the table, that indeed putting
these two procedures together exactly
accomplishes that.
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Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEPHARDT, I yield to the gentle-
woman fom New Jersey.

Mrs. FENWICK. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I am afraid I will have
to support the gentleman because I think
that is the sensible thing to do. However,
I would like to see so much intelligence,
urgency, and eloquence raised on behalf
of an entirely different procedure which
is that we vote on the budget and decide
how much we are going to spend, first,
the way any family does, and then fit
our priorities into what we think we have
to spend. That is the trouble.

Mr. Chairman, what we do, is to do it
incrementally, starting at the bottom,
adding and adding and adding. Then we
hit, with the poor chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget fighting to hold
things down, which he does, and also the
gentleman, plus our ranking member, but
it is the wrong system. Until we get the
support of all the authorities in this
House to decide first what we think this
country can afford and then decide where
that amount is going to be allocated, we
will never have commonsense in this
House.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for her com-
ments. I believe through the budget proc-
ess we are learning how it needs to be
adjusted to work more properly. That
kind of suggestion, which has been made
by the gentlewoman and others, I think
is a constructive one that has to be con-
sidered by our Committee on the Budget.

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I appreciate the
gentleman yielding.

Another problem that I see, is that the
budget process does not consider the off-
budget items. Therefore, what contrib-
utes to the need for an increase in the
debt will not now be fully discussed.

Part of the increase in the debt many
times occurs because of off-budget items.

I would say to my colleagues when and
if we ever get the off-budget items in
the budget resolution, it would make a
better case for what the genleman is
saying.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr, Chairman, let
me say I agree with the gentleman
wholeheartedly and I think the change
we are here advocating today will
heighten the chances that we can make
that kind of a change in the budget
process. I heartily support it. I have sup-
ported it in the Committee on Ways and
Means and will continue to support it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(At the request of Mr. Giamo, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. GEPHARDT was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. GIAIMO. Will the gentleman
yield, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. GEPHARDT. I certainly will yield
to the gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
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commend the gentleman for what he is
here trying to accomplish. I oppose the
Rousselot amendment. I recognize the
political difficulties here in putting this
on the budget resolution. Lord knows we
are going to take the budget resolution
up, hopefully, tomorrow and we have
enough problems passing the resolution
without adding anything to it.

Mr. Chairman, I do think it is a
cleaner procedure if the issue of the debt
ceiling is made a part of the budget
process. We make the determination in
the budget process anyway as to what
the debt ceiling is and I do believe in
making that determination we do—it is
one of the aggregates we have to estab-
lish—I do think we consider the off-
budget agencies part of the debt, even
though it does not fit into our deficit,
but it does fit into the total debt of the
United States so to that extent it is part
of the obligations of the Government
and of the Treasury.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is a cleaner
process. I think that is what the gentle-
man from Missouri is trying to accom-
plish and the Committee on Ways and
Means. It will give us difficulties, it will
give us added difficulties in passing a
budget, but I believe in the overall we
ultimately will have to arrive at a de-
cision. I believe we can do it all in one
place rather than separately as we are
doing here today. We are here consider-
ing debt ceiling today, tomorrow we are
considering budget. It will unify the con-
sensus or the lack of consensus, Ultimate-
ly we have to make up our minds in this
place. The business of the people of the
United States demands that we do and
I commend the gentleman.

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

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

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to associate myself with the remarks
of the gentleman from California (Mr.
RousseLor) relative to the off-budget
items. I think, clearly, reform in this re-
spect is indicated.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GEPHARDT
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. CONABLE. Will the gentleman
from Missouri yield further?

Mr., GEPHARDT, 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, it is a
fact that just because two reforms are
needed does not make one of them bad.
I do not believe there is anything incon-
sistent between what the gentleman is
suggesting and what the gentleman from
California is also suggesting.

In fact, we have not had an adequate
discussion of off-budget items. I would
like to see that occur.

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to as-
sociate myself with the remarks of the
gentlewoman from New Jersey. I com-
pletely agree with the gentlewoman, the
Budget Reform Act must be made an in-
strument of fiscal policy to a degree
greater than it has been.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.
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Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr., Chairman, I
agree with the gentleman and thank him
for his remarks.

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, I see the
chairman of the Committee on the
Budeget is on the floor. The reason I asked
for this time was to agree with what the
gentleman said. It will make it more dif-
ficult, as I pointed out earlier, to pass the
budget resolution.

Mr, Chairman, I will ask the chairman
of the Committee on the Budget if he
does not concur with me that under this
procedure in the Committee on the
Budget we are going to be handed a figure
for the national debt from the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means and we will not
be able to change that figure.

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Connecticut.

Mr. GIAIMO. This is not my under-
standing. If you can clear that up for me,
I will vote with you in support of your
amendment if that is not so. It is my
understanding they will make a recom-
mendation to us in their report of
March 15.

Mr. LATTA. As I understand it, Mr.
Chairman, that figure stands and we
cannot change it. I think we should have
that straightened out.

Mr. GEPHARDT. It is clear within the
amendment that, as the Committee on
the Budget does often on the floor, in the
budget process, the Committee on the
Budget can and will be allowed to make
amendments to the number as it does
many other numbers, to achieve consist-
ency with the action taken by the com-
mittee and the floor.

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. I will yield to the
gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. GIAIMO. We can change the pub-
lic debt number in the committee as we
prepare a resolution.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Certainly that would
be a wise thing to do. As you change the
numbers for spending from the numbers
that were assumed by the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. GIAIMO. In other words, if we
determine what the revenues and out-
lays are going to be, and if that changes,
what the debt is going to be, we have
the right, without going back to the
Committee on Ways and Means to
change that public debt number. Is that
not correct?

Mr. GEPHARDT. That is correct.

Mr. LATTA. Will the gentleman yield
further, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. GEPHARDT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. LATTA. Perhaps we could get the
chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means involved in this. As I understood
it in the presentation before the Com-
mittee on Rules, this question did come
up and the Committee on Ways and
Means was supposed to retain jurisdic-
tion over that figure.
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Mr., ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GEPHARDT. I will yield.

Mr. ULLMAN. The issue as the gentle-
man has stated it is correct. We must
remember there will be some discrepancy
in the debt number and the budget num-
ber because of the off-budget expendi-
tures and because of the lending to the
trust fund which becomes an additional
debt burden. Those will be included in
our recommendation but it is my under-
standing, as the gentleman has sug-
gested, that then the Committee on the
Budget has the authority to make that
figure conform to whatever budget figure
is arrived at.

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

(At the request of Mr. LarTa, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. GEPHARDT wWas
allowed to proceed for 1 additional min-
ute.)

Mr. LATTA. Will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. GEPHARDT. I do yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. LATTA. In view of what has been
said by the chairman of the Committee
on Ways and Means, we do really get a
confused situation here. If they submit
to the Committee on the Budget a figure
that does have these off-budget items in
it and then we have to adjust that figure
in the Committee on the Budget to take
them out since we do not have jurisdic-
tion, do we then submit a figure to the
House without those figures? Is that what
the gentleman says?
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Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield to me, the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means on advice of the
Treasury Department and others makes
a judgment on the amount of public debt
ceiling increase necessary to accommo-
date off-budget spending. As it is now in
the budget process, the Budget Commit-
tee will take that figure and adjust it as
it deems necessary for changes made in
the budget process with regard to direct
spending on budget. There is no reason
today that the Budget Committee cannot
change that figure as well if they are
made aware of changes in off-budget
spending which would require changes in
that number. It is a procedure that we
practice today.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT)
has again expired.

(At the request of Mr. LatTa, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. GEPHARDT Was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, it is
a procedure that we practice today and
it is a procedure that we would continue
to practice. It is simple. It is straightfor-
ward. There is no confusion about it. The
number that comes from the Committee
on Ways and Means is now and can be
and should be adjusted by the Budget
Committee when we go through the proc-
ess. If when it is all over the number that
winds up in the joint resolution and
winds up changing the debt ceiling, if it
becomes a number that is not high
enough, there is always provision, as I
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said before, for the Committee on Ways
and Means to bring free-standing legis-
lation to affect the public debt.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. GEPHARDT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, let us take
a specific case. Today we have a request
by the Committee on Ways and Means
to increase the debt ceiling, which in-
cludes off-budget items of $879 billion.
Suppose this new process was in place
and that figure is submitted to the Budg-
et Committee. We then have to deduct
$16 billion or thereabouts for the off-
budget items before it is submitted to
the House; is that the procedure that we
are going to follow?

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. I yield to the dis-
tinguished chairman.

Mr. ULLMAN. That is included in the
figure now. It would be included when
the Committee on Ways and Means
acted.

It is my understanding that the figure
we weuld send to the Budget Commit-
tee would include the off-budget items
and the additional debt required for
lending to the trust fund. That is in this
budget resolution that we have before us
today. It would be in the recommenda-
tion we would make to the Budget Com-
mittee in this procedure under the Gep-
hardt amendment.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words. I
rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, let me say that I think
we have a very confused situation here if
this legislation passes, because as the col-
lequy has just been revealed, the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means is going to
submit a figure identical to the figure
that we would have today and as I un-
derstand it from the colloquy, the Budg-
et Committee would not have the juris-
diction to include those off-budget items.
So how do we get to the point, and I ask
and I will be happy to vield to my chair-
man, how do we get to the point where
we do have $879 billion before the House?

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

Mr. LATTA. I will be happy to yield.

Mr. GIAIMO. Let us not try to con-
fuse the situation any more than it is.
Lord knows it is confused enough.

Mr. LATTA. It is confused. I am try-
ing to get it clarified.

Mr. GIAIMO. Well, I think it is emi-
nently clear and I think the gentleman
knows what it is. The Committee on
Ways and Means will make a March 15
report to the Budget Committee. In there
they will tell us what their estimate of
revenues will be and along with that
what their estimate of the debt will be.

I assume your estimate of the debt will
be the on-budget debt, the off-budget
debt and anything else that you think
ought to be in that debt picture. If I
am wrong, I wish the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means would
correct me right now.

Mr. ULLMAN, Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, the gentleman is
correct.
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Mr. GIAIMO. All right. Then we pro-
ceed. We get the March 15 reports from
all the committees. Then we proceed to
put a budget together. Lord knows how
we are proceeding right now, as you
well know. We are having a devil of a
time doing it, as the gentleman well
knows.

Mr. LATTA. I have to say Amen to
that.

Mr. GIAIMO. The gentleman can say
Amen to that and say a couple more
Amens tonight and tomorrow morning
before we bring it up.

Then we put together a budget. We
decide what the priorities of this Nation
are. We decide what we are going to have
to need in budget authority and in out-
lays. We make our upgraded assump-
tions based upon information fed to us
by CBO, by OMB, by the Council of
Economic Advisors, by econometric mod-
els from all over the country, the gentle-
man knows that. The gentleman is on
the committee.

Mr. LATTA. We know that. We under-
stand all that. Let us get back to the
budget figure,

Mr. GIAIMO. I am trying to explain
it, if the gentleman will yield, and I will
get the gentleman some time.

We then make a determination of
what we are going to need in outlays,
what the revenues will be and what our
deficit will be. Then we consider the
off-budget items also and their debt and
we come up with the fifth aggregate,
which is the public debt.

‘We have the freedom, as I understand
it under this legislation, to determine
what that debt number will be without
having to go back to the Committee on
Ways and Means. Is that a correct state-
ment of fact?

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, that is the only
way the procedure can possibly work.
The gentleman is stating it correctly.

Mr. GIAIMO. Fine; that being the
case, I will support the legislation. If it
were otherwise and if we had to go
through this agony, but the Committee
on Ways and Means retained control,
then I would be up here not only sup-
porting the gentleman, but I would be
fighting for the gentleman’s amend-
ment; but that is not the case and it is
quite clear that we have the freedom to
do this. Therefore, I think it is a more
orderly process which the Committee on
Ways and Means is trying to accomplish
and I think we ought to go ahead with it.

If there is any confusion left in the
mind of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
LaTtTa), please let me know and I will try
to clarify it.

Mr. LATTA. Well, the confusion is that
we have been all around Robin Hood's
barn, as the old saying goes; but the
question comes right back to the $879
billion that they have submitted.

Now, if this matter was in place, would
that now be in our budget resolution,
$879 billion ?

Mr. GIAIMO. I believe it would, if that
was the number we decided and voted on
in the Budget Committee.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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M‘;. LATTA. I would be delighted to
yield.

Mr. ULLMAN. This number will carry
you through to May 31. The budget res-
olution will come up before that time
and in that budget resolution you will
make the further extension to the debt
ceiling that will have to be made to con-
form with the decisions in the budget.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, let me
reclaim my time.

It points out once again that you are
going to have a double burden to carry
when you have the budget resolution
before this House. It has already been
indicated that there is $879 billion in
this bill. You are going to have to carry
that along with the budget resolution
itself, which always has a perilous time
getting through this House; so we are
going to have an extremely difficult job
of passing a budget resolution.

Now, if we want the budget process to
prevail, I think that we have to turn
down this proposal. It has been up before.
This is nothing new. It has been up a
yvear ago in a slightly different form. It
was discussed in the subcommittee on
rules.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LATTA was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional min-
ute.)

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, the mat-
ter of the Committee on Ways and
Means relieving itself of the jurisdiction
in this area is not new, It did not come
up just a year ago. I remember many,
many times before the Committee on
Rules it was discussed. The Committee
on Ways and Means certainly would like
to relieve itself of this responsibility,
and why I do not know; but I think this
is where it belongs, with the Committee
on Ways and Means. It is their function
to raise the money to pay these taxes.
I think that that is where the respon-
sibility for the debt limit is. That goes
hand in hand with the job they have to
perform.

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

Mr. LATTA. I will be happy to yield.

Mr. ROUESELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate my colleague yielding.

I would like to respond to my chair-
man who feels that increasing the debt
ceiling is not another form of taxation.
It is, too. It is another way to raise the
money for expenditure levels. I do not
care what anybody says, someday that
is going to have to be paid for.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LATTA) has
again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LATTA
was allowed to rroceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further, as the
gentleman has pointed out, included in
our general budget considerations are
interest charges to pay for that debt.
Now, to believe that it is not another
form of taxaticn is I think hiding our
heads in the sand. It is another way of
raising money to pay for all those ex-
penditures. True, that is unpleasant to
have to vote for that, especially for
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Cavanaugh
Chappeil
Chisholm
Clay
Clinger
Coelho
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many of the people that vote for those
big expenditures when they come along,
because they want all the people back
home to believe the wonderful things
they are doing for them; but the point
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Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. McHucH, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Committee,

Pease
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Preyer

Hightower
Holland
Howard
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes

is it is another way of paying for it.
I say it is another form of taxation.
I think it should be a second discipline
on the House to require us to vote on
the increase of that debt.
Mr. Chairman, I urge support for my
own resolution.

[ 1400

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California (Mr. RoUSSELOT).

The question was taken; and on a di-

vision (demanded by Mr,

ROUSSELOT)

there were—ayes 11, noes 21.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I

demand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 132, noes 283,
not voting 19, as follows:

Abdnor
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Archer
Ashbrook
Atkinson
Badham
Bafalis
Bauman
Bereuter
Bethune
Brinkley
Broomfield
Buchanan
Burgener
Butler
Carney
Cheney
Clausen
Cleveland
Coleman
Collins, Tex.
Corcoran
Crane, Daniel
Crane, Philip
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Dannemeyer
Davis, Mich.
Deckard
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dornan
Dougherty

Duncan, Tenn.

Early

Edwards, Okla.

Emery
Erdahl
Evans, Del.
Gilman
Gingrich
Goldwater

Addabbo
Akaka
Albosta
Alexander
Ambro
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Ashley
Aspin
AuCoin
Bailey
Baldus
Barnard

[Roll No. 510]

AYES—132

Goodling
Grassley
Grisham
Guyer
Hagedorn
Hammer-
schmidt
Hansen
Heckler
Hillis
Hinson
Hollenbeck
Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Hyde
Ichord
Jeffords
Jeffries

Johnson, Colo.

Kelly
Kindness
Kramer
Lagomarsino
Latta
Leach, Iowa
Leach, La.
Lee
Lent
Lewls
Livingston
Loeffler
Lott
Lujan
Lungren
McClory
McDonald
Madigan
Marlenee
Marriott
Mathis
Miller, Ohlo
Minish
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moorhead,
Calif.

NOES—283

Barnes
Beard, R.1.
Beard, Tenn.
Bedell
Beilenson
Benjamin
Bennett
Bevill
Biagel
Binghum
Blanchard
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Boner
Bonior

Mottl

Neal

Paul

Petrl
Pursell
Rinaldo
Robinson
Roth
Rousselot
Rudd
Runnels
Satterfleld
Sawyer
Sebellus
Sensenbrenner
Shumway
Shuster
Smith, Nebr.
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Stangeland
Stanton
Stump
Symms
Tauke
Taylor
Thomas
Trible
Vander Jagt
Walgren
Walker
Wampler
Weiss
Whitehurst
Whittaker
Williams, Ohio
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.

Bonker
Bouguard
Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Brodhead
Brooks
Brown, Calif,
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Euriison
Burton, John
Burton. Phillip
Byron
Campbeil
Carr

Collins, I11.
Conable
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Courter
D’'Amours
Danielson
Daschle
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Dellums
Derrick
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dodd
Donnelly
Downey
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Eckhardt
Edgar
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Callf.
English
Ertel
Evans, Ga.
Evans, Ind.
Fary
Fascell
Fazio
Fenwick
Ferraro
Pindley
Fisher
Fithian
Flippo
Florio
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fowler
Prenzel
Frost
Fuqua
Garcia
Gaydos
Gephardt
Glaimo
Gibbons
Ginn
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gore
Gradison
Gramm
Gray
Green
Guarini
Gudger
Hall, Ohio
Hamilton
Hance
Harkin
Harris
Harsha
Hawkins
Heiner
Heftel

Hutto
Ireland
Jacobs
Jenkins
Jenrette

Johnson, Callf.

Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Eemp
Kildee
Kogovsek
Kostmayer
LaFalce
Leath, Tex.
Lederer
Lehman
Leland
Levitas
Lioyd

Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lowry
Luken
Lundine
McCloskey
MecCormack
MecDade
McEwen
McHugh
McEay
McKinney
Maguire
Markey
Marks
Martin
Matsul
Mattox
Mavroules
Mazzoli
Mica

Michel
Mikulskl
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Mineta
Mitchell, Md,
Moakley
Moffett
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead, Pa.
Murphy, N.¥.
Murphy, Pa.
Murtha
Mpyers, Pa.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey
Ottinger
Panetta
Pashayan
Patten
Patterson

Price
Pritchard

Railsback
Rangel
Ratchford
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Richmond
Ritter
Roberts

Roe
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roybal
Royer
Russo

Sabo
Santini
Scheuer
Schroeder
Schulze
Seiberling
Shannon
Sharp
Shelby
Simon
Skelton
Smith, Iowa
Snowe
Solarz
Spellman
St Germain
Stack
Staggers
Stark

Steed
Stenholm
Stewart
Stockman
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Swift
Synar
Thompson
Traxler
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vento
Volkmer
Watkins
Weaver
White
Whitley
Whitten
Williams, Mont.
Wilson, Bob
Wilson, C. H.
Wilson, Tex.
Wirth

Welll
Wolpe
Wright
Yates
Yuoung, Mo.
Zablockl
Zeferetti

NOT VOTING—19

Carter
Conyers
Diggs
Erlenborn
PFish
Flood
Hall, Tex.

Hanley
Holtzman
Murphy, Ill.
Myers, Ind.
Nolan
Quillen
Rodino
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Rose
Slack
Treen
Waxman
Winn

Messrs. ASPIN, REUSS, and FOUN-

TAIN changed their votes from “aye

to “no.”

"

S0 the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to the bill? If not, under
the rule, the Committee rises.

having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 5369) to provide for a temporary
increase in the public debt limit, and to
amend the Rules of the House of Repre-
sentatives to make possible the establish-
ment of the public debt limit in the fu-
ture as a part of the congressional
budget process, pursuant to House Reso-
lution 425, 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
g{iglzrossment and third reading of the

ill.

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
passage of the bill.

The question was taken and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, on that T
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 219, nays 198,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 511)

YEAS—219

Addabbo Dingell
aka Dixon
Albosta Dodd
Alexander Donnelly
Anderson, Il1l. Downey
Andrews, N.C. Drinan
Annunzio Duncan, Oreg.
Anthony Eckhardt
Ashley
Aspin
Atkinson
AuCoin
Bailey
Baldus
Barnes
Bedell
Beilenson
Benjamin
Bennett
Bevill
Blaggi
Bingham
Blanchard
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Boner
Bonior
Bonker
Brademas
Brinkley
Brodhead
Brooks
Brown, Callf.
Burlison
Burton, Phillip
Carr
Cavanaugh
Chisholm
Clay
Coelho
Collins, Tll.
Corman
Cotter
Danlelson
Daschle
Davis, 8.C.
Dellums
Derrick
Dicks

Jenrette
Johnson, Callf,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Kildee
Kogovsek
Kostmayer
LaFalce
Lederer
Lehman
Leland
Lloyd

Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lowry
Luken
Lundine
McCloskey
McCormack
McHugh
McEKay
McKinney
Maguire
Markey
Matsui
Mattox
Mavroules
Mazzoll
Mica
Mikulskl
Mikva
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Moffett
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Murphy, N.Y.
Murtha
Mpyers, Pa.
Natcher
Nedzi

Nelson
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Edgar
Edwards, Callf,
Evans, Ga.
Fary
Fascell
Fazio
Ferraro
Fisher
Fithian
Flippo
Florio
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fowler
Frost
Fuqua
Garcia
Gephardt
Giaimo
Gibbons
Ginn
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gore

Gray
Guarini
Gudger
Hall, Ohlo
Hamilton
Hance
Earris
Hawkins
Heckler
Hefner
Heftel
Hightower
Holland
Howard
Hutto
Jenkins
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Ottinger
Panetta
Patten
Patterson
Pease
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle

Ratchford
Reuss
Richmond
Roberts
Roe

Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roybal

Russo

Sabo

Abdnor
Ambro
Anderson,

Calif.
Andrews,

N. Dak
Applegate
Archer
Ashbrook
Badham
Bafalis
Barnard
Bauman
Beard, R.I.
Beard, Tenn.
Bereuter
Bethune
Bouquard
Bowen
Breaux
Broomfield
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill
Buchanan
Burgener
Burton, John
Butler
Byron
Campbell
Carney
Chappell
Cheney
Clausen
Cleveland
Clinger
Coleman
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conte
Corcoran
Coughlin
Courter
Crane, Danlel
Crane, Philip
D'Amours
Danlel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Dannemeyer
Davis, Mich.
de la Garza
Treckard
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Dornan
Dougherty
Duncan, Tenn.
Early
Edwards, Ala,
Edwards, Okla.

Evans, Del.
Evans, Ind.
Fenwlick
Findley

Scheuer
Seiberling
Shannon
Sharp
Simon
Skelton
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Solarz
Spellman
St Germain
Stack
Staggers
Stark
Steed
Stewart
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Swift
Synar
Thompson
Traxler

NAYS—108

Fountain
Frenzel
Gaydos
Gilman
Gingrich
Goldwater
Goodling
Gradison
Gramm
Grassley
Green
Grisham
Guyer
Hagedorn
Hall, Tex.
Hammer-
schmidt
Hansen
Harkin
Harsha
Hillls
Hinson
Hollenbeck
Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hyde
Ichord
Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jeffries

Johnson, Colo.

Jones, Tenn.
Kelly

Kemp
EKindness
Kramer
Lagomarsinoe
Latta

Ieach, Iowa
Leach, La.
Leath, Tex.
Lee

Lent
Levitas
Lewis
Livingston
Loeffier

Lott

Lujan
Lungren
McClory
McDade
McDonald
McEwen
Medigan
Marks
Marlenee
Marriott
Mathis
Michel
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohlo
Mitchell, N.Y.
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Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
White
Whitley
Whitten

Williams, Mont.

Wilson, C. H.
Willson, Tex.
Wirth

Wolpe
Wright
Wyatt

Yates
Young, Mo.
Zablocki
Zeferettl

Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Callf.
Mottl
Murphy, Pa.
Neal
Nichols
O'Brien
Pashayan
Paul
Fetrl
Pritchard
Pursell
Quayle
Rallsback
Rezula
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Ritter
Robinson
Roth
Rousselot
Royer
Rudd
Runnels
Santini
Satterfield
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schulze
Sebelius
Sensenbrenner
Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Smith, Nebr.
Snowe
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Stangeland
Stanton
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Symms
Tauke
Taylor
Thomas
Trible
Vander Jagt
Walker
Wampler
Weaver
Weiss
Whitehurst
Whittaker
Willlams, Ohlo
Wilson, Bob
Wolff
Wydler
Wylie
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.

NOT VOTING—17

Carter

Erlenborn
PFish
Flood

Hanley
Holtzman
Martin
Murphy, IIl.
Mpyers, Ind.
Nolan

Quillen
Rodino
Rose
Treen
Winn
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Hanley for, with Mr, Erlenborn against.

Mr. Rodino for, with Mr, Quillen against.

Mr. Nolan for, with Mr. Fish agalnst.

Ms. Holtzman for, with Mr. Carter against.

Mr. Conyers for, with Mr. Myers of Indiana
against.

Mr. Diggs for, with Mr. Winn against.

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

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

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

There was no objection.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate,
by Mr. Sparrow, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the committee of conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
on the amendments of the Senate to the
bill (H.R. 4389) entitled “An Act making
appropriations for the Departments of
Labor, and Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, and related agencies, for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1980, and for
other purposes,” and that the Senate
agreed to the House amendments to the
Senate amendments numbered 3, 16, 21,
62, 64, 65, 78, 127, 139, 140, and 142, the
Senate further insisted on its amend-
ment numbered 137 to the foregoing bill.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (S.737) entitled
“An act to provide authority to regulate
exports, to improve the efficiency of ex-
port regulation, and to minimize inter-
ference with the ability to engage in com-
merce,” agrees to a conference requested
by the House on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
PROXMIRE, Mr. STEVENSON, Mr, WILLIAMS,
Mr. Tsoncas, Mr. GARN, Mr. Heinz, and
Mrs. KassesauMm to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

REFERRAL OF H.R. 5375 JOINTLY TO
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS
AND TRANSPORTATION AND COM-
MITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill, HR.
5375, to establish a trust fund for public
mass transportation projects, to amend
title 23, United States Code, to provide
for transportation systems management,
and for other purposes, which was ini-
tially referred solely to the Committee
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on Public Works and Transportation, be
jointly referred to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

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

The was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4393,
TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE,
AND GENERAL GOVERNMENT
APPROPRIATIONS, 1980

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, I call up the
conference report on the bill (H.R. 4393)
making appropriations for the Treasury
Department, the U.S. Postal Service, the
Executive Office of the President, and
certain independent agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1980,
and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the conference report.

The Clerk proceeded to read the con-
ference report.

Mr. STEED (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
further reading of the statement be dis-
pensed with.

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

There was no objection.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Septem-
ber 24, 1979.)

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. STeED) will be recognized
for 30 minutes, and the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. MiLLER) will be recognized for
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. STEED).

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, we bring up
today the conference report on one of
our major appropriation bills. I think
we have worked out, under the circum-
stances, a very good compromise on the
points at issue so that we can present
the House today with a very good prod-
uct, one that carries out almost entirely
the express wishes and will of the House.

We have a bill that is over the amount
in the House bill when it left, but it is
under the amount put in by the other
body, and it is considerably under the
budget request. It is a half-billion dol-
lars under this same bill a year ago.

We have been able to cope with the
automatic workloads the agencies cov-
ered in this bill may have to contend
with during the coming year. I think we
have given them all of the resources
they will need which will assure that
they can carry on a good, healthy pro-
gram for the coming year.

As my colleagues know, in the Treas-
ury Department, the Postal Service, and
the general agencies most of the work
in this bill constitutes what is the heart
of the Federal Government. They per-
form services and collect revenues that
create workloads beyond their control,
so we feel we have to give them what
resources they need to meet these needs
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that they are commanded by law to
perform.
] 1440

I think that we can rest assured that
we have met all these needs. Now, there
is one item in here that we have had some
difficulty with. It has to do with the
item for former Presidents. Of course, I
know the House Members realize what
the law requires. We have tried to keep
in mind how the House feels about it,
and also live with what the views of the
other body are, I think that we have done
the best we can at this point. However,
I think it only fair to say that evidence
of the attitude of the House would seem
to me the signal that our legislative com-
mittee would be wise in taking up some
consideration of this item, and maybe
making some substantial changes in the
law, because as long as the law stands as
it is, the Appropriations Committee is
quite limited in its ability to do anything
about it.

We are told by the agencies downtown
that under the law as it reads now, most
of the things some of the Members would
like to have done might be subject to a
lawsuit. Therefore, I think it takes a
change in the basic legislation to cure
some of the objections. We hope that
what we have done this year would urge
the legislative committee to give the mat-
ter some attention so that next year we
will not have this difficulty.

Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. Mr. Speaker,
about a year and a half ago this House
acted, the Senate acted, and the Presi-
dent signed into law a certain matter af-
fecting tax collection in the Northern
Mariana Islands. At this point in the
REecorp, hoping that the affected agency
will read this suggestion and admonition,
at the instance of the majority and mi-
nority staffers and leadership of our
committee, we drafted for the Northern
Marianas language which would trigger
off an effective request pursuant to the
terms of our bill that is now law, that the
IRS begin collecting taxes starting the
first of the coming year.

IRS is pretending, I gather, that de-
spite the fact that the law is clear, and
despite the fact that our committee
drafted the resolution so that there could
be no mistake to trigger off an effective
request to IRS, they still have not tooled
up to proceed with this responsibility.

I merely wanted to alert my dear friend
and distinguished chairman of the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee that our sub-
committee is going to be heard from if
IRS does not understand that they do
have a responsibility to comply with the
law. I might note that this is not the
maftter that we had discussed previously,
but I wanted the record at this point to
reflect our determined interest that IRS
comply with Federal law as is on the
statute books and as was requested by
the government of the Northern Mariana
Islands when they passed a law without
changing a word that was drafted by our
subcommittee, with the interest that we
would not be confronted with this silly
dilemma we apparently may be con-
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fronted with on this very minor but im-
portant question.

Mr. STEED. I would like to call the
gentleman’s attention to the fact that in
this report, this bill, we have given the
IRS money and extra employees above
their request. So, they do have the man-
power and the money.

Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. I thank the
gentleman and my dear friend from
Oklahoma.

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

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

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Chairman, let me
for a moment get parochial. There was
an item in our bill when it passed the
House containing an appropriation for
a facility in my district. That facility
was the new border station at Laredo,
Tex. I ask the distinguished chairman
if the appropriation as was contained in
the original bill is included in this con-
ference report?

Mr. STEED. The Laredo project in its
entirety is in this bill. I am glad the
gentleman brings this up, because other
Members may have similar problems. I
might say that in his case it was made
whole, because the legislative committees
filnished work on the prospectus. We
have funded all those that got the same
treatment the gentleman’s did, and as
soon as the others come in we will be
in a position to do the same thing with
them.

Mr. KAZEN. I thank the gentleman. I
have just one more question, if the gen-
tleman will yield. I am very interested
in the customs personnel, and as usual I
hope that the committee has given the
Customs Service enough money to em-
ploy the personnel that they need to
carry on their activities. I know that at
this new border station which we are
talking about in Laredo we are going to
need some more personnel in order to
make it a 24-hour station. That station
brought in $34 million last year, working
only 12 hours at the new bridge because
we are shorthanded there. I just want
to make sure that the conference re-
port gives the Customs Service enough
money to hire the needed personnel
down here for a 24-hour-a-day opera-
tion.

Mr. STEED. May I say to the gentle-
man that he knows that in recent years
we have several times gone over the
budget to give the Customs Service ex-
tra money and extra people only to have
it frozen down at OMB. We have 200 new
people in this bill, and the money to pay
for them, and I was assured no later than
last evening by the OMB that they will
accept this and make available to the
Customs Service this additional man-
power. So, I do not see any problem in
getting the gentleman's needs.

Mr. KAZEN. I want to thank the gen-
tleman and commend him for the won-
derful work he has done on this matter.

Mr. STEED. In our report the gentle-
man will notice that we have insisted
that this manpower be dedicated to the
inspectional requirements of Customs
Service so that this sort of problem will
be met.

Mr. KAZEN, I thank the gentleman.
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Mr. GINN. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. GINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask the gen-
tleman to yield to ask him a very impor-
tant question on a provision that means
a great deal.

Did the conferees include the addi-
tional $879,000 requested by the GSA
Board of Contract Appeals in the con-
ference report?

Mr. STEED. Yes, we did. The Senate
approved the increase and the House
certainly had no intention of disapprov-
ing it. The funds we are appropriating
for the account of “Administrative and
Staff Support Services” is to include an
appropriation to the Board of Contract
Appeals in the amount of $1,587,000
which includes the additional $879,000.

Mr, GINN. I thenk the gentleman.

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

Mr. STEED., I yield to the gentleman
from Kansas.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rnse
in opposition to the conference report. I
do so0 because the version of an amend-
ment I offered in the House which was
finally approved does not reflect my ini-
tial intent. Admittedly, the conferees
are not responsible for this situation. My
amendment to delete the funding for
postal subsidiaries to political commit-
tees, was amended on the House floor to
the point that I could not agree to it,
and the Senate subsequently agreed to
identical language as that approved by
the House. Hence, this was not a matter
open for discussion in the conference.

Nonetheless, the way the bill currently
reads with regard to availability of spe-
cial reduced rate bulk mail service for
political party committees, it is nothing
short of discriminatory. I offered an
amendment to delete the funding en-
tirely for that special subsidy. I did so
for two simple reasons. First, I was--and
remain—convinced that political parties
do not fall into the same category as
the nonprofit organizations which are
intended to benefit from those reduced
rates. And, second, the subsidy which was
quietly authorized in unrelated legisla-
tion last year, has proven exceptionally
expensive—much more so than originally
anticipated.

Admittedly, the language included in
this bill addresses the cost factor by
restricting the subsidy to $4 million. But
in doing so, the language in the bill is
drafted to restrict eligibility for the sub-
sidy to the two major parties—those
which qualified for matching funds
under the Presidential campaign finance
law. Admittedly, we have traditionally
been a two-party nation for the most
part. But there has also been a history
of minor parties representing alternative
views. They have had an impact on our
history and on governmental policies.
And, in fact, from time to time, minor
parties have become major parties. By
restricting access to Government bene-
fits, we are setting up institutional bar-
riers to the formation of such parties. I
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by no means agree with the positions of a
number of the smaller parties which
exist in this country today. I am a Demo-
crat and proud to be one. But I do
respect the right of those parties to exist
and to receive equal treatment under the
laws. That is part and parcel to our sys-
tem of political freedom, and for that
reason I cannot support this conference
report.

I do not intend to allow this question
to be left unresolved. I was glad to note
that the conferees intend to secure
specific cost figures from the Postal Serv-
ice on the expense of this subsidy during
fiscal 1979. I have a bill, HR. 4339, to
repeal the subsidy altogether, and I hope
the appropriate substantive committee,
Post Office and Civil Service, will act
favorably on it.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, in the conference report
before us today we have $8.8 billion for
fiscal year 1980. We should keep in mind
where we really are, because it looks like
we are in better shape than we actually
are. We are under the budget by $184
million, but last year we had a one-time
only expenditure of $543 million. That
was for the payment to HEW for certain
social service programs that were claimed
to the States. It was necessary by law to
make those payments. So, not counting
the $543 million one-time payment, what
it amounts to is that we are actually over
last year’'s expenditure by approximately
$26 million.

