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SENATE—Tuesday, January 6, 1981

(Legislative day of Monday, January 5, 1981)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. THURMOND) .

PRAYER

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

Let us pray.

Almighty God, in whom our fathers
trusted, we thank Thee for this Nation,
born amid suffering, nourished in free-
dom and built upon faith in Thee and in
Thy law. Enable us to rejoice in this day
of precious memories and bright hopes, a
day emblematic of representative gov-
ernment of free men.

Grant to each American a solemn
sense of civic responsibility. Hold us
firmly to all that is right and good and
true. Make sacred our stewardship of
power and of wealth, that both may be
honorably acquired and worthily used.

Give us a part in the recovery of na-
tional purpose, the renewal of pure re-
ligion and a refined patriotism. Quicken
our love of America that beyond the
events of today we may see the shining
glory of the Republic both as a heritage
and as a trust.

In the Redeemer’s name, we pray.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask"

unanimous consent that the Journal of
the proceedings be approved to date.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair.

APPOINTMENT OF MAJORITY PAR-
TY'S MEMBERSHIP ON THE SE-
LECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have a
resolution in respect to the appointment
of majority members of the Select Com-
mittee on Ethics. I send the resolution
to the desk and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 18) appointing ma-

Jority party's membership on the Select
Committee on Ethies.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-

out objection, the resolution is agreed
to.
The resolution (S. Res. 18) is as fol-

lows:
S. Res. 18

Resolved, That the following shall consti-
tute the majority party's membership on the

Select Committee on Ethics:
Malcolm Wallop, Chairman; Thad Coch-

ran, Mack Mattingly.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BAEKER. Mr. President, in a mo-
ment I will have a unanimous-consent
request in respect to the introduction of
bills and joint resolutions and other re-
lated matters. Before I do that, however,
I need to consult with the other body in
respect to their intention on recessing
over or adjourning.

I ask unanimous consent that I may
reserve the remainder of my time under
the standing order. I am prepared at this
point to yield the floor so that the mi-
nority leader may be recognized, if he
wishes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from West Virginia.

APPOINTMENT OF THE MINORITY
PARTY'S MEMBERSHIP ON THE
SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS
FOR THE 97TH CONGRESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I send a resolution to the desk appoint-
ing minority party membership on the
Select Committee on Ethics and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 19) appointing mi-
nority party's membership on the Select
Committee on Ethics for the 97th Congress.

The_PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the resolution is agreed to.
The resolution (S. Res. 19) is as fol-

lows:
S. Res. 19
Resolved, That the following shall consti-
tute the minority party’s membership on the
Select Committee on Ethics for the 97th
Congress:

Mr. Heflin, Vice-Chairman; Mr, Pryor, Mr.
Eagleton.

ORDER FOR CERTAIN ACTION
UNTIL 5 P.M. TODAY

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that until 5 p.m. to-

day, morning business, the introduction
of bills, joint resolutions, simple resolu-
tions, and concurrent resolutions may be
transacted and statements submitted by
Senators by being presented at the desk.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I have no need for my time. Unless the
majority leader or Mr. CraNsToN would
like some additional time I am prepared
to yield it back.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I yield
back my time under the standing order.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield back my time.

APPOINTMENT BY THE PRESIDENT
PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair, pursuant to Senate Resolution
400, 94th Congress, and Senate Resolu-
tion 4, 95th Congress, appoints the fol-
lowing Senators to the Select Commit-
tee on Intelligence: The Senator from
Arizona (Mr. GoLpWATER), chairman;
the Senator from Utah (Mr. Garn) ; the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. CHA-
ree) ; the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Lucar) ; the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
WarrLopr) ; the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. DURENBERGER) ; the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. RoTrH) ; and the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. SCHMITT) .

————

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
pursuant to section 1024 of title 15,
United States Code, appoints the follow-
ing Senators to the Joint Economic
Committee: The Senator from Iowa (Mr.
JEPSEN), vice chairman; the Senator
from Delaware (Mr. RoTH) ; the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. AebyoRr); the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. Symms); the
Senator from Florida (Mrs. HAWKINS) ;
and the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
MATTINGLY) .

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MurkowsKI) . Without objection, it is so
ordered.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or inserti ons which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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period for routine morning business, not
to exceed 20 minutes in length, and that
Senators may speak therein for not to
exceed 5 minutes each.

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

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BAKER. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

At 12:02 pm., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has agreed to
the following concurrent resolutions,
without amendment:

8. Con. Res. 1. Concurrent resolution to
provide for the counting on January 6, 1981,
of the clectoral votes for President and Vice
President of the United States.

S. Con. Res. 2. Concurrent resolution to
provide for the continuation of the Joint
Committee on Inaugural ceremonies and for
the appointment of two additional members
thereto.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. COHEN:

8. 48. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide expanded opportuni-
ties for individuals to earn education bene-
fits based on honorable active service in the
armed forces, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Veterans Affairs.

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself and
Mr. TSONGAS) :

S. 40. A bill to amend the Uniform Time
Act of 1966 to provide that daylight savings
time commence each yvear on the first Sun-
day in March rather than the last Sunday In
April; to the Committee on Commerce, Sci-
ence, and Transportation.

By Mr. DECONCINI:

8. 50. A bill to amend certain provisions of
tifle 28, United States Code, relating to ven-
ue, and to provide for spzcial venue provi-
sions In cases relating to the environment;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CRANSTON:

5. 51. A bill to require persons who manu-
facture cigarettes or little cigars for sale or
distribution in commerce to meet perform-
ance standards prescribed by the Consumer
Product Safety Commission, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. HAYARAWA:

5. 52. A bill to amend the Clean Air Act to
repeal the reguirement that State imple-
mentation plans provide for periodic inspec-
tion and testing of motor vehicles; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

8. 53. A blll to amend the Voting Rights
Act of 1965 to repeal certain requirements
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relating to bilingual election requirements;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

S. 54. A bill to repeal the provisions of title
23, United States Code, requiring a national
maximum speed limit of 556 miles per hour;
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works.

By Mr. HAYAKAWA (for himself and
Mr. DECONCINT) :

8. 55. A bill to establish provisions govern-
ing the day and time for the election of elec-
tors of the President and Vice President; to
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tlon.

8. 56. A bill to establish provisions govern-
ing the day and times for the election of
electors of the President and Vice President;
tc the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tlon.

8. 57. A bill to establish temporary provi-
sions governing the day and times for the
elections of Senators, Members of the House
of Representatives, and electors of the Presi-
dent and Vice President; to the Committee
on Rules and Administration.

5. 58. A bill to restrict the release of re-
sults from Presidential elections until all the
polls are closed; to the Committee on Rules
and Administration.

By Mr, BIDEN:

8. 59. A bill to amend the Congresslonal
Budget Act of 1974 to terminate certain ex-
isting entitlement authority and prohibit
new entitlement authority, to terminate cer-
tain existing permanent budget authority
and prohibit new permanent budget author-
ity, to provide that the new budget author-
ity can be avallable for outlays only for a
single fiscal year, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Budget and the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs, jointly, by
unanimous consent pursuant to the order of
August 4, 1977.

By Mr. BUMPERS:

8. 60. A bill to establish competitive oll and
gas leasing and modify leasing procedures
for onshore Federal lands; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. SASSER:

5. 61. A bill to reduce Federal travel and
consultant costs, and to improve Federal
debt collection procedures; to the Gommit-
tee on Governmental Affalrs.

By Mr. HUDDLESTON:

8. 62. A bill for the relief of Carol Allen

Gilliam; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. RANDOLPH (for himself, Mr.
HeEmnz, Mr. GLENN and Mr. Lucar) :

5. 63. A blll to amend the Clean Air Act
to provide compliance date extensions for
steel-making facllities on @& case-by-case
basis to facilitate modernization; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

By Mr. HEFLIN:

5. 64. A bill for the relief of Mohannad Za-
heer, his wife, Imbiaz Zaheer, and his sons,
Eram Zaheer and Asim Zaheer; to the Com-
mittee on the Judieiary.

8. 65. A Dbill for the relief of Jae Sill Rim
and his wife, Young Ja Rim; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, HAYAKAWA (for himself, Mr.
HeELmMs, Mr. Laxarnr and Mr. PREsS-
LER) :

5. 66. A bill to amend sectlon 4067 of the
Revised Statutes to deflne further the cir-
cumstances under which certain allens with-
in the United States may be treated as allen
enemies; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BUMPERS (for himself, Mr.
BimpsoN and Mr. LAXALT): :

S. 67. A bill to improve and expedite the
administrative process and clarify the stand-
ards for judiclal review of administrative
action; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. RANDOLPH:

5. 68, A blll to recognize the importance of
ports and harbors to this country's economy
and national defense, and the world's econ-
omy and energy self-sufficiency, and to au-
thorize construction of harbor improvements
to promote domestic commerce and to facill-
tate United States export of coal and other
commodities; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

By Mr. CANNON:

8. 69. A Dbill to facilitate the ability of
product sellers to establish product liability
risk retention groups, to facilitate the ability
of such sellers to purchase product liability
insurance on a group basis, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation,

By Mr. INOUYE:

8. 70. A bill for the rellef of George Hook
Wo Young; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

S. T1. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Araceli
Gushiken; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

5. 72. A bill for the rellef of Sylvester
Hiongue; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

8. 73. A blll for the rellef of Mrs. Tomo
Kaalakamanu; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

5. T4. A bill for the relief of John K.
Earaya, Mary W. Karaya, Martin M. Z.
Earaya, Peter D. Earaya, and Andrew M.
Earaya, to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WALLOP (for himself, Mr.
Mo¥NIHAN, and Mr. CRANSTON):

8. 756. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to encourage capital in-
vestment by individuals and corporations;
to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. INOUYE:

5. 76. A bill for the relief of Sun Ok iKm,
Ok Lyun Kim, Koang Hi Kim, Chin Hi Kim,
Hyun Soo Eim; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

S. 77. A bill for the relief of Benjamin N.
Mascarenas; to the Committee on the
Judicary.

S. T8. A bill for tre relief of Dr. Eenneth
P. K. Ng and his wife Mrs. Wal Lin Ng; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

8. 7. A bill for the rellef of Joseph Y.
Quijano, his wife Marichu Larrazabal
Quijano and hls son, Franz Joseph Quijano
and his daughter, Maria Estrella Quijano; to
the Committee on tre Judiciary.

5. BO. A bill for the rellef of Mr. Pennisl-
manl Mau; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

5. 81. A bill for the relief of Mr. Andres B.
Pasion; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

S. 82. A bill for the relief of Arron P. K.
Yung; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HEINZ (for himself, Mr. Her-
LIN, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. DUREN-
BERGER, and Mr. TOWER) :

5. 83. A bill to amend the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 to 1imit the level of total
budget outlays in any fiscal year and to re-
quire compensation for additional costs im-
posed on State and local governments, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Budget and the Committee on Governmental
Affairs, jointly, by unanimous consent pur-
suant to the order of August 4, 1977.

By Mr. DOLE:

5. 84. A bill to amend title 5, United States
Code, to eliminate an inequity in computing
annuities of Federal law enforcement officers
or firefighters; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

By Mr. HUDDLESTON:

8.J. Res. 10. Joint resolution to establish

a Commission on Presidential Nominations;




162

to the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion.
By Mr. HEFLIN:

8.J. Res. 11. Joint resolution establishing
the policy with respect to the number of
digits which should be used as ZIP codes or
other codes used for mail delivery; to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. COHEN:

S. 48. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide expanded oppor-
tunities for individuals to earn education
benefits based on honorable active serv-
ice in the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans
Affairs.

GI BILL EDUCATION BENEFITS
® Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, during the
96th Congress, I was the first Member of
the Senate to introduce legislation call-
ing for a new GI bill. Today, I am rein-
troducing that legislation.

When I introduced S. 2020 in Novem-
ber of 1979, there appeared little chance
that a program of educational assistance
in return for military service, ended by
Congress in 1976, would be reinstated.
Despite the clear need, little attention
had been given to the serious manpower
problems which are at least partially at-
tributable to the elimination of educa-
tional benefits.

The prospects for a return to the GI
bill are much better today than they were
when I proposed this measure. The Army
has listed it as its top legislative priority
for this Congress. The Senate Veterans’
Affairs Committee held hearings last
summer on my proposal and a bill intro-
duced by my distinguished colleague
from Colorado, BiLL ARMSTRONG. Senator
Warner and Senator THURMOND, col-
leagues of mine on the Armed Services
Committee, have introduced bills of their
own, as has Senator CranstoN, who
chaired the Veterans’ Affairs Committee
in the last Congress. Finally, both the
Senate and House Armed Services Com-
mittees included educational test pack-
ages in their versions of the defense au-
thorization bill, and the two were in-
corporated into the conference report on
that measure. They are now being imple-
mented.

All of these actions give recognition to
one important fact. Educational bene-
fits have consistently been listed as one
of the most popular incentives for join-
ing the military. Congress' decision to
eliminate the GT bill 4 years ago has been
cited as one of the key factors in the per-
ception of those in—or considering—
military service that benefits are eroding.

The purpose of my bill is to provide an
opportunity for individuals to earn edu-
cational benefits based on honorable
service in the military. It should en-
courage more top-quality young men and
women to enlist and reenlist in the serv-
ice.

Basically the bill would provide educa-
tion benefits at the same rate authorized
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veterans pursuing a program of educa-
tion under chapter 34, title 38, United
States Code.

The legislation does not require a
monetary contribution from the partic-
ipant as does the current veterans edu-
cation assistance program (VEAP).
Rather it requires something more valu-
able—time. Eligibility for education un-
der this proposal begins when the mem-
ber has completed 2 years of honorable
service. The maximum educational bene-
fit cannot be earned in less than 48
months.

The program is a simple one. After
completing 2 years of service, a member
in a critical skill or combat arms posi-
tion becomes eligible for 18 months of
educational assistance. Those in noncrit-
ical or noncombat arms occupations earn
12 months of educational assistance.

Benefits continue to accrue beyond the
2-year point. Those with critical skills or
in combat arms will earn the maximum
36 months of benefits in 4 years. For their
noneritical/noncombat arms counter-
parts the 36-month maximum may be
earned in 6 years.

In the case of individuals choosing to
serve the minimum 2-year active duty
period or serving less than a full enlist-
ment the program requires that they be
transferred to the reserve forces to help
alleviate reserve manpower shortages.

Further to reduce attrition figures, the
bill will not, in most cases, allow mili-
tary members to collect their eligibility
if they fail to complete the first 2 years
of their enlistment or reenlistment. This
is why it is called an “earned” educa-
tional assistance program. No education
benefits are earned if the service obliga-
tion is not fulfilled.

For young people sincerely interested
in attaining an educational goal, the bill
offers a program of assistance for serv-
ices rendered. It also provides for edu-
cation loans and gives the eligible vet-
eran 10 years from the date of last dis-
charge from active duty to complete
the education earned as a result of the
proposal.

The program will produce a recruiting
incentive aimed directly at a desirable
target group—high school graduates not
in college. These are the committed, top-
quality individuals that the services need
to attract and retain.

While there is a cost involved in re-
establishing this program of educational
benefits, it is likely to provide far greater
short- and long-range benefits. These
go beyond the quality of our defense
forces. The U.S. Treasury should reap
benefits from the veterans who use the
program. Testimony before the Senate
Veterans' Affairs Committee in 1975 il-
lustrated the fact that: * Veterans using
the GI bill return to the Federal Treas-
ury more than the Nation invests in
them to pay for 36 months of college.”

The new GI bill I have proposed will,
I hope, serve as a reflection of the com-
mitment of Congress to those who sacri-
fice years of their lives to serve in the
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Nation’s defense. We must not forget the
special sacrifices made by our young
men and women in uniform, whether in
peacetime or in war.

VEAP does not provide adequate rec-
ognition of the efforts made by those
who serve. Simply put, the program has
been a failure. The reason why is clear.
Its primary goal was to reduce the cost
to the Government of post-service edu-
cation, not to reward individuals for
military service.

Unfortunately, at the same time this
route has been taken to save the Gov-
ernment money, Federal educational as-
sistance programs not requiring any
service to the Nation has burgeoned. As
Dr. Charles Moskos, the noted military
soclologist, has so eloquently put it, to-
day we have the GI bill, without the GI.

In a time when military real wages
were diminishing, prior to the approval
last year of several pay improvements,
it is little wonder that VEAP has failed
to be a recruiting incentive. And it is easy
to understand why recruiters so badly
want a return to the GI bill.

A recent U.S. Navy memo concluded:
‘The quality high school graduate who
lacked sufficient funds for a college edu-
cation lost in essence a $4,000-plus en-
listment bonus with the demise of the old
GI bill.” The memo noted that its elimi-
nation and replacement with VEAP did
nothing but work against the All-Volun-
teer Force.

Just a few years ago, a survey of sol-
diers pointed out that educational bene-
fits were the main reason for joining the
Army. The old GI bill helped recruit 25
to 30 percent of the volunteers entering
the Armed Forces. In December 1976, the
last month for the old GI bill, a record
27,585 youths enlisted in the Army. The
year before, only about half that many,
14,173, enlisted.

Organizations such as the Noncom-
missioned Officers Association (NCOA)
warned Congress that elimination of the
GI bill could have serious negative re-
percussions on the quality and quantity
of recruits for military service. Unfor-
tunately, as reports of this past year have
reflected, this prediction has been borne
out. It is time that we acknowledge the
mistake we made and that we take steps
to correct our earlier action.

The approach embodied in my pro-
posal is, I think, one which will have far-
ranging benefits for our young men and
women considering military service, for
our Armed Forces, and for the Nation
itself. It will aid recruiting efforts, en-
hance the quality of our defense force,
encourage educational advancement, and
stimulate the economy. As the old GI
bill did, my proposal will return far more
than it will cost.

Perhaps the major difference from—
and improvement of—the old GI bill is
the provision that participants must
serve a minimum of 2 years before they
are eligible for benefits. This should help
reduce the services’ attrition problem. It
will also insure that only committed,
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ualified young men and women who
}qm\re given 2 or more years in service to
their country will reap the benefits of the
program.

Costs will thus be reduced in two ways.
The Navy has estimated that each re-
cruit dropout represents a $7,000-plus
loss. For every individual encouraged to
serve a full term of enlistment or reen-
listment, a substantial savings accrues.
Extending the minimum service time
from 6 months to 2 years for benefits
eligibility will limit participation to those
most deserving and will bring costs down
significantly.

I believe this approach represents the
direction we should be going as we seek
to strengthen our military forces. And
it reflects my firm belief that the Nation
should give proper recognition to those
who have served in their Nation’s be-
half. We owe them a considerable debt.
Reinstating educational benefits for
veterans is one small way of repaying
them for their military service.

The NCOA deserves great credit for
its work on this legislation. It has been
in the forefront in working for a return
to GI bill education benefits. I am
pleased to work with NCOA in this im-
portant endeavor.

I also look forward to working with
my colleagues who have introduced GI
bill proposals of their own. This legis-
lation must be a top priority of the 97th
Congress. I hope we can join together to
develop the best possible proposal—and
to win its early approval this year.®

By Mr. CRANSTON (for himself
and Mr. TSONGAS) :

S. 49. A bill to amend the Uniform
Time Act of 1966 to provide that day-
light savings time commence each year
on the first Sunday in March rather than
the last Sunday in April; to the Com-

mittee on Conmmerce, Science, and
Transportation.
EXTENSION OF DAYLIGHT SAVINGS TIME

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, we
are today introducing a bill to extend by
approximately 2 months daylight sav-
ings time, commencing on the first Sun-
day of the first March after the bill is
enacted.

This measure would save us an esti-
mated 100,000 barrels of oil per day for
2 months, or approximately 5.6 million
barrels of oil each year. In addition to,
and as a result of, this huge energy sav-
ings, our bill would save more than $150
million or more for American consumers,
at current oil prices.

Under present law, daylight savings
time goes into effect on the last Sunday
of April each year, and ends 6 months
later, on the last Sunday in October.

Under our bill, daylight savings time
would begin on the first Sunday in
March each year and continue until the
last Sunday in October.

In 1973, Congress passed the Emer-
gency Daylight Savings Time Energy
Conservation Act authorizing a 2-year
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experiment with year-round DST begin-
ning in January of 1974.

Because that approach continued
daylight savings time through the win-
ter months, requiring children to go to
school in the dark, there was consider-
able opposition to it.

During October of that year, in re-
sponse to concerns expressed by both the
general public and the Department of
Transportation, this act was repealed. It
was subsequently replaced by Public Law
93-434, to provide for 8 months of day-
light savings time beginning with the
last Sunday in February and ending the
last Sunday in October, 1 week longer
than my bill would do. The purpose of
this bill is to use daylight savings time
where there is more daylight. It does not
require children to go to school in the
dark. :

Studies done by the Department of
Transportation have supported the con-
cept of 8 months of daylight savings
time.

Moreover, under the underlying law,
any State which so wishes may exempt
itself from adopting daylight savings
time.

Public Law 93-434 expired in April,
1975, returning us to a 6-month daylight
savings time, although in the 94th Con-
gress, the Senate passed by a vote of 70
to 23 S. 2391 which provided for daylight
savings time on a T-month basis.

The House of Representatives failed to
enact the 7-month plan and it died at
the end of the 94th Congress.

This is a sensible, painless and cost-
free way to reduce energy demand in
order to reduce our dependence on im-
ported oil. We believe it should be con-
sidered promptly and adopted promptly.

Mr. President, our current law makes
no scientific sense. School children need
no more early morning or late afternoon
light in the spring than in the fall.

Under present law, using 1981 as an
example, daylight savings time will com-
gmence on April 27 and end on October

6.

But on April 27, the daylight hours
are far longer than on October 26.

The equivalent day to April 27 is Au-
gust 17. That is, on April 27 and on Au-
gust 17, 1981, the daylight will be the
same length.

That is because April 27 is 37 days af-
ter the vernal equinox (March 21) and
August 1 is 37 days before the autumnal
equinox (September 23).

By the same token, the equivalent day
for October 26 (33 days after the autum-
nal equinox) ) is February 16 (33 days be-
fore the vernal equinox) . Again, the time
between sunrise and sunset on February
16 will be just as long as on October 26.

The length of the davlight hours we
derive from the sun results from the con-
stant tilt of the Earth as it revolves
around the Sun. This tilt causes the
length of day and night to change, caus-
ing the seasons.

On March 21 (the vernal equinox) and
September 21 (the autumnal equinox),
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the light just reaches from one pole to
the other. 1The Sun is directly overhead
at the equator and days and nights are
equal all over the globe.

The vernal equinox begins spring in
the northern hemisphere, just as the au-
tumnal equinox begins fall.

The daylight hours then increase in
length from March 21 until June 21 (the
summer solstic) when the North Pole is
most tilted toward the Sun. June 21—
our traditional first days of summer—is
the longest day of the year.

The days then shorten until the winter
solstice (December 22), when the light
ofﬂ the Sun falls well short of the North
Pole.

Mr. President, my legislation errs on
the side of caution. It does not change
the ending date for d.s.t., which this year
will be October 26, at all. Nor would it
move the starting day for ds.t. all the
way to February 16, when equivalent
light conditions will exist.

Rather, it changes the starting date to
the first Sunday in March—this year
that would be on March 1. Again, the
equivalent date in terms of daylight
hours would be October 13, well before
daylight savings time is presently sched-
uled to end.

We introduced similar legislation in
the last Congress, which did not receive
hearings because the Department of
Transportation was late in indicating
support for the bill.

But it did receive favorable editorial
response:

I ask unanimous consent that an edi-
torial from the Camarillo, Calif., Daily
News, dated May 9, 1979, be included at
this point in my remarks:

More DST Makes GoobD SENSE

California’s Senator Alan Cranston has
proposed & plan that makes lots of sense
even without its main objective, which is &
good one.

Cranston has introduced legislation which
would extend Daylight Savings Time to elght
months & year.

According to our senior senator, the addi-
tional two months of DST would save the
United States the energy equivalent of six
million barrels of oil each year.

Cranston’s bill would add the two extra
months of DST in the springtime. In com-
pliance with the current daylight savings
program, clocks were turned one hour ahead
a week ago Sunday, the last Sunday of April.
That will be reversed the last Sunday in
October when standard time is resumed.

If the legislation is adopted, Daylight Sav-
ings Time will begin the first Sunday in
March next year and each succeeding year.

Sen. Cranston did not originate the idea.
During the first big energy crunch of 1973-
74, Congress passed emergency legislation
that provided for year-round Daylight Sav-
ings Time. This was repealed because of com-
plaints that children were endangered while
walting for buses or walring to school in the
dark during winter months.

Congress then replaced the year-round DST
experiment with an eight-month program,
similar to the one being proposed by Cran-
ston. But like so many energy-saving
schemes, such as car-pooling; it fell by the
wayside and when the emergency legisla-
tion expired in 1975, we went back to six
months of Daylight Savings Time.
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There has been much talk about using
solar energy to conserve fuel. One simple
method of using the sun's power for light-
ing, with no capital outlay required, would
be to begin Daylight Savings Time two
months earlier.

Even if there were no energy shortage,
expanding DST would be welcomed by many
people who enjoy that extra hour of day-
light during their active hours. Cranston's
proposal should get strong and immediate
support.

An identical bill to the one we are to-
day introducing will be introduced in the
House by Congressman CArRLOS J. MOOR-
HEAD this week.

I hope that hearings will be held
promptly on this legislation by the Com-~
merce, Science and Transportation Com-
mittee, and that this bill will be ulti-
mately adopted.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the Recorp at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

5. 49

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Section
3(a) of the Uniform Time Act of 1966 (15
U.S.C. § 260a(a)) is amended by striking out
“last Sunday of April"” and inserting in lleu
thereof “first Sunday of March”.

Section 2. The amendment made by the
first section of this act shall take effect at
2 a.m. on the first Sunday of the first March
beginning after the date of the enactment of
this act.

By Mr. DECONCINI:

8. 50. A bill to amend certain pro-
visions of title 28, United States Code,
relating to venue, and to provide for spe-
cial venue provisions in cases relating to
the environment; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

VENUE PROVISIONS RELATING TO ENVIRON-

MENTAL CASES
® Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I am
introducing today a bill to insure that
environmental cases are brought in court
of the general area where the environ-
mental impact or injury occurs. The bill,
8. 50, is identical to S. 3028 reported last
Congress from the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, but which was never considered
by the full Senate.
PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The bill rests on the premise that in
certain  environmental actions essentially
sgainst the United States, the most appro-
priate forum to hear the case is the Federal
aistrict court located In the judicial district
where the primary impact or subject matter
of the case is located. Currently, such actions
may be brought in several diverse forums at
the discretion of the plaintiff. The bill is
designed to provide specific guidance to the
Federal courts with respect to the transfer
of such cases without disrupting the plain-
tiff's traditional right to Initlally select a
forum. 8. 50 also provides district and appel-
late courts with the authority to consider the
primarily local or regional impact of any
action or proceeding as a factor in such a
court’s change of venue deliberations.
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The bill further responds to a need for a
mechanism for notifying states through their
attorneys general of the pendancy of an en-
vironmental action filed in the United States
District Court for the District Court for the
District of Columbia when the action may be
primarily local to such states. Such a notice
system will increase public confidence in the
Federal judicial system by providing states
with the opportunity to participate in en-
vironmental actlons that affect them through
timely intervention in such actions.

BACKGROUND

Legislation to correct certain major in-
adequacies in the Federal venue statutes was
the subject of congressional evaluation in
the B7th Congress resulting in enactment of
the Mandamus and Venue Act of 1862 (Pub-
lic Law B7-748; 76 Stat. 744, October 5,
1962). Prior to this Act civil actions against
the Federal government were restricted to
the United States District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia because, in part, of the
doctrine of “indispensable parties,” which
limited such actions to Washington, home
of the indispensable agency head or other
government official. In its consideration of
“this historic accident,” the Senate Judieci-
ary Committee noted that *“the current
state of the law respecting venue in actions
against Government officials 1s contrary to
the sound and equitable administration of
Justice.” (Senate Report 1992, 87th Cong., 2d
Bess., August 31, 1962; U.S. Code, Cong. &
Ad. News 2784; see also H.R. Report No. 536,
87th Cong. 1st Sess.) ! With passage of the
Act the law was changed to “make it possi-
ble to bring actions against Government of-
ficials and agencles in U.S. district courts
outside the District of Columbia . . ." (8.
Rept. 1992). The resulting change in the law
broadened venue in such actions to include
not only where “a defendant in the action
resides,” but also, except where a statute
calls for specific venue, where “the cause of
action arose” or where “any real property
involved in the action is situated” or where
“the plaintiff resides if no real property is
involved in the action” (28 U.S.C. 1301(e)).
This change applies to all cases where the
United States is a defendant, i.e., the Act is
not restricted to a specific type of case such
as an environmental matter.

EXPLANATION OF THE BILL

Although the Mandamus and Venue Act
cured the technical impediment that had
restricted cases against the United States to
the District of Columbia, the Act did not
consider how such a venue provision might
protect the committee’s desire to “assist in
achieving prompt administration of justice
by making it possible to bring these actions
in courts throughout the country . . ."” (8.
Rept. 1992). Nor did the Act contemplate
the impact on its findings and purpose by
the advent of litigation of potentially pri-
mary *“local” issues in non-local district
courts because of a broadened interpretation
glven to the requirements for standing.
(Sierra Club v. Morton, 405 U.S. 727 (1972)).

Hearings were held in the 96th Congress
(See Senate Committee on the Judiciary,
Subcommittee on Improvements in Judicial
Machinery, Federal Venue Statutes, Hear-
ings, 86th Cong. 2d sess. Feb. 20, 1980) to
consider legislative proposals designed to up-
date the Mandamus and Venue Act of 1062.
Both B. T39, introduced by BSenator Paul
Laxalt, and S. 1472, introduced by Benator
Dennis DeConcini would have required that
certain civil actions originate in a judiclal
district where a “substantial portion of the
impact or injury" occurred; both bills made
similar changes at the appellate level. 8. 739

Footnotes at end of article.
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would have applied to all civil actions against
the United States regardless of subject mat-
ter; S. 1472 was restricted to environmental
actions regardless of the type of defendant
(i.e., the United States or otherwise). The
hearing particularly substantiated the in-
adequacies of the Federal venue statutes with
resject to environmental matters with case
histories demonstrating the use of Federal
district courts outside of the local area of
impact [Defenders of Wildlife v. Andrus, 455
F. Supp. 446 (D.D.C. 1878)% Natural Re-
sources Defense Council v. Morton, 388 F.
Supp. 829 (D.D.C. 1974); National Wildlife
Federation v. Brock Adams, Civ. Action No.
78-2000 (D.D.C. 1979) ; Pyramid Lake Tribe of
Indians v. Morton,? 3564 F. Supp. 2562 (D.D.C.
1973) |; the difficulty parties encounter In
seeking transfer (change of venue) of such
an action to the local judicial district [En-
vironmental Defense Fund v. Costle, 79 F.R.D.
235 (D.D.C. 1978); National Wildlife Federa-
tion v. Andrus,* Civ. A. No. 78-1522 (D.D.C.
1978) ]; and problems of an intervenor in
such an action [Sierra Club v. Andrus,® 487 F.
Supp. 443 (D.D.C. 1980); Environmental De-
fense Fund v. Costle, infra; National Wild-
life Federation v. Andrus, Infra.|

Opponents to the bills claimed that the
proposed changes would undermine the basic
purpose of a venue statute, create additional
threshold litigation and inhibit venue flexi-
bility. At the hearing, James Moorman, As-
sistant Attorney General, Land and Natural
Resources Division, testifylng for the De-
partment of Justice, agreed that there was a
problem in certain cases; however, he fav-
ored a solution “less sweeping” than either
8. 739 or S. 1472. Moorman stated that “(O)ur
best suggestion is a combination of a new
notice requirement and an amendment to
the transfer section (1404(a)) to establish
a presumption in favor of transferring cases
in which the impact is primarily local.” On
May 2, 1980, the Subcommittee on Improve-
ments in Judicial Machinery favorably re-
ported an original Subcommittee bill incor-
porating the essence (l.e., a notice and pre-
sumption for transfer provision) but not the
method of the Department of Justice sug-
gestion.®

The original Subcommittee bill reflected
the following policy conclusions: (1) the
traditional right of the plaintiff to initially
choose a forum under 28 U.S.C. 1391(e) in
an action against the United States should
not be disturbed; (2) current statutes speci-
fying venue should not be overturned; (3)
the notice and presumption sections of the
bill should relate only to local environmen-
tal actions where the United States is a de-
fendant; and (4) the notice section should
be triggered solely by such actions filed in
the United States District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia. 8. 3028 also reflects these
very same policy conclusions.

On May 7, 1980 the Senate Committee on
the Judiclary considered this original Sub-
committee blll as an amendment to the Reg-
ulatory Flexibility and Administrative Re-
form Act of 1980 (S. 2147). At this time one
substantive amendment was accepted; this
amendment added language to the new
transfer section that would allow a rebuttal
argument agalnst the “presumption” (for
transfer) section if the action was “substan-
tlally national rather than local in effect or
scope.” The original Subcommittee bill, &s
amended, was overwhelmingly accepted as an
amendment to 8. 262 (8. 2147), which was
reported, without objectlon, by the Com-
mittee.

On June 24, 1980 the Committee on the
Judiciary met In open executive session at
which time it considerd S. 3028, a bill vir-
tually identical to the original Subcommittee




January 6, 1981

bill. The differences with tre original Sub-
committee bill relate to the definition of “lo-
cal” and the type of action that may be
*national.” The Committee then ordered S.
3028, without amendment, favorably re-
ported, which is identical to the text of the
bill I am introducing today.

CONCLUSION

8. 50 will promote greater judicial efficlency
by encouraging plaintiffs filing civil actions
against a Federal government agency to file
such actions in a local Federal district court
when the primary impact of the action is in
the local judicial district, particularly when
the case deals with the environment. If the
subject matter is locally situated, or if the
cause of action arises locally, or if the en-
vironmental, economic or other effects of the
action have a primarily local impact, the
judicial efficlency resulting from a localized
adjudication should be encouraged and en-
hanced and not denied. The bill is a logical
extension of the Mandamus and Venue Act
of 1962. That Act expanded the general venue
statute for actions agalnst the Federal gov-
ernment to allow—for the first time—any
civil action against the Federal governmeat
to be brought in a local district court rather
than only in the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia. The bill merely
fine-tunes the 1962 Act to provide district
courts with additional specific guldance when
considering motions to transfer actions of a
“local environmental nature” to the local ju-
dicial district of primary impact. S. 50 also
provides district and appellate courts with
the authority to consider the lozal impact of
any civil action as a factor in such courts’
consideration of a change of venue motion.
In addition, S. 50 creates a system for notify-
ing state attorneys general of the pendancy
in the United States District Court for the
District of Columbia of an action against the
Federal government that is an action of a
“local environmental nature.”

FOOTNOTES

1The Committee's intentions are well
stated In the Senate Report:

“Frequently, the administrative determina-
tions involved are made not in Washington
but in the field. In either event, these are ac-
tions which are in essence against the United
States. The Government official is defended
by the Department of Justice whether the ac-
tion is brought in the District of Columbia
or in any other district. U.S. attorneys are
present in every judiclal district. Requiring
the Government to defend Government of-
ficials and agencies in places other than
Washington would not appear to be a bur-
densome imposition.

“On the other hand, where a citizen lives
thousands of miles from Washington, where
the property involved is located outside of
the District of Columbia, where the cause of
action arose elsewhere, to require that the
action be brought in Washington is to tallor
our judiclal processes to the convenlence of
the Government rather than to provide read-
ily avallable, inexpensive judiclal remedles
for the citizen who 1s aggrieved by the work-
ings of Government.

"Frequently, these proceedings Iinvolve
problems which are recurrent but peculiar to
certain areas, such as water rights, grazing
land permits, and mineral rights. These are
problems with which judges in those areas
are familiar and which they can handle ex-
peditiously and intelligently.”

2'This was actually the second action deal-
ing with Ruby Lake Wildlife Refuge brought
by Defenders of Wildlife. The first action, De-
Jenders of Wildlife v. Andrus, Clvil Action
No. T8-1210 (D.D.C. 1878) sought to Invali-
date special regulations signed by the Di-
rector, Fish and Wildlife Service on April 21,
1978 which permitted certalin recreational ac-
tivities within the Ruby Lake Wildlife Ref-
uge. That action resulted in a remand of
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the regulations in question to the Secretary
of the Interior for a determination of
whether ‘“the permitted recreational use
would not interfere with the Refuge's pri-
mary purpose.” In addition, the action re-
sulted in a ban on the use of the Refuge just
prior to the July 4th holiday. The Director
signed new regulations on July 19, 1978
again permitting certaln recreational usage
of the Refuge, which led to the second ac-
tion. This second action specifically sought
declaratory and injunctive relief to prohibit
the Federal defendants from permitting
(through the regulations) power boating
within Ruby Lake Wildlife Refuge and from
permitting all boating within the Refuge
prior to July 15 of each year. Ruby Lake
Wildlife Refuge is located wholly within the
State of Nevada; it is the only publically-
owned boating recreational area within 125
miles of northeast Nevada's primary popu-
lation centers, and its primary users (Ne-
vadans) had use of the facllity since its es-
tablishment in 1963. The action in the Dis-
trict Court for the District of Columbia gen-
erated additional court action. (State of Ne-
vada, et al. v, United States of America, et al.,
Civil Action No. 11473, Tth Judicial District
Court, Nevada (1978) and State of Nevada v.
United States of America, et al., Civil Action
No. R-78-0157 BRT (D. Nev. 1878)).

3 This action challenged the government's
regulations dealing with the supply of water
from Pyramid Lake (wholly located in
Nevada) to TCID, the Truckee-Carson Irri-
gation District. TCID was not a party to the
litigation, even through 60,000 acres of irri-
gated Nevada land depend on TCID for water.
The saction sought to reduce the TCID's
water supply by 30 percent. The Department
of Justice, defending the Secretary, neither
sought to transfer the case nor to dismiss for
fallure to join an indispensable party, TCID.
This Washington, D.C. action generated addi-
tional Federal litigation in Nevada (TCID v.
Secretary of the Department of the Interior,
Clv. A. No. R-T4-34 B RT (D. Nev. 1974) ) to
invalidate the regulations adopted pursuant
to the Washington, D.C. action. Denying the
United States' motion for summary judg-
ment in the Nevada action, the Federal dis-
trict court in Nevada commented on the
Washington action: “* * * It is, neverthe-
less, obvious that the case was presented to
him (Judge Gesell of the United States Dis-
trict Court for the District of Columbia) by
parties who did not represent competing in-
terests. The United States of America has
never been able to decide whom it represents
in these controversies.”

¢In this controversy, the City of Denver
determined that an additional water treat-
ment facility was needed to meet the needs
of the City; a bond issue to finance this proj-
ect—the Foothills Project—was passed by a
wide margin. Although a related lawsuit was
under way in Colorado, the plaintiffs filed
sult in Washington D.C., to stop construc-
tion on NEPA grounds. A motion to transfer
the D.C. case to Colorado was denled. Ulti-
mately, and after more than 2 years of costly
delay and court action, the case was settled
along with an overall compromise, allowing
Denver to do what it had intended in the
beginning, pursuant to a Consent Decree en-
tered February 26, 1979 in the United States
District Court for the District of Columbia.

In this action the plaintiffs filed a law-
sult in Washington, D.C. requesting the
court to order the Secretary of Interior to
“define, assert, and protest federal reserved
water rights . . . in southern Utah and north-
ern Arizona.” The suit basically challenged
the Secretary's discretion with respect to an
alleged fallure to “carry out their trust and
statutory obligations.” On behalf of the town
of Escalante, Utah and others, the Mountain
States Legal Foundation intervened and as-
sumed the financial burden and Inconven-
ience of traveling to Washington, D.C. After
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more than a year and a half of court action,
summary judgment was entered on March 21,
1980, in favor of the defendants (as to 3 of 5
claims); the remaining two plaintiff claims
were dismissed.

®The Department of Justice approach was
essentially similar to the Subcommittee’s
with respect to the “notice” provision except
that the Department'’s definition of “local”
was restricted to an “impact on Interests in
no more than five states.” The Department’s
version of a “presumption” section similarly
restricted “local” to an action aflecting five
or fewer states. The Committee belleves, how-
ever, that a numerlcal test for “local” would
be unnecessarily restrictive on the courts:
the discretlon of the courts in this aréa has
been and should continue to be free from
such an objective limitation. In either event
(le., the notice or presumption sections)
their changes would not have restricted the
provisions to environmental actions. In addi-
tion, the Department of Justice version
would not have provided the court with the
right to transfer the action on its own mo-
tion. The Committee feels that this right (it
is not a requirement) will be particularly
helpful in situations where the court iden-
tifies circumstances dictating transfer that
escape the parties. The Subcommittee con-
cluded that although non-environmental
cases should be addressed (as reflected in
the Justice Department version), the Hear-
ing Record demonstrated that the “notice”
and “presumption” proposals were particu-
larly needed for environmental actions

brought against the United States. There-
fore, the Justice Department’s suggestion to
not restrict the legislation to environmental
actions was adopted by the Committee only
with respect to the more general provisions
of 8. 3028, Sections 2(a) and (3).@

By Mr. CRANSTON:

S. 51. A bill to require persons who
manufacture cigarettes or little cigars
for sale or distribution in commerce to
meet performance standards prescribed
by t.l;e Consumer Product Satety Com-
mission, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

CIGARETTE SAFETY ACT

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, 6
weeks ago the front page headline in the
Washington Post read, “At Least 85 Die
in Las Vegas Hotel-Casino Blaze.” The
fire was apparently caused by an electri-
cal malfunction. Similar headlines cov-
ered the front page of every newspaper
across the country. Imagine if in the 6
weeks since the MGM fire two similar
hotel fires had occurred, each also claim-
ing 85 lives. The public outcry over the
loss of these 255 lives would have justifi-
ably been enormous. Swift action to im-
prove fire safety in our Nation’s hotels
would have been demanded.

So why is so little attention paid to
the 265 lives which on the average are
lost every 6 weeks in cigarette-caused
fires? Probably because most of these
fires are less dramatic. Large numbers of
lives are not lost at one time in one lo-
cation. So most Americans do not realize
that at the end of each year when the
National Fire Administration compiles
fire statistics, cigarettes routinely come
out the No. 1 cause of both residential
fire deaths and fire injuries. In 1979,
such fires resulted in 2,300 deaths, 5,800
injuries, and $210 million in property
damage.

The agonizing truth about most of the
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74,000 fires caused each year by lighted
cigarettes is that tragedy easily could
have been prevented.

In reintroducing the Cigarette Safety
Act, S. 51, Senator Tsoncas and I recog-
nize that there is a simple—truly preven-
tive—step Congress can and should take
to address the leading cause of residen-
tial fires. Our bill would give the Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission au-
thority it is now specifically denied to
develop a mandatory performance test
of a cigarette’s tendency to ignite uphol-
stered furniture and mattresses.

We know it is economically feasible
to manufacture a safer cigarette. The
National Bureau of Standards reports
there are currently a few cigarettes on
the market that could pass such a per-
formance test. In other words, the ciga-
rette manufacturers inadvertently cre-
ated a cigarette which has a lower tend-
ency to ignite upholstery and now sells
those cigarettes at the same price and
with the same success with which it sells
other brands.

This is not an antismoking bill. It is
legislation directed at a proven safety
hazard, a hazard which the cigarette
manufacturing industry has regrettably
decided not to address voluntarily.

It has been suggested by the Tobacco
Institute that public education about the
dangers of carelessly dropping lit ciga-
rettes would help solve this serious fire
threat. My colleagues might be interested
in knowing that out of the 616 million
cigarettes smoked in this country each
year 99.99 percent are properly disposed
of. Considering human fallibility, it seems
that an extremely high percentage of
smokers are very mindful of their lit
cigarettes. I doubt whether this percent-
age could be further improved upon
through any means.

I am sure that my colleagues will agree
that “fire-proofing” cigarettes is far eas-
ier, cheaper and more effective than at-
tempting to fireproof everything they
might be accidentally dropped on.

The 2,300 lives that will be lost in 1981
from cigarette fires will not be confined
to any one region of this country. It isa
national problem that demands a na-
tional solution. I urge my colleagues to
join me in working to reduce this major
fire danger by supporting this legislation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this bill be printed
in the REcORD.

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

S. b1

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this Act
may be cited as the “Clgarette Safety Act”.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 2. For purposes of this Act, the term—

(1) “clgarette”, ‘“commerce”, ‘‘United
States’”, and “little cigar” have the meanings
prescribed in paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and
(7). resnectively, of section 3 of the Federal
Cigarette Labeling and Advertising Act;

(2) "sale or distribution'" includes distri-
bution of samples or any other distribution
not for sale;

(3) "Commission” means the Consumer
Product Safety Commission; and
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(4) “cigarette safety standard"” means any
performance standard or cigarette safety rule
promulgated by the Commission.

FINDINGS

SEc. 3. (a) The Congress finds that—

(1) the United States Fire Administra-
tion has determined that the careless use
of smoking materials is the leading cause of
fire-related death and injury in residences
in the United States;

(2) fires caused by cigarettes and the care-
less use of smoking materials in the United
States annually—

(A) Kkill approximately two thousand three
hundred people,

(B) injure approximately five thousand
elght hundred people, and

(C) result in property damage amounting
to approximately $210,000,000;

(3) laboratory experiments have shown
that a cigarette will burn continuously for
approximately 20 to 45 minutes when placed
on a flat surface and that there is a reason-
able period of time for which a burning
cigarette must remain in contact with fabrics
before a fire will result;

(4) as presently marketed, cigarettes and
little cigars are a dangerous ignition source
which present an unreasonable risk of In-
Jury; and

(5) it is feasible and practical to produce
cigaretites and little cigars which do not pre-
sent an unreasonable risk of Injury.

(b) The Congress declares it to be the
policy of the United States—

(1) to reduce the loss of life and property
in the TUnited States by requiring that
cigarettes and little cigars manufactured for
sale or distribution in commerce be processed
to ensure that such cigarettes or Ilittle

(A) If ignited, will stop burning within a
time period designated by the Commission,
if such clgarettes or little cigars are not
smoked during such period, or

(B) meet some other performance stand-
ard promulgated by the Commission to in-
sure that such cigarettes or cigars do not
ignite smoldering upholstered furniture and
mattress fires; and

(2) that such proceeding be accomplished
without the addition of any toxic elements
to a cigarette or little cigars.

RULEMAKING

SEc. 4. (a) (1) The Commission shall pro-
mulgate, within 24 months after the date of
enactment of this Act, final consumer prod-
uct safety standards for clgarettes and little
cigars which set performance standards en-
suring that such clgarettes and little cigars
have a minimum ca ty for {gniting
smoldering upholstered furniture and mat-
tress fires.

(2) Performance standards for cigarettes
and llttle cigars shall be developed by the
Commission based on objective studies, in-
cluding studies conducted by the Bureau of
Standards of the Department of Commerce.

(b) The Commission shall commence the
proceedings for the development of the cig-
arette safety standards under this Act by the
publication in the Federal Register of an
advance notice of proposed rulemaking
which shall—

(1) state that Congress has declared that a
safety standard for cigarettes and little
cigars is necessary and that such standard
shall be promulgated by the Commission:
and

(2) invite interested persons to present
their views concerning such standards, orally
or in writing, during a period of not less than
30 days immediately following publication of
such notice.

(c) Within 12 months after publication of
the notice required by subsection (b), the
Commission shall publish in the Federal
Register general notice of proposed rulemak-
ing under section 553(b) of title 5, United
States Code. Such general notice of proposed
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rulemaking shall include the terms and sub-
stance of the proposed cigarette safety
standard.

(d) Within months after publication of
the notice required by subsection (b), the
Commission shall promulgate the standard
after there has been an opportunity for in-
terested persons to orally present their views.

(e) (1) The final rule promulgating the
cigarette safety standard shall specify the
date such standard is to take effect, not to
exceed 48 months after the date of enact-
ment of this Act. If the Commission finds by
the 18th month after the date of enactment
of this Act that 1t 1s unable to issue the rule
within this specified time period it shall pre-
pare and transmit a report to the Committee
on Commerce, Science and Transportation of
the Senate and the Committee on Intertsate
and Foreign Commerce of the House of Rep-
resentatives, outlining the reasons for the
extension and designating the additional
time period required, not to exceed one year,
to issue a rule, and the Commission shall
issue a notice of extension in the Federal
Register.

(2) For purposes of this Act, the rulemak-
ing provisions of sections 7 and 9 of the Con-
sumer Product Safety Act, shall not apply,
and notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Commission shall not be required to
make findings pursuant to these sections.

(3) The Commission may by rule prohibit
& manufacturer of cigarettes or little cigars
from stockpiling such products to which the
standard promulgated pursuant to this sec-
tion applies. For purposes of this paragraph,
the term “stockpiling” means manufacturing
or importing a product between the date of
promulgation of such consumer product
safety standard and its effective date at a
rate greater than the rate at which such
products were produced or imported during
the one year period immediately preceding
the date of enactment of this Act.

JUDICIAL REVIEW

Sec. 5. (a) Any person who 1s adversely
affected or aggrieved by the standard pro-
mulgated pursuant to this Act may, at any
time prior to the 60th day after the Com-
mission promulgates the final rule, file a
petition with the United States Court of
Appeals for the circult in which such person
resides or has his principal place of business
for a judicial review of this rule. A copy of
the petition shall be forthwith transmitted
by the clerk of the court to the Commission.
The Commission shall file in the court the
record of the proceedings on which the Com-
mission based its final rule as provided in
section 2112 of title 28, United States Code.

(b) If the petitioner applies to the court
for leave to adduce additional evidence, and
shows to the satisfaction of the court that
such additional evidence is material and that
there was no opportunity to adduce such evl-
dence in the proceeding before the Commis-
sion, the court may order such additional
evidence (and evidence in rebuttal thereof)
to be taken before the Commission in a
hearing or {n such other manner, and upon
such terms and conditions, as the court
deems proper, The Commission may modify
its findings as to the facts, or make new
findings, by reason of the additional evi-
dence so taken, and 1t shall file such modi-
fled or new findings, and its recommenda-
tions, if any, for the modification of the
final rule.

(c) Upon the filing of the petition under
this section, the court shall have Jurisdiction
to review the final rule of the Commission,
as modified, in accordance with chapter 7 of
title 5, United States Code. If the court or-
dered additional evidence to be taken under
subsectlon (b) of this section, the court
shall also review the Commission’s final rule
to determine if, on the basls of the entire
record before the court pursuant to sub-
sectlons (a) and (b) of this section, it is
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supported substantial evidence. If the
cogft.o finds ?Iym final rule is not so supported,
the court may require its modification or
reversal.

(d) The judgment of the court in affirm-
ing, setting aside or meodifying, in whole or
in part, the Commission’s final rule shall be
final, subject to review by the Supreme Court
of the United States upon certiorari or certi-
fication, as provided in section 1254 of title
28, United States Code.

(e) Section 11 of the Consumer Product
Safety Act does not apply to judicial review
of the Commission’s final cigarette safety
standard.

REMEDIES

Sec. 6. The cigarette safety standards, as
promulgated in a final rule, shall be deemed
to be a Consumer Product Safety Standard
as defined under section 3 of the Consumer
Product Safety Act, and shall be subject to
all remedial and penalty provisions of the
Consumer Product Safety Act.

CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

Sec. 7. Section 3(a)(1)(B) of the Con-
sumer Product Safety Act is amended by
adding after the word ‘products” the fol-
lowing: “except that cigarettes and little
cigars are deemed to be consumer products
for the purposes of regulating them as an
ignition source”.

AUTHORIZATION OF APFROPRIATIONS

Sec. 8. For each of the first three fiscal
years beginning after the date of enactment
of this Act, there are authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act.

By Mr. HAYAKAWA:

S. 52. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to repeal the requirement that State
implementation plans provide for peri-
odic inspection and testing of motor ve-
hicles; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

AMENDMENT OF CLEAN AIR ACT

Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, to-
day I am introducing a bill to amend the
Clean Air Act so that each State will be
able to determine whether or not a
mandatory inspection and maintenance
program for motor vehicles is necessary
and practicable. I do this with the hope
that such legislation will help put a stop
to the type of blatant coercion that is
currently being used against the State
of California by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency.

The Clean Air Act requires each State
to submit to the EPA an implementation
plan which provides for the attainment
of national ambient air quality stand-
ards by December 31, 1982. However, in
recognizing that attainment may not be
possible in some areas by that deadline,
the act also provides that a State which
demonstrates that it is unable to attain
the national standards for ozone or car-
bon monoxide prior to December 31, 1982,
may provide in its implementation plan
for attainment of those standards no
later than December 31, 1987. But there
is a catch. In order to take advantage of
this extension, the State must establish
8 specific schedule for implementation
of a vehicle emission control inspection
and maintenance program. I believe this
catch or this requirement is a deviation
from the overall philosophy of the Clean
Air Act under which the States are gen-
erally free to choose the control meas-
ui':s which they believe to be appropri-
ate.
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The legislation which I am introduc-
ing allows the States to choose the pro-
grams by which they will attain the na-
fional air quality standards. It does not
alter air quality standards, and it does
not alter the deadlines by which they
must be achieved. Specifically, this legis-
lation would delete the reguirement that
forces a State which cannot meet the
national standards for photochemical
oxidants (ozone) or carbon monoxide by
the 1982 deadline to establish a specific
schedule for implementation of a ve-
hicle emission control inspection and
maintenance program.

Thus, a State would be required to
have an inspection and maintenance
program only to the extent to which it
found such a program to be necessary
and practicable. Moreover, this bill would
add a new section to the Clean Air Act
which would provide that: First the Ad-
ministrator of the EPA could not require
an inspection and maintenance program
as a condition of approval for any State
implementation plan, second if the Ad-
ministrator, rather than the State, pro-
mulgates an implementation plan it may
not require an inspection and mainte-
nance program, and third any State may
revise its implementation plan to elimi-
nate an inspection and maintenance pro-
gram.

Now it makes sense to allow States
to use means other than inspection and
maintenance programs to control emis-
sions, because there is considerable dis-
agreement about the benefits to be de-
rived by implementing such programs.
The EPA has suggested that based on
data developed in Portland and Eugene,
Oreg., one might expect a 24-percent
reduction in hydrocarbons and a 34-
percent reduction in carbon monoxide
over a year's time. However, these figures
have been contested by some very re-
sponsible sources. A study done for the
legislative analyst of the State of Cali-
fornia projects only a 17.4-percent re-
duction in hydrocarbons and a 22.4-per-
cent reduction in CO. These reductions
could still be considered substantial. But
a report done jointly by the California
Air Resources Board and the California
Department of Consumer Affairs pro-
jects only a 5-percent reduction in total
hydrocarbons and a 1-percent reduction
in total oxide emissions as a result of an
inspection and maintenance program.
This would represent a relatively small
impact.

The total cost to all of the States sub-
ject to the inspection and maintenance
requirements would be in the range of
$300 to $800 million a year. One must
ask the question, “Are the projected ben-
efits worth an investment of this magni-
tude?” Other factors will significantly
influence automotive emissions in future
years. The dominant influence will be
the changing composition of the automo-
tive fleet. As newer, low-emission cars
replace older cars, total emissions will
fall, regardless of whether inspection
and maintenance is required. More reli-
able emissions control technology and a
reduction in total mileage driven as a
result of higher gasoline prices can also
be expected to have a significant impact.
I believe the determination of how much
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an inspection and maintenance program
will enhance these factors and the deci-
sion to invest in such a program should
be left to be made by each State.

The need for this legislation is made
evident by the EPA’s actions against my
own State of California. Because the
State legislature has voted against the
establishment of legal authority neces-
sary to implement a motor vehicle in-
spection and maintenance program, the
EPA has formally indicated, in a notice
of proposed rulemaking, its intention to
withhold up to $850 million in Federal
highway and sewer funds that would
otherwise go to California. It is also
threatening to hold up approvals for
further industrial expansion in the
State. These threats constitute nothing
less than blatant coercion on the part of
the Environmental Protection Agency,
and it is my intent to strip away this
power to coerce. The Clean Air Act seem-
ingly gives the EPA the power to use
this form of coercion; therefore, the
Clean Air Act must be corrected.

Nobody opposes clean air. But more
and more people are demanding that
flexibility and common sense be exer-
cised in our pursuit of air quality goals.
This is evident in the current adminis-
tration’s own steel revitalization pro-
gram, and I suspect it will be evident in
the next administration’s economic re-
vitalization programs. Passage of this
legislation will help to insure that the
Environmental Protection Agency will
lead the States toward the attainment
of national air quality standards through
commonsense and flexibility, and will
help put a stop to the type of “arm twist-

ing” tactics that are currently being em-
ployed by the EPA against the State of
California.

By Mr. HAYAKAWA:

S. 53. A bill to amend the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 to repeal certain re-
quirements relating to bilingual election
requirements; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

AMENDMENT OF VOTING RIGHTS ACT

Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, to-
day I am introducing legislation to
amend the Voting Rights Act by delet-
ing the provisions added in 1975 which
require that bilingual election materials
be provided in certain States and
counties,

When the 94th Congress amended the
Voting Rights Act to require the use of
bilingual ballots, the intent was to bring
our nonEnglish-speaking population into
the mainstream of American society by
allowing them to vote in a language they
can read and understand. The effect of
that act, however, is to foster the fallacy
among immigrants to the United States
that it is not necessary to learn English.
That fallacy can lead to trouble for all
of us in the years ahead.

As a semanticist, I must point out that
language is a means of communication.
If you speak one language and I speak
another and we need to communicate,
either I must learn your language or you
must learn mine. If I decide not to learn
your language and you decide not to
learn mine, we have established a barrier
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to communication by which both our
cultures are impoverished. Throughout
our history our Nation has been enriched
because our immigrants have eliminated
communications barriers with the use
of a common language—English.

With the use of bilingual ballots, how-
ever, we are saying to our non-English-
speaking citizens that they can fully
participate in the political process with-
out overcoming the language barrier.
That simply is not true.

Suppose, for instance, a Spanish-
speaking citizen wants to vote for a
Presidential candidate or one of the
various State propositions being offered.
While the individual may have a ballot
printed in Spanish, it will not help illu-
minate the differences between the can-
didates; it will not enlighten him on the
effect the proposition will have on his
life. Voter information pamphlets which
are supposed to explain the issues in
question are often so bureaucratically
written that they are incomprehensible
in any language. So those who do not
understand English are totally de-
pendent on information received from
foreign language television programs
and newspapers, and discussions with
friends and relatives. They are excluded
from the broader perspective obtained
from English-language newspapers,
magazines, and television programs.
They cannot listen to an English-speak-
ing candidate present his or her own
views. While the non-English-speaking
citizen has been provided with an easier
means to express his views, a ballot in his
own language, he has been discouraged
from obtaining the wide range of in-
formation necessary to develop those
views.

At some point the person who does not
speak English will realize the political
limitations. As a member of a minority-
Ianguage group, he will find it impossible
to run for an office that serves a con-
stituency whose majority speak English.
He cannot effectively address his views
to those who do not understand his
language, so he surrounds himself with
those who do. This political polarization
can lead to = separatist movement,
especially among our growing Spanish-
speaking population.

There are those who argue that bi-
lingual ballots are necessary for those
citizens who, in years past, were denied
the opportunity to learn English. These
people are dependent upon, and have
available to them, the assistance of for-
eign language newspapers, television
programs, and friends and relatives. It
may be unfortunate, but with or with-
out a bilingual ballot that dependence
will remain.

I am introducing legislation to abolish
bilingual ballots because I believe that
our country’s greatness is directly related
to our unique ability to merge a multi-
tude of foreign cultures into one. The
key to this ability is the acceptance of
a common language that allows each new
culture group to communicate and share
ideas with those who have been here
longer. We cannot as a nation afford to
ig-:;ore the value of the American melting
pot.
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The bilingual ballot is a long step in
the wrong direction. Real political par-
ticipation, social participation and cul-
tural participation in all aspects of Amer-
jcan life cannot be achieved through
misguided mechanisms like the bilingual
ballot. It is time we told our non-English
speaking citizens the truth: They need
to learn English.

By Mr. HAYAKAWA.:

S. 54. A bill to repeal the provisions of
title 23, United States Code, requiring a
national maximum speed limit of 55
miles per hour; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works.

THE 55~MILE-PER-HOUR SPEED LIMIT

Mr. HAYAEKAWA. Mr. President, I am
today introducing a bill, for appropriate
reference, which will right an injustice
that began in 1974 and continues to
harass States with no regard for re-
sponsibility or reality. I refer to the na-
tional maximum speed limit of 55 miles
per hour.

This is not the first time I have intro-
duced this legislation; I hope it will be
the last. The time has come for Con-
gress to recognize its responsibility to the
States and to the people by correcting a
problem which has less to do with lives
and fuel than with the expansion of
Federal power into areas reserved for the
States.

Prior to 1974, the various States were
charged with the responsibility of estab-
lishing maximum speed limits. To this
day the States retain, not only that re-
sponsibility, but that authority. The
Federal Government does not have the
power to deprive the States of that re-
sponsibility—so it threatens to deprive
Federal highway funds to States which
maintain maximum speed limits in ex-
cess of 55 miles per hour. That is nothing
less than extortion.

If that is not enough, the Federal Gov-
ernment requires that the States not
only establish maximum speed limits at
55 miles per hour, to be eligible for
owed highway funds, States are re-
quired to demonstrate compliance with
the limit. In many States, that is not
possible—because drivers will not ac-
cept this Federal mandate.

Not unlike prohibition, the national
speed limit is creating a population of
criminals. Like prohibition, the national
speed limit cannot be tolerated. Ironi-
cally, a prohibition on alcoholic beverage
would have a much greater impact on
traffic fatalities and fuel economy than
the 55-per-mile-hour speed limit could
ever have; since nearly half of all traffic
fatalities involve drunken driving, the
absence of intoxicants would severely de-
crease highway accidents; the produc-
tion of ethyl alcohol, which was formerly
made for human consumption, could be
converted to an alternate fuel source.
But prohibition was repealed because it
infringed on the right of an individual to
choose. Similarly, the national maximum
speed limit should be repealed because
it infringes on the right of States to de-
termine what a safe and economical
speed is for their own highways.

It simply does not make sense for a
citizen of New Jersey to determine what
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a safe rate of speed is on California high-
ways. New Jersey is a densely populated
State which is 166 miles in length; the
distance between California’s two major
commerce centers, San Francisco and
Los Angeles, is 347 miles through sparse-
ly populated agricultural land. So while
a speed of 55 miles per hour may be ap-
propriate for New Jersey, it is not ap-
propriate for California.

I am not advocating that we abolish
the 55-mile-per-hour speed limit. I am
saying that the responsibility for making
that determination should be returned
to the States, and that Federal blackmail
for highway funds must stop.

There are those who argue that the
national speed limit has saved lives and
conserves fuel, however, to be respon-
sible for a change in the highway death
toll, or the rate of fuel consumption,
the limit would have to be observed. A
50-percent compliance rate could hardly
be considered demonstrative, and must
be considered to have had limited in-
fluence on either highway deaths or fuel
economy.

