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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, March 18, 1975

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. James C. Cammack, Snyder
Memorial Baptist Church, Fayetteville,
N.C., offered the following prayer:

In the majesty of a new morning, our
Heavenly Father, we ask Thee to give
patience and wisdom to each of these
legislators as they begin another day of
work.

Give them an openness toward each—
and toward Thee. Show them how to
differ without being difficult. Teach them
the economy of words which neither
wound nor offend.

May there be in their deliberations
concession without coercion, and con-
ciliation without compromise. Help them
to be aware of Thy presence today as the
Unseen Representative who is always
present and voting.

In these troubled times, when lying
has become an art and deceit a costly
habit, guide each legislator so to speak
and vote and live as to merit Thy bless-
ing.

For Jesus' sake. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed with amend-
ments, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, bills of the House of
the following titles:

H.R. 3260. An act to rescind certain budget
authority recommended In the message of
the President of November 26, 1974 (H. Doc.
93-398), and as those rescissions are modi-
fled by the message of the President of
January 30, 18756 (H. Doc. 04-39), and in the
communication of the Comptroller General
of November 6, 1974 (H. Doc. 93-391), trans-
mitted pursuant to the Impoundment Con-
trol Act of 1974; and

H.R. 4075. An act to rescind certaln budget
authority recommended in the Message of
the President of January 30, 1975 (H. Doc.
94-39), and in the communications of the
Comptroller General of February 7, 1975 (H.
Doc. 94-46), and of February 14, 1975 (H.
Doc, 94-50), transmitted pursuant to the
Impoundment Control Act of 1874.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 3260) entitled “An act to
rescind certain budget authority recom-
mended in the message of the President
of November 26, 1974 (H. Doc. 93-398)
and as those rescissions are modified by
the message of the President of January
30, 1975 (H. Doc. 94-39) and in the
communication of the Comptroller Gen-
eral of November 6, 1974 (H. Doc. 93—
391), transmitted pursuant to the Im-
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poundment Control Act of 1974,” re-
quests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. McCLELLAN,
Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. PAsTORE, Mr. McGEE,
Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. MONTOYA, Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. CHIiLES, Mr. YouNeG, Mr. HRUSKA, Mr.
FoneG, Mr. MatHIAS, and Mr. BELLMON to
be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 4075) entitled “An act to
rescind certain budget authority recom-
mended in the Message of the President
of January 30, 1975 (H. Doc. 94-39) and
in the communications of the Comptrol-
ler General of February 7, 1975 (H. Doec.
94-46) and of February 14, 1975 (H. Doc.
94-50), transmitted pursuant fo the Im-
poundment Control Act of 1974 re-
quests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. McCLELLAN,
Mr. MaGNusoN, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. Mc-
GEE, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. MoNTOYA, Mr.
INOoUuYE, Mr. CHILES, Mr. YounG, Mr.
HRruska, Mr. Fong, Mr. MATHIAS, and Mr.
BeEriMoN to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

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

S. 326. An act to amend section 2 of the
act of June 30, 1954, as amended, providing
for the continuance of civil government for

the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands;
and

S. 1172. An act to amend title VI of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968 to provide for a 10-year term
for the appointment of the Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation.

REV. JAMES CAMMACK

(Mr. ROSE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, our prayer
today was offered by one of the best
preachers and pastors in the whole Bap-
tist Church. Rev. James Cammack is a
spiritual leader from my hometown of
Fayetteville, N.C., and I welcome him to-
day to the floor of the Congress of the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, if we could but follow the
prayer that Rev. James Cammack has
offered to this august body, can we but
dream of what our Nation could become?

May we have the faith and the courage,
Mr. Speaker, to try.

Dr. James Cammack is a native of Dal-
las, Tex. He graduated in 1945 from the
Southern Baptist Theological Seminary
in Louisville, Ky., with a master of divin-
ity degree. He holds an honorary doctor

of divinity degree from Campbell Col-
lege, Buie’s Creek, N.C.

Dr. Cammack recently participated in
traveling seminars under the auspices of
Southeastern Baptist Seminary at Wake
Forest in Winston-Salem, N.C'. He cov-

ered 17 countries, including Africa, the
Near East, Europe, and the Holy Land in
a period of 2 months.

He has had preaching missions to Ger-
many under the auspices of the Foreign
Missions Board of his church in Rich-
mond, Va.

His first parish was in Smithfield, N.C.,
in 1945, and he is presently serving as
minister of the Snyder Memorial Bap-
tist Church in Fayetteville, N.C., having
been there since 1957.

Of his many community services, Dr. .
Cammack is on the board of the Cancer
Society, the Council on Human Relations,
and the Narcotics Commission. He is also
a Kiwanian, and the author of a book en-
titled, “Yours To Share.”

He is married to the former Julia Wal-
lace of Waynesboro, Ga. They have one
son, Chris.

RESOLUTION TO ESTABLISH SE-
LECT COMMITTEE TO INVESTI-
GATE FACTUAL ACCOUNTING OF
921 U.S. SERVICEMEN STILL MISS-
ING IN ACTION IN SOUTHEAST
ASIA X

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
today 29 Members and myself are in-
troducing a resolution to establish a se-
lect commitiee of the House of Repre-
sentatives to conduct a full and com-
plete investigation into the factual ac-
counting of the 921 U.8. servicemen
still classified as missing in action in
Southeast Asia, as well as the over 1,100
known dead whose remains have not been
recovered as a result of continued mili-
tary operations in North Vietnam, South
Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia.

Mr. Speaker, we must never cease in
our efforts to gain compliance with para-
graph 8B of the Paris peace accords un-
til we have a complete accounting of
these MIA's and until we make every
effort to recover the remains of our
known dead. The adoption of this reso-
lution will further prove that the House
of Representatives is deeply concerned
about this problem and that this body
will translate this concern into concrete
action.

Loter this week I will contact other
Members of the House inviting their
sponsorship of the resolution and urge
them to become a cosponsor.

TOWARD SAVING $15 BILLION A
YEAR THROUGH WELFARE RE-
FORM LEGISLATION

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

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Speaker, today I
have joined with a bipartisan group of
Representatives in introducing welfare
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reform legislation which is estimated to
save taxpayers in excess of $1.5 billion
a year.

By cutting fraudulent abuse and
tightening loopholes, this legislation
would save enough money to increase
benefits to the truly needy.

. The measure I refer to is the National
Welfare Reform Act of 1975. It is aimed
primarily at correcting deficiencies in the
aid to families with dependent chil-
dren—AFDC—program.

AFDC is the Nation’s costliest welfare
program, as well as the program most
prone to abuse. The AFDC portion of the
Federal budget has risen 6,800 percent
since the program’s inception in 1937 to
the current level of $4 billion a year.

The detailed legislation which has been
introduced today aims to eliminate the
misuse of welfare funds which costs the
taxpayer dearly.

Both parties of Congress must work to-
gether to restore fiscal sanity in the Gov-
ernment. This legislation is a step in the
proper direction. No Federal program
should be exempt from scrutiny as we ap-
proach a budget deficit now estimated
to exceed $80 billion in the next fiscal
year.

This bill represents only the first step
toward reform of the major Federal wel-
fare programs. Also under examination
are the food stamp program, medicaid,
and supplemental security income pro-

I have long been on record for the re-
form of the food stamp program, Mr.
Speaker. As the only Virginia member
of the Agriculture Appropriations Sub-
committee, I have seen firsthand how

well-meaning programs can be subject
to fraud and mismanagement which in-
flates costs beyond all reasonable levels.

As a significant move toward fiscal re-
sponsibility, the National Welfare Re-
form Act of 1975 represents one of the
most thorough and comprehensive revi-
sions of the AFDC program yet offered
at the Federal level.

WORLD PRICE OF GASOLINE

(Mr. COLLINS of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
we have had much discussion in Con-
gress about the price of gasoline. No one
wants to see the price rise, but a prag-
matic evaluation of gasoline prices in-
dicates higher prices ahead. I would like
to provide for your reference the current
price per gallon of regular gasoline, in-
cluding tax, in cities around the world:
Afghanistan, Kabul
Angola, Luanda
Australia, Sydney
Austria, Vienna
Bangladesh, Dacca.

Belgium, Brussels. .o eao oo
Brazil, Rio de Janeiro

Britain, London

Bulgaria, Sofia

Cameroon, Yaounde.

Chile, Santiago

Denmark, Copenhagen

Finland, Helsinki
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France, Paris
Iceland, Reykjavik
India, Delhi
Ireland, Dublin
Italy, Genoa._.

Philippines
Singapore

South Korea, Seoul

South Vietnam, Salgon

Hphath, Valetcla, = o
Sweden, Stockholm.

Taiwan, Taipel

U.8.8.R., Moscow.

Uruguay, Montevideo

U.8., New York

U.8., Tulsa.

U.S., Los Angeles

West Germany, Hamburg

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO CER-
TAIN STANDING COMMITTEES OF
THE HOUSE

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution (H. Res. 316) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution,
follows:

as

H. Res, 316

Resolution designating membership on cer-

tain standing committees of the House

Resolved, That David W. Evans, of Indiana,
be, and he is hereby, elected a member of
the Committee on Banking, Currency and
Housing; and

That Andrew Maguire, of New Jersey, be,
and he is hereby, elected a member of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

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

THE RIGHT OF EVERYONE TO CELE-
BRATE ST. PATRICK'S DAY

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute fto revise and extend her
remarks and include extraneous matter.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, as
you know, the majority leader and I are
both of Irish descent.

It is with great sorrow I rise to deliver
this message and request for behavior
modification by the majority leader from
his Irish foremothers brought to me by
the leprechauns last night.

His Irish foremothers are most dis-
mayed that the majority leader treated
women Members of Congress as hyphen-
ated Members and excluded them from
his stag St. Pat’s party. They asked me
to remind him:

If it wasn’'t for St. Pat’s mother,
His father wouldn’t have been his father.
So let everyone celebrate St. Pat's day.

Or we will have to have a counter ma-
jority leader party.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
(Mrs. MEYNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-

marks.)
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Mrs. MEYNER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
insert in the Recorp at this point a state-
ment regarding two recorded votes I
missed on March 12, 1975, and an indi-
cation of how I would have voted if I
could have been present.

I refer first to rollcall No. 46, a motion
by the gentleman from Illinois to recom-
mit HR. 4481, the Emergency Employ-
ment Appropriations Act of 1975. The
motion was defeated by a vote of 315 to
109. Had I been present, I would have
voted against the motion. I refer second
to rolleall No. 47, a vote on H.R. 4481,
the Emergency Employment Appropria-
tions Act of 1975. The bill was passed by
a vote of 313 to 113. Had I been present,
I would have voted in favor of this bill.

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE
SPYING

(Mr. VANIEK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VANIE. Mr. Speaker, in the last
few days, the Miami newspapers have
reported on an incredible Internal Rev-
enue Service spying operation directed
against a wide range of prominent Miami
residents, including a large number of
elected officlals and judges. The spying
may have been directed not at tax mat-
ters, but at alleged drinking and sex
habits. Reports of the Miami operation
raise the most serious constitutional
questions.

I do not know the accuracy of these
reports. But, Mr. Speaker, the Congress
must determine what is the truth in this
case—what happened in Miami, and
what is happening in the other IRS dis-
trict offices.

A number of congressional committees
have expressed an interest in the Miami
situation. The Oversight Subcommittee
of Ways and Means, of which I serve as
chairman, is very deeply concerned.

The story is still unfolding in this case.
I fear it may have national implications.
IRS Commissioner Alexander has
pledged to get to the bottom of the issue.
The oversight subcommittee will do all
in its power to insure that there is a com-
plete and thorough Investigation not
only of the Miami situation but of the
IRS’s national use of informants and
spies.

PROVIDING FUNDS FOR THE EX-
PENSES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
WAYS AND MEANS

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Commitiee on House Ad-
ministration, I call up House Resolution
275 and ask for its immediate considera-
tion.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 2756

Resolved, That (a) effective from Janu-
ary 3, 1975, the expenses of the investigations
and studies to be conducted by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, acting as a whole
or by subcommittee, not to exceed $1,500,000,
including expenditures for the employment
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of investigators, attorneys, individual con-
sultants or organizations thereof, and cler-
fcal, stenographic, and other assistants, shall
be paid out of the contingent fund of the
House on vouchers authorized by such com-
mittee, signed by the chairman of such com-
mittee, and approved by the Committee on
House Administration.

(b) Not to exceed $50,000 of the amount
provided by subsection (a) may be used to
procure the temporary or intermittent serv-
ices of individual consultants or organiza-
tions thereof pursuant to section 202(1) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1046
(2 U.8.C. T2a(1) ), except that such monetary
limitation on the procurement of such serv-
ices shall not prevent the use of such funds
for any other authorized purpose.

Sec. 2. No part of the funds authorized by
this resolution shall be available for ex-
penditure in connection with the study or
investigation of any subject which is being
Investigated for the same purpose by any
other committee of the House, and the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and Means
shall furnish the Committee on House Ad-
ministration information with respect to any
study or investigation intended to be
financed from such funds.

Sec. 3. Funds authorized by this resolu-
tion shall be expended pursuant to regula-
tions established by the Committee on House
Administration under existing law.

Mr. THOMPSON (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the resolution be
dispensed with and that it be printed in
the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the resolu-
tion?

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I wonder if the gen-
tleman from New Jersey would give us
some explanation for the astronomical
amount of money contained in this reso-
lution for the Committee on Ways and
Means. I am concerned about what ap-
pears to be a tripling of the funding
from past sessions.

Mr. THOMPSON. If the gentleman
will yield, when I get unanimous con-
sent, I am prepared fully to explain the
increase in this, and the resolution.

Mr. BAUMAN. I withdraw my reser-
vation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey for immediate consideration of
the resolution?

There was no objection.

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 275 from the Committee on
Ways and Means asks for an appropria-
tion of $1,500,000. In the last session
there was authorized for the committee
$395,000, and there was available because
of the carryover from the first session of
the last Congress $450,210.03. There are
a number of reasons for this rather dra-
matic increase. Among others, although
there was authorized in the last session
$450,000, there was not reflected in that
the number of professional employees
and clerical employees on the commit-
tee.

In this Congress the committee size
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has been increased from 25 to 37 mem-
bers. There is, of course, reflected in this
amount the cost-of-living pay increases
and the additional staff personnel. There
are 31 staff persons and clerical persons,
for a total of 35 additional employees on
the committee.

As was explained by the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN), chairman of
the committee, and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SceHNEEBELI), the
ranking member, who were in agreement
on this resolution, much more stringent
oversight is planned and considered nec-
essary in view of the $113 billion pro-
posed by the administration to be spent
in the areas over which the Committee
on Ways and Means has jurisdiction.

There were no jurisdictional changes
but for the first time the committee is
required to have subcommittees. It has
constituted six subcommittees. The ma-
jority and minority are all funded.

Further there are prospects of an ex-
tensive schedule of public hearings which
with the increased membership and staff
and of course the inflationary increases
which we are all unhappy about as far
as the cost of goods and services and
subscriptions, all will contribute to in-
creased costs. There is also provided rea-
sonable amounts of money for the travel
expenses of the numerous professional
witnesses called upon.

In the Committee on House Adminis-
tration the distinguished gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. DeEviNe) offered an amend-
ment, which carried, which cut this
amount by $200,000.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

ll\dr. THOMPSON. I yield for debate
oniy.

Mr. BAUMAN. I have just seen this re-
port for the first time, but do I under-
stand that the staff of the Ways and
Means Committee is being expanded
from 30 to 66 staff members at one
stroke?

Mr. THOMPSON. Yes, I think that is
correct, with the additional statutory
professional staff and with the staffing
of the 6 subcommittees.

Mr. BAUMAN. And the Subcommittee
on Accounts is convinced of the neces-
sity for this type of enormous expan-
sion?

Mr, THOMPSON. Yes. And the gentle-
man from New Jersey might respond
that on interrogating the chairman (Mr.
UrimaN) and the ranking minority
member (Mr. ScHNEEBELI) we found
they feel very strongly that in order to
get their work done they must have this
money and they must have this staff.

I might say to the gentleman that in
this Congress because of the statutory
increases and because of the requirement
for the minority staffing we are under-
going a new experience in the Subcom-
mittee on Accounts, in the Committee
on House Administration on which I
have served for 20 years. We intend, as
the gentleman knows, each year when
the committees must come to the Com-
mittee on House Administration and to
the House for further funding, to take
each and every one of them and very
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carefully interrogate them on the basis
of their first year experience under the
new rules.

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

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

Mr. DEVINE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Just for further clarification, this is
one of the many funding resolutions that
has come fto the House Subcommittee
on Accounts and approved by the full
Committee on House Administration. I
think this is the first one on which we
have been successful in reducing the
amount by any substantial figure. Both
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
ScHNEEBELI) and the gentleman from
Oregon (Chairman ULLMAN) were ques-
tioned about the further expansion of
jurisdiction and they both said they have
not expanded any but they have a great
responsibility with social security, the
tax cut legislation and tax reform legis-
lation, national health insurance, all of
which will take a great deal of time with
witnesses and increased expenses. This
is coupled with the fact that the sub-
committee structure, which is new to the
Ways and Means Committee, will of
course require expanded staff for the
minority and the majority.

Finally, in keeping with what the
gentleman from New Jersey pointed out.
we do have an oversight responsibility
inasmuch as this is funding from year
to year and not session to session, so that
when the committee comes in with a
funding request for next year we will be
able to see what their experience has
been. If they follow the normal pattern
they will have considerable funds left
over and we will take that into consid-
eration in funding them for the next
year, for the balance of the 94th Con-
Bress,

So I think on the basis of the testi-
mony before the subcommittee and the
amendment adopted reducing the
amount by $200,000, the resolution
should be adopted.

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Ohio.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON ARMED SERVICES TO SIT DUR-
ING 5-MINUTE RULE TODAY

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Research and De-
velopment Subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on Armed Services be permitted to
proceed this afternoon with the hearings
on H.R. 3689, the fiscal year 1976 De-
partment of Defense appropriation au-

thorization request, during the 5-minute
rule.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection fo

the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?
There was no objection.
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CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No, 57]
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Esch
Fraser
Gibbons
Harsha
Hastings
Heébert
Hefner
Jarman
Karth
Kastenmeier
Long, La.
Michel
Mills
Moffett

Alexander
AuCoin
Badillo
Boggs

Breaux
Brodhead
Brown, Ohio
Buchanan
Burke, Calif.

Pike
Rallsback
Ronealio
Rostenkowskl
Ruppe
Scheuer
Schneebell
Skubitz
Talcott
Udall
Ullman
Waxman
Wiggins
Wilson,
Charles H,,
Calif.

Conable
Conyers
Danielson
Dellums
Diggs Morgan ‘Wilson,
Dingell Pattison, N.Y.  Charles, Tex.

The SPEAKER. On this rollecall 381
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

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

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. KEYS. Mr. Speaker, on Friday,
March 14, 1975, during the considera-
tion of H.R. 25, the Surface Mining
Control and Reclamation Act of 1975, I
was recorded as not voting on the Ot-
tinger amendment which sought to
transfer the responsibility of adminis-
tering the bill from the Department of
the Interior to the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency in consultation with the
Department of the Interior. I was neces-
sarily absent from the Chamber at the
time this vote was taken and had I been
present, I would have voted for the
amendment.

NATIONAL INSURANCE DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 1975

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
2783) to continue the national insurance
development program by extending the
present termination date of the program
to April 30, 1980, and by extending the
present date by which a plan for the
liquidation and termination of the re-
insurance and direct insurance pro-
grams is to be submitted to the Con-
gress to April 30, 1983, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 2783

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That this Act may

be cited as the “National Insurance Develop-
ment Act of 1975".

SectroNn 1. (a) The Congress finds that
(1) under the Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act of 1868 (Public Law 90448, ap-
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proved August 1, 1968), as amended, the
powers of the Secretary of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development to enter
into new reinsurance contracts with respect
to the Federal riot reinsurance program and
into new direct insurance contracts with re-
spect to the Federal crime insurance program
will terminate on April 30, 1975, except to
the extent necessary (a) to continue policies
of direct insurance and reinsurance, until
April 30, 1878, (b) to handle claims and those
arising under the policies still in force on
the termination date of the program, and
(c) to complete the liguidation and termina-
tion of the reinsurance and direct insurance
programs; (2) countinuation of the Federal
riot reinsurance program is essential both to
the operation of the system of State FAIR
plans, which provide access for many people
to basic property Insurance not otherwise
avallable in urban areas, and to the con-
tinued existence of such FAIR plans inas-
much as many State laws condition the very
existence of such FAIR plans upon the con-
tinued existence of the Federal riot reinsur-
ance program; (3) continuation of the Fed-
eral crime insurance program, which pro-
vides access for many homeowners, tenants,
and small businessmen to burglary, robbery,
and similar coverages, in States where an
insurance coverage avallability problem
exists, 1s likewise essential; (4) withdrawal
at this time of the Federal support which
these programs give to the insurance buying
public and the insurers would be particularly
i1l timed and inadvisable in view of the (a)
threatening major shoitage of voluntary in-
surance facilities to which the consumer can
turn to fulfill his insurancve purchase needs
and (b) the potential for insurer insolveun-
cies Inherent in times of economic stress;
and (5) the impending tightening of the
avallability of insurance coverage in the in-
surance market will only intensify due to the
present economic conditions confronting in-
surers, which affect the capital adequacies of
insurers due to severe declines in the values
of insurers’' securities portfollos, thus im-
pacting on their ability to increase their
underwritings in a growing insurance
market.