We have several important things that
were discussed in this bill, first in the
subcommittee, then the full committee,

then on the floor, and finally in the con-
ference. An interesting item conecerns the
Presidential nominees that were running,
as the Members are aware, in the last

Presidential election, the candidates’
committees billed the Secret Service for
seats on airplanes. The candidates would
be hopping from city to city, taking
Secret Service people with them, then,
the committee would charge the Secret
Service for those seats occupied by the
Secret Service agents who were there for
the protection of that candidate.
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In the last Presidential election as a
matter of fact, little over $1 million was
spent for that purpose. We have at-
tempted to stop that, and this is the best
we have been able to do at this time.
We have had amendments in that would
stop it literally, but that creates a prob-
lem for the Secret Service because they
are mandated to protect the nominee.
They could, in the long run, have to
hire another plane. or whatever it would
take to follow up the nominee. We now
have language encouraging the Secret
Service to have the nominee sign a
waiver that he does not want the pro-
tection and, the Secret Service would
not need to send the agents. Or if the
nominee does require the protection of
the Secret Service, he will, in turn, fur-
nish the seat so that the Secret Service
will not have to reimburse the commit-
tee. As a matter of fact, we have re-
quested a report from the Secret Service,
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before the election so that we will be
able to make it public. If the committees
for the various Presidential nominees
actually bill back to the Federal Govern-
ment, the public will know it. In addi-
tion, it is not impossible for someone
running for President to receive match-
ing money and use the taxpayers' dol-
lars to lease a plane, and then fturn
around and double the amount by charg-
ing the Secret Service for seats on the
plane. They actually make money. So we
have attempted to plug that loophole,
and I believe by making the report pub-
lic before the election we will find it
will be effective.

We have another item in the bill. This
will stop the President from using the
$5,000 expense money for himself or for
other purposes. Last year about $1,372 of
the $50,000 was spent on expenses, and
the President was able to collect the
balance. That was legal. He did nothing
wrong, but nevertheless, now we have
language that was presented by the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr, BAUMAN)
and it is still in the conference report,
that will require this money to revert to
the Treasury if the President does not
use it for expense purposes.

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

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. BAUMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I want to thank the gentle-
man for his explanation and also to
thank the individual conferees and the
chairman of the subcommittee for up-
holding the House's position, I think it
is a wise amendment, obviously—I of-
fered it—and I am glad that the other
body accepted it. I think it brings the
Presidential expense allowances in line
with the same restrictions that the Con-
gress has on their expense allowances,
and I do appreciate it.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I thank the
gentleman.

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

Mr. MILLER of Ohio, I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. ASHBROOK. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. I see today we are in
line for many commendations, and I, too,
would like to add my words of com-
mendation to my distinguished friend
and colleague, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. MiLLer) and to the chairman of
the committee, the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. STeep). As I review this re-
port, a great amount of the language that
the House adopted on the floor was held
in conference, and some over the objec-
tion of many on the other side. As a
matter of fact, it took a couple of votes
on the particular amendment I offered,
the so-called IRS private school amend-
ment. I think my colleague knows it was
knocked out in committee over there.
It was put in on the floor 47 to 41, and
our conferees steadfastly held in the Sen-
ate. I think not only I commend the
gentleman, but I know I speak for many
millions of Americans who are concerned
about the intrusion in the private school
sector. We thank the gentleman for his
diligent work, and I think commenda-
tions are clearly in order.
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Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I thank the
gentleman from Ohio, and I would like
to say at this time that it was on his
insistence here on the House floor that
the amendment became a part of the
bill and still is in the conference report.
It is very important to many, many peo-
ple because it does prohibit the Internal
Revenue Service from implementing the
proposal dealing with the tax-exempt
status for private schools, and many,
many people around the country are in-
terested in that. I know I have received
mail on this subject and I assume every
Member here has. So, on the insistence
of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. AsH-
Brook) it will be a proposal to stop the
Internal Revenue Service from imple-
menting those regulations on the tax ex-
empt status of private schools.

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

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from Idaho.

Mr. SYMMS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I, too, would like to compli-
ment both the gentleman from Ohio and
to specifically say that the Ashbrook
amendment was certainly of a great deal
of interest in the State of Idaho. We are
very delighted that it is part of the bill
and that that exemption now will be
kept.

I would also like to commend the com-
mittee and also my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Idaho in the other body,
who put the amendment in on the other
side of the Hill which I did in this body,
which will limit the harassment that the
Internal Revenue Service will be able to
give to good, upstanding taxpayers in
this country, and make the Internal Rev-
enue Service go by the same rules pri-
vate debt collectors are asked to operate
under, a standard of ethics that this
Congress passed a year before on that
subject. I look forward to seeing less
harassment to all of our constituents on
behalf of those who do not deserve har-
assment, and that the IRS will then get
the message that the tax collector can
become very abhorrent to the American
people, and we hope they will take heed
of that section of this bill.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tleman from Idaho.

There are just a couple more points I
would like to make. We heard just a few
vears ago that the staff of the White
House would be reduced by about one-
third. In 1977 the budget for the White
House Office was $16,530,000, and in this
conference report we have $18,210,000. I
do not believe that a lot of positions have
been abolished, but we have had a lot of
shuffling of the deck by an Office of Ad-
ministration that has been set up in the
White House, and it shows that the ex-
pense has continued to climb.

There is just one other point I want
to make. The Bureau of the Public Debt
comes to our subcommittee for their
funds to operate. We now have a public
debt that is almost $900 billion and we
will be paying interest in the neighbor-
hood of $60 billion annually, or about
$150 million a day interest on that public
debt. It shows also the additional expense
that is in this bill just to manage the
public debt. In 1970 we had $60 million
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just to manage the public debt. In the
bill this year for fiscal year 1980 we have
$183 million just to manage the public
debt. At this point I would like to insert
material on the debt into the REcorb.
Pusric DEBT
[In billions of dollars]

1980 estimate

1981 estimate__

1982 estimate

FOREIGN HOLDINGS OF U.5S. TREASURY SECURITIES
Question. What are the foreign holdings,

by country, of U.S. Treasury securities?
Answer. Outstanding amounts of U.S.

Treasury securities held by foreigners as of

yearends 1976, 1977, and 1978 are as follows:

ESTIMATED TOTAL FOREIGN HOLDINGS OF MARKETABLE
AND NONMARKETABLE TREASURY BILLS, NOTES, AND
BONDS REPORTED BY BANKS AND BROKERS AS OF
SELECTED YEARENDS 15876, 1977, AND 1978

[In millions of dollars]

Dec. 31,
1976

Dec. 31,

Country 1977

Europe:

Austrin. . o iaa e 157.1
Belgium-Luxembourg.... 1,137.5
Denmark. ... . _--.-- 215.5

L 36.4

3,044.0

Lol bk
i 60.1

130.3

{171 p—

Netheriands_ 2,256, 4
etheriands 5329

Yugoslavia.
Other Europe
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Dec. 31,
1978

Dec. 31,
1977

Dec. 31,
Country 1976

Asia:
China:
Mainland_ .. ...

Braro
i

:-.N%P\
3 B s AV PO

i 8:3'5»3

AR AT AT
9,765.8 12,483.9
a8.8 75.1

Middie East ol
countries _
Other Asia

Total, Asia.__..._..___ 24,452.8 35,202.2 42,415.1

Africa:
R e
Ghana........
Liberia. ..
Morocco. .
South Africa.
L L e R
African oil-exporting

countries. .. ...

Other Africa

Total, Africs. - .-

36.9
12.8

1.2

- hRE
10.1
1,585.2
45.3

1.8
1,246. 8 1,005.7
108.1 101.8

1,38L.3

1,231.5

7340 447.2
27.0 21.6 8.0

1,593.7 755.6

102,537.6

1,745.1

Other countries:
Australia.
All other_.

{0 S S TS

1, 566. 7

455.2
129, 009, 4
5510.2 53196 525
L T 5
5.4 ;
231

Total, foreign countries. _?_1,_454.'?

International and regional;
International ___________.
European regional . ____. .
Latin American regional. .
Asian regional_ . ________
African regional _ ________

L0
2.7
1.7

.2
17.2

Total, international and

regional 5,734.3 5,451.8 5,322.8

Grand total 77,189.0 107,999.4 134,332.2

1 Preliminary.
2 Less than $500,000.

Source: Department of the Treasury, OASEP/EI/EIS.

FOREIGN HOLDINGS OF U.S. DEBT SECURITIES

Question. What is the composition of
Federal debt held by foreign parties? Who
holds these instruments?

Answer. The composition of foreign hold-
ings of U.S, Treasury securities was as fol-
lows for yvearends 1976, 1977 and 1978:

Dec. 31,  Dec, 31, Dec. 31,
Type of instrument 1976 1977 19781
Nonmarketable:

Bills and certificates of in-

Total, Europe.
Canada..._.

(L= '
— '
ool tnesi

Latin America and Carib-
bean:

Argentina

~ o — —
Np B, B,
OO ARSI N WO W

58
3

Peru
Trinidad and Tobago..
Uruguay.. ... -
Venezueia. ... ...
Other Latin America and
Caribbean..... ...

Total, Latin America
and Caribbean_.._._

1,198.3 14229

Dollar=" = < =
Foreigncurrency. ... oceoovew-

Bonds and notes:
Foreign curren

ot o e

Marketable:
Bonds and notes ?
S P yde ST

T s
FORRLN £ Sl

Official holdings. - ... — ..
Banks and other foreigners._
International and regional

organizations. .. ... ...

|17 e
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1 Preliminary.

2Data represent estimated official end private holdings of
marketable U.S. Treasury securities with an original maturity
of more than 1 year, Data are based on a benchmark survey as
of Jan. 31, 1877, and on monthly transactions reports submitted
by banks and brokers in the United States,

Source: Department of the Treasury.
INTEREST
[Functional code 900; in millions of dollars]

1581 1982
esti- esti-
mate  mate

1979 1980
1978 esti-  esti-
actual mate  mate

Programs

Budget authority:
Interest on the
public debt_. 48 695 59, 800

65,700 68,000 67,800

Other interest:

Interest on
refunds of
tax collec-
tions__....

Interest on
loans to
the Federal
Financing
Bank.._...

Other.......

Subtotal,
other
interest...

317 321

—2,748 —4, 100

—5,504
~2,297 —3,255

—3, 500

-5, 653

—5,073
—3,552

-3, 521

—4,728 —7,035 —8,679 —8,873 —8,257

Total,
budget
author-
43,967 52,765 57,021 59,127

59,543

FOREIGN HOLDINGS OF FEDERAL DEB1
[In billions of dollars]

Interest on debt held by public
Total

Fiscal year Foreign

0.

BERNEEpRRRES®
mcﬁuﬂhmﬂlmm-—-mmﬁa
D T e U e PO B L) 00 ~J I ED LN LN

S LI T et
B~
il o ad et ol Jut 15 S0 Y
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.,
CoNTE) .

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, at the out-
set I want to compliment my chairman,
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
SteEpn), and my ranking minority mem-
ber, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
MitLER), for doing what I think is an
outstanding job with a very difficult piece
of legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
conference report on the fiscal 1980
Treasury-Postal Service appropriations
bill.

The conferees are recommending total
appropriations of $8,837,278,100. This is
more than a half billion dollars less
than the amount appropriated last year,
and it is $184 million below the Presi-
dent’'s budget request.

This bill provides funding for the De-
partment of the Treasury, partial fund-
ing for the Postal Service, as well as
funding for the White House and related
offices, the General Services Administra-
tion, the Federal Election Commission,
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and the agencies which oversee the Fed-
eral bureaucracy.

There are no major controversies that
I know of in this conference report.
Language adopted by the House related
to IRS treatment of private schools is
included in the report. Language regard-
ing the President’s use of his official ex-
penses as adopted by the House is in-
cluded in the report, with a clarification
that such funds, if used for official ex-
penses, are not taxable, And the House
provision related to postal costs of polit-
ical committees is in the report.

In dollar terms, the conference report
is $9 million below the Senate bill and
$47 million over the House bill, including
$16 million for items not considered ear-
lier by the House.

One significant increase accepted by
the House conferees will provide addi-
tional resources in the amount of $16.7
million to the Internal Revenue Service
to curb the growing trend toward a “sub-
terranean economy"” which threatens
this Nation's admirable record of volun-
tary tax compliance. Language is in-
cluded in the statement of the managers
directing the IRS to maintain quality
audit practices to meet this problem.

House conferees have also agreed to
additional funding and manpower for
the long-needed cleanup of the General
Services Administration. A separate, in-
dependent account of nearly $19 million
is established for the Office of Inspector
General at GSA in order for that office
to function without pressure from other
offices there.

One of the more difficult issues ad-
dressed by the conferees was the funding
for activities of former Presidents, and
I believe the report contains a reason-
able compromise. The conferees reduced
President Ford's allowances by $33,000
as he requested, and President Nixon's
allowances have been cut by $5,000 for
travel and $500 for miscellaneous serv-
ices. In addition, sense of the Congress
language is included in the bill calling
for reimbursement to the Government
by President Nixon of costs related to
improvements to the Casa Pacifica estate
in San Clemente.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this conference report.

[ 1500

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman
from Delaware.

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I ask for this time to first
compliment the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. Steep) for his tremendous
service to this body and to our country
over a period of many years in the House
of Representatives and also to express
my concern about the activities of the
Treasury Department, regarding a hear-
ing we had yesterday in the Committee
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

We are holding oversight hearings
concerning the activities of the U.S.
Mint with specific reference to the
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Susan B. Anthony coin. I had learned
from Treasury's testimony before your
subcommittee, that there was to be a re-
port prepared by a treasury task force, to
be written by representatives from the
Mint, the Bureau of Engraving and Print-
ing and the Federal Reserve, which then
was to be forwarded to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury on or about May 1
of this year. The report, a long-range
assessment of the U.S. currency and coin
system recommended that the $1 bill be
withdrawn from circulation to be re-
placed by the Susan B. Anthony coin.
I was told that the report was not ready
prior to the hearing.

Mr. Speaker, at those hearings I asked
specifically if I could have a copy of the
report and was told by the Director of
the Mint that it was not yet ready to be
released.

Mr. Speaker, within a matter of sev-
eral hours, I picked up the Washington
Star and read about the Treasury De-
partment's recommendation. I am a little
concerned about that. I am also con-
cerned that the Treasury Department
might be considering eliminating the
dollar bill. I think George Washington
would turn over in his grave. I just do
not think the American people have ac-
cepted the coin or that they will accept
withdrawing the $1 bill from circulation.

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. STEED. It is my understanding
that changes in the monetary units of
this Nation are made only by legislation.
I cannot believe they will make any ma-
jor change in the Mint or in the Bureau
of Engraving and Printing or in the
Treasury Department without legislative
authority. We have funded all these
agencies to continue the same produc-
tion level they have had and as far as
I know Lhey will continue to do so. I am
sorry the gentleman was unable to get
the informution. I received a copy of the
report some days ago. I have not read
the report in detail but I understand
this is only a recommendation without
authority to be carried out. I would as-
sume something of that sort will receive
a lot of attention both in this body and
Ehe other body before it ever becomes a

act.

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Speaker,
I hope in the gentleman’s vigilant way,
he will keep Treasury's feet to the fire
because I really do not think this coin
in its present form is ready to replace
George Washington and the $1 bill. I
fear we are trying to cram something
down the people’s throats in our usual
way in the Federal Government, some-
thing they do not need, that they do
not want and they cannot afford. The
savings to be realized by this coin are
rredicated on replacing the $1 bill and
that was stated repeatedly in the sub-
committee hearings by the Governor of
the Federal Reserve Board.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, the only
good thing I see about the Susan B.
Anthony coin is that it costs less than
4 cents to make. However, it does not
appear to be accepted by the people and
it is in a great deal of trouble. I do not
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know whether they can force people to
turn to it, by cutting out dollar bills or
not, but the Federal Rezerve Banks will
insist their customers get what they want
and I do not think their customers will
want to give up the dollar bill, either.

Mr. Speaker, there are a lot of things
involved here besides the recommenda-
tion.

Mr. CONTE. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Delaware (Mr. Evans) for
bringing this matter to our attention. I
want to associate myself with his re-
marks. Certainly the chairman and I
have done much in the past in regards to
printing our currency. I hope the Bureau
of Engraving and Printing and the peo-
ple in charge at Treasury read this rec-
ord and do not make any move without
some legislation going through allowing
Congress to work its will on this issue. I
am sure that the Congress in no way
would want to substitute the Susan B.
Anthony coin for the paper dollar.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
to continue on that particular subject
for just a moment we had hearings on
the Susan B. Anthony dollar and as the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. STEED)
has stated, we would make money. As
I recall the actual figures, it was about
3.3 cents’ worth of metal in each of the
Susan B. Anthony dollars and by the
time the production costs were added
it was still something less than 5 cents
apiece, so we made 95 cents on each
one. I do not know if it will be success-
ful, but we conveyed the message to the
Treasury Department that psychologi-
cally, at least, it did not look like it was
an advisable thing to do.

Mr, Speaker, the Treasury Depart-
ment has made 500 million of them. If
private industry did such a thing it would
go bankrupt, but the Federal Govern-
ment can make a mistake and come up
smelling like a rose. It is possible to put
100 million of these in circulation and
the people will hoard them, so we make
money. It will be over the cost of pro-
duction. We could even remove the coins
and melt them down and make them
a different size and the Federal Treas-
ury would make money. I still try to cir-
culate $2 bills because it would save the
taxpayers’ money. I also fry to circulate
the Susan B. Anthony dollar but I will
tell you what I have to do. So I will not
mix them with quarters and give them
out for quarters, I have to keep them in
a separate coat pocket. That might be of
interest to others. I would hate to give
them out for quarters and find out I have
lost 75 cents on each transaction.

Mr. Speaker, I am not sure how this
will all work out but in the long run I
would hope that at least the Treasury
will make money, and I feel they will,
by the people hoarding the Susan B.
Anthony dollar.

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. I would say
to the gentleman if people do hoard them
and keep them as souvenirs, there is a
limit to hoarding. If a number of 600
million or so have already been struck I
do not think, until there is some reason-
able chance of acceptance by the Amer-
ican people or a glimmer of hope, just a
ray of hope, that they will be accepted,
that we should continue to mint them
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until we find they are being accepted by
the American people.
O 1510

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. That is correct,
and that is the message that has been
conveyed by the Treasury Department.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.
The conference report was agreed to.
AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk
will report the first amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 8: Page 5, line 2,
strike “$446,857,000" and insert $447.-
457,000,

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STEED

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. StEEp moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 8 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk
will report the next amendment in dis-
agreement,

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 8: Page 5, line 7,
insert “and of which $3,300,000 shall be
available for the Antidumping and Counter-
vailing Duty Program: Provided",

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STEED

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. StEEp moves that the House recede

from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 9 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lleu of
the matter proposed by said amendment, in-
sert the following: “and of which at least
$5,300,000 shall be available for the Anti-
dumping and Countervailing Duty Program".

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk
will report the next amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 11: Page 5, line 16,
strike *'$50,580,000" and insert “$53,347,000."

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STEED

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. STEED moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 11 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lleu of
the sum named in said amendment, insert
“'$58,047,000".

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk
will report the next amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 18: Page 8, line 10,
strike out “for travel of Secret Service em-
ployees on protective missions without regard
to the limitations on such expenditures in
tliaésdor any other Act” and insert “: Pro-
vided,"”.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, STEED
Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.
The Clerk read as follows:
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Mr. Steep moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 18 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter stricken by said amendment, in-
sert the following: “for travel of Secret Serv-
ice employees on protective missions without
regard to the limitations on such expendi-
tures in this or any other Act: Provided,
That approval is obtained In advance from
the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations”.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro ftempore. The
Clerk will report the next amendment in
disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 26: Page 11, line
14, strike out “Provided, That none of the
funds made avallable for official expenses
shall be expended for any other purpose and
any unused amount shall revert to the Treas-
ury pursuant to section 701 of title 31 of the
United States Code.".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STEED

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. SteEp moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 26 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter stricken by sald amendment, in-
sert the following: “: Provided, That none of
the funds made available for official expenses
shall be expended for any other purpose and
any unused amount shall revert to the
Treasury pursuant to section 701 of title 31
of the United States Code: Provided further,
That none of the funds made available for
officlal expenses shall be considered as tax-
able to the President”.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the next amendment in
disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 32: Page 15, line 12,
insert “: Provided, That there shall be trans-
ferred from the Department of Defense to the
Office of Federal Procurement Policy the
functions performed by the Federal Acquisi-
tion Institute, including personnel.”.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STEED

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, SteEp moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 32 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 33: Page 17, line 3,
insert:

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the Federal Election Campaign
Act Amendments of 1976, $8,646,000, of
which $750,000 shall be available only for
activities, including contract support, of the
National Clearinghouse of the Federal Elec-
tion Commission.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STEED
Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. STeep moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 33 and concur therein
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with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter proposed by said amendment, in-
sert the following:
“FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
““SALARTES AND EXPENSES

“For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the Federal Election Campalgn
Act Amendments of 1976, $8,646,000, of which
$400,000 shall be available only for activities,
ineluding contract support, of the National
Clearinghouse of the Federal Election Com-
mission."”

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk
will report the next amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 34: Page 18, line
10, strike out *$1,423,622,000" and Iinsert
$1,421,985,000,".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STEED

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. STeep moyves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 34 and concur therein
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of
the sum named in said amendment, insert
the following: *$1,427,268,000".

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The clerk
will report the next amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 35: Page 18, line 11,
strike out “$18,787,000" and insert *‘$29,280,-
000",

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, STEED

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. STeEp moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 35 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the sum named in said amendment, insert
the following: *$36,380,000".

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The clerk
will report the next amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 40: Page 19, line 11,
insert '‘: Provided further, That all appro-
priations for direct construction projects
shall expire on September 30, 1981, except
appropriations for projects as to which
funds have been obligated in whole or in
part prior to such date;".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STEED

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. SteEp moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 40 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter inserted by said amendment, in-
sert the following: “: Provided jurther, That
all funds for direct construction projects
shall expire on September 30, 1981, except
funds for projects as to which funds have
been obligated in whole or in part prior to
such date”.

The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:
Senate amendment No. 42: Page 19, line
18, insert ': Provided, That appropriations
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made to the Federal Bulldings Fund for Al-
terstions and Major Repairs shall, for pro-
spectus projects be limited to the amount
by project shown in the budget justification
therefor, except each project may be in-
creased by an amount not to exceed 10 per
centum to the extent that savings are ef-
fected in other such projects but by not
to exceed 10 per centum for each project”.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STEED

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. SteEp moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 42 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter inserted by sald amendment,
insert the following: *: Provided, That
funde in the Federal Buildings Fund for
Alterations and Major Repairs shall, for pro-
spectus projects, be limited to the amount by
project shown in the budget justification
therefor, except each project may be in-
creased by an amount not to exceed 10 per
centum"’.

The motion was agreed to.
] 1520

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the next amendment
in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 43: Page 19, line
25, insert “: Provided further, That all ap-
propriations for alterations and major repalr
prospectus projects, shall expire on Septem-
ber 30, 1981, except appropriations for proj-
ects as to which funds have been obligated
in whole or in part prior to such date;".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STEED

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, 1 offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. STtEEp moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 43 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter inserted by sald amendment,
insert the following: *: Provided further,
That all funds for alterations and major
repair prospectus projects shall expire on
Beptember 30, 1881, except funds for proj-
ects as to which funds have been obligated
in whole or in part prior to such date”,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the next amendment
in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 45: Page 21, line
15, strike out ''$1,423,622,000" and insert
“$1,421,086,000,".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STEED

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. SteEp moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 45 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the sum named in sald amendment, insert
the following: *“$1,427,268,000".

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the next amendment in
disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Benate amendment No. 46: Page 21, line
17, insert *: Provided further, That for ad-
ditional expenses necessary to reimburse the
fund established pursuant to Section 210
of the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1849, as amended, for ex-
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penditures made under 210(j) of sald Act,
$115,000 to be deposited to sald fund™.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, STEED

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. SteEp moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 46 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The Clerk
will report the next amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 53: Page 25, line
28, strike out “#18,988,000” and insert "“$104,-
758,000:".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STEED

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. STEED moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment
of the Senate numbered 53 and concur
therein with an amendment, as follows: In
lieu of the sum named In sald amendment,
insert the following: "$6,675,000".

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk
will report the next amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 55; Page 26, line 5,
insert:

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For the necessary expenses of the Office of
Inspector General, $18,874,000: Provided,
That not to exceed £10,000 shall be avallable
for payment of information and detection
of fraud against the government, including
payment for stolen government property.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, STEED

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. SteEp moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 556 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter inserted by said amendment, in-
sert the following:

"OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

“For necessary expenses of the Office of
Inspector General, $18,874,000: Provided,
That not to exceed $10,000 shall be available
for payment for information and detection
of fraud against the government, including
payment for recovery of stolen government
property.”

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk
will report the next amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 67: Page 43, line 9,
insert:

BSec. 613. (a) No part of any of the funds
appropriated for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1980, by this Act or any other Act,
may be used to pay the salary or pay of any
individual in any office or position in an
amount which exceeds the rate of salary or
basic pay payable for such office or position
on September 30, 1979, by more than the
overall average percentage increase In the
General Schedule rates of basic pay, as a re-
sult of any adjustments which take effect
during such fiscal vear (1) under section
5343 of title 5, United States Code, if such
adjustment is granted pursuant to a wage
survey (but only with respect to prevailing
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rate employees described In section 5342(a)
(A) of that title); or (2) any negotlated
agreement pertaining to Government prevail-
ing rate employees to whom section 9(b) of
Public Law 92-392 applies.

(b) The limitations on the avallability of
funds imposed by this sectlon shall not re-
strict the payment of any rate of basic pay
which does not exceed $4.22 per hour, if such
rate of basic pay would be payable were it
not for this section.

(c) For the purpose of administering any
provision of law, rule, or regulation which
provides premium pay, retirement, life in-
surance, or any other employee benefit, which
requires any deduction or contribution, or
which Impcses any requirement or limita-
tion, on the basis of a rate of salary or basic
pay, the rate of salary or basic pay payable
after the application of this section shall be
treated as the rate of salary or basic pay.

Mr. STEED (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STEED

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, SteEp moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 67 and conecur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter proposed by said amendment, in-
sert the following:

Sec. 613. (a) No part of any of the funds
appropriated for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1980, by this Act or any other
Act, may be used to pay the salary or pay
of any individual in any office or position
in an amount which exceeds the rate of
salary or basic pay payable for such office or
position on September 30, 1979, by more than
the overall average percentage increase in the
General Schedule rates of basic pay, as a
result of any adjustments which take effect
during such fiscal year under section 5343
of title 5, United States Code, If such adjust-
ment is granted pursuant to a wage survey
(but. only with respect to prevalling rate
employees described in section 5342(a) (A)
of that title).

(b) The limitations on the awvallability
of funds imposed by this section shall not
restrict the payment of any rate of basic
pay which does not exceed $4.22 per hour, if
such rate of basic pay would be payable were
it not for this section.

(c) For the purpose of administering any
provision of law, rule, or regulation which
provides premium pay, retirement, life Insur-
ance, or any other employee benefit, which
requires any deduction or contribution, or
which imposes any requirement or limita-
tion, on the basis of a rate of salary or
basic pay, the rate of salary or basic pay
payable after the application of this sec-
tion shall be treated as the rate of salary
or basic pay.

Mr. STEED (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the motion be considered as read
and printed in the REcORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk
will report the final amendment in dis-
agreement.

The Clerk read as follows:
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Senate amendment No. T0: Page 45, line 4,
insert:

Sec. 616. It is the sense of the Congress
tnat, upon the sale of the estate known as
Casa Pacifica located In San Clemente, Cali-
fornia, former President Richard M. Nixon
should reimburse the United States for the
original cost of any construction, renovation,
improvements, equipment or articles paid for
by the Federal Government of the United
States, or for the amount by which they have
increased the fair market value of the prop-
erty, as determined by the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, as of the date of
sale, whichever is less.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STEED

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Steep moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senste numbered 70 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the votes by
which action was taken on the conference
repori and on the several motions was
laid on the table.

e ————

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that I may be permitted to
revise and extend my remarks, and in-
clude tabulations and extraneous mate-
rial, and that all Members may have 5
legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks on the conference
report just under consideration and
agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3996,
AMTRAK REORGANIZATION ACT
OF 1979

Mr. STAGGERS submitted the fol-
lowing conference report and statement
on the bill (H.R. 3996) to amend the Rail
Passenger Service Act to extend the au-
thorization of appropriations for Am-
trak for 3 additional years, and for other
purposes:

CoNFERENCE REPORT (H, REPT. No. 96-481)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
3906) to amend the Rall Passenger Service
Act to extend the authorization of appro-
priations for Amtrak for three additional
years, and for other purposes, having met,
after full and free conference, have agreed
to recommend and do recommend to their
respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate to
the text of the bill and agree to the same
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of
the matter proposed to be inserted by the
Senate amendment Insert the following:

TITLE I—AMTRAK REORGANIZATION

SHORT TITLE

SBectron 101. This title may be cited as

the “Am..rak Reorganization Act of 1979".
PURPOSES

SEc. 102. Section 101 of the Rail Passenger
Service

(1) by inserting “(a)" immediately before
“The Congress':

(2) by striking out “and"
purpose;’’;

after ‘“'this
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(3) by striking out the period after "Rail-
road Passenger Corporation” and inserting
in lleu thereof the following: *; and that
rall passenger service offers significant bene-
fits in public transportation for the safe
movement of passengers with minimum
energy expenditure and represents a signifi-
cant national transportation asset in time
of national emergency or energy shortage.”;
and

(4) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(b) The Congress further finds that—

“(1) inadequately defined goals for the
Corporation have denied its board of direc-
tors an effective role in guiding the Corpora-
tion or in promoting and increasing the
number of intercity rail passengers,

“(2) uncertain goals and financial com-
mitment have discouraged the development
of effective corporate management;

*(3) uncertainty arising from the lack of
specific goals has made the achievement of
high employee morale difficult;

*(4) State participation in subsidizing in-
terstate rail passenger service has, for the
most part, been unworkable;

“(5) lack of full cooperation by the rail-
road industry has impeded effective system-
wide operation of passenger tralns by the
Corporation; and

“(6) a greater degree of cooperation is
necessary among raliroads, the Corporation,
States with subsidized service, labor orga-
nizations, and suppliers of services and
equipment to the Corporation in order to
achieve a level of performance sufficient to
justify additional expenditure of public
funds.”.

GOALS

Sec. 103. (a) GoaLs ForR AMTRAK.—The Rall
Passenger Service Act (45 U.S.C. 501 et seq.)
is amended by redesignating section 102 as
section 103 and by inserting after section
101 the following new section:

“Sec. 102. GoaLs.

“The Congress hereby establishes the fol-
lowing goals for Amtrak:

(1) Improvement of on-time performance
by at least 50 percent within the three-year
period beginning on the date of enactment
of this sectlon.

“(2) Implementation of schedules which
provide a systemwide average speed of at
least 55 miles per hour, and which can be
adhered to with a degree of reliability and
passenger comfort.

“(8) Improvement of the ratio of revenues
to operating expenses, with the goal of cover-
age of at least 44 percent of operating ex-
penses, excluding depreciation, from revenues
by the end of fiscal year 1982 and 50 percent
by the end of fiscal year 1985.

“(4) Improvement of the feasibility of
State-subsidized service through the use of
technical assistance panels to coordinate,
plan, and implement such service.

“(6) Encouragement of rail carriers to
assist in improving intercity rail passenger
service.

“(6) General improvement of Amtrak's
performance through comprehensive, sys-
tematlc operational programs and employee
incentives.".

(b) TEcHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The heading
for title I of the Rail Passenger Service Act
ls amended by inserting “GOALS," after
“PURPOSES,"".

DEFINITIONS

SeEc. 104. Section 103 of the Rall Passenger
Service Act, as redesignated by this Act, is
amended to read as follows:

"'SEec. 103. DEFINITIONS.

“For the purposes of this Act—

“(1) "Amtrak’ means the National Railroad
Passenger Corporation created under title ITI
of this Act.

“(2) ‘Auto-ferry service' means intercity
rall passenger service characterized by trans-
portation of automobiles or recreational
vehicles and their occupants.
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“{3) 'Avoidable loss' means the avoldable
costs of providing passenger service, less reve-
nues attributable thereto, as determined by
the Interstate Commerce Commission under
the provisions of section 553 of title 5, United
States Code.

“(4) ‘'Baslc system’ means (A) prior to
October 1, 1979, the system of intercity rail
passenger service designated by the Secretary
under title IT and section 403(a) of this Aect,
and (B) on and after October 1, 1979, the
system of intercity rail passenger service des-
ignated by the Secretary under section 4 of
the Amtrak Improvement Act of 1978 (Publie
Law 95-421) and approved by the Congress,
and service required to be operated under
sections 404(d) and 404(e) of this Act and
under section 4(g) of the Amtrak Improve=
ment Act of 1978, including changes to such
system or service made by the Corporation
using the Route and Service Criteria.

“(5) ‘Center' means the Performance Eval-
uation Center established under section 305
of this Act.

**({6) ‘Commission’ means the Interstate
Commerce Commission.

“(7) ‘Corporation’ means the National
Railroad Passenger Corporation created un-
der title III of this Act.

“(8) ‘Intercity rail passenger service'
means all rall passenger service other than
commuter and other short-haul service in
metropolitan and suburban areas, usually
characterized by reduced fare, multiple-ride
and commutation tickets, and by morning
and evening peak period operations,

“{9) ‘Model Program' means a program
carried out by the Corporation under sec-
tion 807 or section 809 of this Act and the
employee assistance program established by
the Corporation.

“(10) ‘Panel’ means a Technical Assist-
ance Panel established under section 403(b)
of this Act.

“{11) ‘Rall carrler’ and ‘rallroad’ mean a
person providing rallroad transportation for
compensation,

“(12) 'Regional transportation agency'
means an authority, corporation, or other
entity established for the purpose of pro-
viding passenger service within a region.

“{13) ‘Route and Service Criteria’ means
the Criterla and Procedures for Making
Route and Service Decisions established pur-
suant to section 404(c) of this Act.

“{14) ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of
Transportation or his delegate unless the
context indicates otherwise.".

REDUCED FARE PROGRAM

SEC. 105. Section 305(c) of the Rall Pas-
senger Service Act (45 U.S.C. 545(c)) is
amended—

(1) by inserting “(1)" immediately after
“(e)™"; and

({2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“{2) (A) Within 80 days after the date
of enactment of this paragraph, the Cor-
poration shall establish a reduced fare pro-
gram for elderly and handicapped individ-
uals.