The highway fatality statistics, which
proponents of the national speed iLunit
cite, include all deaths involving a motor
vehicle, on all roads in the country.
Deaths resulting from speed in excess of
55 miles per hour form an estimated 5
percent of the total. Moreover, while the
number of highway deaths dropped sig-
nificantly in 1974, the year in which the
national speed limit became effective,
since 1975 that number has been increas-
ing. It was easy to claim a significant
correlation then. It is more difficult to
explain the increase in fatalities as a re-
sult of the national speed limit, especial-
ly in that face of recent safety innova-
tions. Perhaps a more reasonable ex-
planation of the entire phenomenon is
that traffic volume decreased significant-
ly in 1974 and 1975 because of the Arab
oil embargo and the subsequent rise in
fuel prices; with decreased traffic volume
came fewer highway deaths.

Similarly, the contribution of the na-
tional speed limit to fuel conservation
has been exaggerated. One estimate con-
cludes that the 55-mile-per-hour limit
has an impact on one-half of 1 percent
of the total fuel consumption of the
United States. Another estimate con-
cludes that the speed limit has had no
greater impact on fuel economy than
properly inflated tires would have.

I ask unanimous consent that an
article by John Tomerlin and the results
of a survey conducted by Road & Track
magazine be printed in the Recorn at
this point.

There being no objection, the article
and survey were ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

[A Road & Track Report, May 1980]
THE 55-MILE-PER-HovrR MYTH—SIX YEARS OF
SPEED PROHIBITION
(By John Tomerlin)

On January 2, 1974, less than two months
after Saudi Arabia’s Eing Falsal announced
& halt in shipments of Middle Eastern oll to
the United States, the Emergency Highway
Energy Conservation Act was signed into law,
establishing 56 mph as the natlion's maxi-
mum legal highway speed. One year later the
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Federal-Ald Highway Amendments provided
for an indefinite extension of the National
maximum speed limit (Nmsl) on the grounds
that it had contributed significantly to fuel
conservation and was responsible for a major
reduction in traffic accidents and deaths.

Under the provisions of the legislation,
states that fail elther to establish a 55-mph
speed limit or to certify certain levels of en-
forcement will be penalized by the loss of &
portion of their gasoline-tax funds. Adminis-
tration of the law is In the hands of two
agencies of the Department of Transportation
(DOT)—the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA), which oversees en-
forcement by the states, and the Federal
Highway Administration (FHwA), which col-
lects and analyzes speed-control and speed-
monitoring data.

These and other branches of the DOT col-
laborate on public information programs to
promote the advantages of the 55-mph limit.
According to these sources, the Nmsl is the
“most significant action taken on behalf of
traffic safety in half a century,” one that has
saved the nation at least 1.5 billion gallons of
gasoline per year and prevented upward of
6000 fatalities annually. Both figures could
be doubled, it is clalmed, by greater eflorts
at enforcement.

Greater efforts are a certainty. The High-
way Safety Act of 1978 authorizes up to $50
million per year to help the states enforce
the Nmsl. This money is in addition to what-
ever share of state gasoline-tax funds the
Secretary of Transportation sees fit to man-
date for enforcement. In 1979, $40 million in
402 funds! were earmarked for this purpose,
while for fiscal 1980 Congress has budgeted
$20 million. This kind of multiple-source
funding makes a precise analysis of long-
range costs difficult, but NHTSA officials now
estimate that direct federal ald to speed en-
forcement will cost taxpayers $646 million
over the next decade. In all likelihood this
is an underestimate.

Given the magnitude of commitment to
the 656-mph speed limit, it might be expected
that a substantial amount of evidence exists
proving that it performs as clalmed. In fact,
such evidence is lacking. Claims for savings
of “over 4 million gallons of gas a day” are
challenged by every professional survey of
fuel consumption to date; and analyses of
the alleged safety benefits of the Nmsl are so
inconclusive that former Transportation Sec-
retary Brock Adams admitted during appro-
priations hearings in 1977 that, “We have
found that no accurate estimate can be made
on the overall safety impact of the 55-mph
speed llmit . . ."

Adams went on to assure the Congress
that it should have “high confidence” that
the federal limit had contributed to safety,
but he failed to emphasize the importance of
other changes that took place with the Nmsl.
There were significant reductions in vehicle
mileage in the wake of the Arab oil embargo,
resulting in lessened exposure to accidents;
there was an increase in driver awareness,
especially during perlods of uncertain fuel
supplies; and there was a continuation of
the historical trend to greater safety result-
ing from improved highways, vehicles and
driver licensing procedures.

Although the safety benefits of the Nmsl
have proved elusive, its negative effects are
all too concrete. It has severely restricted
application of the best-known technique for
setting highway speeds for maximum safety,
replacing it with an arbitrary speed that
ignores local needs and conditions. It has
created a nation of scoMaws and resulted in
a significant diversion of police services from
other vital functions. It has caused dissen-
slon between the federal and state govern-
ments, between legislators and their con-
stituents, and between the public and their

Footnotes at end of article.
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law enforcement and judiclary officlals—to
the disadvantage of all concerned.

Based on six years of practical experience,
it is not too much to say that the experi-
ment with Speed Prohibition is a fallure,
and that the greatest obstacle to further
gains in highway safety has become the 55-
mph speed limit itself.

55 MPH AND FUEL

The idea for saving energy by reducing

highway speeds was not developed overnight.
As early as May 1973 the Secretary of Trans-
portation began urging the states to reduce
their limits; and that summer similar re-
quests were made by the Senate and the
President. In support of these appeals were
the results of tests performed by the FHwA
in October 1873, comparing fuel consumption
rates at various speeds in 13 American-made
cars.
“The Effect of Speed on Automobile Gaso-
line Consumption Rates™ documented econ-
omy losses in all cars tested, at all speeds
higher than 50 mph. On average, mileage
dropped off 10 percent when speed was in-
creased from 50 mph to 60 mph; at 70 mph,
mileage fell an average of 256 percent. No
tests were performed at 55 mph, perhaps
because that speed had not at that time been
selected for the national speed limit.?

In view of the fact that Americans con-
sume a virtusl sea of gasoline each year—
110 billion gallons of it in 1973, and con-
siderably more today—the prospects for
achieving significant savings by reducing
speeds seemed good.

S0 good, the Administration began claim-
ing success almost at once. “In the first six
months of 1974, about 135,000 barrels of
gasoline were saved each day that would have
been consumed under previous speed limits,”
the Federal Energy Administration an-
nounced. NHTSA agreed with this estimate,
adding that more than 98,000 barrels per
day continued to be saved thereafter.

As it turned out, both estimates were pre-
mature and inaccurate. When professional
studies were commissioned to determine the
impacts of the speed limit on conservation,
the findings were quite different. The Mitre
Corp. in a report to the National Science
Foundation, discovered that while 255,000
fewer barrels of fuel per day were consumed
in 1974 than in 1973, most of this was the
result of shortages and reduced travel. Only
about 71,000 barrels per day could “possibly”
be attributed to the “combined efforts of
the 55-mph speed limit and more fuel-effi-
clent cars.”

A second study, performed by Braddock,
Dunn and McDonald in September 1974, also
for the National Science Foundation, agreed
with the theoretical possibility of saving
200,000 barrels of gas per day by reducing
highway speeds—but, after examining con-
sumption trends and traffic volumes for the
winter of 1973 and the spring of 1974, the
researchers concluded: “There was no actual
improvement” in consumption.

Somewhere, between theory and applica-
tion, the expected conservation benefits of
the National maximum speed limit had van-
ished.

Less than half of one percent

There's no mvstery about the Nmsl's fail-
ure to live up to expectations, To begin with,
reliance on the results of the FHwA's tests
gave rise to false hopes. Whereas the High-
way Administration performed straight-time
runs at constant speeds on uncrowded road-
ways—conditions “not likely to occur in
normal operation,” as the researchers them-
selves conceded, most motorists spend little
if any time in such circumstances, The rest
is spent braking, shifting, accelerating,
changing lanes and so on. Much of it is
spent on roads where 55 mph or better is
either inadvisable or impossible.

As those who have made the experiment
know, a consistent 10-percent improvement
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in mileage is difficult to achieve through
speed control alone; and even that requires
some techniques not necessarily recom-
mended from a safety standpoint.

A second miscalculation was the failure
to analyze the potential for making a sig-
nificant Impact on energy problems. Only
about one-third of the total vehicle mileage
traveled in this country is on roads where
556 mph or more is possible; and only about
half of that mileage actually is driven at or
above the limit. This means only one-sixth
of all vehicle miles are subject to any fuel
savings from the Nmsl.

The precise amount of saving will average
around 12 percent, depending on car weight,
engine efficlency and the exact speed above
55 mph; which means that the formula for
the mazimum savings avallable from the
Nmsl, assuming absolute compliance would
be: 3315 percent x 50 percent x 12 percent.
Or, a little less than 2 percent of consump-
tion.

Inasmuch as the petroleum for highway
transportation represents about one-quarter
of the nation's energy needs, the greatest
possible savings amount to less than one-
half of one percent of total energy require-
ments.

From a moral viewpoint there is some-
thing to be said for saving even this minus-
cule amount; but from an economic point
of view® the value of that half of a percent
must be discounted for enforcement and
other costs. These happen to be substantial.
In addition to the federal contribution of
around $65 million per year, an estimated
$2.5 billlon is spent by local police and
traffic services. Ever-increasing portions of
this money are being directed at monitoring
and enforeing the 55-mph speed limit. Cur-
rently NHTSA requires annual reports from
all of the states on every type of road: inter-
state highways, urban and rural; multi-lane
divided and undivided roads, urban and
rural; federally aided primary roads, urban
and rural; plus summaries of average speeds
on these roads, median , BSth-per-
centile speeds, and the ratios of traffic ex-
ceeding 55, 60 and 65 mph.

And now the DOT is demanding that
such reports be made quarterly, hence four
times the expense.

The FHwA, which heretofore required only
“representative” speed data, now wants
measurements for all trafic—a task so
monumental that government spokesmen
admit, “technology for this calculation is
not presently available.” When and if the
technology becomes avallable, certain states
with lower traffic densities (no freeway rush
hours, for example) are virtually certain to
fall the federal guidelines on compliance,
for which the penalty is the loss of a portion
of 402 funds. This will have the ironic
effect of curtalling safety improvements on
the affected state’s highways.

California's Department of Transportation
estimates that federal enforcement guide-
}lnes w:;a Increase its administrative costs
rom ,000 at nt, to mor
$200,000. prese: ore than

Another cost attributable to the Nmsl is
its impact on truckers. Although trucks, like
cars, get better mileage at lower speeds (as-
suming proper final-drive ratios), the sav-
ings in fixed, per-mile costs at higher speeds
outweigh the added expense of fuel. A recent
report from an office of the Department of
Agriculture revealed that while & 33-percent
improvement in fuel consumption reduced
a trucker’s per-mile expense about 3.5¢, triple
that savings resulted from an increase in
speed of 10 mph.

All of this suggest that, even If total com-
pliance with the Nmsl were achievable, the
maximum benefits would be less than the
costs involved.

Total compliance appears highly unlikely.
In spite of large infusions of manpower and
money during the past six years, noncompli-
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ance is widespread and rising. According to
officlal estimates, more than half of all traf-
fic on roads with the Nmsl now exceeds 55
mph. An estimated 70-80 percent of all driv-
ers do so at least some of the time. The av-
erage speed or traffic, which fell 7-10 mph
during the initial gasoline crisis—and again
during shortages last year—has risen stead-
ily at all other times. Eighty-fifth percentile
speeds, which have special value as indica-
tors of trafic behavior in general, are con-
slstently above 60 mph—as high as 68 mph
in some places.

Meanwhile, arrests nationally for speeds
in excess of the Nmsl have risen from 5.7
million in 1873, to more than 8 million this
past year, to no apparent effect.

Lowering the average weight of the pas-
senger car fleet 1000 1b per car will save sev-
eral times as much gasoline as the 55-mph
speed limit purports to save; slightly higher
tire pressures and more frequent tuneups
would be more effective (there Is, of course,
some cost involved with tuneups); and, con-
sidering that radia] tires improve mileage 3-5
percent, it would be cheaper and more effec-
tive to give a set to every driver who doesn't
presently use them than to persist with the
current unpopular impractical program.

55 MPH AND SAFETY

One of the most significant consequences
of the Arab oll embargo was a dramatic de-
cline in traffic accldents and deaths. During
1974 there were some 230,000 fewer accidents
than the previous year, a reduction of nearly
4 percent. Highway* fatalities dropped 16
percent as compared to 1973—from 54.600 to
46.000—and the death rate per 100 million
vehicle miles fell from 4.3 to 3.6. Supporters
of the Nmsl were quick to credit lower speeds
for such changes.

“At least 66 percent of the fatality reduc-
tion is directly attributable to the 5-mph
speed limit,” the DOT announced, adding
that on the basis of its studies, *4500 to 6000
lives have been saved each year as a result.”

Other members of the safety establish-
ment, while assigning a smaller percentage
of the improvement to the new speed limit,
agreed generally with this assessment. The
few dissenters were criticlzed as much for
their motives as for their findings; average
speeds had decreased at the same time acci-
dents had decreased, a cause-effect relation-
ship was presumed.

There were other causes, however. Fewer
vehicle miles because of gasoline shortages
and higher prices® meant less overall expo-
sure, hence fewer accidents. Increased driver
awareness played a role, though no one could
say how much of one. And some technologi-
cal improvements, such as added miles of in-
terstate highway; Increased use of radial
tires; the advent of better safety belts and
the belt-ignition interlock, etc., also contrib-
uted. What wasn't understood at the time
was how great the cumulative effect of these
changes would be.

It is now clear that they account for vir-
tually the entire gain in highway safety dur-
ing and after the gasoline crisis of 1973-
1974. Although no exact statistics exist, and
the estimates vary all the way from 4 percent
(California) to 12 percent (North Carolina),
most authorities concur in a 5 percent over-
all mileage reduction. While this isn’t much,
it had greater significance because of the
kinds of driving most affected. Night driving
decreased more than daytime; rural driving
more than city driving; and weekend and
holiday traffic was hardest hit of all. A typical
case was Iowa, where mileage dropped only
6-8 percent on rural roads during weekdays,
but fell 256-30 percent on weekends.

Inasmuch as the kinds of driving most af-
fected by the gasoline crisis also are asso-
clated with the highest accident rates (alco-
hol abuse, driver fatigue and anti-social driv-
ing all are at their peaks), reduced mileage

Footnotes at end of article.
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accounted for about 30 percent of the reduc-
tion in fatalities during first-half 1974.® This
calculation takes into account lighter traffic
density (a factor missed by several authori-
ties) which is a well established corollary of
accident rates. In fact, top officlals at the
California Department of Transportation are
worried by evidence that, “Density remains
the most rellable indicator of accident
incidence.”

A second major change in conditions dur-
ing late 1973 and early 1974 was the altera-
tion in driver attitudes. Although difficult to
quantify, the effects of this heightened
awareness were manifested in two ways.
Average speeds began to drop before the
Nmsl was passed—reaching their lowest level
in January before major enforcement began;
and d this period speeds decreased on
all roads, not just those posted for the lower
1imit.

Statistics show that voluntary actions pro-
duced the greatest gains in safety.

The death rate, having reached its lowest
level in history between October 1973 and
January 1974, began rising simultaneously
with the enforcement of the Nmsl. It in-
creased still further as normal gasoline sup-
plies were restored and the Arab embargo
ended.

Although reduced nonessential driving and
heightened driver awareness were responsible
for most of the safety improvement through
first-half 1974, a third influence was at work.
This was the evolutionary trend to greater
traffic safety, a tendency that has continued,
and American highways have become consist-
ently safer for the past half century.

Between 1925 and 1975 the death rate de-
clined from 19.0 to 3.4—an improvement of
roughly 3.5 percent per year—while highway
speeds rose with equal consistency. This
agreement between greater speed and greater
safety was achieved through consistent, ra-
tional improvements in the highway environ-
ment: everything from better median di-
viders, energy-absorbing barriers on bridge
abutments and breakaway light standards, to
the refinement of 3-point safety belt sys-
tems.?

Fifty years of traffic history suggests that
the death rate would have declined by some
amount with or without a fuel crisis, and
with or without a 55-mph speed limit. Wash-
ington, D.C.-based safety advocate Roger
Johnson has noted, “Following a sharp de-
cline in fatality rates from 1973 to 1974, ac-
tual rates gradually approached predicted
rates until, in 1978, they exceeded predicted
rates”.

It is apparent from Table 3 that, while
voluntary speed reductions were associated
with minor improvements in safety at the
beginning of the fuel crisis, the National
speed limit per se had little or no impact.
This finding is consistent with all that is
known about proper speed zoning, the un-
derlying principle of which was set forth in
a pamphlet by the Southern California Au-
tomobile Club: "“Generally speaking, traffic
laws that reflect the behavior of the majority
of motorists are found to be successful
[while] laws that arbitrarily restrict the
majority of drivers encourage wholesale vio-
lations, lack the public’s support, and usu-
ally fail to bring about desirable changes in
driving behavior. This is especially true of
speed zoning.”

The 85th Percentile

Speed limits that “reflect the behavior of
the majority” are determined by the 85th
percentile method. Traffic is monitored and
speeds recorded for a section of road where
prima facie speed limits are desired; the
speed that 15 out of every 100 cars exceed,
and that the other 85 travel at or below, is
the B85th percent speed. Speed limits nor-
mally are set 5 mph below this figure.

This technique is founded on an observa-
tion made some 25 years ago by Matthew C.
Slelski, a trafic engineer for the Chicago
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Motor Club. On the basis of extensive studies
of accldents along selected midwestern high-
ways, Slelskl determined that, “Most motor-
ists drive at a reasonable and proper speed,
and are capable of recognizing conditions
that warrant lower speeds.”

Practical experience has borne out this
conclusion. Where observations are made
along unposted roads with no concealed
hazards, cars traveling at the 85th-percentile
speed have been found to have the fewest
accidents; statistically, a car traveling this
speed is 5-6 times less likely to crash than
one driving 5-10 mph below the posted 1imit.

The effect of posting speed limits at or
near the 85th percentile is to reduce the
number of accidents occurring on that road:
it reduces them whether the previous limit
was above or below the 85th percentile speed.®
But this invaluable implement of highway
safety cannot be applied on freeways, park-
ways, Interstate highways and other limited-
access roads where the consequences of
crashes are most severe, until the federal
formula is withdrawn and decision-making
powers are returned to local jurisdictions.

In the meantime, the ability of local agen-
cles to provide effective traffic management
is being hampered by federal requirements.
Officers have many responsibilities in addi-
tion to enforcing speed limits; assisting at
the scene of accidents, fires and public dis-
turbances; arresting drunk and aggressive
drivers; alding stranded motorists: identify-
ing hazards and patroling high-risk areas,
and much more. Yet, in order to meet the
DOT schedule for increased compliance with
the Nmsl, police have been forced to pull out
of high-risk areas on weekends and holidays,
in order to patrol freeways and interstate
highways where the risk of an accident is
lowest.®

In Oregon, for instance, state police now
devote one-third of their time to patroling
freeways, where only 6 percent of that state’s
traffic fatalities occur. Better than 53 percent
of the arrests made are for exceeding the
Nmsl, even though that act Is considered a
minor cause of accidents. Oregon authorities
have calculated that the “direct increase in
enforcement cost in terms of officer patrol
on freeways . . . amounts to $1,382,971 an-
nually because of the 55-mph basic rule.”

An analysis by the California Highway
Patrol has shown that speed-caused accidents
resulted in 30 percent of all fatalities in that
state; “Thus 70 percent of all fatalities re-
sulted from causes other than speed, an indi-
cation that enforcement concentration on
speed violations alone would not be con-
sistent with the demonstrated accident
problem.”

In North Carolina, the Highway Safety
Research Center (HSRC) ran a statistical
comparison of the leading causes of traffic
accidents, versus the number of traffic tickets
issued for each of those actions, attempting
to determine the appropriateness of enforce-~
ment. Here is a partial listing of the result.

“There is an enormous mismatch between
enforcement practice and . . . crash involve-
ment,” the HRSC researchers concluded.

R&T RECOMMENDS

This mismatch is likely to continue until
popular misconceptions about the relation-
ship between speed and accidents are cor-
rected. For example, traffic engineers now
know that speed is the primary causal factor
in only 4-6 percent of all accidents—speed in
this case meaning “too fast for conditions,”
not merely “exceeding posted limits.” Yet
crackdowns on speeding—particularly on
open, lightly traveled highways with the
lowest accident rates—continue to be a
favorite tactic of many officials and poli-
ticians.

There is no question that speed intensifies
the likelihood and severity of injuries when
accidents do occur; but an equally well
established tenet of 20th century trans-
portation is man’s decision to travel faster
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than he can afford to crash. Under such cir-
cumstances there is more to gain from elimi-
nating the causes of accidents than from the
effort to impose Speed Prohibition.

The 86th percentile is not only the best
known method for setting realistic speed
limits, it has the added advantage of in-
creasing the overall proportion of traffic
traveling within the pace (the 10 mph range
in which the highest percentage of traffic
moves). It is an established fact that fewer
accidents occur when the greatest number
of cars are traveling within the pace. Another
important factor is that vehicle fuel economy
would benefit from a smoother flow of traffic.

Accordingly, R&T recommends the follow-
ing:

1. Immediate repeal of the 55-mph Na-
tional maximum speed limit. State leglslators
must be urged to take action in the true
interests of highway safety;

2. Reallocation of funding from the High-
way Safety Act of 1978 to increase the use of
the 85th percentile in setting prima facle
limits on all roads, and for identifying and
eliminating concealed road hazards;

3. Federal ald to expand and implement
the concept of Traffic Management By Objec~
tives, in which the primary objective is the
reduction of accidents and the saving of
lives;

4. Considering the profound effect they
have had on soclety and the market place,
continued implementation of the federally
mandated Corporate Average Fuel Economy
(CAFE) standards as the most productive
approach to fuel economy savings.

FOOTNOTES

1Title 23, section 402 of the U.S. Govern-
ment Code. Such terms as 402 money,” “fed-
eral highway funds,” etc. refer to what
amounts to revenue sharing as applied to gas-
oline taxes.

2'The President initially called for a 50-
mph limit, possibly suggested by an oil com-
pany ad campalgn in May which featured the
slogan, “50 is thrifty.” Congress raised the
final figure to 56.

i Ser “Where Has All the Gasoline Gone?"
R&T, suly 1979.

¢ Traffic statistics, which vary according to
source, are rounded for purposes of this dis-
cussion.

5The cost of a gallon of regular gasoline
rose from 35-40 cents in December 1873, to
above 60 cents in April 1974,

¢In North Carolina, where accidents and
deaths were down 10 percent and 22 percent
respectively, it was determined that both re-
ductions were due “primarily to decreases in
rural, weekend accidents.”

7 The major contributor to highway deaths
which is sometimes obscured by the govern-
ment's emphasis on 55-mph enforcement, has
been and continues to be the drunk driver.

51t mnay be that the only identifiable bene-
fit of ihe 56-mph speed limit was on roads
with hidden hazards, where posting had been
set dangerously high.

*The death rate on rural interstate high-
ways in 1979 was about 1.8, as opposed to 3.3
for all roads.

SpeEp Limrr SUrRVEY: RESULTS oF THE R&T
SPEED LIiMIT QUESTIONNAIRE

More than 20,000 Speed Limit Question-
naires have been recelved from the April and
May 1980 issues of R&T. In addition to an-
swering the 25 questions (some of them mul-
tiple part) in the survey, most respondents
added extenslve comments on such subjects
as safety, fuel conservation and traffic en-
forcement. All in all, the questionnaire
prompted an impressive demonstration of
the interest most drivers feel in the 55-mph
National maximum speed limit (Nmsl).

Although several other surveys have been
performed by the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration and law enforcement
agencies—all purporting to show widespread
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popular support for the 56-mph limit—such
findings are sharply at odds with observed
traffic speeds.?

R&T's sampling, in addition to providing
the largest data base of any such survey to
date, also is the first to be performed on &
knowledgeable, well informed segment of the
driving public. It may be no coincidence,
then, that the results are highly compatible
with actual highway experience.

This is not to clalm that the R&T survey
is unblased, or that it represents the view-
point of the “average” motorist. The personal
data obtained from questionnaires indicates
that most respondents are above average in
income, education and driving experience.
Just over half (54 percent) reported earnings
of between $20,000-$50,000 per year; one-
third sald they earned $20,000 or less; the
top 14 percent have Incomes of $50,000 per
year or better.

The sample group is well educated, 55 per-
cent having been to college, and 32 percent
reporting graduate school experience.

The mean age of respondents is 32, with
three-quarters of the total vote coming from
those between ages 25 and 55. Only 1 percent
of the participants are under 18, and 2 per-
cent are over age 60.

Most are relatively high-mileage drivers:
Only 9 percent drive less than 10,000 miles
per year; 48 percent drive 10,000-20,000
miles/year; 36 percent 20,000—40,000 miles/
year; and the top 6 percent log more than
40,000 miles annually.

By cross referencing the respondents' per-
sonal data with their answers to key sur-
vey questions, it's possible to arrive at inter-
esting, often intriguing, conclusions. Such
as:

The two age groups most opposed to re-
pealing the 56-mph Nmsl are drivers under
18 years—or above age 60.

The more education a motorist has, the
less llkely he is to agree that “55 saves"” lives
or fuel.

The more experienced a driver is, the more
he disagrees with the statement “Speed kills.”
THE KEY QUESTIONS

One of the goals of the Speed Limit Ques-
tionnaire was to sample reader opinion prior
to and after the publication of “The 55-mph
Myth,” * John Tomerlin's in-depth study of
the national speed limit. Identical question-
naires, except for color-coding for identifi-
cation, were run the month before and the
month of the article. April brought approx-
imately 14,000 responses, while May resulted
in an additional 6000 completed question-
naires; there was minimal overlap in “be-
fore” and “after” balloting, so that it was
possible to determine how, and how much,
opinions were influenced by the information
contained in the Tomerlin article.

It's apparent from the results that the
article had major impact. Although a ma-
Jority of replies in April indicated skepticism
of the Nmsl’s life-saving potential, this tend-
ency was far more pronounced in May, as
shown by the answers to Question 1:

[In percent]

Do yon think the 55-mi/h speed limit
saves lives?
Yes.

No.
Don't know________

Not only did the Nmsl’s credibility sink by
nearly one-third after readers were presented

1 Official speed surveys show that the ma-
jority of trafic now exceeds 55 mph, with T0-
B0 percent of motorists dolng so at least part
of the time.

*R&T, May 1980.
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with the facts, the number of undecided
votes fell by an even larger percentage factor.

Both changes are more than large enough
to be considered “significant,” in the lan-
guage of statisticians.

Also quite significant is the fact that
respondents’ bellef in “55 saves lives” is in-
versely proportional to the amount of driving
they do. Those who drive 10,000 miles/year or
less answered yes 32% of the time to Ques-
tion 1; only 169% of motorists who drive
40,000-50,000 miles/year agreed to the safety
value of the Nmsl.

Those surveyed are more ready to believe
that the 56-mph limit saves some fuel than
that it saves lives. April opinion is almost
evenly divided on the question—a situation
that changed drastically after a discussion of
the subject in “The 55-mph Myth.” The
answers to Question 2 were:

[In percent]

Do you think the 55-mi/h speed limit
saves fuel?

No.....
Don'thmow. . ..

As in Question 1, the more experienced
drivers are less convinced of the benefits of
the Nmsl than low-mileage drivers. About
48 percent of those who reported driving
10,000 miles/year or less think 556 mph saves
them fuel, a figure that dropped to 40 per-
cent for those who drive more than 10,000
but fewer than 40,000 miles/year, and
plunged to 26 percent for those who drive
50,000 miles/year or more.

In light of the above, it could have been
expected that a majority of those surveyed
would be in favor of repealing the 56-mph
national speed limit. But the responses to
Question 3 brought a surprise: Far more
respondents voted to repeal the Nmsl than
had questioned either its fuel conservation
or safety benefits. The totals on Question 3
were:

[In percent]

Do you think the 55-mi/h speed limit
should be repealed?
I
No...
Don't know.

Part of the explanation for such lopsided
sentiment in favor of repeal is that, while
many feel the Nmsl might save some lives
or fuel, most believe there are better ways
to produce this result than with massive fed-
eral intervention. Many feel that the savings
obtained are measurably less than the dis-
advantages entailed, as In such “additional
comments” as:

“I believe the speed limit has saved lives
and fuel, however not in sufficient amounts
to justify the other costs.” Or,

“Fifty-five could save some lives, but get-
ting drunk drivers off the road could save
many more."” Or,

“As an energy-consclous motorist, I feel
the government has overstepped its moral
and constitutional grounds.”

NONE OF THE ABOVE

It is clear again in the answers to Ques-
tion 3 that “miles driven” has an important
influence on voter opinion. The smallest
plurality in favor of repeal is the 10,000
miles/year-or-less group at 75 percent. This
margin rises steadily with higher mileage,
reaching an astonishing 98.6 percent for re-
peal among those who drive as much as 40,-

000-50,000 miles.
As mentioned earlier, when broken down
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b e groups, those who oppose repeal of
tgeagmsl most frequently are below age 18
(25 percent “no”) and from age 60-64 (32
percent “no”). Those strongest in favor of
repeal according to age are:

[in percent]

For repeal

>
k.

FBHERERE
8888888

SESRBRER
JBRE2ERBH

(With the difference from 100 percent being *‘Don’t Know'"),

Many readers learned of the 85th percen-
tile method of setting speed limits from “The
55-mph Myth.” According to the California
Department of Motor Vehicles, “Speed limits
established on this basis conform on the con-
sensus of those who drive the highway as to
what speed is reasonable and safe, and are
not dependent on the judgment of one or a
few individuals.”3

Speed limits set by the 85th percentile re-
sult in & more orderly flow of traffic and fewer
accidents—a fact that has been withheld
from the public by NHTSA, presumably in
order to protect the 55-mph speed limit,
which is in direct conflict with it. This lack
of information probably explains why only
13% of those surveyed in April checked “al-
ways” in answer to Question 4: How often
should the 85th percentile principle be used
to set speed limits?

In May, the vote for “always” soared to
81%, reflecting an enormous 130% Iincrease
in approval for this known life-saving
technigue.

Question 6 revealed a sizable loss of confi-
dence in the job being done by the DOT and
NHTSA in the arkas of vehicle safety, high-
way safety and fuel conservation. Assess-
ments of federal efforts are highest in the
first department, vehicle safety, probably in
recognition of several worthwhile mechanical
improvements mandated in recent years. The
government does less well with respect to
highway safety, and poorest of all in the
matter of fuel conservation. A summary of
results In the three categories of Question 6
looks like this:

[In percent]

Has the DOT/NHTSA made a worth-
*"i"\, ngpcliribmf#:tnw to:
ehicle sal
Y 41
43
16

3
47
2

10
73
17

No.
Don't know.
Fu;l conservati

RBES BRR BHE
coo owun own
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OUR READERS GET INVOLVED
Participants in the speed limit survey are
willing to do more than complain about the
poor performance of government. When
asked if they would be willing to pay a 50¢/
gal. tax on gasoline with proceeds going to
(a) “develop alternative fuels,” or (b) “de-
velop mass transit systems,” an impressive
23 percent voted for one or the other of these
programs.

Another 20 percent show support for “total
decontrol of crude oil and pump prices,”
with a like number indicating a preference
for “more car pooling.” Least popular are
“coupon rationing,” 6 percent; *“odd-even
rationing,” 4 percent; and “government
takeover of the oil industry,” 3.4 percent.

Significantly, the least popular choice of
all is “no action,” with less than 2 percent
of the vote; while “other solutions” com-
mand 22 percent, the largest total In any
single category. Some recommended solu-
tions are: “Eliminate EPA regulations” . . .
“Tax cars with poor fuel economy” . . . “Re-
duce registration fees for fuel-efficlent
cars” . .. "Abolish DOE (DOT ... NHTSA ...
etc.)” . . . “Personal conservation efforts,”
and, perhans the most intriguing suegestion
of all, “Phase out replacement parts for older
model gas-guzzlers.”

A similar inderendence of thought emerges
in regard to the role of speed in accidents.
Readers show little confidence In the dan-
gerous but popular oversimplification,
“Soeed kills,” and reject it by an even larger
margin after learning (in *“The 55-moh
Myth”) that speed is a primary cause in only
5 percent of all fatal accidents. The com-
plete vote on this question (No. 9) was:

[In percent]

April

P

major to traffic

Is
accidents?
Y
|, LY -
Don"t oW - Ll

On closely related Question 13, How re-
sponsible was the 55-mph limit for the 9000
Jewer traffic deaths in 1974? there was a sig-
nificant shift in votes following “The 55-mph
Myth.” Whereas 12% of April responses find
the Nmsl “mostly” responsible, only 8%
credit it this highly in May. Fifty percent of
April balloting gives the Nmsl “some” credit,
compared to 44% in May; but the big swing
is in the number of voters who say the speed
limit is “not responsible” for the reduction
in deaths. ITn April, 38% sald “not respon-
sible”; in May, the tally rose to 48%.

Major concern was expressed in “The 55-
mph Myth"” over the deterioration in rela-
tlonships “between federal and state govern-
ments, between legislators and their con-
stituents, and between the public and their
law enforcement officials. . . .” Responses to
Question 19 indicate that voters are aware
of both the problem and its causes. A large
majority, 71% In April and 77% in May, say
that relations between police and drivers are
“worse.” About 25% think there has been
“no change,” while only 1% belleve relations
have “improved.”

It isn't necessary to look very far for the

Reductions in the “don't know"” column
are large enough to account for the vote
shift indicating that the DOT/NHTSA has
not improved either vehicle safety or high-
way safety between “April” and “May.” In-
terestingly, a substantial number remain
undeclded on both guestions.

There is less ambiguity about fuel conser-
vation, where a large majority find the DOT/
NHTSA contribution—and presumsably that
of the Nmsl—to be unsatisfactory.

;:?‘tatc of California Traffic Manual, DOT,
1977.

T for poorer relations. Readers who
think speed enforcement has increased had
their suspicions confirmed in “The 55-mph
Myth.” The answers to Question 17 reflect
this heightened awareness:

[in percent]

Since the 55-mi/h speed limit was insti-
tuted, do you think enforcement has:
Increased slightly?. =
Increased greatly?.
Decreased?
Mot changed?......cccocrenen-.
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In spite of greatly increased enforcement,
more motorists are disregarding the Nmsl
than ever before. Survey respondents show
that they are well aware of this fact in thelr
answers to Question T7: Does the 55-mph
speed limit encourage disobedience of the
law? An overwhelming majority afirmed
John Tomerlin's assertion that the Nmsl
has “created a nation of scoflaws.” More
than 85% In April—and 88% in May—
answer yes to Question 7; 11.5% and 8%, re-
spectively, say no, with about 3% undecided.

To the directly related Question 8: What
percentage of the public do you think dis-
regards the 55-mph speed limit? the ma-
Jority of voters (60%) indicate their bellef
that most drivers now break the law. An-
other 20% of those taking part in the sam-
ple think the level of disobedience is even
higher: all the way up to 100%.

Respondents appear to be quite candid in
assessing their own driving habits. Replies
to Question 10, essentially unchanged be-
tween April and May, are:

[In percent]

Did you obey highway speed limits be-

fore the 55-mi/h limit was instituted?
All the time
Most of tim

The majority—54% In April and 52% in
May—say they normally drive 56-65 mph on
limited-access highways; between one-guar-
ter and one-third say they go 65-75 mph,
while only 4% from each sample claim they
“usually” drive faster than 75 mph. (Less
than 1.5% say they drive slower than 55
mph.)

How many people "“usually” stick to the
federally sanctioned 55 mph? Of these
20,000 motorists, the answer 1is less than 7%.

HOW DO R&T READERS DRIVE?

A more detalled picture of the driving
habits of those who participated in the sur-
vey emerges from Question 12, With re-
sponses virtually unchanged in April and
May, a substantial majority—58% —say they
exceed the Nmsl “most of the time.”

Those who exceed 556 mph “some of the
time" tally 23%; 17% drive faster "“all the
time,” and only 2% claim never to exceed
the limit.

Driving speed proved to be the most age-
sensitive category In the questionnaire.
When Question 24, “age,” was cross refer-
enced with Question 10, “obey the 55-mph
speed 1imit,” the results were those shown
in Table 1.

TABLE 1.—AGE VERSUS EXCEED 55-MI/H LIMIT
[In percent]

Allof Mostof Some of

Exceed 55 the time the time the time  Never

Age group under 18_. __
18 to 24 g

——

oRwSLOALu=®

COOMRPIW &N W~

The distribution on this table is sym-
metrical and self-consistent, conforming
closely to several commonly accepted indi-
cators of traffic behavior. Although those
under 18 are under-represented in this sur-
vey, it is ominous to note this group’s ex-
tremely high ranking, both in full compli-
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ance and total rejection of the Nmsl. What
this means in terms of future attitudes to-
ward safety and traffic authorities should be
& matter for concern.

There is, as might be imagined, a certain
lack of enthusiasm for stiuer fines or penal-
ties for violating the Nmsl. Question 14
asked: How many convictions for this offense
should be grounds for losing ones license?

Balloting shows some tolerance (28% of
the answers) for 2 convictions, but none at
all for any lesser number. By far the most
frequent response to this question—63% in
April and 71% in May—is for “other,” with
agreement that Nmsl violators should not
be penalized at all but drunk or reckless
drivers should pay the full penalty of the
law, while others should be excused.

Few are in favor of punishing Nmsl of-
fenses by adding points to licenses—only
16 %—while B0 % prefer a fine but no points.
The amount of fine most voters suggest
would not please the authorities, though:
more than one-third of the returns name
85 as the appropriate penalty, while another
23% prefer a warning or suggest fining gas-
guzzlers but not fuel-efficlent cars. There
is scattered support, about 17% in each
case, for fines of either $10 or $25, but little
acceptance for any higher penalty.

In fact, about the same number of votes
(8% ) are cast for fines larger than $25 as
there are readers who clalm never to exceed
the Nmsl. . .

WHO IS IN FAVOR OF 557

Opinions on what constitutes a safe and
reasonable speed on freeways, thruways, in-
terstates and other limited-access highways
vary widely. Given the size of the sample,
this diversity could be expected; what had
not been anticipated is the decisive plural-
ity in favor of setting speed limits—both
urban and rural—according to “conditions.”

The popularity of setting limits as a con-
sequence of actual road conditions increased
radically, statistically speaking, after pub-
lication of “The 55-mph Myth"” (see Table
2).

TABLE 2

{In percent]

April
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May
Urban

Rural Rural

Preferred speed limit on
limited-access highways
should be:
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It is interesting that the 6-7 percent who
favor a 556-mph speed limit on “rural” high-
ways is the same percent saying it “always”
obeyed the speed limit in Question 8. Here,
as in other respects, the responses to the
R&T “Speed Limit Questionnaire” show an
impressive inner consistency.

Given the size of the sample and the obvi-
ous lack of widespread support for, or ac-
ceptance of, the 55-mph speed 1imit, it seems
reasonable to ask: Who still supports it?
Part of the answer may lle in the fact that,
as has been seen, attlitudes toward the Nmsl
are highly “age sensitive.” In all major cate-
gorles, “saves lives,” “saves fuel,” “should be
repealed,” the older the respondent, the
more likely that he/she will support the 55-
mph speed limit,

And, of course, those who make the laws
in this country tend to fall into the higher
age brackets.
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Many people will study this survey and be
satisfied to know where they rank in the
broad spectrum of opinion represented, or
to learn what the majority of drivers think
or do. For those with a professional inter-
est in traffic safety, the data may be of even
greater interest. For there are answers im-
plicit in this study to such crucial questions
as: Is the 55-mph National maximum speed
limit working to save fuel or lves? (It is
not.) What are the prospects for imposing
the Nmsl by force on an intelligent and in-
formed public? (Virtually nonexistent.) Are
there better means for saving energy and im-
proving safety than a national speed limit?
{An overwhelming majority believes there
are.)

Whether the answers are taken to heart by
those In positions of authority is another
question.

Mr. President, I quarrel here, not so
much with the merits of the 55-mile-per-
hour speed limit, but with the argumen-
tation it produces. I suggest that we rid
ourselves of this burden, and return the
right of setting maximum speed limits
to the States.

I ask that the text of the bill be
printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

8. 54

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 141 of title 23, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by striking out subsection (a);

(2) by redesignating subsections (b) and
(c) as subsections (a) and (b), respectively;
and

(3) by striking out “subsection (b)" in
paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a), as
redesignated by clause (2) of this subsec-
tion, and inserting in lleu thereof “subsec-
tion (a)".

(b) Section 154 of such title is repealed.

Bec. 2. The amendments made by the first
sectlon of this Act shall become effective
as of October 1, 1980.

By Mr. HAYAKAWA (for himself
and Mr. DECONCINI) :

S. 55. A bill to establish provisions
governing the day and time for the elec-
tion of electors of the President and Vice
President; to the Committee on Rules
and Administration.

S. 56. A bill to establish provisions
governing the day and times for the elec-
tion of electors of the President and Vice
President; to the Committee on Rules
and Administration.

5. 57. A bill to establish temporary pro-
visions governing the day and times for
the elections of Senators, Members of
the House of Representatives, and elec-
tors of the President and Vice President:
to the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration.

S. 58. A bill to restrict the release of re-
sults from Presidential elections until all
the polls are closed; to the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

LEGISLATION RELATING TO ELECTION DAY AND
TIME FOR CLOSING OF POLLS

Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, on
election day, November 4, 1980, while
many people in our Western States were
waiting to cast their votes for our coun-
try’s next President, word was received
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that President Carter had conceded the
election to Ronald Reagan. A great many
of these potential voters turned around
and went home.

Several Members of Congress may
have lost their bids for reelection be-
cause those people failed to vote.

One of the most important privileges
we Americans have is the right to cast a
vote for our choice of candidates for the
office of President. The results of that
race often have a substantial effect on
the races for the House and Senate,
which are decided on the same day. The
practice of projecting the Presidential
winner on the basis of 1 or 2 percent of
the returns certainly does not create a
climate which best insures a fair election
and maximum participation in the elec-
tion process. But at present we find the
press telling us who has won the Presi-
dential race after receiving only a tiny
fraction of the actual returns.

Part of our problem this past election
day came from the polls taken by the
television networks of voters who had
just finished casting their ballots. We
cannot prevent the press from taking
this kind of poll, nor can we stop them
from making predictions based on such a
poll. But we can keep the press from
having access to any actual election re-
sults until everyone has had the oppor-
tunity to vote. At least in this way each
voter would be assured that early predic-
tions were based only on conjecture.

I wish the news media were willing to
curtail their own guesswork activities
and join us in the attempt to encour-
age every voting age citizen to partici-
pate in the election process. However,
what we have today is a race between
the major television networks which has
overshadowed the importance of the race
for the Presidency.

Our problems November 4 were not
new; we first had trouble when early
election results were broadcast in 1960.
In the years since 1960 several bills have
been introduced in Congress to deal with
the problem, but a solution has never
been enacted. It is time we woke up and
faced the reality of the situation:; it is
time to enact a solution.

Because of the seriousness of this
problem, on November 18 I offered not
one, but four dfferent proposals for a
solution. Today my colleague from Ari-
zona and I are reintroducing those bills.
Each one provides the means to make
the results from the Presidential race
available at the same time across the
country. We are offering four different
measures in order to insure that the pos-
sible solutions are each given thorough
consideration, to insure that any poten-
tial problems are thoroughly aired, and
to allow the selection of a solution which
will best serve our country's needs.

Two of the bills set an hour for all
the polls across the country to close
simultaneously. Certain Western States
would have additional voting hours on
the preceding Monday evening to insure
that all States have a total of 12 hours
for voting. One proposal changes election
day to Sunday, with all the polls open-
ing and closing simultaneously. The re-
maining bill requires that the results of




174

the Presidential race be embargoed until
all the polls across the country have
closed.

Each of these bills offers a workable
solution to the problem that we faced on
November 4. We cannot allow the con-
tinuation of the current situation when
it causes a person to turn away from the
polls because his vote has become mean-
ingless.

In recent years we have witnessed a
declining number of the people who are
eligible to vote make that simple effort.
This is the only opportunity many peo-
ple have to participate in their own gov-
erning process. This participation is
guaranteed by our Constitution; it is up
to us to insure that the guarantee is
meaningful.

By Mr. BIDEN:

8. 59. A bill to amend the Congression-
al Budget Act of 1974 to terminate cer-
tain existing entitlement authority and
prohibit new entitlement authority, to
terminate certain existing permanent
budget authority and prohibit new
permanent budget authority, to provide
that the new budget authority can be
available for outlays only for a single
fiscal year, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Budget and the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs, jointly,
by unanimous consent pursuant to the
order of August 4, 1977.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT AMENDMENTS OF
1981

® Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, in its ef-
forts to reduce spending, the Congress is
always haunted by the uncontrollable
spending in the Federal budget. These
are a variety of programs that under
existing laws spend money automatical-
ly, without any annual review or action
by Congress. They do not depend on the
annual review of the budget and appro-
priation process for their funds and thus
these opportunities for control are lost.

The legislation I am introducing today
seeks to bring this so-called uncontrol-
lable spending under control. Control-
ling the uncontrollables would require
that virtually all future actions that
commit the Federal Government to
spending must be approved in an appro-
priation bill. My bill would eliminate
permanent appropriations that authorize
spending forever with no further action
by Congress. It would require that spend-
ing for each year be approved in an ap-
propriation bill for that year—thus wip-
ing out billions of dollars of authority to
spend that carry over from year to year,
bloating the Federal budget. It would
not allow any money to be committed
until it had been appropriated, bringing
under control much backdoor spend-
ing through entitlements, loan guaran-
tees, contract authority and borrowing
authority. There are certain exceptions
for social security programs,

Under this bill, each year there would
be a congressional budget setting forth
the major spending priorities, not just
for the coming year but for 5 years. And
it would no longer be inhibited by
tageing certain expenditures as uncon-
trollable.
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And then, the Appropriations Com-
mittees would go over the budget line by
line. But now it would be the whole
budget, all the new spending for the next
year. And they could cut almost any-
thing. Obviously, we would normally
want to honor previous commitments
and ongoing activities, but we would
now have the option of bringing them to
& halt. This is no panacea. It alone will
not balance the budget. But combined
with other spending reforms, it will ac-
complish much toward reducing Federal
spending and holding down inflation.

Just two statistics, Mr. President, can
demonstrate the fiscal problem that un-
controllable spending presents. Although
the problem is not new, it is certainly
growing larger. At the beginning of this
decade, the uncontrollable spending in
the 1970 budget was estimated at 64 per-
cent of the total. In dollars, this uncon-
trollable spending represented about $125
billion. The 1981 budget, which will start
the next decade, is expected to be in-
flated by about $500 billion in uncon-
trollables, more than 75 percent of the
total budget.

The problem of Federal budget control
is summed up well in a paragraph from
a study prepared for the House Budget
Committee by Allen Schick of the Li-
brary of Congress. Entitled, “Congres-
sional Control of Expenditures” it com-
ments on the loss of congressional con-
trol (page 61) :

Over the years, Congress has lost bits and
pleces of budgetary control through an as-
sortment of legislative and executive actions.
An expedient in one case establishes a prece-
dent for another. Whatever the special cir-
cumstances which justified the first use of a
new practice, it is hard to resist later exten-
slons to other situations. If already existing
experiences cannot be extended to new cir-
cumstances, legislative or executive minds
will fertilely devise new ones. Under the
stress of spending pressures, isolated fissures
in the wall of budget control merge into
massive gaps, undermining the ability of
Congress to govern the purse.

The issues surrounding budget control
of Federal spending are complex, as is
the law governing it. Budget control is
an important issue, particularly in these
days of high deficits and high inflation.
However, in enacting legislation Con-
gress is almost always seeking other goals
in addition to cost controls. Clearly, the
Federal Government must meet its con-
tractual obligations and pay the interest
on its debt. It does not want retired per-
sons to go through long periods of un-
certainty as to whether pensions they
had been promised will be forthcoming.
It does not want to create massive un-
certainty regarding Federal action
among the business and financial com-
munities. It wants local governments to
be able to budget with some certainty as
to Federal action affecting them. It
wants to respond quickly to emergencies.
But the Federal Government does not
want these things to the point where it
loses all control over its own financial
destiny.

Congress has allowed the pendulum to
swing too far toward certainty of Federal
action, away from fiscal control and re-
sponsibility, It is time for a reasonable
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reversal. The Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 was a major swing in the right
direction. I believe that enactment of
the bill I offer today will strengthen the
operation of that legislation. I believe
this bill, Mr. President, represents the
next logical step toward more respon-
sible Federal budgetary control.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this bill be printed
in the Recorp.

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

8. 59

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Congressional
Budget Act Amendments of 1981".

Sec. 2. (a) Title IV of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 (2. US.C. 1351-1353) 1is
amended by striking out section 401 and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following new sec-
tions:

“NEW SPENDING AUTHORITY

“Sec. 401. (a) NEw SPENDING AUTHORITY
BUBJECT TO AFPROPRIATIONS AcTs.—It shall
not be in order in either the House of Repre-
sentatives or the Senate to consider any bill,
resolution, or amendment which provides
new spending authority unless that bill,
resolution, or amendment also provides that
such new spending authority is to be effec-
tive for any fiscal year only to such extent
or in such amounts as are provided in ap-
propriation Acts.

“(b) DerFmNiTroNs—For purposes of this
section—

“(1) The ferm ‘new spending authority’
means spending authority not provided by
law on the effective date of section 2 of the
Congressional Budget Act Amendments of
1981, including any increase in or addition
to spending authority provided by law on
such date.

“(2) The term ‘spending authority’ means
authority (whether temporary or perma-
nent) —

“(A) to enter into contracts under which
the United States is obligated to make out-
lays, the budget authority for which is not
provided in advance by appropriation Acts:

“(B) to incur indebtedness (other than
indebtedness Incurred under the Second Lib-
erty Bond Act) for the repayment of which
the United States is liable, the budget au-
thority for which is not provided in advance
by appropriation Acts;

“(C) to make payments (including loans
and grants), the budget authority for which
is not provided for in advance by appropri-
ation Acts, to any person or government if,
under the provisions of the law contal
such authority, the United States is obli-
gated to make such payments to persons or
governments who meet the requirements
established by such law;

“{D) to insure or guarantee on behalf of
the United States the repayment of inaebt-
edness incurred by another person or gov-
emmment, the budget authority for which is
not provided in advance by appropriation
Acts; and

“(E) to obligate the United States by any
other means to make outlays, the budget
authority for which is not provided in ad-
vance by appropriation Acts.

“NEW PERMANENT BUDGET AUTHORITY

“Sec. 401A. (a) ProHIEITION oF NEw PER-
MANENT BUDGET AUTHORITY.—Tt shall not be
in order in either the House of Representa-
tives or the Senate to consider any bill, res-
olution, or amendment which provides new
permanent budget authority.

“(b) Derinrrions.—For purposes of this
section—
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*“{1) The term ‘new permanent budget au-
thority’ means permanent budget authority
not provided by law on the effective date
of section 2 of the Congressional Budget Act
Amendments of 1981, including any increase
in or addition to permanent budget au-
thority provided by law on such date.

*(2) The term ‘permanent budget author-
ity means budget authority provided for
an indefinite period of time or an unspecified
number of fiscal years which does not re-
quire recurring action by the Congress.
“NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY TO BE PROVIDED FOR

SINGLE FISCAL YEAR

“Spc. 401B. It shall not be in order in
either the House of Representatives or the
Senate to consider any bill, resolution, or
amendment which provides new budget au-
thority which is to be avallable for outlays
therefrom during any fiscal year or other
period after the close of the fiscal year for
which such new budget authority is pro-
vided.”.

(b) The table of contents in section 1(b)
of the Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974 is amended by
striking out the item relating to section 401
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
“Sec. 401. New spending authority.

“Sec, 401A. New permanent budget author-
ity.

“See. 401B. New budget authority to be pro-
vided for single fiscal year.".

(c) Section 303(a) of the Congresslonal
Budget Act of 1974 (31 US.C. 1324(a)) is
amended—

(1) by inserting “or" at the end of para-
graph (2);

(2) by striking out “or" at the end of
paragraph (3); and

(8) by striking out paragraph (4).

(d) Section 309 of such Act (31 U.8.C.
1330) is amended to read as follows:

“COMPLETION OF ACTION ON BILLS PROVIDING
NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY

“Sgc. 309. Except as otherwise provided
pursuant to this title, not later than the
seventh day after Labor Day of each year,
the Congress shall complete action on all
bills and resolutions providing new budget
authority for the fiscal year beginning on
October 1 of such year, other than supple-
mental, deficiency, and continuing appro-
priation bills and resolutions, and other than
the reconciliation bill for such year, if re-
quired to be reported under section 310(c).
The preceding sentence shall not apply to
any bill or resolution if legislation authoriz.
ing the enactment of new budget authority
to be provided in such bill or resolution has
not been timely enacted.”.

(e) Section 810(a)(1) of such Act (31
U.8.C. 1331(a) (1)) is amended—

(1) by inserting “and” at the end of sub-
paragraph (A);

(2) by striking out “and” at the end of
subparagraph (B); and

(8) by striking out subparagraph (C).

(f) Section 311(a) of such Act (31 U.S.C.
1332(a)) is amended by striking out “, pro-
viding new spending authority described in
subsection 401(c) (2) (C) to become effective
during such fiscal year,"”.

(g) Sectlon 402 of such Act (31 US.C.
1330) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘“or provides new spend-
ing authority to become effective during a
fiscal year” after “for a fiscal year" in sub-
section (a); and

: )(2) by striking out subsections (e) and

(h) This section shall take effect on the
first day of the Ninety-eighth Congress.

Sec. 3. (a) Title VI of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new section:
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“PERMINATION OF CERTAIN SPENDING AUTHOR-
ITY AND PERMANENT BUDGET AUTHORITY;
SINGLE-YEAR NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY

“Sgc, 608. (a) Effective with respect to
the fiscal year beginning on October 1, 1983,
and succeeding fiscal years—

‘(1) =all spending authority (as defined
in section 401(b)(2) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974) which is provided by
law on the effective date of section 2 of the
Congressional Budget Act Amendments of
1981 shall be effective only to the extent
that new budget authority therefor is pro-
vided in appropriation Acts;

“(2) all provisions of law providing per-
manent budget authority (as defined in sec-
tion 401A(b) (2) of the Congressional Budg-
et Act of 1974) shall cease to be effective
for the purpose of providing such budget
authority; and

“(3) new budget authority which is pro-
vided for any fiscal year shall not be avail-
able for outlays therefrom after the close of
such fiscal year.

“(b) EXCEPTIONS.—

“(1) Paragraph (1) of subsection (a) shall
not apply to spending authority described
in section 401(b)(2)(C) provided by the
Social Security Act on the effective date of
section 2 of the Congressional Budget Act
Amendments of 1981.

“(2) Paragraph (2) of subsection (a) shall
not apply to permanent budget authority
(as in effect on the effective date of section
2 of the Congressional Budget Act Amend-
ments of 1881) for—

“(A) payments to or from a trust fund
established by the Social Sescurity Act, but
only to the extent provided by such Act on
such effective date;

“(B) payments of interest on obligations
constituting a part of the public debt of the
United States; or

“(C) payments of refunds of internal reve-
nue collections, but not including payments
to any person In excess of his tax liabllity
under the internal revenue laws.”.

(b) The table of contents in section 1(b)
of the Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974 is amended by in-
serting the following after the item relating
to section 607:

“Sec. 608. Termination of certain spending
authority and permanent budg-
et authority; single-year new
budget authority.”.

Sec. 4. (a)(1) Clause 1(b)(4) of rule X
of the Rules of the House of Representatives
is amended to read as follows:

“(4) The extent or amount of spending
authority (as described in the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974) that is to be effective
for a fiscal year.”.

(2) Clause 4(a) of such rule is amended
by striking out subparagraph (2).

(b) Paragraph 1(b) of rule XXV of the
Standing Rules of the Senate is amended by
striking out subparagraphs 3 and 4 and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following:

“3. The extent or amount of spending au-
thority described in section 401(b) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 that Is to
be effective for a fiscal year."”.

Bec. 5. SBections 2 and 4 of this Act (and
the amendments made by such sections) are
enacted by the Congress—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate, respectively, and as such they shall be
considered as part of the rules of each House,
respectively, or of that House to which they
specifically apply, and such rules shall
supersede other rules only to the extent
that they are inconsistent therewith; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change such
rules (so far as relating to such House) at
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any time, in the same manner, and to the
same extent as in the case of any other rule
of such House.@

By Mr. BUMPERS:

S. 60, A bill to establish competitive
oil and gas leasing and modify leasing
procedures for onshore Federal lands; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources.

FEDERAL OIL AND GAS LEASING ACT OF 1981
® Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, today
I am introducing S. 60, a bill which will
reform the Federal onshore oil and gas
leasing system.

This bill is identical to S. 1637, which
was favorably reported out of the Senate
Committeee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources in the 96th Congress. It is de-
signed to assure a fair return to the
public for development of its resources,
reduce speculation, assure diligent de-
velopment of oil and gas leases, and sim-
plify leasing procedures to promote rapid
development of oil and gas on Federal
lands.

Under the existing system, only about
3 percent of Federal leases are sold com-
petitively. Regardless of the fair market
value of the tracts, the remainder are
sold noncompetitively for an annual
rental of $1 an acre for 10 years without
any obligation to drill. In 1979 the De-
partment of Interior issued only 319
leases covering 62,608 acres competi-
tively. In the same year, 10,530 leases
covering 12,980,128 acres were leased
noncompetitively.

Noncompetitive leases are issued in
two ways. Lands which have never been
leased for oil and gas are leased to the
first person filing an application. Lands
which have been previously leased for
oil and gas are available through a filing
system which treats all applications filed
within a certain period as having been
filed simultaneously. The winner of the
lease is chosen by lottery. Both systems
are subject to the Secretary of the In-
terior’'s discretion not to lease at all.

Last year, the Secretary of Interior
suspended oil and gas leasing on Fed-
eral lands because a Justice Department
investigation disclosed fraudulent activ-
ity in the lottery and the over-the-coun-
ter systems on a scale mever imagined
by some of the most persistent critics
of the existing system. Although non-
competitive leasing will be resumed later
this month under new regulations,
fraudulent activities are likely to con-
tinue until these valuable resources are
sold on a competitive basis.

An egregious example of the problem
with the current system occurred in the
summer of 1979 when the Department
leased over 30,000 acres in Fort Chaffee,
Ark., for only $1 an acre. The acreage
was in the middle of a known gas field,
land already producing gas. In testi-
mony before the Senate Subcommittee
on Energy Resources and Materials Pro-
duction, experienced oil and gas men
testified that some of the Fort Chaffee
acreage could have been leased for $500
an acre. The most conservative esti-
mates are that the lease would have




176

brought between $10-$14 million if it
had been competitively bid.

The overthrust belt, consisting of
about 20 million acres, is considered the
most promising area of the country for
developments of oil and gas. Yet under
the existing system, 12 million acres have
already been leased for $1 an acre.

The advertising literature of filing
service companies, which were created
solely to take advantage of the present
lottery system, is filled with examples
of people who won noncompetitive leases
and paid $1 an acre only to assign them
for immediate cash bonus payments and
future royalties. Information supplied by
the Department of the Interior at hear-
ings on S. 1637 showed that a lessee re-
ceived $200,000 plus future royalties for
a lease obtained from the Federal Gov-
ernment for $2,157, plus a $10 filing fee.

The argument has been made by op-
ponents that a more competitive system
will add unacceptable front-end costs
which will impair exploration. These
costs are not new or additional. They
exist on every lease and are met by every
operator who eventually gains a lease.
Instead of competing for an assignment
from a lease under a noncompetitive
system, operators will be competing for
the initial lease itself under a more com-
petitive system.

Arguments are made that independ-
ents, who indeed do most of the explor-
ing in this country, will be cut out. Yet,
of the leases competitively bid, both by
the United States and the States, inde-
pendents have consistently gotten over
80 percent of them.

Existing law does not require diligent
development of oil and gas leases. The
Department of Interior estimates that
most oil and gas leases are never drilled
and those which are drilled are not de-
veloped until the last 2 years of the 10-
year primary term. Based on the number
of outstanding leases in 1979 and the
number of wells actually drilled, it is
estimated that only 1.3 percent of out-
standing leases were drilled.

This bill contains a more stringent
diligence requirement for exploring and
developing leased tracts, provides for
more flexibility in setting royalty rates
on all tracts to be leased, permits the
leasing of tracts of a larger size more
capable of being explored and developed,
and gives the Department greater au-
thority to control speculative lease as-
signments. The competitive leasing sys-
tem required by this legislation con-
tains all the reforms necessary to insure
an efficient, effective and equitable leas-
ing program which will be most re-
sponsive to our need for prompt ex-
ploration for, and development of, our
Nation’s remaining oil and gas resources.

At a time when every effort is being
made to balance the budget and in-
crease energy production, the noncom-
petitive leasing system is an anachro-
nism. It is rife with invitations to fraud
and inequities. Most major oil and gas
producing States in the Nation have a
competitive leasing system. Why should
the United States let its lands by lottery?
The law must be changed immediately,
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and this bill should be given the highest
priority on the Senate agenda.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the hill was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

8. 60

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, that this Act
may be cited as the “Federal Oil and Geas
Leasing Act of 1881.”

SEc. 2. Subsections (a) through (e) of sec~
tion 17 of the Act entitled “An Act to pro-
mote the mining of coal, phosphate, oil, oil
shale, gas, and sodium on the public do-
main"”, approved February 25, 1920 (30 US.C.
226(a) through (e)), are amended to read as
follows and subsection 17(f) and following
are relettered accordingly:

“Sec. 17. (a) The Secretary may lease on-
shore Federal lands for oil and gas develop-
ment by competitive bidding only. Competi-
tive bidding shall be on the basis of those
bidding systems set forth in section 8(a) (1)
of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, as
amended (43 U.S.C. 1335), which the Secre-
tary determines would maximize competi-
tion.

*(b) At least once each quarter, the Secre-
tary shall invite the public nomination of
areas favorable for the discovery of oll or gas.
Any area of the public domain that receives
two or more public nominations and which
the Secretary determines to be available and
suitable for oll and gas leasing shall auto-
matically be offered for lease by the Secretary
at one of the next two scheduled lease sales.
Any area of the public domain that receives
a single nomination in two successive quar~
ters which the Secretary determines to be
avallable and sultable for oil and gas leasing
shall automatically be offered for lease by
the Secretary at one of the next two sched-
uled lease sales.

“(c) The Secretary shall hold competitive
oil and gas lease sales in states where tract
nominations are received, on a quarterly
basis. Such sales shall consist of all available
and suitable tracts nominated for leasing as
specified in section 17(b) and any additional
areas selected by the Secretary of Interior.

“(d) The Secretary shall issue a lease to
the highest responsible qualified bidder for
each tract offered at a lease sale.