(b) The purpose of this Act, therefore, is
to extend the duration of the national in-
surance development program so as to main-
tain the Federal riot reinsurance program
which reinsures the general property insur-
ance business against the catastrophic peril
of riot and, thus, makes this insurance avall-
able, together with Its review and compli-
ance function which assures that the intent
of the Housing and Urban Development Act
of 1968 (Public Law 890448, approved Aug-
ust 1, 1968) as amended 1s carried out, as
well as the Federal crime insurance program
which provides basic crime insurance cover=
ages in the States where it is needed, both of
which programs aid the insurance purchas-
ing consumer when, from time to time and
especially in times such as these, insurers
engage in conscious policies of market con-
striction which lead to serious inner-city in-
surance availability problems of the kind the
national insurance development program has
been created to ameliorate.

Sec. 2. Section 1201 of the National Hous-
ing Act, as amended, is amended by—

{a) striking out, at subsection (b) (1), the
date “April 30, 1975" and inserting in lieu
thereof the date “April 30, 1979",

(b) striking out, at subsection (b) (1) (A),
the date “April 30, 1978” and Inserting in
lieu thereof the date “April 80, 1982, and

(c) striking out, at subsection (b) (2), the
date “April 30, 1978" and inserting in lieu
thereof the date “April 30, 1982".

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded ?
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Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I demand a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before the
House today, H.R. 2783, must be en-
acted with extreme speed if thousands
of insurance policies for fire, extended
coverage, robbery and burglary losses are
to be continued. These are insurance
policies in force under the so-called
FAIR plan—iair access to insurance re-
quirements—and the Federal crime in-
surance program.

The FAIR plans operate in 28 States
ineluding the Distriet of Columbia and
Puerto Rico. These States are: Califor-
nia, Connecticut, Delaware, District of
Columbia, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana,
Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, New
York, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Puerto Rico,
Rhode Island, Virginia, Washington, and
Wisconsin.

Under the so-called FAIR plan sys-
tem, the Federal Government agrees to
reinsure insurance companies for riot in-
flicted losses provided the insurance com-
panies write fire insurance and extend
coverage to homeowners and businesses
who are unable to obtain coverage
through normal commercial channels.

Federal crime insurance, which is ad-
ministered through the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, was
brought into being because businesses
and homeowners in a number of areas
found it impossible to purchase robbery
and burglary insurance from private in-
surance companies. Many businesses,
particularly, small businesses, were
forced to close because they could not
operate without insurance and home-
owners who could not obtain the poli-
cies began deserting the cities to live in
areas where they could obtain proper in-
surance coverage.

Crime insurance is now available in 13
States and the District of Columbia.
These_ States are: Connecticut, Delaware,
Illinois, Kentucky, Florida, Massachu-
setts, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Mis-
souri, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and
Tennessee. Under the crime insurance
program the Governor of a State must
certify that such insurance is not avail-
able at reasonable rates from private
carriers before the Federal policies can
be issued.

At present there are some 800,000 pol-
icies in force in the FAIR plan program
for coverage of $16.2 billion. Under the
crime insurance there are some 20,000
policies in force with total coverage of
roughly $130 million.

These programs will expire on April 30
and unless we act quickly to extend the
programs thousands of homeowners and
small businessmen will be without this
much needed insurance.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
H.R. 2783.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. ANNUNzIO), the orig-
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inal sponsor of these two insurance pro-
grams and the sponsor of H.R. 2783,
The gentleman from Illinois (Mr, AN-
nunNzio) is to be commended for his fore-
sight in establishing these programs.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I first
want to express my deep appreciation to
the chairman of the Banking Committee,
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
REeuss), for the rapid manner in which
he handled this legislation and brought it
to the floor for consideration.

As the chairman pointed out, it is ex-
tremely important that we act quickly
on this legislation.

While April 30 indeed marks the ex-
piration of the program, we are in reality
dealing with an even more critical cutoff
date. In 12 States in which the FAIR
plan operates, the insurance companies
have stated that on April 1 they will send
out cancellation notices to all of their
policyholders. This is being done because
of a requirement in those States that all
cancellation statements be made 30 days
before the cancellation is to go into
effect. You can well imagine the prob-
lems that will occur in the first week of
April when thousands of homeowners re-
ceive cancellation notices.

Unless we act today we could send
thousands of homeowners back to the in-
surance quandary that they faced before
the FAIR plans went into effect.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to point out
that under the original terms of my bill,
H.R. 2783, the FAIR plan insurance and
the crime insurance would be extended
for 5 years, with an additional 3-year
period for a runoff feature—to allow for
the orderly liguidation of the reinsurance
policies. No new business could be writ-
ten during the 3-year period however.

The administration, while fully sup-
porting the concept of my legislation, felt
that a 4-year extension would be more
appropriate. While I still favor the 5-
year approach, I feel that in order to get
prompt action and, thus, avoid any can-
cellation notices that a compromise of
4 years would indeed be acceptable. I
offered such an amendment when the
legislation was before the Banking Com-
mittee. Thus, my legislation has admin-
istration support and a unanimous vote
of the Banking, Currency and Housing
Comumittee.

Mr. Speaker, the FAIR plan legisla-
tion which I originally sponsored was
brought about because of the reluctance
on the part of the insurance industry to
write fire insurance in the inner cities
of our country. This reluctance was
heightened by a number of large city
riots in the late 1960’s. For the most part
it is my feeling that the insurance in-
dustry used the riots merely as an excuse
to deny insurance coverage to millions of
homeowners. These companies engaged
in the practice of redlining in which
they would merely draw a red circle
round an area on a map and refuse to
write policies for homeowners who lived
within the designated territory. Under
the FAIR plan legislation, insurance
companies could not redline and, in
fact could only deny insurance coverage
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where it could be shown that the in-
dividual applying for the insurance was
a totally unacceptable risk. These deci-
sions had to be reached on a case-by-
case basis rather than by a broad brush
treatment.

Federal crime insurance, which is
administered through the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, was
brought into being because businesses
and homeowners in a number of areas
found it impossible to purchase robbery
and burglary insurance from private in-
surance companies. Redlining was also
used by insurance companies to eliminate
areas in which crime insurance would
be written. Many businesses, particularly
small businesses, were forced to close
because they could not operate without
insurance and homeowners who could
not obtain the policies began deserting
the cities to live in areas where they
could obtain proper insurance coverage.
The FAIR plans operate in 28 States in-
cluding the District of Columbia and
Puerto Rico. They are: California, Con-
necticut, Delaware, Distriet of Colum-
bia, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa,
Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
Missouri, New Jersey, New York, New
Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Puerto Rico, Rhode Is-
lsjllllld, Virginia, Washington, and Wiscon-
sin.

At the present time some 800,000 poli-
cies are in force in the FAIR plan pro-
grams for a total coverage of $16.2 billion.

Crime insurance is now available in 13
States and the District of Columbia.
These States are: Connecticut, Delaware,
Illinois, Kentucky, Florida, Massachu-
setts, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Mis-
souri, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and
Tennessee. Under the crime insurance
program the Governor of a State must
certify that such insurance is not avail-
able at reasonable rates from private car-
riers before the Federal policies can be
issued. To date some 20,000 policies have
been sold for a total insurance coverage
of roughly $130 million.

I would urge my colleagues to press for
inclusion of their State in both the FAIR
plan and the crime insurance programs.
In order for States to be eligible to join
these programs, the Governor of the
State must certify that there is no in-
surance available at low costs for crime,
fire or extended coverage. In some States
it may also require the individual legis-
lature to enact enabling legislation. It is
my feeling that any resident of any State
should be eligible for this program and
I would like to see every State review its
insurance programs which are available
from the private sector to determine
whether or not they are meeting the
needs of all consumers, and if not, to
allow the Government programs to op-
erate in their States.

Mr. Speaker, I have saved the best for
last. Both the FAIR plan insurance and
the crime insurance program operate at
no cost to the taxpayer. No appropriated
funds are used to run these programs.
Instead all premium income is placed in
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the national insurance development fund
and excess amounts in that fund are in-
vested so as to bring an additional return
to the fund.

It is rare that the Government can
put together a program that not only
helps homeowners and businessmen but
at the same time does not burden the
taxpayers with additional expenses.

This is the type of program that has
proved its merit and should be extended
for an additional 4 years.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume,

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this legislation, and urge its adoption.
I will not belabor my colleagues by
a further recitation of the merits of
the legislation. When both plans were
originally passed there was some ques-
tion raised concerning the true via-
bility and benefit of the programs but
I think the experiences we have gained
from the plans have proven their merit,
and certainly justify the extension that
is sought by the existing legislation.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I have one
additional request for time. I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. BARRETT).

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 2783, a bill to extend the
urban riot reinsurance program and the
Federal crime insurance program for an
additional 4 years from April 30, 1975, to
April 30, 1979. Under existing law, the
authority of the Secretary of HUD to
provide new riot reinsurance and crime
insurance coverages will terminate on
April 30, 1975. It is important that the
Congress act promptly to provide con-
tinuation of these two important feder-
ally assisted insurance programs. The
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ANNUNZIO),
the sponsor of HR. 2783 and the chief
architect of these two valuable insurance
programs, is to be commended for his
action and his persistence in seeing that
these two insurance programs are ex-
tended.

The urban riot reinsurance program
was established in the Housing and Ur-
ban Development Act of 1968, Public Law
90-448. Under the so-called FAIR—{fair
access to insurance requirements—plan
system the Federal Government agrees
to reinsure insurance companies for riot-
inflicted losses provided the insurance
companies write fire insurance and ex-
tend coverage to homeowners and busi-
nesses who are unable to obtain cover-
age through normal commercial chan-
nels. This program operates in 26 states
and the District of Columbia and Puerto
Rico. They are: California, Connecticut,
Delaware, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana,
Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, New
York, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin.

At the present time, some 800,000
policies are in force in the FAIR plan
programs for a total coverage of $16.2
billion.
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The urban riot reinsurance program
was established because of the reluctance
on the part of the insurance industry
to write fire insurance in the inner cities
of our country. In many of our large
cities, particularly my own city of
Philadelphia, the insurance companies
Jjust stopped writing homeownership cov-
erage, In some cases, this was due to
the unsettled conditions in the inner
cities in the late 1960's because of the
civil disturbances.

The insurance industry also used this
situation to attempt to rid itself of the
responsibility of insuring properties in
older, declining urban areas of this Na-
tion. This program was therefore estab-
lished to keep this important insurance
coverage available in our urban areas.

In view of the demonstrated continu-
ing need for FAIR plans, continuation of
the riot reinsurance program would ap-
pear essential. Enabling statutes in 12
States—Connecticut, Iowa, Ohio, Wash-
ington, Georgia, Illinois, Kentucky,
Maryland, New Mexico, North Carolina,
Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island—actu-
ally condition the existence of a FAIR
plan in those States on the availability
of Federal riot reinsurance, and the
future of the FAIR plans, and the invalu-
able insurance protection they offer,
could be in doubt in many other States
ﬁbfmt reinsurance were no longer avail-
able.

Failure to extend the urban riot rein-
surance program could well bring about
a return to the situation of the middle
1960’s when such insurance coverage was
terminated in many of our urban areas.

H.R. 2783 would also extend the Fed-
eral crime insurance program authorized
by the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1970. This insurance program au-
thorizes the Secretary of HUD to pro-
vide crime insurance coverage in States
having critical problems of crime insur-
ance availability or affordability.

Since August 1971, the crime insurance
program has enabled homeowners,
tenants, and businessmen in 14 States—
Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois, Ken-
tucky, Florida, Massachusetts, New
Jersey, New York, Ohio, Maryland, Mis-
souri, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and
Tennessee and the District of Columbia—
to purchase burglary and robbery policies
at affordable rates without fear of can-
cellation because of losses while en-
couraging insureds, through its protec-
tive device requirements, to make their
premises less vulnerable to burglaries.

While the number of persons and busi-
nesses covered under the program is
small in relation fo the number of in-
sureds under the FATR plans, the over
20,000 Federal crime insureds include
many who have previously experienced
the greatest difficulty in obtaining or
maintaining crime coverage, and as the
program has become - better known the
number of insureds has continued to
grow. For many of these insureds, espe-
cially small businessmen, the program
can mean the difference between sol-
vency and insolvency in the face of crime
losses, as well as the difference between
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staying in an urban location or abandon-
ing it.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the prompt adop-
tion of this bill.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin, (Mr, Reuss) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill H.R.
2783, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to continue the national insurance
development program by extending the
present termination date of the program
to April 30, 1979, and by extending the
present date by which a plan for the
liquidation and termination of the rein-
surance and direct insurance programs is
to be submitted to the Congress to
April 30, 1982.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks in connection with
the legislation just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE CERTAIN PRIVI-
LEGED REPORTS

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Rules may have until midnight to-
night to file certain privileged reports.

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

There was no objection.

COLLEGE WORK: STUDY
ALL.OCATION

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
4221) to amend the Higher Education
Act of 1965, as amended, relative to the
reallocation of work-study funds, and
for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4221

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
4468 of the Higher Education Act of 1065 is
amended by inserting “(a)” after “Sec. 446.”
and by adding the following new subsection
at the end thereof:

“{b) Sums granted to an eligible institu-
tion under this part for any fiscal year which
are not needed by that Institution to operate
work-study programs during the period for

which such funds are available shall remain
avallable to the Commissioner for making

grants under section 443 to other institutions
in the same State until the close of the fiscal
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year next succeeding the fiscal year for which
those funds were appropriated.”.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

Mr. ESHLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. O’Hara) will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes, and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. ESHLEMAN)
will be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair now recognizes the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. O'HARrA).

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the
rules and pass the bill HR. 4221 to
amend the Higher Education Act of
1965, as amended, relative to the real-
location of work-study funds.

H.R. 4221 was unanimously ordered
reported by the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor on that committee’s
meeting on March 12. The bill is spon-
sored by the chairmen and ranking
minority members of the subcommittee
and the full committee, and by most of
the subcommittee members on both
sides of the aisle. It is part of a two-
piece legislative package requested last
month by the administration. The other
piece of the package was embodied in
the Emergency Employment Appropria-
tions Act which passed the House last
week.

Basically, the problem which H.R.
4221 and the companion section of H.R.
4481 seek to correct is an ambiguity in
the existing law regarding the Office of
Education’s authority to reallocate
work-study money from one college
within a given State to another college
within that same State, when those
funds are not needed at the school to
which they were first allocated. The
Congress clearly intended to permit the
Office of Education to reallocate such
funds, and the law unmistakably per-
mits their reallotment from one State to
another.

There are about $7 million in college
work-study funds, long since appropri-
ated, allotted among States and allo-
cated among institutions in accordance
with the law and the regulations, which
cannot be used by the institutions to
which they were allotted, but which cap
be used by other institutions in the same
State. Everyone involved agrees that the
reallocation should go forward, and that
the money should be used to put stu-
dents to work earning part of the esca-
lating costs of their education. But the
Office of Education, finding a technical
flaw in the statute, has refrained from
its all-too-familiar practice of doing
what it believes the Congress ought to
have done, and has, absolutely correctly,
asked the Congress to remedy its own
alleged mistakes. I applaud the Office of
Education for this, and I hope that
agency will continue to ask the Congress
to remedy what it feels are mistakes in
the law, rather than trying to do so by
regulation or guidelines.
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H.R. 4221 embodies the text of the first
half of the Office of Education’s request
for a clarification in the statute. It ad-
dresses itself to the basic problem in the
authorizing act. The second part of OE's
request, acted upon last week by the
Committee on Appropriations and the
House, lets the funds in question remain
available so that the Office of Education
can use its clarified authority and real-
locate the surplus dollars to the institu-
tions whose students need them.

The college work-study program, with
which this bill is concerned, is certainly
the most popular and probably the most
effective of student financial aid pro-
grams. In the best American tradition,
it seeks to provide students, not with a
grant and not with the burden of a loan,
but with an opportunity to work to pay
the costs of their education.

Under this program, students may be
given through the schools, part-time
jobs, on or off campus, with public or
private nonprofit agencies. The work-
study funds appropriated by the Con-
gress pay 80 percent of the cost of such
jobs, and the college or the other em-
ployer pays the remaining 20 percent.
The student works for every cent of it,
important and productive work gets
done, and young minds earn an oppor-
tunity to be educated.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Postsecondary Eduecation, Mr. Speaker,
I have become deeply impressed with the
work-study program, and in another bill,
on which the subcommittee is now having
hearings, H.R. 3471, I propose to continue
and simplify it when the existing law
expires next year.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, events have al-
ready outdistanced my own bill. When
I drafted that bill for introduction last
month, I believed that the best we could
do with work-study was gradually to
increase its authorization and try to as-
sure full funding in fiscal year 1977 and
thereafter. But this House, in passing
the Employment Appropriations Act last
week, gave its approval to full funding
of this program right now, for the sum-
mer just ahead of us, and the year that
follows. And the testimony before my
subcommittee indicates that there is a
greater need for, and capacity to handle,
work-study funds in fiscal year 1977 and
thereafter than I anticipated when I
drafted H.R. 3471. I expect on the basis
of that testimony, to offer and to have
accepted, amendments to my own bill,
increasing the work-study levels I pro-
posed last month, and I hope that this
program will, now that it has reached
full funding, be continued at the full-
funding level.

But H.R. 4221 does not involve these
long-range consideration. It makes, as I
said, a technical change in present law,
affecting neither appropriations nor pro-
gram levels. It deserves the support of
the House, and rapid action by the other
body.

Mr. ESHLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
very briefly to indicate my support for
this legislation. As the report indicates,
this legislation was requested by the ad-
ministration and simply makes perma-
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nent what in the past has been accom-
plished through annual appropriations
measures.

This law will allow the process of real-
location of college work-study moneys
within State borders a practice which the
colleges are used to and support.

Finally, it should be clear that this
bill does not add any additional cost to
the program and, in fact, is needed at
this time to clarify the Office of Educa-
tion's authority to reallocate money that
has already been appropriated. The to-
tal involved approximates $5 to $7
million.

I see no reason for lengthy discussion
and urge support for the bill.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. O'HaRra),
the distinguished chairman of the
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Educa-
tion and the principal sponsor of H.R.
4221, has summed up everything there
is to be said about this bill. It is a simple
technical change in the law, authorizing
no new program, neither requiring nor
authorizing any mnew appropriation.
Something like $7 million, already ap-
propriated by the Congress for the col-
lege work-study program, is stuck in the
pipeline because the Office of Education
does not believe it has the authority to
transfer money from one school to an-
other, even when the original school
does not need the funds and the other
does. There is no doubt whatever that
funds allotted to a State under this pro-
gram and in excess of what that State
needs can be reallotted to another State.
And there is no doubt in my mind that we
also intended at the same time to per-
mit reallocation from one school to an-
other.

If the law is unclear, it should be clar-
ified. The administration, student aid of-
ficers, the schools and the students are
all in agreement that this clarification
will help us carry out one of the most
popular and most effective of our student
financial aid programs. As far as I know,
no one opposes the change, and I hope it
can be approved here today and receive
speedy action in the other body.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 4221, This bill corrects a
technical problem in the allocation of
funds for the college work-study pro-
gram. As reported by the Education and
Labor Committee, this legislation will
permit funds which cannot be used by
certain institutions to be reallocated to
other institutions within the same State.
In this way, those institutions which have
a demonstrated need for additional funds
under college work-study will be able to
obtain the necessary assistance to help
students finance their education through
part-time employment.

H.R. 4221, in light of the action taken
by the House last week in passing the
Emergency Employment Appropriations
Act which increased appropriations for
the college work-study program, will give
lower income students a better chance at
jobs they need in order to get the bene-
fits of a college education.

It is my hope that the Commissioner
of Education will use the expanded ap-
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propriations for this program and the
new authority granted by this bill to re-
direct approximately $5 to $7 million in
unused funds to those institutions with
the highest proportions of low-income
students. At the same time, more atten-
tion must be focused on efforts to assure
that those students in greatest need of
assistance under the work-study program
bebgiven the opportunity to receive such
jobs.