“(B) For purposes of this paragraph—

“(1) the term ‘elderly individual' means
a person who has attained the age of 65
years; and

*(11) the term ‘handicapped individual’
means any person who has a physical or
mental impairment which substantially lim-
its one or more of such person’'s major life
activities, has record of such an impair-
ment, or is regarded as having such an im-
pairment, but the term handicapped individ-
ual does not include any person who is an
alcoholic or drug abuser.”.

OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Sec. 106. Section 305 of the Rall Passenger
Service Act (45 U.S.C. 545) Is amended by
redesignating subsections (f) through (j)
as subsections (g) through (k), respectively,
and by inserting after subsection (e) the
following new subsection:
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“(f) The Corporation shall, not later than
January 1, 1981, develop and submit to the
Congress and to the President a compre-
hensive plan for the improvement of all
intercity rail passenger service provided in
the basic system. The Corporation shall com-
mence implementation of such plan as soon
as practicable after all or any portion thereof
is developed, Such plan shall include—

*“{1) a zero-based assessment of all oper-
ating practices and implementation of
changes to achieve the minimum use of
employees consistent with safe operations
and adequate service;

“(2) a systematic program for optimizing
the ratio of train size to passenger demand;

“(3) a systematic program for trip time
reduction on all trains in the baslc system;

“(4) establishment of training programs
to achieve on-time departures and priori-
tles for passenger trains over frelght trains
en route;

“(5) adjustment of purchasing and pric-
Ing of food and beverages to achieve, as soon
as practical after the date of enactment of
this subsection, a continuing reduction in
losses associated with food and beverage
services with a goal of ultimate profitability;

“(6) cooperative marketing opportunities
between the Corporation and governmental
entities at all levels having intercity rail
passenger service; and

“(T) cooperative marketing campaigns
sponsored by the Corporation and the
Department of Energy, the Federal Highway
Administration, and the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency.".

REGIONAL MAINTENANCE PLAN

SEC. 107. Section 305{g) of the Fall Pas-
senger Service Act, as redesignated by this
Act, is amended to read as follows:

“{g) The Corporation shall, not later than
January 1, 1980, establish a Regional Main-
tenance Plan. Such plan shall include—

“{1) a review panel at corporate head-

quarters consisting of such members as the
President of the Corporation shall designate;

“{2) a systemwide inventory of spare
equipment parts by operational regions;

“{3) establishment of the necessary num-
ber of maintenance employees per number
of cars and locomotives per region;

“(4) establishment of a systematic pre-
ventive maintenance program;

“{6) a method for periodic evaluation of
maintenance costs, time lags, and parts
shortages with appropriate corrective
actions; and

“(6) such other elements or activities as
the Corporation considers appropriate.”.

RAILROAD POLICE

SEc. 108. Section 305(j) of the Rail Pas-
senger Service Act, as redesignated by this
Act, is amended by striking out “security
guards” each place it appears and inserting
in lleu thereof ‘‘railroad police” and by strik-
ing out “‘Security guards” and inserting in
lieu thereof “Railroad police".

BUY AMERICA PROTECTION

Sec. 109. Sec. 305(k) of the Rall Passen-
ger Service Act, as redesignated by this Act, is
amended by redesignating paragraphs (3)
and (4) as paragraphs (4) and (5), respec-
tively, and by inserting after paragraph (2)
the following new paragraph:

“(3) In addition to the exemptive author-
ity set forth in paragraph (2), the Secretary
may, upon application of the Corporation,
exempt the Corporation from the require-
ments of paragraph (1) of this subsection
with respect to the purchase of rolling stock
or power train equipment if the Secretary
determines that such rolling stock or power
traln equipment, as the case may be, cannot
be purchased and delivered in the United
States within a reasonable time.”.

FERFORMANCE EVALUATION CENTER

SEC. 110. Sectlon 305 of the Ralil Passenger
Service Act (45 U.S.C. 545), as amended by
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this Act, Is further amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new subsec-
tion:

“{1) The Corporation shall establlsh a
Performance Evaluation Center within the
Corporation which shall have the responsi-
bility of providing an ongoing review of oper-
atlons. The Center should evaluate both
short-term and long-term operational prob-
lems and make recommendations for im-
provement of operations. Each six months,
the Corporation shall submit a report of the
Center's activities and recommendations to
the appropriate authorizing committees of
both Houses of Congress and to the Secre-
tary.”.

ADEQUACY OF SERVICE REPORTS

Sec. 111. (a) ReporTs—Section 305 of the
Rail Passenger Service Act (46 U.S.C. 545),
as amended by this Act, is further amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

“(m) For purposes of assessing the opera-
tional performance of tralns, the President
of the Corporation shall have the authority
to direct the conductor on any Amtrak train
to report to the Center any inadequacy of
train operation. Adequacy of service reports
required under this subsection shall be
promptly transmitted to the Center. Each re-
port shall be signed by the conductor and
contain sufficlent information to locate
equipment or personnel failures.”.

(b) RePEAL.—Section 801 of the Rail Pas-
senger Service Act (45 U.S.C. 641) is hereby
repealed.

APPLICABILITY OF OTHER LAWS

Sec. 112. (a) EXCEPTIONS TO APPLICA-
BILITY.—Section 306(a) of the Rall Passenger
Service Act (45 U.S.C. 646(a)) Is amended
by striking out the period at the end of para-
graph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof *;
and” and by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

“(4) the issuance of securities or the as-
sumption of any obligation or liability with
respect to the securities of others.”.

(b) THROUGH ROUTES AND JOINT FARES.—
Section 306(]) (2) of the Rall Passenger Serv-
ice Act (45 U.S.C. 546()) (2)) is amended by
striking out “motor carrier” and inserting in
lieu thereof “any domestic or international
motor, air, or water carrler”.

(c) PAY PERIODS AND QUALIFICATIONS —Sec-
tlon 306 of the Rall Passenger Service Act
(45 U.8.C. 546) is further amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sub-
sections:

“{1) The Corporation shall not be subject
to any State or local law relating to pay
periods or days for payment of employees.
No employee of the Corporation shall be paid
less frequently than such employee is paid
as of the eflective date of this subsection,
other than pursuant to an applicable collec-
tive bargaining agreement.

“(m) The Corporation shall be deemed to
be qualified to do business in each State in
which it performs any sactlvity authorized
under this Act. In connection with the per-
formance of such activities, the Corporation
shall accept service of process addressed by
certified mall to the secretary of the Corpora-
tion at its principal office and place of busi-
ness in Washington, District of Columbia.
The Corporation shall be deemed to be a
citizen of the District of Columbia for the
purpose of determining the original jurisdic-
tion of the district courts of the United
States in civil actions to which the Corpora-
tion is a party."”.

REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS

Sec. 113. Section 308(a) (1) of the Rall Pas-
senger Service Act of 1970 is amended to read
as follows:

“(a) (1) Not later than the 45th day fol-
lowing the end of each calendar month, the
Corporation shall transmit to the Congress
and release to the public the following infor-
mation applicable to its operations for such
calendar month:".
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UNIFORM CONTRACT

Sec. 114. Section 402 of the Rall Passenger
Service Act (45 U.S.C. 562) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(g) The Corporation shall enter into a
contract with rall carriers on an industry-
wide basis to establish rights for the opera-
tion of special or charter trains between
specific routes and points anywhere in the
Nation upon provision of reasonable notice
(of not less than seven days) to the carriers
involved in the operation of any special or
charter trains, except that with respect to
rail lines on which rail passenger service has
not been operated for the preceding 180 days,
reasonable notice under this sentence shall
be notice of not less than 21 days. If the Cor-
poration and the rail carriers are unable to
reach agreement by January 1, 1981, the Com-
mission shall, upon application by the Cor-
poration, order rall services to be provided
under this subsection and shall, consistent
with just and reasonable compensation prin-
ciples, determine within 180 days after such
date the proper amount of compensation for
the provision of such services and the proper
method of prior notification of the schedule
and routing of a speclal or charter train by
the Corporation.".

NEW SERVICE

Sec. 115. RouTE AnprTions.—Section 403(a)
of the Rall Passenger Service Act (45 U.B.C.
563(a)) Is amended to read as follows:

“(a) Except as otherwise provided In this
Act, after October 1, 1979, all route additions
shall be in accordance with the Route and
Service Criteria.”.

(b) Sussipizep SEervVICE—Section 403(b)
of the Rail Passenger Service Act (45 U.S.C.
563(b)) is amended to read as follows:

“(b) (1) (A) Any State or group of States,
or any regional or local agency, may submit
an application to the Corporation requesting
the institution of rall passenger service in
addition to that service provided in the basic
system.

“{B) An application for rall passenger serv-
ice under this subsection shall be submitted
at least 180 days prior to the beginning of the
fiscal year in which such service is to be
operated, except that an application for serv-
ice to be operated in the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1880, shall be submitted no
later than the 60th day following the begin-
ning of such fiscal year.

“(C) Each application by a State or agency
for rail passenger service under this subsec-
tion shall contain—

“(1) adequate assurances by such State or
agency that it has sufficient resources to meet
its share of the cost of such service for the
period such service is to be provided;

“(11) a market analysis acceptable to the
Corporation to ensure that there is adequate
demand to warrant such service;

“(iii) o statement by such State or agency
that it agrees to provide 20 percent of the
solely related costs of such service in the
first year of operation, 35 percent of such
costs in the second year of operation, and 50
percent of such costs in each year of opera-
tion thereafter; and

“(iv) a statement by such State or agency
that it agrees to provide, in each year of
operation of such service, 50 percent of the
associated capital costs of operating such
service.

*(2) (A) The Corporation shall review each
application submitted by a State or agency
for the institution of service under this sub-
section and shall convene a Technical As-
sistance Panel to consider such application
if the Corporation determines that—

“(1) the application complies with require-
ments of paragraph (1) (C) of this subsec-
tion; and

“{ii) there is a reasonable probability that
the service requested can be provided with
the resources available to the Corporation.

“(B) The Corporation shall make its de-
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termination under this paragraph, and con-
vene a panel if appropriate, at least 150 days
prior to the beginning of the fiscal year in
which the service requested is to be op-
erated, except that with respect to an appli-
cation for service to be operated in the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1980, the Corpo-
ration shall make its determinations, and
convene a panel if appropriate, no later than
30 days after the date such application is
submitted.

*“(C) Any application submitted by a group
of States shall be considered in the same
manner as an application submitted by a
single State, and not on the basis of whether
each State that is a party to such applica-
tion meets the requirements of paragraph
(1) (C) of this subsection.

“(3) (A) Each panel convened by the
Corporation to consider an application shall
be composed of—

“(1) a State rail planning official from each
State that is a party to the application;

“(i1) a representative of the Corporation;

“(111) a representative from a rallroad
labor organization representing operating
crafts of employees; and

*(iv) a representative from a rallroad
labor organization representing nonoperating
crafts of employees.

“(B) The Corporation shall submit to
each panel data projecting the solely related
costs and assoclated capital costs of operat-
ing the service under consideration. Each
panel shall, no later than 90 days after the
date it is convened, consider and make
recommendations to the Corporation with
respect to—

“(1) appropriate measures for minimizing
such costs, including measures such as—

"(I) the assumption by the applicant
State or agency of certain responsibilities in
connection with the operation of the service
under consideration; and

“(II) a reduction In the labor costs of
operating such service; and

“(i1) if more than one State Is a party to
the application, the appropriate manner for
allocating such costs among the applicant
States.

“(4) (A) After taking into account the
recommendations of the panel with respect
to rail passenger service requested by a State
or agency under this subsection, the Corpo-
ration shall enter into an agreement with
such State or agency for the institution of
such service, in accordance with the fund-
ing formula set forth in paragraph (1) (C)
of this subsection, if the Corporation deter-
mines that such service can be provided with
resources avallable to the Corporation.

“(B) An agreement entered into pursuant
to this section may by mutual agreement be
renewed for one or more additional terms of
not more than 2 years.

“(C) If more than one application is made
for service and all applications are con-
sistent with the requirements of this sub-
section, but all the services applied for can-
not be provided with the available resources
of the Corporation, the Board of Directors
shall decide in its discretion which applica-
tion or applications best serve the public
interest and can be provided with the avail-
able resources of the Corporation, except
that a proposal for State support of a service
deleted from the baslc system in effect prior
to October 1, 1979, or the basic system in
effect after such date, shall be given
preference.

*(5) Prior to instituting any fare increase
that applles to service provided under this
subsection and that represents an increase
of more than 5 percent over a 6-month
period, the Corporation shall consult with
and obtain the views of the appropriate
officials of each State to be affected by such
fare increase. The Corporation shall provide
the officials of each such State with an
explanation of the circumstances warranting
the proposed fare increase (such as the
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unique costs of or demand for the services
involved).

“(6) (A) Federal funds available for ex-
penditure under this subsectlon shall not
be in substitution for the average amount
of State and local funds expended for the
operation of rail services under this sub-
section in the State for the two fiscal years
preceding the fiscal year for which the funds
are made available.

“(B) If service provided under this sub-
sectlon on the date of enactment of the
Amtrak Reorganization Act of 1079 is termi-
nated by a State or agency and such State
or agency subsequently decides to resume
such service, the Corporation shall agree to
provide funding at the level provided under
the contract in effect on such date of enact-
ment.

“(C) A State may add additlonal frequen-
cles of service on an existing route. Addi-
tional frequencies shall be initiated in ac-
cordance with the funding formula described
in paragraph (1) (C) of this subsection, with-
out regard to funding ratios then in effect
on other frequencies on such existing route.

“(7)(A) Any funds provided by the Cor-
poration under an agreement with an
agency pursuant to this subsection which
are allocated for assoclated capital costs and
which are not expended during the fiscal
year for which they are provided shall re-
main available until expended.

“(B) An agency entering into an agree-
ment with the Corporation for the operation
of service under this subsection shall be en-
titled to reimbursement for stafl services in
an amount equal to 114 percent of the oper-
ating losses and associated capital costs.

“(C) The board of directors shall estab-
lish the basis for determining the solely re-
lated costs and associated capital costs of
service operated under this subsection, and
the total revenue from such service.

*(8) Not more than five percent of all rev-
enues generated by each particular route
operated under the authority of this subsec-
tion shall be dedicated to advertising and
promotion of such service on a local level.”.

(c) RepPeAnL.—Section 403(c) of the Rail
Passenger Service Act (45 U.S.C. 563(¢c)) is
repealed.

(d) CommuTER SERVICE.—Section 403(d)
of the Rall Passenger Service Act (45 US.C.
563(d) ) is amended—

(1) by Inserting “(1)"” immediately before
“The Corporation';

(2) by inserting immediately after the first
sentence thereof the following: “An agree-
ment made pursuant to this section may by
mutual agreement be renewed for one or
more additional terms of not more than two
years.”; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

“(2) Any rail passenger service which is
operated by the Corporation on January 1,
1979, and which constitutes commuter rail
passenger service as defined in paragraph
(1) of this subsection shall, until April 1,
1981, continue to be cperated by the Cor-
poration and funded in accordance with the
method of funding in effect for that service
on January 1, 1979. In addition, any rail
passenger service which (A) is operated by
the Consolidated Rail Corporation, (B) is the
subject of an application for discontinuance
filed with the Commission before July 15,
1979, and (C) constitutes commuter rall
passenger service as defined in paragraph
(1) of this subsection shall, until April 1,
1881, be operated by the Corporation and
funded by the Corporation in the same man-
ner as service operated under the preceding
sentence.

“(3) The Corporation shall, until April 1,
1981, continue to accept commuter based
fares for any rall passenger service which it
operates and for which such fares are ac-
cepted on January 1, 1979. Nothing in this
paragraph shall be construed as prohibiting
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the Corporation or any other railroad from
increasing the amount of any fare charged
for rail passenger service.”.

SERVICE CHANGES

Bec. 116. (a) Service CHANGEsS.—Section
404(b) of the Rall Passenger Service Act (45
U.S.C. 564(b) ) is amended to read as follows:

“(b) After October 1, 1979, all route dis-
continuances by the Corporation shall be in
accordance with the Route and Service
Criteria.”.

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT—Section 404
of the Rail Passenger Service Act (45 US.C.
564) is amended by striking out
“Sec. 404. DISCONTINUANCE OF SERVICES."
and inserting in leu thereof
“SEC. 404, SERVICE CHANGES."",

APPLICATION OF ROUTE AND SERVICE CRITERIA

Sec. 117. Section 404(c) of the Rail Passen-
ger Service Act (45 U.S.C. 564(c) ) 1s amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph:

“(4) (A) The Corporation shall conduct an
annual review of each long-distance route in
the basic system to determine if such route
meets the criteria set forth in paragraph (1)
of subsection (d) of this section, as adjusted
to reflect constant 1979 dollars. If the Corpo-
ration determines, on the basis of such re-
view, that a route fails to meet the criteria
set forth in such paragraph, the Corporation
shall evaluate such route under the Route
and Service Criteria. If the Corporation de-
termines, on the basis of such evaluation,
that such route falls to meet the Route and
Service Criteria, the Corporation shall dis-
continue the operation of rail passenger
service over such route.

“{B) The annual review conducted by the
Corporation under subparagraph (A) shall
include an evaluation of the potential mar-
ket demand for, and the cost of providing
service on, portions or segments of long-
distance routes, and the potential market
demand for, and cost of providing service on,
alternative routings. The Corporation shall
transmit the results of the annual review
to each House of the Congress and to the
Secretary of Transportation.”.

EXCEPTIONS TO APPLICABILITY OF ROUTE AND
SERVICE CRITERIA

BEc. 118. Section 404(c) of the Rall Passen-
ger Service Act (456 U.S.C. 564(c)), as
amended by this Act, is further amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

*“(5) The Route and Service Criteria shall
not apply to—

“(A) decisions of the Corporation to in-
crease or, where construction schedules,
other temporary disruptive factors, or sea-
sonal fluctuations in ridership so warrant,
to decrease frequency of service on existing
routes or portions of existing routes or on
routes where an additional frequency of
service is being tested; and

“{B) rerouting of service between major
population centers on existing routes.”.

ADDITIONAL QUALIFYING ROUTES

Sec. 119. Sectlon 404 of the Rail Passenger
Service Act (45 U.S.C. 564) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsections:

“*{d) (1) Where reductions in operating ex-
penses can be obtained, the Corporation shall
operate rail passenger service over any long
distance route which is recommended for dis-
continuance by the Secretary pursuant to
section 4 of the Amtrak Improvement Act of
1978, with or without any restructuring of
such route to serve major population centers
as end points or principal Intermediate
points, in order to maintain a national inter-
city rail passenger system, if—

“(A) the short term avoidable loss per pas-
senger mile on such route, as calculated by
the Corporation and projected for the fiscal
yvear ending September 30, 1980, is not more
than 7 cents per passenger mile; and
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“(B) the passenger mile per train mile on
such route, as calculated by the Corporation
and projected for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1980, is not less than 150.

Short term avoidable loss per passenger mile
calculated by the Corporation for purposes of
this subsection shall be based upon consist-
ently defined factors for all types of routes,
and such short term avoldable loss and pas-
senger mile per train mile shall be calculated
in the same manner for all routes. The Corpo-
ration shall make its calculations under this
subsection on the basis of the most recent
avallable statistics for a 90-day period, ex-
cept that the Corporation may also utilize
historical data (such as seasonal fluctua-
tions in ridership) as long as such data is
adjusted to reflect the most recent available
statistics. The Corporation shall, no later
than 30 days after the effective date of this
subsection, submit a report to the Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate on the methodology,
equations, factors used, assumptions, and re-
sults in connection with the calculation of
short term avoldable loss per passenger mile
and passenger mile per train mile under this
subsection.

“(2) Where reductions in operating ex-
penses can be obtained, the Corporation shall
operate rall passenger service over any short-
distance route which is recommended for dis-
continuance by the Secretary pursuant to
section 4 of the Amtrak Improvement Act of
1978 with or without any restructuring of
such route to serve major population centers
as end-points or principal Intermediate

points, in order to maintain a natlional inter-
city rail passenger system, if—

“(A) the short-term avoidable loss per
passenger mile on such route, as calculated by
the Corporation and projected for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1980, is not more
than 9 cents per passenger mile; and

“(B) the passenger mile per train mile, as
calculated by the Corporation and projected
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1580,
Is not less than 80.

“{e) (1) In order to preserve regional bal-
ance in the national Intercity rail passenger
system and to ensure that long-distance
routes recommended for discontinuance by
the Secretary pursuant to section 4, of the
Amtrak Improvement Act of 1978 which pro-
vide service to regions with few population
centers in a large geographic area have equal
opportunity to qualify for continued opera-
tion, the Corporation shall operate a long-
distance route in each section of the United
States (with sections being determined by
dividing the United States Into four quad-
rants) if—

“({A) service is not maintained on any
long-distance route in that section under
the criteria set forth In subsection (d) (1)
of this section; and

“(B) the Corporation determines that (1)
a long-distance route exists in that section
which has shown and will show improve-
ments in performance under the criteria,
set forth in subsection (d) (1) of this section,
and (i1) such route shows potential, under
such criterla, to warrant maintenance in
the system.

“{(2) The Corporation shall not continue
to operate any route under this subsection
if service is provided on a significant part
of that route by any other route.

“(3) Service operated on a route under
this subsection shall continue to be op-
erated after October 1, 1881, only if such
route meets the criteria set forth In subsec-
tion (d) (1) of this section: Provided, That
the Corporation shall continue to operate
the Inter-American train to the Mexican bor-
der if that train meets the criteria set forth
above.
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“(f) For the purpose of this section and
section 4 of the Amtrak Improvement Act
of 1978, the reference to Tampa in table
4-1 at page 4-T7 of the Secretary’s Final
Report to Congress on the Amtrak Route
System, dated January 1979, shall be deemed
to mean Saint Petersburg.

“(g) Notwithstanding any other provisions
of this Act (including the requirements of
section 403(d)), the Corporation is author-
ized, to the extent available resources permit,
to'operate short-haul trains, on a demonstra-
tion basis for the purpose of determining
the feasibility and benefits of such services,
on additional routes of 200 miles or less
which link two or more major metropolitan
areas.’.

FREE OR REDUCED RATE TRANSPORTATION OF
RAILROAD EMPLOYEES

Sec. 120. (a) REIMBURSEMENT RATE.—Sec-
tion 405(f) of the Rail Passenger Service
Act (45 U.S.C. 565(f)) is amended by strik-
ing out "The Corporation shall be reim-
bursed” and all that follows through “in
accordance with the agreements,” and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following: “Un-
less the Corporation and a reilroad or group
of rallroads agree on a different basis for
compensation, the Corporation shall, during
the 2-year period beginning on the effective
date of the Amtrak Reorganization Act of
1979, be reimbursed by each rallroad at the
rate of 25 percent of the systemwide average
monthly yleld per revenue passenger mile.
Reimbursement at this rate is in lieu of any
charges for llability incident to travel of
rallroad employees eligible for free or re-
duced-rate transportation and any other
costs incurred by the Corporation in con-
nectlon with free or reduced rate transporta-
tion and any other costs incurred by the
Corporation in connection with free or re-
duced-rate transportation. Nothing in this
subsection shall preclude the Commission
from ordering retroactive rellef in any pro-
ceeding instituted or reopened after Octo-
ber 1, 1881.".

(b) RerorT.—The Comptroller General
shall conduct a study of the free or reduced-
rate transportation provided to rallroad
employees by the National Rallroad Passen-
ger Corporation under section 405(f) of the
Rall Passenger Service Act. Within 180 days
after the effective date of thls Act, the
Comptroller General shall submit a report
to the Congress and to the Interstate Com-
merce Commission setting forth recommen-
dations regarding the appropriate means for
reimbursing the Corporation for the cost of
providing such transportation services, tak-
ing into account the value of the services
being provided.

RETENTION AND MAINTENANCE OF FACILITIES

Sec. 121. Title IV of the Rail Passenger
Service Act (45 U.8.C. 561 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:

“Sgc., 406. RETENTION AND MAINTENANCE OF
FACILITIES.

“{a) No facllities of a rallroad (including
a reglonal transportation agency) which are
used in the operation of rall passenger serv-
ices by the Corporation on February 1, 1979,
shall be downgraded or disposed of without
obtaining the prior approval of the Secretary
under this section.

“({b) Whenever any rallroad intends to
downgrade or dispose of a facility referred to
in subsection (a) of this section which is not
currently being used in the operation of serv-
ices by the Corporation, such railroad shall
first notify the Corporation of its intention
to take such action. If, within 60 days after
receipt by the Corporation of such notice, the
Corporation and such railroad are not able
to enter into an agreement for the retention
or maintenance of such facllity or for the
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conveyance to the Corporation of such fa-
cility or an Interest therein, the railroad may
apply to the Secretary for approval of the
downgrading or disposal of the facility.

*{e) (1) If the Corporation does not object
to an application of a railroad to downgrade
or dispose of a facility within 30 days after
the date such application is submitted, the
Secretary shall promptly approve such ap-
plication.

**{2) If the Corporation makes a timely ob-
jection to such an application, the Secretary
shall, within 180 days after the date of such
objection, determine the costs which the
railroad could avold if it were not required
to maintain or retain the facility in the
condition requested by the Corporation, If
the Corporation does not, within 60 days
after the date of the Secretary’s determina-
tion, agree to pay such avoldable costs to
the rallroad, the Secretary shall approve
such application.

*“(d) (1) In electing whether to enter into
an agreement pursuant to this section to pay
a rallroad the avoldable costs of maintaining
or retaining a facility, the Corporation shall
consider—

“(A) the potential Importance of restor-
ing rall passenger service on the route on
which such facility is located;

*(B) the market potential of such route;

“{C) the availability, adequacy, and energy
efficlency of alternate modes or alternate rail
lines for providing passenger transportation
to or near the points which would be served
by the route;

“(D) the extent to which major population
centers would be served by such route;

“{E) the extent to which the provision of
service over such route would encourage the
expansion of a national intercity rall pas-
senger system; and

“(F) the possibility of increased ridership
on lines of rallroad connecting with such
route.

“{2) (A) In order to prepare for a valld and
timely analysis of a facility, after a railroad
gives notice pursuant to this section that it
intends to downgrade or dispose of such fa-
cllity, the Corporation shall conduct a survey
of population centers with railroad passenger
service Tfacllitles and shall update such
survey from time to time as may be necessary
or appropriate. Within 90 days after the date
of enactment of this section, the Corporation
shall take steps to prepare a survey plan
which shall provide for—

“(1) a target completion date for the sur-
vey of population centers of not later than
360 days after the ninetleth day after such
date of enactment; and

*(ii) a system of collection, compilation,
and storage of information gathered pursu-
ant to the survey according to geographic
region and according to whether a facllity
would be a part of a short- or long-haul
route.

“(B) The survey should facilitate an anal-
ysis of—

*'(1) ridership potential by ascertaining ex-
isting travel patterns or changing travel pat-
terns which would maximize efficiencies of
rallroad passenger service;

“(ii) the quallty of service of competitors
or likely competitors;

“(i1i) the. likellhood of the Corporation
offering service at a competitive fare;

“(iv) opportunities to target advertising
and fares to potentlal classes of riders:

“(v) economic characteristics of rallroad
passenger service associated with a facility
and the extent to which such characteristics
are consistent with sound economie prinei-
ples of short- or long-haul railroad opera-
tions; and

“(vl) the feasibility of applying effective
internal cost controls to a facllity and the
route which the facility would serve in order
to improve over time the ratio of transpor-
tation expenses, excluding maintenance of
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track, structure, and equipment and depre-
clation, to passenger revenue.

“(e) For purposes of this section—

“(1) the term ‘facilities’ means railroad
tracks, rights-of-way, fixed equipment and
facilities, and real property appurtenant
thereto, and includes signal systems, passen-
ger station and repair tracks, station build-
ings, platforms, and adjunct facilities such as
water, fuel, steam, electric, and air lines;

“(2) the downgrading of a facility means
a reduction in track classification as speci-
fied in the Federal Rallroad Administration
track safety standards (49 C.F.R. 213), or any
other change in such facilities which may in-
crease the time required for a passenger train
to operate over the route on which such fa-
cllity is located; and

*(3) approval of downgrading or disposal
under this section shall not be construed as
relleving a railroad from compliance with
its other common carrier or legal obligations
with respect to a facllity.”.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

SEc. 122, (a) AUTHORIZATION.—Section 601
of the Rall Passenger Service Act (45 U.S.C.
601) is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following new subsection:

“(b) (1) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary for the benefit of
the Corporation—

“{A) for the payment of operating ex-
penses; not to exceed $630,900,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1980, and
not to exceed $674,900,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1981, of which not less
than $1,200,000 for the fiscal year ending
Eeptember 30, 1980, and $1,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1981, shall
be avallable for the cost of Model Programs;

“(B) for the payment of the costs of cap-
ital acquisition or improvements to the baslc
system, including the payment of expenses
for the retenticn and maintenance of facili-
tles under section 406 of this Act, not to
exceed $203,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1980, not to exceed $244,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1981, and not to exceed $254,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1982;

“(C) for the payment of operating and
capital expenses cf rall passenger service pro-
vided pursuant to section 403(b) of this Act,
not to exceed $23,800,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1980, not to exceed
$29,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1981, and not to exceed $30,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1682;

“(D) for lsbor protection payments re-
quired pursuant to section 405 of this Act,
not to exceed $30,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1980, not to exceed
£12,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1981, and not to exceed $20,000,-
000 for fiscal year ending September 30, 1982;
and any sums authorized by this subpara-
graph which remain available after such
labor protection payments are made shall be
made available to the Corporation for use in
the payment of expenses and costs in ac-
cordance with subparagraphs (A) and (B)
of this paragraph;

“{E) for the payment of the principal of
obligations (other than leases) of the Cor-
poration which are guaranteed by the Secre-
tary pursuant to section 602 of this Act, not
to exceed $25,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1980, not to exceed $25,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1981, and not to exceed $25,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1982.

*(2) Funds appropriated pursuant to this
section shall be made available to the Secre-
tary during the fiscal year for which appro-
priated, except that appropriations for capi-
tal acquisitions and improvements may be
made in an appropriations Act for a fiscal
year preceding the fiscal year in which the
appropriation is to be avallable for obliga-
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tion. Funds appropriated are authorized to
remain available until expended. Appropri-
ated sums shall be paid by the Secretary to
the Corporation for expenditure by it in ac-
cordance with (A) the Secretary's budget re-
quest as approved or modified by Congress at
the time of appropriation, and (B) guidelines
established by the Secretary. Payments by
the Secretary to the Corporation of appropri-
ated funds shall be made no more frequently
than every 90 days, unless the Corporation,
for good cause, requests more frequent pay-
ment before the expiration of any 90-day
period.

“(2) Funds appropriated for capital grants
pursuant to this subsection shall be paild to
the Corporation in each fiscal quarter, and
such grants may be used by the Corporation
for temporary reduction of outstanding loan
balances, including loans guaranteed by the
Secretary pursuant to section 602 of this
Act.".

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS—(1) Section
601 of the Rail Passenger Service Act (45
U.S.C. 601) is amended—

(A) by striking out “(a) (1) " and Inserting
in lleu thereof “(a)"; and

(B) by striking out “(2) Funds appropri-
ated for'' and all that follows through *of
this Act”.

(2) Section 602(d) of the Rail Passenger
Service Act (45 UB.C. 602(d)) is amended
by striking out ‘“‘clause (3) of section 601
(a)" and inserting in lleu thereof “section
601(a) (3) or section 601(b)(1)(E)".

EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION AND INCENTIVE

COMMISSION

SEc. 123. Title VIII of the Rail Passenger
Service Act (45 U.S.C. 641 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:

“SEc. 808. EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION AND IN-
CENTIVE COMMISSION.

“(a) The Secretary shall, within 30 days
after the date of enactment of this section,
name s five-member Employee Compensation
and Incentive Commission. The members of
the Commission shall be selected on the
basis of their knowledge of the railroad in-
dustry.

“(b) The Employee Compensation and In-
centive Commission shall—

“(1) evaluate the salary pald officers of
Amtrak in relation to Amtrak's ability to at-
tract and maintain qualified officers; and

“(2) after consultation with the Corpora-
tion and railroad labor organizations, develop
a program for improving Amtrak employee
incentive and morale, including measures
such as the institution of recognition and
financial awards for outstanding employees.

“(¢) The Employee Compensation and In-
centive Commission shall, no later than
March 1, 1980, submit recommendations to
the board of directors of the Corporation
with respect to the matters referred to in
subsection (b) of this section. The board of
directors shall, within 90 days after the date
of submission, notify the Congress of (1) any
action it plans to take to implement the
Commissions recommendations, and (2) any
proposals for additional legislation which the
board considers necessary.”.

MODEL PROGRAMS

Sec. 124 Title VIII of the Rail Passenger
Service Act (45 U.S.C. 641 et seq.) as amended
by this Act, is further amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new section:
“Sec. 809. MopEL PROGRAMS.

“Not later than October 1, 1879, the Cor-
poration shall, in consultation with railroad
labor organizations, develop and implement
a Job Placement Program for employees who
will be affected by the reduction in work
force caused by the implementation of the
Secretary’s recommendations for the restruc-
turing of routes. Such program shall em-
phasize the facilitation of reemployment of
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employees dismissed or dislocated as a result
of corporate restructuring. In carrying out its
responsibilities under this section, the Cor-
poration shall attempt to reduce labor pro-
tection costs and maximize utilization of the
employment skills of affected employees.
Such program may include job counseling,
placement advertising, skills improvement
courses, and such other activities as the Cor-
poration considers appropriate to facilitate
reemployment of affected employees within
or outside the rail industry.”.
STATE TAXATION STUDY

Sec. 125. Title VIII of the Rall Passenger
Service Act (45 U.S.C. 641 et seq.), as amended
by this Act, is further amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new sectlon:

“Sec. 810. STATE TAXATION STUDY.

“The Secretary shall conduct a study of
the payment of taxes by the Corporation to
State and local governments, including the
payment of property taxes, sales taxes, gross
revenue taxes, fuel taxes, licenses, and other
user fees, and any other taxes paid by the
Corporation to such governments, and shall
make recommendations to the Congress no
later than January 1, 1980, concerning the
advisability of relleving the Corporation,
either in whole or in part, of its obligation to
make such payments. In conducting such
study, the Secretary shall consider—

(1) the requirement that the Corporation
be operated and managed as a for-profit cor-
poration;

“(2) the certainty that the Corporation
will need substantial Federal subsidies for
the foreseeable future;

“(8) the demand by States and locallties
for continued and increased federally funded
rall passenger service;

“{4) the benefit to States and locallties of
rall passenger service directly funded by the
Federal Government; and

“(5) the importance to the Natiorn of
maintaining an efficlent and rellable national
rall transportation system.".

REPORT ON REVENTUES AND EXPENSES

Sec. 126. Title VIII of the Rall Passenger
Service Act (45 U.S.C. 641 et seq.), as
amended by this Act, is further amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:

“REVENUE REPORT

“Sec. 811. Within 60 days of the end of
each fiscal year beginning with fiscal year
1981, the Corporation shall report to the Con-
gress on the ratio of revenue to operating ex-
penses on all routes in the basic system. As
part of such report, the Corporation shall
specifically identify those train routes which
did not achieve a 50 percent revenue-to-ex-
pense ratio, and the Corporation shall in-
clude statements explaining the reasons
which prevented such ratios from being
achieved.”.