“(e) No lease issued under this section
shall be for a tract exceeding five thousand
one hundred and twenty acres, unless the
Secretary finds that a larger area Is necessary
to comprise a reasonable economic unit.

“(f) Each lease that the Secretary issues
under this section shall be for an initial
period of five years and so long thereafter as
oil or gas is produced in paying quantities
or drilling or well reworking operations as
approved by the Secretary are conducted
thereon. A lessee may apply to extend the
initial term for an additional period or pe-
rlods not to exceed a total of five years.
Each extension application shall include an
exploration plan for the extended term. The
Secretary, in his discretion, may extend the
initial term only if he finds that because of
adverse technical, environmental or eco-
nomic conditions which are beyond the con-
trol of the lessee, the lessee cannot ade-
quately explore the lease during the initial
five year term or any extended term. Nothing
in this subsection shall be construed as af-
fecting existing leases.

“{g) All leases issued under this section
shall be conditioned upon payment by the
lessee of a rental or not less than $2 per
acre each year of the lease. Each year's lease
rental shall be pald in advance. A mini-
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mum royalty of $4 per acre in lleu of rental
shall be payable at the expiration of each
lease year beginning on or after a discovery
of oll or gas in paying quantities on the
lands leased.”.

Sec. 3. Action taken by the Secretary pur-
suant to the bidding, nomination, and lease
procedures of subsections (a), (b), and (e)
of section 17 of the Act of February 25, 1920
(US.C. 226 (a) through (c)), shall not be
considered “major Federal actions"” for pur-
poses of implementing section 102 of the
National Environmental Policy Act. Nothing
in this subsection shall be construed as
affecting the application of section 102 of
that Act to the issuance of a lease under sec-
tion 17.

SEc. 4. SBection 30(a) of the Act of Febru-
ary 25, 1920 (30 U.S.C. 187a) is amended by
striking the third sentence and inserting in
lieu thereof "The Secretary shall disapprove
the assignment or sublease only for lack of
qualification of the ass'gnee or sublessee or
for lack of sufficlent bond: Provided, hotw-
ever. That the Secretary may, in his discre-
tion, disaporove an assienment (1) of a
separate zone or deposit under any lease, (2)
of less than six hundred and forty acres, or
(3) containing an overriding royalty which
exceeds limitations estaSlished by regula-
tions.”.

Sec. 5. The Secretary shall prescribe such
rules and regulations, or amendments to ex-
isting rules ani regulations, as may be
necessary to reflect the amendments made by
this Act within one hundred and elehty days
after the date of enactment of this Act.@

By Mr. SASSER :

S. 61. A bill to reduce Federal travel
and consultant costs, and to improve
Federal debt collection procedures: to
the Committee on Governmental
Affairs. :

REDUCTION OF FEDERAL TRAVEL AND
CONSULTANT COSTS
® Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, T rise to
introduce legislation to reduce non-
essential travel and consultant costs,
and to improve the woefully inadequate
Federal debt collection operations.

Mr. President, in fiscal year 1981, the
Federsl Government has budgeted $8.9
billion for travel and transportation of
Federal employees. In addition, $3 billion
to $5 billion will be spent on consultants.
Recent testimony by representatives of
the Office of Management and Budget
indicates that the Federal Government
is owed $175 billion. Of that amount $47
billion is currently due and $25 billion
is delinquent. The sum of $6 billion has
been set aside for bad debts and $1 bil-
lion was written off in fiscal year 1979
alone.

OMB testimony also indicates that up
to $16 billion could be cut from the Fed-
eral deficit if the Federal Government
would conduct a more vigorous and ef-
fective effort to collect its debts.

In order to address this situation, I
am sponsoring this legislation (S. 61)
which would require cutbacks in non-
defense travel by Federal employees, re-
ductions in consultant costs, and more
vigorous efforts to collect Federal debts.
The proposed legislation sets a goal of
$2 billion in savings to be achieved
through these measures, which seems
particularly modest in view of testimony
that indicates that $16 billion could be
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collected in delinquent debts through
more vigorous collection eTorts.

Mr. President, as the sponsor of this
legislation, which requires reductions in
the Federal Government's fiscal year
1981 expenditures for travel and trans-
portation and the use of experts or con-
sultants, and requires agencies to in-
tensify efforts to improve the collection
of debts owed to the Federal Govern-
ment, I would like to clarify that the
provisions of this legislation are not in-
tended to apply to the power program
of the Tennessee Valley Authority. This
is consistent with the treatment of TVA's
power program under last year's travel
and transportation restrictions. The
TVA power program operates on a totally
self-financing basis and receives no ap-
propriations; its proposed expenditures
are presented in conjunction with the
President’s budget solely for informa-
tional purposes.

I also want to make it absolutely clear
that this legislation is in no way intended
to diminish in any degree the intelli-
gence-gathering activities or combat
readiness of the Armed Forces.

Mr. President, this legislation is iden-
tical to section 156 of House Joint Reso-
lution 637, which I proposed, and which
was agreed to in conference. The confer-
ence report on House Joint Resolution
637 was then approved overwhelmingly
by both Houses of Congress, but failed of
enactment in the last days of the 96th
Congress because of an extraneous issue.
It is my hope that this legislation will
again receive the support of my col-
leagues so that this legislation may be
enacted and the $2 billion in savings
achieved.®

By Mr. RANDOLPH:

S. 63. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to provide compliance date exten-
sions for steelmaking facilities on a case-
by-case basis to facilitate modernization;
to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

STEEL INDUSTRY COMPLIANCE EXTENSION ACT

OF 1881

@ Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I in-
troduce today legislation to amend the
Clean Air Act. This legislation has been
developed as a proposal of the Steel Tri-
partite Committee to help revitalize the
American steel industry.

The Steel Tripartite Committee con-
sisted of representatives from Govern-
ment, the steel industry, and Ilabor.
There also was participation by the en-
vironmental community. We propose an
extepsion for compliance with ecertain
requirements of the Clean Air Act only
if the steel industry promises to invest
the money saved by deferral of expendi-
tures on pollution control equipment in
the modernization of its facilities.

The amendment was the subiect of a
hearing, which I chaired. before the En-
vironment and Public Works Committee
last year. At that time representatives
from National Steel Corp., the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, the United
Steelworkers of America, the Natural
Resources Defense Council, and the

Office of Technology Assessment gave
testimony.
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The subject matter of this proposal
has been agreed to by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, the United
Steelworkers of America, the Natural
Resources Defense Council and several
steel companies. This stretchout is sup-
ported by President Carter, and I believe
it has been endorsed in principle by
President-elect Reagan.

The Committee on Environment and
Public Works expects to consider nu-
merous proposals to amend the Clean Air
Act this year. I hope that committee
members will give early attention to the
bill I introduce with the helpful co-
sponsorship of Senators GLENN, HEINZ,
and Lucgag, all of whom serve with me as
members of the Senate Steel Caucus.
CLEAN AIR ACT MODIFICATIONS NECESSARY TO

MAINTAIN EMPLOYMENT 1IN DOMESTIC STEEL

INDUSTRY, ENHANCE INTERNATIONAL COM-

PETITIVENESS OF AMERICAN STEEL INDUSTRY

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I rise today
to offer, along with my distinguished col-
league from West Virginia, legislation
that would amend the Clean Air Act to
insure that timely compliance with air
quality standards does not jeopardize the
ability of the American steel industry—
in which 54,000 workers are already job-
less and another 15,000 on short weeks—
to make the capital investments neces-
sary to preserve American jobs and com-
pete with foreign producers.

This legislation is supported by both
the outgoing and incoming Presidents
and reflects a consensus agreed to by the
Steel Tripartite Advisory Committee, in-
cluding the American Iron and Steel In-
stitute, the International Steelworkers
Union, EPA and other agencies, and rep-
resentatives of the environmental com-
munity. In view of the consensus favoring
this legislative change, I would hope that
its enactment will be swift.

Briefly, this legislation would grant the
EPA Administrator the discretionary au-
thority to enter into consent decrees with
individual iron and steel producers estab-
lishing a schedule for extending compli-
ance with Clean Air Act requirements by
up to 3 years beyond the current statu-
tory deadline of December 31, 1982. Any
stretchout of pollution control require-
ments would have to be accompanied by
a modernization of existing facilities to
improve productivity and efficiency.

Not only would modernization of facil-
ities in many cases result in cleaner op-
erations, the stretchout could only be
granted if it would not significantly re-
duce air quality in the area. And, of
course, air quality standards would still
have to be met no later than December
31, 1985. As an added inducement for
firms to proceed as scheduled with the
plant modernizations and pollution
abatement expenditures prescribed in
such consent decrees, monetary penalties
would be imposed for noncompliance
with the terms of the consent decree.

By stretching out compliance with
Clean Air Act requirements, this legisla-
tion will insure that pollution abatement
expenditures do not jeopardize the abil-
ity of firms to finance replacement of ob-
solete facilities and expand productive
capacity—thereby creating more jobs, in-
creasing productivity, improving the
competitiveness of the American goods
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at home and abroad, and reducing infla-
tion.

As an example of the economic burden
imposed by pollution control require-
ments, in my native Monongahela Val-
ley in Pennsylvania, one company alone,
U.S. Steel Corp., has already spent $400
million on environmental controls. As
socially desirable as this expenditure
may have been, and as desirable as
the additional pollution abatement in-
vestments required by law may be, none
of this investment will help produce an
additional ounce of coke or steel.

In the steel industry as a whole, the
capital shortfall forecast for the com-
ing years—unless environmental control
compliance requirements are stretched
out—bodes ill for the future of domestic
producers, Although an Arthur Little
study forecast annual cavital needs for
the industry of some $7 billion, to finance
plant modernization and pollution
abatement required by law, the industry
was projected to be able to generate only
$3 to $3.5 billion annually for such pur-
poses. Because pollution abatement ex-
penditures are required by law, the im-
pact of this impending capital shortfall
is clear.

As an additional example of the im-
pact of environmental expenditures on
the steel industry, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be inserted in the REcorp
recent journal articles.

In closing, Mr. President, I hope that
my colleagues on the Environment and
Public Works Committee and in the Sen-
ate as a whole will make passage of this
measure a top priority.

The article follows:
[From the Washington Report, Apr. 14, 1980]
PITTSBURGH'S POLLUTION DECISION
(By Nick Thimmesch)

The steel industry is fretting plenty these
days over what the Allegheny, Pa., County
Board of Commissioners will do with a pro-
posal to change that county's clean-air
standards. If the board swings toward the
tendencies of the Environmental Protection
Agency, the steelmakers argue that operat-
ing in the Pittsburgh area—and possibly in
other steel centers as well—will be very
difficult.

Egads, Pittsburgh without steel? That seems
as unlikely as Pittsburgh without champion-
ship sports teams. But the financially
strapped steel industry is concerned that the
exorbitant cost of cleaning up that last five
percent of air pollutants—with questionable
health benefits—would push the industry
into an uncompetitive position.

Once, Pittsburgh was ‘Darkness At Noon,’
but that was a long time ago. Today, Pitts-
burgh air seems as clean as any in the na-
tion, but according to EPA, the county air
standards do not conform to the 1977 amend-
ments to the Federal Clean Alr Act. More-
over, EPA classifies Allegheny County as a
“nonattainment area,” meaning industry
cannot expand in the county.

Now the steel companies say they want
to build new facilities in Pittsburgh and
other industries say they are ready to do the
same. TU.S. Steel Corp. Chalrman David
Roderick says that his firm is ready to re-
place the old open-hearth shop at Home-
stead with a new, basic oxygen facility and
also is ready to install a new caster at an-
other Monongahela Valley plant—providing
the county modifies its plan to comply with
the Clean Alr Act and that U.S. Steel can
modify its 1979 consent decree with the EPA.
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SPEND MILLIONS

That 1979 agreement would require a $400-
million environmental expenditure by US.
Steel, the biggest single outlay in the history
of such negotiations. Smaller manufacturers
are hit proportionately just as hard as the
big ones on e.::urimcaz:u:n1 zntn.l costs and some-

scream even louder.
tlmsf:co Pittsburgh lost 30,000 manufactur-
jobs (mostly in smaller firms) between
1970-79, some doomsa{:rs claim it could be-

come another Youngstown.

The larger, national issue here is whether
the steel industry can afford to spend 84 bil-
lion in constant 1978 dollars through 1985 to
comply with the 1972 air-quality and 1984
water-quality deadlines. The industry esti-
mates that this cost will add $20 to $30 per
ton to the cost of raw steel production and
that federally required capital spending for
environmental controls is now at 256 percent
of all industry capital expenditures. As of
Jan. 1, 1079, the steelmakers spent $6 billlon
to comply with air and water standards, rais-
ing the air-pollution-free level to 95 percent.

DOUBTFUL BENEFIT

The argument is now made that raising the
level to 98 or 99 percent will cost as much as
the first 90 percent. No less an environmen-
talist than Willlam D, Ruckelshaus, once
cursed by some industrialists for clamping
down on pollsters when he was EPA’'s first
director, now challenges whether the aggra-
vation and expense of achleving absolute
conformance to standards is worth the actual
health benefits.

“It is clear that as cleanup costs escalate
out of sight,” Ruckelshaus declared in a 1979
speech, “with hundreds of millions of dollars
spent for no benefits, this thing has become
insane. The public winds up paylng for
something of highly doubtful benefit.

““Are clean-air standards worth the can-
dle? I don't know and I submit neither does
anyone else. We have no credible universally
accepted process to arrlve at a common data
base,”

Environmentalists argue that the last five
percent is critical because the pollution con-
talns fine particulate matter which can be
drawn deep into the lungs and is retained
longer. “What you can't see,” says Robert
Rauch, a lawyer for the Environmental De-
fense Fund, “can hurt you. Fine particulates
from steel mills and electric utilities are in-
sidious.”

COULD AFFECT OTHER AREAS

And so the debate rages in Pittsburgh. The
steel companies are afrald that if they lose
the Allegheny County battle, those standards
will also be imposed on them in Chicago,
Buffalo, Cleveland and Detroit. A battle is
already enjoined in Utah, where EPA has
charged that U.S. Steel’s Geneva Works is
not preparing sufficlently for compliance
with the 1982 clean-air standards and should
spend $177 million on pollution control
equipment instead of the $50 million con-
templated.

What is interesting in Utah is that both
U .S. senators and the state’s two representa-
tives are backing the steel company against
the government on the basis that the Geneva
Works is vital to the state.

SHORTFALL EACH YEAR

National Steel Chairman and CEO George
Stinson says the industry now needs up to
&7 billion a year to replace and modernize
present plants and to install and pay for
environmental controls. “Even in good years,"
he says, “we can generate only $3 to 83.5
billion for these purposes, so there’s short-
fall.”

Between 1872 and 1977, the industry’s cap-
ital spending was far less than its world
competition. “We can compete because we're
still efficient,” Stinson says, “but we've got to
be relleved of environmental costs that
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achieve no health gains and only hold back
overdue modernization.”

Big Steel in America is cutting back on
plants and employment. We should be mov-
ing ahead in both areas. Ironically, the urge
which prompted America to plunge into en-
vironmentalism is the same urge which
earlier sparked the building of our once-
marvelous industrial engine.

ADVERSARY SITUATION

That same vigor has caused the pursuit
of pollution control to become an adversary
situation which can turn fierce—the kind
which rubs feelings raw, discourages enter-
prise and often causes firms to lose com-
petitive advantages in world markets.

Other nations seem to be able to resolve
their environmental and safety requirement
differences by conciliation or arbitration.
Other nations, particularly the Japanese, are
increasingly tough competition for U.S.
manufacturers.

What goes on in those meetings of the
Allegheny County Board of Commissioners
between now and June 1, when they must
come up with a final plan for the Pennsyl-
vania Department of Environmental Re-
sources—which must submit the plan to
EPA—will have much to do with how steel
and other industries will be able to do busi-
ness in the 1980's.

[From the Green Bay (Wis.) Press Gazette,
Mar. 21, 1980]

ENVIRONMENTAL ZEAL THREATENS STEEL FIRMS
(By Louis Rukeyser)

NEw Yorx.—Pollution is bad.

Right?

And therefore anything that fights pollu-
tion is good.

Right?

Wrong.

And therein lies one of the central errors
of economic policy in the 1870s that will have
to be corrected if the U.S. economy is truly
going to get moving in the 1980s.

The steel Industry—badgered, beleaguered
and bemused—provides a classic example.

It's certainly no secret that this vital in-
dustry is in trouble. U.S. Steel announced in
December the closing of 15 plants that would
idle about 13,000 employees—including 3,200
to be phased out in June in Youngstown,
Ohlo, where some of the plants date back to
the turn of the century.

The nation's steel industry will now have
lost more than 38,000 jobs because of shut-
downs in the last three years. And the worst
is yet to come.

The rule of thumb in the industry is that
for every million tons of capacity lost, rough-
1y 4,000 jobs are lost.

Last year, according to the American Iron
and Steel Institute, total U.S. steel making
capacity dropped from 158 million to 155 mil-
lion tons—and actual production fell from
137 million to 135 million. A downtrend in
industry employment began in December,
when U.S, Steel made its disheartening an-
nouncement, and indications are that the
labor force will show sharp dips in 1980. A
further capacity decline of 10-15 percent is
predicted by 1982.

Of course, the situation cannot all be
blamed on well-meaning efforts to clean up
the nation’s air and water.

The steel companies face an array of ob-
stacles: intense foreign competition, a dras-
tic shortage of investment capital for badly
needed expansion for modernization, the
gathering recession and particularly the eco-
nomic woes of Detrolt: shrinking sales, a
large backlog of unsold 1979 cars and the use
of less steel in 1980 models.

But environmental regulatory problems do
help significantly to cloud the future.

The steel companies argue with consider-
able merit that the cost of meeting the fed-
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eral 1982 air-quality and 1984 water-quality
deadlines could force them to postpone many
expansion and modernization plans that
would otherwise consume the avallable capi-
tal.

Unless the Environmental Protection
Agency eases lts current regulations, the
firms maintain, it could accelerate the pre-
mature shutdown of as much as 28 million
tons of old “limited-life” capacity by the
end of 1982 by making it unprofitable to
retrofit such outdated equipmens.

Before visions of 19th century smoke-
stacks belching viclous poisons into the air
dance into your head, consider what we're
really talking about.

J. Robert Ferguson Jr., U.S. Steel's execu-
tive vice president of engineering and re-
search, points out that it cost only $1,200
per pound per hour to control the first 99
percent of the emissions from the company's
steel-making furnace at Fairfield, Ala. But
to handle the last 1 percent as well would
cost a whopping $400,000 per pound per
hour.

Given the country's other pressing and
neglected economic problems for the 1880s,
the real question is: Is that the best way
this money could be spent?

George A. Stinson, chairman of National
Steel Corp.—the nation’s third-largest steel
producer—and head of the industry’s En-
vironmental Campaign Task Force, told me
that no industry hac contributed more
to the national environmental effort than
steel—up to 25 percent of the industry’'s
total capital expenditures—but that the reg-
ulations now provided little fiexibility for
local conditions, frequently force what he
terms “overkill” and thus contributes to
decisions to close plants.

Given the environmental gains already
made, Stinson said, the unyielding regula-
tions would add only marginal improve-
ments to air and water guality—and have
little, If anything, to do with public health.

Instead, in pursuit of ldealized “aesthe-
tics,” the regulations siphon away money
that a capital-short Industry otherwise
would use to replace existing facllities.

Nobody wants to move backward in fight-
ing pollution: the true challenge is setting
the right priorities and paces for its future
ellmination.

And that's an issue where the ideologues
and bureaucrats have fouled, not cleared,
the national air.@

By Mr. HAYAEKAWA:

S. 66. A bill to amend section 4067 of
the Revised Statutes to define further
the circumstances under which certain
aliens within the United States may be
treated as alien enemies; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

AMERICAN SOVEREIGNTY PROTECTION ACT
® Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, on
March 19 of last year I introduced the
American Sovereignty Protection Act in
an effort to deal with the Iranian situa-
tion. In the ensuing months it has be-
come increasingly apparent to me that
this legislation provides an appropriate
and necessary Presidential authority for
the contemporary milieu.

As I see it, the question arises as to
what in this day and age constitutes a
“war” or ‘“state of hostilities” requiring
extraordinary measures. On the basis
of what all of us have been witnessing
in the last 30 years on the international
scene, I respectfully submit that the con-
cept of “war” in this nuclear age has
changed. Incidents—perpetuated with
governmental approval—of international
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rrorism, of taking and killing diplo-
moatic. personnel, of seizing diplomatic
property, of invading foreign territory,
of prolonged fighting without declara-
tion of war are too numerous to be listed
here.

In a less “enlightened” period of his-
tory most of these events would have
been followed by miscellaneous declara-
tions of war but today the situation is
different. The nuclear stalemate that ex-
ists necessitates extreme caution and
prevents the principal actors in the in-
ternational arena from formalizing war-
like actions which de facto amounts to
the conduct of war. Accordingly, we have
invented such terms as “police actions,”
“liberation movements,” “protection of
some particular doctrine,” and “humani-
tarian rescue missions.”

Mr. President, I believe that not a
single Member of the Senate would deny
that in the last decade there were in-
numerable cases of a “state of antago-
nism” and/or of “struggle between
opposing forces" which were tantamount
to a de facto war although war was not
declared. Obviously, the taking of our
hostages in Iran was the impetus for
introducing the American Sovereignty
Protection Act.

However, projecting the experiences of
the last 30 years into the future, it seems
to me of paramount importance to give
the President authority to deal with sit-
uations which would have seemed un-
thinkable in 1798 when the Alien Enemy
Act was written.

The Alien Enemy Act, allows the Presi-
dent to declare that nationals of a coun-
try with whom we are at declared war or
when any invasion or predatory incur-
sion is perpetrated, attempted or threat-
ened against the territory of the United
States shall be liable to be apprehended,
restrained, secured, and removed as alien
enemies. My bill amends the Alien Enemy
Act to expand the definition of alien en-
emies to include nationals of foreign na-
tions or governments (or the aiding or
abetting by a foreign nation or govern-
ment of any individual or group) who
seize or hold the premises of a diplomat-
ic mission and/or the taking of any dip-
lomatic agent of the United States as
hostage.

When our Embassy in Tehran was
seized and Americans were taken hostage
I was deeply outraged—as were all
Americans. But the initial release of some
of the hostages gave us hope that all
might be returned home in the very near
future. And so we tied yellow ribbons and
appealed to the United Nations and to
the International Court of Justice, ex-
pecting that reason would prevail.

Fifteen months have passed and so far
ef!orts on the part of the Carter ad-
ministration to gain the release of the
hostages have failed. In the meantime
pro-Khomeini Iranians held anti-Ameri-
can demonstrations in many of our
cities—in some cases leading to violence.
The subsequent arrests of many of these
Iranian dissidents illustrated the in-
adequacy of present immigration regula-
tions which did not provide the neces-
sary Presidential authority for the de-
portation of the demonstrating Iranian
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nationals. Had the American Sovereignty
Protection Act been enacted into law, the
President would have had the neces-
sary authority to detain at his discretion
these dissidents for eventual deportation.

It is my fervent hope, Mr. President,
that the hostage situation will be re-
solved soon. I also hope that we will not
be subjected again to violent demonstra-
tions similar to those of last fall. But it
is imperative that Congress enact meas-
ures that reflect the world as it exists in
the 1980's. The American Sovereignty
Protection Act is one measure that does
Jjust that. Mr. President, I urge the Sen-
ate to give this important legislation its
immediate consideration.®

By Mr. BUMPERS (for himself,
Mr. Smpson, and Mr. LAXALT) :

S. 67. A bill to improve and expedite
the administrative process and clarify
t.h_e standards for judicial review of ad-
ministrative action; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE ACT AMENDMENTS

OF 1881

® Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I am
today introducing a bill entitled the
“Administrative Procedure Act Amend-
ments of 1981.” The bill referred on be-
half of myself, Mr. Smupsox and Mr.
LaxaLt is designed to accomplish the long
overdue task of revising those sections
of the Administrative Procedure Act
which have proved to be no longer suffi-
ciept to meet the goals of providing our
citizens adequate participation in the
regulatory process, insuring prompt
agency decisions and maintaining the
traditional role of the courts as final
arbiters of the law.

Specifically, the bill which T am intro-
ducing today will amend the general
rulemaking provisions of the APA to in-
corporate mu-h of the case law which
has been developed over the last 10 years.
These changes, some of which have pre-
viously been incorporated in agency
organic statutes such as the Clean Air
Act, are necessary to provide adequate
citizen participation in the many com-
plex rulemakings that have come to be
a crucial aspect of the administrative
process. See, generally, the Judicial Re-
view of Informal Rulemaking Pro-e-
dure: When May Something More
Formal Be Required? 27 A.U.L. Rev. 781
(1978).

The bill would also provide for expe-
dited proceedings in those cases which
have traditionally been labeled adjudi-
cations but which do not involve con-
tested factual issues. A similar provision
has been recommended by the American
Bar Association as a necessary and de-
sirable change in the APA.

Third, the bill authorizes agencies to
establish boards to review initial de-
cisions of administrative law judges and
other presiding employees. The provi-
sion is designed to speed agency decision-
making by helping to clarify issues be-
fore they arrive at the agency review
level and thus limit the amount of re-
view time that must be spent by the
agen-:ies.

Finally, the bill contains what I believe
are crucial amendments to the judicial
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review provisions contained in section
706 of the APA. These amendments to
section 706 have come to be known as
the Bumpers amendment, and are identi-
cal to the provisions of the amendment
I offered to H.R. 3806 on September 30,
1980, during the 96th Congress.

These judicial review provisions have
gathered a great deal of support and
have the endorsement of many groups;
they represent a sensible approach to
solving some of the problems we are
facing with overzealous regulators. Here
is a brief explanation of these provisions.

POLICY

The amendments to section 706 of
the Administrative Procedure Act are
premised on the basic constitutional
principle that in a representative democ-
racy, legislative power shall be exercised
by elected representatives and not by
unelected officials who are not directly
responsible to the electorate. The dele-
gation doctrine requires that there be
mechanisms for controlling the exercise
of delegated regulatory power,

These mechanisms are the require-
ments that when the legislature dele-
gates power it must establish an “intel-
ligible principle” to govern the delegate,
and that the judiciary will hold invalid
actions which are not authorized by the
statutory delegation. In the words of
Mr. Justice Reed—

An agency may not finally determine the
limits of its statutory power. That is a judi-
cial function. Social Security Board v. Nie-
rotko, 327 U.S. 358, 360 (1946).

The insertion of the word “independ-
ently” in the introductory sentence of
section 706 reemphasizes this primary
role in the courts.

SCOPE OF AGENCY Jm{)ﬂ

The first sentence of new subsection
(c) of section T06 directs the courts to
exercise their traditional review func-
tion to prevent an agency from acting
beyond its regulatory authority.

This provision directs the courts to
play a more active role in policing regu-
latory power by closely construing stat-
utes which transfer regulatory author-
ity to administrators. See Stewart, The
Reformation of American Administra-
tive Law, 88 Harv. L. Rev. 1667 (1975).
The Supreme Court has followed this ap-
proach in two recent decisions. See FCC
v. Midwest Video Corp. 99 S. Ct. 824
(1979); NLRB v. Catholic Bishops of
Chicago. 99 S. Ct. 1313 (1979). See also
Kent v. Dulles, 357 U.S. 116 (1958) ; Na-
tional Cable Television Assn. Inc. V.
United States, 415 U.S. 336 (1974);
Schwartz, Administrative Law Cases
During 1979, 32 Ad. L. Rev. 411, 413-415
(1980) .

Under subsection (c), a court must de-
termine that the agency's authority to
act has been granted expressly in the
language of its organic statute or, in the
event of ambiguity, by reference to the
statute’s legislative history or other ma-
terials relevant to ascertaining legislative
intent. This provision is intended to un-
derscore the duty of the courts to insure
that agencies do not transgress the outer
boundaries of their authority. Indeed, for
a court to allow an agency to go beyond
these boundaries would be “an unwar-
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ranted judicial intrusion upon the legis-
lative sphere wholly at odds with the
democratic processes of lawmaking con-
templated by the Constitution.” Lubrizol
Corp. v. EPA, 562 F.2d 807, 820 (D.C. Cir.
1977). See City of Palestine v. United
States, 559 F.2d 408, 414 (5th Cir. 1977);
Nat'l Nutritional Foods Ass'n v. Mal-
thews, 557 F.2d 325, 326 (2d Cir. 1976) .

Subsection (¢), then, does not seek to
impose any new, strange, or radical duty
on the judiciary. Instead, it simply di-
rects the reviewing court to take a hard
look at an agency's assertions of regu-
latory jurisdiction or authority. It will
allow the reviewing courts to make use of
all appropriate materials for ascertain-
ing the legislative will, but it is not in-
tended to allow abuses of post-hoc leg-
islative history. Consumer Product
Safety Commission v. GTE Sylvania
— U.8. — 64 L. Ed. 2d 766 (1980). Per-
formance of this duty often will be diffi-
cult, but I am confident that the good
sense and resourcefulness of the Federal
judiciary will be equal to the task.

In making such determinations, the
court will be influenced not only by the
statute’s legislative history but also by
the nature of the asserted power. If, for
example, the agency is asserting a basic
or significant extension of authority, es-
pecially one which bears on personal lib-
erties or heralds significant involvement
of the agency in a new area or imposes
significant costs, the reviewing court
should not uphold the extension unless
it is convinced that the statute and rele-
vant legal materials demonstrate that
Congress specifically or generally ad-
dressed the issue, and that the statute
does contain the authority asserted by
the agency.

On the other hand, if the asserted au-
thority at issue relates to an interstitial
or minor matter, the reviewing court
might well conclude that although Con-
gress had not really addressed the issue,
the matter is of such a character that
sensible administration necessarily re-
quires exercise of such an implementing
authority.

From the perspective of the agencies,
it is true that some statutes are imper-
fectly drafted, or are silent or even con-
flicting. In these circumstances, agencies
must use their discretion soundly to for-
mulate the most appropriate means of
carrying out their basic statutory man-
dates, filling in what are interstices of
the statutory framework by which they
are bound but adhering scrupulously to
express or implied limitations on their
authority.

It should be emphasized that the pri-
mary thrust of this portion of the amend-
ment is to curb attempts by agencies to
exercise positive jurisdiction in areas be-
yond the boundaries spelled out in their
organic statutes. It is not intended to
prevent an agency from exempting from
regulation activities or persons under
the traditional de minimus rationale
where such exemptions are consistent
with the basic purposes of the statute.
Nor is this amendment intended to pre-
clude rational interpretation and ap-
plication of statutory criteria in ways
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that lessen the costs and other burdens
of regulation.

The intent is to exclude those cases
where the agency exercises its permis-
sible discretion and declines to take af-
firmative action. Such a declaration is
consonant with the policy to encourage
agencies to refrain from taking unnec-
essary or inappropriate regulatory
measures.

Nor is the amendment intended to
nullify broad grants of administrative
discretion where Congress knowingly in-
tends that. When the statute and legis-
lative history are clear that Congress
intended a broad delegation, and the
grant is not so unconfined as to violate
the delegation doctrine, courts should
give effect to such an intended broad
grant. But the reviewer—the court, not
the agency—is to determine independ-
ently whether the asserted power has in
fact been conferred, either expressly or
by implication.

THE ““NO PRESUMPTION" CRITERION

The second sentence of new subsection
(c) of section 706, together with the in-
sertion of the word “independently” in
subsection (a), is intended to make clear
that Congress intends the courts to per-
form, and to perform diligently, their
traditional role as the ultimate and im-
partial interpreters of the law. It is
designed to insure that as to decisions
of law, the agency and the appellant
stand on equal footing before the law
without bias, preference, or deference to
either and without any presumption in
support of or against agency action, ex-
cept as to guestions of jurisdiction, where
the first part of subsection (¢) imposes
the burden upon the agency.

In providing that the “no presump-
tion” criterion will apply only to ques-
tions of law, the intent is to preserve
the existing “arbitrary, capricious, an
abuse of discretion” standard of section
T06 with respect to policy determina-
tions within the permissible limits of
agency discretion. The intent is also to
make it clear that the reviewing court
will apply the new “substantial support”
standard in clause 2(F) only to agency
factual determinations.

Thus, ample room is left for proper
reliance on agency expertise where it
actually exists. It is recognized that
some issues will involve mixed legal and
policy, or mixed legal and fact, aspects.
Regardless of the agency’s character-
ization of the issues, the courts must
independently define the issues and re-
examine independently the questions of
law involved; at the same time, the
courts should recognize the primary role
of the agency with respect to choice of
policy, official notice of legislative facts,
and factual findings.

It is not the intent of the no presump-
tion criterion to preclude consideration
of an agency legal interpretation. This
interpretation will be one element of the
process of independent judicial re-
examination. The effect of any agency
interpretative judgment, whether con-
tained in a rule or order, on the court’s
own interpretation should not, however,
depend on some general rule or defer-
ence. Rather the court, in examining the
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agency interpretation, should evaluate
the thoroughness in its consideration,
the validity of its reasoning, its consist-
ency with earlier and later pronounce-
ments and all these factors which give it
power to persuade if lacking power to
control. Skidmore v. Swift & Co. 323 U.S.
134, 140 (1944). The court should also
weigh any countervailing factors bearing
on the validity of the agency’s legal
position.

Thus, the court may not regard the
agency's reading of the statute as con-
trolling or entitled to a deference that
would avoid the court’s reaching its own
independent judgment. Accordingly,
under this amendment, a reviewing
court may not proceed on the asump-
tion that it should uphold an agency’s
statutory construction so long as that
construction is not unreasonable or not
irrational. Instead, the court shall re-
gard the interpretation of the statute as
a judicial question.

SUBSTANTIAL SUPPORT FOR FACTUAL
DETERMINATIONS

The substantial support standard of
new clause 2(F) of paragraph (a) relates
to review of factual determinations in
informal rulemakings. The standard
recognizes that in such proceedings
there is a distinction between an exercise
of discretion (policy choice) by the
agency, which remains subject to the
“arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of dis-
cretion” standard of clause 2(A), and
the factual foundation for such a choice.

Relying on the analysis in administra-
tive Conference Recommendation 74 to
4, 1 CFR, sections 305.74-4, the new
clause 2(F) requires substantial support
for factual determinations in informal
rulemaking in two cases:

First. Where the finding of fact is
necessary to the rule, that is to say,
where the policy choice would fail to
satisfy the arbitrary, capricious, an
abuse of discretion criterion absent such
a finding of fact.

Second. Where the finding of fact is
an “asserted” basis for the rule, that is
to say, where the agency relies on the
finding as part of its rationale for the
policy choice reflected in the rule.

Under the terms of clause 2(F) the
“substantial support” must be found in
“the rulemaking file, viewed as a whole.”
This provision meshes with other pro-
visions of the act amending section 553
calling for the organized and systematic
development of a file on which the rule-
making action is to be based. Pedersen,
Formal Records and Informal Rulemak-
ing, 85 Yale L.J. 38 (1975). The amend-
ment does not preclude an agency in an
appropriate case from taking official no-
tice of legislative facts that underpin
policy choice.

Earlier versions of this amendment
used the words “substantial evidence”
rather than “substantial support.”

The change in language is meant to
negate any implication that the intent
of the amendment is to require indi-
rectly the use of trial-type procedures in
informal rulemaking. Procedural require-
ments for such rulemaking will be found
in other provisions of the Administra-
tive Procedure Act, as amended, and in
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constitutional and common law consid-
erations of fairness. )

On the other hand, the words ‘su_.b-
stantial support” are intended to requirc
that the data or materials on whlch_tne
agency bases its factual determinations
must be reliable and credible even though
they have not been generated through
trial-type procedures, and even though
they do not necessarily satisfy the rules
of evidence applied in judicial proceed-

mg:snactment of these three changes in
section 706 will not require all Federal
courts to alter their decisional process.
As Mr. Justice Frankfurter said with re-
spect to a similar congressional endeavor
some years ago: ¥ # 3
e—perha; a majority—have alway
apm tli:e ntt‘;:udn reflected in this legis-
lation. To explore whether a particular court
should or should not alter its practice would
only divert attention from the application
of the standard now prescribed to a futile in-
quiry into the nature of the test formerly
used by a particular court. Universal Camera
Corp. v. NLRB, 340 U.S. 474, 490 (1851).

The ultimate objective of this amend-
ment is to make sure that the pace_s.nd
scope of regulation conform to the time-
table and map established by elected
representatives rather than by an un-
elected bureaucracy.

TECHNICAL

First. The changes in section 706 are
not intended to affect any applicable
rule of law which provides that in a eivil
or criminal action reliance on an agency
rule or order is a defense. Thus, a de-
fendant who has acted in compliance
with an agency rule or order would con-
tinue to have any protection the law now
provides even if the rule or order is sub-
sequently found to be invalid.

Second. The Congress expects that
whenever an agency rule or order is
challenged in a civil action where a
private party is suing under an express
or implied right of action for violation
of an agency rule (arguably not a “pro-
ceeding for judicial enforcement” within
the meaning of section 703 to which the
section 706 scope of review applies), the
court will apply the same standards of
review as set forth in section 706. In
stating this expectation there is no in-
tention to imply any new standing or
right of a defendant to challenge the
validity of an agency rule or order. Thus,
only if and to the extent that a rule can
be reviewed by the court in the action
would the reviewing court be expected
to apply the same section 706 tests of
lawfulness of agency action.

Third. While this amendment applies
to the judicial review of questions arising
under the existing and future organic
acts of Congress where the general
standards for judicial review as pre-
viously articulated in section 706 have
been applicable, it is not intended either
to change any settled judicial interpre-
tation existing at the date of enactment
as to the boundaries of a particular
agency’s jurisdiction or authority deter-
mined by a Federal appellate court, or
to unsettle any res judicata or collateral
estoppel effects of prior court decisions
that have become final.

Mr. President, if the November elec-
tions taught us anything it is that the |
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people are desperate for the Congress to
take firm, yet rational and thoughtful,
action to get Government off of their
backs. The people do not mind regula-
tions as such, but they are sick and tired
of unnecessary and onerous regulations
promulgated by bureaucrats over which
they have no control. This bill, which
Senator LaxarT and I introduce today,
offers a rational approach to these prob-
lems. It will send a clear message to the
regulation-writers that considerable cir-
cumspection is in order. It will send a
clear message that it is time for the ad-
ministrative process to become rational
and thoughtful. It is our hope that the
Senate will act quickly and decisively on
this bill.e

By Mr. CANNON::

S. 69. A bill to facilitate the ability of
product sellers to establish product
liability risk retention groups, to facili-
tate the ability of such sellers to pur-
chase product liability insurance on a
group basis, and for other purposes: to
the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

PRODUCT LIABILITY RISK RETENTION ACT OF 1881

@ Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce the Product Liabil-
ity Risk Retention Act, a bill that would
allow manufacturers, wholesale-distrib-
utors and retailers to establish product
liability risk retention groups and to
purchase product liability insurance on
a group basis.

This bill provides a much needed al-
ternative solution to an immediate prob-
lem facing all product sellers today—the
opportunity to secure protection against
product liability loss at reasonable rates.
The bill I am introducing today is the
bill reported by the Commerce Commit-
tee late in the last session of Congress.
It reflects substantial amendments made
by the committee on the basis of the
hearings in the 96th Congress. I hope
that this legislation will be considered
early in the 97th Congress.

Adoption by the State courts of new
and expanded theories of liability has
imposed a disproportionate legal burden
on small businesses who find themselves
exposed to enormous risk of loss with
little or no means of obtaining competi-
tively priced insurance protection
against that risk of loss.

Sudden and dramatic increases in
premiums, inconsistently applied, have
created a crisis for product sellers today
insofar as their ability to absorb such
increases. The alternatives currently
available to the product seller have in-
deed been very bleak. One alternative,
forced upon far too many product sellers,
has been to do business without insur-
ance protection. The consequences of
such an alternative, both as to injured
parties and as to product sellers, are so
severe as to make this a totally unac-
ceptable alternative.

Nevertheless, the product seller faces
a significant availability problem with
respect to obtaining protection against
risk of loss. The real issue is not whether
the product seller can obtain any insur-
ance protection at all—but rather it is
whether such insurance protection is
affordable.

Affordability at any price translates
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into nonavailability for the product
seller, especially the small businessman
who has neither the resources to absorb
the prohibitive costs of insurance protec-
tion nor the ability to pass these costs on
in a competitive manner.

The Product Liability Risk Retention
Act of 1981 provides an acceptable alter-
native to the affordability problem that
is immediately available to those who
need it most. It provides an opportunity
for product sellers of all sizes to partic-
ipate in a form of self-insurance on a
group basis. This will result in insurance
protection costs that will be more closely
related to each particular form of opera-
tion and risk of loss.

The hills and valleys created by panic
pricing and by inconsistent applications
of rate making criterion will dissipate as
competitive forces in the marketplace
increase. Product sellers will be assured
of objective evaluations of risk and com-
mensurate premium rates based on such
evaluations.

The Risk Retention Act is supported
by over 200 national business organiza-
tions, including the National Association
of Wholesaler-Distributors, the National
Association of Manufacturers, the Na-
tional Machine Tool Builders Associa-
tion, the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Businesses, and the Small Busi-
ness Legislative Council.

The bill accomplishes its purposes
without creating any new regulatory
agency by utilizing the existing mecha-
nisms of the State insurance depart-
ments.

Today a self-insuring group is required
to comply with various State counter-
signature laws and to utilize a fronting
company to do business in other States.
Thus, such self-insurers must comply
with the same regulations as a full line
insurance company selling to the public.
But, these self-insuring groups are not
full line insurance companies selling to
the public at large. The fact is that self-
insuring groups composed of small busi-
nesses find it unfeasible to pool their re-
sources because of this unnecessary
regulation.

Under this bill, unnecessary regulation
is removed, but necessary State regula-
tion of the domicile is retained, and an
opportunity is afforded for small com-
panies to secure risk protection not cur-
rently available to them.

The small businesses who have been
impacted so severely by the product lia-
bility problem need the immediate relief
this bill can give them. I urge you all to
support this proposal which will provide
that relief.®

By Mr. WALLOP (for himself,
Mr. MoyNIHAN, and Mr. CRrAN-

STON) ©
S. 75. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to encourage capi-
tal investment by individuals and corpo-
rations; to the Committee on Finance.

INVESTMENT INCENTIVE ACT OF 1881
© Mr. WALLOP, Mr. President. today I
am joining with my distinguished col-
league, Senator MoynIHAN, in introduc-
jng the Investment Incentive Act of
1921, legislation reducing the effective
capital gains tax rate for individuals
from 28 to 17.5 percent. The cur-
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rent maximum individual tax rate of
28 percent results from a 40-percent in-
clusion of the capital gain times the 70-
percent maximum tax rate on so-called
unearned or investment income. Un-
der our proposal, the individual would
include 25 percent of his capital gain,
thus paying a maximum tax rate of 17.5
percent. The bill also reduces the cap-
ital gains tax rate for corporations from
28 to 17.5 percent.

This bill continues the process begun
by the Revenue Act of 1978, and ca.rri_ed
forward by the Senate Finance Commit-
tee 1980 tax cut bill of encouraging pro-
ductive investment by helping amelio-
rate the bias in the tax system against
saving and investment.

FPOSITIVE EFFECTS OF THE 1978 CAPITAL GAINS
TAX REDUCTION

The Revenue Act of 1978 reduced the
maximum effective capital gains tax rafe
for individuals from about 49 percent to
28 percent. That act also reduced the
alternative tax rate of 30 percent on
corporate net capital gains to 28 percent.
Hailed by many as a first step toward
encouraging needed new capital forma-
tion, the positive impact of the cut in
capital gains tax rates is now being felt.

The 1978 cut in capital gains taxation
has served as an extremely effective
stimulus to investment and has bolstered
the economy in an otherwise difficult
economic period. The cut has had a sub-
stantial effect on capital formation, the
primary source of productivity and em-
ployment growth, and it has done so at a
relatively modest cost. Lower capital
gains tax rates have exerted a powerful
leverage effect on the equity investment
process, stimulating higher equity
values, more venture capital, more
equity capital for rapidly growing com-
panies, greater common stock ownership,
and increasing total common stock
offerings.

The reports of financial experts re-
garding the investment climate since the
passage of the Revenue Act of 1978 are
impressive and edifying.

A dramatic increase in funds entering
the venture capital market has taken
place. Industry sources indicate that ven-
ture capital investment has risen from
an average of $325 million per year in the
1974-77 period to $550 million in 1978 and
$1 billion in 1979. During the first 9
months of 1980, investment of venture
capital firms rose to $400 million.

Stock issues for firms going public for
the first time are on the rise. According
to the research publication “Going Pub-
lic,” in 1974, only 15 firms tapped the
new issues market for a total of $51 mil-
lion. During 1978, 46 public offerings
raised $250 million, nearly a fivefold in-
crease in 4 years, In 1979, 81 firms raised
$506 million, and for the first 9 months
of 1980, an incredible 145 public offerings
raised almost $668 million.

The capital gains tax reduction has
been a shot in the arm for existing stocks,
too. For example, September 16, 1980,
was a remarkable day for the country’s
equity markets. The most popular market
index—the Dow Jones industrial aver-
age—climbed 15.36 points and record
levels were reached by the New York
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Stock Exchange’s Composite Index or all
common stocks, the NASDAQ Composite
Index and the Standard and Poor's 500-
Stock Index. The day was especially in-
teresting because of the performance of
the last index. The S. & P. 500 reached
128.87 which, in turn, was 41.6 percent
above its close of 90.98 on April 13, 1978.
On that date, the Steiger bill providing
for pre-1969 treatment of capital gains,
was introduced, formally starting the
dramatic reversal of the trend to higher
capital gains taxes in the United States.
The index of the American Stock Ex-
change, home of many small and medi-
um-sized public companies, rose 155.0
percent during the same time period.
These increases have come at a time of
considerable economic uncertainty and
high rates of inflation, traditional stock
market depressants.

Actual business outlays in 1979 for new
plant and equipment showed surprising
strength despite the uncertain economic
climate. Expenditures rose from $154 bil-
lion in 1978 to $177 billion in 1979, an
increase of 15 percent. In 1980, purchases
are expected to top $192 billion.

A substantial expansion in the percent-
age of corporate investments in private
venture capital partnerships has been
observed. Industrial corporations, which
provided only 5 percent of private ven-
ture capital funding in 1970, committed
about 16 percent of funds raised from
mid-1979 to mid-1980, according to the
research publication, Venture Capital.

Individual investors, who fled the stock
market in the first half of the 1970’s fol-
lowing the increase in capital gains tax
rates, have come back strongly since
1978, according to a recently released
studv by the New York Stock Exchange.
The NYSE study shows that most of the
new investors are younger, less afluent,
and own less stock than individual in-
vestors who have been in the market for
a number of years. Taken every 5 years,
the survey showed nearly 31 million in-
dividuals owned stock in 1970 but this
figure fell precipitously to 25 million by
1975. The 1980 results show 29.8 million
stockholders this year, an increase of 4.6
million over 1975. According to the sur-
vey another 115 million individuals cur-
rently have an indirect share in the stock
market through their pension funds and
insurance policies.

The latest revenue estimates from the
Treasury Department indicate that in-
creased realizations from the 1978 cut
are now close to 60 percent above the
level of the original forecast. The orig-
inal estimates for the 1978 canital gains
cut showed an anticipated revenue gain
from induced realizations, or “unlock-
ing,” of $573 million in 1979 and $535
million in 1980. The Treasury recently
projected revenue gains from “unlock-
ing” of $900 million in these 2 years,
1979 and 1980. In addition, these esti-
mates do not take into account that re-
ductions in the capital gains tax en-
courage individuals to invest in new busi-
ness enterrrises. These new companies
and their new employees will contribute
to individual income tax revenue. This
so-called “feedhack” plays an important
role in generating new tax revenues to
the Federal Government.
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NEED FOR FURTHER CAPITAL GAINS TAX
REDUCTIONS

The impressive influx of new capital
and new investors comes at a time when
this Nation must have an increase both
in saving and investment to realize its
growth potential, provide new jobs, en-
courage the production and efficient use
of energy, and increase its ability to
compete in worldwide markets. Economic
growth depends on the availability of
new capital, capital that must come
primarily from the savings of individ-
uals and businesses. The demand for
capital today is increasing, yet the bias
in our tax system against saving and
investment raises the cost of capital. The
high cost of capital is a significant fac-
tor in this Nation’'s declining rate of
growth of productivity and has helped
erode the competitive position of the
United States in world markets.

The increasing activity in the equity
market and the return of the “little guy”
to the market are encouraging signs. The
combination of high rates of inflation
and tax laws biased against saving and
investment had discouraged the tradi-
tional forms of personal saving and in-
vestment.

High rates of inflation, which have
made significant inroads in the ability
and willingness of American families to
save and invest in productive assets,
have an equally deleterious effect on cor-
porations. A strong stock market allows
established companies to sell additional
stock at attractive prices and thus helps
companies avoid an overreliance on debt
financing. At today’s interest rates, this
allows corporations to save 13 or 14 per-
cent in annual interest payments. In
fact, in the first 9 months of 1980, cor-
porations raised some $8.3 billion in ad-
ditional commonstock offerings, more
than in any full year since 1972. This
booming equity market has an added
plus: By keeping companies out of the
debt market, it eases the upward pres-
sure on interest rates, lessening infla-
tionary pressures.

A recent study conducted by the ac-
counting firm of Arthur Andersen & Co.
of the taxation of capital gains realized
on the sale of portfolio stock investments
by individual residents of 10 countries
showed that, even with the 1978 canital
gains tax cut, most other industrialized
countries tax capital gains less than the
United States. The study showed that, of
the 10 countries reviewed, only Canada
includes in the taxable income of in-
dividuals a greater percentage of long-
term gains than does the United States.
But in Canada, there is no holding period
required for long-term treatment while
in the United States, the requirement to
qualify as long-term gains is 1 year. In
addition, the maximum tax on income is
43 percent in Canada, compared to 70
percent (on so-called ‘“unearned” in-
come) in the United States. Canada in-
cludes 50 percent of long-term gain,
while 40 percent is included in the United
States and Sweden. The United Kingdom
taxes gains at a flat rate of 30 percent.
The remaining countries in the study—
Australia, Belgium, Germany, Italy, Ja-
pan, and The Netherlands—provide for
total exemptions for long-term gain.
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In terms of the minimum holding
period required to qualify for long-term
gain treatment, only Sweden requires a
longer holding period than does the
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United States. As can be seen from the
summary below, Sweden requires a 2-
year holding period, the United States
and Australia require 1 year, Germany
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requires 6 months, and the remaining
countries grant the same capital gain
treatment to both long- and short-term
gains.

COMPARISON OF INDIVIDUAL TAXATION OF CAPITAL GAINS ON PORTFOLIO STOCK INVESTMENTS IN 10 COUNTRIES

Maximum
long-term
capital gain
tax rate!

Maximum
short-term
capital gain

Country tax rate!

Minimum holding
riod to qualify
or long-term
gain treatment

Maximum
annual
net worth
ax rate

Maximum
short-term
capital gain
tax rate!

Maximum
annual
net worth
tax rate

Maximum Minimum holding
long-term ?eriod to qualify
capital gain or long-term

tax rate! gain treatment

United States.._....... 70 percent
Australia.... - 60 percent...... Exempt..____..1
Belrium_.. -- Exempt _ Exempt__..____ N
Canada.... - 22 percent
Germany .. -~ 56 percent

28 percent_.____ lyr.___

S — LR
—- None.

P
United Kingdom

—
--- None.

- 0.8 percent.

_.. 2.5 percent.

1 State, provincial and local taxes not included.

CAPITAL GAINS TAX CUTS AND AGRICULTURE

Mr. President, we often associate capi-
tal gains taxation with the major finan-
cial issues of capital formation and gen-
eral economic growth, but capital gains
taxation also affects the most essential
and basic enterprises in our economy—
farms and ranches. A tax on capital ap-
preciation discourages the replacement
of worn out or obsolete equipment, re-
tards new investments, and inhibits the
creation of new jobs, that stem from
the purchase of farm machinery.

The detrimental effects of capital
gains taxes is especially acute in the cat-
tle industry. Livestock operations re-
quire significant capital investment in
land, equipment, and animals. Even un-
der the best conditions, livestock and
farm operations require several years be-
fore a profitable cash flow can be
achieved. Even when profits are realized,
they produce a rate of return which is
one of the lowest of all national indus-
tries. In addition, raising cattle and
sheep is a very high-risk business. Uncer-
tain and damaging weather conditions,
diseases, market fluctuations, Govern-
ment regulation, foreign imports, and
ever-increasing production costs are con-
stant threats to economic survival.

As a consequence, it is not uncommeon
for a farm or cattle operation to pro-
duce little or no income, or even to op-
erate at a loss, for long periods of time.
For many cattlemen, capital gains from
the sale of breeding animals, equipment
or land may represent most, if not all,
of their income in a taxable year. More-
over, the capital gains can sometimes be
of considerable size. For example, cir-
cumstances beyond the control of a cat-
tleman such as drought may force him
to make a dispersal sale of the breeding
herd or sell a large parcel of ranch land,
thereby generating recognition of large
capital gains.

The current high rate of tax on capital
gains is, therefore, of vital concern to
cattlemen and the agricultural industry.
When a substantial portion of a recog-
nized capital gain must be paid to the
Government in taxes, the ability of a
farmer or rancher to reinvest the pro-
ceeds in the farm or ranch operation to
modernize his operation and make it
more productive is correspondingly re-
duced. In most cases, the impact of the
capital gains tax can go beyond merely
reducing the farmer’s or rancher’s ability
to expand his operation.

Source: Arthur Andersen & Co., June 1980.

Frequently, the gain on which taxes
are paid is nothing more than a paper
profit produced by inflation, and does not
reflect any true economic gain. In this
situation, the tax bite can prevent a cat-
fleman from simply maintaining the
status quo, let alone expanding or im-
proving his operation, since he usually
does not have enough after-tax income
to replace the capital taken by the Gov-
ernment in the form of taxes. In an in-
dustry which requires a high degree of
capital investment to yield a relatively
small return, this contraction of capital
through taxation can prove fatal.

Lowering the capital gains taxes will
also have a beneficial effect for farmers
and landowners who own timberland and
wood lots. The reduced capital gains tax
rates called for in this legislation will
give greater incentive for increased in-
vestment in and management of our tim-
ber resources; 59 percent of the Nation’s
commercial timber is owned by individ-
ual farmers, partnerships and small cor-
porations. Since timber is treated simi-
larly to other capital assets, a reduction
in the capital gains tax rate will provide
additional incentive for increased plant-
ings and higher productivity on private
timber lands. These tax changes will help
expand our forest resources, and allow
timber-growing communities and wood
product consumers to look forward to a
continued supply of raw materials.

REVENUE ESTIMATES OF CAPITAL GAINS

TAX CUTS

The cost of the 1978 reduction in capi-
tal gains taxes has proven to be much
smaller than originally estimated. The
$2.8 billion revenue estimate originally
projected by the Joint Committee on
Taxation has been substantially offset
by nearly $1 billion per year in added
tax receipts from increased capital gains
realization, according to preliminary
estimates by the Treasury Department.

The joint committee’s estimate does
not take into account that reductions in
the capital gains tax encourage individ-
uals to invest in new enterprises. These
new companies, generally among the
most dynamic in the economy, pay busi-
ness taxes and their new employees will
confribute to individual income tax
revenues. This so-called feedback plays
an important role in generating new rev-
enue to the Treasury.

While the final results are not yet in
from 1978’s crucial reverse in the trend
toward the overtaxation of capital, it
seems apparent from the evidence thus

far that further reductions in capital
gains tax rates would encourage even
greater advances in investment in the
innovative small business sector, and
strengthen the economy's potential for
growth and job creation.
CONCLUSION

Mr. President, we ended the decade of
the 1970’s with an economy burdened
by a record of insufficient growth, in-
adequate job creation, poor productivity
performance, and a deep-seated infla-
tionary bent. Study after study now calls
for greater attention to the economic
basics: greater investment and saving to
stabilize and revitalize our economy. The
focus of public policy has begun to shift
from shortrun, Keynesian solutions—an
ever-larger role for government with an
emphasis on fiscal and monetary policies
favoring consumption over providing our
society with the means to meet the future
adequately prepared—toward longer
range, supply side policies which work to
expand and increase our capital stock.

The Revenue Act of 1978 pointed the
direction for tax policy and events fol-
lowing the passage of that act—the re-
surgence of individual investors into the
equity markets, the increase in the avail-
ability of venture capital, the increase
in new stock issues, and the strength and
exuberence of the equities markets—sig-
nal that the economy will respond to
well-structured tax initiatives. This Con-
gress must now choose to follow the lead
set for us. We now need to reduce fur-
ther the tax on capital and clear the way
for stronger and greater investment in
the future.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill I am introducing today,
with my distinguished cosponsors, be
printed at this point in the Recorp.

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

8. 75

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

SECTION 1. INCREASE IN CaPrToL GaiNs Depuc-
TION.

() In GeneraL—Subsection (a) of sec-
tlon 1202 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 (relating to deduction for capital gains)
is amended by striking out “60 percent’ and
inserting In lieu thereof “75 percent".

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Subsection (¢) of section 1202 of such
Code is amended to read as follows:

*“(c) TaxABLE YEARS WHICH INCLUDE JANU-
ARY 1, 1981 —If for any taxable year begin-
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ning before January 1, 1981, and ending after
December 31, 1980, a taxpayer other than
a corporation has a net capital gain,” the
deduction under subsection (a) shall be the
sum of—

“(1) 75 percent of the lesser of—

“(A) the net capital gain for the taxable
year, or

“(B) the net capital gain taking into ac-
count only gain or loss property taken into
account for the portion of the taxable year
after December 31, 1980, plus

“(2) 60 percent of the excess of—

“(A) the net capital gain for the taxable
year, ever

“(B) the amount of net capital gain taken
into account under paragraph (1).".

(2) Subparagraph (B) of section 170(e)
(1) of such Code (relating to charitable de-
ductions for contributions of capital gain
property) is amended by striking out “40
percent” and inserting in lieu thereof "25
percent”.

(¢) REDUCTION IN RATE OF ALTERNATIVE
Minimum Tax.—Subsection (a) of section
55 (relating to alternative minimum tax
imposed) is amended to read as follows:

“(a) ALTERNATIVE Mintmoum Tax Im-
rosEp.—In the case of a taxpayer other than
a corporation, if—

“(1) an amount equal to the sum of—

“(A) 10 percent of so much of the alter-
native minimum taxable income as exceeds
$20,000, but does not exceed $60,000, plus

“(B) 17.5 percent of so much of the al-
ternative minimum taxable income as ex-
ceeds $60,000, exceeds

“(2) the regular tax for the taxable year,
then there is imposed (in addition to all
other taxes imposed by this title) a tax
equal to the amount of such excess.”.

(d) SpeciaL RULE ForR Pass-THROUGH EN-
TITIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—IN applying sections 1201
(e)(2) (A) (1) and 1202(c)(1)(P) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 with

respect to any pass-through entity, the de-
termination of the period for which gain or
loss is properly taken into account shall be
made at the entity level.

(2) PASS-THROUGH ENTITY DEFINED.—For
purposes of paragraph (1), the term “pass-
through entity” means—

(A) a regulated investment company,

(B) a real estate investment trust,

(C) an electing small business corpora=
tion,

(D) & partnership,

(E) an estate or trust, and

(F) a common trust fund.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATES.—

(1) The amendments made by subsections
(a), (b)(1), and (d) shall apply to taxable
years ending after December 31, 1880.

(2) The amendment made by subsection
(b) (2) shall apply to contributions made
after December 31, 1980.

(3) The amendments made by subsection
(c) shall apply to taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1980.

Bec. 2. REDUCTION OF ALTERNATIVE CAPITAL
GaInNs FOR CORPORATIONS.

{a) GENERAL RULE.—Paragraph (2) of sec-
tion 1201(a) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1854 (relating to alternative tax for cor-
porations) is amended by striking out “28
percent” and inserting in lleu thereof “17.5
percent”.

(b) TrawsITIONAL RULE.—Subsection (c)
of section 1201 is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“(e) TAxABLE YEARS WHICH INCLUDE JANU-
ARY 1, 1981 —If for any taxable year begin-
ning before January 1, 1981, and ending
after December 31, 1980, a corporation has a
net capital gain, then subsection (a) shall
be applied by substituting for the language
of paragraph (2) the following:
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“(2) (A) a tax of 17.6 percent of the lesser

“(1) the net capital gain for the taxable
year, or

“(l1) the net capital gain taking into ac-
count only gain or loss properly taken into
account for the portion of the taxable year
after December 31, 1980, plus

“(B) a tax of 28 percent of the excess of—

“(1) the net capital gains for the taxable
year, over

“(i1) the amount of net capital gain taken
into account under subparagraph (4A).”.

(c) CoNFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Subsection (c) (2) of section 58 of such
Code is amended by striking out “28 percent
(30 percent If the exchange occurs before
January 1, 1979)” and inserting in Illeu
thereof “17.5 percent”.

(2) Subparagraph (B) of sectlon 170 (e) (1)
of such Code (relating to charitable deduc-
tion for contributions of capital gain prop-
erty) is amended by striking out “28/46" and
inserting in lieu thereof "17.5/46".

(3) Subparagraph (E) of section 593(b)
(2) of such Code (relating to addition to re-
serves for bad debts) is amended by striking
out "“18/46" each place it appears and in-
serting in lieu thereof '28.5/46".

(4) Clause (iii) of section 852(b) (3) (D)
of such Code (relating to treatment by share-
holders of undistributed capital gains) is
amended by striking out “72 percent” and
inserting in lleu thereof “82.5 percent’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the amendments made by
this section shall apply to taxable years end-
ing after December 31, 1980.

(2) CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS. — The
amendment made by paragraph (2) of sub-
section (c) shall apply to gifts made after
December 31, 1980.@

By Mr. HEINZ (for himself, Mr.
HEeFLIN, Mr. DURENBERGER, MTr.
GOLDWATER, and Mr. TowEgRr) :

S. 83. A bill to amend the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 to limit the
level of total budget outlays in any fiscal
vear and to require compensation for ad-
ditional costs imposed on State and local
governments, and for other purposes;
pursuant to the order of September 4,
19717, referred jointly to the Committee
on the Budget and the Committee on
Governmental Affairs,

AMENDMENT OF CONGRESSIONAL EUDGET ACT OF

1974

@ Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, the legisla-
tion I am offering today is a statutory
version of a constitutional amendment I
offered last year and intend to reintro-
duce when the 97th Congress begins in
earnest on January 19. The purpose of
that amendment would be to halt the
runaway growth of Federal spending.

Given the overwhelming mandate of
the recent election—reflecting a desire
on the part of most Americans for less
Federal Government intrusion into their
lives—I would hope that passage of a
constitutional limitation on spending
would be of top priority.

As many may be aware, the constitu-
tional amendment, drafted by Nobel
laureate Dr. Milton Friedman and the
National Tax Limitation Committee,
would limit the growth of Federal spend-
ing to no more than the rate of growth
of the gross national product.