The college student today faces an ever
more difficult economic situation. Tuition
is on the rise due to inflation. Conversely,
the student who seeks a job in order to
offset the rising costs of his or her edu-
cation will find that the recession has

-drastically reduced the number of part-

time jobs available in the private sector.
H.R. 4221 and the Emergency Employ-
ment Appropriations Act will greatly ease
this situation. Therefore, I support H.R.
4221 and hope that the college work-
study program is indeed serving those
students who need its aid most.
GENERAL LEAVE

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

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. O'Hara) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill (HR.
4221).

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

DESIGNATING MARCH 21, 1975 AS
“EARTH DAY"

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 258) to des-
ignate March 21, 1975, as “Earth Day.”

The Clerk read as follows:

H.J. Res. 258

Whereas environmental issues rank very
high on the scale of general public concern,
and are of importance to a broad spectrum of
Americans of all ages, interests, and political
persuasions;

Whereas there is a need and desire for con-
tinuing environmental education, and for a
continuing nationwide review and assessment
of environmental progress and of further
steps to be taken;

‘Whereas Earth Day would promote a great-
er understanding of the serious environ-
mental problems facing our Nation, and en-
courage a persistent search for solutions;

Whereas Earth Day would serve as the
focus of special environmental education
projects of hundreds of thousands of
school, high school, and college students; and

Whereas Earth Day would provide a base
for a continuing commitment by all interests,
including education, agriculture, business,
labor, government, civic and private orga-
nizations, and individuals, in a cooperative
effort to improve and protect the gualty of
our environment: Now, therefore, be it
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Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That March 21, 1975,
is hereby designated as “Earth Day"”, a time
to draw attention to the need to continue
the nationwide effort of education concern-
ing environmental problems, to review and
assess environmental progress and to deter-
mine the further steps that need to be taken,
and to renew the commitment and dedication
of each American to improve and protect the
quality of the environment. The President is
authorized and requested to issue a procla-
mation calling for the observance of such
day with appropriate ceremonies and activi-
ties,

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded ?

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker,
“Earth Day 1975,” while only a single
day, will serve to draw the attention of
Americans to the many challenges that
confront our planet Earth every day of
the year.

On the occasion of the first “Earth
Day” celebration in 1971, a proclamation
signed by many people from the political,
social, and scientific worlds, contained
these thoughts that I believe are par-
ticularly meaningful to our deliberations
today:

Through voluntary action, individuals
can join with one another in building the
Earth in harmony with nature ... Earth
Day can provide a special time to draw peo-
ple together in appreciation of their mutual
home, Planet Earth, and bring a global feel-
ing of community through realization of
mutual dependence on each other.

Theodore Roosevelt, in his address to
the Governors’' Conference on Natural
Resources in 1908, said:

The conservation of our natural resources
is a fundamental problem. Unless we solve
that problem it will avail us little to solve
all others. To solve it, the whole nation must
undertake the task.

Mr, Speaker, to alert the Nation to the
task that lies ahead of each and every-
one of us, I propose that the first day
of spring of this year be designated as
“Earth Day.”

This year, as in past observances of
“Earth Day,” the United Nations’ peace
bell will toll at the exact moment of the
vernal equinox on March 21. It should
serve as a small reminder—if not a warn-
ing—that the fate of this planet is left
in our individual hands. To survive, it is
essential that we balance our technologi-
cal advancement with a genuine concern
for the environment. Therefore, in adopt-
ing this resolution we are encouraging
our fellow countrymen to develop a new
respect for the Earth as well as a re-
newed commitment and determination
to preserve, protect and improve the
quality of this planet—our home.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. LEHEMAN)
such time as he may consume.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, 75 years
ago Brittanica ruled the waves and the
sun never set on the British Empire.
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At that time Britain was preparing to
celebrate the 50th anniversary of Queen
Victoria and they had a great preoccu-
pation with the pomp and glory of their
empire and had such great self-esteem
and so much self-assuredness as a re-
sult of the extension of their power and
their great empire that they forgot about
some of the more important circum-
stances that made them great.

At this time there was a poet named
Rudyard Kipling who wrote a poem that
cost him the poet laureateship of Eng-
land. In bringing to the attention of the
British Empire some other values be-
sides their power and their glory, he
wrote a poem containing the refrain:
Lord God of Hosts, be with us yet
Lest we forget—Ilest we forget!

And now in this country we also are
preoccupied with a great many problems,
not necessarily glory, but certainly we
are preoccupied with our energy prob-
lems and our problems with our economy
and our military and foreign affairs. In
this context we too may overlook more
important circumstances and some of
the more enduring situations.

In this light, Mr. Speaker, I commend
to my colleagues in the House today and
ask their favorable consideration and
passage of House Joint Resolution 258.
This resolution would designate March 21
of this year as “Earth Day.” I am joined
by 17 of my colleagues in the Post Office
and Civil Service Committee in bringing
this resolution to the floor, and at this
time I ask unanimous consent to include
also in the list with the 17, Congressmen
WHiTE, HARRIS, and KASTEN.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LEHMAN. It has been said that
Earth Day should be every day. Yet in
these times of energy shortfalls, the un-
relenting inflationary spiral, constant re-
cessionary pressures and high unemploy-
ment, we understandably have become
preoccupied with the immediate critical
economic issues. Nevertheless it is im-
portant that during these times we set
aside a special commemorative “Earth
Day” to remind all Americans of the
never ending necessity to preserve, pro-
tect, and improve the quality of the
Earth’s environment. Whereas economic
recovery, historically, has always re-
sumed even after the worst depressions,
will our already endangered species not
forever disappear? We continue to de-
spoil our forests, let our streams become
contaminated and our atmosphere and
oceans become imperiled in the name of
progress and technological advancement.
The consequence of such action is that
we may soon pass the point of no return
and find ourselves on a dying planet—
beyond hope of any reversal or recovery.

Earth Day, hopefully, will serve as a
time that we can pause and recommit
ourselves and our energies to resolving
these problems.

At the precise moment of the vernal
equinox this Friday morning, day and
night will be of equal length. We, too,
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should aim to achieve this balance with
our environment.

The noted anthropologist, Margaret
Mead, said of the first Earth Day several
years ago when it was observed on the
first day of spring:

Earth Day celebrates the interdependence
within the natural world of all living things,
humanity’s utter dependence on earth—
man’s only home—and in turn the vulner-
ability of this earth of ours to the ravages
of irresponsible technological exploitation.

Likewise, I have received a letter from
the Earth Society, the originators of the
first Earth Day in support for this reso-
lution. I would like to share it with my
colleagues.

The letter is as follows:

DEAR CONGRESSMAN LEHMAN: I am de-
lighted with your efforts to have Congress de-
clare March 21, 1975 to be observed as Earth
Day.

With all the grave problems we face: in-
flation, energy and material shortages, vio-
lence, crime and confusion, the key to a
solution is to make the care and stewardship
of Earth our first priority. Understood and
strongly supported Earth Day could do much
to achieve a global change of heart.

I do hope that Congress and the President
will both proclaim Earth Day and on that
day spend their whole time in quiety prayer,
discussion and reflection on how we can
together work for the restoration of our land,
water, and air; how we can rejuvenate our
portion of planet Earth, and as Earth care-
takers protect its precious cargo of life.

With regards and best wishes,
JoHN McCoNNELL,
President of Earth Society.

A special Earth Day will serve as a
focal point for persons of all ages to
participate in activities which promote
a greater awareness of the environment
that surrounds us, and the challenges it
faces. Above all else, Earth Day would
serve an educational function. This reso-
lution is not so much a call for action,
but reflection. It does not subscribe nor
propose any miraculous solutions, only
questions. It is a small attempt to en-
courage all Americans to rededicate
their efforts to preserve, protect, and im-
prove the quality of our environment.

In conclusion, let me say that in adopt-
ing this resolution we are saying that
the cause of the Earth deserves special
and devoted attention by the people of
this country and the world. It is a day.
I hope, that will grow in importance
and meaning in the succeeding years and
I trust that March 21 will come to be
known always as the “Earth's Day.”

Let me reiterate the beautiful words
of the poem, “Recessional:”

Lord God of Hosts, be with us yet,
Lest we forget—lest we forget.

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

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Idaho.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to ask the gentleman a question. I
appreciate the gentleman yielding and
I am sure the gentleman is sincere, and
with high motives.

How much is it costing to run this in-
nocuous piece of legislation through the
House of Representatives?




7042

Mr. LEHMAN. It is the best bargain
we have had in a long time. It costs rela-
tively nothing.

Mr. SYMMS. Fow does the genfleman
conclude it costs nothing? It ties up the
Printing Office and ties up all the time
of these people in the House of Repre-
sentatives. How much does it cost then?

Mr. LEHMAN. Only the cost of print-
ing the bill itself and the stationery and
supplies. Compared with some of the
other programs we pass in terms of dol-
lars, it will be very little.

Mr. SYMMS. I am happy to have the
committes tied up with legislation like
this, rather than tied up with unionizing
Government employees; but I was won-
dering, does the gentleman plan to have
a Heaven Day, as well as an Earth Day?

Mr. LEHMAN. According to parlia-
mentary procedure, we can only ask for
an Earth Day this year and we are only
requesting it this year alone.

Mr. SYMMS. There is only an Earth
Day, no heavenly aspirations?

Mr. LEHMAN. I did not understand
that.

Mr. SYMMS. There will be no Heaven
Day? We are just going to have an Earth
Day?

Mr. LEHMAN. We will all have our
Heaven Day soon enough.

Mr. SYMMS. I would not bet on it.

Mr. LEHMAN. The gentleman can
speak for himself.

Mr. SYMMS. I thank the gentleman
for his compliment.

Mr. LEHMAN. The thing that really
concerns us is that we have this won-
derful Earth. It is the only Earth we
will ever have and if we do not do some-
thing to preserve it, it will get lost in
the shambles of our other concerns.

I thank the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado for yielding this time.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I doubt whether any good can
come from selecting March 21 as “Earth
Day.” If we really believe in protecting
the Earth and its people, we ought to
protect the Earth all 365 days of the year,
and not just 1 day. Instead of desig-
nating “Earth Day,” the Congress can do
far more for the Earth by passing a
strong strip mining bill, and enact other
substantive legislation to protect the
Earth.

For all these reasons, I think it will
be most unfortunate to pass a resolution
such as this. I shall continue to object to
resolutions which celebrate days other
than the established national holidays.

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

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman makes a very good point. The
problem, of course, in what we are doing
here is that it is self-perpetuating. As
soon as other groups find out that we
have declared a particular day of the
year, or any other day, everybody wants
a day of their own, and we find different
groups catching on and we have requests
to make one day or another of the year
a matter of some group or other, of
some particular day.

I think the gentleman’s point is well
taken. I think the House would be well
advised to try to devise an overall policy
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on these types of matters so that the
Members themselves, to some extent,
could be protected from the endless re-
quests we receive in this regard.

I would hope that some Member of the
House would take this matter in hand
and come up with some kind of outline of
congressional policy, which I think every
Member would learn to live with and
accept.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate the remarks of my
good friend from New York. I would say
that the quickest way to expedite the for-
mulation of such a policy and have it
adopted would be to vote down this
resolution.

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

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
yield to the gentleman from Idaho.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, I commend
the gentleman in the well for taking this
time, and I wish to associate myself with
his remarks.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
thank the gentleman from Idaho.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr, Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
yield to the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
could not agree more with the gentle-
man from West Virginia, and I am very
happy to announce today that we have
introduced the “Ken Hechler Memorial
Bill” which will do a lot of what the
gentleman is talking about.

As chairman of the committee that
has suddenly come upon this jurisdic-
tion, we did a brief study of all com-
memorative bills and how many there
have been. We found in the 92d
Congress there were almost 500 com-
memorative bills; in the 93d Congress
there were almost 600 commemorative
bills. We already have over 100 bills that
have been introduced in this Congress.

The paperwork, as the gentleman
knows, is enormous, plus the staff, plus
the printing, plus the computers and so
forth and so on—need I say more?

As a consequence, we are introducing
a piece of legislation today which I will
be more than happy to call as a memorial
to the gentleman from West Virginia to
do away with these; to get a commission
going.

It is rather similar to what used to
happen with postage stamps. Congress
also used to decide on the color and de-
sign of a postage stamp while the world
was burning. So, the comments the gen-
tleman is making are really, really very
important. I could not agree with him
more, and I hope to get large bipartisan
support for getting this out of Congress.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. 1
thank the gentlewoman from Colorado. 1
would simply like to add in conclusion
that the way to get support, and mean-
ingful support, for a cause is to ensure
that it is done at the grass roots rather
than having it dictated here at the Na-
tion's Capital.

For that reason, I hope this will be
the last rollcall we will have on a propo-
sition such as this, because if we could
defeat this one resolution on a rolleall,
then I think the very excellent sugges-
tion made by the gentlewoman from Col-
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orado could be adopted. I do not like to
risk the delay and expense of a 15-min-
ute rollcall. But if a rollcall will prevent
resolutions like this from coming before
the House, we will thereby save money
in the future.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I only want to
reiterate that I certainly appreciate the
comments of the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. HeEcHLER) and I agree with
him. I certainly hope that we can get this
legislation through because of the timing
involved. I also hope the Members will
look very seriously to the bill that was
infroduced today by myself and others
which will take care of this problem we
have had in Congress. It sets up some
guidelines on what kinds of things should
be considered before a commemorative
day is proclaimed. Commemorative days
may be given only for things of national
significance and things that are not com-
mercial. So we can stop having 435 Mem-
bers discuss whether we should have
“Clown Week,” or “Pickle Day,” or “Pea-
nut Butter and Jelly Day.” Congress
should dispose of its jurisdiction over
these matters. We have too many other
vital issues to deal with. I could not agree
with the gentleman from West Virginia
more on this issue. But I think at this
time we should pass the Earth Day bill
because of its vital importance and move
on to “set our House” in order by passing
the bill I introduced today taking Con-
gress out of the business of dispensing
commemorative days, weeks, and months.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I know
this other bill will receive good atten-
tion in the House and the committee in
the weeks and months ahead. But I would
like to say here I hope the joint resolu-
tion passes today because time is of the
essence. The first day of spring has been
a traditional holiday since back in the
time of before history, and I think it is
important that we get this kind of thing
taken care of.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, I cer-
tainly agree with the gentleman from
West Virginia that we have had entirely
too many trivial and frivolous resolutions
declaring certain days for specific things,
like Sweetest Day, and all that stuff. But
this is a day that is not addressed to a
special cause, a special interest, but in
the cause of the Earth, which is the home
of all humanity. I cannot conceive of a
broader resolution, except I could say to
the gentlemen on the Space Committee
that I cuppose we could have Space Day
and Universe Day. But Earth Day is good
enough for me, and I think the gentle-
man ought to reconsider and make a
distinction where the subject is of this
broad interest to everybody.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, wili the gentlewoman from
Colorado yield briefly ?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Is it
not true that far greater support for
Earth Day would result if every commu-
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nity and every locality would declare its
own Earth Day instead of proposing it
here in the Nation’s Capital?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I could not agree
with the gentleman more. I think it is
exactly what we should start doing. In
this way we can at least make one last
national declaration and also support a
bill to change national commemorative
procedures in the future. I think that is
the positive way we should go. I also
think we have been helping the PR peo-
ple from any big firms justify their
$40,000 a year income by trying to get
the commemorative bills through. Con-
gress has more important things to do.

Almost 500 commemorative bills were
introduced in the 92d Congress; almost
600 in the 93d Congress and, now, in the
first 2 months of the 94th Congress, well
over 100 bills have already been
introduced.

The paperwork produced by this out-
put is enormous—over $100,000 just to
print up these bills for the 92d and 93d
Congress.

But it is more than just paper, and
computer printouts, and bill status re-
ports, and committee calendars, and
legislative digests, and space in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and tens of thou-
sands of letters, and the thousands of
phone calls that are devoted to these
bills—there is also the diversion of a
considerable amount of staff time, as
well as the personal attention of Mem-
bers of Congress used on these bills.

I agree with the gentleman from West
Virginia that it is certainly time that we
simply deal ourselves out of this game
which is played primarily for the bene-
fit of special interest groups which want
to advertise their product or activity as
having “official” congressional approval,
or, at least, as having been worthy of
legislation. My bill would do that.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Joint Resolution 258
which I have been privileged to cospon-
sor and which designates March 21, 1975,
as “Earth Day.”

It is hoped that this worthy legislation
will focus attention on the need for ser-
ious environmental concerns as our
world's population expands, as pollution
increases and as more and more of our
valuable natural resources become
scarce.

Earth Day is an occasion encouraging
special environmental educational proj-
ects for students of all ages. It serves as
a format for public and private organiza-
tions to renew their awareness of our re-
sponsibility to protect the environment.
Earth Day also provides an appropriate
vehicle for unifying the many segments
of our Nation who have worked so dili-
gently for the preservation of the en-
vironment and who have pressed the
search for solutions to environmental
problems. It serves as a symbol of appre-
ciation for their efforts. We can no longer
indulge in the folly of wasting and de-
stroying our precious resources.

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, today the
Congress has the opportunity to declare
March 21—the first day of spring—as
Earth Day. Through this resolution the
Congress can establish a reminder to all
of us that our planet is beautiful but
fragile and our resources are plentiful
but finite.

At a time when we are preoccupied
with energy, inflation and unemploy-
ment, we need to remember that to im-
prove the quality of life we need not pol-
lute our rivers and streams, pour smoke
into our air, and recklessly consume our
natural resources. In fact, if we refuse
to maintain a balance with nature, we
can have no real progress at all.

We need Earth Day as a symbol of
thanks to those who have pressed for
continued attention to the environment,
and as encouragement to all of us te
make the preservation of our planet a
chief priority. Earth Day is not a special
interest or a special cause, but rather an
opportunity for all Americans to focus
their attention on their precious planet.

I wholeheartedly support House Joint
Resolution 258, which designates March
21 as Earth Day 1975; and I urge my col-
leagues in the House to adopt it.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentlewoman from
Colorado (Mrs. ScuHROEDER) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 258).

The question was taken.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present and
make the point of order that a quorum is
not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice; and there were—yeas 374, nays 30,
answered “present” 1, not voting 27, as
follows:

[Roll No. 58]

YEAS—3T4

Burgener
Burke, Callf.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass. Early
Burlison, Mo. Edgar

Burton, John L.Edwards, Ala.
Burton, Phillip Edwards, Calif.
Byron Eilberg

Carney
Carr
Carter
Cederberg

Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cornell
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
D'Amours
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W.,dr.
Daniels,
Dominick V,
Danielson
Davis
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Dent
Derrick
Derwinski
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Dodd
Downey

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Ambro
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, T11.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunszio
Archer
Armstrong
Aspin

Drinan
Duncan, Tenn.
du Pont

Evans, Colo.
Evans, Ind,
Fascell

Fenwick
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Fithian
Flood
Florio
Flowers
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gilman
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Gradison
Grassley
Green
Gude
Guyer
Hagedorn
Haley
Hall
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hannaford

AuCoin
Badillo
Bafalls
Baldus
Barrett
Baucus
Bauman
Beard, R.L
Bedell

Bell

Bennett
Bergland
Bevill

Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blanchard
Blouin
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bonker
Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brodhead
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Buchanan
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Harrington
Harris

Harsha
Hawkins
Hayes, Ind.
Hays, Ohio
Heckler, Mass.

Hungate
Hutchinson
Hyde

Jarman
Jeffords
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,
Jordan

Karth

Kasten
Eastenmeler
Kazen

Eelly

Kemp
Eetchum

Litton
Lloyd, Calif.
Lloyd, Tenn.
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McHugh
McEay
McKinney
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Maguire

Mahon
Mann

Martin
Matsunaga
Mazzoli

Ashbrook
Beard, Tenn.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler

Casey
Clawson, Del
Devine
Downing
Eckhardt
Erlenborn

Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Meyner
Mezvinsky
Mikva
Milford
Miller, Calif,
Miller, Ohio
Mineta
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Moffett
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Calif,

Moorhead, Pa.

Morgan
Mosher
Mottl
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Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Russo
Ryan
Bt Germain
SBantini
Sarasin
Barbanes
Scheuer
Bchroeder
Bchulze
Seiberiihg
eiber!
Sharp

Shipley
Shriver
Sikes
Simon

Sisk

Slack
Smith, Jowa
Smith, Nebr.
Snyder
Solarz
Spellman
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington

Patterson, Calif Talcott

Pattison, N.¥Y.
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
?Lke

age
Pressler
Preyer
Price
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Ralilsback
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Richmond
Riegle
Rinaldo
Risenhoover
Roberts
Robinson
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Rooney

Rose
Rosenthal
Roush
Rousselot

NAYS—30

Evins, Tenn,
Flynt
Gibbons
Ginn

HGoodl ing

Ichord
McDonald
Mathis

Taylor, Mo,
Taylor, N.C.
Thone

Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Walsh
Wampler
Weaver
Whalen

Zeferetti

Michel
Myers, Pa.
Schneebeli
Shuster
Symms
Teague

ansen
Hechler, W. Va. Thornton

Waggonner
Wilson, Bob
Wylie

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1

Ashley

NOT VOTING—27

Alexander
Collins, 1I1.
Duncan, Oreg.
Esch

Harkin
Hastings
Hébert

Hefner

Jacobs

Jones, Ala.