IMPLEMENTATION CF THE NEW ROUTE PLAN

Sec. 127, Sectlon 4(g) of the Amtrak Im-
provement Act of 1978 (Public Law 85-421)
is amended by striking out the period at the
end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: “: Provided, however, That imple-
mentation of the Secretary's recommenda-
tlons which require (1) operation over rail
lines not used in intercity passenger service
upon the date of approval thereof; (2) use
of new facilitles; or (3) new labor agree-
ments, may be deferred by the Corporation
until any necessary capital improvements in
such lines or facillities, or required labor
agreements, are made, to permit service that
is equivalent or improved service and is con-
sistent with the goals contained in subsection
(a) of this section: And provided further,
Theat, notwithstanding any other provision of
law, pending deferred implementation of
such recommendations, the Corporation shall
provide substitute service over existing routes
which are recommended for restructuring in
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whole or in part and over other feaslble exist-
ing routes, without reference to the Route
and Bervice Criteria. Substitute service pro-
vided over an existing route under this para-
graph shall continue to be operated after
October 1, 1981, only if such route meets the
criteria set forth in section 404(d) (1) of the
Rall Passenger Service Act, as adjusted to re-
flect constant 1979 dollars; but expecting
any short haul route concentrating on com-
muter ridership.”.
INTERMODAL TERMINAL PROGRAM

Sec. 128. The first sentence of section 4(1)
(5) of the Department of Transportation Act
(490 U.B.C. 1653(1) (5)) 1s amended by strik-
ing out “within two years following the ap-
proval of the application for Federal financial
assistance under this subsection” and insert-
ing in lleu thereof “within such time period
as the Secretary establishes".

GAO STUDY OF DEBT LIMITATION

Sec. 129. Within 180 days after the effective
date of this Act, the Comptroller General
shall submit a report to the Congress rec-
ommending appropriate means for the Na-
tional Railroad Passenger Corporation to
eliminate the obligations of the Corporation
that are guaranteed under section 602 of the
Rail Passenger Service Act. In developing
such recommendations, the Comptroller Gen~-
eral shall consider (1) the feasibility of con-
verting such obligations into stock issued by
the Corporation, (2) the likellhood of obli-
gation retirement from profits of the Corpo-
ration, (3) the abllity of the Corporation to
continue to carry its debt service within the
context of operating subsidles, falrly and ac-
curately reflecting current operating costs,
and (4) the extent to which debt incurred
by the Corporation prior to the effective date
of this Act should be recognized as unrecov-
erable.

SERVICE ON PORTION OR SEGMENT OF
DISCONTINUED ROUTES

Sec. 130. The National Railroad Passenger
Corporation shall conduct an evaluation of
the possibllity of providing rail passenger
service on a portion or segment of any route
over which service is discontinued on or after
October 1, 1979. Such evaluation shall include
an examination of the potential market de-
mand for rail passenger service over a por-
tion or segment of any such discontinued
route, and the cost of providing such serv-
ice. The Corporation shall, no later than
February 15, 1980, submit a report to both
Houses of the Congress and to the Secretary
of Transportation setting forth its findings
under this section.

MAIL AND EXPRESS REVENUES

SEc. 131. The National Railroad Passenger
Corporation shall, in conjunction with the
United States Postal Service, determine
those mail transportation requirements
which can be met by the Corporation and
shall develop and submit to the Congress,
no later than April 30, 1980, a report setting
forth recommendations designed to enable
the Corporation to achieve maximum levels
of mall carriage and revenues derived from
such carriage. Such report shall include the
following considerations:

(1) the modification of existing facilities
to handle mall and express more efficiently;

(2) the acquisition of modern materlals
handling equipment and rolling stock;

(3) optimum scheduling;

(4) tralns devoted exclusively to mall car-
riage;

(6) stafing and promotional requirements;
and

(6) proposals for such legislative action
as may be appropriate.

AMTRAE ROUTE ALLOCATION STUDY

Sec. 132. (&) CosT ALLOCATION REPORT. —(1)
Not later than April 30, 1980, the President
of the National Rallroad Passenger Corpora-
tion shall submit a report to the Congress
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on the feasibility of establishing a system of
uniform cost allocation for the Corporation
which would include—

(A) the avoldable cost by route;

(B) the revenue (including mail and
State subsidles, if any) by route;

(C) the fully allocated cost by route;

(D) the number of passengers carried by
route;

(E) the avoidable profit or loss by route;

(F) the fully allocated profit or loss by
route;

(G) the profit or loss per passenger by
route; and

(H) the profit or loss by revenue passenger
mile.

(2) For the purposes of this section, the
term—

(A) *“avoldable profit or loss" means the
result of all revenue attributable to a route
minus all reasonable and necessary expenses
(including use of tracks and other facilities)
which would be incurred by a carrler in pro-
viding a service which the carrier can estab-
lish that it would not incur If such service
were not operated, and all other services were
continued; such costs shall be restricted to
costs solely related to the service and varlable
portion of common costs which would not
be incurred but for the existence of the
service; such costs shall exclude fixed com-
mon costs, allocation of any common costs
which do not vary as a consequence of pro-
viding the service, return on Iinvestment,
rent, and any other costs which the carrier
cannot establish that it would not have
reasonably and necessarily incurred but for
the existence of the service;

(B) “fully allocated profit or loss” means
the avoldable costs plus all other costs, other
than unallocated costs, allocated to a route
according to the Corporation’s current ac-
counting practices; and

(C) "unallocated costs” means those cor-
porate interest, general, and administrative
costs not assigned to particular routes.

(b) Profit and Loss Report.—(1) The
Corporation shall prepare and submit to
the Committee on Commerce, Sclence, and
Transportation and the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce
and the Committee on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives not later than
April 30, 1980, a report containing—

(A) a profit and loss table by route for
the upcoming fiscal year, assuming a 50
percent Government reimbursement of the
fully allocated losses experienced by each
such route; and

(B) the average ticket subsidy required
to show a systemwide public service profit
(above and beyond such 50 percent Govern-
ment reimbursement) for the upcoming
fiscal year,

(2) Such reports shall be based on the
best possible data avallable to the Cor-
poration including, but not limited to, his-
torical ridership trends, marketing studles,
general economic conditions, ticket pricing
policies, levels of services and equipment
availabllity among other factors.

(3) For the purposes of this section, the
term “public service profit” means the profit
or loss experlenced on each route after the
Government subsidies (both operating and
ticket) are added to such route's revenues.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE RE-
GIONAL RAIL REORGANIZATION ACT
OF 1973

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec, 201. Section 214(c) of the Reglonal
Rall Reorganization Act of 1873 (45 US.C.
T24(c) is amended to read as follows:

“{c) AssociaTioN.—For the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1980, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Assocla-
tion for purposes of carrylng out its ad-
ministrative expenses under this Act such
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sums as are necessary, not to exceed $28,-
500,000. Sums appropriated under this sub-
section are authorized to remain avallable
until expended.”.

REPORT ON SPECIAL COURT PROCEEDINGS

Sec. 202. Section 202(e) of the Regional
Rall Reorganization Act of 1973 (45 US.C.
712(e)) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraphs:

“(8) The Assoclation shall transmit to the
Congress, no later than 30 days after the
end of each fiscal quarter, a report with
respect to the proceedings before the special
court to determine the valuation of rall
properties conveyed to the Corporation under
section 303 of this Act. Each such report
shall include—

“({A) a detalled accounting of the Federal
funds expended during such quarter in con-
nection with such proceedings, and the
purposes for which such funds were ex-
pended;

“(B) an explanation of the status of such
proceedings, including the prospscts for
settlement or conclusion; and

“(C) an identification of which responsi-
bilitles In connection with such proceedings
are being carried out directly by the Asso-
ciation, and which are being carried out by
contract with private organizations.”.

TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS, MONITORING

Sec. 203. Section 202 of the Reglonal Rail
Reorganization Act of 1973 (45 U.8.C. T12)
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsections:

“(h) TRANSFER OF LITIGATION —No later
than March 1, 1980, the Assoclation and the
Attorney General of the Unlted States shall
develop and submit to the Congress a feasl-
bility study for the transfer, to the appro-
priate department or agency of the Federal
Government, of all responsibility for repre-
senting the United States in the proceedings
before the special court to determine the val-
uation of rafl properties conveyed to the
Corporation under section 303 of this Act.

(1) TrRaNsSFErR OF OTHER FUNCTIONS.—NoO
later than March 1, 1980, the Assoclation
and the Secretary of Transportation shall
develop and submit to the Congress a feasi-
bility study for the transfer of all functions
of the Assoclation, other than those referred
to in subsection (h) of this section, to the
appropriate department or agency of the Fed-
eral Government, including the abolifion of
those functions which will no longer be nec-
esSary.

“()) MONITORING OF CONTRACTORS.—The
Board of Directors of the Assoclation shall
adopt procedures to Insure (1) that con-
tractors, including law firms, provide reports
containing written verification of tasks as-
signed, work performed, time worked, and
costs incurred, including perlodic status re-
ports on work performed, (2) that such re-
ports are audited by the Association, (3) that
no funds are pald to contractors without
written reports complying with the require-
ments of this subsection, and (4) that the
Association applies such procedures uniform-
ly to all contractors.”.

INSURANCE COVERAGE

SECc. 204. (a) PAYMENT OF PREMIUMS AND
BENEFITS.—Section 303(b) (6) (B) of the Re-
glonal Rall Reorganization Act of 1973 (45
US.C. T43(b) (6) (B) ) is amended by striking
out the first and second sentences and in-
serting in Heu thereof the following:

“{B) The Corporation shall, through the
purchase of insurance or ctherwise, maintain
in effect any medical insurance coverage or
so much of any life insurance coverage that
does not exceed in death beneflts an amount
equal to twice the employee's annual salary
at the time of retirement or 60,000, which-
ever is lower, which coverage was main-
tained by a rallroad in reorganization in the
reglon immedlately prior to April 1, 1876,
and which provides Insurance benefits to em-
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ployees who retired, prior to April 1, 1976,
from service with such a rallroad. With re-
spect to any such employee whose medical
or life insurance coverage lapsed after April
1, 1876. due to nonpayment of premiums, the
Corporation shall—

“(1) through the purchase of insurance or
otherwise, provide medical insurance bene-
fits or life insurance benefits at the same
level as were provided by the employer rall-
road in reorganization and in effect with
respect to such employees immediately prior
to April 1, 1976, except that the life insur-
ance benefits so provided shall not exceed
in death benefits an amount equal to twice
the employee’s annual salary at the time of
retirement or $60,000, whichever is lower;
and

“(i1) assume and pay any clalm for such
employee (or his personal representative)
for any such insurance benefits, if—

*“{I) such clalm arose during the period
beginning April 1, 1876, and ending on the
date insurance coverage is provided pursu-
ant to clause (i) of this subparagraph;

“(II) such benefits were not pald by an
insurer solely because of the lapse of the
insurance coverage during such perlod,

except that such benefits shall not be paid
for any such employee in excess of an
amount equal to twice the employee’s an-
nual salary at the time of retirement or $60,-
000, whichever is lower.".

(b) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 211(h).—
Section 211 (h) (a) (vill) of the Regional Rail
Reorganization Act of 1973 (45 U.S.C. 741 (h)
(1) (A) (vili)) is amended to read as follows:

“(vii) amounts required to provide ade-
quate funding for continuation, by the
Corporation, of medical and life insurance
coverage and benefits for retired employees
of rallroads in reorganization as required
and limited by section 303(b) (6) (B) of this
Act.".

(2) Section 211(h) (6) of the Regional Ralil
Reorganization Act of 1973 (45 U.S.C. 741(h)
(6)) is amended—

(A) by inserting “(A)” immediately before
“Notwithstanding";

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (A),
(B), and (C) as clauses (i), (i1), and (11i),
respectively, and redesignating clauses (i)
and (i) as subclauses (I) and (II), respec-
tively; and

(C) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“{(B) The Association shall have a direct
clalm, as a current expense of administration
of the estate of the railroad in reorganization
whose obligations were pald with the pro-
ceeds of loans forgiven under this paragraph,
equal to the amount by which the loans, plus
interest, have been forgiven. Such direct
claim shall not be subject to any reduction
by way of setoff, cross-claim, or counterclaim
which the estate of such railroad in reorga-
nization may be entitled to assert against
the Corporation, the National Railroad Pas-
senger Corporation, the Association, or the
United States. The direct claim of the Asso-
ciation under this paragraph shall be prior
to all other administrative claims of the
estate of the railroad in reorganization, ex-
cept claims arising under trustee's certifi-
cates or from default on the payment of such
certificates.”.

TITLE III—OFFICE OF RAIL PUBLIC
COUNSEL
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
Sec. 301. Section 10388 of title 49, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:
*‘§ 10388. Authorization of appropriations

“There is authorized to be appropriated to
the Office of Rail Public Counsel to carry out
this subchapter not to exceed $1,200,000 for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1980.".
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TITLE IV—AMENDMENTS TO THE RAIL-
ROAD REVITALIZATION AND REGULA-
TORY REFORM ACT OF 1976

EXTENSION OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
Sec. 401. Sections 505(e), 507(a), 507(d).

and 509 of the Rallroad Revitalization and

Regulatory Reform Act of 1976 (45 U.S.C.

825(e), 827(a), 827(d), and 829) are amended

by striking out “September 30, 1979” each

place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof

“September 30, 1980".

TITLE V—EFFECTIVE DATES
EFFECTIVE DATES

Sec. 501. (a) Except as provided in subsec-
tion (b), the provisions of this Act shall take
effect on October 1, 1979.

(b) The amendments made by section 204
of this Act shall be effective as of the date of
enactment of Public Law 95-597.

And the Senate agree to the same.

HARLEY O. STAGGERS,
J. J. FLORIO,
JIM SANTINI,
BarBArRa A, MIKULSKI,
JoHN M. MURPHY,
MarTY Russo,
Eowarp R. MADIGAN,
GarY A, LEE,
Managers on the Part of the House.
Howaep W. CANNON,
RusseLL B, LoNG,
FriTz HOLLINGS,
J. J, Exon,
Boep PACKWOOD,
HARRISON SCHMITT,
NaNcy EASSEBAUM,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
3986) to amend the Rail Passenger Service
Act to extend the authorization of appro-
priations for Amtrak for three additional
years, and for other purposes, submit the
following joint statement to the House and
the Senate in explanation of the effect of the
actlon agreed upon by the managers and
recommended in the accompanying confer-
ence report:

The Senate amendment to the text of the
bill struck out all of the House bill after
the enacting clause and inserted a substitute
text,

The House recedes from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate with an
amendment which is a substitute for the
House bill and the Senate amendment. The
differences between the House bill, the Sen-
ate amendment, and the substitute agreed
to in conference are noted below, except for
clerical corrections, conforming changes made
necessary by agreements reached by the con-
ferees, and minor drafting and clarifying
changes.

TITLE I—AMTRAEK REORGANIZATION
SHORT TITLE (SEC. 101)
Senate amendment

The Senate amendment provides that this
legislation may be cited as the “Amtrak Im-
provement Act of 1979."

House bill

The House bill provides that this legisla-
tion may be cited as the “Amtrak Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1979."

Conference substitute

The conference substitute is the same as
the House bill.

PURPOSES (SEC. 102)
Senate amendment

No provision.
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House bill

The House bill amended the Congressional
Findings and Declaration of Purpose's sec-
tlon of the Rail Passenger Service Act. The
House has found many inadequacies in op-
eration of rail passenger service which needs
to be addressed by Congress.

Conference substitute

The conference substitute is the same as
the House bill.

GOALS (SEC. 103)
Senate amendment

No provision.
House bill
This section provides Amtrak management
with clearly defined goals and provides the
public with reasonable expectations from
Amtrak.
Conference substitute

The conference substitute 1s the same as
the House bill, except that the House pro-
vision of 60 miles per hour was changed to
55.

DEFINITIONS (SEC. 104)

House bill
Section 104 of the House bill amended the
Rall Passenger Service Act by adding certain
new definitions thereto and alphabetizing
the definitions in the amended section.
Senate amendment
Sectlon 2 of the Senate amendment
amended the Rail Passenger Service Act by
adding certain new definitions thereto.
Conference substitute
The conference substitute substantially
follows the House bill. However, the defini-
tion of the term “Basic System" is clarified
by the conference substitute. The revised
definition clearly incorporates in the Basic
System all of the changes in Amtrak's na-
tional system of service confirmed or affected
by this legislation in order that Amtrak not
be required to operate service under the ad-
ministrative burden of a mulfi-tiered Basle
System.
MAIL SERVICE
House bill

The House bill allows Amtrak to provide
dedicated malil service.
Senate bill
No simlilar provision.

Conference substitute
House recedes.

REDUCED FARE PROGRAM
House bill

Sectlon 106 of the House Bill gave Amtrak
the discretionary authority to establish a
reduced fare program for the elderly and
handicapped. If Amtrak chose to establish
the program, the fares were not to exceed
50% of the regular fare on a standby basls or
75% of the regular fare on a reservation basis,

(SEC. 105)

Senate amendment

Section 21 of the Senate bill required Am-
trak to establish a reduced fare program for
elderly and handicapped individuals. Pur-
ther, the amendment required that the re-
duced fare should not exceed “75% of the
regular fare for such service.” Section 22 of
the Senate bill required Amtrak to develop
a study on the efficacy of a reduced fare
program for the elderly and the handicapped.
Section 23 provided that the Federal Rail-
road Administration would reimburse Am-
trak in an amount equal to the difference
between the full fare and the reduced fares
for the elderly and handicapped individuals
up to $4.5 million per fiscal year through FY
1981,
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Conference substitute
The conferees have adopted the mandatory
Senate approach which will require Amtrak
to establish such a program, in lieu of the
permissive House provision. The conference
substitute does, however, delete that portion
of the Senate Amendment which specified
the minimum fare reduction. In taking such
action, the conferee’'s do not intend to deprive
Amtrak of reasonable management discre-
tion to implement and operate the program.
Senate recedes on the study provided in Sec.
22 and on the reilmbursement program pro-
vided in section 23 of the Senate bill.
OPERATIONAL IMFROVEMENT PROGRAM (SEC. 106)
Senate amendment
No provision,
House bill
The House bill mandates that the Corpora-
tion shall develop a comprehensive plan for
the improvement of all intercity rall passen-
ger service provided in the baslc system not
later than January 1, 1981,
Conference substitute

The Conference substitute is the same as
the House blll. The conferees agreed that the
corporation needs to focus Its operational ob-
jectives and Congress needs to be provided
with the Corporation’s analysls and evalua-
tion In a timely manner so as to adequately
prepare for the next authorization cycle.

REGIONAL MAINTENANCE PLAN (SEC. 107)

Senate amendment

No provision.
House bill
The House bill mandates the establishment
of a systematic, comprehensive, regional
maintenance plan not later than January 1,
1980, which includes the establishment of a
preventative maintenance program.
Conference Substitute
The Conference substitute is the same as
the House bill. One of the most significant
problems affecting Amtrak's performance is
the poor condition of its equipment. This
provision contemplates the reduction of the
high maintenance costs now plaguing Am-
trak, as well as upgrading the poor condition
of Amtrak’s equipment.
RAILROAD POLICE (SEC.
Senate amendment
The Senate amendment strikes the term
“security guard” each place it appears and
substitutes “railroad police."”
House bill
The House bill strikes the term “security
guards" and “Securlty guards” each place it
appears and substitutes “'rallroad police” and
“Rallroad police" respectively.
Conference substitute
The Conference substitute is the same as
the House bill.
BUY AMERICA PROTECTION (SEC. 108)
House bill
Section 132 of the House bill provided for
the expansion of the SBecretary's authority to
walve the Buy American provision of the
Rail Passenger Service Act to Include the
purchase of rolling stock and motive power
if such equipment cannot be purchased and
delivered within the U.S, in a reasonable
time.

108)

Senate amendment
No provision.
Conference substitute
Section 109 of the Conference substitute
is the same as the House bill. It was not the
intent of the conferees to provide for any
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substantial change in the “Buy America”
provisions of statutes governing Amtrak pro-
curement. Adoption of the language of sec-
tion 132 of the House bill was intended only
to alleviate unreasonable shortages of equip-
ment which could not be purchased from
U.B. suppllers within a "“reasonable” time.
It was the conference committee's strong be-
lief that Amtrak equipment purchased with
U.S. tax revenues should continue to be re-
turned to the U.S. economy by strongly fa-
voring American suppliers and U.S. labor. Es-
timates have been made that from 25 to as
much as 50 percent of Amtrak procurement
directly relates back to federal, state and
loeal tax revenues. It is imperative that these
monies remain in the U.S. economy through
Amtrak purchases at home.

PERFORMANCE EVALUATION CENTER

Senate amendment
No provision.

(SEC. 110)

House bill
The House blll directs Amtrak to establish
a perfocrmance evaluation center. This Cen-
ter is to have a problem solving emphasis in
addition to its information gathering func-
tion.
Conference substitite

The Conference substitute differs from the
House bill only with respect to the Corpo-
ration submitting the Center's semi-annual
report to the Congress rather than the Cen-
ter submitting that report. The conferees
belleve that, since the Interstate Commerce
Commission will no longer have jurisdiction
over Amtrak's adequacy of service, it is even
more important that Amtrak have the capa-
bility of evaluating its performance on an
on-going basis in a coordinated cost effective
manner.

ADEQUACY OF SERVICE REPORTS

Senate amendment

The Senate amendment did not have a
similar provision to subparagraph (a) of
the House bill. It did have an identical pro-
vislon to House subparagraph (b).

House bill

The House bill gives the President of Am-
trak the authority to direct the conductor on
any Amtrak traln to report to the Center
any inadequacy of train operation. By pro-
viding statutory authority for conductors to
report directly to Amtrak, it has the effect
of permitting conductors to avold conflicts
of interest between an allegiance to one's
employer and good rail service.

Subparagraph (b) repeals section 801 of
the Rall Passenger Service Act of 1078 and
thus terminates the Interstate Commerce
Commission’s responsibility to evaluate the
adequacy of Amtrak's service.

Conference substitute

The Conference substitute is the same as
the House bill.

APPLICABILITY OF OTHER LAWS

House bill

Section 114 of the House bill amended the
Rall Passenger Service Act to exempt Amtrak
from ICC securities jurisdiction, to authorize
Amtrak to establish through routes and joint
fares with other modes of transportation, to
exempt Amtrak from State and local laws
relating to pay periods for employees, and to
provide that Amtrak shall be deemed to be
qualified to do business in each state in
which it conducts activities.

Senate amendment

Section 5 of the Senate bill is very similar
to section 114 of the House bill. However, the
Senate provision established Amtrak as a citi-
zen of the District of Columbia “. . . for pur-
poses of determining the original jurisdiction

(8EC. 111}

(BEC. 112)
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of the district courts of the United States
in elvil actlons to which the Corporation is
& party."
Conference substitute
Conferees agree to the text of Section 114
of the House bill amended by Section 5(m)
of the Senate bill which established Amtrak
as a citizen of the District of Columbia for
the purpose of jurisdiction before the U.S.
district court.
REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS (SEC.
House bill
No similar provision.
Senate amendment

Section 6 of the Senate bill amends Sec-
tion 308(a) (1) of the Rall Passenger Service
Act to require the disclosure to Congress and
the general public information on ridership
and revenues within 30 days following the
end of the desired month instead of 80 days
which is present law.

Conference substitute

The Conferees agree with the Senate lan-
guage amended to require disclosure of the
information on & prompt basis but specified
within 45 days following the end of the
month desired.

UNIFORM CONTRACT (SEC. 114)
House bill

The House bill mandates Amtrak to enter
into an industry-wide contract with the rail-
road industry in order to obtain the abllity
to run charter trains on a reasonable basis.
The contract shall provide that Amtrak shall
notify a rallroad not less than seven days in
advance of any proposed charter trip and not
less than twenty-one days in advance of
any charter trip if the tracks to be used have
not been used by passenger trains during the
preceding six months. The charter business
or flexible scheduling of trains in response to
passenger demands has not heretofore been
possible for Amtrak because of the difficulty
in making run-through arrangements with
the numerous rail carriers between polints
of origin and destination whenever those
points were between long distances.

Senate bill
No similar provision.
Coniference substitute

The conferees adopt the House provision.
It is the intention of the conferees that Am-
trak encourage the use of charter trains be-
cause such operations can, at a minimum, be
run on & break-even basls.

NEW SERVICES (SEC. 115)
House bill

Section 116 of the House bill amended the
Rall Passenger Service Act to make techni-
cal and conforming changes and to establish
a new program for State cost-sharing of
intercity rail passenger service. Any State
or group of States may apply to Amtrak for
new service. The State share is 20 percent
of operating costs, 35 percent, and 50 percent
respectively for the first, second, and suc-
ceeding years of operation. The State share
of capital costs is a constant 20 percent.

Following receipt of a qualifying applica-
tion, Amirak must convene a Technical As-
sistance Panel, composed of Amtrak, State,
and rail labor representatives, to make
recommendations for minimizing costs of
new service and allocating costs among par-
ticipating States. If service can be provided
within available resources, Amtrak must
operate it. The State share of the costs of
existing service would remain at 50 percent.

The House bill also amended the Rall
Passenger Service Act to require operation
of certain commuter service by Amtrak at
present funding levels until April, 1981.

113)
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Senate amendment

The Senate amendment was similar In
many respects, but did not provide for
establishment of Technical Assistance Panels
and left the state share of capital costs un-
changed at 50 percent. The Senate amend-
ment also provided for State support of a
service deleted from the Basic System. The
Senate amendment also provided for use of
five percent of revenues generated by 403(b)
service in advertising and promotion of such
service on a local level,

Conference substitute

The conference substitute generally follows
the House bill but incorporates several fea-
tures of the Senate amendment.

The conference substitute retains the
House concept of Technical Assistance
Panels, but leaves the state share of capital
costs of 403(b) service at 50 percent, provides
for preference for a State proposal for a
service deleted from the Basic System, and
provides that not more than five percent of
revenues shall be dedicated to advertising
and promotion of such service on a local
level.

SERVICE CHANGES (SEC.
House bill

Section 117 of the House bill is a technical
amendment to the Rall Passenger Service
Act.

116}

Senate amendment
No similar provision.
Conference substitute
Senate recedes.
APPLICATION OF ROUTE AND SERVICE CRITERIA
(BEC. 117)
House bill
Section 118 of the House bill amended the
Rall Passenger Service Act to provide for
annual review by Amtrak of each long-
distance route in the basic system to deter-
mine whether the route met certain eco-
nomic criteria established elsewhere in the
bill.

If Amtrak determines that a long-distance
route fails to meet such criteria, the route
and service criteria is to be applied for an
evaluation of the route.

The House bill also provided that annual
review conducted by Amtrak shall include an

evaluation of segments of long-distance
routes and alternative routings and required
Amtrak to submit the results of the annual
review to Congress and the Secretary of
Transportation.

Senate amendment
No provision.
Conjference substitute

The Conference substitute is the same as
the House bill, with a technical amendment.
The annual review provision is intended to
apply only to routes which have been desig-
nated as long-distance or long haul routes.
The Conferees are aware that the Route and
Service Criterla have not functioned as
originally intended by the Congress and di-
rect Amtrak to submit to Congress recom-
mendations for new Route and Service
Criteria.

Such recommendations shall include ap-
propriate economic criteria that represent a
fair method of evaluating the performance
and potential of individual trains.

EXCEPTIONS TO APPLICABILITY OF ROUTE AND
SERVICE CRITERIA (SEC. 118)
House bill

Section 119 of the House bill amended the
Rail Passenger Service Act to provide that
the Route and Service Criteria shall not apply
to certain Amtrak decisions relating to in-
creases in frequency of service or to rerouting
of service between major population centers
on existing routes. This provision was in-
tended to give Amtrak appropriate flexibility
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to make reasonable service modifications
without applying the Route and Service
Criteria.

Senate amendment

No provision.
Conference substitute

The conference substitute is the same as
the House bill.
ADIITIONAL QUALIFYING ROUTES (SEC.
House bill

Section 120 of the House bill amended
the Rall Passenger Service Act to require
Amtrak, where reductions in operating ex-
penses can be obtained, to operate service
over any long-distance cr short-distance
route recommended for discontinuance by
the Secretary of Transportation if the route
meets certain specified criteria, based on
projected FY 1980 performance. If a quadrant
of the nation did not qualify for a long dis-
tance criteria train, the House bill provided
a long distance train must be added to that
quadrant In order to preserve regional
balance. Such route would be required to
quallify under the criteria, computed with
an inflation factor, for continued operating
after October 1, 1981,

The House bill also required operation of
the Inter-American train to the Mexican
border if it qualifies for continued operation
and required operation of service beyond
Tampa to St. Petersburg.

Senate amendment

The Senate amendment was substantially
similar to the House bill, but did not include
reference to St. Petersburg service or service
to the Mexican border. The Senate amend-
ment also contained a provision authorizing
Amtrak to operate short-haul demonstrations
on routes of 200 miles or less which link two
or more major metropolitan areas.

1189)

Conference substitute

The Conference substitute is the same as
the House bill, but also includes the Senate
provision relating to short-haul demonstra-
tion trains.

The Conferees intend that Amtrak have
flexibility for all trains gqualifying for con-
tinued operation under this provision to
restructure routes through major metropoli-
tan areas to attract additional ridership.

FREE OR REDUCED RATE TRANSPORTATION OF RAIL-
ROAD EMPLOYEES (SEC. 120)

House bill

Section 121 amends the Rall Passenger
Service Act to provide that unless Amtrak
and a private railroad agree otherwise, Am-
trak shall be reimbursed by the railroad for
free or reduced-rate transportation of eligible
rallroad employees at the rate of 50 percent
of the system-wide average monthly yield
per revenue passenger mile.

Senate amendment
No similar provision.
conference substitute

Conferees agree that, ahsent any new
agreement between the Corporation and a
private railroad to the contrary, Amtrak shall
Ee reimbursed at the rate of 25 percent of
the system-wide average monthly yield per
revenue passenger mile through October 1,
1881. New Section 120(a) further provides
that after that date, nothing in this provi-
slon shall preclude the ICC from ordering
retroactive relief in any new or existing pro-
ceeding.

Further, the Conferees agree that the Gen-
eral Accounting Office shall conduct a study
of the railroad employee fare program and
report to Congress and the ICC within 180
days of the date of enactment regarding rec-
ommendations to reimburse Amtrak for the
cost of providing such transportation serv-
ices.
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RETENTION AND MAINTENANCE OF FACILITIES
(SEC. 121)

House bill

Section 122 amends the Rail Passenger
Service Act to require that a railroad notify
Amtrak prior to downgrading or disposing of
tracks or facilities formerly used in passenger
service which is discontinued pursuant to the
recommendations of the Secretary of Trans-
portation. Amtrak is required to prepare a
survey plan of population centers with af-
fected tracks or facilities with potential for
retention or maintenance. If, after consider-
ing certain criteria, Amtrak desires to acquire
or preserve such tracks or facilitles and a
satisfactory agreement with the railroad can-
not be reached within 60 days, the railroad
may apply to the Secretary, who must deter-
mine the avoidable costs to the rallroads of
such acquisition or preservation. If Amtrak
does not agree within 60 days to pay such
costs, the Secretary must approve the rall-
road’s request. Separate authorizations of $3
million for each of FY 1080-82 are provided
for this purpose.

Senate amendment

Sectlon 17 of the Senate bill is identical to
Sectlon 122 of the House bill, however, It is
not accompanled by a $3 milllon séparate
wuthorization for each of FY 1980-82.

Conference substitute

The House recedes on the separate author-
ization through FY 1982. The Conferees
agree that Amtrak should fund the program
from its capital account up to & $3 milllon
level for each fiscal year through FY 1982 st
the discretion of the Board of Directors.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS (SEC. 12%)
Senate amendment

The Senate amendment provided for a two-~
year authorization. It included the payment
of operating expenses of the baslc system, of
substitute service trains and commuter serv-
ice. 1t authorized $576,300,000 for fiscal year
1980, and $605,000,000 for fiscal year 1081.
For the payment of capital costs of the basic
system, it authorized $176,000,000 for fiscal
year 1080, and $223,000,000 for fiscal year
1981, For labor protection payments required
pursuant to section 405 of the Rail Passen-
ger Service Act it authorized $30,000,000 for
fiscal year 1980 and $32,000,000 for fiscal year
1981. Any sums remaining from labor protec-
tion payments were to be made available for
the payment of operating expenses of the
baslc system, commuter trains and substitute
service trains and capital costs of the basic
system. For the payment of operating and
capital expenses pursuant to section 403(b)
of the Rail Passenger Service Act, it author-
ized 320,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
1981 and 1982. For the payment of the oper-
ating expenses of criteria trains, it authorized
$40,000,000 for fiscal years 1980 and 1981. For
the payment of debt obligations pursuant to
section 602 of the Rall Passenger Service Act,
it authorized $25,000,000 in the fiscal years
1980 and 1981.

The Senate amendment also provided that
capital grants be paid to the Corporation in
each fiscal quarter so that such grants might
be used by the Corporation for the temporary
reduction of outstanding loan balances, in-
cluding loans guaranteed by the Secretary
pursuant to section 602 of the Rall Service
Passenger Act.

House bill

The House bill provides for a three-year
authorization. It included operating expen-
ses of the basic system and operating expen-
ses of communter service, it authorized $522,-
000,000 for fiscal year 1980, $591,000,000 for
fiscal year 1981, and 508,000,000 for fiscal
year 1082. For capital costs of the basic sys-
tem and labor protection under section 405
cf the Rail Passenger Service Act, it author.
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ized $230,000,000 for fiscal year 1980, $253,-
000,000 for fiscal year 1981, and $271,000,000
for fiscal year 1982. For operating and capital
expenses of rall passenger service provided
pursuant to section 403(b) of the Rail Pas-
senger Service Act, it authorized $25,000,000
for fiscal year 1980, $30,000,000 for fiscal year
1981, and $30,000,000 for fiscal year 1882. For
rail banking, it authorized $3,000,000 for each
of the fiscal years 1980, 1881, and 1982. For
the payment of operating criteria trains and
regional balance trains under section 404(d)
and (e) of the Rall Service Passenger Act as
amended by the House bill, it authorized
850,000,000 for fiscal year 1980, $52,000,000 for
fiscal year 1981, and $55,000,000 for fiscal year
1982, For the payment of operating substi-
tute service trains pursuant to section 4(q)
(2) of the Amtrak Improvement Act of 1978,
it authorized $20,000,000 for fiscal year 1980,
and such sums as might be necessary for
fiscal year 1981. For the cost of Model Pro-
grams, it authorized $1,500,000 for each of
the fiscal years 1980, 1981, and 1982.
Conference substitute

The Conference substitute provides for a
2-year authorization for operating expenses
and a 3-year authorization for all other cate-
gories of the Corporatlon’s funding. A two-
year authorization for operating expenses
was agreed to by the conferees because of the
uncertainty involved in the projection of
Amtrak’'s operating expenses for fiscal year
1982. However, a 3-year authorization was
needed for the other categories so that Am-
trak would be able to effectively plan its fu-
ture, purchase equipment, and improve its
facllitles with the certainty of adequate fi-
nancing.

The conferees have attempted to provide
the Corporation with sufficlent operating
funds to operate the mandated system and
to effectively focus its efforts In a cost-eflfec-
tive manner.