Like many of my colleagues, I am dis-
mayed that the so-called balanced
budget we so triumphantly passed back
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in June will in fact show a deficit of per-
haps as much as $50 billion. As dismayed
as I am by the prospect of yet another
massive budget deficit, and as important
as I believe it is to insure that the Fed-
eral Government spends no more than
it collects in taxes, I feel that we are de-
luding ourselves to think that our eco-
nomic problems will be solved merely by
balancing the Federal budget.

Regardless of how hard the heavy hand
of recession puts its thumb on the scales
of the so-called balanced budget for the
current fiscal year, that really is not the
issue. The key to solving our problem of
declining productivity and the double-
digit inflation accompanying it is not just
to balance the Federal budget—although
that is a necessary first step. After all,
we could have a balanced budget at $1
trillion.

The key is to bring under control the
amount of our output, the amount of our
productive resources, usurped by the Fed-
eral Government.

To halt the unrestrained growth of the
Federal Government as an ever-increas-
ing chunk of our Nation's output, the
measure I am introducing today and
which I intend to reintroduce in the form
of a constitutional amendment on the
19th would do the following things:

First, it prohibits Congress from in-
creasing outlays—both on and off budg-
et—in any fiscal year by a rate greater
than the increase in nominal GNP in the
calendar year ending before the start of
that fiscal year.

Second, during times of high inflation,
Government spending would be limited
even more, Whenever the inflation rate
exceeded 3 percent, the percentage in-
crease in outlays which would otherwise
be permitted would be reduced.

Third, it prevents the Federal Govern-
ment from forcing the States to expand
their services by simply replacing Fed-
eral grants-in-aid with Federal man-
dates, it also stipulates that the Fed-
eral spending limit would be reduced
even further when Federal grants to the
States decline over a set period.

Fourth, it authorizes emergency spend-
ing above the overall limit subject to a
declaration by the President and a two-
thirds vote of both Houses of Congress.
In addition, the measure allows increases
‘n the spending limit, on a year-to-year
basis, if three-fourths of the Members of
both Houses approve.

As an indication of the demonstrated
need for such a limitation, consider the
following statistics. Federal spending as
a share of GNP has increased from 18
percent in 1965 to an estimated 22.3 per-
cent today. For 10 of the past 15 years,
Federal spending has increased at a
faster rate than has GNP, In one year
alone, fiscal year 1967, Federal spending
increased by more than twice the 8.2-
percent increase in GNP. In three other
years, Federal spending increased by 4.5
percent or more than the most recent
increase in the GNP.

My amendment—unlike measures
which would limit Federal spending to
a fixed percentage of GNP—would bring
about reductions in the growth of spend-
ing gradually. Thus provided would be a
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reasonable transition period to the fiscal
discipline we so desperately need, with-
out drastic cuts in ongoing programs.

Mr. President, thanks to a considerable
amount of analysis, I can provide some
idea of the benefits of this legislation.
For example, had it been in effect just
since 1970:

Our national debt would be lower today
than it was in 1970, instead of its actually
being $624 billion higher.

Interest payments on the national debt
would be at least $35 billion lower this
year, instead of being over $60 billion.

Federal debt per household would have
been cut significantly from $6,098 per
household in 1970 to $4,788 today. Un-
fortunately, in the real world without
this legislation, the Federal debt per
household today is instead a staggering
$11,652.

I ask unanimous consent that tables
demonstrating the impact which this
measure would have had on Federal out-
lays since 1965 (table 1) and Federal debt
since 1970 (table 2) be inserted in the
RECORD.

As a further example, Mr. President,
the following table demonstrates the im-
pact that this measure, had it already
been on the books, would have had on the
Carter administration’s budget projec-
tions for fiscal years 1980 through 1985:

Federal
spending
(percent) 3

Federal Net
out-
lays ?

Federal
out-
lays 2

r
duction

GNP 1

630.2

! As projected by the President in his March budget message.
2 As projected in the March hu:_ITeL
3 After implementation of my bill.

These limitations on the proportion of
GNP consumed by the Government are
consistent with congressional efforts to
limit Federal spending to 21 percent of
GNP. They are consistent with require-
ments of the Humphrey-Hawkins Act
that spending as a percentage of GNP
be reduced. And they are consistent with
the Revenue Act of 1978 which estab-
lished—as a matter of national policy—
that spending be reduced to less than 21
percent of GNP.

Besides limiting the percentage of
GNP usurped by the Federal Govern-
ment, this amendment would also, of
course, limit the growth of Federal
spending, which has been accelerating at
an alarming rate for the past 20 years. It
took 173 years for our Federal budget to
reach $100 billion, in 1962. But it took
only 9 more years for the budget to reach
$200 billion; 4 more years for it to ex-
ceed $300 billion; 2 more years to exceed
$400 billion, in 1977; and 4 more years
to exceed $600 billion, in the current
fiscal year.

Finally, this amendment would pro-
vide a means of controlling the growth of
the national debt, which is fast ap-
proaching $1 trillion. Four times last
year, the 96th Congress increased the
limit on the national debt: First, from
$798 billion to $830 billion; then to $879
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billion; then to $905 billion; and, finally,
to $935 billion.

As a result of all these temporary
increases in the debt ceiling, interest on
the national debt alone is projected to be
$67 billion in fiscal year 1981—making it
the third largest item of Federal spend-
ing. The runaway Federal spending
which this national debt represents is
the major cause of double-digit infla-
tion—and a burgeoning Federal bu-
reaucracy which imposes even more in-
flationary costs on the beleaguered tax-
payer, businessman, and State and local
government.

As currently drafted, the amendment
would control the growth of the national
debt only in an indirect way. This limi-
tation could be made more explicit by
perhaps adding a stipulation that the
national debt could only be increased be-
yond its level at the time of ratification
by a three-fourths rate of both Houses
of Congress, and then only on a tem-
porary basis. I would be happy to in-
clude such a provision in the amendment
if my colleagues feel that would
strengthen it.

To summarize, Mr. President, passage
of this measure is necessary because—
like the compulsive eater, the chronic
gambler, and the alcoholic—the Federal
Government needs to be saved from it-
self. Although like following a doctor’s
advice, many may be reluctant at first to
embrace what we prescribe. But I am
convinced this treatment will help re-
verse the habits of nearly two decades
that have weakened our economy and
productive base.

I believe the end result will be to lib-
erate enormous reserves of creative en-
ergy and productivity today latent in
America.

I strongly urge my distinguished col-
leagues to spend the next 2 weeks re-
viewing this legislation, to offer construc-
tive suggestions for its improvement, and
to join me as a cosponsor of the consti-
tutional amendment to be introduced on
January 19.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of this legislation and a chart be in-
serted in the RECORD.

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

S. 83

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
title JII of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new section:

“LIMITATION ON LEVEL OF TOTAL BUDGET
OUTLAYS

“8ec. 312. (a) IN GENERAL.—

“{1) Notwithstanding any other provisions
of this Act (but subject to paragraphs (2),
(3), and (4) of this subsection and to sub-
section (b)), total budget outlays (as de-
fined for purposes of this section in subsec-
tion (c)(2)) for any particular fiscal year
beginning after September 30, 1980, shall not
exceed total budget outlays (as so defined)
for the preceding fiscal year by a percentage
greater than the percentage of the increase
in nominal gross national product which oc-
curred during the last calendar year ending
before the first day of that particular fiscal
year.
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“(2) The maximum amount of total
budget outlays which is otherwise permitted
for any fiscal year under paragraph (1) may
be changed by a specified dollar amount by
the Congress, through the adoption of a
provision to that effect in a concurrent res-
olution on the budget under section 301, 304,
or 310 or through the adoption of any other
concurrent resolution which has (and is lim-
ited to) that effect, if such provision or such
other concurrent resolution is agreed to by
the affirmative vote of three-fourths of the
authorized membership of each House.

“(3) If the inflation rate for the last cal-
endar year ending before the first day of a
particular fiscal year was more than 3 per
centum, the percentage increase in total
budget outlays which is otherwise permitted
for such fiscal year under paragraph (1)
(after the application of paragraph (2))
shall be reduced by a percentage equal to
one-fourth of the percentage by which such
inflation rate exceeded 3 per centum.

“(4) If the total amount of the Federal
grants to State and local governments which
are included in the budget for any fiscal
year, computed as a fraction of the total
budget outlays for such fiscal year, is less
than the smallest of the corresponding frac-
tions for the three preceding fiscal years, the
maximum amount of total budget outlays
which is otherwise permitted for such fiscal
year under paragraph (1) (after the appli-
cation of paragraphs (2) and (3)) shall be
reduced to the extent necessary to make such
fractlon for the fiscal year involved exactly
equal to the smallest of such corresponding
fractions for the three preceding fiscal years.

“(b) EMERGENCY OUTLAYS.—Following the
declaration of an emergency by the President,
at any time during any fiscal year while the
emergency continues, the Congress may au-
thorize a specified amount of emergency out-
lays for such fiscal year (over and above the
maximum amount of total budget outlays
permitted for such fiscal year under subsec-
tion (a)), through the adoption of a provi-
slon to that effect in a concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget under section 304 or 310,
or through the adoption (after a concurrent
resolution on the budget has been adopted
for such fiscal year under section 304 or 310)
of any other concurrent resolution which has
(and is Jimited to) that effect, if such provi-
slon or such other concurrent resolution is
agreed to by the afirmative vote of two-
thirds of the authorized membership of each
House.

“(¢) DerFINTTIONS.—FoOr purposes of the
preceding provisions of this section—

“(1) the ‘inflation rate’ for any calendar
year is the percentage by which the percent-
age increase in nominal gross national
product for that calendar year exceeds the
percentage increase in real gross natlonal
product for that year;

“(2) the term ‘total budget outlays' in-
cludes all off-budget outlays, but does not
include redemptions of the public debt or
any emergency outlays authorized under
subsection (b) (and, for purposes both of
such preceding provisions and of the provi-
sions of subsection (d), the term ‘off-budget
outlays’' means outlays which under specific
provisions of law are not included in the
totals- of the budget of the United States
Government and are exempt from any an-
nual expenditure and net lending (budget
outlays) limitations imposed on such budg-
et); and

“{3) the ‘nominal gross national product’
and ‘real gross national product’ for any
calendar year shall be determined and pro-
mulgated by the Secretary of Commerce.

‘““(d) REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO BUDGET
REsoLUTIONS.—It shall not be in order In
either the House of Representatives or the
Senate to consider or adopt a concurrent
resolution on the budget for any fiscal year
under section 301, 304, or 310, or to con-
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sider or adopt any amendment to such a
concurrent resolution, if the level of total
budget outlays which is set forth in such
resolution or which would result from such
amendment exceeds the maximum amount of
total budget outlays which (when added to
the total of all off-budget outlays for such
fiscal year) would be permitted for such
year under subsections (a) and (b) of this
section.”.

Sec. 2. Title III of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as amended by the first
section of this Act, is further amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
section:

“REQUIREMENT OF COMPENSATION FOR ADDI-

TIONAL COSTS IMPOSED ON STATE AND LOCAL

GOVERNMENTS

“Sgc. 313. (a) IN GeENErRAL—No State or
local government may be directly or in-
directly required by any Federal law here-
after enacted, or by any officer or agency
of the United States pursuant to such a
law, to perform any new or additional func-
tions or engage in any new or additional
activities, or to expand any of the functions
or activities which it is already performing
or in which it is already engaged, without
compensation equal to the necessary costs
incurred in connection with such new, addi-
tional, or expanded functions or activities.

“{b) Requirements for Congressional Ac-
tion.—It shall not be in order in elther the
House of Representatives or the Senate to
consider or pass any bill or joint resolution
(or to consider or adopt any amendment to
a bill or joint resolution) which directly or
indirectly requires a State or local govern-
ment to perform any new or additional func-
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tion, engage in any new or additional ac-
tivity, or expand any function or activity
which it is already performing or in which
it is already engaged, unless compensation
for such State or local government in an
amount equal to the necessary costs incurred
in connection with such new, additional, or
expanded function or activity—

“(1) is authorized or otherwise provided
for in such bill, joint resolution, or amend-
ment, or in a law previously enacted; and

“(2) is included as part of the total budget
outlays which are permitted for the fiscal
year involved under section 312(a), as set
forth in the most recently d to concur-
rent resolution on the budget for such fiscal
year.”.

. 3. (a) The table of contents for the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974 is amended by adding
at the end of the matter relating to title IIT
the following new items:

“Sec. 312. Limitation on level of total budget
outlays.

“Sec. 313. Requirement of compensation for
additional costs imposed on
State and local governments.”.

(b) Section 301(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 is amended—

(1) by inserting *“(sub‘ect to section 312)"
after “'total budget outlays” in paragraph
(1);

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (5)
through (7) as paragraphs (6) through (8),
respectively; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (4) the
following new paragraph:

“(6) the estimated amount of the grants
to be made to State and local governments,
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both as an aggregate amount and as a frac-
tion of total budget outlays;”.

(c) Sectlon 310(a) of such Act is
amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and
(4) as paragraphs (4) and (5), respectively;

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the
following new paragraph:

*({3) specify the amount by which grants
to State and local governments, both as an
aggregate amount and as a fraction of total
budget outlays, are to be changed and direct
the committees having jurisdiction to rec-
ommend such change;”; and

(3) by striking out “(1), (2), and (3)" in
the paragraph redesignated as paragraph (5)
by paragraph (1) of this subsection and in-
serting in lieu thereof “(1), (2), (3), and
(4)".

(d) Section 201 of the Budget and Ac-
counting Act, 1921 (31 US.C. 11), is
amended—

(1) by striking out *“301(a)(1)-(5)" in
subsection (d) and inserting in lieu thereof
“301(a) (1)-(6)""; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“{k) The Budget transmitted pursuant to
subsection (a) for each fiscal year shall be
prepared, on the basis of the best estimates
then available, in such a manner as to assure
compliance with sections 312 and 313 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974; and the
President shall from time to time during
each fiscal year take such action as may be
necessary to assure continuing compliance
with such sections.”.

Sec. 4. The amendments made by this Act
shall apply with respect to fiscal years be-
ginning on or after October 1, 1980.

TABLE 1.—TOTAL OUTLAYS OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, 1965-82

Total outlays
(billions)

Year-to-year

(percent change)

Share of GNP
(percent)

Total outlays
(billions)
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(percent)
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Source: Actuals: Budget of the United States (1980). A

TABLE 2.—DEBT OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, 1970-82

total outlays are equal to maximum permissible outlays.

Annual Federal deficit
(surplus) (billions)

Federal debt/
household (dollars)

Total Federal
debt (billions)

Federal interest Outlays less
payments (billions) interest (billions)
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January 6, 1981

By Mr. DOLE:

S. 84. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code to eliminate an inequity in
computing annuities of Federal law en-
forcement officers or firefighters; to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.
COMPUTING ANNUITIES OF FEDERAL LAW EN-

FORCEMENT OFFICERS AND FIREFIGHTERS
@ Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the bill I
am offering at this time was originally
introduced as Senate bill S. 5656 during
February of 1977. At that time, I pointed
out that the legislation is intended to
correct an oversight in Public Law 93—
350, which was enacted by the 93d Con-
gress. I subsequently introduced it as
S. 99 in the 96th Congress.

ANNUITY COMPUTATION FORMULA

Mr. President, during the 93d Congress,
we gave our approval to a bill, HR.
9281—later enacted as Public Law 93—
350—to provide Federal law enforcement
and firefighting personnel a special 2%
percent retirement computation formula
in recognition of the special hazardous
duty service which they perform. In
doing so, however, we failed to recognize
the substantial inequity that would re-
sult from premising the incentive credit
on a full 20 years of service in such
capacity.

In order to correct that oversight, I
propose this bill to extend appropriate
annuity credit to retiring Federal em-
ployees who have at least 5 years’ service
as law enforcement or firefighter person-
nel, but who have not completed 20 years.
This would be consistent with the full
credit given congressional employees
under the higher 2152 percent formula
after they have served 5 years (5 U.S.C.A.
8339 (b)).

As the law now stands, Government
employees who have performed “haz-
ardous duties” for fewer than 20 years
are penalized merely because they fail
to reach the magic benefit line. Even
though they were exposed to the same
dangers, subjected to the same perils,
and employed in the same high risk en-
deavors for our Nation, they receive no
recognition if, for one reason or another,
they choose or are compelled to leave
such service 1 day before their 20 years
are up.

SUPPORT FOR AMENDMENT

This legislation has been endorsed by
the International Association of Chiefs
of Police, Inc., and has been praised by
the Federal Criminal Investigators Asso-
ciation, the National Treasury Em-
ployees Union, and the Society of Former
Special Agents of the FBI. In August
1978, this bill was accepted bv the Sen-
ate as an amendment to the Civil Serv-
ice Reform Act. Unfortunately, the
amendment was dropped in conference.
The Senate also approved it as an
amendment to last year’s continuing
resolution, but it was dropped in con-
ference along with other Senate amend-
ments entangled in the pay raise disoute.
I believe there remains a good deal of
support in Congress for the measure, and
I hope we see its enactment in the 97th
Congress.

Although the Civil Service Commis-
sion is on record as opposing preferen-
tial computation formulas as a reward
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for particular kinds of service, it seems
to me that as long as the current law
provides for such treatment, all those
entstiea shoula receive it. It they do not,
we are going to find ourselves in the
business of suppressing lateral move-
ment of these types of Government em-
ployees, as well as discouraging the
imnitial recruitment of qualified personnel
who may not wish to commit themselves
10r a 1uil Zu years in such a demanding
profession.

In addition to the recruitment argu-
ment, it is my belief that the change I
am proposing could also operate to help
retain qualiued and experienced person-
nel within the Government by encour-
aging them to stay in, or return to, civil
service rather than the private sector.
Too often, now, for example, a fire-
fighter or law enforcement officer who
has put in perhaps 10 years of service
and decides that it is not in his own or
his family’s best interest to continue for
another 10 years, would have just as
much motivation to go to private indus-
try as to another Government agency.

It seems to me that 5 years is a reason-
able minimum to expect of a career-
orientated professional and that, in
many instances, we are promoting
morale problems and indifference among
15- to 20-year agents who are “putting
in their time” simply because of the
leverage being held over them by the
20-year requirement. Again, I think we
could have a much more dedicated, ef-
fective, and inspired contingent of Fed-
eral officers if they knew they could
transfer at anv time from a hazardous
position and still receive full credit for
the period spent in that position when
they eventuallv qualified for Govern-
ment retirement,

Since the bill I am proposing would
become effective upon enactment, any
problem of recomputation for those al-
ready retired would be avoided. More-
over. Federal service retirement com-
putations are done on an individual basis
anyway, and nn additional administra-
tive burden would be imposed.

Anv measure designed to eliminate an
existing inequity should, Mr. President,
receive the sympathetic consideration of
this body. I hope the Senate Govern-
mental Affairs Committee will schedule
hearings on the computation formula
for Federal hazardous-duty employees.®

By Mr. HEFLIN:

S.J. Res. 11. Joint resolution estab-
lishing the policy with respect to the
number of digits which should be used
as ZIP codes or other codes used for
mail delivery; to the Committee on
Governmental Affairs.

ZIP CODES AND OTHER MAIL CODES

® Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, today I
am introducing a joint resolution to put
a halt to the Postal Service's proposed
plan to expand the present five-digit
ZIP code to nine digits until Congress
can fully study the cost effectiveness of
the plan and make a decision, by law,
whether to approve or disapprove its im-
plementation.

The Postal Service has already de-
layed implementing the nine-digit ZIP
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code from April to June in the face of
overwhelming public disapproval and
mounting congressional opposition to
the proposal.

In order to implement the nine-digit
ZIP code the Postal Service will be re-
quired to spend more than $1 billion
for new and sophisticated equipment to
handle the expanded ZIP. But the costs
do not stop there. It has been estimated
that the cost to American businesses to
convert their mailing lists to the nine-
digit ZIP would be an additional $1 bil-
lion. These costs would ultimately be
passed on to American consumers who
are already suffering from the debili-
tating effects of double-digit inflation.

Mr. President, I am not opposed to a
Postal Service attempt to improve serv-
ice. However, I am not convinced that
the Postal Service has thought this pro-
posal through or that most Members
of Congress are aware of the enormous
costs of the nine-digit ZIP. This proposal
should be thoroughly studied by the
Congress as to the cost to the Postal
Service, the cost to the business com-
munity and the consuming public, the
social consequences and the technical
issues associated with the proposal.
Only after such a thorough study and
only after positive congressional action
should such a proposal be implemented.

Mr. President, I am convinced that
the Postal Service can improve and
speed up mail delivery by other means
than four more numbers to the ZIP code.
The American people have proven that
they are willing to use the present five-
digit ZIP code, but the public reaction
to the nine-digit ZIP has been univer-
sally negative. For the expanded ZIP code
proposal to work it must have the sup-
port of the American people. From the
many people of Alabama that have con-
tacted me on this subject, it appears the
nine-digit ZIP code is doomed to fail.

Mr. President, my resolution differs
from others that have been introduced
dealing with this subject in that it spells
out that the plan cannot be implemented
until Congress approves it by law.

The Postal Service has postponed the
implementation of the nine-digit ZIP,
but it has not scrapped the plan. Unless
Congress takes positive action to halt
the proposal, it will take effect June 1,
1981. Mr. President, I ask that my reso-
lution be quickly approved by the
Senate.®

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
B. 44
At the request of Mr. BrabLEY, the
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. Ran-
poLPH), and the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EacLETON) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 44, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an in-
come tax credit for social security taxes
paid in 1981 and 1982.
SENATE RESOLUTION 17

At the request of Mr. Sasser, the Sen-
ator from Kentucky (Mr. Forp) was
added as a cosponsor of Senate Resolu-
tion 17, a resolution concerning revision
of the monetary policies of the Board
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of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System.

SENATE RESOLUTION 20—RESOLU-
TION CONCERNING TELEVISED
SENATE PROCEEDINGS

Mr. BAKER (for himself and Mr.
RoTtH) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration:

5. REs, 20

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules
and Administration is authorized and di-
rected to provide for television and radio
coverage (including videotapes and radio
broadcast recordings) of proceedings In the
Senate Chamber. Such coverage shall be
provided for continuously at all times, ex-
cept for any time when a meeting with
closed doors is ordered.

Sec. 2. Under such terms and conditions
as the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion may prescribe—

(1) television and radio coverage of pro-
ceedings in the Senate Chamber provided
for in the first section shall be made avail-
able to public and commercial television and
radio broadcasting stations and networks;
and

(2) videotapes and recordings shall be
meade avallable to such stations and net-
works, to Members of the Senate, and to
such other organizations and persons as the
committee may authorize.

SEc. 3. The television and radio coverage of
proceedings in the Senate Chamber under
this resolution shall be carried out in such
manner as the Committee on Rules and
Administration shall prescribe.

Mr, BAKER. Mr. President, I am this
morning sending to the desk a resolution
which would provide for the televised
coverage of the proceedings of the Sen-
ate in this Chamber.

Basically, this resolution simply al-
lows us a vehicle by which I trust we will
be able to accommodate the concerns
many of my colleagues have expressed
with regards to televised coverage of our
proceedings. I understand and appreciate
those concerns, Mr. President, and I cer-
tainly desire nothing which would de-
tract from or diminish the dignity and
efficacy of this body.

However, I have consistently supported
some form of televised recordings of our
business here in the Senate. Such cov-
erage, in my view, is simply a modern-
day extension of the public gallery and
the public’s right to view the legislative
process of their Government in a first-
hand manner. A great many difficult de-
cisions are to be made in this Chamber
in the weeks and months to come. Some
form of televised coverage of those deci-
sions being formulated will, I believe, en-
hance the public understanding, accept-
ance, and support of those decisions.

Similarly, it is my hope and intention
that the Senate, from time to time, will
discuss and debate in a broad context
the great issues of the time, not neces-
sarily related to a soecific piece of legis-
lation pending at the moment, Through
such discussion and debate, I hope we
will be able to establish a broad national
agenda for America. Televised coverage
of these discussions will afford the
American public greater input and un-
derstanding of that agenda, an under-
standing which can only serve to benefit
this Senate and our Nation.
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SENATE RESOLUTION 21—RESOLU-
TION COMMENDING JAMES Du-
MARESQ CLAVELL FOR HIS CON-
TRIBUTIONS TO LITERATURE

Mr. HAYAKAWA submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary:

S. Res. 21

Whereas James Clavell s a widely ac-
claimed author whose writings have been
enjoyed by the American people;

Whereas James Clavell has written such
outstanding novels as “Shogun”, “King Rat”,
and “Tal-Pan: A Novel of Hong Eong'";

Whereas James Clavell has written many
successful screenplays such as “To Sir With
Love"” and “The Great Escape" for which he
received the Writers Guild Best Screenplay
Award in 1964; and

Whereas James Clavell, through his sensi-
tive portrayal of Japanese customs and herl-
tage in the novel “Shogun"” has enhanced the
understanding of the American people of
Japanese culture: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate commends
James duMaresq Clavell for his outstanding
contributions to literature.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall
transmit a copy of this resolution to James
duMaresq Clavell.

NOTICES OF HEARINGS

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I wish
to announce that the Budget Committee
will hold hearings on January 13 and
January 14, 1981 in room 6202 of the
Dirksen Senate Office Building to exam-
ine the current economic situation and
its impact on the Federal budget. The
hearings will begin at 10 a.m. on Tues-
day, January 13, and will last until the
noon hour, and will then recommence at
2 p.m. that afternoon. On Wednesday,
January 14, there will only be a morning
session commencing at 10 a.m.

On the morning of January 13, the
committee will hear testimony from
Arthur Burns, presently with the Ameri-
can Enterprise Institute and formerly
the chairman of the Federal Reserve
Board. In the afternoon, it will hear from
Larry Kudlow, chief economist for the
Wall Street firm of Bear, Stearns, Inc.,
and Donald E. Maude, senior financial
economist and chairman of the Interest
Rate Policy Committee of Merrill Lynch,
Pierce, Fenner and Smith. Martin Feld-
stein, president of the National Bureau of
Economic Research and professor of eco-
nomiecs at Harvard University, and Barry
Bosworth, senior fellow at the Brookings
Institution will testify the morning of
January 14.

These hearings will form the basis for
much of the Budget Committee’s early
work on both the 1981 and 1982 fiscal
yvear budgets. For further information,
or more details, please contact Bill
Stringer of the Senate Budget Committee
staff at 224-0538.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

DEATH OF MICHAEL P. HAMMER

® Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President,
Michael P. Hammer of Potomac, Md.,
was a man dedicated to improving
the lives of the poor farmers in Latin
America through agrarian reform. On
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Saturday, he was brutally murdered in
San Salvador for his involvement in the
land reform program in El Salvador.
Mark Pearlman, a colleague and,
Rodolfo Viera, the head of El Salvador’s
agrarian reform institute, were also
killed.

Mike Hammer, an acknowledged ex-
pert in agrarian affairs in Latin
America, spent most of his professional
life with the American Institute for Free
Labor Development, an affiliate of the
AFL~CIO created to supnort the forma-
tion of democratic trade unions in Latin
America.

He believed that a more equitable dis-
tribution of land was the key to im-
proving the lives of the poor farmers in
Latin America. He first became involved
in El Salvador in 1966, when he was
country director for AIFLD. He was in-
strumental in the formation of a demo-
cratic organization for small farmers.
He has worked throughout the region
since that time, but returned often to
El Salvador. He had just arrived in El
Salvador on Saturday morning to assist
Mr. Viera, who he had heard was
about to be removed from his position.

The agrarian reform program, begun
last March, was a key to the ruling
junta's program to liberalize the coun-
try’'s economic and social structure. The
program has been very controversial,
however, and has come under attack
from both rightist and leftist guerillas.
Close to 200 people connected with the
program have been killed in the last
9 months, according to the Department
of State.

It is not yet clear who is responsible
for killing these three men. What is clear
is that a very dedicated and able man,
Michael Hammer, has lost his life in de-
fense of his beliefs. We all share in the
loss and extend our deep sympathy to
his family.e

S. 27T—FREEDOM OF ACCESS

@ Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join again with the Senator
from Kansas (Mr. DoLE) in cosponsoring
legislation to upgrade and extend section
190 of the Internal Revenue Code.

This little-known section is based on
legislation I originally introduced in the
House during the 93d Congress. That bill,
the Freedom of Access Act, called for tax
incentives to encourage owners of build-
ings and transportation facilities to re-
move structural barriers from the paths
of the aged and disabled.

Senator DoLe introduced that measure
in the Senate, and, through his efforts,
it was added as an amendment to the
Tax Reform Act of 1976. As enacted, this
nrovision allowed an annual deduction of
up to $25.000 for the expenses of barrier
removal for a 3-vear period which ended
on December 31. That period has been
extended, but the need to increase the
level of the allowable deduction remains.

The proposal I am cosponsoring with
Senator DoLE would upgrade the allow-
able deduction from $25,000 to $100,000
per vear. It would also make the section a
permanent addition to the code. I think
these modifications are reasonable and
desirable.
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One of the most serious and least un-
derstood problems facing elderly and
handicapped persons today is the large
number of architectural barriers that
stand in their way. It is estimated ’t_.hat.
1 of every 10 persons in the United
States has limited mobility because of a
temporary or permanent physical handi-

ca%mh our growing elderly population
and our improved medical technology,
which provides man&;h‘;dth mggrﬂit._g ru;?t
previously possible, num o -
dividuals hampered by architectural
barriers will continue to expand. Un-
fortunately, all too often, our commu-
nities are designed to accommodate only
the able-bodied adult. As Dr. Henry
Betts of the Rehabilitation Institute of
Chicago has remarked:

Centuries ago, parents of deformed or
handicapped bables in Sparta abandoned
thelr infants on the hills, and the Eskimos
still abandon their aged on icebergs. We're
supposed to be the most progressive of so-
cleties. But by designing the vast majority
of facilities and services to meet the needs
of the “average” young, able-bodied Ameri-
can, by creating an environment with archi-
tectural barriers which limit the mobility
of millions of Americans, we have taken the
disabled and aged off the hills and icebergs
and imprisoned them in their homes.

For too long, we have tacitly ignored
our duty as a compassionate nation to
see that our handicapped and elderly
have as productive a role in our society
as possible. Handicapped people must
surmount many obstacles alone. We need
not compound the physical and psycho-
logical problems of these citizens with
structural barriers that keep them shut
away from interaction with the rest of
their community.

Obviously, the best time to eliminate
barriers is before they are constructed.
Studies have shown that when a barrier-
free environment is planned prior to
construction, the expense usually runs
less than 1 percent of the total cost.

Where barriers are already in place,
it is important to remember that the
costs of removal are generally a one-
time expense. Afterward, as customers
and employees, handicapped persons
will return the investment through their
patronage.

The National Commission on Archi-
tectural Barriers to Rehabilitation of the
Handicapped concluded that:

The greatest single obstacle to the gainful
employment of handicapped persons is the

architectural barriers they must contend
with.

The promises of equal employment op-
portunity in the Rehabilitation Act and
the Age Discrimination in Employment
Act ring hollow if the elderly and handi-
capped cannot reach places of employ-
ment to begin with.

In 1975, the Urban Institute estimated
that $13 billion could be saved from
Government disability and welfare pro-
grams if public transportation alone were
accessible to handicapped persons, thus
enabling them to get to and from work.
Other estimates suggest that employ-
ment of this group would yield an addi-
tional minimum of $824 million in wages.
Such sums overwhelmingly offset the
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costs of this bill. Clearly, more can and
must be done to open up the workplace
to those with limited mobility.

Mr. President, I submit that it is time
to give the Nation’s disabled and elderly
a_ productive place in our society. We
must now take the necessary steps to
place commercial buildings and trans-
portation within the reach of all Ameri-
can citizens.

A country which can leap the barrier
of space to put a man on the Moon
should not stumble at a street curb. Mo-
bility need not stand in the way of equal
access to services and opportunities.®

ELEANOR JOSAITIS NAMED CAREER
GUILD WOMAN OF THE YEAR

® Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, recently,
Eleanor Josaitis was named the “Career
Guild Woman of the Year.” She is truly
an outstanding woman, whose work has
touched thousands of people in Michigan.
I have known Eleanor for many years,
and our relationship has been marked
with friendship and a common interest
in the enhancment of the lives of the
disadvantaged.

Eleanor does not seek the limelight, and
most of her work is done without the
benefit of publicity. For this reason, I am
especially pleased that she is receiving
the recognition that she richly deserves.
She has spent countless hours making
Focus: HOPE the effective organization
that it is. Its work includes operating the
largest commodity supplemental feeding
program in the country, developing new
education programs for inner-city youth,
and implementing innovative programs
to control juvenile crime.

This honor is appropriate for Eleanor,
since it represents the fact that she gives
herself for the growth and improvement
of her community. She is dedicated to
the renewal of Detroit, and to the belief
that opportunity exists in this country
for everyone to achieve his fullest po-
tential. I am proud to be associated with
Eleanor and her work with Focus: HOPE,
and I wish her the best in the coming
year.®

ENDING THE MARRIAGE PENALTY
TAX

® Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join today as a cosponsor
of the bill which my distinguished col-
league from Maryland has once again
introduced in this Chamber. This meas-
ure, commonly referred to as the “mar-
riage tax” bill, would amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code to allow married
individuals to elect the same tax rates
currently applicable to unmarried indi-
viduals.

The injustices in our Federal tax code
affecting married individuals have ex-
isted for the past 12 years. In 1969, Con-
gress acted to alleviate the inequitable
taxation of single workers, who were
then paying as much as 42 percent more
in taxes than married workers. But, in
readjusting the tax equations, Congress
reversed the situation, imposing a higher
tax on married individuals.

As a result, married persons may no
longer file single returns, and spouses
who are working pay more in taxes than
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two single individuals who have the
same combined income as does the mar-
ried couple.

Mr. President, in recent years the in-
equity of this situation has aroused
much public attention and concern. I
am certain we have all heard the stories
of married couples who take' annual
“divorce vacations” at the end of each
year. They travel to a foreign country,
divorce, remarry on the first day of the
new year, and pay for the entire trip
with the money they have saved from
being “single individuals.”

‘I'ne marriage penaity tax is felt by all
married couples, regardless of their in-
come. In recent years, a married couple
earning a combined income of $40,000
owed $4,350 more in taxes than two sin-
gle individuals earning a comparable
amount. Two persons each earning $5,000
owed $703 in taxes if they were married,
and $500 if they were not.

While there have been modest attempts
in recent years to lessen the marriage
penalty tax, wedded couples continue to
be penalized solely for having chosen
matrimony over remaining single. With
the huge increase in the number of
working wives, coupled with the contin-
uing impact of inflation, the time has
come to eliminate the marriage penalty
tax once and for all.

The importance of the institution of
marriage to our Nation far outweighs
any fiscal considerations in terms of less
revenue to the U.S. Treasury.

The bill which my colleague from
Maryland has introduced would allow
married couples the choice of filing either
& joint return or separate returns. In the
Congress just ended, this bill enjoyed the
cosponsorship of more than 30 Senators.
It is my fervent hope that positive action
can be taken on this measure quickly, in
order to insure wedded couples the same
opportunities as single individuals.®

THE TRANSPORTATION TASK
FORCE RECOMMENDATION TO
HALT WORK ON INTERSTATE
HIGHWAY SYSTEM

© Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I was very
distressed to learn last week that Presi-
dent-elect Reagan’'s transportation task
force has recommended that work on the
Nation's Interstate Highway System be
halted. While over 90 percent of the
interstate system has been completed,
there remain substantial gaps. These in-
complete segments impair commerce and
mean that highway transportation in
some fast growing areas and between
certa'n large population centers has not
progressed past a 1950’s level. Of the
total 42,500-mile system authorized by
Congress, some 1,500 miles remains to be
done. Florida leads the Nation with al-
most 300 uncompleted miles of interstate
and these unfinished segments repre-
sent significant holes in the transporta-
tion links between the heavily populated
areas of south Florida. For example, most
of I-75 in the southwest Florida area
connecting Tampa with Miami is incom-
plete and other large gaps exist in St.
Lucie, Martin, Palm Beach, Broward, and
Dade Counties along the east coast.
There is no gquestion that Florida's
No. 1 highway priority is the elim-
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ination of these gaps and the comple-
tion of the interstate system. Because
Florida's economy is so dependent on
tourism, agriculture, and a number of
other rapidly growing industries, it is
essential that our transportation facil-
ities be in place and operating as soon as
possible. Unfortunately, Florida cannot
possibly claim that its highway system is
in place while major population centers
lack modern interstate connections. Not
only do the task force’s recommendations
threaten the economic growth and devel-
opment of my State, they also raise a
serious question of equity.

Since work on the Interstate System
began, Florida has kicked in some $3.3
billion in gasoline taxes to the highway
trust fund but has received only $2.1 bil-
lion from the trust fund for completion
of its own system. In short, Florida has
been contributing greatly to the com-
pletion of interstate mileage in other
States while waiting to have its own sys-
tem completed. Now, all of a sudden, we
are hearing talk about halting work and
allowing large gaps in the system to re-
main. This, I do not believe, is equi-
table and it's certainly not acceptable.

In addition, I think it is important to
note that in 1980 we saw a sizable re-
duction in interstate obligation ceilings
due to President Carter’s deferral of some
$1 billion in highway obligations. I think
actions like this underscore our need to
act responsibly in these difficult budget
times but I do not think we can afford
to take actions like stopping work on the
interstate system that could well threat-
en our long term economic viability.
While I have long supported reasonable
budget cuts, I am concerned that the
task force has made some generaliza-
tions regarding interstate completion
costs that are misleading.

In certain cases, such as the urban
project in New York where it is esti-
mated that a 4-mile stretch of interstate
will cost $1 billion, completion cost may
be excessive. But this just is not the case
with the uncompleted Florida mileage.
Most of the urban mileage in Florida has
already been completed and a great deal
of the remaining mileage is in rural areas
and is designed simply to connect the
fast growing urban centers of south
Florida.

Mr. President, I cannot overstate my
concern with the task force's interstate
highway recommendations. Fortunately,
the interstate highway program was au-
thorized by Congress and any changes
would have to be approved by Congress.
I intend to do everything I can to make
sure that we get our interstate system
finished and finished in a timely man-
ner.e

S. 19—A MEASURE TO OFFER RELIEF
TO ROYALTY OWNERS FROM THE
WINDFALL PROFIT TAX

® Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, T am proud
to be an original cosponsor of the bill
offered by the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
DoLE) yesterday, S. 19. This measure
would exempt certain royalty owners
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from the undue burden the windfall
profit tax has placed on their lives.

It is perfectly clear that Congress
made a grievous error last year when we
passed the windfall profit tax: by taxing
those individuals who had partial owner-
ship in small parcels of land across this
Nation, and who leased this land to oil
companies for drilling, we taxed hun-
dreds of thousands of individuals who
depend on these earnings for their sur-
vival. We may not have meant to do it—
the original Senate bill exempted royalty
owners from the windfall profit tax. Yet
we have done it nonetheless, and many,
many citizens in Illinois and across the
country are suffering as a result.

It is a myth to think that the windfall
profit tax has affected only large oil com-
panies. It is a myth to think that most
royalty owners are wealthy individuals
who can afford an ever-increasing tax
on their oil earnings.

In fact, an overwhelming number of
royalty owners are struggling farmers,
retired persons on social security, and
others who literally need these earnings
to live. The royalties they have received
from oil production have often totaled
$50 per month or less. Combined with
social security, it has often been hardly
enough to provide for q comfortable re-
tirement for these individuals.

But the effects of this windfall profit
tax on these persons have literally been
disasterous. Current law subjects each
one of these royalty owners, no matter
how impoverished, to the greatest wind-
fall profit tax rate—to the same tax rate
now applied to the largest oil companies.
There is a 70-percent tax on upper and
lower tier oil, a 60-percent tax on strip-
per oil, and a 30-percent tax on newly
discovered, incremental tertiary, and
heavy oils for these persons.

I have received thousands of letters
from my constituents in Illinois who have
told me, frankly, that this tax has made
their dreams of a comfortable retirement
nearly impossible. In Illinois, and in
many other States across the Nation,
most of the royalty owners receive earn-
ings from the production of oil from
stripper wells, wells which produce 10
barrels of oil per day or less. This oil
has been decontrolled for several years;
& tax on its profits means a serious drop
in earnings. This is an unpalatable situ-
ation that must be corrected.

Mr. President, I was honored last year
to be among the first cosponsors of Sen-
ator DoLE's royalty owners exemption
bill. The bill would have exempted every
royalty owner from the windfall profit
tax for his first 10 barrels of oil produced
daily. That measure was not enacted by
I;éle 96th Congress; S. 19 is identical to

The Congress has begun to see the
need for royalty owner relief, however
we did pass a measure last year which al-
lows each royalty owner a refund of up
to $1,000 for windfall profit taxes in-
curred in 1980. I am hopeful that the
measure will be only a first step toward
providing permanent tax exemptions for
these individuals.
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Exempting royalty owners from the tax
for the first 10 barrels produced daily is
not going to remove the tax burden one
bit from those who were originally in-
tended to pay it—the oil corporations of
this country. Exempting royalty owners,
instead, will offer an important measure
of relief to a group of persons who were
badly neglected by the Congress last year.
We have a chance to improve their lives
markedly through passage of this simple
bill. We should not refuse to help them.

I urge the Congress to enact S. 19 as
quickly as possible.®

RECESS UNTIL 12:40 P.M.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess until 12:40 p.m.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 12:24 p.m,, recessed until 12:40 p.m.;
whereupon, the Senate reassembled at
12:40 p.m. when called to order by the
Presiding Officer (Mr. MURKOWSKI) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the majority leader.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

ORDER FOR RECESSES

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the joint
session is completed today the Senate
stand in recess until Thursday, January
8, at 11 a.m,, and that when the Senate
convenes on Thursday, January 8, it
immediately stand in recess until Mon-
day, January 12, at 11 a.m. and that
when the Senate convenes on January
12 it immediately stand in recess until
Thursday, January 15, at 11 a.m. and
that when the Senate convenes on Janu-
ary 15 it immediately stand in recess
until Monday, January 19, at 11 a.m,

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

ORDER PERMITTING INTRODUC-
TION OF BILLS, RESOLUTIONS.
AND STATEMENTS ON JANUARY
15, 1981

Mr. BAKER. Mr., President, I ask
unanimous consent that on Thursday,
January 15, Senators be permitted to in-
troduce bills, resolutions, and statements
between the hours of 9 a.m. and 3 p.m.
but for that purpose only and no busi-
ness to be transacted.

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

ORDER AUTHORIZING THE SECRE-
TARY OF THE SENATE TO RE-
CEIVE MESSAGES

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during the re-
cesses of the Senate as specified in this
request the Secretary of the Senate be
authorized to receive messages from the
President of the United States and the
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House of Representatives and that such
communications be appropriately re-
ferred.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and I do not plan to
object, I wish to clarify. Will January 15
be the only date on which Senators may
introduce bills, resolutions, and state-
ments?

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it will be
on Thursday, January 15.

Mr. GLENN. That will be the only
day?

Mr. BAKER. The single day during
that period when bills, resolutions, and
statements may be introduced.

Mr. GLENN. On the other days they
may not be introduced?

Mr. BAKER. The other days would be
pure pro forma with no provisions to
introduce bills, resolutions, and state-
ments.
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Mr. GLENN. Then it will be January
15.

I do not object.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
reserving the right to object, I have no
objection.

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

JOINT MEETING OF THE TWO
HOUSES FOR THE PURPOSE OF
COUNTING ELECTORAL VOTES
CAST FOR THE PRESIDENT AND
VICE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In ac-
cordance with the provisions of Senate
Concurrent Resolution 1, the Senate will
now proceed to the Hall of the House of
Representatives.

191

Thereupon, at 12:42 p.m., the Senate,
preceded by the Sergeant at Arms, How-
ard Liebengood, and the Secretary of the
Senate, William F. Hildenbrand, pro-
ceeded to the Hall of the House of Rep-
resentatives to count the electoral votes
cast for the President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States.

(The counting of the electoral votes
cast for the President and Vice President
of the United States appears in the pro-
ceedings of the House of Representatives
in today's REcogp.)

RECESS UNTIL THURSDAY, JANU-
ARY 8, 1981, AT 11 AM.

At the conclusion of the joint session
of the two Houses, and in accordance
with the order previously entered, at 1:30
p.m., the Senate recessed until Thursday,
January 8, 1981, at 11 am.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, January 6, 1981

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

We raise our voices to You, O God,
in thankfulness and praise in the
bounty You have given our Nation and
the multitude of ways by which the
people have been blessed.

Since the birth of our country we
have celebrated Your abiding presence
in all the circumstances of life—in
good times and in bad, in our laughter
and in our tears. We pray that Your
Spirit will continue to be known in our
lives through the words of judgment
and forgiveness and assurance and
peace. Be with us each day, O God,
and strenghten us to do Your will,
that justice will roll down like waters
and righteousness like an even flowing
stream. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the
Journal stands approved.

INAUGURATION CEREMONIES OF
PRESIDENT-ELECT AND VICE-
PRESIDENT-ELECT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the
House a Senate concurrent resolution
(S. Con. Res. 2), which was read by the
Clerk, as follows:

S. Con. REs. 2

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That effective
from January 5, 1981, the joint committee
created by Senate Concurrent Resolution
84, of the Ninety-Sixth Congress, to make
the necessary arrangements for the inaugu-
ration of the President-elect and Vice Presi-
dent-elect of the United States on the 20th
day of January 1981, is hereby continued
and for such purpose shall have the same
power and authority as that conferred by
such Senate Concurrent Resolution 84, of
the Ninety-sixth Congress, except that the
size of the Joint Committee is hereby in-
creased to consist of four Senators and four
Representatives to be appointed by the
President of the Senate and the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, respectively.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the present consideration of the
Senate concurrent resolution?

There was no objection.

The Senate concurrent resolution
was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
provisions of Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 2, 97th Congress, the Chair ap-
points as members of the joint com-
mittee to make the necessary arrange-
ments for the inauguration of the
President-elect and the Vice-President-
elect of the United States on the 20th
day of January 1981, the following
Members on the part of the House:
Mr. RuoDES, of Arizona; Mr. MICHEL,
of Illinois; Mr. O'NEILL, of Massachu-
setts; and Mr. WricHT, of Texas.

SWEARING IN OF MEMBER-
ELECT

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BrownN) kindly come
to the well of the House and take the
oath of office at this time?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio appeared at
the bar of the House and took the
oath of office.

RECESS

The SPEAKER. The House will
stand in recess until 12:50 p.m.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 5 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until 12 o’clock and 50 minutes p.m.

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the
House was called to order by the
Speaker at 12 o’clock and 50 minutes
p.m.

0 1250

COUNTING ELECTORAL VOTES—
JOINT SESSION OF THE HOUSE
AND SENATE HELD PURSUANT
TO THE PROVISIONS OF
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 1

At 12 o'clock and 50 minutes p.m.,
the Doorkeeper, the Honorable James
T. Molloy, announced the Vice Presi-
dent and the Senate of the United
States.

The Senate entered the Hall of the
House of Representatives, headed by
the Vice President and the Secretary
of the Senate, the Members and offi-
cers of the House rising to receive
them.

The Vice President took his seat as
the Presiding Officer of the joint con-
vention of the two Houses, the Speak-
er of the House occupying the chair
on his left.

0 1300

The joint session was called to order
by the Vice President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Mr. Speak-
er, Members of the Congress, the
Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, pursuant to the requirements of
the Constitution and the laws of the
United States, have met in joint ses-
sion for the purpose of opening the
certificates and ascertaining and
counting the votes of the electors of
the several States for President and
Vice President.

Under the precedents, unless a
motion shall be made in any case, the
reading of the formal portions of the
certificates will be dispensed with.
After ascertainment has been made
that the certificates are authentic and
correct in form, the tellers will count
and make a list of the votes cast by
the electors of the several States.

The tellers on the part of the two
Houses will take their respective
places at the Clerk’s desk.

The tellers, Mr. MaTHIAS and Mr.
Forp on the part of the Senate, and
Mr. HawkiNs and Mr. DICKINSON on
the part of the House, took their
places at the desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
will now hand to the tellers the certifi-
cates of the electors for President and
Vice President of the State of Ala-
bama, and they will count and make a
list of the votes cast by that State.

Mr. DICKINSON (one of the tell-
ers). Mr. President, the certificate of
the electoral vote of the State of Ala-
bama seems to be regular in form and
authentic, and it appears therefrom
that Ronald Reagan of the State of
California received nine votes for
President, and Georce BusH of the
State of Texas received nine votes for
Vice President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. There
being no objection, the Chair will omit
in further procedure the formal state-
ment just made for the State of Ala-
bama, and we will open the certificates
in alphabetical order and pass to the
tellers the certificates showing the
vote of the electors in each State; and
the tellers will then read, count, and
announce the result in each State as
was done in the case of the State of
Alabama.

Is there objection?

The Chair hears no objection.

There was no objection.

The tellers then proceeded to read,
count, and announce, as was done in
the case of the State of Alabama, the

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [0 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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electoral votes of the several States in
alphabetical order.

0O 1320

The VICE PRESIDENT. Gentlemen
and gentlewomen of the Congress, the
certificates of all of the States have
now been opened and read and the
tellers will make the final ascertain-
ment of the results and deliver the
same to the Vice President.

The tellers delivered to the Vice
President the following statement of
the results:

The undersigned, CHARLES McC. MATHIAS,
Jr. and WeEnpELL H. Forp, tellers on the
part of the Senate, AucusTUs F. HAWKINS
and Wittiam L. DicriNson, tellers on the
part of the House of Representatives, report
the following as the result of the ascertain-
ment and counting of the electoral vote for
President and Vice President of the United
States for the term beginning on the twenti-
eth day of January, nineteen hundred and
eighty-one.

For President

Ronald  Jimmy Walter
Reagan  Carter Mon-
T M

For Vica
President
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CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, JR.,
WenpeLL H. Forp,

Tellers on the Part of the Senate.
AvcusTUs F. HAWKINS,
WiLLiam L. DICKINSON,

Tellers on the Part of the House.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The state
of the vote for President of the United
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States, as delivered to the President of
the Senate, is as follows:

The whole number of the electors
appointed to vote for President of the
United States is 538, of which a major-
ity is 270.

Ronald Reagan, of the State of Cali-
fornia, has received for President of
the United States 489 votes;

Jimmy Carter, of the State of Geor-
gia, has received 49 votes.

The state of the vote for Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, as delivered
to the President of the Senate, is as
follows:

The whole number of the electors
appointed to vote for Vice President of
the United States is 538, of which a
majority is 270.

GeoRGE BusH, of the State of Texas,
has received for Vice President of the
United States 489 votes;

WarTer F. MonDALE, of the State of
Minnesota, has received 49 votes.

This announcement of the state of
the vote by the President of the
Senate shall be deemed a sufficient
declaration of the persons elected
President and Vice President of the
United States, each for the term be-
ginning on the 20th day of January,
1981, and shall be entered, together
with a list of the votes, on the Jour-
nals of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives.

The purpose for which the joint ses-
sion of the two Houses of Congress
has been called, pursuant to Senate
Concurrent Resolution 1, 97th Con-
gress, having been accomplished, the
Chair declares the joint session dis-
solved.

(Thereupon, at 1 o'clock and 30 min-
utes p.m., the joint session of the two
Houses of Congress was dissolved.)

0O 1330

The House was called to order by
the Speaker.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to Senate
Concurrent Resolution 1, the Chair di-
rects that the electoral votes be spread
at large upon the Journal.

INTRODUCTION OF ECONOMIC
LEGISLATION—JANUARY 5, 1981

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

ECONOMIC GROWTH AND PRICE STABILITY
PROGRAM OF 1981

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the Nation faces severe economic prob-
lems. Congress must use its wisdom,
creativity, courage, and statesmanship
to solve them.

We must act quickly because the
people of this country have suffered
too long. Our economy is beset by:

An inflation rate teetering on the
brink of running away,

A growing real tax burden and an
adverse regulatory environment lead-
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ing to a slowing of the growth of our
real gross national product;

Serious underinvestment, aggravat-
ing a failure to achieve a reasonable
strategy for long-run economic
growth;

Negative productivity growth in the
American business sector in the past
year and the Ilowest productivity
growth of any industrial nation the
past 10 years as the American manu-
facturing plant continues to age; and

A continuing gnawing problem of
heavy structural unemployment, espe-
cially among blacks and teenagers.

Clearly, the major economic con-
cerns of Americans today are inflation,
taxes, Federal deficits, Government
regulation, and structural unemploy-
ment,

Today, as ranking House minority
member of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee, I am introducing a package of
legislation which can serve as a Re-
publican economic program to solve
the foregoing list of economic ills. The
goal of the package is to stimulate eco-
nomic growth and curb inflation. It in-
corporates the best economic propos-
als of the last Congress. It is in the
forefront of sound, modern economic
theory, which takes into account both
the supply side and demand side of
our economy.

The economic package contains five
elements: Tax reform, reduced Federal
spending, savings promotion, reduced
Federal regulation, and a targeted pro-
gram to cure structural unemploy-
ment. I believe this is a well-balanced
program and it hits at the key sore
spots in our economy.

In recent years, policymakers have
been at a loss to explain why inflation
and unemployment have been so stub-
born. The fact is inflation and unem-
ployment have only been as inflexible
as the policymakers. The policymakers
have lumped tax policy and spending
policy in one category—fiscal policy—
and have lost all flexibility by treating
it as one rigid policy tool. They have
linked fiscal policy to monetary policy
in rigid fashion as well. Monetary and
fiscal policies were either both too
tight or both too easy, all stop or all
go0. Demand was pumped up or drawn
down. No attention at all was paid to
supply policy, or to ways in which tax
policy could be used independently to
affect costs, prices, employment, and
growth.

Inflation is too much money chasing
too few goods. The trick is to fight in-
flation by reducing money growth
while stimulating production, the
supply of goods, and services—
through carefully designed tax reduc-
tion and restructuring—and reducing
the growth of Federal spending to
eliminate Federal borrowing and
crowding out. These targeted policies,
some easy and some tight, could solve
our problems.
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In recent years, we have pumped up
demand by increasing spending and
creating money faster than ever. We
have had the biggest deficits in histo-
ry. We assumed that supply would
automatically rise to satisfy the
demand. This policy did not work.
Output did not respond.

Output did not respond because
Government has strangled it with
higher taxes, higher costs, and higher
regulatory burdens. Government has
‘pumped up demand and throttled
supply. No wonder we have had infla-
tion. Furthermore, that same inflation
has only made the supply situation
worse.

Inflation lowers the rate of return to
every worthwhile growth activity. As
the reward falls, the activity declines.

Inflation pushes people into higher
tax brackets. The marginal taxes
taken out of each cost-of-living raise
have reached amazing levels. Even
middle-income taxpayers now face tax
rates of 40 to 50 percent on each addi-
tional dollar earned. In fact, if the
trend of 1972-79 continues, by 1986 ev-
eryone with an income of $20,000 in
1972 purchasing power will be in the
50-percent marginal bracket.

The high and rising marginal tax
burdens have reduced the rate of
return to labor. There has been no in-
crease in real aftertax spendable earn-
ings for the average worker since 1965.
Extra effort is taxed at record rates.
Workers have substituted Ileisure,
early retirement, and nontaxable
fringe benefits for added work and
added pay.

Saving is also hard hit. The aftertax
reward to saving is miserably inad-
equate in view of the great social serv-
ice that saving performs. Saving is in-
herently double taxed. Income is
taxed when earned. If it is spent on a
good or service, only a small sales tax
is incurred. If it is saved, the “service”
acquired—interest or dividends—is
taxed at rates up to 70 percent. Infla-
tion increases this double-tax burden
as it pushes taxpayers toward the
upper brackets, reducing the reward to
saving even further. Taxpayers have
substituted consumption for saving,
and tax-sheltered saving for ordinary
saving. The supply of saving to the
stock, bond, and other credit markets
for use by ordins.ry business has been
choked off.

Inflation has caused a gross under-
statement of depreciation, the amount
of plant and equipment that is wear-
ing out. As a result, business profits
are overstated, and taxes are overpaid
by 25 to 30 percent. The rate of return
on the use of equipment is reduced,
leading to a drop in desired invest-
ment. The cost of just standing still in-
creases, as depreciation allowed by the
tax code proves inadequate to replace
old machinery. Even as overstated
taxes and mandated pollution control
spending reduce corporate cash flow,
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firms must dip into that cash flow to
pay inflated prices for new machines.
Little is left over to raise dividends or
make higher interest payments to
overcome the reduced desire to save
on the part of taxpayers.

The supply of credit to business is
further reduced, and the cost of that
credit increased, by the increasing pre-
emption of our limited supply of sav-
ings by Government borrowing to
fund the Federal deficit.

The general profitability of business
is further eroded by an enormous reg-
ulatory burden, the cost of which is
now in the neighborhood of $100 bil-
lion a year, almost 5 percent of GNP.
It reduces productivity and discour-
ages all forms of production. It curbs
the use of plant and equipment, labor,
and land. It exacerbates inflation and
results in the underemployment of
every conceivable factor of production.

How do we fight this situation?
There is no great mystery. The meth-
ods have been thoroughly studied and
are ready to use if we only have the
will. Here is the program:

To fight inflation and defend the
value of the dollar, curb the creation
of new money.

To keep slower money growth from
causing a credit crunch and recession,
get the Government out of the credit
market by curbing the growth of Gov-
ernment spending to end the deficits.

To further increase the supply of
credit for real growth, encourage
saving by cutting personal tax rates
and index the personal income tax to
keep inflation from undoing the tax
cut. Institute tax incentives for addi-
tional saving to offset the double tax-
ation which saving now faces.

To encourage business to use the
added saving to produce real growth,
enact replacement cost or indexed de-
preciation. Encourage the employment
of all inputs in their most efficient
uses by cutting corporate tax rates to
discourage the use of shelters.

To prevent the taxation of illusory
capital gains due only to inflation,
adjust the purchase price of capital
assets for inflation when calculating
taxable gains.

To reduce our soaring regulatory
burdens, abolish existing regulations
that are excessive, duplicative, or con-
tradictory. Require that regulations be
drafted to minimize costs to consum-
ers and businessmen. Establish a regu-
latory budget, which puts a cap on the
cost each Federal agency or depart-
ment could impose on the private
sector.

To increase work effort and the
supply of labor, reduce personal tax
rates and index the income tax to keep
inflation from undoing the tax cut.

To make untrained workers employ-
able, institute a wage subsidy for the
hiring of unskilled workers, putting
the hard-core unemployed into real
training programs in the private
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sector. Delay further increases in the
minimum wage in order to prevent
thousands of teenagers and unskilled
workers from being priced out of the
market.

That is the program. It is infinitely
more flexible than the stop-and-go
policies of recent years. It can fight
unemployment and inflation simulta-
neously. It will produce sustainable
real economic growth and higher
living standards for the first time in
nearly a decade.

Here is a description of the bills.

PERSONAL TAX RATE REDUCTION

Increased tax credits or rebates, or
wage guaranitees, do nothing to in-
crease the rate of return, the reward
after taxes, to additional labor or
saving. Only reduction of the marginal
tax rates in each bracket, the rates
that apply to added earnings due to
added effort, can do that. Accordingly,
in the last Congress, I cosponsored,
and in this Congress I will cosponsor,
the Kemp-Roth bill or a reasonable
facsimile.

This should be part of a sound pro-
gram to increase work effort and total
saving, and to redirect saving out of
shelters and into America's ordinary
cash-starved businesses. A tax reduc-
tion bill of even this size will only
serve to offset the tax increases that
will be generated in the next few years
due to social security tax increases and
the effects of inflation in pushing
people into higher tax brackets.
Kemp-Roth works primarily because it
is the right shape to stimulate supply.

INDEXING THE PERSONAL INCOME TAX

Each year, as incomes rise to keep
up with the cost of living, millions of
workers find themselves in higher tax
brackets. The increased tax burden
often robs the worker of any real in-
crease in spendable earnings. In fact,
today's average worker has had no
real increase in real spendable earn-
ings, after taxes and inflation, since
1965. That is 15 years of stagnant real
spendable income even though nomi-
nal wages have more than doubled.

Because of higher tax brackets,
many workers are discouraged from
accepting overtime labor bargains for
nontaxable fringe benefits, including
more time off. Spouses who might
seek part-time work find the added
income taxed at high rates, and stay
home. Saving is discouraged, as infla-
tion erodes the principal and higher
tax brackets steal the interest. Tax
shelters are now used by millions who
once had no need for them. Others
simply spend. Growth rates of employ-
ment and real income are reduced.

Under the current tax code, tax rev-
enues rise about 16 percent every time
prices rise by 10 percent. The extra 6-
percent rise in revenue is due to
“bracket creep” as inflation pushes
taxpayers into higher tax brackets.
Bracket creep has effectively repealed
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the Kennedy tax cut of 1964 and sub-
sequent tax reductions.

Indexing prevents inflation from
pushing taxpayers into higher tax
brackets just because they receive a
cost-of-living increase. Indexing would
hold Government revenues to a 10-per-
cent increase when prices rose 10 per-
cent. Thus, it does not deny the Gov-
ernment the revenue needed to keep
up with prices. It simply denies the
Government its automatic windfall
from inflation.

Under the bill, each December, the
Secretary of the Treasury would calcu-
late the percent by which the average
consumer price index rose for the 12
months ending September 30. All
fixed dollar amounts in the income tax
tables would be increased by that per-
cent; the personal exemption, the
“zero tax bracket”—that is, the stand-
ard deduction—and all the income
levels which separate one tax bracket
from the next, would be adjusted. This
is the standard textbook method for
accurately insuring that the same real
income always faces the same real tax
rate, both on average and at the
margin. It ends the current system
under which taxpayers on average
have faced tax rates on additional
income which are 1 or 2 percent
higher each year. It ends the bracket
creep problem which nurtures tax
shelters, consumption, and leisure at
the expense of work effort and
straightforward saving and invest-
ment. It gives workers a chance for
real wage increase even without
double-digit wage demands.

A tax rate reduction program, such
as has been proposed by Congressman
KEemp and Senator RoTH, should be en-
acted, with indexing to take effect
thereafter. The Kemp-Roth bill intro-
duced last year included such a pro-
posal for indexing to take effect in
1983 after 3 years of tax rate reduc-
tion.

If rate reduction is not enacted, im-
mediate indexing becomes imperative.
Indexing would neither roll back the
use of tax shelters, nor restore incen-
tives lost to previous taxflation. Only
rate reduction can do that. However,
indexing would prevent the further
deterioration of spendable earnings
and savings due to future taxflation.

INDEXING CAPITAL GAINS

This bill, modeled after the Archer
amendment to the Revenue Act of
1978, would adjust the basis of capital
assets for inflation in determining
gains and losses for tax purposes. It
would involve increasing the purchase
price of our asset by the percent in-
crease in the Consumer Price Index
since the asset was levied on purely il-
lusionary “gains” due to inflation.

Capital gains have been eroded by
inflation to such an extent that most
reported capital gains are really losses
when adjusted for inflation. Prof.
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Martin Feldstein reported to the Joint
Economic Committee on an exhaustive
study of capital gains reported in 1973
tax returns. Taking all returns into ac-
count, the reported nominal gains of
$4.6 billion were in fact real losses of
nearly $1 billion, yet all the reported
gains were taxed. Worse yet, the bulk
of this overtaxation fell on middle-
income taxpayers. The tax code was
never intended to operate in this way.
On average, on those gains which were
still gains even after adjusting for in-
flation, the real effective tax rate was
doubled.