Landrum
Leggett

Lott

Mills

Moss

Nolan

O'Hara
Roncalio
Rostenkowskl
Satterfleld

SBkubitz
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the joint resolution was passed:

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Thompson with Mr. Leggett.

Mr. Charles H, Wilson of California with
Mrs. Collins of Illinois,

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Duncan of Oregon.

Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Harkin.

or. Rostenkowski with Mr, Nolan.

Mr. Moss with Mr. Esch.

Mr. Roncalio with Mr. Young of Alaska.

Mr. O'Hara with Mr. Hastings.

Mr. Alexander with Mr, Skubitz.

Mr. Landrum with Mr. Lott.

Mr. Satterfield with Mr. Charles Wilson of
Texas.

Mr. Hefner with Mr. Waxman.

Mr. Jacobs with Mr, Steed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and in-
clude extraneous matter, on the joint
resolution just passed, House Joint Res-
olution 258.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Colorado?

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. Speaker, I was un-

avoidably detained at an important
meeting on the farm bill during the vote
on House Joint Resolution 258.

Had I been in the Chamber, I would
have voted “aye.”

SURFACE MINING CONTROL AND
RECLAMATION ACT OF 1975

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the further considera-
tion of the bill' (H.R. 25) to provide for
the cooperation between the Secretary
of the Interior and the States with re-
spect to the regulation of surface coal
mining operations, and the acquisition
and reclamation of abandoned mines,
and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. UpaLL).

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H.R. 25, with
Mr. Smrte of Iowa in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Before the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday, it has been agreed
that the remainder of title V of the sub-
stitute committee amendment, sections
509 through 529 inclusive, ending on
line 3, page 306, would be considered as
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read and open to amendment at any
point.

The Chair wishes to announce that
to make the proceedings more orderly
he is going to recognize section 509 fol-
lowed by section 510, and so forth.

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

Mr. Chairman, I have been asked by a
number of the members of the commitiee
as to our intentions with regard to the
handling of this bill today. The leader-
ship on the majority side has a long pro-
gram this week, and we discussed the
situation with them. It will be our pur-
pose to stay as long as necessary today
to finish consideration of this bill. We
are now on title V of seven titles. We
know of about 15 pending amendments.
We will move along as expeditiously as
possible, but it will be our purpose to
stay as late as necessary this evening to
finish work on the bill.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. HECHLER OF

WEST VIRGINIA

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I offer amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. HeECHLER of
West Virginia: Page 256, line 11, after the
period, insert the following:

“No coal mine wastes such as coal fines
and slimes shall be used as constituent ma-
terials in the construction of any coal mine
waste dam or impoundment.”

Page 267, line 2, after the period, insert
the following:

“No coal mine wastes such as coal fines
and slimes shall be used as constituent ma-
terials in the construction of any coal mine
waste dam or impoundment.”

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
these two amendments may be consid-
ered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, the purpose of these amend-
ments is to make absolutely certain that
no coal mine wastes be constituted as
part of the dam itself. The committee in
its wisdom has given the Corps of En-
gineers authority to set up standards for
these coal waste dams, and this provision
simply assures that coal mine wastes
such as caused the Buffalo Creek tragedy
may not be used in a coal mine waste
dam itself.

Everyone in West Virginia and many
people throughout the Nation recall that
on February 26, 1972, a coal waste dam
on Buffalo Creek, W. Va., collapsed, send-
ing a 30-foot wall of water down a 17-
mile valley; 125 wonderful West Virgin-
ians were Kkilled, and 4,000 people were
rendered homeless. I certainly hope that
we will do everything possible to avoid a
repetition of the Buffalo Creek disaster.
I strongly urge support for my
amendment.

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

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
yield to the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I am not
sure the amendment is necessary because
the Corps of Engineers does not permit
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the use of these materials in construc-
tion of dams in any event, but the pres-
ence of these additional words will cer-
tainly not do any damage and certainly
will confirm an existing practice.

To save time I am willing to accept the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from West Virginia.

The amendments were agreed fo.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to section 515?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GUDE

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gupe: Page 258,
line 12, strike subsection (14) inclusive and
insert in leu thereof the following subsec-
tion:

“(14) segregate all acid-forming materials,
toxic materials, and materials constituting
a fire hazard and promptly bury, cover, com-
pact and isolate such materials during the
mining and reclamation process to prevent
contact with ground water systems and to
prevent leaching and pollution of surface or
subsurface waters;”

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, subsection
14 provides for the burying or isolation
of acid-forming materials and materials
that constitute a fire hazard. The amend-
ment I am offering improves the lan-
guage. It provides for immediate burial.

One of the major aspects of the envi-
ronmental problems presented by strip
mining is the question of acid mine
drainage and its toxic effects on water.
The problem of acid drainage and leach-
ing of toxic materials continues to be
the major problem in reclamation in
the Midwest and parts of Appalachia, In
the western portion of my own State of
Maryland, acid drainage from areas
stripped 30 years ago continues to kill
all the fish and other aquatic life in the
Potomac River in that area.

In the West, the problem is sodic or
saline drainage rather than acid drain-
age. It is an equally serious problem.

Numerous studies have clearly demon-
strated that the best way to reduce acid
and other types of foxic drainage is
through burial and compaction. In the
Appalachian Regional Commission stud-
ies of the problem in eastern Kentucky,
they concluded that:

Further reductions in chemical pollution
are possible by means of . . . more rapid
burial of acid overburden materials . . .
deeper burial of acid materials . . . and
compaction of backfilled and graded spoil.

I think this language is an improve-
ment. I ask for the adoption of the
amendment.

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

Mr. GUDE. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, this lan-
guage was in last year’s bill. We took it
out because we felt that the standards
would require the operators to make sure
the toxic materials were covered in any
event. It is one of those amendments that
I do not consider necessary but it cer-
tainly does not do any harm. If the com-
mittee wants to adopt it, it would not
do any damage to the bill.




March 18, 1975

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, will the genfleman yield?

Mr. GUDE. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing and I am perhaps taking advantage
of the gentleman, but one reason why
we did take that out of the bill was we
learned that all biological material is
acid forming. It forms amino acids or
harmless acids, but it is acid forming. If
we adopt this in the law, then anybody
who does not bury or cover what would
not be deleterious acid-forming material
would be in violation of the law.

If the gentleman will note, in section
14 we say:

. - . all debris, acid-forming materials,
toxic materials, . . .

In other words, we use the same defini-
tion and say that it shall be—
disposed of in a manner designed to pre-
vent contamination of ground or surface
waters . . .

I will tell the gentleman the problem
with the bill in many sections is that
we not only provide a goal as we did in
the existing language but also we tried
to tell them how. This amendment tells
them how. When we commit this kind of
regulation to law we unintentionally do
great harm because we place a legal im-
pediment or requirement on the person
who is very conceivably not intentionally
violating the spirit of the situation but
because he is not able to promptly bury
or cover or compact or isolate the mate-
rial, even if it were not necessary for
safety. The existing language requires
the operator to insure against the very
thing the gentleman is concerned about
and allows the operator to do it in such
a manner as would conform to his par-
ticular geographic area.

So I will tell my friend that I hope
his amendment is defeated because the
existing language in the bill accomplishes
what the gentleman wants, and his lan-
guage is going to add only to the prob-
lems of the operator.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I think if
the gentleman reads the amendment, the
language does say “promptly bury, cover,
compact and isolate” and so on, so as
to “prevent contact with ground water
systems and to prevent leaching and pol-
lution of surface or subsurface waters:”.

If immediate burial were not necessary
to prevent pollution and the officials so
specified, then it would not be essential
under this language.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for adoption of
the amendment.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. GupE).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Rurpre) there
were—ayes 21, noes 16.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to section 5152
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HECHLER OF WEST

VIRGINIA

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
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Amendment offered by Mr. HeEcHLER of
West Virginia: Page 263, line 15, after the
word “cut”, strike all through the word
“met” on line 22, inclusive.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, this is really a technical per-
fecting amendment which prevents
dumping the spoil downslope on the ini-
tial cut temporarily. I think the allow-
ance of the dumping of the spoil down-
slope from the initial cut temporarily is
a loophole which, if removed, would
strengthen this bill considerably.

My amendment is designed to elimi-
nate a very serious loophole. Throughout
the markup sessions and in its report, the
committee has repeatedly emphasized
the importance of reclamation standards
which prohibit the dumping of spoil on
the downslope in steep areas. A 1973 Sen-
ate Interior study spells out why even
graded spoil on the downslope is a major
environmental hazard:

In 1970, Kentucky required some operators,
on a demonstration basls, to purposedly
spread out the overburden pushed downslope
in order to prevent landslides. Such methods,
however, are subject to massive sheet and
gully erosion and slumping, especially in the
high rainfall areas such as the Appalachian
reglon. and, in effect reduce neither the
amount of environmentel damage nor the
number of operator violations.

Yet H.R. 25 contains language which
compromises the effectiveness of the pro-
hibition on downslope dumping by allow-
ing the temporary dumping of the “ini-
tial cut.” “Initial cut” is nowhere de-
fined in the bill, though the report does
attempt to limit its applicability. How-
ever, as several committee members
pointed out during markup sessions, the
language as drafted in HR. 25 could
easily be interpreted as allowing dump-
ing of first cuts all along the coal seam—
in effect, allowing dumping of spoil much
as is done in parts of Appalachia today.

My amendment would close off this
loophole of flatly prohibiting all dumping
of spoil on the downslope, regardless.
This would not prohibit mountain min-
ing—rather it would require the operator
to truck the first cut material to a nearby
flat area to store it until it is needed in
reclamation. Last year's House commit-
tee report cites the feasibility of this
approach:

At the present time in West Virginia the
material from the first cut is set aside—
usually on an old strip bench—on nearby or
adjacent lands.

Further support for the necessity of
cutting off this loophole comes from a
recent study done by Mathematica, Inec.
for the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion. The study, entitled “Design of
Surface Mining Systems in Eastern
Kentucky,” examined the continuing
problems of landslides, sedimentation
and water pollution in eastern Eentucky
and drew several conclusions which re-
late to my amendment. Kentucky law al-
lows the dumping of the first cut and
then prohibits subsequent dumping.
Mathematica concluded that this was in-
adequate protection and that “in practice
tice, violations of these regulations have
occurred fairly frequently in recent
years.” Mathematica pointed out that:
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Another possible source of landslides is
the reputed tendency of some miners to
overload the fill benches resulting from first
cuts, by stacking excessive spoll on the outer
one-third of the fill bench,

The study concluded that:

The surest way to prevent landslides is
probably the last one mentioned above—the
use of “no fill bench"” methods (no first cut
dumping) ... such methods are roughly
comparable in profitability to existing con-
ventional contour methods, and can be prac-
ticed using existing equipment.

As you can see from this study, my
amendment would insure that the most
environmentally sound yet economical
reclamation technigues would be used in
mountain mining. It would not necessi-
tate the banning of mountain mining,
yet it would reduce to a major degree the
single most damaging feature of moun-
tain strip mining—Ilandslides.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the desire of the
Chair to get this over with, but I would
like to rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

This again is one of those attempts.
by striking the very specific exemption,
the gentleman is again attempting to
make an absolute which would com-
pound the operator’s problems. I under-
stand the gentleman's desire, but what
he is striking is the necessity in some
operations to temporarily leave some
earth in a different position. It is very
specific. It says it is only a temporary
position. It must be limited. It is in there
for a very real purpose.

Now, we are making it difficult enough
for these people to mine. By striking this,
it is going to be even that much more
difficult. What the gentleman is strik-
ing is the designating of temporarily
placing it in a limited specified area.
That is about as narrow a violation that
could be construed by anybody.

I hope again, while I realize the House
may not understand what is happening,
we ought to at least give the committee
credit for working its will in this partic-
ular language.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
author of the amendment if that is, in-
deed, still a sentence with the deletion
of the lines from 17 to 22? If seems to
me we have actually cut off the sentence
in midair, so to speak.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, is the gentleman addressing
the question to me?

Mr. RUPPE. Yes. It says, “necessary
soil or spoil material from the initial
block.”

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield fur-
ther?

Mr. RUPPE. Yes.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
would advise the gentleman that if he
feels it would be preferable and improve
the wording by putting a period right
after the word “cut”, I would consider
that suggestion.

Mr. RUPPE. Line 15, “where necessary
soil or spoil material from the initial
?ll.lock"-——and the gentleman leaves it off

ere.
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Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia.
I would remind the gentleman that the
amendment is on line 15. The gentleman
is reading from line 17.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RUPPE. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Hawaii.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, the amend-
ment as offered by the gentleman from
West Virginia places a comma after the
word “cut” appearing on line 15, there-
by eliminating the entire proviso which
we worked out in committee permitting
one cut to be put over the slope, which
in the recent markup was further
amended to provide that this placement
of the first cut is only temporary and
that it must be subsequently removed.

I supposed that an optimum situation
would be that we would never permit
any spoil over the slope, but I think that
the bill as drafted by the committee con-
tains a reasonable compromise. It per-
mits access into a hill by allowing the
spoil of the first cut on the downslope.

So, I would hope that this amendment
would not be accepted and the committee
bill would be retained.

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Chairman, I would
agree with the gentlewoman. It seems
to me that we have said very carefully
in the legislation that there is not to be
any spoil on the downslope. However, we
did provide, because of the block cut
method which will be employed, that the
spoil from the first cut under the block
cut method could be temporarily placed
on the downside or slope if it would
not create a hazardous condition.

This amendment would substantially
increase the cost of mining. We do pro-
vide legislation in which the first cut
on the downside would be only tempo-
rary, and were that practice to be pre-
cluded, it would make mining much more
difficult and costly.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RUPPE. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, we cannot legislate against
landslides which occur when that mate-
;}lal ?nd spoil is placed downslope, point

0. 1.

The reason the comma is preserved
rather than putting a period there is
because we pick up on line 22 the
proviso: “Provided, That spoil material
in excess of that required—" and so
forth, is left in to complete the sentence.
That is the reason for the comma rather
than the period.

I simply observe that many, many
landslides occur as a result of placing
spoil from the initial cut, even temporar-
ily, downslope. That is the purpose of
the amendment. 2

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to point out that I understand the
gentleman’s concern, but the bill lan-
guage specifically states that first cuts
placed on the downside would have to be
placed in such a manner that the mate-
rial would not slide, and all the other
provisions of the bill would be taken
care of because we do indicate very
clearly even in that single instance, the
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first cut, the spoil material from the
slide would have to be placed in such a
way that there would be no sliding of
the material and no danger.

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

Mr. RUPPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. BLOUIN. Could the genfleman
point to the section of this bill where
“temporary” is defined? It seems to me
the crux of the question revolves around
how long that material is going to lie
there before it is moved.

Mr. RUPPE. True, but remember that
when the mine is planned and in prep-
aration, the mining plan has to be ap-
proved by the regulatory authorities, and
there is provision for citizen interven-
tion and for citizen participation. Any
question as to how the plan would be
developed and the timing of it would be
checked very carefully by the regulatory
authority and, second, would be open for
review by any citizen or citizen group
which would question the practice.

Mr. BLOUIN. I have two points to
make. One of the major objections to
this kind of legislation generally comes
to those who work within it because of
the constantly changing standards they
have to undergo. No. 2, it also seems to me
to be very expensive to delay an entire
project for a citizen to be affected to
refer to it, and it is too expensive not to
set the guidelines at the beginning.

Mr. RUPPE. I would point out that the
block cut standards mandated under this
legislation are going to be a difficult and
costly mining process, yet we did feel,
because of the pressure we have ex-
erted for the utilization of this mining
process, we should permit spoil on the
downside on the first cut.

It is a very difficult process to handle,
and there is a question of how we will
handle spoil on the downslide, if we do
not provide for an alternative in the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. HECHLER).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. HecHLER of
West Virginia), there were—ayes 8,
noes 31.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-
ther amendments to section 5157

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SEIBERLING

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, SEIBERLING:
Page 211, line 21, strike after the word
“every” the following: *“three months" and
insert in lleu thereof the following: “month™.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, a point of order. We are on section
516 and 515. This attempts to amend
section 502. It is in violation of procedure.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that, although we
have passed that point in title V, I be
permitted to offer this amendment.

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

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I object.

The CHATRMAN. Objection is heard.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HECHLER OF WEST
VIRGINIA

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HecHLER of
West Virginia: On page 273, between lines
8 and 9, insert the following new subsection:

“({g) no employee of the state regulatorv
authority performing any function or duty
under this Act shall have a direct or indirect
financial interest in any underground or sur-
face coal mining operation, except that an
employee may own a total of not more than
one hundred shares of stock of companies
which have a direct or indirect interest in
such operations and which are listed in any
securities exchange registered wiih the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission pursuant
to section 6 of the Act of June 6, 1934 (48
Stat. B85: 15 U.S.C., T8f) : provided that such
employee shall file with the state regulatory
authority a written statement concerning
such ownership which shall be avallable to
the public. Whoever knowingly violates the
provisions of the above sentence shall, upon
conviction, be punished by a fine of not more
than $2,5600, or by imprisonment of not more
than one year, or by both. The Secretary
shall (1) within sixty days after enactment
of this Act, publish in the Federal Register,
in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 553, regulations
to establish methods by which the provisions
of this subsection will be monitored and en-
forced by the Secretary and such state regu-
latory authority, including appropriate pro-
visions for the filing by such employees and
the review of statements and supplements
thereto concerning any financial Interest
which may be affected by this subsection,
and (2) report to the Congress on March 1
of each calendar year on actions taken and
not taken during the preceding year under
this subsection.”

Mr, HECHLER of West Virginia (dur-
ing the reading). Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of this amendment be dispensed with
since it is printed in the Recorp and
available at everyone's desk, and also
since it conforms with the Dingell
amendment passed on Friday.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, this amendment would apply
the same conflict of interest regulations
to the employees of State regulatory
agencies and authorities as were included
under the Dingell amendment ‘as applied
to Federal regulatory officials. Since the
Dingell amendment was adopted, my
amendment will insure that appropriate
and conforming conflict of interest regu-
lations apply equitably.

Mr. Chairman, I now gladly yield to
the gentlewoman from Hawaii.

Mrs. MINEK. Mr. Chairman, I think
this is a correct amendment and will
conform to the amendments we agreed
to earlier. I would hope the committee
would accept this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. HECHLER) .

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SEIBERLING

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
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Amendment offered by Mr. SEIBERLING:
Page 239, line 22, insert a new paragraph (6)
as follows:

“(6) the blasting and excavation practices
permitted in connectlon with any proposed
surface coal mining operation not In exist-
ence on the date of enactment of this Act
will not render unsafe or impractical the
subsequent extraction of known deposits of
coal recoverable by current deep mining tech-
nology beneath the area affected by the pro-
posed surface coal mining operation."

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Chairman, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Chairman, is this
amendment to the sections under consid-
eration today, or is it covering a sec-
tion that we were taking up yeserday?

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, this amendment
covers a section which is one of the sec-
tions in title V, and it was agreed yes-
terday that title V was open to amend-
ment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that the amendment is to section 510,
and the bill is open for amendment at
any point from section 509 to the end of
title V.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. SEIBERLING).

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is offered to remedy a very
serious oversight in this bill. The staff,
I believe, concedes that it was an over-
sight.

We are in the situation that approxi-
mately 97 percent of the Nation’s coal
reserves are minable only by deep mine
methods and only 3 percent minable by
strip mine methods. It has been esti-
mated that if we stopped deep mining
coal entirely and went exclusively
to strip mining, we would use up all the
strippable coal by the end of this cen-
tury.

There are places where strippable coal
is located above seams of coal that can
only be recovered by deep mining
methods,

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this
amendment is to make it clear that if
stripping above known deposits of deep
minable coal woulc make it impossible
to mine that deep coal thereafter, the
stripping could not take place until and
unless the deep minable coal is ex-
tracted.

There may be cases where, because of
the type of rock structures and the close-
ness of strippable areas to the deep min-
able seams, strip mine blasting could
fracture the rock and make subsequent
deep mining practically impossible be-
cause of the inability of the fractured
rock strata to provide adequate roof sup-
port for tunnels and working faces of
the deep mine.

The proposed amendment would meet
this situation by requiring the regulatory
authority to find that the coal surface
mining operation would not have such an
effect on known deposits—and I empha-
size the words, “known deposits”—of re-
coverable deep minable coal located
below the proposed strip mine. The
amendment Is prospective only and
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would not affect already existing strip
mines.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from Arizona (Mr. UpALL).

Mr. UDALL, Mr. Chairman, this sec-
tion is not effective for 2 years. I per-
sonally have not had a chance to study
the impact of this.