The Conference substitute directs that for
operating expenses, the Corporation be au-
thorized $£630,900,000 In fiscal year 1980, and

$674,900,000 in fiscal year 1881, It further
directs that not less than $1,200,000 and not
less than 1,000,000 of the operating expenses
be allocated to model programs in fiscal years
1980 and 1881 respectively.

The Conference substitute directs that for
capital costs, including the retentlon and
maintenance of facilities under section 406
of the Rail Passenger Service Act, the Cor-
poration be authorized $203,000,000 for fiscal
year 1080, $244,000,000 for fiscal year 1881,
and $254,000,000 for fiscal year 1082.

For the payment of operating and capital
expenses of rall service provided under sec-
tion 403(b) of the Rall Passenger Service Act,
the Conference substitute directs that $23,-
800,000 be authorized for fiscal year 1980,
$20,000,000 for fiscal year 1981, and $30,000,-
000 for fiscal year 1982,

For labor protection payments pursuant to
section 405 of the Rail Passenger Service Act,
the Conference substitute directs that £30,-
000,000 be authorized in fiscal year 1980,
$12,000,000 in fiscal year 1981, and $20,000,000
in fiscal year 1982. The conferees adopt the
Senate provision which permits the Corpora-
tlon to use surplus funds under this section
for either operating or capital expenses.

For payment of the principal of obligations
made pursuant to section 602 of the Rail Pas-
senger Service Act, the Conference substitute
directs that $25,000,000 be authorized for
each of the fiscal years 1980, 1981, and 1982,

The conferees adopt the Senate provision
which allows the Corporation to use its quar-
terly capital grants for the temporary reduc-
tlon of outstanding loan balances, including
loans guaranteed by the Secretary pursuant
to section 602 of the Rail Passenger Service
Act.
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EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION AND INCENTIVE
COMMISSION (SEC. 123)

Senate amendment

No provision.
House bill

The House bill mandated that a five-mem-
ber Employee Compensation and Incentive
Commission be selected. This Commission
was to be charged with the responsibility
of evaluating whether Amtrak's salaries are
sufficlent to attract and maintain qualified
officers, and developing an employee incen-
tive program such as the institution of rec-
ognition and financial awards and a plan
for the payment of individuals on class B
stock.

Conference substitute

The Conference substitute incorporates
two changes to the House bill. The Corpora-
tion is to be consulted as well as labor or-
ganizations when the Commission develops
its program. The plan for the payment of
dividends on class B stock has been deleted.

MODEL PROGRAMS (SEC. 124)
Senate amendment

No provision.
House bill

The House bill establishes a job placement
program for Amtrak to assist in job place-
ment for any employees who are affected by
the discontinuance of trains.

Conference substitute

The Conference substitute makes two tech-
nical changes in the House bill. July 1, 1979,
in the first sentence is changed to read Oc-
tober 1, 1979. The second change emphasizes
a need to facllitate the need to reemploy
unemployed railroad workers. The conferees
belleve that greater emphasis needs to be
placed on continued employment and crea-
tive means for job placement.

NATIONAL CARRIER COORDINATION COMMITTEE
Senate amendment

No provision.
House bill

The House addressed itself to the lack of
effective coordination between the Corpora-
tion and other rail carriers by passing a pro-
vision which would establish a national car-
rier coordination committee. This committee
was designed to bring together the Secretary,
the President of the Corporation, and the
chlef executive officers of each carrier having
a contract with the Corporation to provide
rail service every 6 months to iron out prob-
lems and coordinate activities.

Conference substitute

Although the conferees accepted the Sen-
ate amendment, this does not diminish the
need for effective coordination among rail
carriers and the Corporation. The conferees
encourage the effective coordination through
any expeditious means and recognize that
such carriers are suffering from no statutory
impediment to achieve the objective of effec-
tive coordination.

STATE TAXATION STUDY (SEC. 125)
House bill

Section 128 of the House bill amended
the Rall Passenger Service Act to require
the Secretary of Transportation to conduct
a study of payment by Amtrak of State and
local taxes and report to Congress no later
than January 1980, on the advisability of
exempting Amtrak from all or part of its
obligation to pay such taxes,

Senate amendment
No provision,
Conference substituie

The Conference substitute is the same as
the House bill.
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REPORT ON REVENUES AND EXPENSES (SEC. 126)
House bill
No provision.
Senate amendment

The Senate amendment amended Title
VIII of the Rail Passenger Service Act by
adding a new section entitled, “Revenue Re-
port”, that required Amtrak to report to
Congress on the ratio of revenues to total
expenses on all routes in the basic system,
to specifically ldentify those routes which
did not achleve a 50 percent revenue-to-
expense ratlo, and to provide an explanation
on the reasons which prevented such a ratio
from being achieved. Such reports were to
be filed within 60 days of the end of each
fiscal year beginning with fiscal year 1981.

Conference substitute

The conference substitute follows the Sen-
ate amendment but the language “ratio of
revenue to total expenses” is changed to
read “ratio of revenue to operating ex-
penses”. The Conferees agreed that the an-
nual interest expense on Amtrak's outstand-
ing guaranteed loans should not be a fac-
tor in the computation of revenue to cost
ratio for purposes of meeting the require-
ments of this provision. However, the Senate
conferees have the concern that the revised
formula for computing this ratlo which ex-
cludes interest expense may yleld a ratio
which presents a misleading revenue gain
relative to cost when the real improvement
has been less than required. It is therefore
the Conferees’ intent and expectation that
Amtrak will include in the revenue report,
statements which explain with some spec-
ificity, the net effect of using only operating
expenses and excluding interest expense on
guaranteed loans In computing the revenue
to cost ratio,

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW ROUTE PLAN
House bill

Section 127 of the House bill amended
the Amtrak Improvement Act of 1879 to
permit Amtrak to defer implementation of
certain of the Secretary of Transportation’s
route restructuring recommendations requir-
ing capital improvements until such im-
provements may be made and to require
Amtrak to provide substitute service over
the entirety of existing routes recommended
for restructuring in whole or in part, and
over feasible portions of routes rec-
ommended for restructuring and over which
services are not operated on the date of
approval of the recommendations. House bill
also provided that Amtrak shall continue
to operate the substitute service described
above after October 1, 1981, only if the route
meets certain economic and ridership cri-
teria.

Senate amendment

The Senate amendment contained similar
language which permitted but did not re-
quire Amtrak to operate substitute service.
Further, the Senate language did not re-
quire application of the criteria to routes to
qualify for continued operation.

Conference substitute

The Conference substitute follows the Sen-
ate amendment but requires Amtrak to op-
erate substitute service and requires trains,
excepting short-haul trains concentrating
on commuter ridership, to qualify under the
criteria for continued operation after Octo-
ber 1, 1981.

With respect to alternative or substitute
service between Washington, Cincinnati,
and Chieago, pending restructuring, Amtrak
shall operate trains in such a manner as to
maximize short segment and commuter
ridership through scheduling, intermodal
connections, marketing, and other means.
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If such service can be rerouted through
metropolitan areas affording greater poten-
tial ridership and shorter running times,
any assessment of performance should be
based on a full year of operation.
INTERMODAL TERMINAL PROGRAM
Senate amendment
The Senate amendment has a very simi-
lar provision in its bill.
House bill
The House bill altered the requirement
under section 4(i)(5) of the Department
of Transportation Act which mandates that
designs and plans for intéermodal facllitles
under this provision must be completed in
two years. The House bill granted the Sec-
retary the authority to establish the proper
time-frame for such designs and plans.
Conference substitute
The Conference substitute adopts the
House version.
GAS STUDY OF DEBT ELIMINATION
House bill
Section 105 of the House bill provided for
substitution of preferred shares of stock in
the Corporation for its outstanding debt
owed to the United States.
Senate amendment
No comparable provision.
Conference substitute
The conference substitute is the regulre-
ment of a study to be done by the Comp-
troller General and supplied to the Congress
within 180 days after the date of enact-
ment for the purpose of ascertalning the
best way for the Corporation to be relleved
of it debt obligations. The debt obligations
of the Corporation were, for the most part,
incurred prior to 1973 before Congress con-
verted the financing of the Corporation's
capital acquisition program from loans to
grants. The unintended effect of the present
debt is to add a large interest expense to the
Corporation's operating expenses thereby
creating the anomaly of the Federal Govern-
ment having to appropriate addltional money
for Amtrak in order to service a debt held
by the United States. The report by the
Comptroller General must consider a num-
ber of methods for ellminating the debt to
serve the best interests of the Corporation
and the United States.

SERVICE ON PORTION OR SEGMENT OF
DISCONTINUED ROUTES (SEC. 130)
House bill

Section 131 provided that Amtrak should
conduct an evaluation of the possibility of
restoring service to routes or portions of
routes over which service is discontinued
after October 1, 1979, The Corporation is re-
quired to report its findings to the Congress
and to the Secretary of Transportation no
later than February 15, 1880.

Senate amendment

Sectlon 18 of the Senate bill required a
similar review. However, the Senate counter-
part specified the detailed information re-
quired for each route studled.

Conference substitute
Conferees adopt the House provision.
MAIL AND EXPRESS REVENUES (SEC. 131)
House bill

Section 107 of the House bill amended the
Rail Passenger Service Act to authorize Am-
trak to operate trains which carry mall only.

Section 133 of the House bill provided for
a detalled determination by Amtrak in con-
junction with the United States Postal Serv-
ice, of those mail transportation require-
ments which can be met by Amtrak,

Amtrak was also required to submit to

(SEC. 128)

(SEC. 128)
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Congress by March 31, 1980, a five-year plan
to achieve maximum levels of mail and ex-
press traffic and to maximize revenues from
such traffic. Following submission of the
place, an advisory group on plan implementa-
tion was to be established.

Senate amendment

No provisions.

Conference substitute

The House recedes on section 107 of its bill.
Under existing law, Amtrak 1s required to
take such actions as may be necessary to
increase its revenues from the carriage of
mall and express. The Conferees belleve that
Amtrak has sufficlent authority under exist-
ing law to undertake operations Involving
carriage of mall which will improve its finan-
clal performance and urge Amtrak to initlate
any such carriage which it determines will
provide a positive financial result.

The Conferees have also adopted a modified
version of sectlon 133 of the House bill. Am-
trak, in conjunction with the United States
Postal Service, is required to determine those
mall transportation requirements that can be
met by Amtrak and to submit to Congress, no
later than April 30, 1980, a report with recom-
mendations for achievement by Amtrak of
maximum levels of mall carriage and associ-
ated revenues. This report will enable the
Congress to determine whether additional
funding or authority may be necessary to
achieve such levels.

AMTRAK ROUTE ALLOCATION STUDY (SEC. 132)
House bill
No similar provision.
Senate amendment

Section 18 of the Senate bill provided that
the President of Amtrak must establish a
system of uniform cost allocation for Amtrak
which shall include: 1) the avoidable cost by
route; 2) the revenue by route; 3) the fully
allocated cost by route; 4) the number of
passengers carried by route; 5) the avoldable
profit/loss per passenger by route; 6) the
fully allocated profit/loss by route; 7) the
profit/loss per passenger by route; and 8) the
profit/loss by revenue passenger mile. Fur-
ther, Amtrak is required to transmit to the
Congress by February 15, 1980, a report con-
taining a profit/loss table for the upcoming
fiscal year and the average ticket subsidy re-
quired to show a systemwide public service
profit for the upcoming fiscal year.

Conference substitute

The Conferees agree to the Senate Amend-
ment amended to provide for a feasibility
study of establishing a system of uniform cost
allocatién. Purther, the congressional report
due date is moved to April 30, 1880.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE RE-
GIONAL RAIL REORGANIZATION ACT
OF 1973

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS (SEC. 201)

House bill
Sectlon 201 of the House blll amends the

Reglonal Rall Reorganization Act of 1973 to

authorize appropriations for FY 1980 of $27.2

million to the United States Rallway Asso-
ciation for its administrative expenses.
Senate amendment

No Senate provision. However, separate leg-
islation, S. 447, was passed by the Senate and
pending before the House at the time of this
conference. This separate leglslation would
have authorized $30 million to the United

States Rallway Assoclation for its adminis-

trative expenses.

Conference substitute
Conferees agreed to provide $28,500,000 for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1980.
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REPORT ON SPECIAL COURT PROCEEDINGS
(SEC. 202)
House bill
The House bill required the Assoclation
to report quarterly to the Congress on the
progress of the litigation before the Special
Court.
Senate amendment

No provision.
Conference substitute
The conference substitute s the same as
the House provision.
TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS,;
(SEC. 203)
House bill

The House bill required the Attorney Gen-
eral and the Assoclation to develop and sub-
mit to the Congress a plan for the transfer
from USRA of the ltigation before the Spe-
cial Court. The House bill also required the
Secretary of Transportation and the Assocla-
tion to develop and submit a plan for the
transfer of all other functions of the Asso-
ciation. The Board of Directors of the Asso-
clation was also required to adopt procedures
to ensure control over all contractors.

MONITORING

Senate amendment
No provision.
Conference substitute

The conference substitute 1s the same as
the House provision with the required plan
changed to a feaslbility study.

INSURANCE COVERAGE (SEC. 204)
House bill

Section 204 of the House bill would amend
section 303(b) (6) (B) of the Reglonal Rail
Reorganization Act of 1973 to make a number
of changes in the retiree health and life
insurance programs under that section, in-
cluding the placing of limitations on the
maximum amount of life insurance to be pro-
vided for retirees and clarifying that the costs
of section 211(h) loan funding of the pre-
conveyance retiree life and health insurance
premiums and benefits of rallroads in reor-
ganization are deemed to be expenses of ad-
ministration of the respective railroads in
reorganization and successor corporations.

Further, sectlon 204 would have restricted
the abllity of certain estates or thelir succes-
sors to litigate the status of insurance obli-
gations, pursuant to Publlc Law 85-507.

Senate amendment

No similar provision.

Conference substitute

Conferees.

The Committee wishes to make it clear
that the elimination of the House bill's pro-
visions restricting the abllity of certain
estates or thelr successors to litigate the
status of Insurance obligations, pursuant to
Public Law 95-587, i1s intended solely to per-
mit that issue to be settled by the appro-
priate court, and should not be construed as
having any substantive effect on the merits
of such litigation. Congress never intended
that PL 95-587 should confer on private
parties new benefits which they did not al-
ready enjoy. Consistent with that intent, the
Committee does not wish to interfere with
the current litigation.

The insurance program established in sec-
tion 303(b)(6) (B) and the amendments in
this legislation are not intended to create
any adverse tax consequences for the re-
ciplents of coverage and benefits. To the
extent a retired employee of a rallroad in
reorganization or the beneficiary of such an
employee was not subject to any tax on in-
surance premiums or benefits pald under
that rallroad's policies, the Committee be-
lieves that the tax treatment provisions and
benefits paid for those employees under sec-
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tion 303(b) (6) (B) should be the same. Spe-
cifically, the death and medical benefits paid
on account of claims incurred during a lapse
in insurance coverage shall be deemed to
have been paid pursuant to their employers’
accident or health plans or under its group-
term life insurance policy; the life insurance
purchased by the Corporation pursuant to
this section, whether by payment of a single
premium or otherwise, shall be deemed
group-term life insurance purchased by their
employers; and any medical insurance pur-
chased by the Corporation pursuant to this
section shall be deemed to be part of their
employers’ accident or health plan.

TITLE III—OFFICE OF RAIL PUBLIC
COUNSEL

OF APPROPRIATIONS (SEC. 301)
House bill

The House bill provided an authorization
of $1,850,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1980.

Senate amendment

No provision. However, separate legislation,
5. 448 was passed by the Senate and pending
before the House at the time of this confer-
ence. This separate legislation would have
authorized $500,000 to the Office of Rail Pub-
le Counsel and eliminated the Office at the
end of fiscal year 1980.

Conference substitute

The conference substitute provides $1,200,-
000 for fiscal year 1980. The conferees agreed
to continue the independent Office of Ralil
Public Counsel, but serious guestions about
the effectiveness of the Office have been
ralsed. The Office was intended to provide
assistance and representation to those in-
volved in rail matters before the Commission
who lacked the resources or expertise to rep-
resent themselves, not to be a policy arm
of the Commission. The conferees believe
that during the next year the Office should
conduct its activities in accordance with the
statutory mandate.

TITLE IV—AMENDMENTS TO THE RAIL-
ROAD REVITALIZATION AND REGULA-
TORY REFORM ACT OF 1876 REHABILI-
TATION AND IMPROVEMENT FINANC-

AUTHORIZATION

House bill

Section 401 of the House Bill would have
made funds under the Rallroad Revitaliza-
tion and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976 sec-
tion 505 redeemable preference share pro-
gram available to a greater number of rail-
roads by providing that an applicant railroad
need not show that funds are not available
from other sources at a reasonable cost if
the project to be undertaken results in a
significant restructuring.

Senate amendment
No Senate provision.
Conference substitute

The House recedes. The Conferces agreed
that it was inappropriate to amend the Title
V program to effect a redirection of the pro-
gram at this time. The Conferees noted that
the original purpose of the Title V pro-
gram was to provide Federal assistance to
those marginal railroads which, because of
thelr precarious financial condition, could
not secure moniles from commercial lending
institutions. Because Title V financial as-
sistance is limited to rehabilitation and Im-
provement of exsting rail facllities and can
only be used for limited new construction as
part of a rehabilitation or improvement proj-
ect, it is inconsistent with the purpose of
the existing program to make Title V assist-
ance avallable for projects not directly re-
lated to rehabilitation or improvement of
the existing railroad system.

The Conferees agreed not to recommend
any change at this time that would prej-
udice that original intent by broadening the
program to allow for healthy railroads to
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participate In a limited Federal assistance
program. Use of Title V financial assistance
in such a fashion might deprive marginal
rallroads, such as the Milwaukee Road, of
Federal assistance vitally needed for re-
habilitation and improvement projects. How-
ever, in declining to expand the scope of Re-
habilitation and Improvement Financing un-
der Title V at this time, the Conferees wish
to point out that their current decision
should not prejudice consideration of ex-
panding the program during deliberations on
future legislation.
EXTENSION OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
(SEC. 401)
House bill
Section 402 of the House Bill extends
section 505 and other pertinent sections of
the Rallroad Revitalization and Regulatory
Reform Act of 1976 to September 30, 1980.
Senate amendment
Similar provision.
Conference substitute
The conference substitute is the same as
the House Bill except that “section 402" is
changed to read “section 401".
TITLE V—EFFECTIVE DATES
House bill
Technical amendments,
Senate bill
No similar provision.
Conference substitute
Senate receded.
HARLEY O. STAGGERS,
J. J. FLORIO,
JIiM SANTINI,
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI,
JoHN M. MURPHY,
MartYy RUSSO,
Epwarp R. MADIGAN,
GARY A. LEE,
Managers on the Part of the House.
Howarp W. CANNON,
RusseLn B. LonGg,
FrIitz HOLLINGS,
J. J. ExonN,
Boe PAcKEwWOOGD,
HARRISON SCHMITT,
Nancy EKASSEBAUM,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

MAKING IN ORDER CONSIDERATION
OF CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R.
3996, AMTRAK REORGANIZATION
ACT OF 1979, ON THURSDAY OR
FRIDAY OF THIS WEEK

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it may be in or-
der for the House to consider the confer-
ence report on the bill (H.R. 3996) to
amend the Rail Passenger Service Act to
extend the authorization of appropria-
tions for Amtrak for 3 additional years,
and for other purposes, on either tomor-
row or the next day at whatever may be
the appropriate time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from West Virginia?

There was no objection.

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER AGAINST H.R. 5359, DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 19880

Mr. ZEFERETTI. Mr. by

Speaker,
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 426 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:
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H. REs. 426

Resolved, That during the consideration of
the bill (H.R. 53569) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1980, and for other
purposes, all points of order against said bill
for failure to comply with the provisions of
clause 6, rule XXI, are herehy waived, and
all points of order against the following pro-
visions in said bill for failure to comply with
the provisions of clause 2, rule XXI, are
hereby waived: beginning on page 14, line 11
through page 17, line 23; beginning on page
18, line 23 through page 21, line 16; begin-
ning on page 22, line 13 through page 24,
line 23; and bheginning on page 286, line 17
through page 29, line 23.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ZEFERETTI)
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. ZEFERETTI. Mr. Speaker, I
yvield 30 minutes to the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. Lort) for the purposes
of debate, and pending that, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume,

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 426
provides for the consideration of H.R.
5359, the Department of Defense appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 1880. The
rule grants waivers of points of order for
failure to comply with clause 6, rule XXI
and waives clause 2, rule XXT in specified
provisions indicated in the resolution.

Clause 6, of rule XXI prohibits the in-
clusion in appropriations bills of reap-
propriations of unexpended balances of
appropriated funds. This waiver is nec-
essary because of certain technical
language included in the measure.

Clause 2, of rule XXI requires that all
appropriations must have an authoriza-
tion and prohibits the inclusion of leg-
islation in an appropriations bill.

This waiver is needed since the bill
includes appropriations for which au-
thorizing legislation has not as yet been
enacted. Specifically, provisions involv-
ing procurement, research and develop-
ment, and special foreign currency
programs.

Mr. Speaker, the total budget estimate
for the Department of Defense and re-
lated agencies is about $132,320,565,000.
The amounts recommended for appro-
priation by the committee total $129.-
513,578.000 in new obligational authority,
$160 million in proceeds from foreign
sales, and $344.5 million in transfers
from other accounts. This reflects an
$8.9 billion increase from the fiscal year
1979 appropriations bill.

Mr, Speaker, I would like to commend
the Defense Appropriation Subcommit-
tee and its Chairman Congressman Ap-
pABBoO for the superior work demonstrated
in this measure. I have no doubt the
recommendations made in this bill will
enhance the managerial capabilities
within the Department of Defense and
at the same time improve our already
powerful military forces.

I do, however, have one concern with
the bill. On page 7 of the committee
report it states and I quote:

Our most urgently pressing defense need
is to get a dollar in value for every dollar
spent on defense.

I wholeheartedly agree with this. How-
ever, this does not mean we should not
be given the opportunity to use some of
this money as an economic stimulus,
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particularly in areas of high unemploy-
ment. I speak specifically in regard to
the Maybank amendment. This is a pro-
vision which was deleted during subcom-
mittee hearings and then reinstated
during full committee markup. This
amendment will in effect prevent the
Department of Defense from procure-
ment practices in high unemployment
areas. We are talking about $48.2 billion
which can be used to serve the jobless in
this country and have a tremendous
positive effect on our economy.

Mr. Speaker, when this issue is de-
bated in the House I trust my colleagues
will see the wisdom in striking this pro-
vision and by doing so playing a positive
role in strengthening our economy.

] 1530

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

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes
in order H.R. 5359, the Department
of Defense appropriations for fiscal
year 1980. The bill includes appropria-
tions for a number of programs for
which annual authorization legislation
has not vet been enacted. The necessary
authorizing legislation is contained in
H.R. 4040 which has passed both the
House and the Senate and is now the
subject of a conference. Consequently, a
waiver of clause 2 of rule XXIT is neces-
sary and was granted against specified
provisions in the bill. Clause 2 of rule
XXI is concerned with the necessity of
authorization for an appropriation and
prohibits legislation in an appropriations
bill.

In addition, the rule includes a waiver
of all points of order under clause 6 of
rule XXI. This is necessary because of
certain technical language included in
the bill involving the reappropriation of
unobligated balances.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to see that
the committee did adopt an amendment
last week providing an additional $2.1
billion to the fiscal year 1980 appropria-
tions, most of which is allocated to the
operation and maintenance appropria-
tion.

However, I must express some colcern
over the level of funding recommended
for appropriations by the committee for
our Nation's defense needs. In view of
our military position as contrasted with
other global powers, it is inconceivable
to me that the amount of funds in this
year’s bill is $15 billion below the funds
projected for fiscal year 1980 by President
Ford in his fiscal year 1978 budget mes-
sage. At a time when we most need to be
assured of our Nation's defense prepared-
ness, we are providing a level of funding
which is lean, at best.

In recent years, the funds appropriated
by the Congress have been trimmed to
such an extent that I truly question the
adequacy of funds being allocated to fi-
nance our defense needs. Our commit-
ments remain as important today as they
ever were and certainly the military
threat our forces face against possible
hostilities with the Soviet Union has not
decreased. Consequently I must express
my concern that this legislation and the
funds appropriated by it have the po-
tential for undermining our defense pos-
ture in the years to come.

Mr. Speaker, although I would be more
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pleased to speak in support of a budget
which would more adeguately meet our
defense needs and which would prepare
our Nation's military forces for the fu-
ture, I do support the legislation and the
rule making it in order.

Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for
time, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSERVA-
TION AND CREDIT OF COMMITTEE ON AGRICUL-
TURE TO SIT TOMORROW DURING 5-MINUTE
RULE
Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker,

I ask unanimous consent that the Sub-

comm:ttee on Conservation and Credit

of the Committee on Agriculture may sit
tomorrow during the 5-minute rule for
consideration and markup on a bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I have a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I think there is at
least one case in the bill that we will be
hearing this afternoon where there is
legislation in an appropriation bill; there
can possibly be some others. There is one
of particular interest to me. My parli-
mentary inquiry is: When will the ap-
propriate time be to raise a point of
order regarding title VII?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will advise the gentleman that the
appropriate time would be during the
reading of the bill, under the 5-minute
rule, when that provision comes up.

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia. When that particular title comes
up?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
correct.

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia. I thank the Chair.

Mr. ZEFERETTI, Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and 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.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 5359, and that I may be per-
mitted to include tables and extraneous
material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from New York?

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS, 1980

Mr, ADDABBO. 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. 5359) making appro-
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priations for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1980, and for other purposes; and pend-
ing that motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that general debate
be limited to not to exceed 2 hours, the
time to be equally divided and controlled
by the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
Epwarps) and myself.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from New York?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from New York.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair designates the genfleman from
Illinois (Mr. RoSTENKOWSKI) as Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole and
requests the gentleman from New York
(Mr. ZerereTTI) to assume the chair
temporarily.

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. 5359, with
Mr. ZEFERETTI (Chairman pro tempore)
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 pro tempore. Under
the unanimous consent agreement, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Ap-
paBeo) will be recognized for 1 hour, and
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
Epwarps) will be recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. AbpAsBO) .

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, it is a great privilege
and honor to bring this bill to the floor
as the new chairman of the subcommit-
tee, following in the steps of the former
chairman of the full committee, Mr.
MauoN of Texas. I take this opportunity
to thank the new chairman of the full
committee, the gentleman from Missis-
sippi (Mr. WaITTEN), for his valuable
time and assistance as an ad hoc mem-
ber of the subcommittee. His 25 years
of experience on the Subcommittee on
Defense is deeply appreciated and has
been of great help. I also wish to thank
the ranking minority member of the full
committee, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. ConTE), for his valuable
help and time to our subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman, the subcommittee has
labored hard and long to bring this bill
to the floor this afternoon. I thank the
ranking minority member of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. Epwarps), and the other members
of the subcommittee who have worked
with me these past 5 or 6 months for
their dedicated and diligent efforts to
the Defense Subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman, I am sure I speak for
all of the members of the Defense Sub-
committee when I tell you that I am very
glad finally to be able to bring the de-
fense appropriation bill to the floor to-
day. The preparation of the annual de-
fense appropriation bill is one of the
most arduous tasks of the Congress. The
sheer magnitude of defense expenditures
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and the importance of providing for an
adequate national defense makes the
drafting of this bill a demanding task.

We started the defense hearings on
February 7 and concluded them on
July 25, with 5 weeks of markup. We re-
corded 13,000 pages of transcript. The 11
volumes of hearings total more than
9,000 printed pages and I would point out
to the Members that none of these vol-
umes includes large numbers of pages of
justification material or other filler.
They are filled with statements made by
witnesses and questions and answers.

The members take their defense re-
sponsibilities seriously and try to come to
a reasonably good understanding of the
programs requested and the basic con-
dition of our Armed Forces. We have a
dedicated staff, headed by Ralph Pres-
ton, often outnumbered by 100 to 1 by
Pentagon specialists,

Once again, as has been the steady
trend since the 1960's the defense budget
is considerably more than the sum pro-
vided for the current fiscal year. The re-
quests which were considered by the De-
fense Subcommittee totaled $132.3 bil-
lion for fiscal year 1980. This compares
with $120.9 billion appropriated for fiscal
year 1979. The committee recommends
the appropriation of $129.5 billion, a re-
duction of $2.8 billion. When you include
transfers from other accounts, the re-
duction is $2.4 billion.

A change of $2.4 billion is not much of
a change in a request of $132.3 billion. It
is less than 2 percent. It does not repre-
sent a major change in defense direction
or in the size or composition of our
forces.

But the totals do not represent fully
the actions of this committee. There are
many areas in which the committee
voted to provide more funds for pro-
grams than the administration had re-
quested in the budget and other areas in
which the committee voted to delete
funds from the bill which had been re-
quested by the administration.

Even so, the bill which we present
basically funds the program presented
by the Department of Defense and the
President. The actions of the committee
do not represent any drastic changes.
They are for the most part managerial
in nature and are designed to try to
maximize the benefits of our defense
dollars. We have not attempted to
change the general thrust of the de-
fense request nor the division of the
dollars among the military services nor
the balance between strategic and tac-
tical forces.

Some of the principal reductions and
additions recommended by the subcom-
mittee are listed on pages 5 and 6 of the
report. For example, we recommend re-
ductions in the Veterinarian Corps. We
recommend a reduction of $51 million
and 1,600 positions in management
headquarters. We recommend the re-
duction of $123.4 million in overtime
pay. We recommend a reduction of $90
million for the travel of personnel. We
recommend an increase of $93 million
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to keep the strength of the Navy Reserve
at approximately the present level. We
recommend an increase of $180 million
for the development of the AV-8B ver-
tical take-off and landing aircraft for
the Marine Corps. We recommend ad-
ditional funds for three Navy aircraft—
the A-6E, F-14 and F-18.

We recommend an increase of $98.1
million for the procurement of 6 A-TK
aircraft for the Air National Guard. I
am sure that different members are in-
terested in different actions taken by
the committee and we cannot discuss all
of them at this point. I would point out
that in the front of the report there is
a table of contents which lists the vari-
ous programs so that members can
readily find the recommended commit-
tee actions. I should mention that one
of the recommendations of the subcom-
mittee is one with which I personally
do not agree. The President requested
$1.6 billion for a CVV carrier. The com-
mittee approved $2.1 billion for a CVN
nuclear powered carrier. The subcom-
mittee recommendation is in line with
the votes taken by the House last week
on the defense authorization bill in re-
gard to the aircraft carrier.

Mr. Chairman, I wish that we could
have gotten this bill to the floor some
months ago, but as I just mentioned, the
required annual authorization bill just
passed the House recently. It will still be
some time before that bill completes
conference action and is signed into law
by the President. So, we will have to pro-
ceed, as we have in recent years, on the
House floor under a rule waiving points
of order because of the lack of author-
ization.

This is not to my choosing or that of
the Defense Subcommittee, but the de-
lay in the authorizing legislation is be-
yond our control and we must do as well
as we can under the circumstances. As
you know, the beginning of the new fis-
cal year on October 1 is imminent so the
Defense Department will have to oper-
ate under a continuing resolution untii
this bill is enacted.

I believe that we cannot deny the Pen-
tagon money that is required for essen-
tial spending. Our purpose is to provide
for national security rather than insist
on following form, so I would propose
that the House look favorably on most
of these requests.

Mr. Chairman, I can absolutely as-
sure you that the bill recommended by
the subcommittee provides for adequate
funds to maintain the size and strength
of our defense establishment required to
keep Americans safe and free today and
to provide the necessary building blocks
for our future defense. My only concern
is that the bill provided too much money
and that some of the money will be spent
wastefully not only to the detriment of
the taxpayers and the economy of the
country, but to the detriment of the real
military strength of the United States.

I have been sorely distressed in recent
weeks by the outcries of some of our col-
leagues on the other side of the Capitol
who call for increases of 3 percent or 5
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percent real growth in spending for de-
fense without specifying or discussing
the programs or projects for which these
funds are needed. Dollars alone will not
defend us. Soldiers, sailors, marines, and
airmen provided with the proper train-
ing and the proper weapons that are re-
liable and work when they need to work
will defend us. Not dollars—not dollar
levels—not 3 percent—not 5 percent.

Of course, we need to spend money for
national defense, and we are doing so
in ever increasing amounts, but we must
be cognizant of the difference between
military strength and defense spending.
Let me just give you a story from our
subcommittee’s hearings 2 weeks ago.
We had a reprograming request involv-
ing a ship called the “LHA.” In the dis-
cussion, it came out that the original
confract price for the LHA ships had
doubled, and the number of LHA ships
which we got under the contract was cut
in half. This cost increase represented
additional defense spending. This repre-
sented not a 3-percent increase—not a.
5-percent increase—but a fourfold in-
crease. That should make those who
measure defense by dollars spent very
happy if they follow the rationale they
are espousing. But I tell you we will not
get any more defense out of the LHA
than we would have had if the original
contract price had been maintained. In
fact, we will get far less defense because
we only have half the number of ships.

Now, we have many people ealling for
large increases in defense spending.
There are many who have recently be-
come alarmed at reports of Russian
troops in Cuba who fear confrontation
and who have advocated quick increases
in defense spending as a means of pro-
tecting the country. These fears have
been magnified by the news media re-
ports that up to 3,000 Soviet combat
troops are 90 miles off the coast of
Florida.

Qur citizens are right to be concerned
about the presence of these troops in
Cuba although they have been there for
most of the last decade. But the removal
of these troops will not be accomplished
by increasing the defense budget, be it a
modest increase or one of massive size.
The presence or lack of presence of
Soviet troops in Cuba will be resolved
by negotiations between the administra-
tion and the Soviet Union. Diplomacy,
not battle, will resolve that question.

Be it coincidence or intentional leak,
this is just one example of the alarmist
stories that appears with regular fre-
quency each time a defense appropria-
tions bill nears completion. This year,
controversy over SALT II has contrib-
uted more than usual concern about
defense spending levels.

Let us discuss SALT II for a moment:

Some of our colleagues in the other
body have vigorously pursued the posi-
tion that the price of the strategic arms
limitation treaty should be increased in
spending on the part of the United
States. They point to ever increasing de-
fense buildups on the part of the Soviet




September 26, 1979

Union. The listener is left to assume
that if we increased our defense spend-
ing somehow the Russians would not
further increase theirs. But there is ab-
solutely no evidence to indicate that this
is the case. It is far more likely that if
we increase our defense spending, the
Soviets will further increase theirs and
we would then probably again increase
ours, and the classic spiral of arms es-
calation would occur.

My friends, we need to listen to reason.
We need to use our own brains, our own
eyes, our own experience, and not al-
ways take the word of those who propose
one program or another for the defense
of this country. We must not fall into
the trap of assuming that the Pentagon
would not ask for any funds for any
purpose which was not absolutely needed
for national defense. They are human as
we are, and they make mistakes. Many
of these mistakes have been well adver-
tised, such as the C-5 aircraft which, in
addition to horrendous cost overruns, was
constructed with wings so weak that the
aircraft cannot today carry anything
like the load it was designed to carry and
we are engaged in a billion dollar plus
program to rewing the C-5 aircraft. They
make mistakes like sending almost 300,-
000 dependents of our military personnel
to the front line in Europe. It is good to
keep the families together, but the im-
pact on military readiness of our forces
and our defense costs is not good and I
can assure you that our Soviet oppo-
nents do not make the same mistakes.