As pointed out in the 1978 joint eco-
nomic report:

Capital gains are already overtaxed.
They are not ordinary income, and we
should not be trying to tax them as if
they were.

Capital gains occur when the price
of an earning asset rises. The price in-
crease is generally caused by a per-
ceived increase in the future earnings
of the asset. Those future earnings
will be taxed when they occur. To tax
the rise in the asset’s value as well as
the future earnings is to double tax
those earnings. For this reason, no
major nation treats capital gains as or-
dinary income.

To add to this double taxation by
imposing taxes on the portion of gains
due to inflation raises the effective tax
rate well above rates intended in the
Tax Code. In fact, taxing real capital
losses means we impose a tax in excess
of 100 percent on the “profit” from
many transactions. This combination
of inflation plus a tax on capital trans-
fers has locked in thousands of inves-
tors and sharply reduced trading of all
types of property. As a result, as sever-
al studies show, the Government is ac-
tually losing more money because of
discouraged activity than it gained by
raising capital gains tax rates in 1969.

More importantly, the country has
lost out on a great deal of growth be-
cause saving and the efficient alloca-
tion of capital have been retarded.

DEPRECIATION REFORM

The Senate Finance Committee, in a
nearly unanimous bipartisan vote, pro-
duced a program of personal and busi-
ness tax rate reductions in 1980 large-
ly geared toward the supply side of
the economy. Most of the bill’s provi-
sions have some impact on marginal
incentives.

An important part of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee package deals with
depreciation. Congress has been more
familiar with the problems of inad-
equate depreciation, and more united
on the sort of tax changes that are
needed, than any other tax question.
Had we taken action on this matter a
year or more ago, we might have
averted the current needless recession,
the rise in unemployment, and the
slump in productivity that plague us
today.
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There are two major depreciation
plans with widespread bipartisan sup-
port in the Congress. One is the
Senate Finance Committee proposal.
The other is the Conable-Jones 10-5-3
proposal.

The 10-5-3 proposal has the cospon-
sorship of a majority in the House and
the backing of a majority in the
Senate. It is simple and powerful. It
has been slowed down by technical
concerns and worries over its cost.
These problems are not insurmount-
able.

The Senate Finance Committee pro-
posal is somewhat smaller in size, but
almost as simple and as easy for firms
to use as the 10-5-3 approach. It too,
requires some technical adjustments,
which I intend to offer here today.
The depreciation plan which I am in-
troducing today is based on the Senate
Finance Committee plan, but modifies
it somewhat. It sets up four categories
of equipment and machinery. Assets in
these categories are to be depreciated
over timespans of 2, 4, 7, or 10 years.
Equipment, which now has the longest
tax lives under the current ADR—
asset depreciation range—system,
would fall into the 10-year category.
Shorter lived assets would fall into the
shorter categories. Each asset will ex-
perience a significant reduction, at
least 40 percent, in its writeoff period.
In each category, there is an invest-
ment tax credit. My bill provides a 10-
percent investment tax credit (ITC)
for assets in the 7- and 10-year catego-
ries, a Tk-percent ITC for the 4-year
category, and a 4-percent ITC for the
2-year category. This is a change from
the Senate bill, which gave the 4- and
2-year categories smaller ITC’s, 6 per-
cent and 2% percent respectively.

The increased ITC’s are essential if
smaller businesses are to be better off
under the revised depreciation system
than they are under current law.
Smaller firms are in lower income tax
brackets than larger firms. For those
in the lower brackets, the depreciation
allowances, which are deductions from
taxable income, save less in taxes than
for those in the higher brackets. for
lower bracket firms, the ITC, which is
a credit against tax, is relatively more
valuable. The Senate bill grants
shorter asset lives, faster depreciation,
but with a reduced ITC. This tradeoff
was carried too far for the smaller
firms. The enlarged ITC in this bill
remedies the defect. The change
makes certain that firms of all sizes
experience a significant improvement
in their capital cost recovery allow-
ances compared to current law.

Another provision of the Senate bill
allows firms to write off $25,000 in
new equipment in the first year—ex-
pensing. This is a very important pro-
vision for small business, greatly sim-
plifying their accounting procedures.
Unfortunately, the bill provides no
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ITC for this equipment. For small
firms the ITC obtainable under other
provisions of the bill for assets written
off over several years is more valuable
than the added gains from first-year
writeoff. No small firm would take ad-
vantage of this provision as it stands.
To remedy the problem, my bill pro-
vides a 4-percent ITC for the $25,000
of expensed assets.

The rest of the bill parallels the
Senate version. A fact sheet follows.
For more detail on this legislation, see
Senate Report 96-940 on H.R. 5829,
subtitle B.

I am also introducing today two ad-
ditional bills concerning depreciation.
One would allow firms to write off pol-
lution-control equipment in the year
of purchase—expensing. A 4-percent
ITC would be permitted.

The second bill cuts right to the
heart of the depreciation question.
Why do we make firms depreciate
their machinery and equipment over
many years? The standard tax base in
the United States is income. The
theory is that a machine should be
written off over the time it earns
income for the firm—the machine's
useful life. This is fine philosophy, but
it is economic nonsense. Aside from
the obvious fact that a machine may
become economically or technological-
ly obsolete long before it wears out,
there is a deeper problem.

Any income tax is a double tax on
saving and investment, compared to
consumption. Money saved and invest-
ed was taxed when it was earned. If it
is saved and invested, instead of con-
sumed, the earnings on the investment
are taxed again. A tax system which is
neutral between saving and consump-
tion would tax either the income that
got saved, or the earnings of the
saving, but not both. This is why the
value added taxes of Europe permit
the full deduction of an investment in
the year it is made.

The ideal unbiased tax code would
permit a firm to deduct the cost of a
machine as soon as it is purchased.
The third bill I offer today would
permit firms to write off their equip-
ment and machinery over any time
period they choose, and in any propor-
tion in each tax year, with a 4-percent
ITC. Some firms would prefer a longer
depreciation period with all the deduc-
tions in later years if they were losing
money in the year of purchase and
had no profits to offset at that time.
This is a bill for the future. It is the
ideal system we should approach over
time.

CAPITAL INVESTMENT ACT OF 1981

This legislation offers broad incen-
tives to invest. It is based on the de-
preciation amendments reported by
the Senate Finance Committee, with
an important perfecting amendment.

1. SIMPLIFIED COST RECOVERY (SCR)

The bill establishes a simplified cost

recovery system (SCR) which provides
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tax incentives for investment in equip-
ment and machinery. Under the legis-
lation, equipment would be classified
in one of four recovery accounts with
a recovery period of 2, 4, 7, or 10 years.
Generally, equipment and machinery
would be depreciated 40 percent faster
than under present law. A simple
“open-ended account” system for com-
puting depreciation deductions, which
has been successful in Canada, would
replace the complicated ‘“‘vintage ac-
count” system of present law.

In addition, the investment tax
credit rules would be modified. Assets
with recovery periods of 7 or 10 years
would receive a 10-percent investment
tax credit, as in the Senate Finance
Committee bill. Assets with 4- and 2-
year recovery periods would receive
T%-percent and 4-percent investment
tax credits, respectively, higher than
those in the Senate bill, 6 percent and
2% percent, respectively. This modifi-
cation is necessary if smaller firms are
to receive improved incentives to
invest, compared to current law.

2. STRUCTURES

At the option of the taxpayer, struc-
tures and structural components
would be eligible for 20-year straight
line depreciation with section 1250 re-
capture. This compares to a useful life
of some 30 years for apartment build-
ings, 35 years for industrial structures,
and 40 years for commercial structures
under present law. Also, at the option
of the taxpayer, certain low-income
rental housing would be eligible for 15-
year straight line depreciation with
section 1250 recapture. This compares
to a useful life of some 30 years for
low-income housing under present law.
Another option is provided for taxpay-
ers who build, hold, and occupy struc-
tures for use in their business, rather
than for resale. These would include
plants or retail structures built by
manufacturing or commercial firms
for their own use. These structures
would be eligible for 15-year straight
line depreciation with section 1245 re-
capture. These provisions would pro-
vide an audit-proof system for taxpay-
ers by eliminating disputes over useful
life between businessmen and the In-
ternal Revenue Service.

These provisions will encourage the
construction of new factory buildings
which is so important in modernizing
our industrial base. The new rules will
provide a needed stimulus to the de-
pressed housing industry and help
create jobs in the construction indus-
try. Additional incentives are provided
for low-income housing.

3. PROGRESS PAYMENTS

The bill permits firms to begin de-
preciation with respect to progress
payments for property which requires
a long period of construction, rather
than wait until it is placed in service.
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4. REHABILITATION OF COMMERCIAL AND
INDUSTRIAL STRUCTURES

In an effort to help revitalize some
of the older industrial sections of the
Nation, the legislation increases the
existing 10-percent investment tax
credit for the rehabilitation of com-
mercial and industrial structures to 25
percent.

5. SMALL BUSINESS SIMPLIFICATION AND
INCENTIVE

In an effort to provide substantial
simplification and a real tax incentive
for small business, taxpayers can elect
a first year writeoff, expensing, for
the first $25,000 of annual investments
in equipment and machinery. A 4-per-
cent investment tax credit is allowed,
which is not part of the Senate bill.
This is necessary to make this option
as attractive as ordinary multiyear de-
preciation with the investment tax
credit allowed in that case. Hundreds
of thousands of small businessmen
across the Nation would no longer
have to worry about burdensome de-
preciation calculations if they elect
this option.

ENCOURAGING SAVING

These are tense times. We are
threatened militarily and economical-
ly from abroad. At home, Americans
struggle with each other for a bigger
slice of a shrinking pie. It did not have
to be this way.

If we had saved and invested a bit
more; if our GNP had grown only 1%
percentage points faster each year
since 1950, we would now have a $3%
trillion economy instead of a $2% tril-
lion economy. We would have $200 bil-
lion more in Federal revenues, bal-
anced budgets, stable prices, income
and payroll tax cuts, 50 percent higher
living standards, millions more jobs, a
solvent social security system, an ul-
tramodern productive economy three
times the size of the Soviet Union’s in-
stead of twice their size, and unques-
tioned military superiority. Russia
simply could not have kept up with us.

Faster growth, higher incomes, and
plentiful jobs are exactly what the un-
employed, underprivileged, and the
minorities of this country have been
seeking for many years. It is no acci-
dent that the greatest gains in income,
jobs, and dignity for minority workers
have come during periods of rapid ex-
pansion.

Growth is critical, and saving is criti-
cal to growth. We have thrown away
30 years. The hour is very late. It is
high time we got started.

The United States has the lowest
rate of saving in the Western World,
resulting in the lowest rate of produc-
tivity growth, investment, and real
wage increases among the major in-
dustrialized nations. Personal saving is
falling because inflation and high tax
rates reduce the real rate of return on
savings. As people are pushed into
higher tax brackets, they get to keep
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less of each additional dollar of sav-
ings income. Since income from sav-
ings is added to income earned from
personal service, the highest tax rate
each taxpayer pays is imposed on his
or her savings income. The higher the
tax rate individuals face on additional
income from saving, the less likely
they are to save. Thus, the present
high tax rates discourage new savings,
_ encourage consumption, and force sav-
ings away from productive invest-
ments into tax-exempt bonds and tax
shelters.

The total amount of saving in the
United States—personal saving, re-
tained earnings, and depreciation set-
asides—has already fallen so low that
we are not providing enough invest-
ment to keep pace with replacing
worn-out machinery and equipping a
growing labor force. This is leading to
falling productivity, lower real wages,
and reduced job opportunities. Unless
action is taken, we face a decade of
stagnation.

This is too crucial an issue for casual
legislation. We have to do it right,
without ideology and without wishful
thinking. It is a fact of life that the
top half of the income distribution
earns more than three-quarters of tax-
able income and undoubtedly does 90
percent or more of the Nation's per-
sonal saving. We have to encourage
those with the capacity to save to do
so to give this country the growth it
needs to compete and survive in a hos-
tile world. But the higher income
groups are not the only ones that save.
And whether we like it or not, that
means reducing the tax rates on added
earnings from added savings for
people at all income levels.

I have made a careful study of this
issue over several years. The Joint
Economic Committee has held hear-
ings on growth and noted the impor-
tance of savings in this process. We
heard from the best experts in the
country. I can tell you this: Savings
can be encouraged. We can grow
faster. Let me summarize some of
what I have learned.

I must stress very strongly that the
naive approach of exempting a limited
dollar amount of interest from the tax
does not do much. It merely rewards
old saving. Most returns have more in-
terest and dividend income than the
ceilings in a limited $200 or $400 exclu-
sion. IRS figures prove this beyond a
shadow of a doubt. The tax status of
any added interest is completely un-
changed by the exclusion. If the tax-
payer had become discouraged and
had stopped saving before the exclu-
sion, he still will not save after the ex-
clusion. If the taxpayer was using tax
shelters before the exclusion, he will
still use them after the exclusion. We
can justify some sort of exclusion on
equity grounds to aid the elderly,
whose interest on old bonds has been
severely eroded by inflation. But we
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cannot, we must not, fool ourselves
into thinking that a limited exclusion
will increase saving in the economy.

There are only two effective ways to
encourage more saving: First, reduce
the tax rate on savings income in each
existing tax bracket; and second, shift
savings income into lower brackets.

Unless the actual tax rate paid on
the last few dollars, on the marginal
potential added dollars of savings
income, is reduced, behavior will not
be changed and saving will not be in-
creased.

Today I am introducing two savings
bills which incorporate these ap-
proaches. The first bill continues the
existing interest exclusion, but it also
reduces the effective tax rate on sav-
ings income by exempting 25 percent
of every dollar of savings income
above the $200-$400 exclusions from
tax. This lowers the effective tax rates
from the current range of 14 to 70 per-
cent to 19% to 52X percent, greatly in-
creasing the incentive to save.

The bill is designed to encourage a
higher rate of saving by reducing the
tax rates which apply to interest and
dividend income. The bill provides a
two-part approach to interest and divi-
dend income.

To compensate existing savings for
the effects of inflation on fixed inter-
est, the bill continues the provision in
existing law which excludes from tax-
able income 100 percent of the first
$200 and $400 of interest and dividend
income on single and joint returns.

To encourage new saving, the bill ex-
cludes from taxable income 5 percent
of all interest and dividends above the
amounts described above, increasing
annually in stages—10, 15, 20 per-
cent—to 25 percent in the fifth year
after enactment.

In order to encourage new savings,
the tax rates which apply to interest
and dividends must be reduced. A lim-
ited interest tax exemption will not
substantially increase saving. It will
primarily reward existing savings. On
equity grounds, an interest exemption
is advisable for senior citizens and low-
and moderate-income taxpayers. This
bill continues this exemption. But, in
order to encourage additional savings,
the tax rates at which additional sav-
ings income is taxed must be reduced.
The 25-percent exclusion of additional
interest and dividends has the effect
of reducing the tax rates on additional
savings income by one-quarter. For ex-
ample, an individual in the 28-percent
tax bracket would see the effective
marginal tax rate on savings income
fall to 21 percent. The 40-percent
bracket would effectively fall to 30
percent, and the 70-percent bracket to
53 percent. This would result in a sub-
stantial increase in saving, a switch
out of tax shelters, reduced interest
rates, and less pressure on the Federal
Reserve to create money. It is a pro-
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growth, anti-inflationary step of great
effectiveness.

The second savings bill which I am
introducing today with Representative
RousseLoT and Senator RoTH is even
better than the above described bill
because it targets the incentives more
strongly at these people of working
age who can and should save more and
spend less. Current law combines sav-
ings income and personal service
income, which puts the savings income
in high brackets. I propose to split
income into two parts for tax pur-
poses. The first dollar of both earned
income and unearned income would
start in the 14-percent bracket, and
the top tax rate on both would be 50
percent. Deductions and personal ex-
emptions would be taken against
either type of income, whichever was
higher, or split between them. The
two taxes would be added to find the
total tax bill.

For most working-age taxpayers, the
bulk of income is earned through per-
sonal service, with only a few hundred
or a few thousand in savings income
added on the top. This bill would bring
this income down from the taxpayer's
top bracket, where it may face rates of
21, 36, or even 70 percent, and puts it
into the 14 or 16 percent brackets, pro-
ducing a great jump in incentives at
relatively low cost,

Let me elaborate on some of the
rationale and the details on the
income-splitting bill. The bill will treat
interest and dividend income more
equally with personal service income
for tax purposes, thereby encouraging
saving and economic growth. This is a
carefully targeted proposal of particu-
lar benefit to Americans of working
years with the desire and ability to
save and invest to provide for their re-
tirement and to help the country
grow.

On equity grounds, many Members
have proposed an interest and divi-
dend exclusion to partially compen-
sate for the damage inflation has done
to interest and dividend income from
existing savings. This bill does not in-
terfere with such efforts to reward ex-
isting saving.

However, in order to encourage addi-
tional savings, the tax rates at which
additional savings income is taxed
must be reduced. The bill equalizes tax
rates for both earned and unearned
income at rates ranging from 14 to a
maximum of 50 percent. This ends the
discrimination against saving which
has been in the tax code since 1969.
Currently, personal service income
faces a maximum tax rate of 50 per-
cent, while savings income faces a top
rate of 70 percent. The change will
raise revenue because of a sharp drop
in the use of tax shelters as the top
rate is reduced to 50 percent for all
forms of income.
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Furthermore, low- and middie-
income tax rates on savings income are
reduced by an income-splitting provi-
sion. In current law, after exemptions,
earned and unearned income are
added together to obtain taxable
income, stacking one on top of the
other to reach the higher brackets.
Under this proposal, each taxpayer
would compute a tax on earned
income alone, and on unearned income
alone, and then add the taxes togeth-
er. In this way, the first dollar of each
type of income would start in the 14-
percent tax bracket. Each type of
income would rise only through as
many brackets as its own size would
warrant. The result would be lower
tax rates on added income of both
types. Specifically, the tax rate on ad-
ditional interest and dividends from
added savings would be in a lower tax
bracket than at present for most tax-
payers, resulting in more incentive to
add to savings.

Currently, individuals with more
than $10,000 in preference income—
income from tax-sheltered activities—
are subject to the minimum tax. As a
further inducement for such individ-
uals to return to more productive, or-
dinary investment, the bill limits the
participation of those upper income
individuals who continue to use tax
shelters. Individuals with more than
$10,000 in preference income, other
than capital gains, are prohibited from
using this income-splitting provision.

The reduction of the top tax rate to
50 percent would cost $4 to $5 billion,
and the income-splitting provision,
which could be phased in overtime,
would add another $8 to $9 billion.
These provisions would result in sub-
stantial revenue reflow to the Treas-
ury by sharply encouraging a switch
from tax-exempt to taxable invest-
ments, thus reducing the cost consid-
erably. ]

We must move on this matter. We
cannot wait to find room in the
budget. We must make room in the
budget. When fully phased in the
income-splitting bill will run about $12
to $14 billion at today’s prices. This is
before tax reflows which are expected
to be substantial. For the 25-percent
exclusion bill, the initial costs will be
less, but the reflows will also be less.
The dollar for dollar net benefit to the
economy from the income-splitting bill
is much more powerful than the 25-
percent exclusion bill. But both bills
together will finance themselves in the
capital markets in the short run out of
the savings they generate. They will
not be inflationary. In the long run,
they will spur economic growth and
cause people to leave the tax shelters
for ordinary income, and will pay for
themselves by tax revenue reflows.

There is ample money for these bills.
Inflation is raising taxes in real terms
above current annual levels by $15 bil-
lion a year, year after year. This
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means $15 billion the first year, $30
billion the second, $45 billion the
third, and so on. It should be no trou-
ble to phase in a bill that will take
only the first year's increase. It is af-
fordable. It is essential. It is time to
act.
FEDERAL SPENDING LIMITATION

This bill amends the Budget Act fo
require that spending ceilings in
future budget resolutions for fiscal
years 1982, 1983, 1984, and 1985 not
exceed, respectively, 21, 20, 19, and 18
percent of each year’s projected GNP,
except by vote of two-thirds of each
House of Congress.

BREGULATION

One of the most serious problems
facing our economy is the stifling
effect on profits, incentives, and in-
vesitments from Federal regulations.

Over the past decade, we have wit-
nessed a huge explosion of Federal
rules and regulations. In the mid-
1950’s, some 10,000 pages were pub-
lished in the Federal Register each
year. By 1970, 15 years later, that
number had doubled to 20,000, but
now the number of pages added each
year is about 75,000. Today, the cumu-
lative Federal Registers fill 52 large
shelves and totals over 800,000 pages,
and is growing. In fact, Federal regula-
tion is America’s No. 1 growth indus-
try.

Shelf space to house these regula-
tions is not what concerns me. What
concerns me is the costs these regula-
tions impose on our economy.

In a 1979 study for the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, Murray Weiden-
baum, professor at Washington Uni-
versity in St. Louis, put the private
sector compliance costs at $97.9 bil-
lion. In addition, the agency adminis-
trative costs total $4.8 billion.

Much of this $102 billion regulatory
burden is well intentioned. Concerns
over safety, the environment, and con-
sumer protection are legitimate con-
cerns. But, it is time we applied some
cost-benefit analyses to these regula-
tions. There must be situations where
the cost burdens imposed on society
by these regulations exceed the bene-
fits to society.

A number of witnesses who have tes-
tified before the Joint Economic Com-
mittee in recent years have made a
strong point of the fact that Federal
regulation aggravates our inflation
problem. Higher prices due to regula-
tion stem from two sources: First, the
direct dollar expense of compliance
with the regulations, currently costing
$100 billion in the aggregate, as noted,
which comes to about 6 percent of per-
sonal consumption expenditures. As a
microexample, Government safety and
pollution-control devices add about
$660 to the price of the average auto-
mobile. Second is the adverse impact
on productivity. When scientists and
researchers are diverted from the con-
structive pursuits for which they are
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trained and qualified, to collecting
data and filling out forms for Govern-
ment agencies, productivity declines.
Edward F. Denison of the Brookings
Institution has estimated that, in
recent years, Government regulations
have caused a loss of approximately
one-fourth of the potential annual in-
crease in productivity. This reduced
output per person, of course, exacer-
bates our already disturbing inflation-
ary pressiures.

Something must be done. Americans
want these burdens removed; they
want action now.

The regulatory reform package I am
introducing today is varied, covering
three aspects. It is designed to alter
our Federal regulatory system. If in-
troduces accountability—both in the
Federal agencies and in the Congress.
It introduces a system for abolishing
existing regulations which are exces-
sive, duplicative, contradictory, or in-
efficient. It mandates a thorough over-
haul of the system for reviewing pro-
posed regulations before issuance to
insure that they minimize costs to con-
sumers and businessmen. It seeks to
reduce the cost of individual rules and
regulations, both in direct tax costs
and in the indirect costs of complying
with them. The three bills are enti-
tled: “The Regulatory Conflicts Elimi-
nation Act of 1981,” “The Regulatory
Cost Reduction Act of 1981,” and
“The Federal Regulatory Budget Act
of 1981.”

Briefly, this is what each bill does.

THE REGULATORY CONFLICTS ACT OF 1981

Under this legislation, the Office of
Management and Budget will annually
report to Congress and the President
on Federal agency rules or regulations
which duplicate or conflict with one
another. At the start of each fiscal
year, the President and the head of
each agency will submit to Congress
his recommendations for resolving or
eliminating duplication or conflicts
among these rules or regulations. The
recommendations will go into effect 60
days following their submission unless
Congress disapproves. The GAO will
evaluate the President's recommenda-
tions as well as each agency’s progress
in implementing the recommenda-
tions.

It is senseless for a businessman to
be put sguarely between the rock and
the hard place where complying with
one regulation requires violating an-
other.

This legislation is designed to elimi-
nate the irrationality of overlapping
and contradictory regulations.

THE REGULATORY COST REDUCTION ACT OF 1981

Under this legislation, the regula-
tory agencies will be required to meet
their regulatory objectives in the most
cost-effective manner.

Congress generally fails to impose a
cost-effectiveness requirement in most
measures establishing new regulatory




January 6, 1981

programs. As a result, regulatory agen-
cies often issue regulations that
employ excessively costly methods to
achieve their goals. This is a tragic
waste of our country’s scarce re-
sources.

We need to clean up our environ-
ment; we need to make our highways
safe; we need to improve the health
and safety of our workplaces. But, if
we do this wastefully and inefficiently,
we are simply misusing valuable re-
sources that could be used to achieve
other important goals.

Therefore, regulatory agencies
should be required to minimize the
cost of achieving their regulatory
goals unless this consideration is over-
ridden by a more important national
goal. My bill will do this. All agencies
will be required to examine all options
for attacking a regulatory problem
and to choose the least costly alterna-
tive. They will be required to publish a
regulatory impact analysis in the Fed-
eral Register to back up their existing
regulations. The only regulations
exempt from this requirement are
those dealing with military affairs,
agency management, and procure-
ment.

Regulation on its face is bad enough.
But onerous regulation, not founded
on least-cost principles, frusirates
business and hurts consumers. If we
have to have regulation, enactment of
this bill will assure that it is at least
efficient regulation.

THE REGULATORY BUDGET ACT OF 1981

My final bill would amend the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 to re-
quire the Congress to establish a regu-
latory budget, along with an adminis-
trative budget, which sets for each
agency or department the maximum
costs of compliance with rules and reg-
ulations promulgated by that agency
or department. This bill, each year,
forces the President and Congress to
put a cap on the costs each agency
could impose on the private sector,
similar to ceilings imposed on the costs
of administering the agencies.

It establishes a formal mechanism
within the framework of the Congres-
sional Budget Act passed 7 years ago
for limiting the burden of Federal
rules and regulations. Annually, the
President and Congress would estab-
lish a maximum regulatory cost—a
ceiling—for each Federal agency. This
ceiling would be fixed, inviolate, just
as agency budgets are today. The cap
would be determined after an exten-
sive, broad-based series of hearings,
administrative reviews, with ample op-
portunity for public input.

In the past, the fiscal budget was
quite adequate to show the impact of
Government on the economy, since
almost all Federal Government activi-
ties involved direect taxation and direct
spending. If one added to these the fi-
nancial commitments—through loans,
guarantees, and insurance—of some 14
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off-budget agencies, one could get a
fairly clear picture of the Govern-
ment’s impact on the economy. Most
of the economic effect of regulation is
hidden, since Government-required
private sector spending for auto
safety, mine safety, pollution control,
and consumer protection, plus the
attendant paperwork costs, do not
appear in the Government’s budget
figures. They are cloaked in off-off-
budget spending, required of the pri-
vate sector to comply with Federal
regulation.

My bill will remove the ignorance
surrounding the actual magnitude of
costs imposed on the private sector by
Federal regulations. This bill, and the
other bills I am introducing, would
force the Federal agencies to account
for their rules, to assess what associat-
ed costs exist, and to toe the line in
minimizing their costs.

The congressional budget process
has worked well in serving to stress
the need for spending restraint by
Congress. It has increased Congress
ability to assess the current status of
the Federal budget, and to project—
and, thereby control—future spending
levels.

It is my hope that the Federal Regu-
latory Budget Act will yield similar
benefits in reining in the runaway cost
of burgeoning Federal regulations.
There is little question that such re-
straints are long overdue. It is my con-
viction that adopting the congression-
al budget process is the best and most
effective way to impose these re-
straints.

STRUCTURAL UNEMFLOYMENT

There is one economic problem that
is most devastating to society. That
problem is structural unemployment—
that is, unemployment essentially
caused by low skills; skills so few and
so minimal that the person literally
faces a life of unemployment, or at
best part-time employment.

It is because of the present desper-
ate situation and inevitable and hope-
less future, that the structurally un-
employed present this country with a
severe test.

To meet this test, I am iniroducing a
bill that will deal squarely with struc-
tural unemployment. This bill puts to
use our most potent weapon in fight-
ing this or any other economic prob-
lem—the private sector.

By the private sector I do not mean
just business, but the entire private
sector—labor, business, schools, reli-
gious organizations, citizen groups,
and other members of the local com-
munity. Under this bill, these aspects
of the private sector will combine the
work together to maich the structural-
ly unemployed with available jobs.
This community combination has
proved highly successful in many lo-
calities across the country for the op-
portunities industrialization centers,
the Committee for Economic Develop-
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ment, and other organizations that
deal directly with structural unem-
ployment.

The bill provides a wage subsidy
paid to employers for training and em-
ployment. States would approve ac-
ceptable employer programs and peti-
tion the Secretary of Labor for the
subsidy money. The subsidy, which
begins at 50 percent of the wage, is de-
creased at 6-month intervals until it
ends after 2 years of employment.

I stress that this subsidy would only
be paid if training is provided. Train-
ing is the key to the solution. If struc-
tural unemployment is defined as
being caused by low skills, then any
bill that does not stress training is a
waste of time and money. This bill will
establish training as a requirement in
order to provide the structurally un-
employed with what they need most.
The bill also establishes a priority
system for granting these subsidies to
private employers; assuring the subsi-
dies will go to the areas where they
are most needed and will be most suc-
cessful.

The first priority established by this
bill is the targeting of subsidies to
areas of high unemployment. It is an
unfortunate fact of our economy that
structural unemployment is most
severe in the most desperate of eco-
nomic situations, where the structural-
ly unemployed not only lack skills, but
face a job market so depressed that
they have only a small chance of re-
ceiving employment or training. They
have lost man's most important de-
fense—hope.

The second priority is for small busi-
ness. The Joint Economic Committee
has heard time and time again over
the years that the most helpful solu-
tion to this structural unemployment
problem is small business. The reasons
are simple. Every community has a
great number of small businesses
whose condition and needs are most
known to the rest of the community.
These are the employers that are most
responsive to wage subsidies. If only
one-third of the 10 million small busi-
nesses in the United States would hire
just one new employee each, we would
more than solve our overall unemploy-
ment problem.

As 1 said earlier, the concept of com-
munity is very important to solving
the problem of structural unemploy-
ment. The biggest problem in any
training and employment program is
the location of jobs and job retention.
Local, private organizations that draw
together various aspects of the com-
munity to solve the problem of struec-
tural unemployment have shown a far
greater success in placing people in
permanent jobs than any Federal Gov-
ernment training program.

Accordingly, this bill offers its final
priority to those employers who use
these community organizations in
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finding employees. This priority guar-
antees that the hired worker will be
carefully matched to the specific job.
And just as important, these organiza-
tions will provide the support services
after employment which are so critical
to the newly hired, low-skill employee.
The use of these organizations—called
intermediate organizations—separate
this bill from other employment and
training bills. Judging from the un-
matched success of intermediate orga-
nizations, it makes this a superior bill.

This bill has an important provision
that guarantees that the subsidies will
help those who need it the most.

This provision addresses the gques-
tion of who is eligible for the subsidy.
In other words, who is structurally un-
employed? This bill uses a simple but
reliable definition for structural unem-
ployment that prevents the loss of
time and effort just trying to figure
out who can be hired under the subsi-
dy.
Eligibility is defined as being out of
work for at least 5 weeks and exhaust-
ing or being monetarily ineligible to
receive unemployment compensation.
Thus, the bill identifies workers who
have been out of work for a long time
and workers who have such low skills
that their spotty pattern of employ-
ment provides them with only a short
time period of unemployment compen-
sation. This simple definition would
include youths who have never held a
job and, therefore, are not eligible for
unemployment compensation. Like-
wise eligible would be the growing
number of women who, by personal
choice or economic hardship, have re-
turned to the labor market after an
absence of many years and with low
marketable skills.

Highly skilled workers would not be
eligible under this definition unless
they faced dire economic circum-
stances. The reason is that highly
trained workers who lose their jobs
would receive unemployment compen-
sation for a long period of time. Only
if the highly trained worker was un-
employed until unemployment com-
pensation ran out would that person
be eligible for subsidized employment.

Another important feature of this
bill which improves efficiency is a
minimum paperwork provision. This
provision provides that no State will
receive any Federal money for job sub-
sidization until that State has assured
the Secretary of Labor that its modus
operandi requires a minimum of pa-
perwork on the part of the employer.
This unique feature ingrains adminis-
trative efficiency in the program at its
inception. This is far different than
other bills that start a program and
then find out it is impossible to admin-
ister.

We must solve this problem of struc-
tural unemployment because our
slumping economy needs the input of
these workers.
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But, most crucially, we must solve
this problem to help millions of people
who find their lives robbed of security,
opportunity, and, most of all, hope.

EXPLANATION AS TO VOTE

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

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, it
was necessary for me to be absent
from the House from December 11
through December 16, 1980, when the
96th Congress adjourned sine die. I
therefore missed the following roll-
calls. If present I would have voted as
follows:

Rollcall No. 677, on December 11,
the House voted to suspend the rules
and pass the conference report on S.
1097, to establish a national tourism
policy, a Cabinet level coordinating
council and a nonprofit corporation as
an implementing agency to carry out
the national tourism policy. I would
have voted “nay.”

Rollcall No. 678, on December 12,
the House failed to suspend the rules
and pass House Resolution 829, pro-
viding for agreeing to the Senate
amendment, with an amendment, to
H.R. 4231, to designate the John D.
Larkins, Jr., Federal Building. I would
have voted “nay.”

Rollcall No. 680, on December 13,
the House receded from its disagree-
ment and concurred in Senate amend-
ment No. 30, to House Joint Resolu-
tion 637, making further continuing
appropriations for the fiscal year 1981.
I would have voted “yea.”

Rollcall No. 681, on December 15,
the House approved the Journal of
Saturday, December 13, 1980. I would
have voted “yea.”

CONGRESSIONAL STAFF CUTS

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. CoLLINS) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes.

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, inflation is the No. 1 concern of
America today. Our constituents are
looking to Congress to correct it. Too
much government caused by too much
congressional spending has created
this high inflation. America has more
Government than it wants, more regu-
lations than it needs, and more taxes
than the people can afford to pay.

Congress is responsible for the tre-
mendous growth in the bureaucracy.
The heart of the problem is in our
own House. We have hired more
people on congressional committees
and have given them more money.
The end result is more bureaucracy.
These oversized, overpaid committee
employees are directly responsible for
the increase in the Federal budget,
from $232 billion in 1972 to $494 bil-
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lion in 1979. The number of committee
staff has grown from 817 in 1972 to
1,939 in 1979. The cost of these staff
has exploded from $14 million to
nearly $96 million during this same
period, an increase in funding of 586
percent.

We have known this deficit Govern-
ment spending has caused inflation.
To curb Government growth we must
get at the cause of spending—commit-
tee staffs. These people draft the
budget bills and draft the committee
funding resolutions. Really, they write
regulations to keep their jobs.

Two years ago in the 96th Congress,
we began the fight to reduce commit-
tee staff and funding. The average
vote was 264 to 120. But the votes to
cut gained in 1980 for an average vote
of 248 to 151. This Congress will see 52
more new Republicans voting in the
House, and, combined with more sup-
port from conservative Democrats, we
are going to vote for savings and a
more efficient Congress.

As we begin this session, each House
committee meets to establish its own
budget request. They should cut down
to basics. Their budget must then go
to the Subcommittee on Accounts.
The next step is approval from the
full House Administration Committee.
In the fourth and final stage, the com-
mittee budgets come to the House
floor. We all must be ready to reduce
inflated budgets.

To assist you in the preparation of
your 1981 committee budgets, I submit
eight tables which reflect the unneces-
sary expansion of so many committees
since 1970. This material was prepared
with the assistance of Congressional
Research Service. For example, in
1978, 90 percent of expenditures went
for salaries. The Committee on the
District and the Rules Committee
spent nearly 98 percent of their funds
on salaries.

Salaries are the major item for con-
sideration. Some committees are also
out of line on travel expenses, witness
fees and excessive computer and
equipment costs. But the real concern,
and our emphasis, will be to eliminate
all of these excessive investigative
staff and their cost.

Let us look at some comparisons for
the 92d and 96th Congresses: Agricul-
ture funding ballooned from $250,000
to $2,272,000. House Administration,
with its duplicative computer services,
grew from $615,000 to $22,699,500.
Merchant Marine zoomed from
$519,000 to $3,176,245. Ways and
Means expanded from $75,000 to
$4,252,000. Why should the Rules
Committee that had a $5,000 budget in
the 92d Congress need $1,134,000 in
the 96th? Total committee budgets for
these investigative staff grew from
$6,800,000 in 1971 to $46,762,000 in
1979. When we cut the fat out of these
committee budgets we will take the
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first step toward reducing the size of
the Government.
The material follows:

FACTSHEET—COMMITTEE STAFF FUNDING:
STATUTORY AND INVESTIGATIVE

Committee staff in the House are divided
into two categories: statutory and investiga-
tive. Statutory employees are hired without
regard to political affiliation, solely on the
basis of their ability to perform required
duties, and are prohibited from performing
work other than committee business during
their hours of employment. Statutory staff
are augmented by investigative personnel,
hired pursuant to annual “inquiries and in-
vestigations” funding resolutions. Investiga-
tive staff are not covered by the legal pro-
tections and prohibitions under which statu-
tory staff function.

All House committees except Appropri-
ations and Budget are authorized to employ
up to 30 statutory staff (18 professional and
12 clerical). The Appropriations and Budget
Committees are permitted by House Rule
XI to determine the appropriate level of
staff they require. Neither committee is re-
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quired to submit a funding resolution for
employment of investigative staff.

Committees are funded through the Legis-
lative Branch Appropriations Act approved
by the Congress each year. Several line
items in the appropriations measure relate
to committee funding. Statutory staff for
standing committees (including Appropri-
ations and Budget Committees) are funded
under “Committee Employees.” Separate
line items provide funds for studies and in-
vestigations expenses of the Appropriations
and Budget Committees.

The contingent fund of the House covers
all other committee expenses. Two line
items under the contingent fund section
contain contingent fund moneys to cover
these expenses: (a) the “Special and Select
Committees” line item provides funds for
the expenses and salaries of special and
select committees, salaries of nonstatutory
(investigative) staff of standing committees,
and the expenses of committee investiga-
tions and studies, and; (b) the “Allowances
and Expenses” line item provides funds for
other expenses of all committees, e.g. gov-
ernment contributions to employee life in-
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surance fund, retirement fund, and health
benefits; postage needs; furniture and fur-
nishings, and stenographic reports of com-
mittee hearings. The “Allowances and Ex-
penses” category also provides funds for
telephone, telegraph, and stationery sup-
plies, as they relate to the legislative fune-
tion of committees. It does not provide for
telephone and stationery expenses related
to committee investigations and studies,
since these are included in committee budg-
ets and funded under the ‘“Special and
Select Committee” funds.

Appropriations for committee expenses
are made on a fiscal year basis by the Legis-
lative Branch Appropriations Act. However,
for committees to obtain funds for special
and select committee expenses and staff sal-
aries, they must submit a budget to the
House Administration Committee for each
session.

Budget estimates for statutory staff sala-
ries are based generally on past cost and
usage. Similarly, estimates for committee
funding resolutions are based on past expe-
riences and anticipated needs.

TABLE |.—SUMMARY STATISTICS ON COMMITTEE STAFF AND FUNDING

Committee

924

93d

Agriculture:
Staft

18
$250,000

Funding
Armed Services:
Stafl

Funding

33
$450,000

Banking, Finance Urban Affairs:
Staff

49

Funding
District of Columbia:
Stafi

$1,518,500

38
$250,000

Funding
Education and Labor:
Staft

Funding

B2
$2.478,000

Foreign Affairs:
Staft

32

Funding

$936,582

Government Operations:
Staff

F

51
$1,832,600

unding
House Admingsiration:
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31
$615,000

Funding
Interior and Insular Affairs:
Staff

19
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Funding
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Fundin
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g :
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2
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Post Office and Civil Service:
Statt
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Funding
Public Works and Transportation:
Staft

47
$1,871,560

3

$5,000

25
$790,000

56

20 48 68
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29

38 48 30
$375000  S15M4.275 51235500 51,504,000

105
$5.004 887

41
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43 38
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114 102
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9 85
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80
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36 54
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38

64 1Ll
$1,496,000 $1.975000  $2.516679
130

$6,602,000
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56 112 160
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4 69 84 82
$2,880,218 $3,107,857 $2,119,020 $2,838,676

22 28 62 91
$494,500 $810,500 $2,300,000 $3,176,245
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18 i)
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7
§7,000
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4 1
§780000  §1,296738  $2.898.400
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§
$25,000
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$260,000
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$75.000

k]| 15
$1,020000  $1,000,000

3l
$300,000
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$4.230,000

]
$270,000
26 K
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63 98
$3.615,000 $4,252,000
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TABLE IV.—HOUSE COMMITTEE STAFF LEVELS: STATUTORY AND INVESTIGATIVE, 1973-79 *

1973 1974 1975 1876 1977 1978

State-  Investi-  Statv-  lovest-  Statv-  lovest  Statu-  Iovest-  Statu-  Iwest  Statu-  lovesti-
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*Figures inciude employees of House Information Systems, the central computer facifity.

*Committee did not emphoy imvestigative staff

TABLE V.—COMMITTEE WORKLOAD, 92D-96TH CONGRESSES
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TABLE V.—COMMITTEE WORKLOAD, 92D-96TH CONGRESSES—Contined

924 934
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: Ti 158 23

1
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s standing committee in 1975
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TABLE VI.—EXPENDITURES OF STANDING COMMITTEES IN THE U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 95TH CONGRESS, 2D SESSION (1978) *
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TABLE VIIL—1980 VOTES ON COMMITTEE FUNDING

1980 votes
minus defeals
and retirees

1980 vote

236-103
186-146

Average vole in 1979: 264-120.
Average vote in 1980: 248-151
\s'glts needed in 1981 5I
new Republicans came
wnmtenﬂmedmlm {]J Orm on Committees, (2)
Select Committee on Marcotics Abuse and Control, IS}SeIacIDmnrﬂeem
mcunmmsu (4) Setect Committee on Population

FAIRNESS FOR CALIFORNIA
FISHERMEN

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

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I bring
to your attention legislation of tre-
mendous importance to the fishermen
of California. It is an amendment to
the Fishery Conservation and Manage-
ment Act of 1976 to create a California
Pacific Fishery Management Council
to have jurisdiction over the State's
vast fishery resources.

Since the enactment of the 1976 law
which created the present Pacific
Fishery Management Council, Califor-
nia fishermen have felt that their con-
cerns are not being fully represented.
While the members of the council
have tried in good faith to be sensitive
and responsible to the needs of Cali-
fornia fishermen, the fact of the coun-
cil’s overextended jurisidiction has
prevented it from doing an adequate
job. The basic purpose of these coun-
cils was to provide for the specific
needs of fishermen in line with partic-
ular problems they may face in their
areas. California has a 1,000-mile
coastline with unique fisheries and
concerns. When these are combined
with the problems of Oregon, and
Washington, and Idaho, California
fishermen get the short end of the
stick.

My colleagues will note that the
96th Congress passed a 3-year reau-
thorization of the Fishery Conserva-
tion and Management Act which ex-
panded the voting membership on the
Pacific Fishery Management Council
from 13 to 15.

I commend my colleagues on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com-
mittee for this reform because it re-
flects the committee’s recognition of
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the present Pacific Fishery Manage-
ment Council’s inability to do the job.
I believe, however, that additional
reform is needed to address the needs
of California is needed to address the
needs of California fishermen in par-
ticular. As the Commerce Department
moves forward with the adoption of
various fishery management plans, it
is vital that we create a separate coun-
cil with jurisdiction over the 1,000
miles of coastal fisheries off of Cali-
fornia.

The California State Legislature has
passed a resolution urging Congress to
create the very council I propose in
my legislation. At present, the Pacific
Fishery Management Council includes
the Western States of Oregon,
Washington, and Idaho, as well as
California. Yet California has more
fisheries in the fishery conservation
zone than the other Pacific council
States combined. In fact, of the many
species of fish for which management
plans are being developed, only three
of those found in California waters are
common to the other States. Indeed, a
number of the east coast management
councils encompass areas a great deal
smaller than California alone, much
less the present Pacific council.

In the interest of equitable represen-
tation, I urge my colleagues to support
this effort. Your support in bringing
this matter before the committee will
be greatly appreciated.

The following is the text of my pro-
posal:

H.R. 770
A bill to amend section 302(a) of the Fish-
ery Conservation and Management Act of

1976 to create a new California Pacific

Council with authority over the fisheries

in the Pacific Ocean seaward of the State

of California

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Fairness for Cali-
fornia Fishermen Act of 1981".

Sec. 2. Section 302(a) of the Fishery Con-
servation and Management Act of 1976 is
amended—

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by striking out “eight” and inserting in lieu
thereof “nine’;

(2) in paragraph (6), by striking out *Cali-
fornia,”; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(9) CarrorNIA PaciFic counciL.—The
California Pacific Fishery Management
Council shall consist of the State of Califor-
nia and shall have authority over the fisher-
ies in the Pacific Ocean seaward of such
State. The California Pacific Council shall
have 9 voting members, including T appoint-
ed by the Secretary pursuant to subsection
(bX1IXC) (T of whom shall be appointed
from the State of California).”.

VIRGINIA DELEGATION INTRO-

DUCES PORT DREDGING BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
AvuCoiN). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Virgin-
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ia (Mr. TRIBLE) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

e Mr. TRIBLE. Mr. Speaker, in the
last year there has been a dramatic
surge in worldwide demand for Ameri-
can coal. The nations of Western
Europe and Japan have chosen to rely
on the coal available in the United
States, rather than depend on uncer-
tain supplies of increasingly expensive
Mideast oil.

This development has assumed na-
tional importance. The economic
gains—increased employment and in-
vestment, and a decrease in our bal-
ance-of-payments deficit—will have a
national impact. In addition, the
American coal industry is experiencing
a revitalization, particularly the coal-
producing States of Kentucky, West
Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Ohio.
Demand will continue to rise and coal
exports are expected to double in the
next decade.

This valuable natural resource must
pass through our ports and our ports
have proved the weakest link in the
chain of supply running from Ameri-
can mines to foreign facilities. No-
where is this more evident than in the
port of Hampton Roads. Seventy per-
cent of the coal exported by the
United States flows through Hampton
Roads and the Virginia Port Authority
estimates that coal exports through
Hampton Roads will increase by 33
percent this year.

There are, however, serious prob-
lems which jeopardize our Nation’s po-
sition as a major coal exporter. One is
the adequacy of coal loading facilities.
American business is moving rapidly
to meet this challenge. There have
been commitments to construct large
new loading facilities, and other pro-
posals are under active consideration.

These new facilities alone will not be
enough. The capacity of the port to
receive large coal colliers, load them,
and turn them around without exces-
sive delay is also inadequate. The con-
sequence is exceedingly long vessel
delays at the port. These vessel delays
are costly. The queue of colliers await-
ing pier space in Hampton Roads fre-
quently now exceeds 100 vessels. Each
day a collier sits idle costs an estimat-
ed $15,000 and vessels have been lying
at anchor for up to 35 days.

These delays, and their attendant
costs, threaten our position as a coal
exporter and could, conceivably, lead
the nations of the world to turn to
other sources. Our domestic econo-
my—especially the economies of our
coal-producing States—and our bal-
ance of payments would suffer irrepa-
rably.

The solution to the problem of port
capacity is to deepen the channels of
Hampton Roads to accommodate
super colliers. Many ships now depart
from Hampton Roads carrying several
thousand tons of coal less than their
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full capacity. This means more ships
waiting at anchorage.

Studies done by the Army Corps of
Engineers indicate that with each foot
of increased draft, the typical collier
will be able to load an additional 5,000
tons of coal. Were the channel deep-
ened to 55 feet, the deeper draft ves-
sels now calling at Hampton Roads
would be able to carry an additional
55,000 tons per ship. Many of the for-
eign ports have channels of depths of
55 feet or more which can readily ac-
commodate the larger vessels.

The Army Corps of Engineers has
been actively studying the issues since
1969. Their feasibility report recom-
mends deepening the major channels
in Hampton Roads from 45 to 55 feet
up to coal loading facilities in Norfolk
and Newport News, and the dredging
of a new channel in the Atlantic
Ocean to a depth of 57 feet. In addi-
tion, the project would provide three
fixed mooring areas, each capable of
handling two vessels simultaneously.

The cost-benefit analysis for the
projects computed by the corps is 4.7
to 1. With the anticipated expansion
of coal facilities, the port will have the
capacity to handle an additional 40
million tons of steam coal. If this addi-
tional 40 million tons is included in
the economic analysis, the cost-benefit
ratio will rise to 9.1 to 1.

Yesterday Virginia's 10 Members of
this body introduced legislation which
will contribute substantially to resolu-
tion of the port capacity problem. It
authorizes the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Army Corps of En-
gineers, to dredge the port of Hamp-
ton Roads to a depth of 55 feet. In ad-
dition, the legislation calls for the con-
struction of needed anchorage and
mooring areas for vessels, The project
is to proceed on an expedited basis to
insure completion at the earliest possi-
ble date.

In sum, this legislation will maintain
America's competitiveness in the inter-
national market, contribute substan-
tially to our balance of payments, and
improve our domestic economy. It is a
measure that merits prompt congres-
sional action.e

ABSCAM AGAIN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday the Justice Department assert-
ed that it has the right to lure a public
official into a eriminal act, even when,
and I quote:

There is no reasonable indication that
that particular individual has engaged, or is
engaging in, the illegal activity that is prop-
erly under investigation.

This assertion is at the heart of the
whole Abscam business. In each and
every case, the FBI offered bribes to
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people who had not committed crimes,
but who the FBI thought might be in-
duced to commit crimes. For the
courts, this kind of perverse process
raises the legal question of what en-
trapment is or is not. For me, and
others who are concerned about our
constitutional system, the question is,
Whatever happened to the right of
presumed innocence, and whatever
happened to the separation of powers?

Even the Justice Department recog-
nizes how thin is the line between
what they are doing and what they
can properly do; even they recognize
that this kind of technique is so dan-
gerous that abusive investigators could
wreck the Constitution itself. That is
why they add to their guidelines on
undercover operations the caveat:

In any undercover operation, the decision
to offer an inducement to an individual . . .
shall be based solely on law enforcement
considerations.

Another way of saying this is that
the Justice Department does not think
it would be nice to offer bribes to
public officials as a way of getting at
or doing in the opponents or enemies
of any particular administration. Now
I am not an enemy of the present ad-
ministration, far from it—but I know
that past administrations, and specifi-
cally the Nixon administration, was
not above using investigative powers
and regulatory powers to punish per-
ceived opponents. Knowing that histo-
ry, how could anyone fail to be
alarmed at the assertion that investi-
gators can attempt to bribe people
who are known to be innocent, and
how can anyone believe that the
caveat quoted above has any meaning
or offers any protection?

The undercover operations guide-
lines issued yesterday by the Attorney
General sanctify the Abscam tech-
niques, but they do not erase the ques-
tions about this sinister method of so-
called law enforcement. Legal investi-
gations are supposed to be concerned
with solving crimes that have actually
taken place, not creating criminal acts.

The quick reaction to what I am
saying is to shrug and say that an in-
nocent person might be counted on to
refuse to be tempted. But that begs
the question: Why should an innocent
person be put to such a test? What
kind of Orwellian vision is it that in-
vites agents of the Government to
place in front of innocent persons
deals that they cannot afford to pass
up? The guidelines say that the FBI
cannot offer a bribe to anyone who is
not predisposed to accept. But by defi-
nition, anyone who does accept would
be predisposed, and therefore anyone
can be approached by the bagmen of
the FBI.

Now let us suppose that the FBI
uses this kind of technique merely to
amass evidence so as to put officials
under its control. What then becomes
of the independence of public offi-
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cials? The answer is self-evident. And
we should not think for a moment
that this kind of blackmail has not
taken place; we know that it has. The
undercover guidelines issued yesterday
simply make it easier for this to
happen.

The business of law enforcement
agencies is to investigate criminal acts,
not manufacture them. Abscam was
not an investigation into criminal acts;
it was the actual manufacture of
criminal acts. There is no denying that
the evidence showed money changing
hands, and that was illegal. But the
issue is this: How can we know that
any one of those individuals has ever
before committed a crime, or would
have ever done so? Does the FBI have
a license to go out and offer fantastic
temptations, so as to entice people
into criminal acts? I say that they do
not, and if they do, if they can go out
and manufacture crime, the whole
basis of our judicial system is in trou-
ble. We are confronted with the tech-
niques of the tyrant.

I have grown up in a rougher school
than most. I know what it is to have
someone try to set up a frame to com-
promise a political enemy, for that has
been done to me. I know what it is to
be the target of FBI surveillance, for
no crime greater than to attend an
NAACP meeting and advocate racial
justice. I know what it is to be con-
fronted, as a poor man, with offers of
great opportunity by people who want
a lever over me and my office. But
others have not been through that
kind of experience, do not understand
how thin the line is between law en-
forcement and legal abuse, do not
know how dearly have been bought
our constitutional protections.

I have seen enough to know, with no
doubt whatever, that when the Attor-
ney General claims the right to offer
criminal bribes to people who have
done no wrong, are known to be inno-
cent, and who might never do any-
thing wrong, it is dangerous, it is per-
nicious, and it is contrary to our basic
principles. Who but the tyrant has
any interest in inducing innocent
people to commit crimes? Who but the
tyrant seeks to manufacture crime,
rather than investigate actual criminal
acts? Who but the tyrant seeks to use
perverse methods in the pursuit of
some self-defined goal or good? For we
all know that when the criminal acts
of criminal regimes are revealed, the
jurisdiction is always the same: It was
for the good of the country. The argu-
ment of tyrants and the creed of
slaves is: Necessity.

Our country is one of the few on the
face of the Earth that has proclaimed
that good goals and right ends are not
to be attained by perverse means and
wrong acts. We stand threatened
today, all of us. Remember: The worse
of slaves are corrupted free men.
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I commend to my colleagues that
report of the New York Times on the
Justice Department’s claim to the
right of offering bribes to the inno-
cent:

New Rures For FBI ForBID ENTRAPMENT—
Bur AceENT CouLd BE AUTHORIZED TO
OFFER BRIEE TO A PusLic OFFICIAL

(By Robert Pear)

WasHINGTON, January 5.—The Justice De-
partment issued guidelines today under
which the Director of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation could, in some cases, authorize
undercover agents to offer a bribe to a
public official “even though there is no rea-
sonable indication that that particular indi-
vidual has engaged, or is engaging” in a
crime.

The guidelines, approved by Attorney
General Benjamin R. Civiletti, were pre-
pared jointly by officials of the bureau and
the department. The rules state that “en-
trapment should be scrupulously avoided™
in all undercover operations. Entrapment is
defined in the guidelines as “the induce-
ment or encouragment of an individual to
engage in illegal activity in which he would

nificantly more restrictive” than the law of
entrapment or the constitutional principles
requiring “due process of law” in Federal in-
vestigations.

Meanwhile, the attorney for one of the
Abscam defendants, Representative Ray-
mond F. Lederer, Democrat of Pennsylva-
nia, said as the trial opened in Federal Dis-
trict Court in Brooklyn that the defense
would argue that the Congressman was a
victim of illegal “entrapment” by Federal
undercover agents. [Page A17.]

The law of entrapment, now somewhat
murky, is almost certain to be clarified by
the courts in cases arising from the Abscam
investigation of corruption among elected
officials. In those cases, undercover Federal
agents, posing as representatives of wealthy
Arab sheiks, offered bribes to members of
Congress and other officials selected by
“middle men” cooperating with the bureau.

Last November, a Federal judge set aside
the convictions of two Philadelphia officials
after finding that the Abscam investigators
had “stretched” the law and “entrapped”
the defendants.

Irvin B. Nathan, the Deputy Assistant At-
torney General who supervised the Abscam
investigation, said that, under the guide-
lines, it would have been “essentially the
same,” though perhaps with “certain refine-
ments and improvements in procedural mat-
ters.”

The new rules make formal existing proce-
dures and do not make it significantly easier
or more difficult for agents to gain approval
for undercover investigations.

The standards issued today have been in
preparation for 18 months. Justice Depart-
ment officials said, in response to guestions,
that the final review might have been expe-
dited slightly to insure publication before
the Carter Administration leaves office on
Jan. 20.

In the last three years, the bureau has in-
creasingly used undercover techniques to in-
vestigate white-collar crime, political cor-
ruption and organized crime.

The new guidelines define the type of in-
formation that the bureau must have before
beginning an undercover investigation, and
establish a maultilevel system of review re-
quiring higher authorization for the use of
particularly sensitive techniques.
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TOP REVIEW REQUIRED

The guidelines say that certain types of
undercover operations may not be approved
by an F.B.1 field supervisor and must be re-
ferred to Washington, where a committee of
Justice Department and bureau officials will
review the proposal.

Investigations in this category include
those requiring the expenditure of more
than $20,000, those lasting more than six
months and those focusing on the activities
of a public official, a foreign government or
& news organization.

“Under the law of entrapment,” the
guidelines read, “inducements may be of-
fered to an individual even though there is
no reasonable indication that that particu-
lar individual has engaged, or is engaging, in
the illegal activity that is properly under in-
vestigation.”

Before authorizing the offer of a bribe or
other inducement to commit a crime, the
review committee must have reason to be-
lieve that the recipient “is engaging, has en-
gaged or is likely to engage in illegal activi-
ty.” Alternatively, the committee must con-
clude that the people being offered an op-
portunity to commit some crime were “pre-

" to do so.

Even if neither of these conditions is satis-
fied, the Director of the bureau may still
authorize the payment of a bribe, subjeect to
general restrictions found elsewhere in the
guidelines.

ExcerprTs FROM GUIDELINES ON COVERT
OPERATIONS

WasHINGTON, January 5.—Following are
excerpts from the guidelines issued today by
the Justice Department to govern undercov-
er operations conducted by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation:

AUTHORIZATION OF THE CREATION OF
OPPORTUNITIES FOR ILLEGAL ACTIVITY

(1) Entrapment should be scrupulously
avoided. Entrapment is the inducement or
encouragement of an individual to engage in
illegal activity in which he would otherwise
not be disposed to engage.

(2) In addition to complying with any
legal requirements, before approving an un-
dercover operation involving an invitation
to engage in illegal activity, the approving
authority should be satisfied that

(a) The corrupt nature of the activity is
reasonably clear to potential subjects;

(b) There is a reasonable indication that
the undercover operation will reveal illegal
activities; and

(c) The nature of any inducement is not
unjustifiable in view of the character of the
illegal transaction in which the individual is
invited to engage.

(3) Under the law of entrapment, induce-
ments may be offered to an individual even
though there is no reasonable indication
that that particular individual has engaged,
or is engaging, in the illegal activity that is
properly under investigation. Nonetheless,
no such undercover operation shall be ap-
proved without the specific written authori-
zation of the Director, unless the Undercov-
er Operations Review Committee deter-
mines, insofar as practicable, that either

(a) there is a reasonable indication, based
on information developed through inform-
ants or other means, that the subject is en-
gaging, has engaged, or is likely to engage in
illegal activity of a similar type; or

(b) The opportunity for illegal activity has
been structured so that there is reason for
believing that persons drawn to the oppor-
tunity, or brought to it, are predisposed to
engage in the contemplated illegal activity.
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(4) In any undercover operation, the deci-
sion to offer an inducement to an individual,
or to otherwise invite an individual to
engage in illegal activity, shall be based
solely on law enforcement considerations.

ELECTORAL COLLEGE HAS
OUTLIVED ITS USEFULNESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. Brooks) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, there is
no question but that our Constitution
is one of the greatest charters of gov-
ernment ever written. But one reason
it has served so admirably for over 200
years as the foundation for our Gov-
ernment is that we have been willing
to change it when the need arose. I be-
lieve such a need is now upon us.

If there was one area in which the
Founding Fathers saw the future with
something less than their usual clarity
and wisdom, it was in the manner in
which we would elect our President.
They either failed to see, or hoped to
prevent, the rise of political parties
and the direct participation of the
people in the election of our national
leader. By providing for electors who
would actually select the President,
and having all of a State’s electoral
votes counted for the leading candi-
date in that State, they devised a
system that in light of today’s reality
is undemocratic, cumbersome, and po-
tentially dangerous.

I am introducing a resolution today
that would abolish the electoral col-
lege and provide for the direct election
of the President by the voters—the
method by which we elect all our
other public officials and the only
method that is consistent with the
democratic ideals that we profess to
follow.

My amendment would provide that
the candidate receiving at least 40 per-
cent of the popular vote would be
elected. If no candidate got 40 percent,
there would be a runoff election be-
tween the top two finishers.

Mr. Speaker, this is a proposal that
received serious attention by the Con-
gress about 10 years ago. I cospon-
sored it then, so I want to assure my
Republican friends that this is not
something I am coming forward with
at this time just because the present
electoral system seems to be favorable
to them. In the good old days when we
had a solid Democratic South, the
system was favorable to the Demo-
crats, and it is not unlikely that the
pendulum will swing again.

But the point is that we should not
have an electoral system that is favor-
able or unfavorable to any specific
candidate or party. We should have
one that is fair to everyone, and par-
ticularly to the voters. We do not have
such a system now.
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There are many problems to be
faced in making so drastic a change in
so fundamental a process as the elec-
tion of a President. But I believe we
must face those problems and try to
devise a solution if we are to keep our
system flexible enough to meet the de-
mands of a changing world. One of our
greatest strengths as a nation is the
manner in which we provide for the
peaceful exchange of power from one
administration to another. But we are
courting great danger by clinging to a
system that could easily lead to the in-
stallation of a President who did not
receive the most popular votes. There
is no need to take such a risk.

I recognize that there may be other
solutions to this dilemma than the one
I am proposing. I am willing to listen
to them and consider them. What I ur-
gently desire is that Congress under-
take the task of finding a solution.
That is why I am introducing this res-
olution today.

A TRIBUTE TO JIM CLEVELAND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. MonT-
GOMERY) is recognized for 5 minutes.

® Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
in the rush of reaching adjournment
last year, I regret that I failed to take
the opportunity to pay tribute to a
very close, personal friend who retired
from the House of Representatives
after 18 years of outstanding service. I
refer to Jim Cleveland and would like
to take this opportunity at the begin-
ning of the 97th Congress to pay trib-
ute to him.

He served with distinction on the
Public Works and Transportation
Committee and House Administration
Committee. In fact, one of his last leg-
islative chores was to fashion realistic
legislative language that would lead to
improved service for the handicapped
on public transportation without caus-
ing an undue financial burden on local
units of government.

Jim Cleveland proved himself to be a
friend of the handicapped who are de-
pendent on public transportation, as
well as a consistent supporter of im-
proved highways and traffic safety in
America.

Mr. Speaker, we will all miss Jim
Cleveland’s wit and also his ability to
express himself clearly in House
debate. He was always able to come
right to the point of any legislative
debate and express the important
points with clarity.

Jim Cleveland has returned to New
Hampshire where he will be involved
in private business. I know my col-
leagues will join with me in wishing
him the very best in the years to come
and in expressing the hope that he
will not be a stranger to Washington.