The goal the gentleman seeks is one we
could all support. His goal is that in pres-
ent stripmining operations we would
not make it impossible to mine large de-
posits that must be mined by under-
ground methods.

I think in fairness to the industry, be-
fore the conference takes up this provi-
sion, we ought to analyze it and find out
whether it poses any problems we have
not thought about and whether it inter-
feres with coal production.

Mr. Chairman, I would be inclined to
accept the amendment on that basis.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
would accept the gentleman’s position.
I understand that the gentleman would
request the Interior Department to give
us an opinion, and that if they come up
with problems that were not foreseen,
I would support modifying or striking the
amendment out in conference.

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

Mr. SEIBERLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Chairman, my prob-
lem with the amendment would be this:

Suppose we have an area that is being
strip mined and all of a sudden the min-
ing process would come to a point under-
neath which underground surface mining
operations could be commenced to be
developed at a later time. Are we to sug-
gest that the entire strip mining opera-
tion come to a halt because at some point
beneath the present operation there is
an underground coal seam that could
be mined at some future date?

First of all, under the language of the
amendment we might preclude the min-
ing of a million or 5 million tons of sur-
face coal simply because there may be
5,000 or 50,000 tons of underground re-
coverable coal beneath the surface-
mined areas.

It seems to me that what we are say-
ing is that we will stop any mining proc-
ess if underneath that surface-mined
area there is any size coal deposit at all
that could be removed by underground
mining methods. It seems to me at that
juncture that we would perhaps stop the
production of a 1-million ton operation
or a 5-million ton operation simply be-
cause as little as 5,000 or 50,000 tons of
underground recoverable coal may be
beneath the area that is presently being
mined.

Mr. Chairman, that would be an in-
efficient and wasteful process, to bring
a surface-mining operation to a dead
halt simply because underneath the
operation there was a given amount of
coal that could be mined by some other

method.
Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I

think the gentleman’s point is well taken,

First of all, let me say that this amend-
ment would affect only new mines,
Therefore, if we had a strip mine that
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was partly over deep minable coal and
partly not, when the stripping reaches
the point where mining would be above
deep-minable coal, then the regulatory
authority would have to put some restric-
tions on the use of explosives or by some
other means prevent the destruction of
that deep-mined coal.

The other point I think is also well
taken in that there should be a bal-
ancing, so that stripping of a very large
deposit of coal would not be prohibited
above a deep minable seam containing
only a very small amount of recoverable
coal.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. SEIBERLING)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SEIBER-
LING was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr., SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
would be perfectly willing to sit down
with the gentleman in conference and
work out some refined language based
on the evaluation of this by the Interior
Department, but I think we do need to
have this type of provision in this bill
before it goes to conference. Otherwise,
we will not be in a position to meet the
important problem to which this amend-
ment is directed.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SEIBERLING. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK).

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I have a
suggestion. If the gentleman added the
words “‘and if of greater economic value”
to his amendment, it would answer the
questions that have been raised on both
sides as to whether we want a restriction
of' this kind for a very small deposit of
coal that might exist and that could only
be recovered by underground techniques.

Mr. SEIBERLING. To answer the gen-
tlewoman, I would rather not make that
type of amendment, for the simple rea-
son that the deep coal still might be of
great economic value. If one had a 50-
foot seam of strippable coal on top of a
30-foot seam of deep minable coal, the
deep minable coal would still have great
economic value and it would be a waste
of valuable natural resources to make it
!mgossible to get that deep minable coal
out.

I would think that there ought to be a
finding by the regulatory authority that
the size of the deep minable coal seam is
of too little consequence to justify deep
mining. I would go along that that, but
I suggest that we handle that in confer-
ence and simply get this amendment in
the bill now so that we can deal with it in
conference.

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

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. SEIBERLING)
there were—ayes 16, noes 15.

So the amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BLOUIN

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BLouin: Page
294, line 21, strike the words “boundaries of
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any national forest” and insert the follow-
ing: “the Natlonal Forest System”.

Mr. BLOUIN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment speaks to the question of
whether or not the national grasslands
are going to be continued to be pre-
served and rejuvenated.

I think we are talking about a sub-
ject that goes back quite a few years,
and maybe it is worth at least a mo-
ment or two to try to refresh the mem-
ories of the Members about what this
whole concept is all about.

Some of the Members may remem-
ber that as a result of the droughts of
the 1930’s and the erosion and depletion
of some precious soil deposits that re-
sulted from those thoughts, literally mil-
lions of acres of agricultural land were
destroyed and rendered, frankly, rather
useless. Thousands of American fam-
ilies—farmers and ranchers—saw their
life’s works and dreams and desires lit-
erally disappear with no apparent ave-
nue of hope left.

The Congress in those days responded
to that crisis with a program of restora-
tion, preservation, and relocation and,
unlike so many programs that have been
passed by this body since then, this one,
strangely enough, worked.

The 3,822,000 acres of our time, our
money, and our hopes for our people for
over 40 years have gone into this pro-
gram of reclamation and restoration and
recycling of land resources.

Now, really when we are literally on
the brink of completing our waiting for
recycling of this land, to bring it back
to a usable level, and in many instances
already having accomplished this goal,
we find ourselves in an effort on the part
of some to literally rip the top off that
soil and put back four decades of work
into the back pages of history some-
where, of eliminating the concern and
care of that land that has taken so long
to restore, land that, whether you know
it or not, is presently being used for graz-
ing by thousands of cattle and sheep be-
longing to farmers and ranchers in these
regions—land that is presently being
used as a wildlife habitat for thousands
of antelope, deer, quail, pheasant, and
other wild game—land that is presently
being used and enjoyed by hundreds of
thousands of hunters, fishermen, camp-
ers, and picnickers from all over this
country annually—and land that is pres-
ently being used to demonstrate the
practicability of grassland management
and development needed to keep un-
stable soils in place, and covered with
Brass.

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion now is
not the time to regress from 40 years of
conservation management for the sake
of exploiting what really amounts to less
than one-half of 1 percent of the total
coal reserves in this country.

Now is the time to show that we are
concerned about the need to preserve
this land, and to protect those 3.8 mil-
lion acres of usable land for people
with a long-term benefit instead of a
short-term, one-shot benefit of an un-
determined amount of so-called need of
energy.

Our amendment makes every effort to
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speak to this concern. Its passage in my
opinion would allow the fulfillment of
the goals of title III of the Bankhead-
Jones Tenant-Farmers Act of 1937.

That is how long this Congress has
been helping that program. That is how
long those people in those parts of this
country have been waiting for that land
to be returned to a usable state. All our
amendment does is insure that that will
continue.

I ask for the support of the Members
of this amendment, and urge its passage.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DINGELL AS A 5UB-

STITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY

MR. BLOUIN

Mr. DINGELL., Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment as a substitute for the
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DINGELL as a
substitute for the amendment offered by
Mr. BLouiN: On page 294, line 10, strike “Sub-
ject to valld existing rights no” and insert
therein the word “No"; and

2. On page 294, strike all on line 21 through
the semicolon on line 23, and insert therein
the following:

“(2) on any lands within the boundaries
of national forests or national grasslands:
Provided, that the prohibition in this sub-
section shall not prevent (A) such mining
within any of these lands where the deeds
conveying the surface lands to the United
States reserved the coal and specifically pro-
vide for the surface mining thereof, or (B)
the surface operations and impacts incident
to an underground coal mine: Provided,
further that in no event shall such mining
operations be exempt from the requirements
of this Act;".

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I want
to commend my colleague, the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. Brouvin) for offering an
excellent amendment. I do not want
my colleagues to think that my offering
of this amendment in any way takes
away my support of the amendment
which is offered by our able colleague,
the gentleman from Iowa.

It is an attempt simply to add further
perfections in a fashion which would
least utilize the time of the House of
Representatives. Everything that my
friend and colleague, the gentleman from
Iowa, has said in substantive support
of his amendment would apply to the
amendment which I offer.

My amendment was printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on March 13,
1975, beginning at page H1723, pursuant
to rule XXIII, clause 6.

The amendment which I offer is very
little different, as I have indicated, from
that offered by the gentleman from Iowa,
and very little different from that which
Ioffered during the consideration of this
legislation during the previous Congress.
The amendment that I offer as a sub-
stitute for that offered by my friend,
the gentleman from Iowa, does the
following:

One, it prohibits all surface coal min-
ing in areas of national parks, national
wildlife refuge systems, and wilderness
systems. It again prohibits surface coal
mining in the National Forest and Wild
and Scenic River Systems except where
such mining exists on the date of enact-
ment and except where the deeds, con-
veying lands to the United States
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reserved the coal and permitted such
mining, with the added proviso that such
mining would be subject to the regula-
tory requirements of the bill.

The conferees during the previous
Congress rewrote this section to permit
the continuance of existing mining oper-
ations in national parks, national wildlife
refuges and wilderness systems, and to
permit all mining based on *valid exist-
ing rights.” That clause is a puzzling
one. It appears to cloud the matter. It is
my understanding that the committee
wants to prohibit mining in these areas.
But what does the provision mean? I
think it is extra verbiage and really
has no meaning.

The amendment now before us adds
really only one thing to that offered by
my friend, the gentleman from Iowa. It
continues the prohibition against surface
mining in the areas listed, first, national
parks, wildlife refuges, and wilderness
systems, and also the other parts of the
national forest; and second, our scenic
river systems and the grasslands.

But it again prevents the surface min-
ing from taking place pursuant to the so-
called preexisting rights of which we are
not informed, and which may very well
authorize a kind of mining in a degree
and amount and in places where this
body is not prepared to accept it, or
where on the basis of sober understand-
ing I think the people of this Nation
would not want to have that take place.

The bill before us contains the con-
ference approach of last year, and it
appears to permit coal mining in places
where in my view strface coal mining
should not be tolerated; namely, the na-
tional grasslands, and for that reason I
would urge the adoption either of the
substitute which I offer to that offered
by my friend, the gentleman from Iowa,
or at least the amendment offered by my
friend, the gentleman from Iowa.

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. RUPPE. I thank the gentleman for
yvielding.

This amendment, then, would extend
the prohibition of surface mining to
grasslands and to those private lands
within the boundaries of any unit of the
National Forest System; am I correct?

Mr. DINGELL. I have other amend-
ments which will reach 300 yards out of
sight of existing areas of the National
Forest System which I will later cover.

Mr. RUPPE, If the gentleman will
yield further, this amendment does cover
private lands. It says:

On any lands within the boundaries of na-
tional forests or national grasslands . . . .

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman from
Michigan is correct and I regret I gave an
erroneous impression. I would note, how-
ever, that I simply followed the language
of the bill.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, M'EAY TO THE
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, DINGELL AS A
SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY
MR. BLOUIN
Mr. McKAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an

amendment to the amendment offered as

a substitute for the amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, McEayY to the
amendment offered by Mr, DINGELL &8s & sub-
stitute for the amendment offered by Mr.
BrouiN: After (2) delete “on any lands with-
in the boundaries of national forest or na-
tional grasslands:” and insert in lieu thereof
the following: “on any Federal lands with-
in the boundaries of any national forest east
of the one-hundredth meridian or on any
lands within the boundaries of any national
forest which, one the date of the enactment
of this Act, are managed and utilized pri-
marily for outdoor recreation or for sus-
tained yield timber production:™.

Mr. McKAY. Mr. Chairman, the pur-
pose of this amendment is in fact to allow
in certain areas of the national forest
some mining. I agree with the Strip
Mining Act that we need to make some
regulation, we need to tighten it down,
and we need to reclaim, and we need
to manage, and we need to do all these
things. The effect of this amendment
would allow and require all that.

Let me indicate some things. I am
concerned about the total prohibition on
surface mining in the national forest
areas. I recognize the need for special
protection in the national forests. I
would hate to see the stripping of land
covered with beautiful aspen or alpine
forest. On the other hand, not all forest-
land is important scenic, recreational,
or timber land.

I would like to indicate, if any of the
Members are interested, a picture of
some of the national forest land where
there is not a stick of timber and there
are not grasslands. They do have some
coal under the surface and we should
be able to use it. We should be able to
use the coal under this land in these
areas, which could be under the rules and
regulations of this bill be refurbished and
in some locations it could be left in
a conditon better than it is now. There-
fore, I think we ought not totally to
exclude it.

I think it is unwise to completely pre-
clude the possiblity of surface mining
where important environmental values
are not a consideration—and, I under-
line, are not compromised.

The proposed amendment provides
careful protection for all the important
forest values. Surface coal mining is pro-
hibited where the present use or value of
the area to be mined is primarily related
to timber or recreational use as the ef-
fective date of this act.

In addition, the areas could be desig-
nated as unsuitable for mining where
there would be significant damage to the
environmental values or the national sys-
tem under this.

Also, the strict regulations would apply
to limited areas where mining might be
allowed.

So we are providing all the rules and
regulations.

There are about 7 billion tons of
known coal reserves on the national
forest lands. Some of these lands really
should not be surface mined, because of
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the recreational, timber, or scenic values
which should be protected. But this
should not mean that all the forest land
should be precluded from being mined.
Our national energy demands mean that
this should not be locked up where the
important environmental values would
not be compromised by the surface min-
ing. This amendment provides the
needed protection for our national forest
without a total prohibition.

It should be understood that all the
national forest is not all forests. Half
the national forest land is range land and
some forest land is of real scenic value
and some has timber value.

In our western part of the country
over the years many people have par-
ticipated in getting the Forest Service to
buy out—or the local communities have
bought up—ecertain lands for the Forest
Service to administer because those lands
were being ill administered, and the
lands have been brought back to a better
ecological state than they were before.
I think that ought to continue. For ex-
ample, in an area called the Fish Lake
area in Utah, there are some 1,500 acres
which contain 15 million tons of low
sulfur coal. There is no vegetation except
for sagebrush, the area is dry, and there
is in some areas a few pinions and juni-
pers. There is no significant wildlife.
In this type of land I think we need to
make the opportunity available to mine
the coal.

One other thing this amendment does
is that it precludes mining in all areas
east of the 100th meridian, which is
roughly down the middle of North and
South Dakota, Kansas, Oklahoma, and
s0 on, so this does not open up the forest
lands east of that parallel. This applies
only to the western section of the
country.

I would urge my colleagues to support
the amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, the three amendments
by my friends, the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. McEKay), by the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. BLouin), and by the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. DiNGELL), all
seek to upset the very finely tuned com-
promise that it took us months and
months to work out. In the bill that
emerged last month and in the bill today
we have a flat prohibition against coal
surface mining in all the U.S. National
Park System, the National Scenic
River System, the National System
of Trails, and we also include the
national forests in the Blouin amend-
ment, which would seek to exclude min-
ing in national grasslands, which in the
committee bill is permitted.

The national grasslands are some spe-
cial lands really in several Western
States including Wyoming which were
taken in very bad condition in the 1930’s
and were rejuvenated.

There are very tough environmental
standards in the bill if we do mine the
grasslands.

I would remind my colleagues that yes-
terday we adopted the amendment of the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. Evans)

7049

to fully protect the alluvial areas, to ban
mining on them, so we have a very good
protection and balance in the bill.

My friend, the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. McEKay) makes a good point that
there are areas in his territory that are
not really forests. They are sage and
open land and so on. If we are going to
permit anything, I would prefer we
should keep this, but the wisest thing to
do is to defeat all the amendments and
permit this compromise to stand.

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

Mr. Chairman, I will allay some of the
fears of the Members and I will only
take a minute or 2 to respond to my good
friend, the gentleman from Utah (Mr.
McEaY) on the type of land he is talk-
ﬁls about and the possibility of mining

I asked the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment in Montana, which administers 8
million acres of Federal lands in Mon-
tana how much of the BLM land would
be mined in Montana in the next 10
years and they told me it would be 5,000
acres. Due to the preponderance of BLM
land in the area of Montana lying over
the Fort Union coal deposit, this would
probably mean that during the next 10
years, if BLM estimates are correct, we
are only going to mine about 15,000
acres of land in Montana including pri-
vate and State lands. There are no appli-
cations and never have been applications
for lease for coal mining in the national
forests so there is no urgency to allow
mining in national forests.

Much of those lands in the West which
overlie the huge Fort Union coal deposit
are administered by the Bureau of Land
Management.

The need for mining federally owned
coal can easily be met on those lands.

We have no need to open up the
Custer National Forest or other national
forests, but I do want to say to my good
friend, the gentleman from Utah, that
he is absolutely correct. The type of land
he is describing, and which I have viewed
myself in Utah, is not what we would
envision as logically belonging in a na-
tional forest. Why it was put in a nation-
al forest is a mistake of this country.

I would say what is proper is a re-
structuring of who manages what. I do
not think the national forest system per
se is so sacred that the boundaries have
to remain as they are when they do not
really include lands that meet the cri-
teria of forest lands.

I know there are national forests that
have different types of land; but I think
the gentleman from Utah is absolutely
correct when he said that the type of land
he is describing better fits the type of
land we would find administered by the
Bureau of Land Management, rather
than be included in a national forest.

I would say a better solution to the
problem is a restructuring or putting
lands under the proper Federal manage-
ment where they fit, rather than leav-
ing them in the boundaries we now have,
which do include much land in national
forests which are very similar to Federal
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lands managed by the Bureau of Land
Management.

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

Mr. MELCHER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Utah.

Mr. McKAY. Mr. Chairman, as the
gentleman knows, I would be willing if
the Congress would tighten it down to
eliminate Custer National Forest. I would
suppose that you could handle that in
conference and I would not have any
objection to that.

As the gentleman knows, the Forest
Service and the Bureau of Land Man-
agement administers lands of very sim-
ilar nature. The Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, I agree, has more of the range
management mineral lands than the
Forest Service, but they each have quan-
tities of it and each administer jurisdic-
tion of timber sales and all of the other
types of lands. If we could sort out all of
those—which I do not expect we are
going to do—then I would agree with
the gentleman, but we are not really
going to do that and make this a purely
environmental and strictly timber area
in the national forest.

So, this is the only alternative we
have, to leave those areas out, and I
believe they should.

I think there are sufficient safeguards
within the bill in every other section to
mandate and give guides for the judg-
ment of the agencies, and if they follow
the guidelines already set, I see no
danger of destroying the resource.

Mr. MELCHER. I wish the proposed
language in the gentleman's amend-
ment would clearly delineate what we
are attempting to do, but I am afraid
that simply stating that a national
forest used primarily for timber or rec-
reational purposes, would not be strip
mined is inadequate. There simply is
not an adequate guideline for Congress
to establish what national forests
would not be strip mined for coal.

I am afraid, under the cirmumstances,
I will have to stick with the language in
the bill and oppose the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Montana has expired.

(On request of Mr. SEiBerLING and by
unanimous consent Mr. MELCHER was al-
lowed to proceed for .1 additional
minute.)

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

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

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
would just like to clarify a point in the
amendment of the gentleman from Utah.
I understand land in the Custer National
Forest, which is in your State of Mon-
tana, iIs used for both timber and for
grazing purposes, is that correct?

Mr. MELCHER. Custer National For-
est is administered under the multiple-
use concept. It is used for grazing, for
some timber production, for recreation;
all the usual multiple uses.

Mr. SEIBERLING. The same land is
used for both purposes in many areas,
is that correct? In other words, there is
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timber on it, and also it is used for graz-
ing land?

Mr. MELCHER. The gentleman from
Utah has offered an amendment that
would clearly indicate that the Custer
National Forest would be open to strip
mining for coal.

Mr. SEIBERLING. That is the point I
wanted to clarify.

Mr. MELCHER. I might point out to
the Members of the Committee that the
language that is in the bill says that
there can be no coal strip mining on any
Federal land within the boundaries of a
national forest—which of course does
permit mining on private land within
the national forest and we do have some
private land in Custer National Forest—
so there could be some mining on private
lands, but under the committee bill there
would be a ban on all Federal land in
the national forest.

Mr. WIRTH, Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count.
Evidently a quorum is not present.

The Chair announces that he will va-
cate proceedings under the call when a
quorum of the committee appears. Mem-
bers will record their presence by elec-
tronic device.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice.

QUORTM CALL VACATED

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred and
one Members have appeared. A quorum
of the Committee of the Whole is pres-
ent. Pursuant to the provisions of clause
2, rule XXIII, further proceedings under
the call shall be considered as vacated.

The Committee will resume its busi-
ness.

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

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. McEAY)
whether he can explain to us just a little
about what kind of land it is we are talk-
ing about.

I have some information about one
place in North Dakota that does not hap-
pen to come under the national forest
system, but which supports five cows
grazing over 5 million tons of coal, and I
was wondering whether the gentleman
from Utah has some similar land that
might become available to mine or
ghether he could give us that informa-

on.

The land I refer to has five cows graz-
ing over 5 million tons of coal, and we
are saying we cannot mine it. I wonder
whether this is the same kind of land as
is the case down in Utah.