As I said, some worry that we do not
spend enough money on defense. We
have too often been overwhelmed by
technology and been too willing to buy
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weapons which on the drawing board and
perhaps even on the fest range promise
fantastic accomplishments, but which
when fielded, prove to be so unreliable
and so difficult to maintain that they are
almost useless. You will recall the Falcon
air-to-air missile with which we armed
our fighter aireraft when we went to war
in Vietnam. Test results indicated that
we should get from 95 to 100 percent
kills with the Falcon missile against
enemy aircraft. In combat, it proved to
be less than 10 percent and we discon-
tinued the Falcon.

That is just one small example. Too
much of today’s technology is so expen-
sive, so sophisticated, so complex that
we can neither afford to buy the numbers
of weapons which are needed in modern
warfare, nor can we maintain the readi-
ness of our forces because of the lack of
reliability of these overly complex
weapons.

The MX, which will consume at least
$30 billion in expenditures and which
will use miles and miles of land in the
Western part of our country, is one of
those programs which must be closely
and carefully monitored.

The MX is fully funded in the bill. T
do not intend to be overcritical of the
Defense Department. It is a huge insti-
tution and it utilizes a major part of our
Federal expenditures every year. I just
want to tell the House that you cannot
measure military strength by appropria-
tions alone; that we should not fall into
that trap; that we should be wary and
independent and thoughtful and try to
provide those military forces which will
give us real military strength. But we
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must resist expenditures which not only
do not add to our military strength, but
often take away from our real military
strength.

I would be remiss if I did not mention
that by the Defense Department’s own
estimate at the end of fiscal year 1980,
which starts on October 1, the Defense
Department will have unobligated bal-
ances on hand in excess of $20 billion.
Those are funds for which no contract
exists. The Department, by its own esti-
mate, will have unexpended balances of
in excess of $95 billion. I would remind
the House that the Department’s esti-
mates of unobligated and unexpended
balances at the end of the fiscal year are
generally understated and the actual
balances usually exceed the amounts of
the estimates,

I do not believe we are miserly in our
support of national defense objectives.
I believe that the bill before us is a good
one, the best that hard work and many
compromises could devise. I believe that
the bill provides the funds needed to keep
our country militarily strong. I ask for
the House's support of the recommenda-
tions of your defense subcommittee.

My colleagues, I bring to you a bill
which I support, and the subcommittee
supports. I have an amendment later
on the Maybank language in the bill,
which was discussed earlier by my col-
league from New York (Mr. ZEFERETTI),
on the rule. I will discuss that in greater
detail when the bill is read for
amendment.

Under leave to extend, I include a sum-
mary tabulation from the committee
report:

Agency and item

REC&PITULATIUN
Title I—Military personnel. :
Title I1—Retired military personnel_
Title 111—0Operation an maintenance
Title IV—Procurement. _
f?ro:eeds {rom foreign sales). -
Transfer from other accounts). . ST
Title v— h test, and evaluati
ransfer from other accounts).. :
Title VI—Special foreign currency pragram
Working capital funds._.
Title \rﬁ
Vill—Related agencies.
Total, Department of Defense (NOA). .
(Proceeds from foreign sales)_

Revised budget
estimates of new
‘obli aliona!;
authority, fisca
year 19802

@biigationsh
obligationa
authority,
fiscal year 19791

Bill compared with—

New budget

(obligational)
authori
recommende

in bill

New budget
{obligational)
authority,
fiscal year 1979

Budget eshrnites
of new (obli
tional) authority,

fiscal year 1980

(6)

—General provisions (additional transfer auﬂ‘mrltﬁr sec. }'34);: N T

(Transreriwmutheraccuunts) e e e L e Rl IR 00y~ A IS5 100.000)

Total funding available. .
(Transfer authority)_ .

Distribution by organizational component:
(Transiur from other a:.cuunts)

av
(Tm'lsfer from other accounts).
Air Force
ET oceeds from foreign sales)
ransfer from nther accuunts)
Defense agencies/0S L il A
Retired military gersonnel e
Related agencies_ _
Total, Department of Defense (NOA)__
roceeds from foreign sales). .
(Transfer from other accounts)__
Total funding available
(Transfer authority). .

1 Includes amounts in Supplemental Appmpnahnn Act, 1979,

32, 872, 600, 000
~43,573,613,000

' (15, 000, 000) ._
34 266, 732, 000

“TT(117, 100, 000)

55, 500,

120, 889, 896, 000

(202, 100,000)
(750, 000, 000)

(750, 000, 000)

—$386, 169, 000
"T=1, 688, 812, 000

—1, 100, 000
—2, 806, 987, 000
106, 000, 000)
324, 386, 000)
2, 376, 601, 000

31, 420, 949, 000 , 122, 178, —1, 451, 651, 000
(113, 600, 000 A (113, 600, 000)
, 507, 413, 6, 104, 000

43, 579, ?1? 000 i 5
000 (4146, 886, 000)
~ 964, 088, 000
(-+106, 000, 000)
(63, 800, 000)
~ 336, 252, 000
129, 513 578, 000
(106, 000, 000)
<m 436, 000)
29, 964, 064, 000
(?50 000, 000) __ .

2 Includes changas proposed in H. Docs. 96—]55 and 96—13‘3
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Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. ADDABBO. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. CHARLES H., WILSON of Cali-
fornia. I thank the gentleman for
yvielding.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
ApDABBO) is one of my very close friends
in the Congress. I want to compliment
him first on achieving the chairmanship
of this extremely important committee.
I want to compliment the chairman on
what I think is a good job that his com-
mittee has done.

I am on the authorization committee.
I have got great concerns in many of the
aireraft programs. I am not as hung up
on the carrier as some of my other col-
leagues are from the Committee on
Armed Services, but I am supporting the
Committee on Armed Services bill. I
think that the Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee has done as fine a job as
could be done in supporting the chair-
man. The chairman deliberately held up
his bill until we completed our bill, which
I think is commendable. I think the gen-
tleman has got along as best he could
with the authorization bill that came out
of the House of Representatives. For this,
I want to commend him tremendously.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Chairman, it has been said around
here the Republicans watch chairmen
come and watch chairmen go. We have
not been able to say that on our defense
subcommittee, because George Mahon,
bless him, was here for as long as memory
of man runneth not to the contrary, but
he is now no longer in the House, and we
do have a new chairman in the person
of the gentleman from New York (Mr.
AppaBeo). I guess it is fair to say that
when you start a year with a new chair-
man, there is always a great interest in
how he will perform.

We have had our differences. I do not
think there is any question about that,
but I think I can say without a doubt he
has worked very hard. He has proven
himself to be a very able chairman. I
think he understands the defense needs
of this country and I am proud to serve
with him.

While we on the subcommittee argue a
lot and fuss and fume a lot between our-
selves, I think by and large the end prod-
uct has been a good, credible bill that I
am happy to come here today and sup-
port on the floor. I say that not suggest-
ing there are not areas where improve-
ments could be made, because there are
areas where I wish we had done more.

There are areas where I feel that we

have cut more than we should have cut.
BUDGETARY OVERVIEW

Mr. Chairman, for fiscal year 1980, the
committee considered a revised request
of $132.3 billion in new obligational au-
thority. That figure includes the $2.7 bil-
lion budget amendment but excludes the
proposed pay supplemental of $2.9 billion,
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which the committee must consider next
year. Thus, we are really looking at a
budget request of $135.2 billion. When
inflation is taken into account, that re-
quest provided roughly 3.4 percent real
program growth as compared to last
yvear's appropriations.

Mr. Chairman, at this time, the com-
mittee is recommending a total appro-
priation of $129.5 billion in new obliga-
tional authority. Assuming that we ap-
prove the pay supplemental in full, that
total would increase to $132.4 billion or
$11.5 billion over fiscal year 1979 appro-
priations. That is a 9.5-percent increase.

The Defense Department estimates
that inflation will exceed 8 percent next
yvear, Based on the assumpftion, the De-
partment concludes that fiscal year 1980
appropriations will eventually provide
real program growth of only 1.1 percent.
There is some controversy concerning
this estimate, since it is dependent on
inflation rates that may or may not
occur next year. If, for example, actual
inflation rates turn out to be less than 8
percent, then real program growth would
be greater than 1.1 percent.

It should be noted also that any cut
we make eats into real program growth
first, and once that is consumed, then
cuts begin to eat into increases budgeted
for inflation.

BUDGET AMENDMENT

Since the budget was put together in
late 1978, there has been a sharp upturn
in inflation rates, particularly so far as
fuel prices are concerned. The operation
and maintenance account would have
been hard hit if we had not made cer-
tain necessary funding adjustments dur-
ing cur full committee markup.

Just a few days ago, the Defense De-
partment submitted a budget amend-
ment totaling $2.7 billion, including
nearly $900 million to cover fuel price
increases.

We approved $2.1 billion of that
amount and added that to our bill in full
committee.

We felt that the amount disapproved,
$560 million, had not been adequately
Jjustified, and all the experts said that if
we exceeded the $2.1 billion figure, we
would have been bumping up against
theoretical ceilings in the budget resolu-
tion and left ourselves little or no room
to maneuver in conference.

The request for fuel price increases
was approved in full.

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS

When compared to fiscal year 1979
funding, but excluding the supplemental,
the bill proposes an $8.6 billion increase.
The bulk of that increase—or about $7.4
billion—would be concentrated in the
operation and maintenance, procure-
ment, and R. & D. accounts. Those in-
creases will certainly enhance readiness
and provide for force modernization in
the future, though I believe that the
pace of this process must be accelerated.

The committee has been adding money
to the bill right along to increase readi-
ness, and this year is no exception. We
added funds, for example, for depot-level
maintenance and spare parts, and flying
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and steaming hours have been funded at
requested levels.

I would like to describe one instance
where we took some positive and signifi-
cant action to increase combat readi-
ness.

The committee was deeply concerned
to learn that a high percentage of F-15
aircraft were routinely unable to perform
their assigned mission because of a lack
of spare parts, particularly due to a
shortage of F-100 engine spares. In 1978,
there were 15,474 acts of cannibalization
on F-15 aireraft, involving 47,898 main-
tenance man-hours of work. Cannibaliza-
tions are a direct result of inadesquate
provisions of spare parts, and this is an
extremely costly and wasteful way to
keep planes in the air.

There is just no way to justify canni-
balization of the F-15. It is a new air-
craft costing nearly $20 million.

It is a prime asset—our first-line
fighter.

In close consultation with the Air
Force, the committee has moved to alle-
viate the very substantial shortfall in
funding for spare F-100 engines/mod-
ules and engine spares. We have added
$106 million to the bill for that purpose.
In addition, we have added $30 million
in O. & M. funds to accelerate the repair
of F-100 engine assets.

If the Air Force starts fully funding
spare parts programs in the future, this
problem should disappear and give way
to much higher aircraft readiness rates.

BUDGET CUTS

When compared to the budget request,
the recommended appropriation would
constitute a net decrease of $2.8 billion
of minus 2.1 percent, distributed among
the various accounts as follows: military
personnel—$386.2 million or minus 1.3
percent; operation and maintenance—
$1.7 billion or minus 4 percent; procure-
ment—$§478.5 million or minus 1.4 per-
cent; and R. & D.—$252.4 million or
minus 1.9 percent.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot justify all of
these cuts. In fact, I opposed many of
them, but the committee did make a con-
certed effort to curtail wasteful practices
and activities within the Department,
and I wholeheartedly approve of this
effort.

Let me cite some examples.

First. DOD has failed to curtail per-
sonnel travel, though directed to do so
in the past. Those travel costs run about
$1.7 billion annually. We are recom-
mending a reduction of $92 million or
8 percent,

Second. There has been considerable
abuse and waste and a lack of proper
management and control over the use
of DOD overtime pay. The request for
fiscal year 1980 is $411.3 million. We are
recommending a reduction of $116.4 mil-
lion or 30 percent.

Third. There has been widespread mis-
use of sick leave and disability retire-
ments within the DOD,

We have found that the services are
permitting many civilian employees
pending optional retirement to exhaust
huge quantities of sick leave prior to
retirement.
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We have found that approximately
45 percent of all DOD retirements are
for disability reasons which compares
unfavorably with the 30 percent rate for
the rest of the Government (which is
also too high in my opinion).

We have found that each year some
300 civilians who retire for disability
have previously retired from military
service with disability.

To try to curtail these questionable
practices, the committee is recommend-
ing a reduction of $98 million or 10
percent.

Mr. Chairman, these kinds of cuts can
only increase our military strength over
the long run, as they will hopefully free
up scarce DOD dollars for more useful
purposes.

Mr. Chairman, there is one area where
I feel that the committee has failed to
take advantage of some obvious sav-
ings, and this is in its failure to support
the proposed consolidation of basic heli-
copter pilot training. This move would
save about $100 million over the next 5
years. I support this proposal by the
Department of Defense. I will have more
to say about it later on.

There are several other areas where
the committee foresees some potential
long-term savings and efficiencies that
deserve further scrutiny. These are as
follows:

{1) OVERSEAS UNIT ROTATION CONCEPT

At present, the Army and Air Force
use individual accompanied and unac-
companied overseas tours of duty that
tend to be of a longer duration than the
Marine Corps’, which uses the unit rota-

tion concept with shorter overseas as-
signments. At comparable costs, the
Marines maintain that their approach
reduces personnel turnover, improves
readiness, and increases family stability
at home bases. I would guess that when

the cost of supporting dependents
overseas with commissaries, hospitals,
schools, etc. is taken into consideration,
the unit rotation concept would turn out
to be a far cheaper way to deploy our
troops overseas. We have therefore di-
rected the DOD to test out the feasibility
and desirability of this concept.
(2) ACQUISITION OF ADVANCED ENGINES

During the hearings this year, the
committee delved into major problem
areas in the acquisition of large high-
thrust fighter engines.

Since the 1960's, the Defense Depart-
ment has initiated the development of
aircraft engines and airframes concur-
rently, though it generally takes 12 to 14
years and 1 million engine flight hours
to mature advanced fighter engines,
whereas airframes can be developed in
4 to 6 years. This has resulted in engines
being placed in production long before
their development has been completed.
This, in turn, has led to component im-
provement programs (CIP) designed to
correct numerous deficiencies identified
early in an engine's service life. CIP
and attendant modification programs are
costing millions of dollars each year.

We also found that in the past, mili-
tary engine programs have stressed per-
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formance at the expense of reliability,
maintainability, and durability. This, in
turn, has led to the premature adapta-
tion of advanced engine technology. As
a result of these practices, we are pay-
ing a terrible price in engine operating
and support costs.

The F-100 engine, which powers both
the F-15 and F-16 aircraft, and the TF-
30, which powers both the F-14 and
F-111 aircraft, are living examples of all
the pitfalls in engine development pro-
grams.

The next generation of large, high-
thrust engines will be needed in the early
1990's.

If we are to avoid past pitfalls and
have a relatively mature engine available
for production by 1990 or thereabouts,
then the design and fabrication of the
early prototype models of that engine
needs to get underway without delay.

The committee has made several spe-
cific recommendations along those lines
all aimed at increasing reliability, main-
tainability, and durability. And the bot-
tom line is that premature production
results inevitably in unnecessarily high
maintenance and support costs later.

And this is especially true of the XM-1
tank.

(3) TANKS

If the Army has one great need it is for
a new main battle tank in the field. We
have been trying for about 18 years to
accomplish this, and I find that incred-
ible. So here we are with the new XM-1
tank with more problems than a produc-
tion model ought to have. We have pro-
vided the money for 30 tanks a month,
but we said the Army cannot buy more
than 10 tanks a month until all the tests
are successfully completed. We need a
new tank, but we need one that works. I
am unwilling to put tanks in the field
with our boys in them when we know
that the tanks don't meet the “mean
miles between failure” test. That is
suicide.

And we also know from experience that
if we put tanks in the field that are not
fully tested we simply compound the
problem of readiness and the spare parts
budget for the future.

TRENDS IN DOD BUDGET CUTS, FISCAL YEARS
1870-80

Looking back over the last decade, the
2.1 percent overall reduction recom-
mended by the committee is consistent
with what appears to be an emerging
trend.

The mood in the Congress on defense is
changing.

In fiscal year 1970, the Congress made
a 7.2 percent reduction in the defense
bill—the largest single cut in this decade.
For fiscal year 1971-72, cuts of 3-5 per-
cent were imposed. The heaviest con-
centration of cuts came in fiscal years
1973-76, averaging 6-T7 percent. Since
then, the trend in budget reductions has
been gradually and steadily downward.
In fiscal year 1977, Congress trimmed 3.5
percent from the bill; 1978—3.8 percent;
then in 1979, it dropped to 2.2 percent;
and in 1980 our bill calls for a cut of 2.1
percent.

This seems to be part of a pattern
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wherein the Congress has been cutting
less and less from the defense bill each
year, but cutting nevertheless.

At the end of the Vietnam war, the
prevailing view held the DOD budget to
be bloated and that major reductions
were in order. But that view has grad-
ually given way to a new interpretation
as evidenced by declining DOD budget
cuts—a view that postulates the exist-
ence of serious deficiencies within our
Defense Establishment in several specific
areas. It also says to me that it is wrong
to try to place all the blame for inade-
quate defense spending on this or past
administrations. The Congress, very
simply, has neither equaled nor exceeded
the budget in the last 10 years.

NATO

The fiscal year 1980 budget for defense
placed great emphasis on increasing the
combat capabilities of our conventional
air and ground forces for the defense of
NATO along with our strategic nuclear
forces, while placing less emphasis on
Navy forces and missions. Thus, while
the proposed budget projected “real pro-
gram' growth of about 3 percent for
the Air Force and Army combined, if
allowances were made for inflation, there
would be no growth whatsoever offered
in the Navy budget.

The committee supports the plan to
strengthen our NATO defense and
strategic nuclear postures, but at the
same time the message conveyed by the
committee’s decisions is that we cannot
allow any further decline in our naval
strength. There needs to be some “real
program” growth in the Navy budget as
well.

The reason for this is quite simple.

We are a seapower—or we should be,
Our dependence on the sea has con-
tinued to grow as we have become more
involved in the world economy. Yet, as
our dependence on the sea has increased,
our ability to control the sealanes has
come under increasing challenge by the
Soviet Union.

As a seapower, the Navy has been a
principal instrument for executing our
foreign policy.

The crucial foreign policy role played
by the Navy in the post-World War II
era has been carefully documented in
a Brookings Institution study, which sur-
veyed 215 incidents where the United
States employed its Armed Forces be-
tween 1946 and 1975.

According to the Brookings study—

The United States has turned most often
to the Navy when it desired to employ the
armed forces in support of political objec-
tives.

Naval forces participated in 177 of the
215 incidents surveyed, or more than 4
out of every 5. In conclusion, the study
states:

The Navy clearly has been the foremost
instrument for the United States' political
uses of armed forces; at all times; in all
places, and regardless of the specifics of the
situation.

And, the reason for this is very simple.
The show of naval force in a crisis is
the only way available to us without re-
lying on the territory of another country.
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It is impressive, it is meaningful, but it
is carried out on the high seas without
dependence on a foreign country.

The history is clear—a strong Navy
must remain an essential part of our na-
tional security policy.

We have obviously reached a point
where we must either provide more mon-
ey for the Navy or face up to reduced
Navy force levels and missions.

In this year's and last year's bill, our
committee has added eritically needed
funds to the Navy budget.

CONTROVERSY SURROUNDING THE NAVY MISSION

The controversy surrounding the Navy
mission and its manifestations in DOD
budgets is the single, most important
issue in the bill. It is not a new issue. It
has been brewing for several years now
and the struggle is continuing.

The conflict is between the Defense
Department and the Navy over what the
future mission of the Navy should be.
The conflict is continuing without reso-
lution or any clear sense of direction, and
I see it being at the heart of the problem
with the Navy portion of the budget.

The Defense Department contends
that there has been no change in the
Navy mission and that none is planned.
The Department acts as if the issue does
not exist.

Yet all the detailed budgetary data
suggests otherwise. Those figures suggest
that actual procurement rates for naval
aircraft and ships either are not or will
not be adequate to maintain current
force levels, and to me, this means an
inevitable change in mission somewhere
down the road.

The Defense Department is saying one
thing and doing another. Someone over
there is not facing up to the problem, and
in the meantime, our Navy is drifting
into decline,

In examining annual Navy budgets as
compared to projected 5-year defense
plans, one can readily find that vast dis-
crepancies exist between planned versus
actual procurement rates for naval air-
craft and ships. The Navy is betting on
the “come.”

This is what happens.

The Navy keeps posiponing, or is re-
quired to postpone, the allocation of ade-
quate fundnig levels for ships and air-
craft, pushing massive sums of money
into outyear budgets. Well, it is all piling
up out there in what is known as the
“bow wave.” Then the inevitable will
happen. The military will come to the
Congress to say that all these ships and
aircraft really were not needed anyway—
but what they will really be saying is
that there is not enough money.

Recent news reports on next year's
budget and the new 5-year defense
plan (fiscal year 1981-85) bear out this
prediction and suggest that the trend
is continuing.

The Marine Corps is also involved in
the controversy, because its mission has
to change as Navy force levels and mis-
sions change. Next year I am planning
to delve into the roles and missions and
future direction of the Marine Corps.

The indecision over the Navy mission
has been an open invitation to the com-
mittee to reorder funding priorities, even
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though I do not believe that we should
be setting budget priorities. But, in the
absence of proper policy guidance in
this regard, we find ourselves moving
into the vacuum.

If there is to be a clear change in the
mission of the Navy and Marine Corps,
then let us have it out on the table.

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS STUDIES

Given all the controversy over the
Navy mission, I decided at the conclusion
of last year’s action to undertake de-
tailed studies in what I perceived to be
the most critical problem areas—naval
aircraft and ship requirements, inven-
tories, and procurement plans and op-
tions. Those studies, which were pre-
pared for my use by the Library of Con-
gress, were instrumental in helping me
to develop a more systematic approach
to the whole problem. Those reports
were the subject of much discussion dur-
ing our deliberations this year.

As a result of that work, I now feel as
though I have a much better under-
standing of the problem, and there is
general agreement on the committee—I
think—as to what needs to be done.
That conclusion is reflected in the com-
mittee's recommendations.

AREAS OF MAJOR CONCERN
SHIPBUILDING PROGRAMS

Each year we buy fewer and fewer
ships, and the fleet is shrinking in size,
and all the information indicates that
this trend will continue. For example,
when President Ford left office, his 5-
year shipbuilding program called for 157
ships to be built, 36 of which would
have been funded in the fiscal year 1980
budget. President Carter this year re-
duced the 5-year program to 67 ships
and only budgeted 15 in fiscal year
1980—the same number budgeted last
year. Two ships were deleted from last
year's program, but the recently ap-
proved supplemental providing 4 ad-
ditional ships would establish a 17-ship
program in fiscal year 1979. Most experts
agree that we should be building about
20 ships each year.

The bill, as modified by the committee,
provides for the construction of only 10
new ships as follows: One Trident sub-
marine, one attack submarine, one air-
craft carrier, one Aegis destroyer, and six
guided missile frigates. The request in-
cluded 15 ships. We deleted the five
T-AGOS SURTASS ships.

And the future looks grim.

The current 5-year plan (fiscal years
1980-84) includes a total of 67 new ships
or about 13 per year, and according to
recent news reports, the new 5-year plan
(fiscal years 1981-85) calls for only 46
new ships or only about nine per year.
Those numbers fall far short of the
Navy's needs.

I have been greatly concerned about
the trend in shipbuilding. It is serious,
and it is continuing. For these reasons, I
asked the Library of Congress to conduct
a detailed analysis to determine how
many and what types of ships we need
to be buying in the future and to esti-
mate the cost of such a program.

That study was completed on May 30,
1979, and was discussed at length during
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our hearings on the shipbuilding pro-
gram.

I will summarize its principal findings.

First. In order to maintain the current
540-ship Navy through the year 2005, we
will need to buy about 400 ships between
now and the year 2000 or roughly 19 new
ships per year.

Second. The average annual cost to
maintain the 540-ship Navy over the next
21 years would be $8 billion in fiscal year
1980 dollars, This compares with an aver-
age annual shipbuilding appropriation
for the past 10 years of $5.6 billion in
fiscal year 1980 dollars. The 42-percent
increase in annual shipbuilding appro-
priations, which would be required to
maintain the 540-ship Navy, would con-
stitute a major change in DOD funding
priorities.

Third. At present funding levels, Navy
ships are more costly than can be af-
forded in the numbers required to main-
tain present force levels.

Fourth. A continuation of the present
policy for 10 years or more would result
in a Navy of about 350 ships.

Fifth. Alternative courses of action in-
clude:

First, accept less capability, either by
reducing the size of the fleet or design-
ing less capable ships;

Second, increase funding for ship-
building; or

Third, shift to new concepts and tech-
nology.

I have no doubt that we will be shift-
ing to new concepts and technology.
That is as it should be. And this may very
well mean that we will need fewer ships.
But again the Department of Defense
needs to lay all that out on the table for
the committee to deal with. But for now
the handwriting is on the wall,

We are fast headed for a 350-ship
Navy, and that is a far ery from the 540-
ship Navy of today and the 1,000-ship
Navy of 10 years ago.

I question whether a force of that size
could continue to carry out the Navy’s
principal mission of maintaining mari-
time superiority based on what the com-
mittee knows at this time.

AIRCRAFT REQUIREMENTS

The outlook here is equally grim.

The fiscal year 1980 request for naval
aircraft procurement including funding
for only 39 fighter/attack aireraft, 24
F-14's and 15 F/A-18's. That number
would not go far toward meeting the
Navy's annual requirement for new
fighter/attack aircraft.

According to the Library of Congress,
the Navy and Marine Corps need to pro-
cure at least 160-200 new fighter/attack
aircraft each year merely to offset nor-
mal peacetime attrition so as to main-
fain the 12 active and 2 reserve carrier
airwings and 3 active and 1 reserve Ma-
rine airwings at their authorized
strength and with an acceptable average
aircraft age of 7 to 8 years.

RECENT FUNDING HISTORY

In recent years, the Navy has procured
far fewer than the required 180 new
fighter/attack aircraft per year. In the
last five budgets, the Navy has procured
an average of only 83 fighter/attack air-
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craft per year. The number has been
decreasing, with the average for fiscal
years 1978-79 of only 70 aircraft.

If that downward trend is not reversed
through increased annual buys, it will
not be possible to maintain 12 active
carrier and 3 Marine airwings in the
future.

The recent history of appropriations
for naval aircraft procurement does not
augur well for the future.

CAN FUTURE FUNDING INCREASES BE REALIZED?

Just as in the case of shipbuilding, the
Navy is also looking at big cost increases
for aircraft procurement in the next 5
years.

The Navy has budgeted $1.4 billion
this year for fighter/attack aircraft.
That progressively increases in 1984 to
$3.5 billion—a whopping 150-percent in-
crease—as buys of fighter/attack air-
craft climb from 39 aircraft this year to
210 aircraft in 1984. Plans also call for
maintaining that level of procurement
into the late 1980’s.

The total Navy aircraft procurement
budget, including aircraft modifications,
is $4 billion this year. That will grow in
1984 to $6.9 billion—an increase of 75
percent,

During the same 5-year period, fund-
ing for shipbuilding programs is pro-
jected to increase by 40 percent from
$6.2 billion this year to $8.7 billion in
1984.

If this plan were fully executed and
sustained into the outyears, the Navy
and Marine Corps aviation programs
would be well on their way to recovery.

I raise the same question I have been
raising all year. Where is the DOD and
the Navy going to come up with the
money needed to carry out this plan?

The Navy cannot do all that needs to
be done in this budget because there is
only so much money available.

So far no one has heen able to tell me
where the Navy will get that kind of
money 5 years from now if we cannot
come up with it today.

The only way it can be done, I am told,
is to have average annual growth of 3 to
4 percent in overall funding for the Navy
over the next 5 years.

But history suggests that is not going
to happen.

Well, this seems to have turned out to
be another Navy speech, and I apologize
for that. But in my opinion the Navy, of
all the services, clearly has the greatest
long-range problem. We must face up to
that problem now if we are to have a
solution for the future.

I could argue all day long about how
much is needed in this bill and how much
each military branch requires. When we
get right down to it, though, I don’t be-
lieve there is anyone in this Chamber
that knows the answer to that question.
I certainly do not have the answer. But
the problem does cry out for study and
consideration and a clear sense of
direction.

Well, Mr. Chairman, we have care-
fully reviewed the budget. We have de-
leted some items. We have added some,
and we have transferred some from one
area to another. We did the best we
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could, but this is not a perfect bill by any
stretch of the imagination.

With some of the exceptions noted
earlier, I believe this is a good bill. But in
the years to come, I also believe we will
be called upon to spend even greater
sums if we are to respond to the continu-
ing Soviet advances, and if we are to
provide funds for our own technological
breakthroughs as well as force readiness
and modernization. That is why it is so
important to make the best use of every
defense dollar.

[11600

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ROBINSON) .

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to echo the comments of our
ranking minority member, the gentle-
man from Alabama (Mr. Epwarps), in
terms of complimenting our new subcom-
mittee chairman and our staff for their
unfailing courtesy, for their fairness in
dealing with us as a minority in the sub-
committee, and for their skill in han-
dling a bill which becomes more difficult
each year and is reflected, I am afraid,
in the necessity for the increase in the
size of our staff as the years go by. This,
as usual, has been a difficult year because
it has been a transition year. It has been
difficult for the chairman; it has been
difficult for the membership, because it
is not easy when a committee makes a
transition from the chairmanship of a
man who had been in charge of the com-
mittee for as long as George Mahon had
to a new chairman with new ideas, new
administrative techniques, and with, ad-
ditionally, substantial additions to the
committee in terms of new membership.

To those who would criticize us be-
cause of the fact that there is a $2 billion
cut, I echo the sentiment of Jack Eb-
waRrDps, that certainly we would like to
fund all of the needs of the Department
of Defense, but I want to tell the Mem-
bers that we do not find unanimous
thinking in the Department of Defense
with regard to what those needs
might be.

It is always difficult to deal with that
situation when we have to come down
to reestablishing priorities, and a great
deal of work this subcommittee does is in
that area of reestablishing priorities as
we try to fit the pieces of the puzzle to-
gether based on the amount of money
that we feel is honestly available and can
be portioned out.

To those Members who feel that the
bill is too big—and there are some that
do—I say to them that if they will look
on pages 5 and 6 and see where the cuts
and the additions are that have been
made in this bill, I think they will have
to acknowledge that the committee has
made a judgment based on a substan-
tial number of decisions that had to be
made, and that it was not made on basis
of incomplete information or on basis
of a lack of staff work in terms of back-
ing up what we finally came down on as
the proper choice.

I would also, to those Members who
feel that the bill is not large enough, call
to their attention the fact that we know
that there is a very substantial supple-
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mental coming down the road, and that
before this session of Congress is over
we are going to be looking at a great deal
of additional money that is going to be
necessary to cover the needs that will be
discovered as the year moves on and we
get into fiscal year 1880. I am very
pleased to be able to note that in the
interests of this particular Member I am
not going to be standing in the well as
often in terms of being opposed to the
stand that my chairman takes or that
my ranking minority Member takes with
regard to this bill as I have in a couple
of years just past, because in the instance
of some of the big ticket items—and I am
referring particularly to the nuclear car-
rier—we are going to find as a conse-
quence of the House action that has al-
ready been taken on this matter that the
opposition and attitude is greatly differ-
ent from what it was last year. I am
pleased with the fact that we are not
looking at a threatened Presidential veto
with regard to our bill with respect to
this item in this particular instance.

But, our chairman has made much of
the Soviet presence in Cuba, and has
mentioned that he does not feel that it
has any prope: impact on this bill as we
consider it here today. Well, I do not
infer that it has a great deal of reasoned
impact on this bill.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gen-
tleman from Virginia has expired.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I yield the gentleman what-
ever time he wants. May I say while I am
on my feet that I do that knowing that
the gentleman is one of the most able
members of our subcommittee, and a
man in whom I have the greatest con-
fidence.

Mr. ROBINSON. I thank the gentle-
man from Alabama for his kind remarks
and for the yielding of the additional
time.

With regard to the Soviet presence in
Cuba and its impact on this bill, I do not
suggest that it should have a great deal
of impact on this bill, but I do suggest
that if we had been applying the proper
resources today we should have applied
to the bills in more recent years—and I
perhaps should go back 10 years ago—
that in that case we then would not have
those troops in Cuba because it would
be understood in the Soviet Union and
worldwide that we intended to stand up
and fight when and if necessary, and
that we would not hold still for having
those troops in Cuba.

0O 1610

I regret very much one area of the
bill where I think we are not properly
covering our responsibility in that we
are not considering standby registration
for the draft in case of a national emer-
gency. I regret that we are not able to
include that in this bill, because I think
it is absolutely necessary for our readi-
ness posture and something that we are
going to have to do in the future. I
regret that the House took the action
that it did in eliminating it from the
authorizing bill, but I applaud the fact
that the nuclear carrier is in this bill.
I am confident that it is going to send
the signal that has already been men-
tioned on this floor many times to our
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prospective enemies with regard to our
intent and our ability to defend and keep
open the lanes of transport in the oceans
of the world around the world as a total.
I mentioned that a great deal of the de-
cisionmaking process in our subcommit-
tee is one of reestablishing priorities as
suggested by DOD and that sometimes
the various agencies of DOD do not agree
themselves as to how these priorities
should be established.

One of our problems in sorting out
these priorities is when they come up
here on an annual basis, they do not
have the same current priorities as they
did last year. If you think this does not
confuse the decisionmaking process, then
you do not know how difficult it gets
after we have gone through those 11
volumes of hearings that have been men-
tioned to you to sort out and make deci-
sions on a dollar basis with regard to
the thousands of items that you will find
covered in the 500 pages of this com-
mittee report.

Perhaps much of what I have said
has sounded critical with regard to the
bill but, Mr. Chairman, I am going to
vote for it because I think that the com-
mittee brings us a good bill, and be-
cause the new year is so imminent, I
believe it is essential that we move
ahead on this largest and most impor-
tant—TI think, in the view of most of
the people in this House—of the regular
appropriation bills, 13 in number, that
come before us.

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the
committee, however, I have subscribed,
together with other members, to addi-
tional views which appear in the report
and which reflect our concern over lan-

guage in the report stating that—
The funds provided are adequate In

amount to finance the military capabilities

required by the United States at this time.

I have very substantial doubts that
the funding is fully adequate, in terms
of the readiness of our national defense
establishment.

Readiness is the key word—maximum
readiness now, with what we have, or
can procure quickly, in personnel and
materiel; and an intensive, methodical
effort to enhance that readiness, in order
that it will be equal to the increasingly
potent threats of the years and decades
ahead.

‘We have been slipping.

One by one, our former substantial ad-
vantages have been neutralized, and
some now are being converted into dis-
advantages.

The Soviet Union’s energetic and im-
pressive buildup of its own offensive and
defensive capabilities have combined
with our complacency and false economy
to bring about this ominous turn.

It is not of our national choice that
we are involved in a long-term chess
game of incalculable consequences.