790590 — 84 — 14 (Val 127 PL. 1)
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We are indeed thankful for Jim Cleve-
land's service to his Nation.e

LEGISLATION TO RECHARTER
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINIS-
TRATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LEvITAS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced a bill to recharter
the Federal Aviation Administration.
This legislation will make aviation
safety the FAA's sole mission.

It has been my concern for many
yvears that the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration has problems in setting
priorities and executing its primary re-
sponsibilities of regulating aviation
safety. My concerns are based on a
number of considerations, such as the
time lag between the identification of
an aviation hazard and action by the
FAA. For example, in 1977, I spoke out
on the floor of this House on the large
number of recommendations made by
the National Transportation Safety
Board to the FAA which the FAA had
accepted but never acted on in any
final fashion. The numbers of open
recommendations were in the hun-
dreds. That situation is not much im-
proved.

In addition, when the FAA does reg-
ulate, it writes the regulations to fit
the present state of the art. There is
no challenge to the aerospace manu-
facturers to design an improved tech-
nology. This is not the way we
achieved progress in the automobile
industry or in the environment. We
passed legislation telling them where
we expected them to be at a future
time. The state of the art was not at
those levels, but the manufacturers
developed the state of the art to meet
the regulations. This is something we
need to do in aviation, but the FAA is
blind to the example.

Why is it that the FAA rulemaking
is a reaction to accidents rather than
anticipatory?

In my quest for answers as to why
FAA has these problems in identifying
safety hazards and taking action on
them, I have run into a stone wall. I
have never been able to get satisfac-
tory answers from FAA. I have written
Administrators of the FAA. 1 have
queried FAA officials in hearing after
hearing.

The problem cannot be money. The
FAA has an aviation trust fund cre-
ated by ticket taxes and overseas de-
parture fees which will reach $4 bil-
lion this year. What, then is the prob-
lem?

Since I could not get an explanation
or a solution for these problems from
the FAA, 1 asked the GAO to investi-
gate and report.

The report, which was released Feb-
ruary 29, 1980, after a full year's study
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of the FAA, substantiated my beliefs
that the core of FAA’s problem is not
knowing what its priorities should be.
To quote from the report:

FAA’'s missions are defined in various stat-
utes, executive directives, and national
transportation policy statements. These
missions should be translated into safety
goals and objectives and, ultimately, agency
safety priorities. However, FAA's attempts
to do this have been unsuccessful, leaving
the agency with statements of its safety
goals, objectives, and priorities which are
not current and need to be updated.

The last time the FAA expressed its
policy was in April 1965, with updates
in 1972 and 1973. These orders are still
listed as current FAA directives.

Since these policy statements were
issued, FAA has made some attempts
to define safety goals, incentives, and
priorities. Each effort, however, was
short-lived and failed.

Almost every year, according to the
GAO report, FAA attempts to list its
priorities and goals and every year the
attempt either fails, or the goals are so
broad as to be useless in setting policy.

In thinking over the problems of the
FAA, 1 have concluded that .a large
part of the problem is the FAA's dual
role in being responsible both for avi-
ation safety and also for promoting
the civil aviation industry. I believe
that the GAO reports bear this out in
the examples I have given which dem-
onstrate the lack of priorities and ob-
jectives and the inability to reach a
consensus even within the FAA itself
as to what those priorities should be.

Therefore, it seems to me that Con-
gress role in all this is to relieve the
FAA of a dual responsibility which can
cause internal conflicts and which is
draining the resources needed to
manage the Nation’s airspace in the
most efficient and safe way humanly
possible. In order to be free to devote
itself solely to the safety of aviation,
FAA needs to be freed from having to
promote the industry and to make eco-
nomic decisions instead of safety deci-
sions.

My bill proposes to put the econom-
ic, nonsafety related areas elsewhere
in the Department of Transportation,
thus allowing the FAA to concentrate
its full resources and considerable
talent on safety matters.

Section 1 restricts the Federal Avi-
ation Administration to performing
only those functions related to awi-
ation safety and transfers the non-
safety functions to the Secretary of
Transportation. Within 120 days after
the enactment of this bill, the Secre-
tary of Transportation will identify
and report to the Congress those avi-
ation functions which are nonsafety
and the office within the Department
of Transportation to which these func-
tions will be transferred.

Section 2 restricts the Secretary of
Transportation from delegating to the
Federal Aviation Administration any
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functions not pertaining to aviation
safety.

Section 3 transfers all personnel,
contracts, property, records, and other
related assets and liabilities related to
the nonsafety aviation functions to
the Secretary of Transportation.

Section 4 states that all orders, de-
terminations, rules, regulations, per-
mits, contracts, licenses, and privileges
shall continue in effect according to
their terms until modified, terminated,
superseded, set aside or repealed by
the Secretary of Transportation by
any court of competent jurisdiction or
by operation of law. Proceedings pend-
ing that relate to the nonsafety func-
tions of the FAA shall be continued
before the Department of Transporta-
tion.

Section 5 says that references in the
Federal law—related to the nonsafety
functions being transferred to the De-
partment of Transportation—to the
Administrator of the FAA or to the
Federal Aviation Administration shall
be deemed to refer to the Secretary of
Transportation or to the Department
of Transportation respectively.

Section 6 transfers the non-safety-
related functions of the Federal Avi-
ation Administration to the Secretary
of Transportation 180 days after the
date of enactment of this legislation.

H.R. 697

A bill to provide that the Federal Aviation
Administration shall only perform func-
tions relating to aviation safety, and for
other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House aof

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 301 of the Federal Aviation Act of
1958 (49 U.S.C. 1341) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new subsec-
tion:

“DUTIES OF THE ADMINISTRATOR

“(d) The Administrator shall perform the
functions, powers, and duties of the Secre-
tary of Transportation pertaining to avi-
ation safety, including, but not limited to,
the functions, powers, and duties trans-
ferred to the Administrator by section 6(¢c)
of the Department of Transportation Act
(49 U.S.C. 1655(c); 80 Stat. 937). Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Ad-
ministrator shall not perform any functions,
powers, and duties other than those pertain-
ing to aviation safety.”.

(b)1) Any functions, powers, and duties
performed by the Administrator of the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration before the ef-
fective date of this Act which do not pertain
to aviation safety (as identified by the Sec-
retary of Transportation under paragraph
(2) of this subsection) shall be performed on
and after such effective date by the Secre-
tary of Transportation.

(2) Not later than one hundred and
twenty days after the date of enactment of
this Act, the Secretary of Transportation
shall identify, and report to the Congress
on, the functions, powers, and duties de-
scribed in paragraph (1) of this subsection
and the office within the Department of
Transportation which will perform such
functions, powers, and duties after the ef-
fective date of this Act.

(¢) That portion of the table of contents
contained in the first section of the Federal
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Aviation Act of 1958 which appears under
the side heading

“Sec., 301. Creation of Agency.”

is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following:

“{d) Duties of the Administrator.”.

Sec. 2. Section 9(e) of the Department of
Transportation Act is amended by inserting
at the end thereof the following new para-
graph:

“(4) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this subsection, no functions, powers, or
duties of the Secretary or any officer or em-
ployee of the Department which do not per-
tain to aviation safety may be delegated to
the Pederal Aviation Administration, the
Administrator of such Administration, or
any officer or employee of such Administra-
tion.”.

Sec. 3. The personnel, assets, liabilities,
contracts, property, records, and unexpend-
ed balances of appropriations, authoriza-
tions, allocations, and other funds em-
ployed, held, used, arising from, available or
to be made available in connection with the
functions, powers, and duties described in
subsection (b) of the first section of this Act
are hereby transferred to the Secretary of
Transportation.

Sec. 4. (a) All orders, determinations,
rules, regulations, permits, contracts, certifi-
cates, licenses, and privileges—

(1) which have been issued, made, grant-
ed, or allowed to become effective in the ex-
ercise of the functions, powers, and duties
described in subsection (b) of the first sec-
tion of this Act by the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration or any court of competent ju-
risdiction, and

(2) which are in effect at the time this Act
takes effect,

shall continue in effect according to their
terms until modified, terminated, supersed-
ed, set aside, or repealed by the Secretary of
Transportation, by any court of competent
jurisdiction, or by operation of law.

(b) The provisions of this Act shall not
affect any proceedings pending at the time
this Act takes effect before the Federal Avi-
ation Administration; but such proceedings,
to the extent that they relate to functions,
powers, and duties described in subsection
(b) of the first section of this Act shall be
continued before the Department of Trans-
portation. Orders shall be issued in such
proceedings, appeals shall be taken there-
from, and payments shall be made pursuant
to such orders, as if this Act had not been
enacted; and orders issued in any such pro-
ceedings shall continue in effect until modi-
fied, terminated, superseded, or repealed by
the Secretary of Transportation, by a court
?r competent jurisdiction, or by operation of
aw.

(c) Except as provided in subsection (e)—

(1) the provisions of this Act shall not
affect suits commenced prior to the date
this Act takes effect, and

(2) in all such suits, proceedings shall be
had, appeals taken, and judgments rendered
in the same manner and effect as if this Act
has not been enacted.

(d) No suit, action, or other proceeding
commenced by or against any officer of the
Federal Aviation Administration in his offi-
cial capacity shall abate by reason of the en-
actment of this Act. No cause of action by
or against the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion or by or against any officer thereof in
his official capacity shall abate by reason of
the enactment of this Act.

(e) If, before the date on which this Act
takes effect, the Federal Aviation Adminis-
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tration or any officer thereof in his official
capacity, is a party to a suit in connection
with any function, power, or duty described
in subsection (b) of the first section of this
Act, then such suit shall be continued with
the Secretary substituted.

Sec. 5. With respect to any functions,
powers, and duties described in subsection
(b) of the first section of this Act, reference
in any other Federal law to the Administra-
tor of the Federal Aviation Administration
or to the Federal Aviation Administration
shall be deemed to refer to the Secretary of
Transportation or to the Department of
Transportation, respectively.

Sec. 6. This Act (other than subsection
(b)(2) of the first section of this Act) and
the amendments made by this Act shall
take effect one hundred and eighty days
after the date of enactment of this Act.e

THE FALLS OF THE OHIO—A
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. SNYDER)
is recognized for 10 minutes.
® Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, in the
heart of Louisville, Ky., lies one of the
natural wonders of the world: The
Falls of the Ohio River. Yesterday, I
introduced legislation which would es-
tablish the area known as the Falls of
the Ohio as a national wildlife refuge.
This bill is identical to H.R. 7940
which I introduced during the 96th
Congress.

The Falls of the Ohio is an area lo-
cated in the Ohio River which in-
cludes a unique and world-renowned
300-million-year-old fossilized coral
reef which is the only place where the
Ohio River flows over bedrock. These
wetlands have also become nationally
known among ornithologists as one of
the most exciting places in the coun-
try to see migrating waterbirds, water-
fowl and shorebirds as well as an at-
traction for fishermen, other outdoor
enthusiasts, archeologists and amateur
collectors of artifacts. Perhaps no-
where else in the world is there an
area which offers such geological, or-
nithological, archeological and paleon-
tological distinetions within such close
proximity to a major metropolitan
area.

The coral reef of the falls is one of
the finest horizontal exposures in the
world of Devonian fossil corals. Nearly
900 nominal species of fossil corals
have been founded on specimens col-
lected from approximately 150 feet of
coral beds in the falls area. Corals
from the Falls of the Ohio can be seen
in almost every mnatural history
museum in the world.

To those who understand its signifi-
cance, it is a natural wonder of the
world, a jewel, a treasure house of the
Earth’s history. Yet it has never been
protected, and often it has been a
victim of unknowing “rock collectors”
who may hammer out some valuable
specimen without realizing they are
interfering with the hands of time.
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Actually the falls consisted of a
series of rapids, falling some 26 feet in
a 2-mile stretch beginning at a point
near the McAlpine Dam.

For many years before the dam and
locks were built, boats and barges
heading downstream shot the falls at
highwater with pilots who knew the
dangerous course and its pitfalls. They
made a specialty of falls operation.

It was in 1817 that Capt. Henry
Shreve, with a canny eye on both the
law—Robert Fulton and Robert Liv-
ingston's steamship patent gave them
a monopoly on the steamboat trade—
and the falls, built the giant G. Wash-
ington with a shrewd innovation that
altered the course of commercial river
operations.

Instead of a tall, oscillating, vertical
cylinder which required deep draft,
Shreve substituted a pair of fixed hori-
zontal cylinders he could lay flat on
deck. That gave him a tongue-in-cheek
possible loophole from the language of
the Fulton-Livingston patent. But
more importantly, it gave him a shal-
low draft to run on the falls, not in it.
Captain Shreve reportedly boasted, “I
can run the falls in a heavy dew."”

The falls is also a favorite habitat
for wildlife. Among the birds spotted
in the falls area are several species of
sandpipers, and herons, the snowy

egret, piping plover, blue-winged teal
duck, ringed-bill gull, and the common
and black terns.

Several species of heron frequent
the area. Stately great blue herons
bring their young there to feed, while

little green herons nervously prowl
the banks. In the evenings, vast num-
bers of elegant black-crowned night
herons wing their way into the area
for their nightly sojourn.

The large pools and back-eddies in
the lower stretch of this portion of the
river harbor large concentrations of
waterfowl. Diving ducks like the lesser
scaup, canvasbacks and redheads feed
on the abundant Crustacae in these
backwater retreats. Goldeneye, buffle-
heads and ringnecked ducks vie with
them for food, too.

Huge flotillas of puddle ducks use
the area as a resting spot in the fall
and winter of the year. Wood ducks,
mallards, black ducks, widgeon, blue-
and green-winged teal and pintails mi-
grate into this unique ecological niche
every year.

John James Audubon saw an osprey,
or fishhawk, nesting when he visited
George Rogers Clark at his home in
Clarksville, Ind. Also reported by Au-
dubon was a swallow-tailed kite, which
has not been seen in Kentucky in this
century.

In past years, as many as 75 species
of birds, including many waterfowl
have been at the falls. The migratory
birds that pause and nest on the is-
lands at the falls are an unmatched
display of birdlife so far inland. Many
of the birds that stop there breed in
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Canada and Alaska, including Arctic
regions, and spend their winters on
the gulf coast and in Central and
South America.

The area still serves as a haven for
some of the most diverse bird-life in
the Southeast. Shorebirds such as the
sandpiper, plover, killdeer and snipe
are commonplace. Early in the morn-
ings and late in the evenings you can
observe them skittering across the
flats in search of food.

However, in recent years, a chief
concern has been the dramatic decline
in the population of these birds.
Within recent years, poachers with
guns have killed many of the birds and
driven off others. Egrets, for example,
were familiar sights at the falls in the
1940's and 1950’s but are no longer
visitors there. This decline in popula-
tion levels has also been due largely to
changes that were made in dam con-
struction near the falls, which has re-
sulted in excess silt accumulation, and
serves to dramatically highlight the
urgent need to protect this area.

At the same location was a crossing
of the ancient buffalo trace, known to
have been used by mastodons and by
tens of thousands of buffaloes in giant
herds, on their way to the salt licks of
Kentucky. The buffalo trace contin-
ued on through the Cumberland Gap
in the southeastern corner of Ken-
tucky, following in general the pioneer
route later famous as the Wilderness
Road. Its northwestern extension
through Bullitt and Jefferson Coun-
ties carried pioneers past many of the
salt licks—as important to the settlers
as to the animals—and then to the
falls.

Because of the unusual bottom
structure of the river bed, the area
also has an incredibly abundant fish
population. Largemouth, smallmouth
and Kentucky spotted bass work the
sand bars and shoals in search of min-
nows. White bass, crappie and bluegill
swim side by side with them. Walleye
have been showing up with increasing
frequency, and the area supports one
of the largest sauger populations in
the country. The annual spring sauger
run draws fishing enthusiasts from all
over the Midwest.

Rough fish such as gar, buffalo,
carp, white perch and paddlefish are
so numerous that you can actually see
them teeming in the shallows. The
catfish clan is well represented, too.
Blue, channel, flathead, bullhead and
white catfish abound in the waters.

Yet, despite the efforts, for over 20
years, by interested, hard-working
local groups, plans to establish the
falls as a bi-State park have failed.
The legislation which I am introduc-
ing today represents an attempt to
break the stalemate which currently
exists, before any more serious harm
to the falls and its resources is allowed
to occur.
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The proposed refuge area extends
from the Pennsylvania Railroad
bridge downstream to the Kentucky
and Indiana Terminal Railroad bridge
at New Albany, following the down-
steam line of McAlpine Dam and curl-
ing around the Louisville hydroelectric
plant. It would include an estimated
1,000 acres of land and water, the larg-
est recreational open space left in the
heart of the Louisville metropolitan
area.

It is my belief that the Falls of the
Ohio National Wildlife Refuge will
represent one of the most unique and
interesting wildlife refuges in our
country and that it will not only con-
tinue to attract the fishermen, nature
lovers and scientists who now visit
there, but it will insure that future
generations also have an opportunity
to appreciate and learn about nature.e

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted
to:

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. SENSENBRENNER) to revise
and extend his remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. TrieLE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Corcoran, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SNYDER, for 10 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ParmMan) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. GonzaLEz, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Axnnunzio, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BrooKs, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MonNTGOMERY, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. LeviTas, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. Hansen of Idaho in five in-
stances.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO.

Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances.

Mr. Brown of Ohio in two instances.

Mr. MICHEL,

Mr. PARRIS.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Parman) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. FROST.

Mr. HoLrLaND in five instances.

Mr. STARK.

Mr, HUBBARD.,

Mr. GEPHARDT.

Mr. STUDDS.
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EXPENDITURE REPORTS CON- the third and fourth quarters of calen-
CERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN dar year 1980 in connection with for-

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o'clock and 47 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Friday, Janu-
ary 9, 1981, at 12 o’clock noon.

TRAVEL

eign travel pursuant to Public Law 95-

Reports of various House commit- 384 are as follows:
tees, and delegations traveling under
an authorization from the Speaker,
concerning the foreign currencies and
U.S. dollars utilized by them during

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 1980

Per diem *

Transportation Other purposes

US. doliar

US. dollr US. dolar

equivalent Foreign equivalent
o US currency o US
currency * currency *

Fareign
curmeacy

2,597.00

2711.00

104400

505.00
1,007.00
505.00

829.00

PeTEr W. RopiNo, JE.,
Chairman.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND

DEC. 31, 1980

Other purposes

US. dollar
2 3
currency o US.
currency *

US. comency is used, enter amount expended.

HaroLd T. JOHNSON,
Chairman.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1980

Per diem *

Transportaton Othes purpases Total

’ US. dollar
Foreign  equivalent o
currency us

currency *

=y US. dor US. dolar US dollr
Forsign  equnalent  Foreign  equivalent  Foreign equivalent or
currency o S currency rl.L’il curmency

currency * currency

22800

525.00

300.00
35L.00
(117.00)

700.00

£00.00

2,587.00

December 31, 1980.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

79. A letter from the Deputy Director,
Office of Management and Budget, Execu-
tive Office of the President, transmitting a
report that the appropriation to the Federal
Crop Insurance Corporation for Administra-
tive and Operating Expenses for fiscal year
1981 has been apportioned on a basis which
indicates the necessity for a supplemental
estimate of appropriation, pursuant to sec-
tion 3679(eX2) of the Revised Statutes, as
amended; to the Committee on Appropri-
ations.

80. A letter from the Acting Assistant Sec-
retary of the Army (Installations, Logistics
and Financial Management), transmitting
notice of the proposed conversion to con-
tractor performance of the guard services
activity at Fort Enox, Ky., pursuant to sec-
tion 502(b) of Public Law 96-342; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

81. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General (Antitrust Division), transmitting a
report covering calendar year 1980 on en-
forcement of the Truth in Lending Act, pur-
suant to section 114 of the Consumer Credit
Protection Act of 1968, as amended; to the
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs.

B82. A letter from the Commissioner on
Aging, Department of Health and Human
Services, transmitting three reports on
transportation services for older persons,
pursuant to section 411 of the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965, as amended (92 Stat. 1539);
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

83. A letter from the Acting Deputy Secre-
tary of Energy, transmitting the annual
report for calendar year 1979 on the Depart-
ment's industrial energy efficiency program,
pursuant to section 876 of the Energy Policy
and Conservation Act; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

B4. A letter from the Acting Depuuy Secre-
tary of Energy, transmitting a report on the
results of preliminary energy audits of Fed-
eral buildings with 1,000 or more square
feet, pursuant to section 54T(b) of Public
Law 95-619; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

85. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Energy for Conservation and Solar
Energy, transmitting notice of a delay until
spring, 1981, of the prescription of final
energy efficiency standards for eight con-
sumer products, required by January 2,
1981, by the Energy Policy and Conserva-
tion Act, as amended; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

86. A letter from the Acting Chairman,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
transmitting proposed regulations to
exempt mechanical cogeneration facilities
from the incremental pricing program re-
quired by section 201 of the Natural Gas
Policy Act of 1978, pursuant to section
206(d) of the act; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

87. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Congressional Relations, trans-
mitting a report on U.S. efforts to encour-
age third country aid and investment in
Egypt and Israel and the impact of Arab
sanctions on the economy of Egypt, pursu-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ant to section 7(b) of Public Law 96-35; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

88. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered
into by the United States, pursuant to 1
U.S.C. 112b(a); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

89. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered
into by the United States, pursuant to 1
U.S.C. 112b(a); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

90. A letter from the Secretary of the In-
terior, transmitting a report covering fiscal
year 1980 on the disposal of surplus Federal
real property for park, recreation, and his-
toric monument purposes, pursuant to sec-
tion 203(0) of the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949, as amend-
ed; to the Committee on Government Oper-
ations.

91. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Legislative Affairs, Agency for In-
ternational Development, transmitting the
annual report for fiscal year 1980 on the
agency's disposal for foreign excess proper-
ty. pursuant to section 404(d) of the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949, as amended; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

92. A letter from the Acting Secretary of
Agriculture, transmitting notice of a pro-
posed new records system, pursuant to 5
U.8.C. 552a(0); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

93. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Health and Surgeon General, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting notice of a proposed new records
system, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(0); to the
Committee on Government Operations.

94. A letter from the Administrator,
Health Care Financing Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services,
transmitting notice of proposed changes in
an existing records system, pursuant to 5
U.8.C. 552a(0); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

95. A letter from the Director, Office of
Administration, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting notice of a pro-
posed new records system, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 552a(0); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

96. A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting copies of cer-
tificates of ascertainment of electors ap-
pointed to the Electoral College received
from various States, pursuant to 3 U.S.C. 6;
to the Committee on House Administration.

97. A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting additional
copies of certificates of ascertainment of
electors appointed to the Electoral College
received from various States, pursuant to 3
U.8.C. 6; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

98. A letter from the Secretary of the In-
terior, transmitting notice of the proposed
refund of $72,920.39 in excess rental and
minimum royalty payments to C & K Petro-
leum Inec., Getty Oil Co., Shell Oil Co., Dia-
mond Shamrock Corp., and Texasgulf Inc.,
pursuant to section 10(b) of the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf Lands Act of 1953, as amend-
ed; to the Committee on Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs.
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99. A letter from the Secretary of the In-
terior, transmitting notice of the proposed
refund of $115,690.88 and $17.780.41 to
Amoco Production Co., and Superior Oil
Co., respectively, for excess gas royalties,
pursuant to section 10(b) of the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf Lands Act of 1953, as amend-
ed; to the Committee on Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs.

100. A letter from the Chairman and
Members, U.8. Commission on Civil Rights,
transmitting recommendations of the Com-
mission, pursuant to section 104(c) of Public
Law 85-315, as amended; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

101. A letter from the Clerk, U.S. Court of
Claims, transmitting a report on all judg-
ments rendered by the court during fiscal
year 1980, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 791(c); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

102. A letter from the Adjutant General,
Military Order of the Purple Heart, trans-
mitting the audit report of the organization
as of June 30, 1980, pursuant to section 3 of
Public Law 88-504; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

103. A letter from the General Counsel of
the Navy, transmitting a report in response
to a complaint filed with the Special Coun-
sel of the Merit Systems Protection Board,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 1206(bX5); to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

104. A letter from the Librarian of Con-
gress, transmitting a report on scientific and
professional positions in existence in the Li-
brary of Congress during calendar year
1980, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 3104(c); to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

105. A letter from the Administrator of
General Services, transmitting a report on
response to a complaint filed with the Spe-
cial Counsel of the Merit Systems Protec-
tion Board, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 1206(bX5);
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

106. A letter from the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs, transmitting a report cov-
ering fiscal year 1980 on the nature and dis-
position of all cases in which an institution,
approved for veterans benefits, utilizes ad-
vertising, sales or enrollment practices
which are erroneous, deceptive, or mislead-
ing, pursuant to 38 U.S.C. 1796(d); to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

107. A letter from the Piscal Assistant Sec-
retary of the Treasury, transmitting the
statement of liabilities and other financial
commitments of the U.S. Government as of
September 30, 1980, pursuant to section 402
of Public Law 89-809; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

108. A letter from the Secretary of Educa-
tion, transmitting proposed final regulations
to govern international education programs,
pursuant to section 431(dX1) of the General
Education Provisions Act, as amended;
jointly, to the Committees on Education
and Labor, and Foreign Affairs.

109. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Agriculture for International Affairs and
Commodity Programs, transmitting a com-
modity and country allocation table show-
ing the planned programing of food assist-
ance under titles I and III of the Agricultur-
al Trade Development and Assistance Act,
covering the second quarter of fiscal year
1981, pursuant to section 408(b) of the act;
jointly, to the Committees on Foreign Af-
fairs and Agriculture.
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110. A letter from the Comptroller Gener-
al of the United States, transmitting a
report on Federal examinations of privately
owned financial institutions (GGD-81-12,
January 6, 1981); jointly, to the Committees
on Government Operations and Banking,
Finance and Urban Affairs.

111. A letter from the Comptroller Gener-
al of the United States, transmitting a
report on the implications for Federal
policy of New York State’s public assistance
cost-sharing policies (PAD-81-11, December
16, 1980); jointly, to the Committees on
Government Operations, Energy and Com-
merce, and Ways and Means.

112, A letter from the Comptroller Gener-
al of the United States, transmitting a
report on problems in assessing the cancer
risks of low-level ionizing radiation exposure
(EMD-81-1, January 2, 1981); jointly, to the
Committees on Government Operations, In-
terior and Insular Affairs, and Energy and
Commerce.

113. A letter from the Comptroller Gener-
al of the United States, transmitting a
report on Federal monitoring of Trans-
Alaska oil pipeline operations (EMD-81-11,
January 6, 1981); jointly, to the Committees
on Government Operations, Interior and In-
sular Affairs, and Energy and Commerce.

114. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the
annual report for calendar year 1980 on the
activities of the Maternal and Child Health
Services Research Grants Review Commit-
tee, pursuant to section 1114(f) of the Social
Security Act; jointly, to the Committees on
Ways and Means, and Energy and Com-
merce,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

[Submitled January 2, 19811
Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judici-
ary. Report on the activities of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary during the 96th Con-
gress (Rept. No. 96-1567). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

[Omitted from the Record of January 5,

19811
By Mr. ALBOSTA:

HR. 268 A bill to provide that each State
must establish a jobfare program, and re-
quire participation therein by residents of
the State who are receiving benefits or as-
sistance under the AFDC, food stamp, and
public housing programs, as a condition of
the State’s eligibility for Federal assistance
in connection with those programs; jointly,
to the Committees on Agriculture,

Finance and Urban Affairs, Education and
Labor and Ways and Means.
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By Mr. FINDLEY (for himself, Mr.
CHAPPELL, Mr. CoELHO, Mr. COLLINS
of Texas, Mr. DanieL B. CRANE, Mr.
DErwWINSKI, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr.
Hansen of Idaho, Mrs. Hort, Mr.
MarTIN of North Carolina, Ms.
MarTIiN of Illinois, Mr. MOLLOHAN,
Mr. PeTRI, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. WHITE-
HURST, Mr. WINN, Mr. WoN PaT, Mr.
O’BRIEN, Mr. BuTLER, and Mr. Broy-
HILL):

H.R. 269. A bill to provide that each State
must establish a workfare program, and re-
quire participation therein by all residents
of the State who are receiving benefits or
assistance under the aid to families with de-
pendent children, food stamp, and public
housing programs, as a condition of the
State’s eligibility for Federal assistance in
connection with those programs; jointly, to
the Committees on Education and Labor,
Ways and Means, Agriculture, and Banking,
Finance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho:

H.R. 270. A bill to amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1964, to exclude from coverage under
the act households which have members
who are on strike, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 271. A bill to provide for at-large ap-
pointment of the Federal Reserve Chair-
man; to the Committee on Banking, Finance
and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 272. A bill to amend the Federal Re-
serve Act to provide that the Chairman and
Vice Chairman of the Board shall continue
to serve until their successors are designat-
ed and have gualified; to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 273. A bill to amend the Federal Re-
serve Act to require that detailed minutes of
Federal Open Market Committee meetings
be released to the general public 5 years
after the date of the meeting to which they
relate; to the Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 274. A bill to provide for steady, non-
inflationary growth in the money supply; to
the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs.

H.R. 275. A bill to repeal the authority of
the Secretary of the Treasury to seize pri-
vately owned gold; to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 276. A bill to amend the Davis-Bacon
Act, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 2717. A bill to amend the Occupation-
al Safety and Health Act of 1970 to prohibit
restrictions on work rules in locations in
which there is hunting, fishing, or shooting
sports, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 278. A bill to amend the Occupation-
al Safety and Health Act of 1970 to exempt
small businesses having no more than 10
full-time employees or the equivalent there-
of, and does not have an occupational injury
incidence rate exceeding 7 per 100 full-time
employees based upon the annual Bureau of
Labor Statistics survey of 3- and 4-digit
Standard Industrial Classification Code in-
dustries; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

H.R. 279. A bill to amend the Occupation-
al Safety and Health Act of 1970 to provide
that the Secretary of Labor may conduct in-
spections at the workplace of an employer
only after the issuance of a search warrant;
to the Committee on Education and Labor,
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H.R. 280. A bill to exempt nonhazardous
businesses from the Occupational Safety
and Health Act of 1970, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

H.R. 281. A bill to amend section 16(a) of
the National School Lunch Act to permit
the State of Idaho to receive cash payments
in lieu of donated foods for purposes of pro-
grams under such act and under the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

H.R. 282, A bill to repeal the Occupational
Safety and Health Act; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

H.R. 283. A bill to amend the Contract
Work Hours Standards Act to require over-
time compensation only for hours of em-
ployment in excess of 40 hours in a work-
week; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

H.R. 284. A bill to amend the Occupation-
al Safety and Health Act of 1970 to concen-
trate enforcement activities on hazardous
workplaces, to exempt family farms from
the act, to encourage self-initiative in im-
proving occupational safety and health, to
provide the procedures by which the Secre-
tary of Labor may procure a search warrant
for the purpose of conducting inspections at
the workplace of an employer pursuant to
the act, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 285. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to repeal the requirement that State im-
plementation plans provide for periodic in-
spection and testing of motor vehicles; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 286. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to make certain modifications in provi-
sions relating to automobile emission con-
trol devices and fuel additives, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

H.R. 287. A bill entitled the “State Legis-
lative and Administrative Procedure Protec-
tion Act of 1981"; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 288. A bill to establish a commission
which shall be called the Iran Claims Settle-
ment Commission and to enable the Presi-
dent of the United States to release the
assets frozen by Presidential order on No-
vember 14, 1979; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

H.R. 289. A bill to require the Environ-
mental Protection Agency and all other
Federal regulatory agencies to evaulate,
prior to the issuance of a regulation, the po-
tential economic effect and environmental
impact of such regulations; to the Commit-
tee on Government Operations.

H.R. 290. A bill to establish a commission
and task force to review all Federal Govern-
ment programs, determine what economies
and efficiencies can be achieved through
program consolidation, review the functions
carried out by each level of government, and
make recommendations for more clearly de-
fining the respective responsibilities of such
levels, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

HR. 291. A bill to amend the Public
Rang‘elands Improvement Act of 1978, to
prevent the loss of economic grazing units,
to prevent increased unemployment and
food inflation, and for other purposes; to
tf:le Committee on Interior and Insular Af-

Is.

H.R. 292. A bill to amend and supplement
the acreage limitation and residency provi-
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sions o1 the Federal reclamation laws, as
amended and supplemented, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

H.R. 293. A bill to establish a ceiling on
statutory wilderness designated lands locat-
ed within the National Forest System in the
State of Idaho; to the Committee on Interi-
or and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 294. A bill to amend certain provi-
sions of title 28, United States Code, relat-
ing to venue in the district courts and courts
of appeals; to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.
H.R. 295. A bill to repeal the Gun Control
Act of 1968; to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.

H.R. 296. A bill to provide that in civil ac-
tions where the United States is a plaintiff,
a prevailing defendant may recover a rea-
sonable attorney's fee and other reasonable
litigation costs; to the Committee on the Ju-

diciary.

H.R. 2987. A bill providing that any State
legislature which rescinds its ratification of
a proposed amendment to the Constitution
shall not be considered to have ratified the
amendment; to the Committee on the Judi-

ciary.

H.R. 298. A bill to remove statutory limi-
tations upon the application of the Sher-
man Act to labor organizations and their ac-
tivities, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 299. A bill to restore and promote
competition in the marketing of motor fuel
by prohibiting the control, operation, or ac-
quisition of marketing outlets by petroleum
refiners, producers, and distributors, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 300. A bill to require that Federal
agencies publish certain statements during
the rulemaking process, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 301. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to allow beneficiaries of U.S.
Government life insurance policies to elect
to receive such insurance in a lump sum,
rather than in monthly installments, when
the insured has not specified the method of
payment of such insurance; to the Commit-
tee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 302, A bill to amend the Federal Avi-
ation Act of 1958 to prohibit the Secretary
of Transportation and the Administrator of
the Federal Aviation Administration from
issuing any rule, regulation, or order relat-
ing to certain aspects of the control of navi-
gable airspace; to the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation.

H.R. 303. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to deny veterans’ bene-
fits to certain individuals whose discharges
from active military service under less than
honorable conditions are administratively
upgraded under the revised standards as im-
plemented by the Department of Defense’s
special discharge review program; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 304. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to repeal the estate
and gift taxes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 305. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide individuals
o crediv against income tax for certain
amounts of savings; to the Committee on
‘Ways and Means.

H.R. 306. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt dividends
from Federal taxaulou, to allocate corporate
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income tax revenues for payments to quali-
fied registered voters, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

HR. 307. A bill to exempt limited
amounts of oil production by independent
producers from the windfall profit tax and
for other purposes;, to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 308. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act so as to remove the limi-
tation upon the amount of outside income
which an individual may earn while receiv-
ing benefits thereunder; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 309. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to increase to $24,000 in
1981—with automatic adjustments thereaf-
ter—the amount of outside earnings which a
beneficiary age 65 or over may have in any
taxable year without suffering reductions in
the amount of his benefits; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 310. A bill to prohibit the importa-
tion into the United States of certain agri-
cultural products of Cuba, to include citrus,
winter vegetables, and tropical fruits until
after 1989; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 311. A bill to strengthen the Ameri-
can family and promote the virtues of
family life through education, tax assist-
ance, and related measures; jointly, to the
Committees on Agriculture, Armed Services,
Education and Labor, the Judiciary, and
Ways and Means.

H.R. 312. A bill to reduce interest and in-
flation, and for other purposes; jointly, to
the Committees on Banking and Finance,
Government Operations, Rules, and Ways
and Means.

H.R. 313. A bill to prescribe the conditions
with respect to affirmative action programs
required of Federal grantees and contrac-
tors in complying with nondiscrimination
programs, to prescribe the necessary re-
quirements for a finding of discrimination
in certain actions brought on the basis of
discrimination in employment, and to pre-
scribe reasonable limits on the collection of
data relating to race, color, religion, sex, or
national origin, and for other purposes;
jointly, to the Committees on Education
and Labor and the Judiciary.

H.R. 314. A bill to amend title 5 of the
United States Code to establish a uniform
procedure for congressional review of
agency rules which may be contrary to law
or inconsistent with congressional intent, to
expand opportunities for public participa-
tion in agency rulemaking, and for other
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on the
Judiciary and Rules.

H.R. 315. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to include, as a
home health service, nutritional counseling
provided by or under the supervision of a
registered dietitian; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Ways and Means and Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. HIGHTOWER (for himself,
Mr. STeENHOLM, Mr. ANTHONY, Mr.
ARCHER, Mr. BEArRD, Mr. BowEN, Mr.
BrRINKLEY, Mr. Broogs, Mr. Bur-
GENER, Mr. CoLLiNs of Texas, Mr.
PHiLtr M. CraNE, Mr. RoBERT W.
DANIEL, JR., Mr. Epwarps of Oklaho-
ma, Mr. pE 1A GaRrza, Mr. Deg-
WINSKI, Mr. DorNaN of California,
Mr. DuncaN, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr.
ErpaHL, of Minnesota, Mr. FisH, Mr,
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FORSYTHE, Mr. FrosT, Mr. (GARCIA,
Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. Gramm, Mr,
GRI1SHAM, Mr. GuveEr, Mr. Sam B.
Harr, JR., Mr. HaNce, Mrs. Hort, Mr.
Horkins, Mr. HuGHES, Mr. Hypg, Mr.
Jacoss, Mr. JeFFrIES, Mr. Jones of
North Carolina, Mr, Kazen, Mr.
Kemp, Mr. Kocovser, Mr. KRAMER,
Mr. LacoMarsINO, Mr. Lartra, Mr.
LEaTH of Texas, Mr. LOEFFLER, Mr.
LotTt, Mr. LujaN, Mr. MARRIOTT, Mr,
MonNTGOMERY, Mr. MoOREHEAD, Mr.
NEeLsoN, Mr. PauL, Mr. PickLE, Mr.
RAILSBACK, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. SHUM-
WwAY, Mr. STANGELAND, Mr. SYNAR,
Mr. WAMPLER, Mr. WHITE, Mr.
WHITEHURST, Mr. WiLson, Mr.
WiInN, Mr. WRIGHT, and Mr. ALEXAN-
DER):

H.R. 316. A bill to provide that a Federal
agency may not require that any person
maintain records for a period in excess of 4
years, and a Federal agency may not com-
mence an action for enforcement of a law or
regulation or for collection of a civil fine
after 4 years from the date of the act which
is the subject of the enforcement action or
fine, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Government Operations.

By Mr. HIGHTOWER (for himself,
Mr. ANTHONY, Mr, ARCHER, Mr. Ba-
FALIS, Mr. BENJAMIN, Mr. BEvILL, Mr.
BonNer of Tennessee, Mrs. BOUQUARD,
Mr. Bowen, Mr. Brooks, Mr. Bur-
GENER, Mr. Danier B. CranNg, Mr.
CoLriNs of Texas, Mr. CORCORAN,
Mr. CORRADA, Mr. ROBERT W. DANIEL,
JR., Mr. DaN DaNIEL, Mr. DORNAN of
California, Mr. DOUGHERTY, Mr.
Duncan, Mr. Fuqua, Mr. GIBBONS,
Mr. GINN, Mr. GOLDWATER, MTr.
Gramm, Mr. GUuyer, Mr. HaNcg, Mr.
Hansen of Idaho, Mr. HerFrTEL, Mr.
HinsoN, Mrs. Horr, Mr. HUBBARD,
Mr. Hype, Mr. KraMeEr, Mr. Laco-
MARSINO, Mr. LeatH of Texas, Mr.
LEvITAS, Mr. LIvINGSTON, Mr. LUJAN,
Mr. McCrory, Mr. McDapg, Mr,
MaTtrox, Mr. MrrcHELL of New York,
Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. MURPHY, Mr.
MyYERS, Mr. NicHoLs, Mr. PEPPER,
Mr. QuiLLEN, Mr. REGuLA, Mr. RoB-
INSON, Mr. Rog, Mr. SmiTH of Iowa,
Mr. STtENHOLM, Mr. Stump, Mr.
TRAXLER, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. WiL-
LiaMs of Ohio, Mr. WiLson, Mr. Won
Pat, Mr. YatroN, Mr. Younc of Flor-
ida, and Mr. Younc of Missouri):

H.R. 317. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to provide for the de-
portation of nonimmigrant alien students
who knowingly participated in a violent po-
litical demonstration or otherwise partici-
pated in activities inconsistent with the
terms of their admittance to the United
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HIGHTOWER (for himself,
Mr. LeatH of Texas, Mr. ANTHONY,
Mr. ArcHER, Mr. BuTLER, Mr. Camp-
BELL, Mr. COELHO, Mr. CORCORAN, MTr.
Dawier B. CranNg, Mr. ROBERT W.
DanieL, JR., Mr. DorNaN of Califor-
nia, Mr. Epwarps of Oklahoma, Mr.
EngLisH, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. GONzaA-
LEz, Mr. Gramm, Mr. GUYER, Mr.
Hawnce, Mr. Hinson, Mr. JoNes of
Oklahoma, Mr. LacoMArsiNo, Mr.
LEEMAN, Mr. LuJjan, Mr. MONTGOM-
ERY, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr.
SyYNAR, Mr. TavziN, Mr. WEerss, Mr.
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Wiiriams of Montana, Mr. WILSON,
Mr. Wisn, Mr. Yatnon, and Mr.
Younwc of Missouri):

H.R. 318. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt from the
windfall profit tax oil produced from inter-
ests held by or for residential child care
agencies; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mrs. HOLT:

H.R. 319. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to reduce cost sharing required
of participants in the civilian health pro-
gram of the uniformed services (CHAM-
PUS) for inpatient medical care provided on
an emergency basis; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

H.R. 320. A bill to authorize recomputa-
tion at age 60 of the retired pay of members
and former members of the uniformed serv-
ices whose retired pay is computed on the
basis of pay scales in effect prior to January
1, 1972, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

H.R. 321. A bill to repeal the Davis-Bacon
Act, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 322. A bill to amend the Comprehen-
sive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Preven-
tion, Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act of
1970 to provide emphasis within the Nation-
al Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcohol-
ism for families of alcohol abusers and alco-
holics; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

H.R. 323. A bill to provide a remedy for
sex discrimination by the insurance business
with respect to the availability and scope of
insurance coverage for women; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 324. A bill to provide for payments in
lieu of real property taxes, with respect to
certain real property owned by the Federal
Government; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

H.R. 325. A bill to provide for the inclu-
sion of certain Federal entities in the
budget totals, effective with the 1985
budget; to the Committee on Government

OMS.

H.R. 326. A bill to limit the jurisdiction of
the Supreme Court of the United States and
of the district courts to enter any judgment,
decree, or order, denying or restricting, as
unconstitutional, voluntary prayer in any
public school; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary

H.R. 327. A bill to amend title IV of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 to prohibit federal-
ly ordered assignment of teachers or stu-
dents on racial and other similar grounds; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 328. A bill to amend chapter 44 of
title 18 of the United States Code (respect-
ing firearms) to penalize the use of firearms
in the commission of any felony and to in-
crease the penalties in certain related exist-
ing provisions; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 329. A bill to repeal section 3108 of
title 5, United States Code, which prohibits
the employment by the United States and
the District of Columbia of individuals em-
ployed by detective agencies; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 330. A bill to provide for reconstruc-
tion and rehabilitation of any bridge on the
Interstate System which is both owned by
the U.S. Government and located in two
States and the District of Columbia; to the
Cminmit.t.ee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation.

H.R. 331. A bill to amend the Congression-
al Budget Act of 1974 to establish in the
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Congress a zero-base budgeting process,

with full congressional review of each Fed-
eral program at least once every 6 years; to
the Committee on Rules.

HR. 332. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to prohibit the Inter-
nal Revenue Service from terminating for
reasons of racial discrimination the tax
exempt status of any organization estab-
lished for the purposes of educational in-
struction without proper adjudication by a
court of the United States or of any State;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 333. A bill to provide that individuals
who retired on disability before October 1,
1976, shall be entitled to the exclusion for
disability payments under section 105(d) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 without
regard to the income limitation in such sec-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 334. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude from gross
income the interest on Jeposits in banks and
certain other savings institutions; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 335. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a taxpayer a
deduction from gross income for expenses
paid by him for the education of any of his
dependents at an institution of higher
learning; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 336. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
to individuals who rent their principal resi-
dences for a portion of the real property
taxes paid or accrued by their landlords; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 337. A bill to eliminate the reduction
in social security benefiis for spouses and
surviving spouses receiving certain Govern-
ment pensions, as recently added to title II
of the Social Security Act by section 334 of
the Social Security Amendments of 1977, to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 338. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an exemp-
tion for certain professional liability insur-
ance organizations; to the Committee on
‘Ways and Means.

H.R. 339. A bill to provide that the statue
of Maj. Gen. George Gordon Meade be
transferred to Fort George G. Meade, Md.;
jointly, to the Committees on House Admin-
istration and Armed Services.

H.R. 340. A bill to assure the continued
dedication of the United States to quality
education and the neighborhood school con-
cept; jointly, to the Committees on the Judi-
ciary and Education and Labor.

By Mr. HORTON:

H.R. 341. A bill to creaie a National Com-
mission on Compulsive Gambling; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 342. A bill to amend title 39 of the
United States Code for the purpose of es-
tablishing a new procedure for fixing rates
and classes of mail, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

H.R. 343. A bill to modify the navigation
project at Irondequoit Bay, N.Y.. to the
Committee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation.

H.R. 344. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, so0 as to provide a special pen-
sion program for veterans of World War I;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 345. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow the charita-
ble deductions to taxpayers whether or not
they itemize their personal deductions; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.
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H.R. 346. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow the residen-
tial energy credit for certain wood or peat
burning stoves; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 347. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to increase to $750 in all
cases the amount of the iump-sum death
payment thereunder; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 348. A bill to provide for the termina-
tion of the Interim Convention on the Con-
servation of North Pacific Fur Seals of Feb-
ruary 9, 1957, to prohibit the taking of seals
in the Pribilof Islands, and for other pur-
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Foreign
Affairs, Interior and Insular Affairs, and
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

H.R. 349. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to authorize pay-
ment under the medicare program for cer-
tain services performed by chiropractors;
jointly, to the Committees on Ways and
Means, and Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. HYDE:

H.R. 350. A bill to amend the Accounting
and Auditing Act of 1950 to require ongoing
evaluations and reports on the adequacy of
the systems of internal accounting and ad-
ministrative control of each -executive
agency, to the Committee on Government
Operations.

H.R. 351. A bill to provide a penalty for
the robbery or attempted robbery of any
controlled substance from any pharmacy; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 352. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to revise and improve
the laws controlling false identification
crimes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HYDE (for himself and Mr.
LUNGREN):

H.R. 353. A bill to provide procedures for
calling constitutional conventions for pro-
posing amendments to the Constitution of
the United States, on application of the leg-
islatures of two-thirds of the States, pursu-
ant to article V of the Constitution; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JACOBS:

H.R. 354. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
to require as a condition of assistance under
such act that law enforcement agencies
have in effect a binding law enforcement of-
ficers’ bill of rights; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 355. A bill to amend the Federal Avi-
ation Act of 1958 to authorize reduced-rate
air transportation to the United States for
certain persons who have been or will be
adopted by a resident of the United States;
to the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation.

H.R. 356. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the
treatment for purposes of sections 219 and
220 of such code of certain individuals who
separate from service with an employer
during the taxable year; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 357. A bill to amend title ITI of the
Social Security Act to require actual
dependency as a condition of a stepchild’s
eligibility for child’s insurance benefits,
thereby preventing an insured individual's
stepchildren from qualifying for such bene-
fits on his or her wage record—and thereby
reducing the benefits of his or her natural
children—if they are being supported by
their natural parent; to the Committee on
‘Ways and Means.

H.R. 358. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide that surviving
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divorced wives, as well as widows, may
marry after attaining age 60 without affect-
ing their entitlement to widow’s insurance
benefits; to the Commitiee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 359. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for the
nonrecognition of gain from the sale of
stock in a domestic corporation engaged in a
trade or business related to energy if within
90 days after the sale the proceeds are in-
vested in stock of another such corporation;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 360. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to deny the business
deduction for any amount paid or incurred
for regularly scheduled air transportation to
the extent such amount exceeds the normal
tourist class fare for such transportation; to
the Commitiee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 361. A bill to amend Public Law 94—
484, the Health Professions Educational As-
sistance Act of 1976, as amended, relating to
the immigration of foreign medical gradu-
ates; jointly, to the Committees on Energy
and Commerce and the Judiciary.

H.R. 362. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act for the purpose of
mandating guidelines with respect to the
return of unused home dialysis supplies;
jointly, to the Committees on Ways and
Means and Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. EASTENMEIER:

H.R. 363. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that ciga-
rette advertising is not a deductible business
expense; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. KILDEE (for himself, Mr.

BropHEAD, Mr. BoNntor of Michigan,

and Mr. TRAXLER).
HR. 364. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for the ex-
clusion from gross income of a certain por-

tion of amounts received as annuities, pen-
sions, or other retirement benefits by indi-
viduals who have attained age 65; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LEDERER:

H.R. 365. A bill to extend for one year the
provisions of law relating to the business ex-
penses of State legislators; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 366. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a Federal
income tax credit for tuition for elementary
and secondary education; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LENT:

H.R. 367. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development to
make grants to local agencies for converting
closed school buildings to efficient, alter-
nate uses, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs.

H.R. 368. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Treasury to compensate States and
units of local government for the loss of real
property tax revenues due to the tax-
exempt status of certain real estate proper-
ty owned or occupied by foreign countries
and international organizations; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

HR. 369. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow certain low-
and middle-income individuals a refundable
tax credit for a certain portion of the prop-
erty taxes paid by them on their principal
residences or of the rent they pay for their
principal residences; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 370. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to provide individuals
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a limited exclusion from gross income for in-
terest on deposits in certain savings institu-
tions; to the Commitiee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 371. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to improve the treat-
ment of women through the establishment
and payment of working spouse’s benefits;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 372. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a basic
$5,000 exemption from income tax, in the
case of an individual or a married couple,
for amounts received as annuities, pensions,
or other retirement benefits; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 373. A bill to establish a task force to
study and evaluate the taxation of real
property by State and local governments,
the effects of such taxation on certain tax-
payers, and the feasibility of Federal tax-
ation and other policies designed to reduce
the dependence of State and local govern-
ments on such taxation; jointly to the Com-
mittees on Ways and Means and Govern-
ment Operations.

By Mr. LONG of Maryland:

H.R. 374. A bill to discourage the use of
leg-hold or steel jaw traps on animals in the
United States; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

H.R. 375. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to provide that telephone
receivers may not be sold in interstate com-
merce unless they are manufactured in a
manner which permits their use by persons
with hearing impairments; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 376. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a basic
$5,000 exemption from income tax, in the
case of an individual or a married couple,
for amounts received as annuities, pensions,
or other retirement benefits; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 377. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to reaffirm the fact that
benefits payable thereunder are exempt
from all taxation; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 378. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide individuals
a limited exclusion from gross income for in-
terest on deposits in certain savings institu-
tions; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. LUKEN:

H.R. 379. A bill to require adjustments in
census population figures for aliens in the
United States illegally so as to prevent dis-
tortions in the reapportionment of the
House of Representatives, the legislative ap-
portionment and districting of the States,
and the allocation of funds under Federal
assistance programs; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on the Judiciary and Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. LUKEN (for himself, Mr.
GOLDWATER, Mr. MorrL, Mr. ROBERT
W. Dawier, Jr., Mr. ScHEUER, Mr.
MazzoLi, Mr. DoUGHERTY, Mr. For-
SYTHE, Mr, LIVINGSTON, Mr.
VorLkmer, Mr. Epwarps of Oklaho-
ma, Mr. SNYDER, AND Mr. CHAPPELL);

H.R. 380. A bill to amend the Internal
Revene Code of 1954 to provide a Federal
income tax credit for tuition; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McKINNEY:

HL.R. 381. A bill to protect the rights of in-
dividuals guaranteed by the Constitution of
the United States and to prevent unwar-
ranted invasion of their privacy by prohibit-
ing the use of polygraph equipment for cer-
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tain purposes; jointly, to the Committees on
the Judiciary and Education and Labor.
By Mr. MINISH:

H.R. 382. A bill to provide for the regular
review of certain Federal agencies and for
the abolition of such agencies after such
review unless Congress specifically provides
for their continued existence; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

By Mr. MOORHEAD:

H.R. 383. A bill to amend title 5 of the
United States Code to establish 2 uniform
procedure for congressional review of
agency rules which may be contrary to law
or inconsistent with congressional intent, to
expand opportunities for public involve-
ment in agency rulemaking, and for other
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on the
Judiciary and Rules.

By Mr. NATCHER.

H.R. 384. A bill to extend veteran benefits
to persons serving in the Armed Forces be-
tween November 12, 1918, and July 2, 1921;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. NEAL:

H.R. 385. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
to provide that rescue squad members are
entitled to death benefits made available
under such act; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 386. A bill to amend the Federal
Salary Act of 1967 and the Legislative Reor-
ganization Act of 1946 to provide that ad-
justments in the pay for Members of Con-
gress may not take effect unless specifically
approved by each House of Congress; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 387. A bill to protect the confiden-
tiality of the identities of certain employees
of the Central Intelligence Agency; to the
Permanent Select Committee on Intelli-
gence.

H.R. 388. A bill to provide that any in-
crease in the rate of pay for Members of
Congress proposed during any Congress
shall not take effect earlier than the begin-
ning of the next Congress; to the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 389. A bill to-amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow individuals a
credit against income tax for qualified fire
detector expenses; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. NOWAK:

H.R. 390. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide tax incen-
tives for businesses located in distressed
areas, to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. PAUL:

H.R. 391. A bill to repeal the privilege of
banks to create money; to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 392. A bill proposing an amendment
to the Constitution of the United States
guaranteeing the right to life; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 393. A bill to amend section 404 of
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to
restrict the jurisdiction of the United States
over discharge of dredged or fill material to
discharges into waters which are navigable
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Public Works and Transportation.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H.R. 394. A bill to assist the States and
local educational agencies in providing edu-
cational programs of high quality in ele-
mentary and secondary schools; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 395. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.
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H.R. 396. A bill to amend the Surface
Mining Control and Reclamation Act of
1977 to provide that performance standards
for the reclamation of surface coal mining
operations shall not require restoration of
lands to the approximate original contour
where the surface owner specifies a differ-
ent reclamation standard; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. PERKINS (for himself and
Mr. GOODLING):

H.R. 397. A bill to dismiss certain cases
pending before the Education Appeal
Board; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. PICKLE:

H.R. 398. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to raise the dollar
volume test for coverage of employees of en-
terprises engaged in commerce or the pro-
duction of goods for commerce to $750,000;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 399. A bill to amend the mineral leas-
ing laws of the United States to provide for
uniform treatment of certain receipts under
such laws, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 400. A bill to remove Members of
Congress from the purview of section 225 of
the Federal Salary Act of 1967, relating to
the Commission on Executive, Legislative,
and Judicial Salaries, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

H.R. 401. A bill to provide mandatory
social security coverage for Members of
Congress and the Vice President; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. QUILLEN:

H.R. 402. A bill to amend the Federal Civil
Defense Act of 1950 to allow Federal civil
defense funds to be used by local civil de-
fense agencies for natural disaster relief,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

H.R. 403. A bill to amend Public Law 874,
relating to Federal impact aid, to provide
for the use of current assessed values of
Federal property in determining eligibility
for assistance under such act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 404. A bill to amend the Railroad Re-
tirement Act of 1974 to change benefit eligi-
bility requirements so that individuals who
have completed 30 years of service as an em-
ployee and have attained the age of 55 years
are eligible and so that certain other indi-
viduals who have attained the age of 55
years and are related to employees are also
eligible; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

H.R. 405. A bill to repeal the Gun Control
Act of 1968; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

H.R. 406. A bill to amend the Public
Health Act to authorize the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to provide as-
sistance for the treatment of epilepsy; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 407. A bill to provide for payments in
lieu of real property taxes, with respect to
certain real property owned by the Federal
Government; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

H.R. 408. A bill to remove from the Su-
preme Court of the United States and the
district courts of the United States jurisdic-
tion over any case relating to voluntary
prayer in any public school or public build-
ing; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 409. A bill to provide reduced rates
for nonprofit senior citizens organizations;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.
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H.R. 410. A bill to amend title 39 of the
United States Code to provide for door de-
livery of mail to the physically handi-
capped, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 411, A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide that monthly annu-
ity payments under the Railroad Retire-
ment Act of 1974 shall not be included as
income for the purpose of determining eligi-
bility for or the amount of certain veterans’
pension and dependency and indemnity
compensation benefits; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 412. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to remove the time limi-
tation within which programs of education
for veterans must be completed; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 413. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to require that burials be per-
mitted in national cemeteries on weekends
and holidays; to the Committee on Veterans
Affairs.

H.R. 414. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to provide that an indi-
vidual's entitlement to benefits thereunder
shall continue through the month of his or
her death (without affecting any other per-
son's entitlement to benefits for that
month), in order to provide such individ-
ual's family with assistance in meeting the
extra death-related expenses, to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 415. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to provide that widow's
insurance benefits shall be payable at age
50, without actuarial reduction and without
regard to disability; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 416. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act so as to remove the limi-
tation upon the amount of outside income
which an individual may earn while receiv-
ing benefits thereunder; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 417. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to permit senior Reserve
officers’ training programs to be established
at public community colleges; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

H.R. 418. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide that the auto-
matic cost-of-living increases in benefits
which are authorized thereunder may be
made on a semiannual basis (rather than
only on an annual basis as at present); to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 419. A bill to amend the tax laws of
the United States to encourage the preser-
vation of independent local newspapers, to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 420. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
for contributions for the construction or
maintenance of buildings housing fraternal
organizations; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 421. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase to $6,000
the exclusion from taxable gifts made
during a calendar year by a donor to a
person; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 422. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the
requirement that unemployment compensa-
tion be reduced by certain retirement bene-
fits will not apply to social security and rail-
road retirement benefits; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 423. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase the accu-
mulated earnings credit, to increase the
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amount of used equipment eligible for the
investment tax credit, and to allow certain
small businesses to use the cash method of
accounting without regard to inventories; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 424, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase to $1,200
the personal income tax exemptions of tax-
payer (including the exemption for a
spouse, the exemptions for dependents, and
the additional exemptions for old age and
blindness); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 425. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that an in-
dividual may deduct amounts paid for his
higher education, or for the higher educa-
tion of any of his dependents; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

HR. 426. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow certain mar-
ried individuals who file separate returns to
be taxed as unmarried individuals; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 427. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to eliminate the ad-
justed gross income limitation on the credit
for the elderly, to increase the amount of
such credit, and for other purposes, to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 428. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide to individ-
uals who have attained the age of 62 a re-
fundable credit against income tax for in-
creases in real property taxes and utility
bills; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 429. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
for amounts paid by an individual for de-
pendent care services to enable him to per-
form volunteer services for certain organiza-
tions; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 430. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow handicapped
individuals a deduction for certain transpor-
tation expenses; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 431, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt farmers
from the highway use tax on heavy trucks
used for farm purposes; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 432. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt nonprofit
volunteer firefighting or rescue organiza-
tions from the Federal excise taxes on gaso-
line, diesel fuel, and certain other articles
and services; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 433. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
from gross income for social agency, legal,
and related expenses incurred in connection
with the adoption of a child by the taxpay-
er; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 434. A bill to require authorizations
of new budget authority for Government
programs at least every 6 years; to provide
for review of Government programs every 6
years, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

H.R. 435. A bill to extend from 5 to 10
yvears the period during which individuals
becoming eligible for Government pensions
may qualify for an exemption from the pen-
sion offset provisions of the Social Security
Act; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 436. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to allow supplies under the
control of departments and agencies within
the Department of Defense to be trans-
ferred to the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency as if it were within the De-




January 6, 1981

partment of Defense and to amend the Fed-
eral Civil Defense Act of 1950 to authorize
the Federal Emergency Management
Agency to loan to State and local govern-
ments property transferred to such agency
from other Federal agencies as excess prop-
erty; jointly; to the Committees on Armed
Services, and Government Operations.

H.R. 437. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act to provide for inclusion of the serv-
ices of licensed practical nurses under medi-
care and medicaid; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Ways and Means, and Energy and
Commerce.

H.R. 438. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act to provide for inclusion of the serv-
ices of licensed (registered) nurses under
medicare and medicaid; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Ways and Means and Energy and
Commerce.

H.R. 439. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to require the con-
tinued application of the nursing salary cost
differential which is presently allowed in de-
termining the reasonable cost of inpatient
nursing care for purposes of reimbursement
to providers under the medicare program,
jointly, to the Committees on Ways and
Means and Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 440. A bill to amend part B of title
XI of the Social Security Act to assure ap-
propriate participation by professional reg-
istered nurses in the peer review, and relat-
ed activities authorized thereunder; jointly,
to the Committees on Ways and Means and
Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 441. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act to provide for the payment of serv-
ices by psychologists, and for other pur-
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Ways
and Means and Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 442. A bill to provide a 3-year resi-
dency requirement for aliens receiving sup-
plemental security income benefits and to
require every alien admitted for permanent

residence to have a sponsor who will con-
tract to support him for 3 years, or to have
other means of support; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Ways and Means and the Judici-

By Mr. RICHMOND:

H.R. 443. A bill to amend the Federal Haz-
ardous Substances Act to establish labeling
requirements applicable to substances
which cause chronic health side effects, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 444. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to remove certain
limitations in the case of charitable contri-
butions of literary, musical, or artistic com-
positions, or similar property; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 445. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the
executor may elect to disregard, in the valu-
ation for estate tax purposes of certain
items created by the decedent during his
life, any amount which would not have been
capital gain if such item had been sold by
the decedent at its fair market value; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROBINSON:

H.R. 446. A bill to preserve and protect
the free choice of individual employees to
form, join, or assist labor organizations, or
to refrain from such activities; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 447. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations act to provide for a free-
dom of choice in labor relations for full-time
and part-time secondary and college stu-
dents by exempting them from compulsory
union membership, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.
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H.R. 448. A bill to limit U.S. contributions
to the United Nations; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

H.R. 449. A bill to establish the authorized
area of Shenandoah National Park; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 450. A bill to amend section 1951,
title 18, United States Code, act of July 3,
1946; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 451. A bill to provide for the exclu-
sion from the United States of aliens affili-
ated with terrorist organizations, to require
investigations of registered agents of such
organizgations, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 452. A bill relating to collective-bar-
gaining representation of postal employees;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service,

H.R. 453. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Emergency Relief Act to provide for
emergency relief for small business concerns
in connection with fixed-price Government
contracts for the lease of real property,; to
the Committee on Small Business.

H.R. 454. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt nonprofit
volunteer firefighting or rescue organiza-
tions from the Federal excise taxes on gaso-
line, diesel fuel, and certain other articles
and services; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 455. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to suspend the impo-
sition of interest and to prohibit the imposi-
tion of a penalty for failure to pay tax on
underpayments of tax resulting from erro-
neous advice given in writing by the Inter-
nal Revenue Service; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 456. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow certain mar-
ried individuals who file separate returns to
be taxed as unmarried individuals, to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 457. A bill to provide for congression-
al review of all regulations relating to costs
and expenditures for health care, reim-
bursements to individuals or providers of
health care, and for other purposes; jointly,
to the Committees on Energy and Com-
merce, Ways and Means and Rules.