Mr. McKAY. If the gentleman will
yield, I would say that we might take
care of six or seven cows in that same
area.

Mr. SYMMS. Does the gentleman
mean cows that must move from grass
clump to grass clump at 30 miles an hour
to keep from starving to death?

Mr. McKAY. I have some pictures
showing the character of the land I am
talking about, which really is mineable,
but at the present time it is not usable
for much of anything. In some of these
cases, if it were stripped and required to
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be put back, it would then present a bet-
ter soil condition, one in which the en-
vironment could be improved for grazing
and other uses.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman very much. I am in strong
support for the gentleman’s amendment.
I think this would be one of the few
chances we would have to improve the
legislation, and I hope the amendment is
accepted, as it will make this legislation
slightly less obnoxious.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. McEay) to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), as a substitute
for the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. BLOUIN).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. McEKay) there
were—ayes 22, noes 32.

So the amendment to the amendment,
offered as a substitute for the amend-
ment, was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) , 88 & sub-
stitute for the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. BLOUIN).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. HecHLER of
West Virginia) there were—ayes 12,
noes 35.

So the amendment offered as a substi-
tute for the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. BLOUIN).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Brouvix) there
were—ayes 20, noes 36.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BLOUIN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 168, noes 248,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 59]
AYES 168

Coughlin
Delaney
Dellums

Abzug
Addabbo
Ambro
Anderson,
Calif.

Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Bafalls
Baldus

Hayes, Ind.
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Diggs Heing
Dingell Holtzman
Dodd Howard
ggiwney Hubbard

nan Hughes
du Pont Jacobs
Early Johnson, Colo.

Earth

Edgar
Edwards, Calif. =

Findley
Fish

Fisher
Fithian
Florio
Ford, Mich.
Fraser

Blouin
Bonker
Brademasa
Breckinridge
Brodhead
Brown, Calif.
Burke, Calif. Frenzel
Burke, Fla. Gaydos
Burton,John L. Gilman
Burton, Philllp Green
Carr Gude
Chisholm Hall

Clay Hannaford
Cohen Harkin
Conte Harrington
Conyers Harrls
Cornell Hawkins

Levitas
Liloyd, Calif.
Long, Md.
MecClory
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Moakley
Moflett
Moorhead,

Bolling
Bowen
Ereaux
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler

Byron
Carney
Carter

Casey
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Corman
Cotter
Crane
D'Amours
Danlel, Dan
Danfiel, Robert

W. A

Danielson
Davis

de la Garza "
Dent

Derrick
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Downing
Duncan, Oreg.
Duncan, Tenn.
Fckhardt
Edwards, Ala,
Ellberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,
Fenwick
Flood
Flowers
Flynt

Reuss
Richmond
Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino
Roe

Rogers
Rooney
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Roybal

Russo

Ryan
Sarbanes
Scheuer

Y .
Zeferettl

Meeds
Melcher
Meyner
Milford

Mink
Mitchell, N.Y.

Mollochan
Montgomery
Moore

Moorhead, Pa.

Morgan
Murphy, N.Y.
Murtha
Myers, Ind.
Nichols
Nowak
Obey
O'Brien
O'Hara
O'Neill
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Pickle
Poage
Pressler
Preyer
Pritchard
Qule
Qulllen
Ralilsback
Randall
Rees
Regula
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson
Roncalio

Rose
Jeffords Rousselot
Jenrette Runnels
Johnson, Calif. Ruppe
Johnson, Pa. St Germain
Jones, Ala. Santini
Jones, N.C. Barasin
Jones, Okla. Satterfleld
Jones, Tenn. Schneebell
Jordan Schulze
Sebellus
Seiberling
Shriver
Bhuster
Sikes
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Nebr.
Snyder
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Lujan Stuckey
McCollister Bymms
MecCormack Talcott
McDonald Taylor, Mo.
McEwen Taylor, N.O.
MecFall Teague
McEay Thone
McEInney Thornton
Mndden Treen
Madigan Udall
Mahon Ullman
Mann Vander Jagt
Martin Wagegonner
Mathis Walsh
Mazzoll Wampler

Hagedorn
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen
Harsha

Hays, Ohlo
Hefner
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks
Hightower
Hillis
Hinshaw
Holland
Holt
Horton
Howe
Hungate
Hutchinson
Hyde
Ichord
Jarman

Kasten
Kastenmeler
Eazen

Kelly

Eemp
Ketchum
Kindness
Erueger
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Landrum
Lent

Litton
Lloyd, Tenn.
Long, La.
Lott
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Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

Weaver
White
‘Whitehurst
Whitten
Wiggins

Wilson, Bob
Winn

Alexander Wilson,
Cederberg Charles H.,
Collins, 111, Calif.

Esch

Wilson,
Goldwater Charles, Tex.
Hastings

Hébert

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word for the pur-
pose of asking a question of the chair-
man of the subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
chairman of the subcommittee, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
UbpaLL) to give us an explanation with re-
spect to paragraph 2 on page 264:

Complete backfilling with spoil material—

This relates to steep slopes—
shall be required to cover completely the
highwall and return the site to the approxi-
mate original contour, which material will
maintain stability following mining and
reclamation.

I wonder if the chairman could ex-
plain whether the words “approximate
original contour” mean that the operator
cannot take necessary steps to control
;ilminage and erosion during reclama-

on?

Mr, UDALL. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, the answer is “No.”

“Approximate original contour” is a
general standard and as defined in the
act means that surface configuration
“achieved by backfilling and grading of
the mined area so that it closely resem-
bles the surface configuration of land
prior to mining and blends into and com-
plements the drainage pattern of the sur-
rounding terrain.”

After regrading fo approximate origi-
nal contour and reconstructing the basic
drainage pattern in the regraded area,
one of the major problems facing the op-
erator is the control of erosion during
the reestablishment of vegetation. Re-
grading to approximate original contour
allows the surficial shaping of the re-
graded area to adequately control drain-
age and erosion. Appropriate drainage
control measures involving the shaping
of the surface include, for instance, a
series of diversion ditches or ridges
across the final grade of slope, the use
of grass-lined waterways, gouging to re-
tard surface runoff and increased infil-
tration into the spoil, and similar meas-
ures which are in common use by the Soil
Conservation Service for the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. The general
measures of siltation control and further
discussed and expanded in the committee
report—pages 105-106.

Mr. SEIBERLING. I would also like to
ask the Chairman if “approximate origi-
nal contour” means that, subsequent to
the backfilling of the highway, it would
be permissible to run a haul road or ac-
cess road across the restored terrain.

Mr. UDALL. Yes.

The committee recognizes that mining
access and haul roads, under limited and
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prescribed conditions, might well con-
tinue to serve useful purposes to land
owners after reclamation. In such limited
circumstances, roads can be left as part
of the reclamation plan, but it is also
expected that this will be identified in
the approved mining and reclamation
plan. The committee report contains a
discussion of the role of coal access and
haul roads—pages 117-118—including
the potential utility and performing en-
vironmental protection functions by
breaking up drainage down long slopes
or perhaps serving as a barrier to keep
spoil off outslopes. Specific standards in
the bill apply to access roads and these
would have to be met.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on this section and
all other sections and all other titles of
the bill end no later than 4:30 this after-
noon.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ari-
zona?

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, for that logical and reasonable ob-
jection, I will sit down.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to section 522?

Are there amendments to section 523?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRE. PICKLE

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PicKLE: Page
297, after line 18, insert the following:

“(f) Section 3(b) of the Mineral Leasing
Act for Acquired Lands (30 U.S.C. 3562) shall
not apply to deposits of coal (including lig-
nite) from lands within the boundaries of
Camp Swift National Guard Facility, Texas,
which may be leased by the Secretary of the
Interior to a governmental entity (includ-
ing any corporation primarily acting as an
agency or instrumentality of a State) which
produces electrical energy for sale to the
publie, but only if the Secretary of Defense
concurs in such leasing.”

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against the amendment.

Mr. PICELE, Mr. Chairman, would the
gentlewoman reserve her point of order?

Mrs. MINEK. I will reserve my point of
order.

Mr. PICEKLE. Mr. Chairman, I want
to take a little time in exploring a per-
plexing situation under our present min-
eral leasing laws.

Under our law, coal or lignite under
acquired Government property set aside
for military use cannot be leased. I have
had people research this statute, passed
in the 1920’s, and there is no evidence
whatsoever why this exception to leasing
was put into the law. But it was.

Since a desire to obtain coal or lignite,
that lies under acquired Federal prop-
erty set aside for military purposes, has
not been a factor in passing laws over
the past 55 years, the Congress has al-
lowed this anomaly to continue. It ought
to be changed.

In my congressional district, we have
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collided head-on with the roadblock
thrown up by 30 U.8.C. 352.

Because Texas entered the Union as a
Republic, Texas retained title to all pub-
lic lands. Thus, any Federal land in
Texas is “acquired property.”

During World War II, an Army base
was established south of Austin, near
Bastrop, Tex. This base, called Camp
Swift, is still owned by the Department
of Defense even though only the Texas
National Guard and some Reserve units
use the property.

In the early 1900's, throughout this
region, lignite was mined. Texas oil and
gas soon snuffed out interest in lignite.

Today, however, the utilities of central
Texas need to convert their generators
from natural gas and oil to energy sources
like coal or lignite. These utilities are not
investor owned but publicly owned utili-
ties. They are the utilities owned and run
by the city of Austin and the Lower Colo-
rado River Authority, a State agency.

Already these two government agencies
are constructing a new coal-fired plant.
To fire this plant, Austin and the LCRA
have contracted for coal from Montana,

Considering transportation costs, and
the unreliability of moving coal from
Montana to Texas, everyone agrees that
using Texas lignite would be a better
course of action.

The Texas National Guard has agreed
to a mining plan drawn up by the Becthol
Power Corp., which was hired by the
LCRA to study the Camp Swift lignite.
The plan calls for piecemeal mining and
the latest in land reclamation techniques.
Such a technique would not interfere
with the Guard’s use.

The LCRA and city of Austin are ready
to take steps to mine the lignite.

But alas, no one can let the lignite go
because of a 1920 statute.

Central Texas utility bills have tripled
and gquadrupled because of the rising
costs of natural gas and fuel oil.

Over 2 million citizens need the help of
Congress in getting this lignite.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I have
offered is as follows:

Section 3(b) of the Mineral Leasing Act for
Acquired Lands (30 U.S8.C. 352) shall not
apply to deposits of coal (including lignite)
from lands within the boundaries of Camp
Swift, National Guard facility, Texas, which
may be leased by the Secretary of the Interior
to a governmental entity (including any cor-
poratlon prl.marily actlng 88 An agency or
instrumentality of a State) which produces
electrical energy for sale to the public, but
only if the Secretary of Defense concurs in
such leasing.

This amendment was narrowly drawn
Just to take care of Camp Swift.

The gentleman from Arizona, and the
gentlewoman from Hawaii, have sug-
gested that my amendment would more
properly be in legislation reforming the
mineral leasing policy instead of this
strip-mining bill,

May I ask the Committee when such
legislation will be considered?

POINT OF ORDER

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I insist on
my point of order?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Hawaii will state her point of order.
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Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I am
forced to make a point of order on this
amendment because it seeks to amend
the Mineral Leasing Act which is not
amended by either this section or by any
other section of the bill that we have un-
der consideration.

The particular section which this
amendment seeks to amend has to do
with a provision which sets up the pro-
cedures by which the Federal Govern-
ment establishes a reclamation and min-
ing plan with respect to its Federal lands,
It has to do with the establishment of
standards and methods of extracting the
coal and relates to the provisions that
constitute requirements for such re-
moval.

This amendment which the gentleman
from Texas has offered to do with the
amendment of another statute entirely
separate from the pending bill and seeks
to single out one particular piece of prop-
erty located in the State of Texas, to
render it exempt from the provisions of
the Mineral Leasing Act.

So for the purposes of this bill, my
point of order goes to the point that it
is not germane and it amends a bill that
is not a pending matter.

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

Mrs. MINK. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentlewoman not agree in principle
that sinece the Defense Department, the
appropriate part of the Federal Govern-
ment, which owns title to the land, is
agreeable to the mining of the lignite
for the use of a publicly owned utility,
that ought to be taken into account?

Mrs. MINK. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I will
agree with the gentleman as to the sub-
stance of his amendment. I wish only to
suggest that there is a bill pending be-
fore my subcommittee which seeks to
go into this entire matter of coal leas-
ing, and it would be more appropriate
for the amendment to be considered in
the consideration of that bill.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman tell me what action there
has been on that bill?

Mrs. MINK. We have had hearings on
that same bill last year. It was up for
markup last December, but we could not
complete our business. It is now the im-
mediately pending business of the sub-
committee as soon as this strip mining
bill has been completed.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentlewoman will yield further, the
gentlewoman makes reference to the
Minerals Leasing Act which was previ-
ously considered. Is that the same
measure that did pass the other body
last year?

Mrs. MINK. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. PICKLE. And the time just ran
out, and that is the reason we did not
get to the consideration of that bill?

Mrs. MINK. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. PICELE. Mr. Chairman, I do not
know what the ruling of the Chair would
be, but I think the amendment is
germane,

Certainly, in the case the Chair would
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rule differently, I suggest we act on this
matter with the greatest speed, because
this material is needed by publicly owned
utilities, and everybody is agreed it is
held up because of the old 1920 statute.
Certainly time is of the essence.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I assure
the gentleman that this matter will be
considered at the appropriate time, when
we take up the minerals leasing bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. PickrLe) wish to be
heard further on the gentlewoman’s
point of order?

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, in view
of our colloquy, I do not believe I will
proceed with this matter any further.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
request unanimous consent to withdraw
his amendment?

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my
amendment, since I have had the assur-
ance by the gentlewoman that the com-
mittee is in the final stages of the markup
of the other bill and will give first con-
sideration and top priority to that
matter.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, WIRTH

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to section 522.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WirTH: Page
294, line 13, insert after the word “lands” the

following: “which adversely affect or are
located”.

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, the pur-
pose of this amendment is very simple.
It assures that any strip mining which
might occur next to National Park Sys-
tems, the National System of Trails, the
National Wilderness Preservation Sys-
tem, and the Wild and Scenic Rivers and
National Recreation Systems, meaning
strip mining which may occur next to
those particular national preserves, will
not be allowed to occur if it is going to
have an adverse impact.

For example, in my part of the country
it is very possible that we might have
strip mining occur next to a national for-
est and have the activities of that strip
mining affect wildlife and game and cause
various kinds of erosion.

It seems to me this amendment is par-
ticularly in the spirit of the bill which
has been managed so ably by the gentle-
man from Arizona (Mr. UpaALL).

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of my
amendment.

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

Mr. WIRTH. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, this is the
one part of the Dingell amendment which
was acceptable to me. It has nothing to
do with the national forests.

It simply says that if one is strip min-
ing on lands adjacent to a national park
and it would adversely affect that na-
tional park, it would not be permitted.
I think that is in the spirit of what we
are trying to do, as the gentleman said.
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Mr. Chairman, I do not think this.

amendment makes any great change,
and, in fact, I believe it strengthens the
bill.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WIRTH. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I understand what the gentleman
is attempting to do, but I will just point
out that as this amendment is written,
it may be subject to misinterpretation
of existing rights. It would say that no
surface coal mining operations shall be
permitted “on any lands which adversely
affect.”

By the simple sentence structure—
and I do not mean to be nitpicking—
what the gentleman is saying in the
amendment is that the lands themselves
adversely affect the image of the Na-
tional Park System. I think what the
gentleman means to say is: “If the min-
ing activity would adversely affect the
following systems.”

I would just point out to the gentle-
man that if he will read the language
as he has offered it, it now reads “on
any lands which adversely affect or are
located within the boundaries of units
of the National Park System,” et cetera.

Mr. WIRTH. No, it reads, “shall be
permitted—which adversely affect.”

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. I am sorry.
I realize that that is the gentleman’s in-
tention, but that is not the way it reads.
If the gentleman wants to leave it like
that that is fine since he obviously has
the votes, but does that means that the
gentleman wishes to leave an inaccu-
rately constructed sentence in there,
simple because he has the votes?

Mr. WIRTH. I think I know exactly
what it means, and the gentleman knows
what it means.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Does the
gentleman mean that the lands adversely
affect the National Park System?

Mr. WIRTH. No, strip mining which
adversely affects.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. The gen-
tleman is not reading the whole sen-
tence. Read the whole sentence as you
have amended it. I ask the gentleman
to read it to himself.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. WIRTH. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. UpALL).

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I think it
is very clear as to what the gentleman
intends. If there is a problem, we would
like to have the legislative history clear.

The gentleman is talking about mining
operations which adversely affeet and not
the existence of the lands which ad-
versely affect. It is the mining operations,
is it not?

Mr. WIRTH. Mining, strip mining,
which adversely affects the operations.

Is that difficult to understand, I ask
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
STEIGER) ?

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, we have
to go to conference on this. If there is any
difficulty with the language, we can iron
it out.
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Mr. WIRTH. The gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. STEIGER) is concerned about
it, is he not?

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. The way it
reads, there is going to be a lot of liti-
gation.

Mr. WIRTH. I do not think there is
any problem of litigation if the gentle-
man reads the record.

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

Mr. WIRTH. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. BLOUIN. As the sentence starts
out, it talks about strip mining and not
whether it is a surface mining operation.
I do not know how it could be any
clearer.

Mr. WIRTH. Those are my sentiments
exactly.

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

Mr. Chairman, during the markup of
this legislation we made some very
definite determinations as to where min-
ing would be permitted and where that
mining would not be permitted. We did
preclude mining within the boundaries
of the units of the national park sys-
tem and other specified units of Govern-
ment-owned land.

However, we are expanding that prohi-
bition very severely, very sharply, when
we say one cannot mine on privately
owned land that might or, in faét, does
adversely affect these units of public
ownership. When we say “adversely
affect,” we are right back in court.

Any individual who wants to mine in
the general vicinity or near any units
outlined on page 294 is subject to suit,
litigation, and harassment on the
grounds that that mining might in some
way adversely affect the utilization of
these Government lands.

When we say “adversely affect,” it
seems to me that we are developing very
much a judgmental view. As a result, the
final determination of “adversely affect”
will in almost every instance wind up
in court. As I recall, the individuals who
marked up that bill were of a very firm
mind as to where mining should and
should not be permitted. To say that we
will not permit mining now on any pri-
vate land that might in some way ad-
versely affect any of these units outlined,
it seems to me, goes far beyond what we
intended in the committee.

Beyond that, it is an invasion of pri-
vate rights.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RUPPE. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. HECHLER).

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Is
that not what the committee is trying to
protect, to protect the National Park Sys-
tem, the National Wildlife Refuges Sys-
tem, the National Wilderness Preserva-
tion System and so forth? All this does
is say that when strip mining adversely
affects these areas that we are trying to
protect. All this amendment does is to
underline the protection of these areas
by making it impossible for adjacent strip
mining to adversely affect these areas.
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Mr. RUPPE. How does one adversely
affect? He may have to pass the mined
areas. He may have to look at it. How
do we get down to “adversely affect”?
Will that not, in almost every instance,
be a court determination, and should
that provision in this legislation lead to
endless lawsuits and legal harassment?

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
would say to the gentleman from Michi-
gan that he is really splitting hairs if
he says he wants to protect these areas
and then does not want to protect them
from being adversely affected. That is a
very silly distinetion which is meaning-
less,

Mr. RUPPE. We do protect the areas.
We protect the national forest lands. We
protect all of the other areas outlined.
But to say to an individual, “You cannot
mine on your property because in some
way it might adversely affect the utiliza-
tion of these Government lands,” it seems
to me would be a taking and an out-
rageous invasion of private rights.

Mr. HAYES of Indiana. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RUPPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. HAYES of Indiana. Mr. Chairman,
I might say, in terms of the question the
gentleman asked about endless lawsuits,
that in 1966 this body passed the His-
toric Preservation Act, and the language
there states that the President’s Advisory
Council, for example, on historic preser-
vation, shall make a report to the agency
on whether or not there is an adverse
effect.

The Federal Register sets out four
points of view on how to determine ad-
verse effect, and that includes things
that are specifically detracting from the
history of the unit that you are trying
to protect. These do exist in the National
Register, and they can transpose these
over. The gentleman will also find that
there are two lawsuits on this viewpoint
since 1966.

I think very clearly that the intent of
this legislation through the record that
has been made does exist, and therefore
I do not think the gentleman should fear
endless litigation. In fact, all we are do-
ing is protecting the national assets, such
as our park assets, from the encroach-
ment of strip mining that we know about,
and it probably will not affect a very
large portion of it at all.

Mr. RUPPE. Is the gentleman saying
that those same standards would be ap-
plied, all the four standards?