The Marxist strategy is geared to the
long term, but the circumstances of the
present, with their advantages and dis-
advantages for the grand plan for inter-
national communism, are interfaced with
that strategy.

Since World War II, we have seen the
Soviet Union advance its strategy
through military support of so-called
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movements of national liberation, with-
out significant commitment of its own
combat forces.

These adventures have not been fully
successful in all instances, but the re-
verses have been few,

The areas of Soviet domination or in-
fluence have grown.

Our power and influence as leader of
the free world—and our national will to
fill the leadership role—have come into
question.

On the chess board, it is a time of
probing and testing.

We see the arrogant intrusion of a
Soviet combat brigade in Cuba.

Our options to abate this symbolic
threat are few and difficult.

Where, and with what effect, might our
moves be counteracted elsewhere on the
worldwide board?

As the diplomatic efforts continue,
might the deactivation, or downgrading,
of our naval base at Guantanamo be the
price of an accommodation by the Soviet
Union?

I sincerely hope not, and so should
we all.

When we hear or read that Guantana-
mo has lost most of its importance as a
naval base, we need to return to our
maps and refresh our understanding of
the defense geography of the Caribbean.

Guantanamo stands out as the sentinel
of the Windward Passage, a major gate-
way to that sea, which was a favored
hunting ground of Nazi submarines in
World War II.

How convenient to the establishment
of the Caribbean as a Soviet lake would
be the abandonment to Castro of our
base at Guantanamo.

Why am I talking about Guantanamo
in connection with this appropriation
bill?

Not merely because the modest fund-
ing for maintenance of the base is in-
cluded, but because the presence of the
Soviet combat brigade in Cuba, and our
responses to that presence, and the So-
viet responses to our responses, focus at-
tention on the active Soviet interest in
Western Hemisphere affairs, and on our
capacity, or lack of capacity, to deal ef-
fectively with even more serious intru-
sions which might come in the future.

We may still hold a few secrets in
qualitative defense capacity, but our
quantitative capacity is virtually an open
book.

And, when we look at the other side,
we see great quantity and considerable
quality.

The armed might arrayed against Eu-
rope by the Warsaw Pact combine is no
mirage.

Although certainly not hopeless, the
superiority over NATO forces in numbers
of personnel, tanks, armored personnel
carriers, and artillery is frightening.

Perhaps even more ominous a chal-
lenge, however, is to be found in the im-
pressive progress which the Soviet Union
is making toward an obvious goal of
neutralizing the U.S. Navy's long-held
capacity to maintain effective control
over vital sea lanes.

The foreword to the latest edition of
Jane's Fighting Ships notes, in particu-
lar, the development for the Soviet Navy
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of new classes of surface craft of high
sophistication.

There are cited, as examples, a class of
large nuclear-powered missile-carrying
warships, seemingly comparable in size
and fighting power to a class of vessel for
which our Navy's plans are shelved at
this time; and a large landing platform
dock (LPD) class suitable for amphib-
ious operations, plus a big and versatile
support ship with substantial armament.

The Soviet Navy is moving ahead pur-
posefully in the development of a potent
aircraft carrier force.

In August, the publication, “Aviation
Week and Space Technology,” published
and article including this report:

Soviet Union is bullding what U.S. naval
experts believe will be its first large-deck,
nuclear-powered alrcraft carrier at Russlan
shipyards in the Murmansk area.

At the same time, the Soviets have started
sea trials in the Black Sea with a third vessel
in its Kiev antisubmarine aircraft carrler
class.

A fourth Kiev-class ship is now under con-
struction in a Black Sea shipyard * * *.

These are sharp straws in a chill wind.

We cannot plan, realistically, to
match the numbers of the Warsaw Pact
force in being, either as to personnel or
as to such basic tools as tanks and guns.
We must strive, therefore, for the edge
of quality in our ground forces, and the
air support for these forces.

And, as the Soviet Navy moves steadily
toward a global operational capacity, we
cannot tolerate a further erosion of the
relative strength of our own Navy.

That is why some of us on the com-
mittee have been disturbed by the mag-
nitude of the reductions from the Presi-
dent's requests in several important
areas in which significant increases, in
real terms, seem to us to be clearly nec-
essary to achieve an order of readiness
prudent for these times.

In this connection, we should keep in
mind that increases in the budget rec-
ommendations yet to be considered will
be discounted substantially, by the time
the funds become available, through
the further skimming by inflation.

The bill reduced the figure for opera-
tion and maintenance by well over $1
billion—a rough slash at the heart of
readiness.

More than a quarter of a billion dol-
lars was cut from research and develop-
ment, the generator of the qualitative
advantage.

In procurement, while we increased
the naval aviation program by two-
thirds of a billion dollars, we cut overall
defense procurement by almost one-half
billion dollars, including reductions in
additional buys of our current basic
tank, the M60A3, the battleground Persh-
ing missile, and certain command and
control equipment.

And, despite the funds provided for
Navy and Marine Corps aviation, we
cannot be at all comfortable about the
outlook. Even with the increases over
budget, procurement of 72 tactical air-
craft in fiscal year 1980 will be con-
trasted with the hearing testimony of
Secreary of Defense Harold Brown that
a buy of about 180 fighter and attack
planes a year is necessary to maintain
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at full strength 12 carrier air wings and
3 Marine air wings.

In the Navy shipbuilding program,
hearing testimony states, 20 new ships
a year must be delivered to maintain
the current fleet level of 540 ships.

The bill provides funds for 10 new
ships.

It may be that new and improved
ships coming into the fleet in the next
few years, under procurements funded
during previous administrations, would
permit an adequate readiness with less
than a 540 total, but the projections of
the current administration as to Navy
shipbuilding would give us a fleet of
about 350 ships 10 years from now.

I am not comfortable with that num-
ber for a Navy with global responsibilities
for sealane access faces with a large and
and growing Soviet “blue water” capa-
bility.

Adm. Thomas Hayward, the Chief
of Naval Operations, testified before our
committee on February 13, 1979, and I
believe this statement of his deserves re-
peating—and our pondering:

Our forces are already at an Irreducible
level when measured against the demands
which would be placed on them in war,

Any further significant decline in combat-
ant capabllity would eat up our existing
margin—and given the vagarles inherent in
any force balance—could expose us to risks
which I do not believe this country wants,
or ought to undertake.

That statement is applicable not only
to the Navy, but also to our overall state
of readiness.

Let us pass this bill, but let us not then
relax in satisfaction that we have done
all that needs to be done at this time to
shore up our defenses for the immediate
future, and to build an adequate deter-
rent against reckless aggression for the
balance of this century.

There is more that needs to be done,
and we ignore it at disservice to our re-
sponsibilities, and at peril to our Nation.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. JoHN L. BURTON) .

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from New
York for yielding.

I take this time for the purpose of en-
gaging in a colloquy with the distin-
guished chairman of the committee. Sec-
tion 741 of the bill on page 49 states:

None of the funds appropriated by this
Act shall be available for any research in-
volving uninformed or nonvoluntary human
belngs as experimental subjecta.

I was going to propose an amendment
to the bill on behalf of myself and the
gentleman from California (Mr, MILLER)
that would have prohibited use of funds
for expenditure for any chemical, bio-
logical, or radiological testing that
would affect nonconsenting civilian pop-
ulations. I would ask the chairman if in
his view the language in section 741
where it talks about research would in-
clude chemical, biological, and radiologi-
cal testing.

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

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. I would be
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happy to yield to the gentleman from
New York.

Mr. ADDABBO. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I assure the gentleman that
it does. All three services have pro-
pounded regulations along the line the
gentleman has discussed, and that would
be covered.

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Where it
states “involving uninformed or nonvol-
untary human beings,” that would mean
that even if they informed someone that
they were going to let deadly nerve gas
out in the bay in San Francisco, as long
as the people did not volunteer to have
such a test placed upon them, the Armed
Forces could not do such tests?

Mr. ADDABBO. That is absolutely
correct.

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. I thank the
distinguished chairman. Based upon our
colloguy, the gentleman from California
(Mr. MiLLer) and I will not be offering
our amendment.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. CoNTE) .

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
general support of H.R. 5359, the Defense
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1980.

I say in general support because I ex-
pect to vote for the bill and I urge my
colleagues to do likewise.

But I do have some reservations about
the adequacy of the funds to fully meet
our defense needs as well as one or two
other matters which may be addressed
by amendments which I may support.

As to the adequacy of the funds to
meet our needs, my views are contained
in the additional views in the report, and
I would draw your attention to them.

I have some serious personal reser-
vations that some of the cuts in train-
ing, subsistence, personnel programs and
in other operations and maintenance
areas may be counterproductive.

About $1.7 billion was deleted from the
administration request for O. & M. While
I have no particular quarrel with many
of the specific cuts, I do feel that a cut
of this magnitude removes much of the
flexibility of the Secretary of Defense
to put money from lower priority pro-
grams to high priority needs. In this bill,
we have effectively removed most low
priority programs, leaving those which
are critical to our defense with little or
no option for transfers should the need
arise.

There are two levels of defense pos-
ture. Procurement programs provide us
with the planes and ships and tanks
which will not come into the inventory
for years in some cases. We could well
find ourselves in dire circumstances if
present trends in procurement continue.

But defense readiness also has to do
with having a well-trained ready force,
equipped with well maintained equip-
ment. In this area too, we are deficient.
The services are experiencing extreme
difficulty in recruiting and retaining per-
sonnel. Program cuts in training, morale,
welfare and recreation programs, and in
other personnel programs do not go to
the solving of this problem.
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Further, cuts in the operation and
maintenance accounts impact directly on
maintenance of equipment and facilities.

To a great degree, this bill is held hos-
tage to actions of other committees and
of the Congress in authorization and
budget resolution restrictions. In addi-
tion, we are at the mercy of those who
prepare the budget and who appear be-
fore us in defense of that budget. Time
after time, the committee is told the
budget under consideration will do the
job, and only careful examination of
available data raises any question to the
contrary.

In this context, the subcommittee
chaired by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Appaseo) has done an out-
standing job. The gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. Epwarps) has contributed
greatly to the shape of this bill. All other
members of the subcommittee deserve
our gratitude and our respect for their
work.

But I sincerely believe we may be at
the point where hard decisions will have
to be more regarding the future direc-
tion of our Nation's defenses given the
dollar constraints we all want to see im-
posed on all Federal agencies.

As I said, Mr. Chairman, I feel I can
support this bill. It represents the best
of the considerable wisdom embodied in
the Defense Subcommittee. I urge pas-
sage of the bill.

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. ADDABBO. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding, and I thank him for
his kind words. As I said earlier, con-
sidering how busy the gentleman is as
the ranking minority member of the full
Appropriations Committee, he gave
much valuable time to our committee,
and we are really grateful for his ex-
pertise.

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. I certainly agree
with what the gentleman has said about
the new chairman of the subcommittee,
and I would like to thank the members
of the subcommittee for their splendid
work and especially for looking after
the National Guard Reserve. The chair-
man of the subcommittee would still be
a better chairman if he further takes
care of the National Guard Reserve.

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.
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Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEwis).

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, I speak
today not 23 an expert in defense mat-
ters even though I have had a long in-
terest in this field since one of my prede-
cessors, Harry Sheppard, worked for so
many years in this very area. Rather, I
am here today fo speak very briefly
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about a program—an experience in the
process this vear that I think should be
of interest to the people of this country.

Mr. Chairman, people often talk about
our spending quickly and easily hun-
dreds of thousands or millions or in this
case billions of dollars without a great
deal of thought. There was a program
in this budget this year that involved
the concept the subcommittee had es-
sentially signed off on and the Army
was supporting, relating to a national
training center, a program that was de-
signed to establish a training system that
would save lives if we ever came to the
time again where we had to send our men
and women into the battlefield.

Suddenly at markup time we found
that money gone. I was a bit discon-
certed for in my district the program
meant only & minor impact upon the
community of Barstow, an increase in
population of 18 percent, an increase in
primary and secondary jobs of 37 per-
cent, an increase in income of well over
one-third.

Mr. Chairman, I wondered about that
and upon evaluation we found that ex-
cellent work by the subcommittee indi-
cated the State of California had some
objections and with that objection the
money could not be spent this year. They
notified us, worked very carefully with
us and in a short time we were able to
bring the State, the Army and the U.S.
Government together.

Mr. Chairman, I stand here today to
praise this subcommittee, its chairman,
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
AppaBeo) and the ranking member, the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. Ep-
WaARDS), and their fine staff for their ef-
fective work in evaluating the dollars we
are putting to work in national defense.
In this case, T want it known that the
Army thanks you, the people of Bar-
stow express their appreciation for yvour
cooperation and I certainly appreciate
the kind of help I have had this year.

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

(At the request of Mr. AppaBro, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. LEwis was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional min-
ute.)

Mr. LEWIS. I am pleased to yield to
my chairman.

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

I wish to commend the gentleman. I
know he was very interested in this and
it is a very important program. The
only reason the committee eliminated
it originally in the markup is the fact
there had been some question in the
State of California about the environ-
mental impact statement, and during
our markup we did not want to give
the Department of Defense money they
would not spend. We were happy that
prior to the time the bill came to the
floor those problems were eliminated.
The State has agreed to the needs of
the Defense Department and the valu-
able national training center will be
built. I wish it was in my distriet but I
am happy it is in the gentleman’s dis-
trict.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Will the
gentleman yield, Mr. Chairman?
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Mr. LEWIS. Certainly, I yield to the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. EDWARDS) .

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, we felt like we were on the
right track in our subcommittee in view
of the objections from the State of Cali-
fornia. The gentleman in the well got
very busy and worked out those prob-
lems. He came back with positive an-
swers. It was on that basis we could
take the action we took.

I commend the gentleman for his
endeavor. It shows that hard work does
in faet produce good results and the
gentleman has done good work.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
DICKINSON) .

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I will
just take this time to engage in a bit of
colloquy between myself and the chair-
man of the committee, as a matter of
legislative history here.

There are two or three things we are
actively presently engaged in, in con-
ference this very afternoon, that will be
impacted by what we do in the appro-
priations bill. One item has to do with
the SES, the surface effect ships.

We are in conference with the Senate.
We felt, and I feel very strongly, that we
have a sunk cost of about $400 million
in this program. We started off with a
hydrofoil program. We built two proto-
types. The Navy then abandoned this
effort and went forth with a new con-
cept in the SES, the surface effect ship.
We have today built two prototypes and
we are supposed to build four, with an-
other prototype, instead of 100 ton, a
3,000-ton vessel and we are about 60 per-
cent down the way. We are having a di-
alog and difference with the Senate now.
I wonder if the chairman could advise
the House what the Committee on Ap-
propriations did which might give us
some guidance on the authorizing com-
mittee. What is in this bill now for the
surface effect ships? Could the chairman
or anyone speak to that?

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

Mr. DICKINSON. I will be very
pleased to yield to the gentleman from
New York.

Mr. ADDABBO. In the bill before the
House at the present time there are no
funds for the SES. The reason there are
no funds is that there are funds from
last year, from the 1979 budget that are
unspent, and we are waiting to see ex-
actly what the Navy is going to do with
that money. If the SES is authorized,
they can proceed with it using fiscal year
1979 funds.

Mr. DICEINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman.

Let me add to that the Senate not only
zeroed but they recaptured the $40 mil-
lion carried over from last year. So far
as the action of the other body is con-
cerned there is no carryover from last
year to which the chairman referred. I
am glad to establish this and make it a
part of the record because I think this
will be helpful for us in our dialog with
the Senate not only in recapturing what
was done last year but in coming to some
solution or conclusion as to what we are
going to do this year.
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I did not know if the chairman was
aware of this but that is the status of
that particular line item.

Mr. ADDABBO. We did not use or
transfer the fiscal year 1979 funds be-
cause we still feel there may be some use
for those funds.

Mr. DICKINSON. As a matter of legis-
lative history, also, I wonder if the chair-
man could tell me—I realize the gentle-
man from Alabama, the ranking mem-
ber, alluded to this—what action did the
committee take and what is in this bill
with regard to a new or a follow-on de-
velopment of a diesel engine for possible
use in the new XM-1 tank or some other
use?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. I yield 3
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. ADDABEO) .

Mr. ADDABBO. There are funds in
the bill before the House for continuing
research on the diesel engine.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman,
speaking as a member, but not for the
Subcommittee on Research and Devel-
opment of the authorizing committee,
we feel very strongly, I feel very
strongly, that we should have a follow-
on diesel engine. We are always needing
a new state-of-the-art engine in devel-
opment. Whether we talk about aircraft
engines or whether we talk about tanks,
we need to continually develop and ex-
pand and improve on whatever the state
of the art is toward engines.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that
whatever we do will not be at the ex-
pense of the proposed turbine engine in
the XM-1 tank. I was wondering if the
chairman or the ranking member could
assure me that the money for the follow-
on for diesel will not be in lieu or at the
expense of the turbine engine that is
contracted for in the XM-1 tank.

Mr. ADDABBO. The additional money,
$14.2 million, is an accepted line item for
diesel-engine research.

Mr. DICKINSON. Would the gentle-
man from Alabama care to add to that
or amplify?

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. I cer-
tainly would agree that the diesel engine
in no way is designed to move in and
take the place of the turbine. It is there
as an engine that is being developed as
the backup in case the turbine does not
work. It is also there to be used for
other things as may be developed from
advanced engine technology.

Mr. Chairman, we are all hoping the
turbine works, even those of us who were
not for the turbine. We hope it works.
We have too much invested in it for it
not to work. We are doing all we can in
fixes and changes in the amounts appro-
priated to make it work. If it does not,
we have to have an alternative engine
to move into its place.

Mr. DICKINSON. I agree with that. I
think it depends on with whom you talk.
My information is—the information I
prefer to believe, at least—is that the
testing of the turbine engine has been
the most rigorous that any engine pro-
gram has gone through to date and it
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has gone through all the wickets, mile-
stones or whatever you care to call it.
] 1630

They are developing it and they are
very pleased with the production. As I
recall, AVCO is the manufacturer of the
engine, but none of this is now in my
district or the gentleman’'s district. I
have no parochial interest. I am just
interested in getting a good tank; so I am
optimistic about the engine. I think we
are doing the prudent thing in develop-
ing a new engine as a backup if needed;
but I just wanted to establish and make
sure that we are not doing it at the
expense of the turbine engine.

One other item that I might comment
on and develop that I know is of great
interest to the gentleman from Alabama,
that is the $25 million for the develop-
ment of an aireraft engine.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. DICKINSON)
has expired.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 additional minute
to the gentleman.

Mr, DICKINSON. I was speaking of
the $25 million that was in this bill that
has not been authorized and appropri-
ated for the advanced development of an
aircraft engine on which we had a col-
logquy on the floor, or I did, with the
members of the Committee on Armed
Services. As I recall, the gentleman from
Alabama was down fighting Hurricane
Frederick at the time when we went into
this matter, but is it the intent of this
committee in putting this money in now
that they will go forward with an
advanced development and a long-term

development to prove the durability and
maintenance of a new engine?

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield, I
think we have to do that if we are going
to have the next generation of planes and
engines married up in a way that will
bring about the greatest durability and
reliability.

Mr. DICKINSON. Well, I approve the
concept. I understand it. I agree with it.
I was just a little disappointed to see that
it was appropriated before it was au-
thorized; but I am certainly going to sup-
port it.

Mr. ADDABEBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. Dicks),
a new member of the subcommitte whose
expertise has been a great addition to
our subcommittee.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to thank the chairman for his
comments.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to pay
my respects to the chairman, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. AppABBO)
and the ranking minority member,
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. Ep-
warps) for having done an out-
standing job this year in guiding our
subcommittee, and to our very excellent
staff. I think the bill that has been re-
ported provides for our national defense.
It does not take care of every require-
ment because we simply do not have the
money to take care of every requirement;
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but I think it goes a long way toward
providing real defense for our country.
I think it has been prepared in a very
thoughtful way. I commend it to the
other Members of the House.

Mr. Chairman, the bill the House is
considering today is exceedingly impor-
tant both in providing for our critical
national defense needs and as a major
part of our efforts to bring the levels of
Federal spending under control. As a
member of the Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee I have had the opportu-
nity to participate in the process of de-
veloping this legislation, and in my judg-
ment it does an excellent job of balancing
the two objectives of adequate defense
and budget austerity.

The bill provides budget authority of
$129.96 billion for the coming fiscal year,
an increase of approximately $9 billion
over the current defense budget. The
recommendations of the committee have
been developed over 53 days of hearings
and a full 5 weeks of markup. There was
spirited debate on a number of issues
which helped set before us the options
available, and aided our determination
of what defense capabilities would be
actually improved through a given
action. The committee's report provides
a very thorough analysis of the rationale
developed by the committee for its aec-
tions.

During consideration of the budget
resolution there has been extensive de-
bate over amendments to either increase
or decrease defense spending by a set
percentage. I want to associate myself
with the remarks of the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee when he
points out that it is not simply dollars
that buy improvements in our national
security. Our defense capabilities are in-
creased by wise and prudent application
of resources in an efficient manner to
real areas of need. Duplication of efforts
in research does not give us greater de-
fense. Studying a problem and then re-
studying it in order to avoid a difficult
decision does not improve our national
security. Procurement of a weapons sys-
tem which is not ready to go into pro-
duction due to technical problems does
not increase our capabilities. While I
believe it is certainly proper to attempt
to establish spending priorities through
the budget process I believe just as
strongly that the Appropriations Com-
mittee has an essential role in recom-
mending the specifics of where we can
realize constructive gains through
spending.

This bill incorporates literally hun-
dreds of recommendations for improve-
ment of management in the operation of
the Department of Defense. These rec-
ommendations are based not only on the
committee’s own investigations but on
analyses developed by the General Ac-
counting Office and audit agencies with-
in the Department of Defense. In our
best judgment they will help improve
the operation of the Department to more
cost-effectively achieve our mission
assignments.

Some who call for increases in defense
spending point out that we spend better
than half the defense budget on opera-
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tions and personnel, and not on weapons
systems. I am convinced that the invest-
ment we make in personnel is the most
valuable one we can make. Soldiers who
are not adequately trained; extensive
turnovers resulting from a recent decline
in compensation and benefits in com-
parison to both the private sector and
inflation; and an inability to attract the
specialists we need weaken our defense
readiness no matter how new and so-
phisticated our weapons might be. This
bill attempts to address some of these
factors. For instance it provides for an
equalization of scholarships between
Defense and HEW medical programs
which should aid in attracting critically
needed health professionals. It also ap-
proves expansion of reenlistment bo-
nuses to promote retention.

Improved management in the opera-
tions and maintenance area will help
hold down costs and allow us to divert
limited defense dollars to more produc-
tive personnel and hardware programs.
An initiative which the committee rec-
ommends in its report is the elimination
of personnel ceilings from the Depart-
ment. The Department operated in this
manner in 1973 and 1974 without an un-
warranted increase in personnel. The
case against ceilings is made in convine-
ing fashion by the Government Account-
ing Office in its 1977 report “Civilian Per-
sonnel Celings—A Barrier to Effective
Manpower Management.” Hopefully the
Armed Services and Post Office and Civil
Service Committees will follow through
on the interest they have shown in this
area as well.

A number of recommendations in the
bill are designed to reduce instances of
duplication within the services. This
duplication is all too common in study-
ing common problems and in developing
systems, such as communications, that
are designed to serve all the services.
Duplication not only results in wasted
money, it also tends to lessen interoper-
ability between the services and thus de-
creases readiness.

Controls are provided in the supply
operations of the Department. While not
particularly glamorous, improvements in
the management of shelf life items, in-
ventory control, and greater use of com-
mercial items will improve performance
and save money. A particular aspect that
I have had some interest in is overpricing
of small purchase items.

The committee has discovered cases
where items which could be made com-
mercially at low cost are often bought at
hundreds of times the price on sole
source contracts. This bill will further
initiatives to report such items through
the use of financial incentives for those
in the field who identify overpriced items.

Energy conservation is another area
where improvements can and must be
made. Increases for fuel costs alone in
the budget amendment submitted by the
President total nearly $900 million. By
making better use of simulators, by re-
ducing administrative travel, and by
converting to lower cost fuels when avail-
able, as provided in this bill, we can re-
duce unneeded energy expenditures.

This bill also includes funding for con-
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tinuation of our efforts to improve our
conventional warfare capabilities in
NATO. Funding is provided for initial
procurement of the XM-1 tank pending
successful meeting of reliability require-
ments. The infantry fighting wvehicle,
battlefield companion to the XM-1 is
provided $225 million for its initial pro-
curement. Budgeted funding for the new
F-16 fighter, the Roland air defense
system, and the NATO AWAC’s program
is also provided.

Completion of improvements in our
NATO conventional capabilities will re-
quire several more years and will require
considerable further investment. This
bill provides a positive step on the road
that avoids the temptation to push sys-
tems which are just completing their re-
search and development phases. Past
experience has shown that these at-
tempts often result in systems which re-
quire far more maintenance than an-
ticipated and which are out of operation
more than if defects would have been ad-
dressed before procurement began.

The bill recognizes the serious short-
fall we face in the area of naval aviation
and the uneconomical procurement rates
for these aircraft which were included in
the President's budget. Thus, we have
recommended the addition of over $700
million in this area to realize long-term
savings and eliminate our shortfall in
this area more expeditiously.

Research and development funding in
the amount of $180 million for the short
takeoff and landing AV-8B, Harrier, is
also included despite its absence in the
budget. This aircraft is of the highest
priority for the Marine Corps and repre-
sents the only available vehicle for the
further development of V/STOL aircraft
for our future naval aviation needs.

Our shipbuilding budget remains an
area of special concern for me. This bill
provides funding for a nuclear aircraft
carrier, an additional strategic Trident
submarine, a Los Angeles class attack
submarine and six Perry class frigates
among the ships funded.

This bill blocks attempts by the De-
partment to retire 20 naval reserve de-
stroyers and directs the retention of 15
of them through overhaul improvements.

There remains serious question in my
mind whether the funds in this area are
adequate and I believe that unless the
trend of recent revisions in the 5-year
plan is reversed, we in the Congress will
have to take the initiative in order to in-
sure the adequacy of our naval forces.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to have had the opportunity to
review this budget in detail. The bill we
have reported to the House will provide
for our real defense needs in a more
efficient manner and I urge support for
it by this body.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. TRIBLE).

Mr. TRIBLE. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman from Alabama
vielding and would take this time to
speak about our naval shipbuilding pro-
gram. More specifically, I want to dis-
cuss the nuclear attack submarine pro-
curement program.
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The House Defense Authorization Act
approved by this House just recently
provides for the procurement of two 688
submarines of the Los Angeles class in
fiscal year 1980. The Defense appropria-
tions bill now before this House provides
for just one of these submarines. This
fact is a matter of concern to this
Member.

The Committee on Armed Services
added the additional 688 submarine, on
my motion, because of two primary
considerations.

First, our national defense strategy
requires that we maintain a minimum
force level of 90 attack submarines. In
order to attain and maintain that mini-
mum force level it will be necessary for
the United States to build close to four
submarines each year because of the
block obsolescence that we face in the
1990’s. Unfortunately, the Carter admin-
istration asked for only one nuclear
attack submarine this year. Unless we
procure additional nuclear attack sub-
marines, we simply will not have the
submarines our national interests
require.

Moreover, it is necessary for us to
procure at a minimum two submarines
in order to sustain our shipbuilding base.
At this time there are two shipyards
building nuclear attack submarines.
Unless we procure two attack subma-
rines in the next fiscal year, we risk
losing the capability to build attack sub-
marines at one of these yards. That
would adversely affect our entire ship-
building program and would dramat-
ically increase costs in the years ahead
when we build submarines.

I want to advise my colleagues that
the Navy now supports the procurement
of two 688 attack submarines in fiscal
yvear 1980. I would like to quote in perti-
nent part from a memorandum from
James Woolsey, the Acting Secretary of
the Navy, dated September 17, 1979, to
the Secretary of Defense, which states:

I recommend that the Department of De-
fense formally support the congressional ini-
tiative to add a second SSN in 1980. This
action will assist the Navy in complying with
your direction to maintain two nuclear sub-
marine shipbuilding sources. Even with this
program only marginal capability and mini-
mum competition can be maintained.

This issue is now being addressed by
the House and Senate conferees on the
Defense Authorization Act. The outcome
of that debate will obviously influence the
final disposition of this matter in the
appropriations legislation now before the
House.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. TriBLE) has
expired.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 additional minutes to the
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. TRIELE. Mr. Chairman, I bring
this matter to the attention of my col-
leagues on the Committee on Appropri-
ations because I want them to carefully
consider the procurement program of nu-
clear attack submarines and the conse-
quences to our national defense if we fail
to procure an adequate number of at-

tack submarines.
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Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRIBLE. I would be happy to
vield.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I think we are all concerned about
seeing that the submarines are built. We
are concerned about seeing the shipyards
in this country active and healthy. We
have lost shipyards over the years as the
program has waivered from peaks and
valleys. We have lost shipyard workers
and when we get a program going again
we have to train workers again so I think
it would be most unfortunate if we found
one of our two yards capable of building
these ships no longer in business, in this
type of business.

The committee has tried to fund these
submarines as requested. We await with
interest the outcome of the conference
between the two Armed Services Com-
mittees as to whether you authorize one
or two.

I think that should the conference
come out with two authorized, then we
would be in a position to consider that
when we go to conference with the
Senate on this bill.

We also know that we are looking very
hard at a smaller submarine than the
688. It is anticipated, although there is
nothing set in concrete by a long shot,
that in about 1983 we could start to
build these smaller submarines. As far
as I understand, we still intend to com-
plete the buy on the 688, but it would
have some impact on the scheduling of
both the 688 and the new submarine.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. TrisrLE) has
again expired.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 additional minute to
the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will
yield further, we have all that I think to
consider. Of course, we have to consider
in that equation the impact on the ques-
tion of two yards building these subma-
rines. I think that is basically the com-
mittee’s opinion or position on this.

I appreciate the gentleman bringing it
to the attention of the House.

Mr. TRIBLE. Well, I appreciate the
gentleman’s comments. I think this mat-
ter should be of great concern to every
Member of this body. Not only is our
shipbuilding base imperiled, but most im-
portantly, we are simply not procuring
the number of ships our national inter-
ests require. And purchasing one nuclear
attack submarine per year, awaiting the
completion of a study now underway
which may implement different nuclear
attack submarine options or may not,
simply is not in our national interests.
We must build those ships today. If we
are going to attain and maintain a mini-
mum force level of 90 nuclear attack
submarines we need to build more boats
today.
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Mr. ADDABBO. Mr, Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
chairman of the full committee, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. WHITTEN) .
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Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I take
this time for a number of reasons, but
I want to start off by saying that I truly
appreciate the fine job that has been
done by the chairman and the members
of this subcommittee. It has been my
privilege to work with them for many,
many years. I appreciate their work be-
cause my own experience goes back a
long way on this subcommittee dealing
with defense. I recall, in meeting with
the recent Commandant of the Marine
Corps, General Wilson, I told him that
I went back as far as the time when we
had a budget for the Marine Corps and
they turned back money from the Marine
Corps to the Government.

I take the floor here to say that defense
is as vital now as it ever was. But real de-
fense is what we need because what we
have to spend on defense, as essential as
it is, is a drag on the economic well-being
of this country.

I hate to see the press and many
people in public office approach this mat-
ter of defense on the basis of which coun-
try is spending the most money, the
United States or Russia, and which
country is spending the most or the big-
ger part of its gross national product on
defense, this country or Russia. To me
that is completely opposite to what we
should be talking about.

It is not how much money we spend on
defense, it is how much defense we get
for our money. I could go on about this
subject because back through the years
I have had research done on this matter
on various occasions. At one time we
got the word they had to take a gun off a
ship so an admiral could carry an ad-
ditional car.

I could go into that type of thing, but
I will not do it here because the details
of those things are not as important as
getting into the real crux of this matter.

I think I should say when I take the
floor here that I served on this subcom-
mittee during World War II when we
were engaged in practically all theaters,
and I have learned there is one thing we
need to keep in mind. I say this not just
because of the importance of this sub-
committee and the fine job the members
have done in trying to hold things in line
but because there have been some public
statements made about how to get the
Office of Management and Budget and
the President to spend more money on
defense.

I read where they said now that we
have to spend more for weapons. I see
where some have said we have got to
have this for that purpose and we have
got to have that for another purpose,
and then we figure it up and find out
what the cost is. We know what these
things cost.

My colleague, the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. MONTGOMERY) , is Vvery much
interested in the Guard and the Reserve.
So am I, I feel that in the future we are
going to have to do something in the way
of changing things to make military
service have an appeal to the youngsters
of this country. I know that the members
of the subcommittee found that we have
consistently had to reduce the educa-
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tional requirements in an effort to try to
get people to join the service. We have
had to raise the pay, in competition with
industry, trying to get people to join the
service. We have gradually had to re-
duce the number of people so it would
not show how few people we had.

Speaking for myself, I think the volun-
teer Army has failed, but by the same
token, I feel this is not the time, with
some of our foreign policy, that we can
take forward steps there.

But the thought I want to leave the
Members with for the record here is that
anyone who studies this subject will
realize that the one thing we have to
have to support defense is a sound econ-
omy behind us. I would like to say that
the record shows that since 1967 the
value of the dollar has gone down 50
percent. Fifty-eight percent of the laws
we have on the books have got built-in
escalation clauses so if inflation goes up,
the inflation is added to offset it for the
military, so we double the rate of infla-
tion.

So as fine a job as the gentleman from
New York (Mr. AppaeBo) has done as
subcommittee chairman—and I think he
has done an excellent job along with the
members of the subcommittee—I want to
point out for the record again that our
defense spending is one thing and our
defense capability is another.

Before I finish, I would like to say that
I have always supported the B-1 bomber.
I think it is a whole lot better when we
have control and can send a man along
to show our strength and bring the
bomber back instead of turning a mis-
sile loose and knowing it cannot be re-
called.

I have supported—and I know the sub-
committee has—more nuclear subma-
rines. Let me tell the Members why.
I was in Finland when the Russians
were sending a lot of naval ships there,
and when they did that, we would see a
whole lot of straightening up in Sweden;
we would see a lot of straightening up
in that part of the world.

I want us to strengthen ourselves and
use those things we can afford to use.
I have supported research in new weap-
ons, and the committee has done a good
jobin this area. But I say we ought to buy
only those things we can use, because
no one but a crazy man would use some
of the exotic weapons we have today.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend the
subcommittee for the fine job the Mem-
bers have done in getting as much de-
fense as possible for our dollar. I want
to say something about the approach
we read about in the paper, because some
of my colleagues say we have got to
spend more money on the Guard and the
Reserve, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff
have said before the subcommittee that
we have to spend more money on defense.
We have to have them tell us what we
need for defense, and we will find the
money.

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

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to my colleague,
the chairman of the subcommittee.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I think
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we should point out, as the gentleman
has said, that he served as a member
of the defense subcommittee and is now
the chairman of the full committee, and
again we see his great expertise in this
area. The gentleman in the well is one
of the senior experts of the House on
defense questions and defense problems.

The gentleman from Mississippi has
had 25 years of knowledge and experi-
ence, and his expertise is welcome in our
subcommittee. I thank the gentleman
for all the time and advice he has given
to our subcommittee.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the statement the gentleman
from New York (Mr. Appasso) has made,
and I want to say to the country that
the gentleman from New York (Mr. Ap-
paBBO) has proven to be a very excellent
chairman of this subcommittee.