H.R. 458, A bill to amend title 5 of the
United States Code to establish a uniform
procedure for congressional review of
agency rules which may be contrary to law
or inconsistent with congressional intent, to
expand opportunities for public participa-
tion in agency rulemaking, and for other
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on the
Judiciary and Rules.

By Mr. ROTH:

H.R. 459. A bill entitled “Domestic Crime
Control and Prevention Act"”; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROE:

H.R. 460. A bill to correct inequities in the
termination and renewal of franchises, to
protect franchisees from unfair practices, to
protect franchisors and franchisees from ac-
tions inconsistent with the successful oper-
ation of franchises, to provide consumers
with the benefits which result from a com-
petitive and open market economy, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 461. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to suspend the impo-
sition of interest and to prohibit the imposi-
tion of a penalty for failure to pay tax on
underpayments of tax resulting from erro-
neous advice given in writing by the Inter-
nal Revenue Service; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

217

H.R. 462. A bill to amend the Equal Credit
Opportunity Act to prohibit discrimination
against any applicant for credit on the basis
of the geographical location of the appli-
cant’s residence; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 463. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and the Fair
Packaging and Labeling Act and to other-
wise require the labels on foods and food
products to disclose all of their ingredients
and any changes in their ingredients, their
nutritional content, accurate weight data,
storage information, their manufacturers,
packers, and distributors, and their unit
prices and to provide for uniform product
grading and prohibit misleading brand
names, to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

H.R. 464. A bill to provide for the safe-
guarding of taxpayer rights, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 465. A bill to correct inequities in the
relationship between sales representatives
and their principals, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Com-
Jmerce.

H.R. 466. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a tax
credit of $250 to an individual for expendi-
tures for health insurance premiums; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 467. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an addi-
tional income tax exemption where a tax-
payer, his spouse, or any dependent of the
taxpayer is handicapped; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 468. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to permit an exemp-
tion of the first $10,000 of retirement
income received by a taxpayer under a
public retirement system or any other
system if the taxpayer is at least 65 years of
age; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 469. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude from the
gross income of individuals who have at-
tained the age of 62 $3,000 of interest re-
ceived during any taxable year; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 470. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act so0 as to remove the limi-
tation upon the amount of outside income
which an individual may earn while receiv-
ing benefits thereunder; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 471. A bill to amend title XVI of the
Social Security Act to direct the Secretary,
in determining the extent to which the
value of an individual’s home is excludable
for purposes of establishing his or her eligi-
bility for supplemental security income
benefits, to take into account regional vari-
ations in the market prices of homes and to
make periodic adjustments reflecting
changes in land and home values; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 472. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
to taxpayers who contribute the right to use
certain real property to charitable organiza-
tions for outpatient geriatric clinics or for
multipurpose senior centers; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 473. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow the charita-
ble deduction to taxpayers whether or not
they itemize their personal deductions; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 474. A bill to extend to all unmarried
individuals the full tax benefits of income
splitting now enjoyed by married individ-
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uals filing joint returns; and to remove rate
inequities for married persons where both
are employed; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 475. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase the
amount of the annual gift tax exclusion
from $3,000 to $6,000; to the Committee on
‘Ways and Means.

H.R. 476. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the
standard mileage rate for use of a passenger
automobile which may be used in comput-
ing the charitable contribution deduction
shall be the same as the standard mileage
rate which may be used in computing the
business expense deduction; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

HR. 477. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to restore the deduc-
tion for State and local taxes on gasoline
and other motor fuels and to allow the de-
duction for such taxes without regard to
whether the taxpayer itemizes other deduc-
tions; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 478. A bill to eliminate the offset
against social security benefits in the case of
spouses and surviving spouses receiving cer-
tain Government pensions; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 479. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act and the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 to reduce social security taxes and
apply the proceeds thereof exclusively to
the financing of the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance program, with the medi-
care program being hereafter financed from
general revenues (earmarking a portion of
Federal income tax receipts for that pur-
pose) rather than through the imposition of
employment and self-employment taxes as
at present; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 480. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a system
of capital recovery investment in plant and
equipment, and to encourage economic
growth and modernization through in-
creased capital investment and expanded
employment opportunities; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

HR. 481. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that sever-
ance pay resulting from a plant closing shall
be subject to tax at reduced rates; to the
Commitiee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 482. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide individuals
a credit against income tax for amounts
paid or incurred by the taxpayer for alter-
ations to his principal residence in order to
make such residence more suitable for
handicapped family members; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 483. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a credit
against income tax for one-third of the
amount of certain local wage taxes paid by
individuals who are not residents of the
local governmental area; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 484. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to clarify the tax ex-
emption for interest on obligations of volun-
teer fire departments; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 485. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a refundable
tax credit for amounts paid for increases in
electricity under automatic fuel adjustment
clauses as a result of the shutdown of the
nuclear generating facilities; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.
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H.R. 486. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against income tax to individuals for certain
expenses of elementary and secondary edu-
cation; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 487. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a credit
against income tax to individuals for certain
expenses incurred in higher education; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 488. A bill relating to tax treatment
of gualified dividend reinvestment plans; to
the Commitiee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 489. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
for State and local public utility taxes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 490. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to treat permanently
and totally disabled individuals in the same
way as individuals who have attained the
age of 55 for purposes of the one-time exclu-
sion of gain from the sale of a principal resi-
dence; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 491. A bill to amend section 411 of
the Higher Education Act of 1965 to exclude
from eligibility calculations for basic grants
the value of a family’s residence; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 492. A bill to amend the Home
Owners’' Loan Act of 1933 to provide that &
Federal savings and loan association may
not offer a renegotiable rate mortgage to
any person unless such association also
offers such person a standard mortgage in-
strument; to the Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 493. A bill to stimulate research and
development aimed at the production of
gasohol as an alternative energy source by
establishing national demonstration facili-
ties for the conversion of garbage and other
solid wastes into fuels, to be constructed by
the Secretary of Energy under the Federal
Nonnuclear Energy Research and Develop-
ment Act of 1974; to the Committee on Sci-
ence and Technology.

H.R. 494. A bill to provide for a Council of
Qil Importing Nations, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

H.R. 495. A bill to provide for an acceler-
ated program of wind energy research, de-
velopment, and demonstration, to be carried
out by the Department of Energy with the
support of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration and other Federal
agencies; to the Committee on Science and
Technology.

H.R. 496. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to promote the use of alcohol as a
motor vehicle fuel and as an additive to
motor vehicle fuels, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Com-

merce,

H.R. 497. A bill to provide for a research,
development, and evaluation program to de-
termine the feasibility of collecting in space
solar energy to be transmitted to Earth and
to generate electricity for domestic pur-
poses; to the Committee on Science and
Technology.

H.R. 498. A bill to provide that the Feder-
al Gove. .= 2nt shall assume 100 per centum
of all Federai, State, and local welfare costs;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 499. A bill to provide that the U.S.
District Court for the Judicial District of
New Jersey shall be held at Paterson, N.J.,
in addition to those places currently pro-
vided by law; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R. 500. A bill to amend the Congression-
al Budget Act to require the Congressional
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Budget Office, for every bill or resolution
reported in the House or Senate, Lo prepare
and submit (along with its regular estimate
of the Federal cost involved) an estimate of
the cost which would be incurred by State
and local governments in carrying out or
complying with such bill dr resolution; to
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. GEPHARDT (for himself and

Mr. CONABLE):

H.R. 501. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow the charita-
ble deduction to taxpayers whether or not
they itemize their personal deductions; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROE:

H.R. 502. A bill to establish as a part of
the Rules of the House of Representatives
and the Senate a procedure for the periodic
congressional review of Federal programs
and tax expenditures, and to improve legis-
lative oversight of Federal activities and
regulatory programs; to the Commitiee on
Rules.

H.R. 503. A bill to amend the Older
Americans Act and the Public Health Serv-
ice Act to provide expanded counseling as-
sistance for the elderly sick and disabled; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 504. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to authorize pay-
ment under the medicare program for cer-
tain services performed by chiropractors;
jointly, to the Committees on Energy and
Commerce, and Ways Means.

H.R. 505. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to include, as a
home health service, nutritional counseling
provided by or under the supervision of a
registered dietitian; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Energy and Commerce, and Ways
Means.

H.R. 506. A bill to permit the introduction
or delivery for introduction of laetrile into
interstate commerce without the approval
of a new drug application under the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

HR. 507. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for the con-
trol of vitiligo; to the Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. EASTENMEIER:

H.R. 508. A bill to promote competition in
the production of coal, uranium, and geo-
thermal power; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 509. A bill to establish a Federal Oil
and Gas Corporation; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Energy and Commerce, Interior
and Insular Affairs, and Science and Tech-
nology.

By Mr. ROE:

H.R. 510. A bill to amend title XVI of the
Social Security Act to provide that the
income and resources of parents shall not be
attributed to their children (for purposes of
determining the eligibility of such children
for supplemental security income benefits)
in certain cases where the payment of such
benefits is necessary to enable the parents
to provide disability-related home care with-
out which the children would require con-
tinued institutionalization; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 511. A bill to establish a commission
to hear, determine, and pay claims against
the United States for money damages for
the injuries to individuals who contracted
the Guillain-Barre Syndrome after receiving
immunizations under the national swine flu
immunization program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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H.R. 512. A bill directing the President to
take certain actions with respect to any
country which engages in certain hostile ac-
tions against property of the United States
or U.S. officers or employees assigned to
duty abroad; to the Committee on Foreign
Af

fairs.

H.R. 513. A bill to amend the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1969 to improve the ad-
ministration of export controls by assigning
to the Secretary of Defense the primary re-
sponsibility for identifying the types of
technologies and goods which shall be con-
trolled for national security purposes; by
providing for a comprehensive and continu-
ing review of export controls with a view to
strengthening controls over exports of criti-
cal technologies and goods while facilitating
exports of any technologies and goods
which will not significantly adversely affect
the national security of the United States;
and by providing for congressional oversight
of such exports; and for other purposes;
jointly, to the Committees on Foreign Af-
fairs and Armed Services.

H.R. 514. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to establish a Court of Veter-
ans' Appeals and to prescribe its jurisdiction
and functions; to the Committee on Veter-
ans' Affairs.

H.R. 515. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code in order to provide
mortgage protection life insurance to cer-
tain veterans unable to acquire commercial
life insurance because of service-connected
disabilities; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

H.R. 516. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide that agricultural
employment required for eligibility for edu-
cational assistance under the GI bill for a
person enrolled in a farm cooperative pro-
gram need not be full-time employment or
the principal expected source of income of
such person and may include employment
in establishments engaged in the processing,
distribution, or sale of agricultural products;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 517. A bill to amend section 3104 of
title 38, United States Code, to permit cer-
tain service-connected disabled veterans
who are retired members of the uniformed
services to receive compensation concurrent-
ly with retired pay, without deduction from
either; to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
fairs,

H.R. 518. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to promote the care and treat-
ment of veterans in State veterans' homes;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

H.R. 519. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide for the payment of
service pensions to veterans of World War 1
and the surviving spouses and children of
such veterans;, to the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs.

H.R. 520. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to eliminate the time period in
which a veteran has to use his educational
?e_neﬁt.s; to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
airs.

H.R. 521. A bill to extend the eligibility of
certain persons for educational benefits
under the GI bill; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

H.R. 522. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code in order to authorize
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs to
make scholarship grants to individuals at-
tending medical schools on the condition
that such individuals will serve in Veterans’
Administration facilities for a certain period
of time upon completion of professional
training, and for other purposes; to the
Committee of Veterans' Affairs.
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H.R. 523. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to waive the l-year limitation
on claims for compensation from the Veter-
ans’ Administration for disabilities and dis-
eases incurred in or aggravated by military
service in the case of claims by veterans who
served in Southeast Asia during the Viet-
nam era for compensation for disabilities re-
sulting from exposure to the phenoxy herbi-
cide known as agent orange or other phe-
noxy herbicides; to the Committee on Veter-
ans' Affairs.

H.R. 524. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to raise to 45 the maximum age
at which an individual may receive an origi-
nal appointment as a commissioned officer
of the Armed Forces; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

H.R. 525. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
to require as a condition of assistance under
such act that law enforcement agencies
have in effect a binding law enforcement of-
ficers’ bill of rights; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 526. A bill to amend chapter 44 of
title 18 of the United States Code to extend
the mandatory penalty feature of the prohi-
bition against the use of firearms in Federal
felonies, and for other purposes;, to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 527. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to increase the term of impris-
onment for certain offenses relating to car-
rying or using firearms, to eliminate eligibil-
ity for parole with respect to such term, and
to require that such term be served before
and consecutively to any related sentence of
imprisonment; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 528. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
to add a requirement that the comprehen-
sive State plan include provisions for atten-
tion to the special problems of prevention,
treatment, and other aspects of crimes
against the elderly; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 529. A bill to amend the Flammable
Fabrics Act to prohibit the manufacture for
sale in commerce of articles of interior fur-
nishing intended for use in any public facili-
ty unless such articles conform with re-
quirements established by the Consumer
Product Safety Commission designed to
make such articles fire resistant, to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 530. A bill to amend the Federal Avi-
ation Act of 1958, relating to aircraft piracy,
to provide a method for combating terror-
ism, and for other purposes; jointly to the
Committees on Public Works and Transpor-
tation, the Judiciary, and Foreign Affairs.

H.R. 531. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to eliminate the re-
quirement that States reduce the amount of
unemployment compensation payable for
any week by the amount of certain retire-
ment benefits; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 532. A bill to provide income tax in-
centives for the meodification of certain
facilities so0 as to remove architectural and
transportational barriers to the handi-
capped and elderly; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 533. A bill to increase alternatives to
institutionalization for senior citizens; joint-
ly, to the Committees on Energy and Com-
merce and Ways and Means.

H.R. 534. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide that the auto-
matic cost-of-living increases in benefits
which are authorized thereunder may be
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made on a semiannual basis (rather than
only on an annual basis as at present); to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 535. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide in certain
cases for an exchange of credits between the
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance
system and the civil service retirement
system so as to enable individuals who have
coverage under both systems to obtain
maximum benefits based on their combined
service; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

HR. 536. A bill to amend the Older
Americans Act of 1965 to provide that the
Commissioner of the Administration on
Aging may make grants to assist older per-
sons adversely affected by natural disasters,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

H.R. 537. A bill to amend various laws re-
lating to civil rights to extend their protec-
tion to the elderly, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 538. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide that the
widow’s or widower’s insurance benefits to
which a disabled individual becomes entitled
before attaining age 60 shall not be less
than the amount (71% percent of the de-
ceased spouse’s primary insurance amount)
to which they would have been reduced if
the first month of such entitlement had
been the month in which such individual at-
tained that age; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 539. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to provide that upon the
death of one member of a married couple
the surviving spouse or surviving divorced
spouse shall automatically inherit the de-
ceased spouse’s earnings credits to the
extent that such credits were earned during
the period of their marriage; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 540. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide that a di-
vorced spouse may qualify for benefits on
the basis of a marriage which lasted for as
few as 5 years (instead of only on the basis
of a marriage which lasted for 10 or more
years as at present) in the case of certain
late-life divorces; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 541. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide that a hus-
band and wife may elect to split their earn-
ings for social security purposes upon the
retirement of either or both of them, or
upon their divorce, and to equalize the
benefits payable to a retired worker and his
or her spouse (on such worker’s wage
record) if they have not so elected; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 542. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to provide for the pay-
ment of a transition benefit to the spouse of
an insured individual upon such individual's
death if such spouse has attained age 50 and
is not otherwise immediately eligible for
benefits; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 543. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide that the com-
bined earnings of a husband and wife during
the period of their marriage shall be divided
equally and shared between them for bene-
fit purposes, so as to recognize the economic
contribution of each spouse to the marriage
and assure that each spouse will have social
security protection in his or her own right;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 544. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to reaffirm the fact that
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benefits payable thereunder are exempt
from all taxation; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 545. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide for the
enforcement of standards relating to the
rights of patients in certain medical facili-
ties; jointly, to the Committees on Ways
and Means, and Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 546. A bill to amend title XIX of the

_ Social Security Act to permit States to es-
tablish flexible income contribution and re-
source standards for couples in which one
spouse is in a nursing home; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 547. A bill to establish a program to
promote the utilization of spinoffs from
space technology in meeting the needs and
alleviating the suffering of the elderly; to
the Committee on Science and Technology.

H.R. 548. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide that remarriage of
the surviving spouse of a veteran after age
60 shall not result in termination of depen-
dency and indemnity compensation; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 549. A bill to establish within the De-
partment of Health and Human Services a
Home Health Clearinghouse to provide el-
derly persons with a single place where they
can obtain complete information on the
Federal home health programs available to
them; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce,

H.R. 550. A bill to establish a program of
drug benefits for the aged; to establish a
Drug Benefits Council and other appropri-
ate management controls to provide for the
efficient administration of such program,
and to require the conducting of certain
studies and experiments, to enhance the ca-
pability of the Secretary of Health and
Human Services to administer such pro-
gram, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 551. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code in order to waive the
payment of premiums for National Life In-
surance by certain persons who have at-
tained age 70; to the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs.

H.R. 552. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to provide Fed-
eral minimum standards for health insur-
ance for the elderly, and to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act for the
purpose of directing the Secretary to study
methods of further improving the regula-
tion of health insurance for the elderly and
to evaluate methods by which the medicare
program could more fully meet the health
insurance needs of the elderly; jointly, to
the Committees on Ways and Means, and
Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 553. A bill to further amend the
Older Americans Act of 1965, as amended,
to establish a program under which institu-
tions of higher education may receive
grants to defray 55 percent of the tuition
costs of older persons attending such insti-
tutions on a tuition-free basis, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

H.R. 554. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to increase from $255 to
$750 the lump sum death payment which
will be made in the case of an insured indi-
vidual who dies leaving a relatively small
estate; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 555. A bill to provide for an acceler-
ated program for the recovery of energy
from municipal wastes, and for other pur-
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Science
and Technology and Energy and Commerce.
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By Mr. ROE (for himself, Mr. HOLLEN-
BECK, and Mr. RICHMOND):

H.R. 566. A bill to establish a National
Center of Alternative Research; to develop
and coordinate alternative methods of re-
search and testing which do not involve the
use of live animals; to develop training pro-
grams in the use of alternative methods of
research and testing which do not involve
the use of live animals; to eliminate or mini-
mize the duplication of experiments on live
animals; to disseminate information on such
methods; and for other purposes; jointly, to
the Committees on Energy and Commerce
and Science and Technology.

By Mr. ROE:

H.R. 557. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to authorize pay-
ment under the supplementary medical in-
surance program for the cutting and remov-
al of corns, warts, and calluses, and the re-
duction of club nails; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Ways and Means and Energy and
Commerce.

H.R. 558. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to entitle Civil Air Patrol
Cadets 18 years of age and older to compen-
sation available to Civil Air Patrol senior
members in the event of disability or death,
and to increase the level of compensation
available to both; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

H.R. 559. A bill to amend the Commodity
Credit Corporation Charter Act to create
within the Commodity Credit Corporation a
national grain board, to provide the highest
possible prices in foreign markets for Ameri-
can agricultural producers, to provide price
and supply stability in domestic markets,
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Agriculture and Foreign Affairs.

H.R. 560. A bill to provide for the termina-
tion of the Interim Convention on the Con-
servation of North Pacific Fur Seals of Feb-
ruary 9, 1957, to prohibit the taking of seals
in the Pribilof Islands, and for other pur-
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Foreign
Affairs, Merchant Marine and Fisheries,
and Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 561. A bill to establish an Inter-
agency Committee on Arson Control to co-
ordinate Federal antiarson programs, to
amend various provisions of the law relating
to programs for arson investigation, preven-
tion, and detection, and for other purposes;
jointly, to the Committees on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs, and the Judiciary.

HR. 562. A bill to create a national
system of health security; jointly to the
Committees on Energy and Commerce, and
Ways and Means.

H.R. 563. A bill to provide that all petro-
leum imported into the United States after
September 1, 1981, shall not be available for
purchase other than by the Government of
the United States; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Energy and Commerce and Ways
and Means.

H.R. 564. A bill to establish a Space Indus-
trialization Corporation to promote, encour-
age, and assist in the development of new
products, processes, and industries using the
properties of the space environment; joint-
1y, to the Committees on Banking, Finance
and Urban Affairs and Science and Technol-
OgY.

H.R. 565. A bill to require business con-
cerns which undertake changes of oper-
ations to give notice to the Secretary of
Labor, and to affected labor organizations,
employees, and local governments; to re-
quire business concerns to provide assist-
ance to employees who suffer an employ-
ment loss caused by changes of operations,
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to authorize the Secretary of Labor to pro-
vide assistance to such business concerns,
and to such affected employees and local
governments, and for other purposes; joint-
ly, to the Committees on Education and
Labor and Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs.
By Mr. ROTH:

H.R. 566, A bill authorizing to provide for
the filing of tariffs by common carriers by
water in the foreign commerce of the
United States; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

H.R. 567. A bill relating to the treatment
of certain annuity contracts; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 568. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase the uni-
fied credit against estate and gift taxes so
that estates under $500,000 will not be sub-
ject to estate tax and to increase the gift
tax exclusion from $3,000 to $6,000; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROYBAL:

H.R. 569. A bill to amend section 8 of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 for the
purpose of reducing the amount of rent re-
quired to be paid by elderly families residing
in dwelling units assisted by Federal contri-
butions authorized by such section; to the
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs.

H.R. 570, A bill to provide that elderly
persons residing in dwelling units receiving
Federal assistance shall be provided with
certain rights in the lease agreements be-
tween the elderly persons and the owners of
the units; to the Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 571. A bill to amend the National
Housing Act and other acts for the purpose
of providing assistance for outpatient geriat-
ric clinics and for multipurpose senior cen-
ters, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 572. A bill to provide for the inclu-
sion of emergency power equipment in fed-
erally assisted multifamily housing facilities
which are designed for occupancy in whole
or substantial part by the elderly, and to au-
thorize Federal loans to finance the provi-
sion of such equipment for those facilities;
to the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs.

H.R. 573. A bill to provide assistance and
coordination in the provision of child-care
services for children living in homes with
working parents, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 574. A bill to amend the Education of
the Handicapped Act to provide tutorial and
related instructional services for home-
bound children through the employment of
college students, particularly veterans and
other students who themselves are handi-
capped; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

H.R. 575. A bill to amend the Community
Services Act of 1974 to permit the Director
of Community Services Administration to
furnish assistance for the installation of se-
curity devices in the residences of elderly
persons; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

HR. 576. A bill to amend the Older
Americans Act of 1965 to provide assistance
for the installation of security devices in the
residences of elderly persons; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 5717. A bill to provide expanded coun-
seling assistance for the elderly sick and dis-
::};ad: to the Committee on Education and

or.
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H.R. 578. A bill to provide for the monthly
publication of a Consumer Price Index for
the Elderly and to provide for studies to be
made with regard to utilizing such index in
determining cost-of-living adjustments au-
thorized in certain Federal programs for in-
dividuals who are at least 62 years of age; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 579. A bill to establish an Office of
Spanish-Speaking Affairs in the Executive
Office of the President, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

H.R. 580. A bill to provide for payment by
the United States for certain medical serv-
ices and treatment provided to United
States citizens and permanent residents suf-
fering from physical injuries attributable to
the atomic bomb explosions on Hiroshima
and Nagasaki, Japan, in August 1945; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 581. A bill to provide for grants to
States for the payment of compensation to
certain elderly individuals who are injured
by criminal acts and omissions or who suffer
property loss as a result of certain eriminal
acts and omissions, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 582. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 583. A bill to amend the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation Act to provide legal assist-
ance to older persons in connection with
their participation in certain health insur-
ance and medical assistance programs under
the Social Security Act; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H.R. 584. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to include as creditable service
for civil service retirement purposes service
as an enrollee of the Civilian Conservation
Corps, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 585. A bill to require that each ex-
ecutive department regularly publish cer-
tain statistics relating to Americans of
Spanish origin or descent; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 586. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to increase to $110,000 the amount
of a borrower’s disaster loans eligible for a 3
per centum interest rate; to the Committee
on Small Business.

H.R. 587. A bill to amend the Second Lib-
erty Bond Act to provide that individuals
age 65 or older who purchase certain U.S.
savings bonds shall be paid a rate of interest
which is 2 per centum higher than the rate
of inflation; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 588. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that cer-
tain rentals to members of the taxpayer's
family will not be treated as personal use by
the taxpayer for purposes of the disallow-
ance of certain expenses in connection with
the business use of homes, rental of vaca-
tion homes, et cetera; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 589. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to increase to $10,000 in
the case of an individual under age 65, and
to $15,000 in the case of an individual age 65
or over, the amount of outside earnings
which (subject to further increases under
the automatic adjustment provisions) is per-
mitted each year without any deductions
from benefits thereunder; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 590. A bill to amend title XVI of the
Social Security Act to provide for the pay-
ment of a special housing allowance to each
recipient of supplemental security income
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benefits whose housing expenses exceed an
amount equal to 25 per centum of his or her
income, so as to reduce such expenses to
that amount; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 591. A bill to amend title XX of the
Social Security Act to include among the
services eligible for Federal assistance under
such title the installation of devices to pro-
mote the security of the elderly in their
homes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 592. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to make permanent
law the deduction for expenditures to
remove architectural and transportation
barriers to the handicapped and elderly; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 593. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act to make certain that recipients of
supplemental security income benefits, re-
cipients of social services, recipients of aid
to families with dependent children, and re-
cipients of aid or assistance under certain
other Federal and federally assisted pro-
grams will not have the amount of such
benefits, services, aid, or assistance reduced
because of increases in monthly social secu-
rity benefits; and to provide that cost-of-
living increases in annuity, pension, retire-
ment, disability, or other employment-relat-
ed benefits being paid to an individual
under a public program, occurring after
such individual’s initial entitlement to such
benefits, shall not be included in such indi-
vidual's income in determining his or her
eligibility for supplemental security income
benefits; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 594. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development to en-
courage and assist in the development on a
demonstration basis of several carefully
planned projects to meet the special health-
care and related needs of elderly persons in
a campus-type setting; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs, and Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 595. A bill to establish a Commission
on a North American Economic Alliance;
jointly, to the Committees on Foreign Af-
fairs, and Ways and Means.

H.R. 596. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to include hearing
aids and dentures among the items and serv-
ices for which payment may be made under
the supplementary medical insurance pro-
gram; jointly, to the Committees on Ways
and Means and Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 597. A bill to amend titles XVIII and
XIX of the Social Security Act to include
services of licensed (registered) nurses, phy-
sician extenders, and nurse practitioners
among the services for which payment may
be made under the medicare and medicaid
programs; jointly, to the Committees on
Ways and Means and Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. ROYBAL (for himself and Mr.
WAXMAN):

H.R. 598. A bill to establish an Office of
Federal Audio-Visual Policy within the
Office of Management and Budget, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

By Mr. ROUSSELOT:

H.R. 599. A bill to amend the Federal
Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977 to pro-
vide that the provisions of such act shall
not apply to stone mining operations, sand
and gravel mining operations, or certain sur-
face construction operations; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.
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H.R. 600. A bill to repeal the Emergency
Petroleum Allocation Act; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 601. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, to eliminate certain provisions
relating to private carriage of letters, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 602. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for auto-
matic cost-of-living adjustments in the
income tax and withholding rates; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 603. A bill to amend sections 46(f)
and 167(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 regarding the treatment of public util-
ity property and to provide a transitional
rule with respect thereto; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 604. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the
investment tax credit shall be allowable
with respect to certain small boilers fueled
by oil or gas; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 605. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the
investment tax credit for energy property
shall apply to certain property which is at
least 10 percent more efficient than the
property replaced; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 606. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow the charita-
ble deduction to taxpayers whether or not
they itemize their personal deductions; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 607. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow individuals
under age 55 to elect the one-time exclusion
of gain from sale of principal residence; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 608. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude from gross
income $10,000 of interest on savings in the
case of an individual taxpayer; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 609. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude from gross
income $5,000 of interest on savings in the
case of an individual taxpayer; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 610. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude from gross
income $2,000 of interest on savings in the
case of an individual taxpayer; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 611. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to cut in half the cap-
ital gains tax on the sale of certain stocks
and bonds of qualified small corporations;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 612. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to repeal the provi-
sions requiring withholding of tax on cer-
tain gambling winnings; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 613. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 614. A bill to repeal the earnings lim-
itation of the Social Security Act;, to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 615. A bill to amend title XI of the
Social Security Act to repeal the provision
for the establishment of professional stand-

" ards review organizations to review services

covered under the medicare and medicaid
programs; jointly, to the Committees on
Ways and Means and Energy and Com-
merce.
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By Mr. ROUSSELOT (for himself and
Mr. Hansen of Idaho):
H.R. 616. A bill to repeal the Occupational
Safety and Health Act; to the Committee on
Education

and Labor.
By Mr. ROUSSELOT (for himself and
Mr. LEwis)

H.R. 617. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for a defi-
nition of the term “artificial bait”; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SHUMWAY:

H.R. 618. A bill to convey certain interests
in public lands to the city of Angels, Calif.;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

H.R. 619. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to facilitate the admis-
sion of aliens for temporary agricultural em-
ployment; to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.

H.R. 620. A bill to amend the
and Nationality Act te provide for labor cer-
tification on an areawide, rather than on a
countrywide, basis for admittance of tempo-
rary agricultural laborers; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H.R. 621. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for equip-
ment which conserves water an
additional 10 percent investment tax credit
and an election to depreciate such equip-
ment based on a 3-year useful life; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 622. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to repeal the estate
and gift taxes and the tax on generation-
skipping transfers; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 623. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act so as to remove the limi-
tation upon the amount of outside income
which an individual may earn while receiv-
ing benefits thereunder; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SMITH of Towa:

H.R. 624. A bill to provide family farmers
and others with timely information concern-
ing export sales of certain agricultural com-
modities; to the Committee on Agriculture.

HR. 625. A bill to amend the United
States Grain Standards Act for the purpose
of expanding foreign trade by improving
and maintaining the quality of grain
shipped from an export elevator at an
export port location; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

H.R. 626. A bill to repeal the 1976 Official
Standards for Grades of Carcass Beef; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

HR. 627. A bill to authorize loans for
study at nonprofit institutions of higher
education; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

H.R. 628. A bill to amend section 403 of
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
to require that foods intended for human
consumption be labeled to show the amount
of sodium and potassium they contain; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 629. A bill to require the considera-
tion of environmental and other factors,
and the stockpiling and replacement of soil
on all public works projects and highway
and other projects which are federally as-
sisted, on federally held land, and on proj-
ects which affect commerce among the
States, or the general welfare and quality of
life of the Nation; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Agriculture and Public Works and
Transportation.

H.R. 630. A bill to clarify the eligibility of
certain small businesses for loans under the
Small Business Act, to aid, protect, and pre-
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serve small businesses in meat production
and marketing, and for other purposes;
jointly, to the Committees on Agriculture
and Small Business.

H.R. 631. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to assist and protect small business-
es and to protect small businesses against
unreasonable use of economic power by
major meatpacking companies, and for
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees
on Agriculture and Small Business.

By Mr. SNYDER:

H.R. 632. A bill to establish the Falls of
the Ohio Wildlife Refuge; to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. SOLOMON:

H.R. 633. A bill to provide that rates of
pay for Members of Congress shall not be
subject to adjustment under the Federal
Salary Act of 1967 or subject to any other
automatic adjustment; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 634. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide individuals
a limited exclusion from gross income for in-
terest on deposits in certain savings institu-
tions; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 635. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to make it clear that
social security benefits are and will continue
to be exempt from all taxation; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TRIBLE (for himself, Mr.
WHITERURST, Mr. RoBINson, Mr.
BuTtLErR, Mr. RoBerT W. DANIEL, JR.,
Mr. BriLey, Mr. Worr, Mr. WAMPLER,
Mr. Parris, and Mr. Dan DANIEL):

H.R. 636. A bill to provide for dredging of
Hampton Roads Harbor and Channels, Vir-
ginia; to the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation.

By Mr. WALKER:

H.R. 637. A bill to amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 to authorize the States to estab-
lish eligibility standards for participation in
the food stamp program and benefit levels
under such program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. WAMPLER:

H.R. 638. A bill to establish the National
Science Council to decide questions of scien-
tific fact which arise in agency adjudica-
tions involving restricting the use of certain
substances which are primarily used in food
production, processing, or marketing and
which may be harmful to human health,
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Agriculture, Energy and Com-
merce, and Science and Technology.

By Mr. WEAVER:

H.R. 639. A bill to prohibit the export of
unprocessed timber harvested from lands
owned by the United States located west of
the hundredth meridian and in the conti-
nental United States, and for other pur-
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Agri-
culture, Foreign Affairs and Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. WHITEHURST:

H.R. 640. A bill to amend chapter 55 of
title 10, United States Code, to authorize
the provision of medical and dental care to
surviving spouses of members and certain
former members of the uniformed services
who are not remarried; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

H.R. 641. A bill to provide a basic allow-
ance for quarters for certain members of
the armed services while on field or sea
duty; to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 642. A bill to establish a National Zo-
ological Foundation; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.
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H.R. 643. A bill to modify the navigation
project for Lynnhaven inlet, bay, and con-
necting waters, Virginia; to the Committee
on Public Works and Transportation.

H.R. 644. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide that remarriage of
the surviving spouse of a veteran after age
60 shall not result in termination of depend-
ency and indemnity compensation; to the
Committee on Veterans Affairs.

H.R. 645. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide taxsaving
incentives for savings accounts established
for the purpose of purchasing a home; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 646. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for individ-
ual supplemental retirement savings; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 647. A bill to terminate the Depart-
ment of Energy; jointly, to the Committees
on Government Operations, and Rules.

By Mr. WYLIE:

H.R. 648. A bill to amend the Congression-
al Budget Act of 1974 and the Budget and
Accounting Act, 1921, to provide that Feder-
al expenditures shall not exceed Federal
revenues, except in time of war or economic
necessity declared by the Congress; jointly,
to the Committees on Government Oper-
ations, and Rules.

H.R. 649. A bill to amend the Congression-
al Budget Act of 1974 to limit the total of
all Federal expenditures and outlays to 2
per centum of gross national product after
September 30, 1983, except in time of war or
economic necessity declared by the Con-
gress; jointly to the Committees on Govern-
ment Operations, and Rules.

H.R. 650. A bill to amend the Congression-
al Budget Act of 1974 to set a maximum per-
centage of 7 per centum by which Federal
expenditures and new budget authority
could increase from any one fiscal year to
the next fiscal year, except in time of war or
in time of economic necessity declared by
Congress; jointly, to the Committees on
Government Operations, and Rules.

By Mr. YATES:

H.R. 651. A bill to amend title 42, United
States Code, chapter 7, subchapter II to
reduce from 10 to 5 years the length of time
a divorced woman's marriage to an insured
individual must have lasted in order for her
to qualify for wife’s or widow's benefits on
his wage record; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 652. A bill to prohibit the importa-
tion, manufacture, sale, purchase, transfer,
receipt, or transportation of handguns, in
any manner affecting interstate or foreign
commerce, except for or by members of the
Armed Forces, law enforcement officials,
and, as authorized by the Secretary of the
Treasury, licensed importers, manufactur-
ers, dealers, and pistol clubs; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 653. A bill to extend to all unmarried
individuals the full tax benefits of income
splitting now enjoyed by married individ-
uals filing joint returns; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PICKLE:

H.R. 654. A bill relating to tax treatment
of qualified dividend reinvestment plans; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. YATES:

H.R. 655. A bill to encourage increased use
of public transit systems by amending chap-
ter 1 of title 26, United States Code, to allow
a credit against individual income taxes for
funds expended by a taxpayer for payment
of public transit fares from his or her resi-
dence to his or her place of employment and
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from his or her place of employment to his
or her residence; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 656. A bill to amend chapter 1 of title
26, United States Code, to allow a deduction
to tenants of houses or apartments for their
proportionate share of the taxes and inter-
est paid by their landlords; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 657. A bill to reduce until the close of
June 30, 1983, the rate of duty on certain
woven fabrics of wool; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. ZEFERETTI:

H.R. 658. A bill to provide assistance for
the construction, acquisition, and renova-
tion of State and local prison facilities, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 659. A bill to amend title XX of the
Social Security Act to increase the entitle-
ment ceiling, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 660. A bill to amend the Tariff
Schedules of the United States to repeal the
special tariff treatment accorded to articles
assembled abroad with components pro-
duced in the United States; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BROOKS:

H.J. Res. 1. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide for single 6-year
terms for the President and Vice President,
and to repeal the 22d article of amendment
to the Constitution; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. COLEMAN (for himself, Mr.
BapHAM, Mr. BLIiLEY, Mr. BRown of
Colorado, Mr. BURGENER, Mr. Camp-
BELL, Mr. CoLLINS of Texas, Mr. Cor-
CORAN, Mr. DanieL B. Crang, Mr.
RoBerT W. Dawnier, Jr., Mr. DEr-
WINSKI, Mr. DornanN of California,
Mr. Duncan, Mr. Epwarps of Okla-
homa, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. FORSYTHE,
Mr. HARTNETT, Mr. HusearDp, Mr.
JEFFRIES, Mr. KRAMER, Mr. LAGOMAR-
siNo, Mr. LEg, Mr. Lujan, Mr. LuN-
GREN, Ms. MarTin of Illinois, Mr.
MonNTGOMERY, Mr. NicHOLS, Mr. RoB-
ERTS, Mr. SimoN, Mr. SPENCE, Mr.
WALKER, Mr. WHITTAKER, and Mr.
YATRON):

H.J. Res. 2. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that appropri-
ations made by the United States shall not
exceed its revenues, except in time of war or
national emergency; and to provide for the
systematic paying back of the national debt;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. NEAL:

H.J. Res. 3. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that, except in
cases of war or other grave national emer-
gency as determined by the Congress, ex-
penditures of the United States in each
fiscal year shall not exceed 20 percent of
the gross national product for the preceding
calendar year, and expenditures of the
United States in each fiscal year shall not
exceed revenues of the United States for
that fiscal year; to the Committee on the
Judiciary. :

By Mr. McCLORY:

H.J. Res. 4. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to the balancing of
the budget, the limitation of expenditures,
and the reduction of the public debt; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. ALBOSTA:

H.J. Res. 5. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to enter into negotiations
with foreign governments to limit the im-
portation of automobiles and trucks into
the United States; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. ANNUNZIO (for himself and
Mr. McCLORY):

H.J. Res. 6. Joint resolution recognizing
the State of Illinois and the city of Chicago
as hosts in 1992 of the official quincenten-
nial celebration of the discovery of America;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. APPLEGATE:

H.J. Res. 7. Joint resolution proposing
that a Presidential commission be estab-
lished to study full implications of compli-
ance with the Clean Air Act, as amended,
and adjusting the criteria that is used in
monitoring air quality; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

H.J. Res. 8. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to limit the terms of office of
the judges of the Supreme and inferior
courts; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ARCHER:

H.J. Res. 9. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States requiring the submission of
balanced Federal funds budgets by the
President and action by the Congress to
provide revenues to offset Federal funds
deficits; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DERWINSKI:

H.J. Res. 10. Joint resolution to amend
the Constitution of the United States to
provide for balanced budgets and elimina-
tion of the Federal indebtedness, to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ASHBROOK:

H.J. Res. 11. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that total taxation
by the Federal Government of the people of
the United States shall not exceed 15 per-
cent of the gross national product, and to
provide that appropriations made by the
United States shall not exceed its revenues,
except in time of war or national emergen-
cy; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 12. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide a new procedure
for the election of the President and Vice
President; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

H.J. Res 13. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States guaranteeing the right to life
to the unborn; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. BAFALIS (for himself, Mr.
BURGENER, Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE, MT,
RousseLoT, Mr. LoTrt, Mr. HypE, Mr.
Younc of Florida, Mr. CoLLiNs of
Texas, Mr. Moorg, Mr. MARTIN of
North Carolina, Mr. DuncanN, Mr.
WALKER, Mrs, HorLt, Mr. BEARD, Mr,
BuTLER, Mr. GUYER, Mr. Evans of
Delaware, Mr. Hansen of Idaho, Mr.
Sam B. HaLn, Jr.,, Mr. Epwarps of
Oklahoma, Mr. LaGoMARSINO, Mr.
SPENCE, Mr. MoTrTL, Mr. SHUSTER,
Mr. Youwc of Alaska, and Mr.

LOEFFLER):

H.J. Res 14. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that appropri-
ations made by the United States shall not
exceed its revenues, except in time of war or
national emergency; and to provide for the
systematic paying back of the national debt;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. ASHBROOK:

H.J. Res 15. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to force and effect of
treaties; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res 16, Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to freedom from
forced assignment to schools or jobs because
of race, creed, or color; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.J. Res 17. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution to permit
the imposition and carrying out of the
death penalty in certain cases; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 18. Joint resolution to establish
a Joint Committee on Internal Security, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. BENNETT:

H.J. Res. 19. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution to provide
that, except in time of war or economic
emergency declared by the Congress, ex-
penditures of the Government may not
exceed the revenues of the Government
during any fiscal year; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 20. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution to provide
for the direct election of the President and
the Vice President and to authorize Con-
gress to establish procedures relating to the
nomination of Presidential and Vice-Presi-
dential candidates; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 21. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States allowing an item veto in ap-
propriations; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.J. Res. 22. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to prohibit compelling attend-
ance in schools other than the one nearest
the residence and to insure equal education-
al opportunities for all students wherever
located; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROUSSELOT (for himself, Mr.
McDoNALD, Mr. PauL, Mr. ASHBROOK,
and Mr. CoLLiNs of Texas):

H.J. Res. 23. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to abolishing personal
income, estate, and gift taxes and prohibit-
ing the U.S. Government from engaging in
business in competition with its citizens; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. pE LA GARZA:

H.J. Res. 24, Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States with respect to the offering of
prayer in public buildings; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 25. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that appropri-
ations shall not exceed revenues of the
United States, except in time of war or na-
tional emergency; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DUNCAN:

H.J. Res. 26. Joint resolution proposiig an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that appropri-
ations made by the United States shall not
exceed its revenues, except in time of war or
national emergency; and to provide for the
systematic paying back of the national debt;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EMERSON:

H.J. Res, 27. Joint resolution proposing an

amendment to the Constitution of the
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United States with respect to the right to
life; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res, 28. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to prohibit compelling the at-
tendance of a student in a public school
other than the public school nearest the
residence of such student; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FUQUA:

H.J. Res. 29. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to establish a new procedure
for the election of the President and Vice
President; to the Committee on the Judici-

H.J. Res. 30. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.J. Res. 31. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that appropri-
ations made by the United States shall not
exceed its revenues, except in time of war or
national emergency; and to provide for the
systematic paying back of the national debt;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GUYER:

H.J. Res. 32. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States guaranteeing the right of life
to the unborn; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. JACOBS:

H.J. Res. 33. Joint resolution to amend
the Constitution of the United States to
provide for balanced budgets and elimina-
tion of the Federal indebtedness; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GUYER:

H.J. Res. 34. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to give citizens of the United
States the right to enact and repeal laws by
voting on legislation in a national election;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 35. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States for the purpose of limiting
the power of Congress to tax; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 36. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that total taxation
by the Federal Government of the people of
the United States shall not exceed 15 per-
cent of the gross national product, and to
provide that appropriations made by the
United States shall not exceed its revenues,
except in time of war or national emergen-
cy: to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho:

H.J. Res. 37. Joint resolution to establish
a select committee for the implementation
of interparliamentary relations between the
legislatures of the Government of Iran and
the Government of the United States; joint-
ly to the Committees on Foreign Affairs and
Rules.

H.J. Res. 38. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States allowing the District of Co-
lumbia and the territories and possessions
of the United States to have Representa-
tives in the House of Representatives; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 39. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States for the protection of unborn
children and other persons; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 40. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
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United States to provide that total taxation
by the Federal Government of the people of
the United States shall not exceed 15 per-
cent of the gross national product, and to
provide that appropriations made by the
United States shall not exceed its revenues,
except in time of war or national emergen-
cy; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 41. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that the level of
total outlays of the United States for any
fiscal year shall not exceed the level of total
receipts of the United States for such fiscal
year and for the disposition of unanticipat-
ed deficits; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

H.J. Res. 42. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that appropri-
ations made by the United States shall not
exceed its revenues, except in time of war or
national emergency; and to provide for the
systematic paying back of the national debt;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 43. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution to protect
the people of the United States against ex-
cessive governmental burdens and unsound
fiscal and monetary policies by limiting
total outlays of the Government; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. HOLT:

H.J. Res. 44, Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States for the purpose of limiting
the power of Congress to tax; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 45. Joint resolution to amend
the Constitution of the United States to re-
quire a balanced Federal budget; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 46. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to neighborhood
schools; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 47, Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that appropri-
ations made by the United States shall not
exceed its revenues, except in time of war or
national emergency; and to provide for the
systematic paying back of the national debt;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HORTON:

H.J. Res. 48. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue annually a proclama-
tion designating November T of each year as
“National Teenager Day’"; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HYDE:

H.J. Res. 49. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States providing that all persons
shall have the right to be free from discrim-
ination; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 50. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States guaranteeing the right of life
to the unborn; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. JACOBS:

H.J. Res, 51. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to limit service by Repre-
sentatives, Senators, and Federal judges; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EASTENMEIER:

H.J. Res, 52. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to the election of the
President and Vice President; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

January 6, 1981

By Mr. LATTA:

H.J. Res. 53. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution to prohibit
the Congress from making any law which
would cause the total amount of the ex-
penditures by the United States in any
fiscal year to exceed the total amount of
revenues received during that fiscal year,
and which would require the Congress to
provide a reasonable sum of money in each
fiscal year to be applied on the repayment
of the national debt; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. LONG of Maryland:

H.J. Res. 54. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that Federal ex-
penditures shall not exceed Federal rev-
enues, except in time of war or economic ne-
cessity declared by the Congress; and to pro-
vide for the systematic paying back of the
national debt; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. MOORHEAD:

H.J. Res. 55. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that appropri-
ations made by the United States shall not
exceed its revenues, except in time of war or
national emergency; to the Committee on
Judiciary.

By Mr. MOTTL (for himself and Mr.
BAFALIS):

H.J. Res. 56. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States under which the courts of the
United States may not assign any person to
any school on the basis of race, religion, or
national origin; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. QUILLEN:

H.J. Res. 57. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that appropri-
ations made by the United States shall not
exceed its revenues, except in time of war or
threat of war as determined by the Con-
gress; and to provide for the systematic
paying back of the national debt; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RAILSBACK:

H.J. Res. 58. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution to protect
the people of the United States against ex-
cessive governmental burdens and unsound
fiscal and monetary policies by limiting the
total outlays of the Government, to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROBINSON:

H.J. Res. 59. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that appropri-
ations made by the United States shall not
exceed its revenues, except in time of war or
national emergency; and to provide for the
systematic paying back of the national debt;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 60. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution relating to
the continuance in office of judges of the
Supreme Court and of inferior courts; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 61. Joint resolution to proclaim
June 4, 1981, as “Jack Jouett Day"; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. RHODES:

H.J. Res. 62. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States for the protection of unborn
children and other persons; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROE:

H.J. Res. 63. Joint resolution to proclaim

March 20, 1981 as “National Agriculture
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Day'’; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Civil Service.
By Mr. ROUSSELOT:

H.J. Res. 64, Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States requiring a review by the
Congress of each rule and regulation issued
to carry out any law and allowing the Con-
gress to approve, modify, or disapprove such
rules or regulation; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SHUMWAY:

H.J. Res. 65. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States providing for staggered 4-year
terms for Representatives, for a limitation
on the number of terms a person may serve
in the House of Representatives or the
Senate, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SOLOMON:

H.J. Res. 66. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution to require
that congressional resolutions setting forth
levels of total budget outlays and Federal
revenues must be agreed to by two-thirds
vote of both Houses of the Congress if the
level of outlays exceeds the level of rev-
enues; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 67. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States with respect to the proposal
and the enactment of laws by popular vote
of the people of the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WHITEHURST:

H.J. Res. 68. Joint resolution designating
September 5, 1981, as “Battle off the Virgin-
ia Capes Day"”; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. WYLIE:

H.J. Res. 69. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States with respect to the offering of
prayer in public buildings; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa:

H.J. Res. T0. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to the nomination of
individuals for election to the offices of the
President and Vice President of the United
States, to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, NEAL (for himself and Mr.
ROBERT W. DANIEL, JR.):

H. Con, Res. 1. Concurrent resolution de-
claring the sense of Congress regarding peri-
ods of silence in the public schools; jointly,
to the Committees on the Judiciary and
Education and Labor.

By Mr. ANDERSON:

H. Con. Res. 2. Concurrent resolution to
express the thanks of the Congress of the
United States to those persons who, during
the period of October 4 through 6, 1980, di-
rectly participated in the rescuing of 510
people onboard the burning passenger
vessel Prinsendam off the coast of Alaska;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. ANNUNZIO:

H. Con. Res. 3. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress relating
to films and broadcasts which defame, ster-
eotype, ridicule, demean, or degrade ethnic,
racial, and religious groups; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. ASHBROOK:

H. Con. Res. 4. Concurrent resolution to
reiterate that the Congress has not delegat-
ed to the Federal Trade Commission any au-
thority to preempt the laws of the States
and their political subdivisions; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.
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H. Con. Res. 5. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to the Baltic States; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

H. Con. Res, 6. Concurrent resolution to
uphold the separation of powers between
the executive and legislative branches of
Government in the termination of treaties;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FISH:

H. Con. Res. 7. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that all
nuclear weapons in the world should be
eliminated; jointly, to the Committees on
Armed Services and Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FUQUA:

H. Con. Res. 8. Concurrent resolution to
collect overdue debts; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho:

H. Con. Res. 9. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
Congress should immediately hold hearings
and conduct an investigation to find facts
necessary for the release of the American
hostages in Iran; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

H. Con. Res. 10. Concurrent resolution to
authorize participation in an interparlia-
mentary meeting between delegates from
the Congress of the United States and the
Parliament of the Islamic Republic of Iran
to discuss matters of concern to the people
of both nations, including, but not limited
to, the steps necessary to bring about the
release of American diplomatic personnel
and others detained by militant elements
within the country of Iran; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

H. Con. Res. 11. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
U.S. Postal Service should not reduce the
frequency of mail delivery service; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mrs, HOLT:

H. Con. Res. 12. Concurrent resolution to
collect overdue debts; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

H. Con. Res. 13. Concurrent resolution de-
claring the sense of Congress regarding peri-
ods of silence in the public schools; jointly,
to the Committees on the Judiciary, and
Education and Labor.

By Mr. HORTON:

H. Con. Res. 14. Concurrent resolution re-
questing the President of the United States
to seek the release of Yuriy Skukhevych; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. LONG of Maryland:

H. Con. Res. 15. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress with respect
to periods of silence (for private prayer,
meditation, contemplation, or introspection)
in publie schools; jointly, to the Committees
on Education and Labor, and the Judiciary.

H. Con. Res. 16. Concurrent resolution
stating the intent of the Congress that
social security benefits payable to prison in-
mates be surrendered to defray the current
costs to the taxpayer of supporting prison-
ers in penal institutions as well as support-
ing their dependents on public assistance; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RAILSBACK:

H. Con. Res. 17. Concurrent resolution de-
claring the sense of Congress regarding peri-
ods of silence in the public schools; jointly,
to the Committees on Education and Labor
and the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROE:

H. Con. Res. 18. Concurrent resolution
urging a moratorium on the commercial kill-
ing of whales; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.
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H. Con. Res. 19. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to the strategic importance of Israel to
the United States; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

H. Con. Res. 20. Concurrent resolution
urging the President to attempt to bring
about the establishment of an international
food cartel involving the major food-export-
ing countries which would use export prices
for food commodities as a bargaining tool in
negotiations with the Organization of Pe-
troleum Exporting Countries for reasonable
oil prices; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

H. Con. Res. 21. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
United States should recognize Jerusalem as
the capital of Israel, and that the U.S. Em-
bassy in Israel should be relocated to Jeru-
salem; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

H. Con. Res. 22. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that
April 22, 1981, should be celebrated as
“Earth Day, 1981”; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. APPLEGATE:

H. Res. 10. Resolution to express the sense
of the House of Representatives that the
United States of America should establish
and actively and immediately pursue a na-
tional energy plan that emphasizes and de-
mands the use of domestic coal as a means
of displacing current foreign energy im-
ports, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. ARCHER (for himself, Mr.
PeETRI, Mr. CoLLins of Texas, Mr.
Kemp, Mrs. HoLt, Mr. JEFFRIES, Mr.
CoRcORAN, Mr. HusBarp, Mr. Soro-
MON, Mr. Dornan of California, Mr.
Jacoss, Mr. Epwarps of Oklahoma,
Mr. RoBerTt W. Danier, Jr., Mr.
GraMM, Mr. WINN. Mr. ROBINSON,
Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. BURGENER, and
Mr. GREGG):

H. Res. 11. Resolution expressing the
sense of the House that the Congress
should limit legislative branch appropri-
ations for the 97th Congress to not more
than 90 percent of such appropriations for
the 96th Congress; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. ASHBROOK:

H. Res. 12. Resolution providing for the
impeachment of U.S. Distriect Judge Frank
J. Battisti;, to the Committee on Judiciary.

By Mr. ZEFERETTI (for himself, Mr.
Bearp, Mrs, CorrLins of Illinois, Mr.
CovuGHLIN, Mr. DE LA GaRzA, Mr. ENG-
LisH, Mr. Evans of Georgia, Mr.
GriMaN, Mr. GUYER, Mr. NEaL, Mr.
RAILSBACK, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. Robpino,
Mr. DorNaAN, and Mr. SCHEUER):

H. Res. 13. Resolution to establish the
Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and
Control; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ASHBROOK:

H. Res. 14. Resolution to amend the Rules
of the House of Representatives to reestab-
lish the Committee on Internal Security,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Rules.

By Mr. BENNETT:

H. Res. 15. Resolution authorizing the
Committee on House Administration to ac-
guire a suitable residence to be maintained
as a home for pages employed by the House
of Representatives; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. GUYER:

H. Res. 16. Resolution to reaffirm the use

of our national motto on currency; to the
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Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs.

H. Res. 17. Resolution to amend the Rules
of the House of Representatives to require
that reports accompanying certain bills and
joint resolutions reported by committees
contain computations of the potential tax
impact of such bills and resolutions on the
individual taxpayer; to the Committee on
Rules.

H. Res. 18. Resolution to amend the Rules
of the House of Representatives to establish
the Committee on Internal Security, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho:

H. Res. 19. Resolution to amend the Rules
of the House of Representatives to establish
the Committee on Internal Security, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mrs. HOLT:

H. Res. 20. Resolution providing for the
immediate consideration of the bill-H.R.
326—to limit the jurisdiction of the Su-
preme Court of the United States and of the
district courts to enter any judgment,
decree, or order, denying or restricting, as
unconstitutional, voluntary prayer in any
publie school; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. HORTON:

H. Res. 21. Resolution amending clause 7
of rule XVIII of the rules of the House; to
the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. JACOBS:

H. Res. 22. Resolution establishing a com-
mittee to recommend a memorial to the late
Honorable Allard K. Lowenstein, to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. MOAKLEY (for himself and
Mr. BoLAND:)

H. Res. 23. Resolution to provide for the
printing as a House document of tributes
made to the late former Speaker John W.
McCormack on the floor of the House, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
House Administration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

[Omitted from the Record of January 5,
19811
By Mr. ANDERSON:

H.R. 661. A bill for the relief of Blanca
Rosa Luna de Frei; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 662. A bill for the relief of John S.
Tichenor and Pearl G. Tichenor; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ASHBROOK:

H.R. 663. A bill for the relief of Sgt. Gar-
land Conner; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. BENNETT:

H.R. 664. A bill for the relief of Earnes-

tine Austin; to the Committee on the Judici-

By Mr. BOLAND:

H.R. 665. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Mae

Ferris; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. DAMOURS:

H.R. 666. A bill for the relief of Alberto
Feliciano Jentimane and Nancy Mwatindo-
dini Jentimane, husband and wife; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DUNCAN:

H.R. 667. A bill for the relief of Clyde E.
Petree; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 668. A bill for the relief of Dean Alan
Peden; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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H.R. 669. A bill for the relief of Camel
Manufacturing Co.; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. EDWARDS of California:

H.R. 670. A bill for the relief of Felipe
Cabral, Lucrecia Cabral, Juan Cabral,
Carlos Eduardo Cabral, Leticia Cabral,
Maria de la Luz Cabral, and Maria Moreno
Cabral; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, FISH:

H.R. 671. A bill for the relief of Louis
Rizzo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 672. A bill for the relief of Karen
Odell Donnelly; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FUQUA:

H.R. 673. A bill for the relief of Michael

D. Howard; to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.
H.R. 674. A bill for the relief of Marija

Artis; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 675. A bill for the relief of Archibald

M. Withers; to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.

H.R. 676. A bill for the relief of Dr. R. E.

Kalman,; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. GONZALEZ:

H.R. 677. A bill for the relief of Marcelo
Enrile Inton; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho:

H.R. 678. A bill for the relief of Walter
Mario Piccirillo, Emma Piccirillo, spouse;
and Mario Williams Piccirillo and Roberto
Piceirillo, sons; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 679. A bill for the relief of Amina
(Mona) Abou-Bakr, to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 680. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Wil-
liam F. Wong; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. HUBBARD:

H.R. 681. A bill for the relief of Dr. Jaime
Bon Tiu and his wife, Eve Coo Tiu; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 682. A bill for the relief of Emman-
uel Najera Macaraeg and his wife, Aurora C.
Macaraeg; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.
H.R. 683. A bill for the relief of Dr. Ricar-
do B. Maddela and his wife, Dr. Zenaida
Andaya Maddela; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. LEHMAN:

H.R. 684. A bill for the relief of Kang Ok

Boon; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. LENT:

H.R. 685. A bill for the relief of Antonio
Lopez Rodriguez; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 686. A bill for the relief of Ana Maria
Escandell; to the Committee on the Judiei-
ary.
H.R. 687. A bill for the relief of Norman
Shubinsky; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. McCLORY:

H.R. 688. A bill for the relief of Junior
Edmund Moncrieffe; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. MONTGOMERY:

H.R. 689. A bill for the relief of Heung-
Sang Chun (also known as Margret Chun);
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. NATCHER:

H.R. 690. A bill for the relief of Dr. Kok
Liong Tan and his wife, Gloria Siao Tan; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H.R. 691. A bill for the relief of Dr. Boni-
facio B. Aranas, Mrs. Helen Aranas, and
their children, Ethel Aranas, Eileen Aranas,
Bonifacio Aranas, Jr., and Lourra Aranas; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. SHUMWAY:

H.R. 692. A bill to provide for the ex-
change of certain lands within Tuolumne
County, Calif.; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa:

H.R. 693. A bill for the relief of Jerome J.
Hartmann and Rita J. Hartmann; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. STENHOLM:

H.R. 694, A bill for the relief of Virgilio C.
Carandang (doctor of medicine) and Cecilia
Tanedo Carandang; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 695. A bill for the relief of Dr. Ricar-
do Mateo Rodriguez; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 696. A bill for the relief of Dr. Vidal
O. Simpao, Jr.; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. WHITTAKER:

H.R. 697. A bill for the relief of Divyakant
Chaturbhai Patel, his wife Shakuntala Di-
vyakant Patel, and their children Darsika
Patel and Preete Patel; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 698. A bill for the relief of Indrava-
dan Chaturbhai Patel, his wife Anjana In-
dravadan Patel, and their son Preeyesh I
Patel; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

[Introduced January 6, 19811

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio:

H.R. 699. A bill to establish a program of
Federal grants to encourage the employ-
ment and training of unemployed individ-
uals; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

H.R. 700. A bill to establish a procedure to
reduce the cost of compliance with Federal
rules and regulations by requiring the adop-
tion of the most cost-effective alternative;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 701. A bill to reduce duplicative and
conflicting Federal rules or regulations, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 702, A bill to amend the Congression-
al Budget Act of 1974 to limit Federal out-
lays, over a 4-year period, to specified per-
centages of the projected gross national
product; to the Committee on Rules.

H.R. 703. A bill to amend the Congression-
al Budget Act of 1974 to require the Con-
gress to establish, for each fiscal year, a reg-
ulatory budget for each Federal agency
which sets the maximum costs of compli-
ance with all rules and regulations promul-
gated by that agency, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Rules.

H.R. T04. A bill to provide that adjust-
ments to the pay of Members of the Con-
gress based on adjustments to rates of pay
under the general schedule under title 5 of
the United States Code shall not take effect
without the express approval by both
Houses of the Congress; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 705. A bill to provide that adjust-
ments to the pay of Members of the Con-
gress shall take effect at the beginning of
the Congress following the Congress in
which they are approved, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.
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H.R. 706. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to provide for a phasing
out of the application of the earnings test in
the case of individuals age 65 or over; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 707. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for cost-of-
living adjustments in the individual tax
rates and in the amount of personal exemp-
tions; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

_H.R. T08. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase the
amount of dividends and interest which are
excluded from gross income, and for other
purposes, to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 709. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the
amount of depreciation deduction with re-
spect to any property for a taxable year
shall be an amount selected by the taxpay-
er; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 710, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a simpli-
fied cost recovery system for recovery prop-
erty; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. T1l. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that tax-
payers may elect a 12-month amortization
period—in lieu of the 60-month period—for
any certified pollution control facility; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. T12. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for the in-
dexing of certain assets for purposes of de-
termining gain or loss; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself
and Mr. ROUSSELOT):

H.R. 7T13. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for a 50-
percent maximum rate of income tax for in-
dividuals, to provide for a separate computa-
tion of such tax on personal service income
and nonpersonal service income, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois:

H.R. T14. A bill to permit Federal finan-
cial assistance provided by section 8 housing
to be made available in Chicago, Ill.,
through existing Federal programs without
regard to criteria which presently prohibit
the use of such assistance for such purpose;
to the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs.

H.R. T15. A bill to amend section 312 of
the Housing Act of 1964 for the purpose of
authorizing $245,000,000 to be appropriated
under such section for rehabilitation loans
for fiscal year 1982; to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 716, A bill to protect purchasers and
prospective purchasers of condominium
housing units, and residents of multifamily
structures being converted to condominium
units, by providing for the establishment of
national minimum standards for condomin-
iums—to be administered by a newly created
Assistant Secretary in the Department of
Housing and Urban Development—to en-
courage the States to establish similar
standards, and for other purposes;, to the
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs,

H.R. T17. A bill to amend the Truth in
Lending Act to require lenders to post cur-
rent interest rates charged for various cate-
gories of loans to consumers; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs

HR T18. A bill to amend the Truth in
Lending Act to prohibit discrimination on
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account of age in credit card transactions; to
the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs.