Mr. HAYES of Indiana. Yes. I think
the same as it is with the history of other
agencies, in setting forth those stand-
ards, the Department of the Interior
would handle it in that way, I think we
can assume they would also deal with
this in the very same way. It makes ad-
ministrative law sense to do it in that
fashion. I believe that any accord will
require that the standard be applied in
the very same manner it has been.

Mr. RUPPE. In other words, the gen-
tleman believes we can leave it up to
the Department of the Interior to set it
up.
Mr. HAYES of Indiana. I believe that
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that kind of a delegation is a meaningful
delegation of authority. We certainly
cannot expect that we will burden the
record by setting forth all of the rules
and regulations, we have never done so.
We could, of course, for some purposes,
but I think in large measure this makes
good legal sense to allow them tfo go
ahead. These things would certainly be
open to review.

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

(On request of Mr. FLowers, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. RupPE was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional min-
ute.)

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

Mr. RUPPE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FLOWERS. Mr. Chairman, I think
the gentleman has made a good point.
If the spirit of this legislation is to insure
that there will be no adverse effects from
the strip mining or surface mining, and
this seems to be what we are trying to do
here, it is not necessary to seek to do
this by the offering of an amendment
such as this, if it is redundant. At least
the gentleman makes a good point, and
I agree that the amendment is not nec-
essary if it is redundant, if it goes beyond
and does attempt to further restrict this.
I question why the committee did not
bring this to the House in the bill.

Mr. RUPPE. I thank the gentleman for
his remarks. I simply wish to reiterate
that I believe it will lead to endless liti-
gation, and the delay will be, I think,
extensive.

Mr. FLOWERS. I think the gentle-

man'’s concerns are justified.

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

The question was taken; and on a

division (demanded by Mr. WIRTH)
there were—ayes 24, noes 25.

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

Are there further amendments?
AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MR. STEIGERE OF
ARIZONA

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. STEIGER of
Arizona: Strike all of section 529, consist-
ing of lines 1 through 24, and lines 1 through
3 on page 306.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. Ninety-one Members are present,
not a quorum.

The Chair announces that he will va-
cate proceedings under the call when a
quorum of the Committee appears.

Members will record their presence
by electronic device.

The call was taken by electronic
device.

QUORUM CALL VACATED

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred Mem-
bers have appeared. A quorum of the
Committee oi the Whole is present. Pur-
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suant to rule XXIII, clause 2, further
proceedings under the call shall be con-
sidered as vacated.

The Committee will resume its busi-
ness.

The gentleman from Arizona is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man and fellow protectors of the fragile
ecology, I want to call to the attention
of the Members page 305 of the bill. On
page 305 of this bill there is a fairly re-
markable section, section 529.

In my relatively brief sojourn here in
the House I have seen a great many leg-
islative feats of legerdemain, but this is
one of the best ones.

Section 529 rather remarkably ex-
empts anthracite from the provisions of
this bill. There are other exemptions in
this bill for other particular situations.
There are exemptions for particular spe-
cific mining operations. There are ex-
emptions for some geographic areas. All
of these exemptions came about in the
full light of day in the committee opera-
tion after, of course, much heated dis-
cussion and much heated explanation.

That is what makes the anthracite ex-
emption so remarkable, because it was
apparently conceived in the dark of night
somewhere. It was clearly arrived at as
a quid pro quo for the support of the
Pennsylvania delegation—which is not
unheard of in these Halls—but the fact
is that it owes its presence to no logic and
no reason other than the muscle of the
corporation involved and the union
involved.

Anthracite as a surface-mined product
of the earth is very limited in amount. In
fact, there is something like 600,000 tons
of anthracite mined on an annual basis
from surface-mined operations, possibly
650,000 tons. Some 550,000 to 600,000 of
these tons of anthracite are mined on
three properties in Pennsylvania, and
those three properties are owned by the
Bethlehem Steel Co. These properties
were not acquired by the Bethlehem
Steel Co. until 2 or 3 days following the
inclusion of this exemption in the con-
ference committee report between the
House and the Senate in their production
of their version of this bill.

There was not 1 minute of discussion
heard in a committee on either the House
side or the Senate side, and there was
not 1 minute’s discussion on the floor.

The fact is that the first explanation
as to why this exemption is in the bill
came in a letter from our very able col-
league, the gentleman whose sartorial
splendor is matched only by the keen-
ness of his wit, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Froobp), who advised
us in a “dear colleague” ietter last week
that this exemption came to be as a re-
sult of the unique geological and geo-
graphical qualities of anthracite.

While I submit that those unique geo-
logic and geographic results are none
other than the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. Froop) himself, because
the rest of the country is not repre-
sented so ably, apparently. If, indeed, the
protections and regulations that are in-
herent in this bill are too onerous for an-
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thracite, then I submit they are far too
onerous for the rest of the country, be-
cause the only difference between an-
thracite and bituminous or lignite is
that anthracite is represented by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Froon).

Now, the Senate knocked this exemp-
tion out without a whisper of complaint,
not one syllable, because they knew it
was indefensible. We have some figures
here that demonstrate that this bill will
add to the cost of the average electrical
utility bill at the rate of some 1114 per-
cent before we compute the loss of pro-
duction. That, say the anthracite people,
is why anthracite should be exempted,
because 45 percent of the folks in that
area burn the coal that is mined in that
area in both their homes and that pro-
duce electrical energy.

I submit that that same increase ap-
plies to all the coal across the country.

I sympathize with the good folks in
Pennsylvania who do not want to bear
the additional unnecessary burden, who
do not want to have their electric bills
increase to a point they cannot afford,
who do not want surface mines shut
down so they lose jobs. I agree with that,
but I have to confess that if it is too bur-
densome, if the burdens of this bill are
too much for anthracite, then they are
too burdensome for the entire country.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Arizona has expired.

(At the request of Mr. Symms and by
unanimous consent, Mr. STEIGER of
Arizona was allowed to proceed for an
additional 4 minutes.)

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, this really is a very, very basic con-
frontation here that we have. It is a basic
confrontation, not only between logie,
reason and reality, and the legislative
process, which is a frequent one, but this
is a confrontation between the political
muscle of a single company, Bethlehem
Steel, a single union, the United Mine
Workers, and their ability to convince
a sufficient number of their constituency
that is a justifiable part of the bill, when
indeed, it is not. There is simply no de-
fense of this section in logic or reason.

It occurs to me that even absent the
entire Pennsylvania delegation’s support
for this bill, it is still going to pass; so
there is no need to embarrass the House
with the burden of trying to justify this
section.

My f{riends, the logic is irrefutable,
that if, indeed, the bill is too onerous
for anthracite, it is, indeed, too- onerous
for the rest of the country. I happen to
believe that it is too onerous for the
rest of the country, but the fact is that
I have been unable to convince the
House that it is too onerous for the rest
of the country. I am sure that anthra-
cite is going to be exempt by the rest of
this bill and they have said the rest of the
country must endure this.

Those political muscular folks who
have been able to justify this language
in the bill here also in terms of the Beth-
lehem Steel Co., the only ones to go to
the President, the only company to go to
the President, asked that he not veto the
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last bill. I am sure if this provision is in
this time again, they will also continue
that urging.

I will tell this House that the presence
of this language in the bill ought to be an
embarrassment to the whole House and
it should be very difficult to embarrass
this House.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I hardly qualify as one
of those robust fellows at this point, but
I do not stand here with any sense of
guilt or that I am in anyway doing any-
thing that I would not be proud to do
on the basis of the facts and the logic.

Back when we were in our heyday in
the six counties in Pennsylvania that
produce anthracite coal, we were produc-
ing at that time 145 million tons of coal
a year. Outside of the six anthracite
counties in Pennsylvania, there is only
one area in the world that has true
anthracite, and it is about 75 percent of
the purity of our anthracite.

Because of the shipment of oil to the
United States and using bunker oil as a
ballast, there was a strike in 1926. The
oil people realized somehow that they
could use this bunker oil as a fuel. So,
that strike destroyed the anthracite area
of Pennsylvania.

It is the longest history in personal
depression, community depression, in the
entire United States of America. It
moved to a point where something like
70 percent of the men in the area were
doing the housework and tending to the
homes and the women were out working
in a group of small, little hosiery mills
and some shirt factories that were
brought in by community action.

The production in that area today is
sufficient for 3,000 miners, who
are carrying on their backs 15,000 re-
tired anthracite miners receiving $30 a
month. Added to their social security and
something from the welfare fund of the
United Mineworkers, this group has
stayed away from public welfare as a
matter of pride, and not because they
did not have the need.

In determining the basis of participa-
tion in the pension reform legislation, the
magnificant gesture by the multiemploy-
ers and the multiemployer unions de-
cided to vote their funds that they are
contributing 6 months ahead of the time
that they participate in the pension
fund’s trust fund to make it possible for
the anthracite miners’ trust fund to come
under the trust fund at the same time as
the single employers did.

This has been a region of personal and
community sacrifice since 1926. I served
for 2215 years in the State Senate, and
as a floor leader for 1815 years. I went
through the battles of the bootleggers; I
went through the battles where there
was not one legitimate coal operation in
the entire anthracite region, and bands of
former miners would go out into the coal
properties and dig a rathole, and many
of them died trying to eke out a living.
They even confiscated collieries so that
they could break down the coal, which
is of an entirely different character than
bituminous coal. It is something so far
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apart from bituminous that perhaps it
ought not to be known as coal. It is a
mineral completely different from coal as
we know coal to be.

What are we talking about? We are
talking about an area that was devastat-
ed long before most of the Members of
this Congress were born, and we have
been able, through the laws of the State
of Pennsylvania on reclamation and mine
stripping, to put together the money from
the bituminous fields and in a different
piece of legislation altogether for an-
thracite, which was completely ignored
until this committee realized its respon-
sibility to this area and exempted it from
the anthracite.

What are we exempting? We are ex-
empting from this bill the absolute posi-
tive death of the little economy that we
have left in that area today in coal. It
is without doubt the most magnificent
fuel. It is almost 100 percent carbon.

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

(At the request of Mr. OTTINGER, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. DENT, was
allowed to proceed for 4 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. DENT. I thank the gentleman.

Its only other use we have been able
to find for it—and that is a very minute
amount of coal—is for the purification
of water. In its original state, it is one
of the greatest purifiers of water there is
in the country. But one cannot make a
living in this region. It is a very high-
cost operation. I do not have the time to
explain, but I will give the Members just
a little 30-second, rapid difference of
what bituminous coal is and what an-
thracite coal is.

Bituminous coal is a coal that develops
in the earth on a horizontal plane. It
will have a slope to it of a few degrees,
and sometimes it will go the other direc-
tion, downhill, but very few degrees. In
the anthracite it is a vertical slope.

The city of Scranton, Pa., had a 90-
foot thick vein of coal, 90 feet at the
surface, and down 4,000-some hundred
feet, up straight, absolutely vertical, and
then it went on a slight horizontal plane
and came up the other side of the city
of Scranton.

It is a different coal. You go down and
vou pick it out. You set a small gage walk
along the way, and you pick the coal
down. It does not lend itself to the mod-
ern machinery, because of the nature.
You could not stand a cavern 4,000 feet
deep, 90 feet wide, without creating the
greatest hazard and without creating
the greatest blemish on the Earth as you
have ever seen in your life.

They managed to eke out a living, a
very bad living, but they eked it out. It
is the only community in the entire State
of Pennsylvania which had to pass an
exceptional, extraordinary educational
piece of legislation where taxes were
taken from the rest of the State to keep
the schools open.

Now you say to me that this is uncon-
scionable, that we should even have this
legislative enactment containing this
exemption.

I do not come from the anthracite re-
gion but I had its problems in the State
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legislature for a great part of my life-
time, and I know it, I think, as well as
most men and women who lived in the
anthracite region.

In this community of ours, the Con-
gress of the United States, there are 18 or
20 Members who grew up and were born
in the anthracite region, and they left
there. We have a Member from New Jer-
sey who grew up in that anthracite re-
gion and could not make a living there
and moved to New Jersey. We have two
or three from Pennsylvania. We have
many Members of this Congress who, in
their early youth, or later, when they
finished high school, had to move be-
cause there was no opportunity there.

Considering 10 cents a ton you get
from deep mining and considering the
entire amount you get from strip min-
ing, we have to strip 350 to 400 feet deep
in layers, the same as you do for iron
gor:.l to come out with 61% or 7 feet of

I have visited strip mines out West
that had 75 feet of overburden and 75
feet of coal. Can we compare the two?
We cannot.

But let us not kill this region for this
reason. If we count all stripped coal—
and it is not all stripped coal—the entire
amount that we collect would be $600,000,
and we are spending more than that out
of what they are doing up there now
to rehabilitate the old gob piles and cor-
recting all of the damage that has been
done long before this generation had
anything to do with it.

Mr. Chairman, I beg of the Members
to give consideration to a community
that needs it from this Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT)
has expired.

(On request of Mr. SEIBerLING and by
unanimous consent, Mr. DENT was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

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

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

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, may
I ask the gentleman this: Is it not true
that Pennsylvania is the only State in
the Union where anthracite coal is heing
mined?

Mr. DENT. The gentleman is correct.
Pennsylvania is the only State in the
Union that has any.

Mr. SEIBERLING. So that there is no
necessity for a national strip mining bill
with respect to anthracite coal, because
it is all within Pennsylvania and Penn-
sylvania is handling it with its existing
legislation.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, the mining
is so different that we in Pennsylvania
had to have a separate law for mining,
a separate law for inspection, and a sep-
arate law for the mine dust levels that we
created, as contrasted to the mining of
bituminous coal.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield ?

Mr. DENT. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yielding.
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I rather like the line of questioning by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
SEIBERLING) .

I would like to ask this question: Is
there any bituminous surface mining in
Pennsylvania?

Mr. DENT. There certainly is.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr, Chair-
man, in view of the excellence of the
Pennsylvania law and in view of the
position of the gentleman from Ohio on
anthracite, it would seem more logical
that we also exempt the Pennsylvania
bituminous surface mines.

Mr. DENT. May I make this suggestion
to the gentleman

Mr, STEIGER of Arizona. I welcome
any suggestion.

Mr. DENT. The Pennsylvania law is a
good one; is that right?

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. That is
correct.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I might
suggest that this House in its wisdom
could adopt the Pennsylvania bill in its
entirety. After 19 years of hit and miss
to get legislation, which I first introduced
that many years ago, we finally got a
good law. If we could adopt that law, we
would not be in the tangle we are in
now.

But we did not have the problem that
this committee had. We did not have the
problem of interference in other matters
supervised by other departments of
Government.

Mr. Chairman, I will say to the mem-
bers of this committee that I have fought
all along the line for this, and I believe
we have come out with a Solomon-wise
proposal that we ought to buy.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
DenT) has expired.

(On request of Mr. Steicer of Arizona
and by unanimous consent, Mr, DENT was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional min-
ute.)

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DENT. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I will ask the gentleman this: Does
the Pennsylvania law exempt anthracite
from its provisions?

Mr. DENT. It certainly does. They have
their own law, which has nothing to do
with the bituminous coal law.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Pennsyl-
vania has no law which deals with an-
thracite reclamation?

Mr. DENT. Yes, because it is the only
State that knows how to handle it. We
would be glad to tie the Pennsylyania
law into the Federal law, because it
would only affect our State and we can
live with it.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, in response to what the gentleman
has said, if the gentleman will yield fur-
ther, I will ask another question.

Pennsylvania has regulations to deal
with anthracite?

Mr. DENT. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. STEIGER. Yet the gentleman is
asking for a Federal law to exempt the
anthracite regulations, because of the
existence of part of the Pennsylvania
law?
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Mr. DENT. No, the gentleman is
wrong. We are saying that if Pennsyl-
vania does not enforce its law, then it
becomes the duty of the Federal Govern-
ment to enforce the State law,

How much further could we go?

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Let us do
that nationally, then.

Does the gentleman recommend that
we do that nationally with all coal?

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, if States
have laws that meet the maximum re-
quirements and go beyond the Federal
laws, I think those States will apply their
laws, because they already meet national
standards.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for his sup-
port of my position.

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

Mr. DENT. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, the
point raised by the gentleman from Ari-
zona really gets to the heart of this bill.
If every State had laws comparable to
those of Pennsylvania, there would not
be any need for this legislation.

But if Pennsylvania is going to do a
good job of controlling strip mining and
some other States are not, then the Penn-
sylvania mines are put in an unfair com-
petitive disadvantage by the fact that
other States are not imposing similar re-
quirements on their strip mine opera-
tions. That is why we need minimum
Federal standards which all States must
meet, but may exceed.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I think the
gentleman is right.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

I do so in order to clarify a number
of points which I believe have been mis-
represented by the sponsor of this
amendment.

The gentleman would have us believe
that in the consideration of this legisla-
tion the committee gave no particular at-
tention to special problems that exist
with respect to coal mining in other parts
of the country, and that, for some rea-
son, we put on our blinders and paid
special heed only to the particular prob-
lems in the anthracite region in Penn-
sylvania.

As a matter of fact, if the Members
would look at the bill, they will see that
the immediately preceding section to the
one we have under consideration, section
527, is entitled “Special Bituminous Coal
Mines.”

This particular section sets forth spe-
cial performance standards, special ex-
emptions, special handling, special con-
sideration for the Kemmerer mine which
exists in the State of Wyoming. We made
this exemption, because of the geo-
graphic considerations, again, which
were argued by those who were familiar
with the mining operation, who brought
evidence to the committee that the con-
dition of the seams in this particular lo-
cation made it necessary to mine in huge
pits and, therefore, the regular standards
that we were stipulating would not apply.
Consequently, we set forth a whole new
exemption for that particular mining
operation.
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We also exempted Alaska on the same
or similar grounds, but perhaps based
more on the fact that we did not really
understand the geology of that State,
and there were many problems that
could not be anticipated. Therefore,
rather than imposing these standards on
Alaska, we went along and said, “All
right; let us go for the study.” We de-
cided that after this study we would then
decide what indeed the performance
standards should be.

In the case of anthracite, we were sim-
ply dealing with the long history of min-
ing in Pennsylvania, that these areas
have been mined before and are situated
in narrowly limited areas of Pennsyl-
vania, that they have unique problems,
not only geographic in nature, but also
because of drainage resulting from the
great bulk of these deposits occurring in
the river basins of the Susquehanna and
Lackawanna Rivers.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, it seems to
me that instead of again sitting down
and writing an entirely new section
which would be called “Anthracite Min-
ing,” and attempting to rewrite the
standards we knew were in existence in
Pennsylvania, we very carefully allowed
the exemption only with respect to in-
terim standards and performance stand-
ards and said that these would be the
standards in existence at the time of the
writing of this bill.

We also provided that if the legislature
amended the State law, this section
would be rendered null and void, because
we wanted to limit it strietly to what
we knew existed at the time we wrote
this exemption.

All of the sections of the bill with re-
spect to citizen suits, with regard to the
enforcement of the statutes of Pennsyl-
vania are carefully retained under this
legislation. It seems to us that this was
a reasonable approach. It was never in
the minds of any who helped to write
this bill, particularly myself as the chief
author of this section, that our views
were affected one iota by the sale of any
property in Pennsylvania. If the Mem-
bers will look at the record, they will
see that the negotiations for this so-
called sale began in 1972 and which inci-
dentally only covers a very small frac-
tion of the total anthracite mines in
Pennsylvania. The enactment of the ex-
emption in this provision had nothing
whatsoever to do with the culmination
of these transactions by Bethlehem
Steel. Anthracite furthermore is only
about 5 percent of the total coal produc-
tion of the State of Pennsylvania.

All other coal mining activities in
Pennsylvania to wit, bituminous coal
falls within all the provisions of H.R. 25.
It seems to me that the committee bill is
reasonable and justified by the facts and
that the House should go along with this
special consideration for anthracite, just
as we voted for the bituminous open-pit
exemption for Wyoming and for the
Alaska exemption. We are only saying
that past regulatory experience in Penn-
sylvania indicates that this exemption
is worthwhile, because the State of Penn-
sylvania has demonstrated its willing-
ness to have Federal enforcement pro-
visions apply. It seems to me reasonahic




March 18, 1975

for us to go along with this kind of
arrangement; State standards with Fed-
eral enforcement.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman from Hawaii yield?

Mrs, MINK. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. UbpaLL).

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I want to
heartily endorse every word the gentle-
woman from Hawail (Mrs. Minx) has
just said.

This is a sound section. It is based on
special consideration. She drafted it in
careful consultation with the Pennsyl-
vania people. The Governor of that State
endorsed it. Other groups have endorsed
it, and it ought to be retained.

The idea has been kicked around here
and in committee that there is Mafia
money, that there is some skulduggery
afoot, something devious has gone on in
connection with the acquisition by Beth-
lehem Steel of a small portion of the
anthracite area.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. UpALL was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I intend
to ask the General Accounting Office to
check out all of these allegations so we
will be absolutely sure that there is noth-
ing to them and we will then have a basis
for final action on this bill.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Arizona (Mr. STEIGER). As
a member of the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, and the
Subcommittee on Mines and Mining, and
as one of the individuals who listened to
literally hundreds and thousands of
hours of testimony, I suppose, in and out
of Congress on this bill, and also as a
member of the conference committee
that discussed this bill for some 67 hours
last year, may I say that never in the
process of those discussions other than
in the conference committee was this
subject ever brought up.