I want to repeat again that we in
this country, with the problems we see
in connection with money and with our
economy, are going to have to be awfully
sure we get real defense for the dollars
we spend. Our defense needs are not just
getting and spending dollars.

One of the things that disturbs me is
that although it used to be a great, great
thing for folks to be in the intelligence
services, with the Central Intelligence
Agency for instance, now a man would
be almost afraid to volunteer for service
in the Central Intelligence Agency or any
other such agency. We can imagine re-
quiring a man to forfeit his life before
he gives up secrets that might damage
his country and then be dragged around
later because of something somebody
said.

We are in a terrible condition insofar
as public support for very essential activi-
ties is concerned.

Too often defense spending has been
for the purpose of keeping the economy
going.

But the situation is such that we had
better start giving thought to the defense
of this country, and in what area we
need to give attention to the Guard and
the Reserve.

I want the Members to think about
this: In Russia the military makes some
contribution to the economy of the coun-
try. I have seen Russian troops building
telephone lines, building highways, and
doing such things that are essential to
the country. We are not going to do that
for a variety of reasons. But the Guard
and the Reserve are at that place where,
if we give them first rate equipment and
train them, they can use that equipment
in their towns and in their communities,
and people would want to be in the Guard
or in the Reserve. We do not do that.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say again
that if it had not been for Members of
this Congress, we would not have a
Guard or a Reserve or an opportunity for
enlistments in the regular service. That
is my decided opinion. Over the years the
Congress has made it possible for the
military to encourage enlistment in the
Guard and the Reserve and in the regu-
lar service.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Alabama.

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

I would like to endorse the statement
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
WaITTEN) made dealing with our intelli-
gence community.

Just last week, or perhaps it was 2
weeks ago, we were given a briefing by
the Director of the CIA, Adm. Stansfield
Turner, and some of the members of the
subcommittee were taking him to task
and asking, “Why didn’t we have better
intelligence as to the presence of Russian
troops in Cuba? Why didn't we know
more about it?” And so forth.

Admiral Turner’s answer was in effect
what the gentleman from Mississippi has
just alluded to. He said that we cannot
maintain the integrity or we cannot as-
sure the secrecy due to the leaks from
the committee, whether it be from
sources within the House, within the
Senate, or within the media community
itself, nor can we attract people to give
human intelligence rather than intelli-
gence from some satellite or photograph,
and so forth, because they do not have
the respect for or the confidence in the
intelligence community that they once
had.

People are afraid, if they ever do sign
up to work for the FBI, the CIA, or some
other intelligence agency, that their
cover is going to be blown. Their whole
attitude in our intelligence community
is that people do not want to be asso-
ciated with it; they are afraid of it.

So, Mr. Chairman, I think the chair-
man of the Committee on Appropriations
is entirely correct, and I think some in
the other body have done a great deal
toward discrediting and tearing down
the apparatus itself. It is time we turned
this thing around and started taking
pride in and offering assurance and sup-
port to our intelligence community,
which is an integral part of our national
security.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.
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Mr., WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman's statement.

May I say, in defense of the general
statement I have made here, I could give
the Members book after book where I
have developed all of these facts over
the years in hearings to support the yiews
that I have. Can the Members imagine—
and I will leave this with you—this coun-
try getting into such a ridiculous situa-
tion that the Marine Corps had to file an
environmental impact statement before
it could have maneuvers in Alaska? That
is the situation we have in this country
right now.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. PEYSER) .

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to take the opportunity of coming be-
fore my colleagues at this time because
I am very disturbed over personal experi-
ences that I have just had dealing with
the U.S. Army troops in Europe in our
NATO command. I felt, Mr. Chairman—
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and this is the Appropriations Commit-
tee we are talking about—when I came
back from Europe in the early part of
September that the problem perhaps
really lay here in the Congress, that we
were not making the proper kind of ap-
propriations to support our troops in Bu-~
rope, our combat troops in Europe.

Frankly, I am not sure at this time
as to where the particular problem lies.
In Europe I went along the border in
East Germany that happened to be the
exact same area that I had American
troops in World War II when I had the
first American troops that faced the
Russians in that same exact location that
they are in today. There is no question
that when my troops were facing the
Russians in 1945, they were far imore
prepared, obviously, to do combat than
the troops that are there today. That is
very understandable. But my problem is
that the troops that I saw there today
are troops that, under any stretch of
the imagination, are not combat-ready
troops, even though that is what they
are indicated to be.

Mr. Chairman, those troops fire in live
ammunition the artillery and their tank
weapons twice a year. I found tank driv-
ers and gunners who had not fired live
ammunition in over 10 months. I found
forward observers who in over a year had
not observed live ammunition. These are
the men who happened to be right on
the so-called front line of the American
defenses in that section.

I found that the situation that existed
when I met with the general staff there
and the generals in charge of training
for all of the European forces, American
European forces in NATO, at first they
were saying that: First, they had inade-
quate supplies of ammunition; and,
second, they recognized that they had
inadequate lands to work on and areas
to train in.

It just seems to me that it is going to
fall on this Congress and on this Govern-
ment to do something about these men
that we have in those frontlines. The
whole object of training in the infantry
where I served was to provide the type of
training that would see the man through
the first day of combat. From then on,
presumably, he knew how to survive. I am
saying, Mr. Chairman, that these men
today do not know enough how to sur-
vive, which is my concern, and I want to
feel very sure that it is not because of
action that we are taking on this appro-
priation bill that can in any way be at-
tached to that particular problem.

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

Mr. PEYSER. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

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

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gentle-
man bringing these facts to the atten-
tion of the committee. The subcommittee
also has been over that part of Europe
and has met with the people in the field,
and we have discussed the matter in full
with the Department of Defense.

This bill before the Congress today
adequately supplies the money for train-
ing and for ammunition. As a matter of
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fact, we have just had to increase money
for storage of ammunition. We have so
much ammunition here and we are pro-
ducing more. So there is sufficient ammu-
nition but insufficient storage facilities.
So far as training grounds are concerned,
ves, our host nations—not us or our
Government—have restricted training
areas. So we are carefully looking at that.
The Members heard earlier this after-
noon we are creating a national training
center so realistic conditions can be cre-
ated here, so that where we are deprived
by our host nations from training areas,
we will be doing that extra training here.
So there are funds within this appropri-
ation bill to give us adequate training
and the ammunition that is needed.

Mr. PEYSER. I appreciate the state-
ment of the chairman, and I do feel that
it is going to fall on the Congress and
the members of the appropriate com-
mittee and interested Members to stay on
top of this particular situation and see
what is happening with our Armed
Forces.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. BAUMAN).

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

I HATE TO SAY I TOLD YOU SO

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I take
this time simply to inform my colleagues
of the House of some information that
I have just obtained from Panama. It
appears that the celebration on October
1, which is planned by the Panamanian
Government, at which time hundreds of
thousands of Panamanians have been
invited to march into the Canal Zone to
celebrate the end of American sover-
eignty, will have a new star amongst its
ranks if he accepts the invitation. I have
just been informed that Gen. Omar
Torrijos, the dictator and true ruler of
Panama, has invited Fidel Castro, the
Communist ruler of Cuba, to join him,
along with Vice President MonpaALE and
many others who may be there for the
celebration. Some of us warned you.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I have no further requests for
time.

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

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE I
MILITARY PERSONNEL
MiLITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Army on active duty (except
members of reserve components provided for

elsewhere), cadets, and aviation cadets;
$0,668,204,000.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR, DICKINSON

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer amendments, and I ask uynanimous
consent that they be considered as read
and considered en bloc.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report
the amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr, DickINsoN: On
page 2, line 10, delete *$9,668,294,000”, and
insert in lieu thereof *'$9,669,804,000".

On page 2, line 18, delete *$6,809.305,000",
and insert in lieu thereof '‘$6,801,705,000".

On page 3, line 2, delete “$2,093,100,000",
and insert in lieu thereof *“$2,092,500,000".

On page 7, line 10, delete *'$9,781,832,000",
and insert in lieu thereof *$9,799,832,000".

On page 7, line 21, delete “$13,134,875,000",
and insert in lieu thereof ‘$13,123,575,000".

On page 15, line 1, delete *'$982,837.000".
and insert in lieu thereof *“$983,537,000".

On page 57, strike lines B through 11, and
renumber all subsequent sections accord-
ingly.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. MURTHA)
having assumed the chair, Mr. RosTEN-
KOowsKI, 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. 5359) making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1980, and
for other purposes, had come to no reso-
lution thereon.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1603

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
my name be removed as a cosponsor
from H.R. 1603.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

THE COSTS OF FEDERAL
REGULATIONS

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

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to talk about Federal regulations
and our duty to our constituents. The
two go hand in hand because no day
goes by that our constituents—every one
of them—are not affected by Federal
regulations.

Regulations have gotten completely
out of hand. Congress passes the laws
and the bureaucrats write the rules and
regulations to carry out those laws—and
Mr. Speaker, there are times the two look
like night and day.

I am submitting as a part of my state-
ment today a brief summary of findings
resulting from some of the studies that
have been done on the costs of Federal
regulations, but I think some of those
costs are worth mentioning here.
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The Washington University Center for
the Study of American Business has sub-
mitted the most frightening figures I
have seen to date. The center estimates
the aggregate cost of Federal regula-
tions for fiscal year 1979 may come to
more than $100 billion. That is almost
$500 for every person in the United
States or $2,000 for a family of four.

And the Federal Paperwork Commis-
sion estimated that 1 year's worth of
Government documents would fill 11 new
Washington monuments. Both of those
figures, Mr. Speaker, are almost beyond
belief—and Congress cannot say its
hands are clean in this matter.

Congress should be reviewing each rule
and regulation proposed by an agency to
carry out a law, We owe it to the people
to make sure the agencies follow congres-
sional intent when rules are handed
down to implement laws because in ef-
fect, those rules are the law.

Another figure worth mentioning at
this point comes from the Congressional
Budget Office, which estimated earlier
this year that it would be possible for
both the House and Senate to review
rules and regulations proposed by Fed-
eral agencies for $2 million in the coming
fiscal year. Comparing $2 million to an
estimate of $100 billion is like comparing
a spring breeze to an Oklahoma tornado.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, many Mem-
bers of this legislative body are con-
cerned about the growth of Federal
regulations and the staggering costs in-
volved. The concern is worth our time
and our work. My personal concern is
the reason for the constitutional amend-
ment that I introduced yesterday.

My proposal says Congress “shall re-
view" each rule and regulation issued to
implement a law “before the rule or reg-
ulation becomes effective.” The proposed
constitutional amendment further pro-
vides that Congress “may approve, mod-
ify or disapprove” proposed agency rules
and regulations.

Congress is accountable to the people;
Congress was elected by the people; it is
our duty to see that the laws passed by
Congress are carried out appropriately.
We should not leave any of our duty to
the bureaucrats.

Mr. Speaker, I hope you and my other
colleagues in the House will join me in
this effort. It is well worth our time.

COST OF GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS AND
PAPERWORK

Various groups have taken a look at
the amount of Federal paperwork done
for whatever the reason. The estimates
often vary, depending on which agencies
were studied. There also is a problem in
trying to determine exact figures. Listed
below, however, are a few of the most
quoted studies:

The Federal Paperwork Commission
has estimated that 1 year's worth of
Government documents would fill 11 new
Washington monuments or 51 major
league stadiums. The Government
spends almost $20 billion a year just to
print, process and store its own forms.
Included are 4,400 different Federal
forms that businessmen must fill out
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each year—or a total of 10 billion sheets
of paper requiring more than 143 million
man-hours,

The Office of Management and Budget
estimates businesses spend 787 million
man-hours each year filling out reports
for the Federal Government at an esti-
mated annual cost of $11.5 billion. The
Paperwork Commission estimated the
cost at $25 billion, however.

The General Accounting Office also
has studied the paperwork problem, al-
though the study could not deal with
78 percent of Federal reporting require-
ments because they are not subject to
GAO or OMB clearance. Even with that
limitation, GAO found the remaining 22
percent cost U.S. businesses 69 million
hours a year and at least $1 billion. GAO
said the Federal Communications Com-
mission is the “burden” champion with
four reports requiring from 2,000 to
5,772 hours to complete.

The most frightening figures come
from the Washington University Center
of the Study of American Business,
which found the aggregate cost of Fed-
eral regulation for fiscal year 1979 may
come to more than $100 billion—or al-
most $500 for each person in the United
States or almost $2,000 for a family of
four.

According to center studies: The cost
of operating Federal regulatory agencies
is rising more rapidly than the Federal
budget as a whole, the gross national
product or the population. Outlays are
showing a growth of 115 percent over the
last 5-year period.

Federally mandated safety and en-
vironmental features increased the price
of the average passenger car by $666 in
1978 or an aggregate of $10 billion.

Regulatory requirements at all lev-
els of government added an average of
$2,000 to the cost of a new house in
1977, resulting in an aggregate cost to
new homeowners of $4 billion.

Approximately $10 billion of new
private capital spending each year is go-
ing to meet governmentally mandated
environmental, safety and similar regu-
lations, which has resulted in a loss of
about one-fourth (25 percent) of the
potential annual increase in productiv-
ity.

The center says, “the 1970's has been a
period of growth in regulation unsur-
passed since the New Deal 1930's,” and
adds that regulations cut across all in-
dustries. Fifty-five separate independent
agencies and organizations within ex-
ecutive departments administer Federal
regulations. Overall current regulatory
expenditures are nearly six times the
1970 level of expenditures and current
staffing for regulatory activities is nearly
three times the 1970 level.

On the other side of the coin, the
Congressional Budget Office estimated in
June of this year that it would be pos-
sible for both the House and Senate to
review proposed rules and regulations
for $2 million in the coming fiscal year,
assuming 4,000 proposed rules a year
and 1 to 2 staff days per rule for review.
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MIDDLE EAST SITUATION REQUIRES
DELICATE HANDLING

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

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, it is some-
times difficult to tell whether the news
media is having a love affair with an
individual or that the individual has a
love affair with the media.

I am making reference to an individ-
ual who has presumed to interject him-
self into foreign policy decisions of this
Nation, who has gone to the Middle East
and has called the Israeli Prime Minister
a racist. He has not been elected by any-
one to do this, nor is he an official of the
U.S. Government,

It seems to me when there is a very
sensitive, delicate balance in peace in the
Middle East that self-serving persons
should not voluntarily, gratuitously in-
terject themselves.

I would suggest that the Justice De-
partment, if they have the guts to do so,
examine this condition as it relates to
the Logan Act, a copy of which is quoted
from title 18, United States Code, section
953, as well as the history of the act.

§ 953. Private correspondence with foreign
governments

Any citizen of the United States, wherever
he may be, who, without authority of the
United States, directly or indirectly com-
mences or carries on any correspondence or
intercourse with any foreign government or
any officer or agent thereof, with intent to
influence the measures or conduct or any
foreign government or of any officer or agent
thereof, in relation to any disputes or con-
troveries with the United States, or to de-
Teat the measures of the United States, shall
be fined not more than §5,000 or imprisoned
not more than three years, or both.

This section shall not abridge the right of
a citizen to apply, himself or his agent, to
any foreign government or the agents thereof
for redress of any injury which he may have
sustained from such government or any of
its agents or subjects.

(June 25, 1948, ch. 645, 62 Stat. 744.)

THE LOGAN ACT

When in 1798 a Philadelphia Quaker named
Logan went to Paris on his own to under-
take a negotiation with the French Govern-
ment with a view to averting war between
France and the United States, his enter-
prise stimulated Congress to pass “An Act to
Prevent Usurpation of Executive Func-
tions,” * which ,"“more honored in the breach
than the observance,” still survives on the
statute books.* The year following John Mar-
shall, then a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives, defended President John Adams
for delivering a fugitive from justice to Great
Britaln under the 27th article of the Jay
Treaty, instead of leaving the business to the
courts. He said: “The President is the sole
organ of the nation in its external relations,

This measure is now contained in 18
U.8.C. § 953.

4 Sge Memorandum on the History and
Scope of the Law Prohibiting Correspondence
with a Foreign Government, S. Doc. No. 696,
64th Congress, 2d Sess. (1917). The author
was Mr. Charles Warren, then Assistant At-
torney General. Further details concerning
the observance of the “Logan Act” are given
in E. Corwin, The President: Office and Pow-
ers, 1787-1957 (New York: 4th ed. 1957), 183—
184, 430—431.
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and its sole representative with foreign
nations. Of consequence, the demand of a
foreign nation can only be made on him. He

the whole Executive power. He
holds and directs the force of the nation. Of
consequence, any act to be performed by the
force of the nation is to be performed
through him."”¢ Ninety-nine years later a
Senate Foreign Relations Committee took
occaslon to reiterate Marshall's doctrine with
elaboration.®

J 1700
ENERGY MOBILIZATION BOARD—
MAJOR ENERGY-RELATED FIRMS
OPPOSE SUBSTANTIVE WAIVER
POWERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MurTHA) . Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. WirTH) is recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Speaker, the
breadth of the powers accorded to the
proposed Energy Mobilization Board
under legislation recently reported by
the Commerce Committee, is a matter of
growing concern not only to many of my
colleagues, but also to a wide variety of
groups outside the Congress. Last week,
an important statement of opposition
to the Energy Mobilization Board'’s pro-

* posed authority to waive substantive

State and local laws came from a quarter
I imagine many will find surprising.

On September 21, the Western Re-
gional Council, a confederation of 43
firms engaged in energy-related busi-
nesses, announced its opposition to leg-
islation which would authorize the
Board to override substantive provisions
of State and local statutes. A number of
these firms are directly involved in the
development and commercialization of
new energy technologies. They, along
with other energy firms I have consulted
recognize the fundamental dangers of
allowing five appointed men and women
to exercise virtually unlimited power in
energy decisionmaking.

The Western Energy Council is com-
posed of the following firms:

Amax, Inc. Climax Molybdenum

Amoco Production Co.

Anaconda Co.

Arizona Public Service Co.

Cities Service Co.

Colorado Interstate Gas Co.

Colorado National Bank

Denver & Rio Grande Western R.R. Co.

Envirotech

Ernst & Ernst

First National Bank in Albuguergque

First National Bank of Denver

Hobbs Pipe & Supply Co.

Homestake Mining Co.

Husky Oil Corporation

Idaho Power Company

Ideal Basic Industries

IML Freight, Inc.

Inspiration Consolidated Copper Co.

Johns-Manville Corporation

Eemmerer Coal Co.

Kennecott Copper Corp.

Montana Power Co.

Morrison-Enudson Co., Inc.

Mountain Bell

Mountain Fuel Supply Co.

Nevada Power Co.

Northwest Energy Co.

* 10 Annals of Congress 596, 613-614 (1800).
8. Doc. No. 56, 54th Congress, 2d Sess.
(1897).
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Occidental Oll Shale

Phelps Dodge Corporation.
Public Service Co. of Colorado
FPublie Service Co. of New Mexico
Calvin L. Rampton

Rocky Mountain Energy Co.
Slerra Pacific Power Co.
Snowbird Corporation

True Drilling Co,

United Bank of Denver

Utah Power & Light Co.
Valley National Bank
Westmoreland Coal Co.g

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I ask for this time for the pur-
pose of inquiring of the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI) the pro-
gram for the balance of the week.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. If the gentle-
man will yield, the program is as follows:

Thursday we will consider the
House concurrent resolution, the second
budget resolution for fiscal year 1980; a
conference report on the Department of
Education Authorization Act: we will
then return to HR. 5359, the defense ap-
propriations, and complete consideration
on that.

There is also the possibility of H.R.
2795, the International Travel Act au-
thorizations, with votes on amendments
and conclusion of the bill: and H.R. 3642,
emergency medical services reauthoriza-
tions, with votes on amendments and on
the bill.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. I did not
hear the gentleman mention the FEC
authorization bill. Is it not on this week?

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, The gentle-
man did not mention the FEC authoriza-
tion bill; therefore, that is why the
igtlenl‘.lerm:.n from Alabama did not hear

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama, I thank
the gentleman for clearing that up. I
was afraid I was hard of hearing there
for a minute.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. As of this
moment, it is not being considered by the
leadership to be on the floor this week.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. T thank
the gentleman.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

(By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows to:)

Mr. Ropino (at the request of Mr.
WricHT), for today, on account of ill-
ness in the family.

Ms. HoLTzMAN (at the request of Mr.
WRr1GHT) , for today, on account of illness.

Mr. Noran (at the request of Mr.
WriGHT), after 1:30 p.m. today, on ac-
count of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BurLisoN), to revise and
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extend their remarks and to include ex-36(c) of the Arms Export Control Act; to

traneous matter to:)
Mr. WirTH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. GonzaLEZ, for 15 minutes, today.
Mr. AnNUNzIO, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. Weaver, for 10 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
Mr. MiLLER of Ohio, and to include ex-
traneous material, on the conference
report on H.R. 4393 in the House today.

Mr. BaumAN, immediately after the
vote on the conference report on H.R.
111, Panama Canal Act of 1979.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LavincsToN) and fo include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. Younc of Alaska in two instances.

Mr. MAVROULES.

Mr. FRENZEL in five instances.

Mr. PaUL.

Mr. ERLENBORN.

Mr. RITTER.

Mr. MICHEL.

Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE.

Mr. ROUSSELOT.

Mr, SymMMs.

Mr. FINDLEY.

Mr. KEMP.

Mr. GREEN.

Mr. CORCORAN.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BurLisoN) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. MAVROULES.

Mr. MurRrPHY of New York.

Mr. EDGAR.

Mr. HamirTon in three instances.

Mr. STEWART.

Mr, FITHIAN.

Mrs. BOGGS.

Mr. MAGUIRE.

Mr. Mica in five instances.

Mr. Lon: of Maryland.

Mr. HANCE.

Mr. SimoN in four instances.

Mr. PEYSER.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BURLISON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o'clock and 4 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, September 27, 1979, at 10 a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2520. A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to establish an improved program
for extra long staple cotton; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

2521. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Congressional Relations, trans-
mitting notice of the proposed issuance of
an export license for major defense equip-
ment sold commercially to Malaysia (trans-
mittal No. MC-26-79), pursuant to section

the Committee on Forelgn Affairs,

2522. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Treasury for Legislative Affairs, trans-
mitting various project performance audit
reports prepared by the International Bank
for Reconstruction and Development, pur-
suant to section 301(e) (1) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1061, as amended; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2523. A letter from the General Counsel
and the Chairman of the National Labor
Relations Board, transmitting notice of a
proposed amendment to the Board's system
of records, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(0); to
the Committee on Government Operations.

2524. A letter from the Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting notice of the proposed
refund of $16,504.30 in royalty payments to
Aminoil USA, Inc., pursuant to section 10(b)
of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act
of 1963, as amended; to the Committee on
Interlor and Insular Affairs.

2525. A letter from the Chairman, Secu-
ritles and Exchange Commission, transmit-
ting the annual report of the Commission for
fiscal year 1978; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

2526. A letter from the Administrator, En-
ergy Information Administration, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting reports for the
month of June 1979, on changes in market
shares of refined petroleum products and of
retail gasoline, pursuant to section 4(c) (2)
(A) of the Emergency Petroleum Allocation
Act of 1973; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

2527. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting the annual
report of the Immigration and Naturalization
Service for fiscal year 1977; to the Committee
on the Judieciary.

2528. A letter from the General Counsel of
the Navy, transmitting a report on the in-
vestigation of allegations of discrimination
at the Naval Regional Contracting Office,
Long Beach, Calif., pursuant to 5 U.5.C. 1206
(b) (5) (A); to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

2529. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report
recommending that after assigning on-base
housing on the basis of military necessity,
such housing be assigned based on need
(CED-79-92, September 25, 1979): jointly, to
the Committees on Government Operations
and Armed Services.

2530. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on needed improvements to the United
Nations financial management (ID-79-586,
September 24, 1979); jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Government Operations and Foreign
Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce. HR. 3949. A bill to
amend the National Traffic and Motor Vehicle
Safety Act of 1966 to authorize the Secretary
of Transportation to require tire manufac-
turers, in certain circumstances, to provide
public notice of tire defects; with amendment
(Report No. 96—480). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. STAGGERS. Committee of conference.
Conference report on H.R. 3996 (Rept. No. 96—
481). Ordered to be printed.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXITI, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred
as follows:

By Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE:

H.R. 5406. A blll to amend the Fishery Con-
servation and Management Act of 1976 to
prohibit the trapping of certain fish, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. DOUGHERTY (for himself, Mr.
DerwiNsKI, and Mr. MURTHA) :

H.R. 5407. A bill authorizing continuing
appropriations for the Lithuania Legation;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. MADIGAN (for himself, Mr.
SeseLIvs, Mr. DuNcanN of Tennessee,
Mr. TraXLER, Mrs. HECKLER, Mr, Ja-
coBs, Mr. Moorg, Mr. CoELHO, Mr.
BroyYHILL, Mr. JouNsoN of Colorado,
Mr. AnprEws of North Dakota, Mr.
RA1LSBACE, Mr. O'BrIEN, Mr. Cor-
CORAN, Mr. Lorr, Mr. CoLEMAN, Mr.
WHITTAKER, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. Hop-
KINS, Mr. ERDAHL, Mr. SoLoMoN, Mr.
GrassLEY, Mr. FinpLEy, and Mr.
NoLaw) :

H.R. 5408. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the spe-
cial valuation of farm property for purposes
of the estate tax; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Ms. MIEULSEI:

HR. 5409. A Dbill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1054 to provide that the
standard mileage rate for use of a passenger
automobile which may be used in computing
the charitable contribution deduction shall
be the same as the standard mileage rate
which may be used in computing the busi-
ness expense deduction; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mrs. SPELLMAN:

H.R. 5410. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to require any Federal employee
who elects at the time of retirement not to
provide survivorship benefits for the em-
ployee's spouse to notify (or take all rea-
sonable steps to notify) the spouse of that
election; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. STAGGERS (for himself, Mr.
BROYHILL, Mr. DINGELL, and Mr.
ScHEUER) (by request):

H.R. 5411. A bill to authorize the funding
of fuel economy technology assessment pro-
grams; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. STEWART:

H.R. 5412. A bill to amend the Compre-
hensive Employment and Training Act to
make certain extensions in the period of
eligibility for public-service employment: to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. STOCEMAN (for himself, Mr.
GrAMM, Mr. KemP, Mr, LOEFFLER, Mr.
DERWINSKI, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr.
STANGELAND, Mr. QUAYLE, Mr. FREN-
2EL, Mr. PHILIF M. CRANE, Mr. CoL-
LINs of Texas, Mr. DEvINE, Mr. LEE,
Mr. RoTH, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. SPENCE,
Mr. LotT, Mr. Davis of Michigan, Mr.
SawyYEr, Mr. VANDER JacT, and Mr.
MooRE) :

H.R. 5413. A bill to amend certain Federal
regulatory statutes affecting automobiles in
order to reduce the cost to the consumer of
achieving the goals established in such stat-
utes, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. VENTO:

HR. 5414. A bill to amend title XVI of the
Social Security Act to eliminate the provi-
sions which presently attribute the income
and resources of parents to their children
for purposes of determining the eligibility of
such children for SSI benefits; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.




26386

By Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas:

H.R. 5415. A bill to provide that aliens
employed in the United States shall not be
entitled to vote in certain elections conducted
among members of labor organizations unless
such aliens have been naturalized as citi-
zens of the United States; jointly, to the
Committees on Education and Labor and In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska (for himself,
Mr, TREEN, Mr. B1acar, Mr. LENT, Mr.
JEFFORDS, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr.
Symms, and Mr. LoTT) @

H.R. 5416. A bill to promote the transfer of
varlous fisheries technologies and tech-
niques, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr, HANSEN (for himself and Mr.
Symms) :

H.R. 5417. A bill to exempt the Milner Dam
from certain requirements of the Federal
Power Act (16 U.S.C. 807), and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PHILLIP BURTON:

H. Con. Res. 191. Concurrent resolution to
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
provide for the commemoration of the efforts
of Goodloe Byron to protect the Appalachian
Trall; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. BROOKS (by request):

H. Res. 428. Resolution to disapprove Re-
organization Plan No. 3, transmitted by the
President on September 25, 1979; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

By Ms. FERRARO:

H. Res. 429. Resolution commending Pope
John Paul II, and welcoming him to the
United States; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York:

H. Res. 430. Resolution to provide for the
further expenses of investigations and studies
to be conducted by the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 1 of rule XXTI,

Mr. MITCHELL of New York presented a
bill (H.R. 5418) for the relief of Rev.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Anthony Petel, which was referred to the
Cominittee on the Judiciary.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolutions
as follows:

H.R. 810: Mr. LoTtT.

H.R. 1000: Mr. PAUL.

H.R. 2279: Mr. HANSEN, Mr. CoNTE, and
Mr. SAWYER.

H.R. 2097: Mr. CoLEMAN and Mr. SOLARZ.

H.R. 3614: Mr. CoucHLIN and Mr. ROSTEN-
KOWSKI.

H.R. 3981: Mr. BRINKLEY.

H.R. 4646: Mr. AKAXA, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr.
APPLEGATE, Mr. BeviLn, Mrs. BouQuarp, Mr.
BoweN, Mr. Breaux, Mr. DascHLE, Mr.
Frrrro, Mr. FowLEr, Mr, GiNN, Mr. GUARINT,
Mr. HEFNER, Mr. Hinson, Mr. HoLraNDp, Mr.
LepERER, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. MazzoLr, Mr. NEL-
soN, Mr. Nicmors, Mr. PepPEr, Mr. PricE,
Mr. RAHALL, Mr., SHUSTER, Mr. EMERY, Mr.
JonNes of Tennessee, Mr. ANTHONY, and Mr.
KoGoOVSEK.

H.R. 4943: Mr. HUGHES.

HR. 4970: Mr. FITHIAN
Tennessee.

HER. 5048: Mr. BuTLER, Mr. DAN DANIEL,
Mr. FisHER, Mr. TrRIBLE, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr.
PHrLr BUurRTON, Mr. CaRr, Mr. DowNEY, Mr.
GieeoNS, Mr. MAGUIRE, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. RE-
GULA, Mr. RopiNO, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. SOLARZ,
Mr. STarg, Mr. Uparr, Mr. Wox PAT, Mrs.
SpPELLMAN, and Mr. Epwarps of Oklahoma.

H.R. 5114: Mr. SHUMWAY, Mr. BADHAM, Mr.
LENT, and Ms. FERRARO.

H.R. 5182: Mrs. ByronN, Mr. FISHER, and Mr.
FAUNTROY.

H.R. 5308: Mr. CORCORAN, Mr. FINDLEY, Mr,
SoromoN, Mr. TaAuke, Mr. VorLkwmer, Mrs.
BoUQUARD, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. CHENEY, and
Mr. NEAL.

H.R. 5330: Mr. Lorr and Mr. BURGENER.

H.J. Res. 68: Mr, AMBro, Mr. ANNUNZIO,
Mr. BRODHEAD, Mr. BURGENER, Mr. JoHN L.
Burron, Mr. CaMpPeELL, Mr. DANIEL B. CRANE,
Mr. DEcEaArD, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. ERTEL, Mr.

and Mr. Forp of
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Evans of Indiana, Mr, FiTHiaN, Mr. FOLEY,
Mr. GARcIA, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. GOODLING, Mr,
HaMILTON, Mr. LEwis, Mr. LoEFFLER, Mr. Lonc
of Maryland, Mr. McHucH, Mr. MAGUIRE, Mi.
MicHEL, Mr. Moorg, Mr. MYErs of Indiana,
Mr. PATTEN, Mr. PATTERsoN, Mr. Pavr, Mr.
PERKINS, Mr, QUAYLE, Mr. RAILSBACK, Mr.
RINALDO, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. ROYER, Mr. SATTER-
FIELD, Mr. SHARP, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. STOCKMAN,
Mr. STump, Mr. TREEN, Mr. VANDER JaGT, and
Mr, WYDLER.

H.J. Res. 300: Mr. HYpE.

H. Con. Res. 83: Mr. ApbaBBo, Mr. AsH-
BROOK, and Mr. LENT.

H. Con. Res. 134. Mr. DOUGHERTY.

H. Con. Res. 183: Mr. GLICKMAN and Mr,
ROUSSELOT.

DELETION OF SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 1603: Mr. Eowaros of Oklahoma.

H.R. 4360: Mr. HUGHES.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 5359
By Mr. ERAMER:
—Page 62, after line 7, add the following
new section:

Sec. 776. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act may be used to reduce the per-
sonnel, support, or equipment levels at any
United States naval installation or facility
at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, or to reduce any
military functions which are primarily sup-
ported by such installation or facility.

By Mr. MILLER of California:
—Insert on page 62, after line 7, new section
776:

None of the funds appropriated under this
Act may be used for chemical, biological or
radiological experiments on non-consenting
civilian populations.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

THE NEED FOR AN OIL-SPILL
SUPERFUND—PART 11

HON. JOHN M. MURPHY

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, September 26, 1979

® Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, the urgency of problems asso-
ciated with oil pollution has been under-
scored in recent weeks by several cas-
ualties.

On June 30. the container ship Sea
Speed Arabia ran aground off Staten
Island, resulting in the discharge of
100,000 gallons of diesel oil that virtually
surrounded Staten Island and polluted
the waters of upper and lower New York
Bay. Beaches and parks were closed and
marine life was damaged many miles
from the origin of the spill.

On July 19, the supertankers Aegean
Captain and Atlantic Empress collided
off the coasts of the island nation, Trini-

dad and Tobago. Both ships were holed,
creating a gigantic oil spill that only
chance took out to sea instead of onto
the resort beaches so vital to the econ-
omy of the islands. The Atlantic Em-
press sank several days after the colli-
sion, taking with her to the bottom the
oil trapped in intact cargo tanks. She
was the largest ship in history to sink.

Most recently, in the first week of Au-
gust, oil from the Mexican oil well
IXTOC I, which suffered a blowout on
June 3, reached the waters and beaches
of South Texas. The well has been dis-
charging oil at a rate of 10,000 to 30,000
barrels a day into the Gulf of Campeche.
No end is in sight. By the time the well is
capped and the oil disperses, the pollu-
tion may well afiect the waters and
beaches of all the States on the Gulf of
Mexico, as well as the rich fishing
grounds offshore. This situation was de-
scribed in more detail in my remarks ap-
pearing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of
September 19, 1979, at page 25440.

These recent disasters emphasize the

need for prompt action on H.R. 85, a bill
to provide a comprehensive system of lia-
bility and compensation for oil-spill
damage and removal costs. Had H.R.
6803, the predecessor of H.R. 85, been
enacted into law last October, U.S. citi-
zens suffering damage from the Staten
Island spill and the IXTOC I incident
would now have quick and effective
means to obtain compensation.

H.R. 85 represents the distillation of
several years of deliberations on this
matter by the Congress and by the ad-
ministration of three Presidents. The
subject of an oil pollution superfund, in
all its ramifications, has been thoroughly
studied, analyzed, and debated. The need
for such a compensation system is abun-
dantly clear. The time has now arrived—
indeed is overdue—for final legislative
decisions on an oilspill superfund, de-
cisions that should be made as rapidly as
procedures of the Congress and the press
of other business will allow.

This clear course of action should not
be allowed to become impeded by hurried

® This "bullet” symbol identifies statements or inserii ons which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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