H.R. 719. A bill to provide that certain
services under the Older Americans Act of
1965 be delivered by personnel trained in
the field of aging and to encourage the de-
velopment of training programs in the field
of aging under the Higher Education Act of
1965; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

H.R. 720. A bill to make it an unfair prac-
tice for any retailer to increase the price of
certain consumer commodities once he
marks the price on any such consumer com-
modity, and to permit the Federal Trade
Commission to order any such retailer to
refund any amounts of money obtained by
so increasing the price of such consumer
commodity; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce,

H.R. T721. A bill to prohibit involuntary
terminations by electric and natural gas
utilities of service for residential heating
and other residential purposes between Oc-
tober 15 of each year and April 14 of the fol-
lowing year and in cases in which such ter-
minations present special dangers to health,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 722. A bill to prohibit the export of
certain militarily significant items to the
Republic of South Africa and to provide for
notification to the Congress of the proposed
issuance of a validated license for an export
to the Republic of South Africa, with each
House of Congress being able to prevent the
issuance of any such license by adoption of
a resolution of disapproval;, to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

H.R. 723. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to provide penalties for
assaults against the elderly that result in
medical expenses paid by the United States;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 724. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to require that any
alien who has been detained for further in-
quiry or who has been temporarily excluded
shall have the right to be represented by
counsel from the time of such detention or
exclusion; and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 725. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to require certain Federal
agencies to provide to certain employees
notice of procedures through which such
employees may challenge actions taken
against them by such agencies; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 726. A bill to amend chapter 4 of title
23, United States Code, to authorize the
Secretary of Transportation to make incen-
tive grants to any State which uses certain
information relating to auto safety devices
in its procedure for the issuance of motor
vehicle operating permits; to the Committee
on Public Works and Transportation.

H.R. 727. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an addi-
tional personal exemption for certain elder-
ly individuals whose spouses have died; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 728. A bill to amend part A of title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to provide
emergency assistance to medicare-partici-
pating hospitals to enable them to continue
to provide vital medical and other health
services; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 729. A bill to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965, as amended, to establish an emergency
Federal economic assistance program, to au-
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thorize the President to declare communi-
ties of the Nation which meet certain eco-
nomic and employment criteria to be eco-
nomic disaster communities, and for other
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on
Public Works and Transportation, and
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 730. A bill to provide payment for
dental services under part B of the medicare
program; jointly, to the Committees on
Ways and Means, and Energy and Com-
merce.

H.R. 731. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide for cover-
age under part B of medicare for routine
Papanicolaou tests for the diagnosis of uter-
ine cancer; jointly, to the Committees on
Ways and Means, and Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. COLLINS of Texas:

H.R. 732. A bill to amend the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974
with respect to certain reporting and disclo-
sure requirements; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

H.R. 733. A bill providing for the conver-
sion of the U.S. Postal Service into a pri-
vately owned and operated entity; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 734. A bill to reduce the number of
individuals employed by the Federal Gov-
ernment in executive agencies in or near the
District of Columbia; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 735, A bill to establish a 10-year mor-
atorium on the construction, alteration, ac-
quisition, or leasing of certain buildings for
use by Federal agencies in the Greater
Washington area; to the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation.

H.R. 736. A bill to amend the Congression-
al Budget Act of 1974 to assure a balanced
budget by requiring that Federal expendi-
tures be limited to Federal revenues under
the congressional budget process; to the
Committee on Rules.

H.R. 737. A bill to extend to all unmarried
individuals the full tax benefits of income
splitting now enjoyed by married individ-
uals filing joint returns; and to remove rate
inequities for married persons where both
are employed; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 738, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 and certain other
provisions of law to provide for automatic
cost-of-living adjustments in the income tax
rates, the amount of the standard, personal
exemption, and depreciation deductions,
and the rate of interest payable on certain
obligations of the United States; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 739. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against income tax to individuals for certain
expenses incurred in higher education; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 740. A bill to provide that Federal
taxes may not be increased during a 4-year
period; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. T41. A bill to prohibit permanently
the issuance of regulations on the taxation
of fringe benefits; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 742. A bill to prescribe the conditions
with respect to affirmative action programs
required of Federal grantees and contrac-
tors in complying with nondiscrimination
programs, to prescribe the necessary re-
quirements for a finding of discrimination
in certain actions brought on the basis of
discrimination in employment and to pre-
scribe reasonable limits on the collection of
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data relating to race, color, religion, sex, or
national origin, and for other purposes;
jointly, to the Committees on the Judiciary,
and Education and Labor.

By Mr. CONABLE:

H.R. 743. A bill to reinstate the tax treat-
ment with respect to annuity contracts with
reserves based on a segregated asset account
as they existed prior to issuance of revenue
ruling 77-85; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. D’AMOURS:

H.R. 744. A bill to prohibit any State from
imposing a tax on the income derived by
any individual from services in the Federal
area within such State if such individual is
not a resident or domiciliary of such State;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DAN DANIEL:

H.R. T745. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to establish a policy for im-
proved and more flexible contracting proce-
dures for the Department of Defense, to
allow the Department of Defense to use
multivear procurement contracts under less
restrictive conditions, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. DANIELSON:

H.R. 746. A bill to amend the Administra-
tive Procedure Act to make regulations
more cost effective, to insure periodic review
of old rules, to improve regulatory planning
and management, to eliminate needless for-
mality and delay, to enhance public partici-
pation in the regulatory process, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. EDWARDS of California:

H.R. 747. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to extend the period of Viet-
nam era veterans' eligibility for readjust-
ment counseling and related mental health
mces: to the Committee on Veterans' Af-

HR. 748. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to establish certain procedures
for the adjudication of claims for benefits
under laws administered by the Veterans'
Administration; to apply the provisions of
section 553 of title 5, United States Code, to
rulemaking procedures of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration; to provide for judicial review
of certain final decisions of the Administra-
tor of Veterans' Affairs; to provide for the
payment of reasonable fees to attorneys for
rendering legal representation to individuals
claiming benefits under laws administered
by the Veterans' Administration; and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs.

H.R. 749. A bill to amend title 5 of the
United States Code to increase the efficien-
cy of Government-wide efforts to collect
debts owed the United States, to require the
Office of Management and Budget to estab-
lish regulations for reporting on debts owed
the United States, and to provide additional
procedures for the collection of debts of the
United States; jointly, to the Committees on
the Judiciary, and Government Operations.

By Mr. FINDLEY (for himself, Mr.
HorTON, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, MTr.
Price, and Mr. Long of Maryland):

H.R. 750. A bill to create a body corporate
known as Daughters of Union Veterans of
the Civil War; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. FISH:

H.R. 751. A bill to terminate the granting
of construction licenses of nuclear fission
powerplants in the United States pending
action by the Congress following a compre-
hensive 5-year study of the nuclear fuel
cycle, with particular reference to its safety
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and environmental hazards, to be conducted
by the Office of Technology Assessment,
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Energy and Commerce, Interior
and Insular Affairs, and Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. GONZALEZ:

H.R. 752. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide tax incen-
tives to encourage the building and rehabili-
tation of rental housing and low-income
housing; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 753. A bill to improve the physical se-
curity features of the motor vehicle and its
parts, increase the criminal penalties of per-
sons trafficking in stolen motor vehicles and
parts, and to curtail the exportation of
stolen motor vehicles and for other pur-
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Energy
and Commerce, the Judiciary, and Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho:

H.R. 754. A bill to amend title 28 of the
United States Code to provide for special
venue provisions in cases relating to the en-
vironment; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. KAZEN:

H.R. 755. A bill to provide financial assist-
ance for school construction to local educa-
tional agencies educating large numbers of
immigrant children born in Mexico; jointly,
to the Committees on Public Works and
Transportation, and Education and Labor.

By Mr. KILDEE (for himself and Mr.
Boner of Tennessee):

H.R. 756. A bill to amend title 5 of the
United States Code to provide death bene-
fits to survivors of Federal law enforcement
officers and firefighters, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. KILDEE (for himself, Mr. Gig-
BONs, and Mr. BoNER of Tennessee):

H.R. 757. A bill to amend title 5 of the
United States Code to provide death bene-
fits to survivors of Federal law enforcement
officers and firefighters, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. LEVITAS:

H.R. 758. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to further restrict the intercep-
tion of certain wire or oral communications;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 759. A bill to provide for a study of
the problems of allocating the use of airport
facilities; to the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation.

By Mr. LEWIS:

H.R. 760. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to make it clear that
social security benefits are and will continue
to be exempt from all taxation; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McDONALD:

H.R. T61. A bill to insure the equal protec-
tion of the laws and to protect the liberty of
citizens as guaranteed by the 14th amend-
ment, by eliminating Federal court jurisdie-
tion over forced school attendance; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 762. A bill to prohibit the removal
before January 1, 1982, of houseboats or
floating cabins from water resource areas
under the jurisdiction of the Corps of Engi-
neers, to the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation.

y Mr. .

H.R. 763. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to permit a State legislature to contest
the redesignation under such act of an area
within such State by an Indian tribe, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.
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H.R. 764. A bill to amend the Solid Waste
Disposal Act to exempt rural communities
from the prohibition on open dumping of
solid waste; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce. '

H.R. 765. A bill to convey certain lands
and to remove certain restrictions from cer-
tain previous conveyances of lands in Custer
County, Mont.; to the Committee on Interi-
or and Insular Affairs.

HR. 766. A bill to exempt Ilimited
amounts of oil production by independent
producers from the windfall profit tax and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Ms. MIKULSKI:

H.R. 767. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a credit
against income tax for individuals who per-
form voluntary services for certain public
service organizations; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 768. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the
standard mileage rate for use of a passenger
automobile which may be used in comput-
ing the charitable contribution deduction
shall be the same as the standard mileage
rate which may be used in computing the
business expense deduction; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. OAKAR (for herself and Mr.
PEPPER).

H.R. 769. A bill to provide financial assist-
ance for programs for the prevention, iden-
tification, and treatment of elder abuse, ne-
glect, and exploitation, to establish a Na-
tional Center on Elder Abuse, and for other
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on
Education and Labor and Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. PANETTA (for himself and
Mr. CLAUSEN):

H.R. 770. A bill to amend section 302(a) of
the Fishery Conservation and Management
Act of 1976 to create a new California Pacif-
ie Council with authority over the fisheries
in the Pacific Ocean seaward of the State of
California; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries,

By Mr. QUILLEN:

H.R. 771. A bill to create a commission to
grant exclusive franchises for the explora-
tion for and the commercial development of
geothermal energy and for the right to
market any such energy in its natural state,
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Energy and Commerce and Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. REGULA (for himself and Mr,
SEIBERLING)

H.R. T72. A bill to provide for the reten-
tion of the name of Mount McKinley; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. REUSS:

H.R. 773. A bill to amend the Federal Re-
serve Act to eliminate the Federal Open
Market Committee and vest its powers in
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System; to the Committee on Banking,
Finance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. STUDDS:

H.R. 774. A bill to amend the Uniform
Time Act of 1966 to extend the period of
daylight savings time in each year, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 775. A bill to require that State elec-
tions, within the same region of the United
States, for delegates to national Presidential
nominating conventions be held on the
same date, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on House Administration.
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By Mr. TRAXLER:

H.R. 776. A bill to provide for the issuance
of a postage stamp to commemorate the
150th anniversary of the birth of Dr.
Samuel A. Mudd; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. WATKINS:

HR. 777. A bill to change the name of
Clayton Lake which is an element of the
flood control project for the Clayton and
Tuskahoma Reservoirs, Kiamichi River,
Oklahoma, to Sardis Lake; to the Commit-
tee on Public Works and Transportation.

By Mr. WINN:

H.R. 778. A bill to amend title 28 of the
United States Code to provide that the clerk
of each U.S. district court and U.S. bank-
ruptey court shall reside in the district for
which he is appointed, or within 20 miles of
his official station; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WRIGHT (for himself and Mr.
STENHOLM):

H.R. 779. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Army to contract with the Tarrant
County Water Control and Improvement
District No. 1 and the city of Weatherford,
Tex., for the use of water supply storage in
Benbrook Lake, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation.

By Mr. ZEFERETTIL:

H.R. 780. A bill to amend the Congression-
al Budget Act to require the Congressional
Budget Office, for every significant bill or
resolution reported in the House or Senate,
to prepare and submit an estimate of the
cost which would be incurred by State and
local governments in carrying out or com-
plying with such bill or resolution; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSON:

H.J. Res. Tl. Joint resolution to amend
the Constitution of the United States to
provide for balanced budgets and elimina-

tion of the Federal indebtedness; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. ANDERSON (for himself, Mr.

Dawier B. Crawe, Mr. Fary, Mr.
GOLDWATER, Mr. Rupp, Mr. RHODES,
and Mr. 1DT):

H.J. Res. 72, Joint resolution to designate
the week commencing with the third
Monday in February of 1982 as “National
Patriotism Week"”; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois:

H.J. Res. 73. Joint resolution to provide
for the designation of August 31, 1981, as
“Working Mothers' Day"’; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.
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H.J. Res. T4, Joint resolution to provide
for the designation of September as “Na-
tional Sickle Cell Month” to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. COLLINS of Texas:

H.J. Res. T5. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide for a single 6-year
term of office for the President, Vice Presi-
dent, and Senators, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KAZEN:;

H.J. Res. 76. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that appropri-
ations made by the United States shall not
exceed its revenues, except in time of war or
national emergency; and to provide for the
systematic paying of the national debt; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. STUDDS:

H.J. Res. 77. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide for single 6-year
terms for the President and Vice President,
and to repeal the 22d article of amendment
to the Constitution; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. STUDDS:

H.J. Res. T8. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to limit to 18 the number of
years Senators and Representatives may
serve; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res. T9. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution to provide
for the direct popular election of the Presi-
dent and Vice President of the United
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BROOKS:

H.J. Res. B0. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution to provide
for the direct popular election of the Presi-
dent and Vice President of the United
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. COLLINS of Texas:

H. Con. Res. 23. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress with regard
to compliance with laws relating to equal
employment opportunity in the competitive
service of the Federal civil service; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. WINN:

H. Con. Res. 24. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to the International Year of Disabled
Persons; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.
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By Mr. EDWARDS of California:

H. Res. 24. Resolution expressing the
sense of the House that the Board of Gover-
nors of the Federal Reserve System should
immediately take steps to reduce interest
rates; to the Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. COLLINS of Texas:

H. Res. 25. Resolution to provide for a 50-
percent reduction of the amount of funds
available to, of the number of individuals
employed as staff for, and of the amount of
office space and number of telephone lines
available for use by, any committee of the
House of Representatives during the 98th
Congress, to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

[Introduced January 6, 1981]

By Mr. FROST:

H.R. 781. A bill for the relief of Bishop

College; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. HUBBARD:

H.R. 782. A bill for the relief of Dr. Javad
Najafi Sani, his wife, Parvin Nahvi, and
their children, Roya N. Sani and Farhad N.
Sani; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KAZEN:

H.R. 783. A bill for the relief of Roland
Karl Heinz Vogel; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Ms. MIKULSKI (by request):

H.R. 784. A bill for the relief of Mirza Ar-
queta, Griselda Arqueta, Brenda Arqueta,
and Clarisa Arqueta; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Ms. MIKULSKI:

H.R. 785. A bill for the relief of James
McColvin; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Ms. MIKULSKI (by request):

H.R. 786. A bill for the relief of Lagrimas
Martinez and Ruiz Martinez; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Ms. MIKULSKI

H.R. T87. A bill for the relief of Zeinalabe-
din A. Namini, his wife Nourani Namini, and
their children Ramin Namini and Mahnaz
Namini; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 788. A bill for the relief of Michael
Whitlock; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.
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KENNAN ON THE UNITED
STATES AND RUSSIA

HON. GERRY E. STUDDS

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1981

@ Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, George
Kennan has for more than three dec-
ades been one of America’s most elo-
quent and farseeing experts on rela-
tions between our Nation and the
Soviet Union. In a recent speech deliv-
ered in West Germany, Mr. Kennan
spoke brilliantly about the almost irre-
sistible but thoroughly irrational
forces which are fueling the arms race
between the superpowers at this time.
His comments are logical, his thesis
chilling, and I commend his words to
the attention of my colleagues:
THE MoMENT A CruciAL ONE—A PLEA To
REPLACE ARMS WITH REASON

(By George F. Eennan)

When I glance back over these past 50
years, it seems evident that the East-West
relationship has been burdened at all times
by certain unigue factors which lie in the
very nature of the respective societies—fac-
tors, that is, that do not reflect just the
policies of any given government at any
given moment but rather deeply rooted, ha-
bitual and in part subconscious reactions of
the respective political establishments.

I have no doubt that there are a number
of habits, customs and uniformities of be-
havior, all deeply ingrained in the American
tradition, which impede, for others, the con-
duct of relations with the Amerian govern-
ment.

There is, for example, the extensive frag-
mentation of authority throughout our gov-
ernmental system—a fragmentation which
often makes it hard for the foreign repre-
sentative to know who speaks for the Ameri-
can government as a whole and with whom
it might be useful for him to speak. There is
the absence of any collective Cabinet re-
sponsibility or indeed of any system of
mutual responsibility between the executive
and legislative branches of government.

When we look at the Soviet regime, we
also encounter a whole series of customs
and habits, equally deeply rooted historical-
1y, which also weighs heavily on the exter-
nal relationships of that regime.

These, strangely enough, seem to have
been inherited much less from the models
of the recent Petersburg epoch than from
those of the earlier Grandy Duchy of Mus-
covy. And they have found a remarkable re-
inforcement in the established traditions of
Leninist Marxism itself: in its high sense of
orthodoxy, its intolerance for contrary opin-
ion, its tendency to identify ideological dis-
sent with moral perversity, its ingrained dis-
trust of the heretical outsider.

These then, in both cases, are what I
might call the permanent complications of
the East-West relationship. They place limi-
tations on the type of peaceful coexistence
that can prevail between the two worlds.

Unfortunately, they have not been the only
major complications to which the relation-
ship has been subject. There have been
others, less permanent, but even more seri-
ous; and it is to these that we must now
turn.

The first of these and the one that
marked the relationship throughout much
of the 1920s and 1930s was the world-revolu-
tionary commitment of the early Leninist
regime, with its accompanying expression in
rhetoric and activity.

It is true, of course, that the period of the
intensive pursuit of world-revolutionary un-
dertakings was brief. As early as 1921, aims
of this nature were already ceasing to enjoy
the highest priority in the policies of the
Kremlin.

Their place was being taken by consider-
ations of the self-preservation of the regime
and of the agricultural and industrial devel-
opment of the USSR. But the world-revolu-
tionary rhetoric remained substantially un-
changed throughout the remaining years of
the 1920s and much of the 1930s; and
Moscow continued throughout that period
to maintain in the various Western coun-
tries small factions of local communist fol-
lowers over whom it exerted the strictest
discipline, whom it endeavored to use as in-
struments for the explication and pursuit of
its own policies and whose unquestioning,
loyalty it demanded even when this conflict-
ed with any conceivable loyalty to their own
governments.

So unusual were these practices, so un-
precedented in modern usage and so dis-
turbing to Western governments and pub-
lics, that they formed, the main cause for
the high degree of tension and uncertainty
then prevailing in the relations between
Russia and the West.

The Americans, unable to accommodate
themselves to the recognition that their
great country was no longer defensible,
threw themselves headlong into the nuclear
arms race. In the U-2 episode and the
Cuban missile erisis, the two great nuclear
powers traded fateful mistakes further con-
firming each other in the conviction that in
armed force, and in armed force alone, lay
their only hopes of salvation.

And out of all these ingredients, including
some of more recent origin, there was
brewed that immensely disturbing and
tragic situation in which we find ourselves
today: this anxious competition in the devel-
opment of new armaments; this blind dehu-
manization of the prospective adversary,
this systematic distortion of that adver-
sary's motivation and intentions; this steady
displacement of political considerations by
military ones in the calculations of states-
manship; in short, this dreadful militariza-
tion of the entire East-West relationship.

There are certain specific features of this
moral and political cul-de-sac I have just de-
scribed which warrant our attention.

First, it represents a basic change, as com-
pared with the first two decades of Soviet
power, in the source of East-West tensions.
Gone, or largely gone, is the world-revolu-
tionary fervor that marked the early stages
of Soviet power. Gone, too, are the anxieties
that fervor provoked in Western circles.

The Soviet Union is still seen as a menace,
yes—but primarily as an aggressive military

menace, It is not the capacity of the Krem-
lin for promoting social revolution in other
countries that is feared and resented. Even
the Soviet efforts to gain influence in the
Third World are viewed primarily not from
the standpoint of their possible effects on
social revolution as such but from the
standpoint of their effects on the world bal-
ance of military power.

Secondly, I would point out that this
whole great militarization of concept about
the Cold War is largely unnecessary. There
is no rational reason for it. Neither side
wants a third world war. Neither side sees in
such a war a promising means of advancing
its interests.

The West has no intention of attacking
the Soviet Union. The Soviet leadership, I
am satisfied, has no intention, and has
never had any intention, of attacking West-
ern Europe.

The interests of the two sides conflict, to
be sure, at a number of points. Experience
has proven, most unfortunately, that in
smaller and more remote conflicts, where
the stakes are less than total, armed force
on a limited scale might still continue to
play a certain role, whether we like it or
not. This possibility cannot, in any case, be
excluded.

The United States has used its armed
forces in this manner three times since
World War II: in Lebanon, in Santo Domin-
go and in Vietnam. The Soviet Union now
does likewise in Afghanistan.

Thirdly, while this militarization of con-
cept and behavior is thus devoid of rational
basis, it is a phenomenon of the greatest
conceivable seriousness and dangerousness.
It is dangerous precisely because it needs no
rational basis—because it feeds upon itself
and provides its own momentum.

No one will understand the danger we are
all in today unless he recognizes that gov-
ernments in this modern world have not yet
learned to cope with the compulsions that
arise for them not just from an adversary’'s
cultivation of armed force on a major scale
but from their own as well.

Peoples and governments of this present
age have not yet learned how to create and
cultivate great military establishments, and
particularly those which include weapons of
mass destruction, without becoming the
servants rather than the masters of that
which they have created, and without re-
signing themselves helplessly to the compul-
sive forces they have thus unleashed.

The historical research with which I have
recently been occupied has carried me back
to the diplomacy of the European powers of
a century ago; and I find these truths clear-
ly evidenced in the record of those times,
even though the terribleness of the weapons
then at the disposal of great governments
did not approach what we know today.

I find instances there of great powers
which had no seriously conflicting interests
at all—no conflicts of interest, that is, which
could remotely have justified the sacrifices
and miseries of a war. Yet they, too, were
carried helpless along into the catastrophe
of the first world war; and the force that
carried them in that direction was simply
the momentum of the weapons race in
which they were then involved.

@® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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This not only can happen again, it is hap-
pening.

We are all being carried along at this very
moment toward a new military conflict—a
conflict which could not conceivably end,
for any of the parties, in anything less than
disaster.

It is sobering to remember that modern
history offers no example of the cultivation
by rival powers of armed force on a massive
scale which did not in the end lead to an
outbreak of hostilities. And there is no
reason to believe that our measure of con-
trol over the fateful process is any greater
than that of the powers that have been
caught up in it in the past.

‘We are not greater, or wiser, than our an-
cestors. It would take a measure of insight—
of understanding, of restraint, of willingness
to accept the minor risks in order to avoid
the supreme ones—it would take a measure
of these qualities greater than anything yet
visible on either side to permit us to release
ourselves from this terrible convulsion and
to save ourselves, and others, from the ca-
tastrophe to which it is leading.

One is obliged to doubt that there could
be any voice from within the societies of the
two superpowers strong enough to bring
about this act of self-emancipation, on
which the future of civilization itself may
depend. It would take a very strong voice,
indeed a powerful chorus of voices, from the
outside, to say to the decision makers of the
two superpowers what should be said to
them:

“For the love of God, of your children,
and of the civilization to which you belong,
cease this madness. You have a duty not
just to the generation of the present—you
have a duty to civilization’s past, which you
threaten to render meaningless, and to its
future, which you threaten to render nonex-
istent. You are mortal men. You are capable
of error. You have no right to hold in your
hands—there is no one wise enough and
strong enough to hold in his hands—de-
structive powers sufficient to put an end to
civilized life on a great portion of our
planet. No one should wish to hold such
powers. Thrust them from you. The risks
you might thereby assume are not greater—
could not be greater—than those which you
are now incurring for us all.”

This, I repeat, is what should be said to
those who pursue the nuclear weapons race.
But where is the voice powerful enough to
say it?

There is a very special tragedy in this
weapons race. It is tragic because it created
the illusion of a total conflict of interest be-
tween the two societies; and it does this at a
time when their problems are in large meas-
ure really common ones.

It tends to conceal the fact that both of
these societiezs are today confronted with
new internal problems which were never en-
visaged in either of the ideologies that origi-
nally divided them—problems that super-
sede the essentially 19th-century conditions
to which both of these ideologies, and Marx-
ism in particular, were addressed.

In part I am referring to the environmen-
tal problems with which we are now all fa-
miliar; the question as to whether great in-
dustrial societies can learn to exist without
polluting, exhausting, and thus destroying
the natural resources essential to their very
existence.

But beyond that, there are deeper prob-
lems—social and even moral and spiritual—
which are coming increasingly to affect all
the highly industrialized, urbanized and
technologically advanced societies of this
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modern age. What is involved here is essen-
tially the question as to how life is to be
given an adequate meaning, how the quality
of life and experience is to be assured, for
the individual citizen in the highly artificial
and overcomplicated social environment
that modern technology has created.

The present moment is in many respects a
crucial one. Not for 30 years has the politi-
cal tension reached so high and dangerous a
point as it has today. Not in all this time
has there been so high a degree of misun-
derstanding, of suspicion, of bewilderment,
and of sheer military fear.

We must expect that in both the Soviet
Union and the United States the coming
months will see extensive changes in gov-
ernmental leadership. Will the new leaders
be able to reverse these trends?

It will not be too late for them to make
the effort to do so.

Two things, as I see it, would be necessary.

First, of course, would be the overcoming
of the military fixations that now command
lrildso high degree the reactions on both
sides.

What is urgently needed is that statesmen
on both sides of the line should take their
military establishments in hand and insist
that these should become the servants, not
the masters and determinants, of political
action.

On both sides, one must learn to accept
the fact there is no security to be found in
the quest for military superiority—that only
in the reduction, not the multiplication, of
the existing monstrous arsenals can the
true security of any nation be found.

But beyond this, when it comes to the
more normal and permanent problems of
foreign policy, both of the superpowers
could serve the cause of peace by developing
a bit more humility in their view of them-
selves and of their relationship to their
world environment, particularly the Third
World.

Both could take better account of the bit-
terness of their own domestic problems, and
of the need for overcoming some of these
problems before indulging themselves in
dreams of external grandeur and world lead-
ership.e

BIAGGI INVITES MEMBERS TO
JOIN AD HOC CONGRESSIONAL
COMMITTEE FOR IRISH AF-
FAIRS

HON. MARIO BIAGGI

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1981

® Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, as we
begin the 97th Congress, I wish to
take this occasion to invite all Mem-
bers to join the ad hoc Congressional
Committee for Irish Affairs.

The committee was established on
September 27, 1977, following a direct
request by the then-president of the
Ancient Order of Hibernians, Jack
Keane. The AOH, the oldest and larg-
est of Irish-American organizations,
asked me to create and chair the com-
mittee because of my longstanding
concern about peace and justice in the
North.

In the 96th Congress, our member-
ship was comprised of 132 Members of
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both parties. In our history, we have
sought to focus new attention on the
overall Irish question. We feel we have
succeeded in raising the issue from rel-
ative obscurity to one which com-
mands national and international at-
tention.

Our main objectives revolve around
trying to make a positive contribution
to the process which will lead to peace,
justice, and human rights for Ireland.
We do not seek to propose or impose
any solutions upon the people of Ire-
land, but neither do we want to permit
the perpetuation of a political vacuum
which prohibits movement toward
peace,

The ad hoc committee, in the strong-
est possible terms, condemns the use
of violence. We deplore all civilian and
official violence. Our members have
been critical of both forms. The ad
hoc committee seeks a restoration of
all human rights for the people of Ire-
land and is strongly opposed to any
U.S. assistance being provided which
can restrict human rights. In July
1979, our committee spearheaded the
effort which led to an August 1979 de-
cision by the Department of State to
suspend all future U.S. arms ship-
ments to the Royal Ulster Constabu-
lary, the main police force of Northern
Ireland. Our effort was a result of a
January 1979 sale of 3,500 rifles to the
RUC which was approved by the De-
partment of State. This sale was
agreed to despite the fact that the
RUC had been cited on repeated occa-
sions for human rights violations. This
suspension is now entering its 1Tth
month and we will closely monitor de-
velopments with the new administra-
tion to insure it is honored until such
time as an overall review is completed
and reforms are implemented by the
British Government.

The ad hoc committee enjoys the
active support of leading Irish-Ameri-
can organizations including the An-
cient Order of Hibernians and the
Irish National Caucus. I urge Members
to join this important organization
and thus demonstrate your commit-
ment to the cause of peace in North-
ern Ireland.e

REINTRODUCING THE MOTOR
VEHICLE THEFT PREVENTION
ACT

HON. HENRY B. GONZALEZ

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1981

® Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I am
reintroducing a bill that is vitally
needed to help decrease the enormous
number of auto thefts in our Nation
each year. This bill, known as the
Motor Vehicle Theft Prevention Act
of 1981 was reported out of the Com-
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merce Committee late in the last Con-
gress and unfortunately was unable to
be considered in the House before the
96th Congress adjourned. However, I
am hopeful that this measure can re-
ceive action early in this session.

In my hometown of San Antonio
there are about 3,700 vehicles stolen
each year, and the number nationwide
is close to 1 million. In terms of dollar
figures the loss to the victimized
owners and taxpayers amount to $4
billion a year. These figures indicate
that while some of the thievery is
done by joyriding teenagers a large
portion of auto theft is done by an or-
ganized business run by professionals.

I believe that my bill is one of the
answers to the auto theft problem be-
cause it would require better identifi-
cation of vehicle parts and a vast
number of vehicles are stolen for
parts. This is why the recovery rate
for stolen vehicles is so poor; there is
usually nothing left to recover.

At the present time vehicle identifi-
cation numbers are attached only to
engines and transmissions. Profession-
al thieves normally junk these parts
because they can be traced and they
deal in parts which cannot be identi-
fied such as doors, hoods, fenders,
frames, trunk lids, and deck lids.

The bill I am proposing also makes it
a crime to remove, alter, or obliterate
a marked part, sets up new penalties
for trafficking in stolen vehicles and
parts, and makes auto theft rings sub-
ject to the Federal racketeering laws.

At the present time there is no Fed-
eral law that prohibits the export of
stolen vehicles or parts. My bill makes
this act a Federal offense. Because of
the location of San Antonio this is a
very important feature as the number
of stolen vehicles that end up across
the border is large and growing. My
bill would give the Federal authorities
the power that they need to investi-
gate and take action against the pro-
fessional thieves who are finding a
market for these stolen autos and
parts in Mexico.

It is important to remember that
auto theft ends up costing everyone,
not just the victim. The ever-increas-
ing trend in professional auto theft
has led to higher insurance premiums
for many, especially for those who live
in high auto theft areas.

I believe that my bill is a big step in
the direction of reducing auto theft in
our Nation and I urge the Members to
support my efforts in this regard.e

LET'S LAY DOWN LAW TO
SOVIETS

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 6, 1981

@ Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, it would
seem apparent that we are going to see
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a change of attitude on the part of our
Government toward the Soviet Union
approximately 30 seconds after Presi-
dent-elect Reagan takes the oath of
office. I recently came across some
very interesting and, for the most
part, useful, suggestions as to how we
might approach the Soviet Union from
now on. I want to bring these sugges-
tions to your attention, so at this time
I insert in the REecorp, “Let's Lay
Down Law to Soviets” by Richard F.
Staar, a senior fellow of the Hoover
Institution at Stanford University,
printed in the Chicago Tribune, Janu-
ary 3, 1981.
LeT's LAY DowN LAw TO SOVIETS

Relations with the Soviet Union during
the 1980s should be predicated on the clear
understanding that Soviet leaders will con-
tinue to differ considerably in attitude from
their American counterparts. Subterfuge,
dissembling, and outright dishonesty are
deeply imbedded in the psychological
makeup of Soviet leaders, whose conspira-
torial mentality was molded by the Bolshe-
vik Revolution, Leninist new-Machiavellian-
ism, Stalinist terror, and the unedifying
politics of the totalitarian state. They
cannot be explained away in terms of Soviet
suspicions or fear of declining U.S. strategic
power. They obviously color perceptions vis-
a-vis any country not under U.S.S.R. con-
trol.

The struggle for power that will follow
the late President Leonid Brezhnev's disap-
pearance from the scene may also involve
an extended period of disorientation in
Moscow. This opportunity could be exploit-
ed by a strong American President who has
studied past relations with the U.S.S.R. and
decided to place them on a genuine quid pro
quo basis. It is futile to hope that a new
generation of Soviet leaders will voluntarily
change course since the present one has
proven so successful in dealings with the
United States. The following are suggested
as possible courses of action:

Without waiting for a policy change that
cannot possibly occur in the Soviet Union,
unless incentive exists, the new administra-
tion in Washington should establish a small
group of experts to analyze Soviet propa-
ganda activities, not only to monitor Rus-
sian-language publications and broadcasts
over Radio Moscow but to refute them sys-
tematically and persistently.

Espionage capability can be reduced by
limiting personnel at the Soviet Embassy
and consulates in the U.S. (350 plus 550 at
the United Nations) to the same number of
American diplomatic personnel stationed in
the Soviet Union (153). Furthermore, if a
Soviet citizen is caught in activities not com-
patible with his or her status, reciprocal ex-
pulsion should not be accepted and no re-
placement should be allowed to enter this
country.

The U.S. would strengthen its position by
requiring the Soviet Union to balance its ac-
counts periodically and make up the deficit
by supplying this country with strategic raw
materials needed here.

If an American citizen is roughed up, in-
terrogated by the secret police, and convict-
ed on the basis of falsified evidence, the
Soviet ambassador in Washington should be
informed that he will be expelled and his
counterpart in Moscow recalled if such har-
assment is not stopped immediately. Ac-
creditation of Soviet journalists should be

January 6, 1981

revoked when their counterparts are har-
assed by KEGB agents.

No future SALT agreement may be prefer-
able to having one that shackles the U.S.
and accepts Russian promises on faith
alone. The same reasoning is applicable to
talks on force reductions between NATO
and the Warsaw Pact. Tough Soviet bar-
gaining must be countered by equal firm-
ness.

The U.S. must project itself to the Third
World as a revolutionary system that has
brought prosperity to the American working
class, where skilled laborers often earn more
money than professors and where human
rights are strongly upheld by press and
courts. The corollary would be a campaign
that will expose false Soviet propaganda
concerning America and tell the truth about
Soviet colonialism in central Asia and East-
ern Europe through such forums as the UN
and the U.S. International Communications
Agency externally, as well as through the
mass media internally.

Special emphasis should be placed on a
broad campaign in support of generally ac-
cepted human rights. Based upon the 1948
Universal Declaration of Human Rights
convention and the 1975 Final Act at Hel-
sinki, violations of specific provisions should
be called to the attention of world public
opinion.

More care should be taken that all ex-
change programs are reciprocal and not
largely channels for transmission of techni-
cal information. Soviet scholars should not
be permitted to travel all over the U.S.
while Americans are restricted largely to a
few cities in the U.S.S.R.

Finally, the U.S. has a weapon that is
probably more powerful than oil; huge agri-
cultural surpluses. During fiscal year 1980-
1981, these will include 110 million metric
tons of grain alone sold to other countries.
The U.S. government could purchase all
such crops for export and establish a “grain
board” on which American farmers would
be represented. Free market proponents
may oppose such an agreement, but there is
no better way for it to be used than as a hu-
manitarian instrument to alleviate famine
in the Third World.e

INCREASING MEMBERS’ AC-
COUNTABILITY IN RECEIVING
PAY HIKES

HON. CLARENCE J. BROWN

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1981

® Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
today I have introduced two bills de-
signed to increase the accountability
of Members of Congress in voting
themselves pay increases.

The first bill provides that any in-
crease in the rate of pay for Members
of Congress shall not take effect earli-
er than the beginning of the next Con-
gress. This assures that each Member
of this body will have to stand before
their constituents for reelection before
a scheduled salary increase can take
effect and is similar to the law govern-
ing pay raises for the Ohio General
Assembly—as well as 36 other State
legislatures.
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However, unlike Ohio law, this legis-
lation uses the same definition for the
start of a new Congress as the defini-
tion of election day. This prevents the
possibility of Congress reconvening in
a lame duck session to vote itself a pay
raise in the next Congress.

Retired Congressman Charles
Whalen along with 176 cosponsors in-
troduced a measure very similar to
this during the 95th Congress and
that bill was reported by the Post
Office and Civil Service Committee.
However, as those of us who were
Members of the House at that time
will recall, the measure failed under
suspension of the rules amidst confu-
sion over a provision added to the bill
in committee. This provision barred in
the future any amendments to House
budget or appropriations bills which
would directly or indirectly prevent
the payment of increases in pay raises
for Members of Congress. This was
widely interpreted as a move to bar
votes killing future automatic cost-of-
living increases. It also presented pro-
cedural problems for the future be-
cause it put an unprecedented stipula-
tion upon the appropriations process.
My bill does not include this provision.

However, my second bill deals with
this problem in that it amends the
present procedure through which Con-
gress receives its annual, Presidential-
ly recommended cost-of-living in-
crease.

At present, unless Congress intro-
duces and approves a disapproval reso-
lution of an annual cost-of-living raise,
the increase automatically takes effect
60 days after the President presents
his recommendations to Congress. My
bill requires Congress to express its
approval of the recommendation in
order to receive it. This bill will bring
the automatic cost-of-living increase
out of the closet and put it before the
scrutiny of the American public,
where it belongs.

If the Democratic leadership refuses
to let this legislation see the light of
day, it will be a clear indication that
their intention is to force the brunt of
the burden of our spiraling inflation
onto the American public, rather than
share in the sacrifices their free-
wheeling spending practices have
forced upon all other Americans.e@

BIAGGI SPONSORS WELFARE
REFORM LEGISLATION

HON. MARIO BIAGGI

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1981

@ Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, on the
first day of the 97th Congress I intro-
duced legislation to provide for mean-
ingful welfare reform for State and
local governments. I introduce this bill
today as a reflection of the high prior-
ity I give to its passage.
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Central to this legislation are its pro-
visions increasing the Federal reim-
bursement of State and local expendi-
tures for benefits under the aid to
families with dependent -children
(AFDC) and medicaid programs from
the current 50 percent to 75 percent in
fiscal year 1982, 80 percent in fiscal
year 1983, 85 percent in fiscal year
1984, and 90 percent for fiscal year
1985 and beyond.

In addition under my legislation,
which I might point out is identical to
legislation offered in the 96th Con-
gress by the distinguished Senator
from my home State of New York, Mr.
MoynNIiHAN, in those States where
cities, counties or local governments
share in the cost of AFDC and/or
medicaid the State is required to pass-
through the additional Federal fund-
ing to the localities to the extent nec-
essary to eliminate the entire local
share. The remainder of the additional
Federal funding is retained by the
States which may use it for increased
benefits or expanded medicaid cover-
age or fiscal relief.

This legislation could prove to be
medicine to restore the fiscal health of
areas in this Nation such as my home
city of New York. New York City has
an onerous burden caused by the ever
increasing costs associated with the
AFDC and medicaid program.

If we are truly committed to the
dual goals of providing long-overdue
fiscal relief to beleaguered State and
local governments and also to provide
the mechanism to provide long-needed
benefit increases for our neediest citi-
zens—we must commit ourselves to
passage of my bill. I am beginning the
process today with the introduction of
the legislation and I pledge to work
diligently throughout this Congress on
behalf of its passage.®

PRIVACY LAWS
HON. ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1981

® Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker,
several years ago we passed a law pro-
tecting individuals against unneces-
sary violations of privacy. The right to
privacy is a valued right in our society,
and distinguishes us from many other,
more authoritarian societies. Unfortu-
nately, this law is being interpreted in
some instances in ways that affect
other rights, particularly the right of
persons to be protected from violence
and crime.

A recent Los Angeles Times editorial
addresses this problem in eloquent
fashion, citing instances where the law
is being used to protect criminals and
criminal activity at the expense of in-
nocent victims. I commend this edito-
rial to my colleagues and include the
text of the editorial in the REcoRrD:
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[From the Los Angeles Times, Dec. 22, 1980]
PERVERSION OF PRINCIPLE

Individual privacy is a fundamental value
in a civilized society, and must be protected
from unjustified encroachment by govern-
ment or intrusion from any other quarter.

But that principle has been perverted in
recent years into a screen imposed between
the public and the operation of the crimi-
nal-justice system.

Only this month, when reporters sought
to obtain the criminal-arrest record of the
man accused of the murder of Dr. Michael
J. Halberstam, officials of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation refused to release
the information. Such disclosure, they said,
would intrude on the privacy of the suspect.
Subsequently it was revealed that he was an
escaped felon who had been sentenced to
prison four times and arrested at least 25
times.

This absurdity is only one of many inimi-
cal results of laws in many states, including
California, that restrict access by the public
and news organizations to records of arrests,
indictments, trials, acquittals, convictions
and sentences.

After an employee of a mental institution
in Texas last month was accused of raping a
patient, it was discovered that he previously
had been convicted of rape. Texas law
denied the hospital a right to screen his
arrest record before employment.

In the District of Columbia, a man ob-
tained a custodian's job at an apartment
house for women. Only after he had mur-
dered a tenant was it revealed that he was a
convicted rapist and burglar.

Five years ago, Oregon enacted a law that
closed most criminal records to the public.
An Oregon man whose daughter was miss-
ing finally located her three days later in a
mental hospital after he filed a missing-
person report. Only then did he find out
that she had been arrested. Authorities had
refused to disclose her arrest. Oregon
promptly repealed the ludicrous law.

Oddly enough, among the strongest sup-
porters of suppression of criminal records is
the American Civil Liberties Union. ACLU
attorneys often argue, no doubt with the
best of intentions, that disclosure of such
records harms the released offender's
chances for employment. But what of the
rights of the woman murdered in the Wash-
ington apartment house? What of the rights
of an elementary-school girl in California
who was raped by an employee who had, un-
known to school officials, a record of sex of-
fenses?

The ACLU's position implicitly suggests
that justice is a private affair between the
accused and the state. That is an authori-
tarian notion and one that if accepted in
this country would give the police the power
of secret arrest and detention. Criminal-jus-
tice records, available for public inspection,
are the great democratic safeguard against
abuses in the criminal-justice system.

The serious offender against the law does
carry the burden of his past, but by his act
he has breached his own privacy. The
ACLU’s claim of privacy in the offender's
behalf must not be imposed at the risk of
the lives of schoolgirls or other innocents.@
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IMPROPER REPRESENTATION
ON COMMITTEES

HON. STAN PARRIS

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1981

® Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I am
angry and appalled by the failure of
the majority to provide proper repre-
sentation for the minority in commit-
tee assignments.

While it is obvious that this is and
must be a political body, I do not be-
lieve that the results of the November
elections should be undercut by deny-
ing the Republicans a fair share of the
seats on the major committees.

It is obvious that the majority is at-
tempting to insure that President Rea-
gan'’s proposals, particularly in the tax
and budget areas, may not receive
proper consideration by this House.

In last November's elections the Re-
publican Party outpolled the Demo-
crats nationally yet only gained 44
percent of the House seats, a fitting
testament to the ability of our State
legislatures to gerrymander. In spite
of holding 44 percent of the House
seats the Republicans will only receive
34 percent of the seats in the Ways
and Means Committee, 40 percent of
the seats on Appropriations and
Budget, and a mere 31 percent of the
seats on the Rules Committee, a fit-
ting testament to the political tyranny
of the majority.

The party which temporarily has
the majority in this House is clearly
acting to deny the mandate given to
the President and his party in the No-
vember election. If the President’s
programs are not enacted as a result
of this obstructionism, and we are not
able to rescue the country from the
mess the majority has gotten us into, I
do not think the American people will
have any difficulty in deciding where
to place the blame.@

ELIMINATION OF THE SOCIAL SE-
CURITY EARNING LIMITATION

HON. CLARENCE J. BROWN

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1981

® Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
today I am reintroducing a bill that
eliminates, over a 6-year period, the
retirement test of the social security
program for Americans ages 65 to 71.
This legislation is similar to the
amendment proposed by the House
during its consideration of the Social
Security Amendments of 1977 which,
unfortunately, was considerably weak-
ened by the Senate. In the last session
of Congress, my bill was introduced in
the Senate by the Honorable PauL
LaxaLt of Nevada.
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Current law requires those between
the ages of 65 and 71 to forgo $1 of
social security for every $2 of income
earned over $5,500 per year. Although
the Social Security Amendments of
1977 provides for this age limit to drop
to 69 in 1982, my bill would reduce the
age to which earnings limits apply by
1 year, each year, beginning in 1981
until 1986 when the test will be elimi-
nated.

The purpose of the social security
system is to provide a minimum
income for minimum need and not to
impose a ceiling on retirement income.
At age 65, those citizens who paid into
the system are entitled to benefits
earned without regard to their em-
ployment status.

In 1981, a retiring worker, age 65
may continue to work and receive be-
tween $153.10 and $677 in monthly
benefits without penalty provided he
does not exceed the $5,500 per year
limitation. Past this limit, an individu-
al loses $1 of benefits for every $2 of
earnings. It seems to me most inequi-
table to impose a 50-percent tax based
solely on the annuitant's age and
desire to work especially during these
inflationary times when the added
income is needed to merely maintain a
decent standard of living. I am sure
my colleagues will agree that is a per-
verse law that hurts the very people
we want to help, those who did not
earn enough in their younger years to
retire with an adequate income.

At present, I am awaiting an update
of the cost of my proposal. However,
last year, the Social Security Adminis-
tration’s actuary office estimated this
measure would cost the Government
an additional $600 million in 1981 and
1982, $900 million in 1983, $1.4 billion
in 1984, and $2.2 billion in 1985. How-
ever, these numbers do not reflect the
additional tax revenues that would
flow to the Treasury from the em-
ployed individuals. Also omitted are
the increased payments to the social
security fund and the reduction in
public assistance expenditures.

Mr. Speaker, my bill is a reasonable
solution to end the unjust penalty im-
posed upon this Nation’s elderly. With
double digit inflation rates, the relief
can come none too soon. I urge the
House to act as it did in 1977 and
remove this inequity from the law.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.e

IRISH HUNGER STRIKE ENDS
HON. MARIO BIAGGI

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1981

® Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, during
the last days of the 96th Congress, a
situation was unfolding in Northern
Ireland which was of intense concern
to me as chairman of the ad hoc Con-
gressional Committee for Irish Affairs.

January 6, 1981

Beginning on October 27, seven male
prisoners in the Long Kesh prison in
Northern Ireland began a hunger
strike to protest the British Govern-
ment’s failure to grant them political
status and other basic prison reforms.
They were later joined by three
women prisoners from the Armagh
prison in the north.

For 7% weeks, the strike continued,
heightening new fears of violence
throughout the six counties. Starting
on October 29, I led members of the ad
hoc committee in a number of appeals
for a humanitarian resolution of the
problem. Our communications were
sent to President Carter and Secretary
of State Muskie prior to his early De-
cember meeting with Prime Minister
Thatcher. In addition, we appealed to
the United Nations to involve itself in
a mediating capacity to try and expe-
dite the reopening of dialog between
the various sides in the dispute.

On December 18, the hunger strike
ended after one of the striking prison-
ers was nearing total blindness and
death. The end of the hunger strike
has precipitated a wide variety of in-
terpretations by different observers of
the Northern Ireland scene.

I wish at this point in the REcorp to
insert the text of the official British
Government statement issued on the
occasion of the ending of the hunger
strike for the benefit of my colleagues.
The statement was printed by the New
York Times:

BRITISH STATEMENT ON IRISH STRIKE

Lownpon, Dec. 19.—Following is the text of
a statement by the Secretary for Northern
Ireland, Humphrey Atkins, that was deliv-
ered in the House of Commons today after
being presented last night to the Irish pris-
oners who were on a hunger strike in Bel-
fast and who then called it off:

1. On Dec. 4 the Government set out
clearly what is available to all prisoners in
Northern Ireland’s prisons.

2. We hoped that this would bring an end
to the protests. Two more weeks have
passed. The protests continue. Those on
hunger strike are two weeks nearer death.

3. Their demand for political status is not
going to be granted. The European Commis-
sion of Human Rights has considered the
case made to it by the protesters for politi-
cal status and has rejected it. The commis-
sion asked the Government to keep the hu-
manitarian aspects of the prison regime
under continuing review. The Government
responded positively to that request with
the changes on nine specific points which I
set forth in detail in my statement to the
House of Commons on Dec. 4. It is our con-
cern that these protests and the hunger
strike should not lead to pointless deaths.
To the protesters and those on hunger
strike I want to say: “There is no reason to
go on. The Government has made its re-
sponse. I want to spell out for you and your
fa.t;ﬁlies what will happen when the protests
end.”

4, First of all, any such prisoner will be
put into a clean cell. If, as I hope, all prison-
ers end their protests, we shall begin the
task of cleaning up all the cells right away
and this would take a week or 10 days.
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5. Within a few days clothing provided by
their families will be given to any prisoners
giving up their protest so that they can
wear it during recreation, association and
visits. As soon as possible all prisoners will
be issued with civilian-type clothing for
wear during the working day. From then on,
as I said in October, denim prison uniform
becomes a thing of the past for all prison-
ers.

6. They will also immediately become enti-
tled every month to eight letters, four par-
cels and four visits.

7. Prisoners who end their protest will be
able to associate within each wing of the
prison blocks in the evening and at week-
ends. If large groups of prisoners cease their
protest simultaneously, a few days may be
needed for cleaning up.

8. We want to work out for every prisoner
the kinds of available activity which we
think suit him best—work (including of
course the work of servicing the prison
itself), vocational training and educational
training. Again, if groups of prisoners come
off the protest together, getting this pro-
gram organized will take some time.

9. On the question of remission—and this
will be of special importance to the prison-
ers’ families—provision already exists for
lost remission to be restored after subse-
quent good behavior, We shall immediately
start reviewing each case individually.

10. We do not want any prisoners to die;
but if they persist in their hunger strike
they will not be forcibly fed. If they die, it
will be from their own choice. If they
choose to live, the conditions available to
them meet in a practical and humane way
the kind of things they have been asking
for. But we shall not let the way we run the
prisons be determined by hunger strikes or
any other threat.

11. Northern Ireland prisons are acknowl-
edged to include some of the best in the
United Kingdom. The boards of visitors will
continue to play their part in maintaining
this position. For our part we will, subject to
the overriding requirements of security,
keep prison conditions—and that includes
clothing, work, association, education, train-
ing and remission—under continuing review.

12. It is the Government’'s earnest wish
that, in the light of these possibilities, all
prisoners now protesting in one form or an-
other will bring their protest to an end. In
particular, those on hunger strike have
nothing to gain by fasting to death. The
time to stop is now.e

H.R. 501: TAX DEDUCTION FOR
CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS

HON. RICHARD A. GEPHARDT

OF MISSOURI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1981

® Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker,
today my colleague Representative
Barser ConasBLE and I are introducing
legislation to permit all taxpayers to
claim a tax deduction for their contri-
butions to charitable organizations
whether or not they itemize their per-
sonal deductions.

This legislation has received serious
attention in previous Congresses in
both the Committee on Ways and
Means and in the Senate Finance
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Committee. A large share of the credit
for the substantial progress made in
the last 4 years toward enactment of
this concept must go to our former
colleague, Representative  Joseph
Fisher of Virginia. His leadership on
this issue was invaluable, and the fact
that the bill we are introducing today
stands such a good chance of enact-
ment during the 97th Congress is due
to his considerable efforts and influ-
ence on its behalf.

Joining with us in cosponsoring this
legislation are Senators DANIEL P.
MoynNIHAN and ROBERT PACKWOOD,
who are introducing an identical bill.

In the 96th Congress, this measure
was sponsored by 253 House Members
and 43 Senators. I trust that this
breadth of support from both sides of
the aisle will soon be evident in the
97th Congress as well.

The rationale behind this bill contin-
ues to be both timely and relevant.
The major idea is that people ought
not be taxed on money they contrib-
ute to charitable causes. This should
be true whether or not other economic
actions make it advantageous for them
to itemize personal deductions. Allow-
ing everyone to deduct charitable con-
tributions from taxable income, as this
bill proposes, would restore the badly
eroded incentives for supporting the
independent  sector and would
strengthen the precarious position of
charities in today’s inflationary econo-
my. We need to reestablish a proper
and appropriate balance between the
Government and the voluntary sector.
Reaffirming this balance is crucial in
today’s tightfisted environment, which
is restricting Government’s ability to
support social services, cultural activi-
ties, health, education, and many
other important services.

The Tax Code currently discourages
many individuals from making the
contributions that are necessary to
sustain the vitality of the independent
sector. Two-thirds of the tax returns
filed currently use the so-called stand-
ard deduction rather than itemization
of personal deductions. This is particu-
larly true for taxpayers in the middle
and lower income brackets where in-
flation is already viciously bearing
down on people's ability to support
themselves and their families and
eroding their support for charity. For
many, it is becoming increasingly im-
possible to continue making contribu-
tions of after-tax dollars.

These same economic conditions
which are adversely impacting peo-
ple's ability to make charitable contri-
butions are simultaneously reducing
the Government's ability to provide
services and creating greater needs for
such services than ever before. Trans-
ferring some of this necessary work of
society out of the public sector and
into the community—the independent,
the voluntary and the nonprofit
sector—offers a way out of this dilem-
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ma. H.R. 501 provides an incentive to
taxpayers to make the charitable con-
tributions which are necessary to ac-
complish this goal of disengaging the
Government from doing many of the
things that could be accomplished just
as well or even better through volun-
tary, charitable organizations.e

TRIBUTE TO RETIRED
MEMBERS FROM CALIFORNIA

HON. FORTNEY H. (PETE) STARK

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1981

® Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
express my gratitude to Bizz Johnson,
Jim Corman, Jim Lloyd, and Lionel
Van Deerlin who retired at the end of
the last Congress. These men have
served their districts, the State of Cali-
fornia, and the entire Nation well and
faithfully. Their leadership will be es-
pecially missed by those of us who are
their colleagues from California.

If I may, I'd like to express my per-
sonal thanks to Jim Corman for 20
years of service to the people of Cali-
fornia and the Nation.

It has been my rare privilege to
serve with Jim on the Ways and
Means Committee and on the Subcom-
mittee on Public Assistance and Un-
employment Compensation, which he
has chaired so ably.

I can say with confidence that no
Member of this body has better repre-
sented the needs of the poor and the
disadvantaged than Jim Corman.
We've all been educated by his elo-
quence and his sincerity on welfare
reform and national health insurance.

But Jim Corman’s constituency is
larger than the disenfranchised of this
Nation—it includes every American
taxpayer who is concerned about tax
equity and justice.

Jim Corman is above all a man with
a vision of the United States where no
person is cold or hungry, sick, or left
by the wayside because of social or po-
litical forces beyond his control. He
has shared that vision with me and
with all of us. We are better legisla-
tors, better men and women, and
better Americans because of it.

Thanks are not enough. We have
come a long way in the last 20 years
toward the realization of the goals
that Jim Corman and I share. But the
job is not done, and I know that Jim
Corman will not stop working in the
years ahead. So I would like to say to
that distinguished gentleman from
California—you have my thanks and
my promise to continue to work with
you to realize the vision we share.

And to all my retired colleagues
from California we are honoring, I
offer my thanks.e
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PRIVATE BILL FOR THE RELIEF
OF BISHOP COLLEGE

HON. MARTIN FROST

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1981

® Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
troducing a private bill today which
proposes to relieve Bishop College, of
Dallas, Tex., of the pressures of its
debt to the Federal Government. This
is the successor to the legislation I in-
troduced last year on behalf of
Bishop.

For the benefit of my colleagues
who are not familiar with this story, I
should say that Bishop is a 200-year-
old black college with a rich and proud
tradition. It is known nationwide as an
institution suited for serving the spe-
cial needs of black students.

Yet, like many of our black colleges,
Bishop fell victim several years ago to
the twin pressures of falling enroll-
ments and rising operating costs. The
“Great Society” programs of the six-
ties offered some relief, but the vari-
ety of rules and reporting require-
ments that accompanied programs
such as title III and title IV made com-
pliance difficult for an administration
staffed primarily by ministers and
educators. The technical problems
were compounded by the actions of a
few misguided officials at Bishop who
used Federal funds for other than
their intended purpose. They did so
believing they could save the college,
yet the result was that Bishop
amassed such a large debt to the Fed-
eral Government that its continued
operation became questionable.

In August 1979, after an arduous ne-
gotiation process, the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare and
Bishop College agreed to the terms of
Bishop’'s repayment schedule. Those
terms were stringent, yet Bishop's offi-
cials were convinced that the college
could be rehabilitated.

Mr. Speaker, in the year and one-
half since that agreement was signed,
Bishop's administrators have been
proven correct. They have replaced
nonproductive staff with competent
and technically proficient financial ad-
ministrators. This was crucial to the
college’s future, as a substantial por-
tion of its debt had resulted from
funds which may have been used for
legitimate purposes but which Bish-
op's officials could not adequately ac-
count for.

Bishop’s new administrators have
streamlined the college’s operations.
The academic program has been re-
duced. Unused lands have been sold
off and a profitable bicentennial drive
was launched and generated substan-
tial new funds for the school. Most im-
portant, a permanent President has
been hired, and he has worked dili-
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gently over the past year and one-half
to turn the school around.

There is every reason to believe that
Bishop is on its way to recovery. Offi-
cials from the Department of Educa-
tion will attest to its progress, much of
which has taken place during the
short time since I introduced the first
bill on Bishop’s behalf.

But, Mr. Speaker, the terms of the
1979 repayment agreement require
Bishop to begin repaying its debt to
the Federal Government on August
31, 1981. Interest on that debt has
been accruing since 1979, and the
terms of the agreement require Bishop
to repay the debt in exceptionally
large installments. Quite truthfully,
those installments are so large that
Bishop will be faced with a difficult
choice this summer: It can continue to
guide the school toward recovery
while at the same time providing high
quality education, or it can put stu-
dent needs on the back burner while it
makes its debt to the Government its
No. 1 priority.

Please understand that no one in-
volved with this college believes that it
has been victimized by the Federal
Government. Bishop’s officials are
well aware that the college and its ad-
ministrators are solely responsible for
its current problems. But it is also im-
portant to remember that those indi-
viduals who were operating the school
when it ran up this debt are now out
of the system. With only a very few
exceptions, there are new administra-
tors at Bishop. And while those indi-
viduals may not be connected with
Bishop’s past mistakes, they took their
jobs with the realization they had in-
herited the mistakes of their pred-
ecessors and they have every intention
of living up to their obligations.

Mr. Speaker, my bill will enable this
college and its administrators to live
up to those obligations without fore-
ing it to close its doors. This bill will
combine the debts of years up to and
including 1978, and will stretch the re-
payment terms over a 30-year period.
More important, it will require Bishop
to pay only the principal on that
debt—all interest will be forgiven. An
interest-free note is crucial to the set-
tlement, as it is the interest now accru-
ing at an annual rate of 10 percent
which is compounding Bishop’s debt
situation. I might add that I am pro-
posing this package with the advice
and consent of Department of Educa-
tion officials. They too are convinced
of Bishop's potential, but they are
concerned that they do not have the
authority to administratively extend
the terms of the note over a 30-year
period and forgive the interest.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I will make the
same observation I made last year
when I spoke out on Bishop's behalf.
Should the Federal Government not
search for a manageable solution to
this problem, it will not be its loss if
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the college closes and it will not be the
loss of the American people. The ulti-
mate losers will be the students—the
ones now enrolled and those who plan
to enroll there someday. Those young
men and women who look to schools
like Bishop for their futures will
suffer the most if this college is not
permitted to continue building on its
progress of the past several years.

This package sets a strong precedent
for future debt settlements. It puts
this body on record as expecting
schools which accept Federal funds to
use those funds properly and to com-
pensate the Government for any
funds that are not used properly. but
it also demonstrates that this body
can be flexible—that it can recognize
how events can get out of control and
how it is the innocent who ultimately
suffer in the process. I urge my col-
leagues to look on this college with un-
derstanding, and to give every consid-
eration to the legislative package I am
introducing today.

Thank you.e

THE TEN COMMANDMENTS

HON. CARROLL HUBBARD, JR.

OF KENTUCKY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1981

® Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, the
U.S. Supreme Court recently ruled
that Kentucky’s public schools could
not place copies of the Ten Command-
ments in their classrooms. It mattered
little to the Court that private donors
purchased these copies of the Ten
Commandments and that no one
forced Kentucky's schoolchildren to
read or study the posted command-
ments. The Supreme Court seems so
determined to wipe away all mention
or hint of God in our public schools
that it has overlooked the fact that a
copy of the Ten Commandments
hangs in a prominent place in its own
chambers. Furthermore, the Supreme
Court fails to recognize that the Ten
Commandments serve not only as a
good guide to schoolchildren for daily
living but also as a fundamental basis
of Western legal tradition.

I would like to introduce the text of
a letter by Gayle R. Rogers, of Wick-
liffe, Ky., which highlights the detri-
mental impact of this Supreme Court
ruling:

I am shocked at the recent Supreme
Court decision to eliminate the Ten Com-
mandments from Kentucky schools. As the
wife of a high school principal, I am particu-
larly aware of the necessity of some sort of
moral guidance for our young people.

Can't the appellate jurisdiction be limit-
ed? Can’'t the states have the final say in
how to run their schools? Can't God's
people have a voice in what is right and
wrong for their children? I feel so very help-
less in combating the problems that face
our nation, but I so feel we should express
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our views to the leaders who are in a posi-
tion in government to do somethingle

THE RESIDENTIAL RENTAL
HOUSING TAX INCENTIVE ACT
OF 1981

HON. HENRY B. GONZALEZ

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1981

@ Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. Speaker, there
is a great need all across the country
for rental housing, and most specifi-
cally in urban areas. Thus, I am rein-
troducing a bill that I proposed late in
the last Congress entitled, “The Resi-
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dential Rental Housing Tax Incentive
Act of 1981."

The purpose of my proposal is to en-
courage the building of rental hous-
ing. At the present time the vacancy
rate is around 5 percent which means
that every rental building has practi-
cally every usable unit rented.

This is a crisis situation for many
new families or young people wanting
to get out on their own, and also for
the elderly who have been displaced
from their previous homes either due
to condominium conversions or the
high cost of upkeep in owning a home
today. These people are unable to find
a decent place to live.

At the present time builders are
finding it more lucrative to build other
forms of housing, but my bill tries to

237

deal with that problem by providing
tax incentives in order to get more rea-
sonably priced housing on the market.

My bill calls for accelerated tax de-
preciation of new buildings, a 5-year
writeoff on improvements to existing
low-income apartments, and repeal of
the restrictions on amortization of
construction-period interest and taxes.

We need to provide decent and
affordable housing in every area of
our Nation and I believe that my bill is
a step in the right direction.

The Committee on Ways and Means
will have the Tax Code under consid-
eration for substantial revision in the
next few months and I am hopeful
that they will give my bill serious con-
sideration.e
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