The gentlewoman from Hawaii (Mrs.
Mink) is entirely correct that we spoke
about the exemptions, especially for bi-
tuminous coal and for Kemmerer Mine,
and for Alaska, and we spent hours in
the full light of day discussing them, but
we never discussed this amendment.

Let me say at the outset——

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KETCHUM. No. Not at this time.

Mr. Chairman, let me say at the outset
that I have no criticism whetsoever of
the Pennsylvania delegation. They are
doing that which they should do, and
what I would do, I am sure, if I came
irom Pennsylvania, but the fact is that
it is still coal, and it is still being stripped.
We are granting them in this bill an ex-
emption that does not apply to any other
strippable coal. There is simply no moral
way that one can justify this provision
of the bill.

Anthracite coal stands horizontally
and vertically, and so does bituminous
coal. T do not remember anywhere in the
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discussions, even on the part of my some-
what vitriolic friend, the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. STeIGER) in his discussions,
anywhere where the Mafia was ever men-
tioned, Bethlehem Steel, to be sure, and I
wonder about that myself.

But, simply stated, there is no moral
way that one can exempt anthracite from
this bill. I repeat, it is coal, and it is
stripped.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the pending amendment and all amend-
ments thereto close in 10 minutes.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Members who
were standing at the time the unani-
mous-consent request was made will be
recognized for 1% minutes each.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. HECHLER) .

Mr, HECHLER of West Virginia, Mr.
Chairman, the only thing that disturbs
me about this amendment is its sponsor.
I feel very uncomfortable in this situa-
tion. That is, I strongly support the posi-
tion of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. FLoon) on 99.9 percent of the
issues that come before this House. I
respect his integrity, support his philos-
ophy, and team up with him on virtually
every issue before this House.

I would just like to observe that pos-
sibly by coincidence, or sheer happen-
stance, the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
STEIGER) may have just by pure luck hit
upon an amendment that is morally jus-
tified in this instance.

I would observe, Mr. Chairman, that
since 1971 I have read every word of the
testimony before all of the committees of
the House and Senate, and there is not
one single word of evidence or bit of
testimony in support of this amendment,
or even opposed to it, for that matter.
The subject has simply never been raised
in any testimony. There was no debate
upon it when it was adopted on the floor
last year, according to the Recorp of that
day; it was just brought up suddenly,
and adopted immediately, without any
debate. I cite page 25225 of the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp of 1974 during our
July debate on this legislation. It seems
to me there is only one reason for this
provision in this section: it was put in
the bill to win over the votes of the Penn-
sylvania delegation in support of this bill.

Again I commend the gentleman from
Pennsylvania for his energy and efforts,
but I urge support for the amendment
striking this inequitable section of the
pending legislation.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Symms
yielded his time to Mr. HEcHLER of West
Virginia.)

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

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia, I
vield to the gentleman from Idaho.

Mr. SYMMS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.
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I appreciate the position the gentle-
man is taking. I think we could properly
name this the anthracite amnesty
amendment to the coal bill.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
thank my friend from Idaho. I would
suggest, Mr. Chairman, that under the
State program procedure provided in
this legislation, Pennsylvania can come
in with a State program which does ex-
actly what is attempted by the Pennsyl-
vania delegation. Why do we have to
write into the legislation an exemption
to the anthracite industry? Why do we
have to write into the legislation an ex-
emption from the performance standards
of sections 515 and 516?

I strongly urge that this amendment
be adopted, even though it is offered by
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. STEI-
GER), with whom I strongly disagree on
nearly every issue.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from New Jersey
(Mrs. FENWICK) .

Mrs. FENWICK. My admiration for
the bill and my respect for the chairman
of the committee make it hard for me to
join in anything that might seem an at-
tack on the bill, but I should like to ask
two questions. What is the difference be-
tween the Pennsylvania regulations and
the Federal regulations which makes the
Federal regulations so particularly oner-
ous and heavy as to risk destroying the
surface anthracite mining in Pennsyl-
vania?

Mrs. MINK. If the gentlewoman would
yield, the specific reason for a different
standard being imposed in this instance
is because of the different geologic for-
mation and unique location of these an-
thracite deposits.

Mrs. FENWICK. I did not ask a reason.
I said, What is the difference between
the two regulations, and why would the
Federal regulation be so particularly
onerous to Pennsylvania?

Mrs. MINK. If the gentlewoman
would yield further, I would like to ask
the gentleman from Pennsylvania to an-
sSwer.

Mr. FLOOD. If the gentlewoman
would yield, I am glad to say it is sim-
ply necessary. It is an entirely different
kind of operation. It is an entirely dif-
ferent kind of stripping. It is an entirely
different kind of mining,

Mrs. FENWICK. That is not the ques-
tion I asked.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. STEIGER
of Arizona yielded his time to Mrs.
FENWICK) .

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

The question I am asking is, Why
would this kill Pennsylvania anthracite?
Why is it so heavy for Pennsylvania
anthracite? What is the geological
defense?

Mr. FLOOD. If the gentlewoman will
vield further, I thought the gentle-
woman from Hawaii made it pretty
clear, indeed. What is the difference?
It is entirely geological, because when
we strip mine soft coal, we are taking
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the whole side of the mountain. If we
were going to do a stripping job in Penn-
sylvania, we have to do it differently.
You do it exactly now by going down,
down, down. You do not go up through
a valley. You do not destroy the coun-
tryside. You do not destroy the farms
or the fields. All you can do is exactly
what you are doing in exactly the same
place, and then you do not rape the
countryside.

Mrs. FENWICK. The Federal law does
not stop you from going down, down,
down.

Mr. FLOOD. It is not how far we
want to go.

Mrs. FENWICK. I thank the gentle-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
CARNEY).

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CARNEY
yielded his time to Mr. Froop).

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. Froob).

Mr. FL.OOD. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words, and
I rise in opposition to this amendment.

My name is Froop. I am from Pennsyl-
vania. We mine coal there—anthracite.
Not bituminous—anthracite. That is
hard coal. Anthracite is mined in eight
counties in north-central Pennsylvania.
You do not find it in Illinois. You do not
find it in California. ¥You do not find it in
Alabama. And you are not going to be-
lieve this,-you do not find it in Arizona
either, There you are, eight counties in
north-central Pennsylvania, and we
have got anthracite. Nobody else.

We are different—not by choice, but
there it is, We have got heavy pitching
veins and multiple veins which you do
not find in the soft coal areas. We have
got a very heavy rock overburden. We
have been mining up there for years and
yvears—this is not virgin land, we are on
already deep mined land. We are just
stripping previously strip mined areas.
We just go a little deeper and remove
coal you could not get a few years ago.

Pennsylvania regulates the mining and
reclamation of coal with the strongest
and toughest strip mine control laws in
the country. The State people know what
I am telling you now—they know what
anthracite coal is—that it is not bitumi-
nous. And in that Pennsylvania law
there are separate and distinct regula-
tions for the control of anthracite strip
mining. Separate and distinct. Because
they are different.

Governor Shapp has sent each of you
a telegram telling you this is so—that he
personally endorses this section of the
bill. Pennsylvania people know about an-
thracite and passed a law which controls
its mining. The anthracite section of the
bill before the House is in the bill not
because of Dax Froop, or Bethlehem
Steel, but because this bill is patterned
in many ways after the very successful
Pennsylvania law. And that law calls for
and recognizes the separate and distinect
nature of anthracite from bituminous.

Now I do not blame people who do not
understand this difference. For years in
Washington, when you say the word
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“coal” that means bituminous. And well
it should—99.2 percent of all coal mined
in the country is bituminous. They can-
not even spell “anthracite” in Washing-
ton. But if you do not recognize the dif-
ference you end up with problems.

Let me tell you. I cosponsored the Fed-
eral Coal Mine Health and Safety Act.

That was in 1969. The regulations in
that bill were written for bituminous
coal. That was great for bituminous
mines, but in the anthracite region, the
regulations just did not fit. It took 5
years, but in 1974 the Interior Depart-
ment set up a special anthracite task
force to work out the mess. Now they
have separate regulations for anthracite.

One further point. You have heard the
word “exemption” used with regard to
anthracite. This word “exemption” is a
great word, but it just is not the truth.
Sure, the anthracite industry would like
an exemption from this bill, but they are
not going to get one.

All that the anthracite section does is
say that for those particular characteris-
tics of anthracite which make its mining
operations different than bituminous, the
strict Pennsylvania law shall apply be-
cause that law recognizes and compen-
sates for the differences in the two types
of coal. That is all. We are not exempt.
We are not exempt from strict reclama-
tion standards. We are not exempt from
Federal enforcement. We are not exempt
from paying into the reclamation fund.
We are not exempt from public par-
ticipation and citizens' suits. The list
goes on. And if, at any time, the Penn-
sylvania law is weakened, the full force
of Federal regulation would apply.

There is, in truth, no exemption here.
I oppose this amendment and urge my
colleagues to do the same.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from Hawaii
(Mrs. MINK) .

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I simply
wanted to clarify the Recorp. The gen-
tleman from California made a state-
ment that this amendment with regard
to anthracite was not debated by the
committee before it was considered on
the floor of the House. He cited the fact
that all the other amendments which
he described were discussed by the com-
mittee. The Recorp should be clear that
the Alaska amendment was added on the
floor and this was not considered by the
committee before its consideration here.
So in both situations, in the Alaska and
the anthracite situations, both were de-
veloped after the committee bill had
been reported. So it seems to me all three
situations should be taken into balance.
There are features with respect to an-
thracite mining which ecannot come
under the literal provisions of HR. 25
and it is in fact very similar to the Kem-
merer Mine situation where we have to
deal with large open pits. HR. 25's re-
quirements cannot be met in these spe-
cial instances and therefore we were
forced to write a special section for both
these areas. The committee takes the
open pit Kemmerer Mine and the anthra-
cite mine and taking them together pro-
vided exceptions for both.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
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nizes the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
Ubpatry), to close the debate.

Mr, UDALL. Mr. Chairman, there are
two reasons why we should defeat this
amendment and keep section 529 in the
bill. In the first place it is a sound piece
of work and soundly crafted and drafted
and a soundly balanced bit of legislation.

Second, it is only a partial exemption
from the environmental standards of the
bill—the other provisions of the act
apply—the citizen suits, Federal en-
forcement, permit approval and denial
criteria, and so on. The environmental
standards in Pennsylvania law will apply
and if the State weakens such standards
then the environmental standards in the
Federal bill will apply.

Mr. Chairman, I call for the defeat
of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. STEIGER).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. STEIGER of Ari-
zona) there were—ayes 40, noes 32.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 170, noes 248,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 60]
AYES—170

Flowers
Flynt
Forsythe
Frenzel
Frey
Goldwater Mottl
Goodling Myers, Pa.
Gradison O'Brien
Grassley O'Hara
Gude Patten
Guyer Perkins
Hagedorn Pike
Hammer-
schmidt
Hansen
Hastings

Abdnor
Abzug
Ambro
Anderson, I11.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Bauman
Beard, Tenn.
Bowen
Breaux
Brinkley
Brodhead
Broomfield
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler
Carter
Cederberg
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cochran
Cohen
Collins, Tex.
Conlan
Conte
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert

Mollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Calif.

Poage
Pressler
Pritchard
e
Hechler, W. Va. Quillen

Hicks

Hillis
Hinshaw
Holland
Holt
Holtzman
Hubbard
Hutchinson
Hyde

Ichord
Jarman
Jeffords
Johnson, Colo,
Jones, Tenn,
Kasten
Kelly

Kemp

Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson
Rousselot
Ruppe
Sarasin
Satterfield

Smith, Nebr.
Snyder
Bolarz
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
SBteelman
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stuckey
Studds
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Thone
Treen

Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vanik
‘Waggonner
Wampler
Whalen
Whitehurst
Whitten

Eetchum
Kindness
Eoch
Erueger
Lagomarsino
Lent

Lott

Lujan
MecClory
MeCollister
MecDonald
McKinney
Madigan
Maguire
Mann
Martin
Mathis
Michel
Milford
Miller, Ohio
Mitchell, N.¥.
MofTett

Duncan, Tenn.
du Pont
Early
Edwards, Ala,
Emery
Erlenborn
Esch

Evans, Colo.
Fenwick
Findley
Fithian
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Barrett
Baucus
Beard, R.I.
Bedell

Bell

Bennett
Bergland
Bevill

Biaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blanchard
Blouin
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bonker
Brademas
Ereckinridge
Brooks
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo,

Young, Alaska
NOES—248

Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gonzalez
Green
Haley

Hall
Hamilton
Hanley
Hannaford
Harkin
Harrington
Harris
Harsha
Hayes, Ind.
Hays, Ohio
Heckler, Mass.
Hefner
Heinz
Helstoskl
Hightower
Horton
Howard
Howe
Hughes
Hungate
Jacobs
Jenrette

Johnson, Calif.

Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla,
Jordan

Burton, John L.Earth
Burton, Phillip Kastenmeier

Byron

Chappell
Chisholm
Clay
Cleveland
Conable
Conyers
Corman
Cornell
Cotter

Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Dent
Derrick
Dingell
Dodd
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Eckhardt
Edgar
Edwards, Calif.
Ellberg
English
Eshleman
Evans, Ind.
Pascell
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Florio
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Fountain
Fraser
Fulton
Fuqusa
QGaydos

Kazen

Eeys

Krebs
LaFalce
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Levitas
Litton
Lloyd, Callf.
Lloyd, Tenn.
Long, La.
Long, Md.
McCioskey
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McHugh
McEay
Macdonald
Madden
Mahon
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Meyner

Miller, Callf.
Mineta
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, Il
Murphy, N.Y.
Murtha
Mpyers, Ind.
Natcher
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Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.

Neal
Nedzi
Nichols
Nix

Nolan
Nowak
Oberstar
Obey
O'Neill
Ottinger
Passman
Patman
Patterson, Calif.
Pattison, N.Y.
Pepper
Peyser
Pickle
Preyer
Price
Railsback
Randall
Rangel

Rees
Richmond
Riegle

Simon
Sisk
Smith, Jowa
Spellman
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Stokes
Stratton
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
eague
Thompson
Thornton
Traxler
Tsongas
Udall

Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vigorito
Walsh
Weaver
White
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Wolff

Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Zablockl
Zeferetti

NOT VOTING—14

Alexander
Casey
Collins, 111,
Diggs

Evins, Tenn.
Hawkins

Hébert
Henderson
Mills
Risenhoover
Bkubitz
Waxman

Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.

Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MELCHER

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MELCHER:
Page 306, after line 3, insert:

TITLE VI.—INDIAN LANDS PROGRAM

GRANTS TO TRIBES

Bec. 601. (a) The Becretary is authorized
to make annual grants directly to any Indian
tribe that applies to the Secretary for a grant
to develop and administer an Indian lands
program for the purpose of enabling the tribe
to realize benefits from the development of
its coal resources while at the same time
protecting the cultural values of the tribe
and the physical environment of the reser-
vation, including land, timber, agricultural
activity, surface and ground waters, and air,
by the establishment of exploration, mine
operating and reclamation regulations.

(b) The distribution of funds under this
Act shall achieve the purposes of the Act,
recognize special jurisdictional status of In-
dian lands and allotted lands of such tribes
and preserve the power of Indian tribes to
approve or disapprove surface mining and
reclamation operations.

(¢) Indian lands programs developed by
any Indian tribe shall meet all provisions of
this Act and where any provision of any tribal
code, ordinance, or regulation in effect upon
the date of enactment of this Act or which
may become effective thereafter, provides for
environmental controls and regulations of
surface coal mining and reclamation opera-
tions which are more stringent than the pro-
visions of this Act or any regulation issued
pursuant hereto, such tribal code, ordinance,
or regulation shall not be construed to be
inconsistent with this Act.

COAL LEASING

Sec. 602, The Secretary is directed to ob-
tain written prior approval of the tribe be-
fore leasing coal under ownership of the
tribe.

INDIAN LANDS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
STANDARDS

Sec. 603. Not later than the end of the
one-hundred-and eighty-day period immedi-
ately following the date of enactment of this
Act, the Secretary shall promulgate and pub-
lish in the Federal Register regulations cov-
ering a permanent regulatory procedure for
surface coal mining and reclamation opera-
tions setting mining and reclamation per-
formance standards based on and incorporat-
ing the provisions of title V of this Act, and
establishing procedures and requirements
for preparation, submission, and approval of
Indian lands programs and development and
implementation of Federal programs under
this title. Such regulations shall be promul-
gated and published under the guidelines of
section 501 of this Act.

APPROVAL OF PROGRAM

Sec. 604. (a) Within twenty-four months
after the receipt of funding under section
601(a) of this Act, but not less than thirty
months after the date of enactment of this
Act, a tribe which expresses to the Secretary
an Intent to develop and administer an
Indian lands program, giving the tribe ex-
clusive jurisdiction over the regulation of
surface coal mining and reclamation opera-
tions on lands under its jurisdiction, except
as provided in section 521 and title IV of
this Act shall submit an Indian lands pro-
gram which demonstrates that such tribe
has the capability of carrying out the provi-
sions of this Act.

(b) The BSecretary shall approve or dis-
approve an Indian lands program, in whole
or in part, within six full calendar months
after the date such Indian lands program
was submitted to him.
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(c) If the Secretary disapproves an Indian
lands program in whole or in part, he shall
notify the tribe in writing of his decision and
set forth in detall the reasons therefor. The
tribe shall have sixty days in which to re-
submit a revised Indian lands program, or
portion thereof: The Secretary shall approve
or disapprove the resubmitted Indian lands
program or portion thereof within sixty days
from the date of resubmission.

(d) For the purpose of this section and
section 504 of this Act, the inability of an
Indian tribe to take any action the purpose
of which is to prepare, submit, or enforce an
Indian lands program, or any portion thereof,
because the action is enjoined by the issuance
of an injunction by any court of competent
Jurisdiction shall not result in a loss of eligi-
bility for finaneial assistance under titles IV
and VII of this Act or in the imposition of a
Federal program. Regulations of the surface
coal mining and reclamation operations cov-
ered or to be covered by the Indian lands
program subject to the injunction shall be
conducted by the Indian tribe pursuant to
section 502 of this Act, until such time as the
injunction terminates or for one year, which-
ever is shorter, at which time the require-
ments of section 503 and 504 shall again be
fully applicable.

(e) The Secretary shall not approve any
Indian lands program submitted under this
section until he has—

(1) solicited and publicly disclosed the
views of the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, the Secretary of
Agriculture, and the heads of the other Fed-
eral agencles concerned with or having spe-
cial expertise pertinent to the proposed In-
dian lands program;

(2) obtained the written concurrence of
the Administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency with respect to those aspects
of an Indian lands program which relate to
alr or water quality standards promulgated
under the authority of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended (33 US.C.
1151-1175) and the Clean Air Act, as amended
(42 U.8.C. 1857);

(3) held at least one public hearing on the
Indian lands program for the enrolled mem-
bers of the tribe on its reservation: and

(4) found that the Indian tribe has the
legal authority and qualified personnel nec-
essary for the enforcement of the environ-
mental protection standards.

INITIAL REGULATORY PROCEDURES

Sec. 605. (a) No person shall open or
develop any new or previously mined or aban-
doned site for surface coal mining and recla-
mation operations on Indian lands after the
date of enactment of this Act unless such
person is in compliance with existing Federal
regulations governing surface coal mining on
Indian lands.

(b) No later than one hundred and thirty-
five days from the date of enactment of this
Act, the Secretary shall implement a Federal
enforcement program which shall remain in
effect on those Indian lands on which there
is surface coal mining and where the Indian
tribe has expressed to the Secretary an intent
to develop and administer an Indian lands
program, until the Indian lands program has
been approved pursuant to this Act or until
a Federal program has been implemented
pursuant to this Act. The enforcement pro-
gram shall be carried out pursuant to the
provisions of subsections 502(f) (1), 502(1)
(2), 502(1) (8), 502(f) (4), and 502(f) (5).

(¢) Following the final disapproval of an
Indian lands program, and prior to promul-
gation of a Federal program pursuant to this
Act, including judicial review of such a pro-
gram, existing surface coal mining operations
may continue surface mining operations pur-
suant to the provisions of section 502 of this
Act,
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FEDERAL PROGRAM

Sec. 606. (a) The Secretary shall prepare
and, subject to the provisions of this section,
promuigate and implement, pursuant to sec-
tion 501 of this Act, a Federal program for an
Indian tribe that expresses an intent to de-
velop and administer an Indian lands pro-
gram if such Indian tribe—

(1) falls to submit an Indian lands pro-
gram covering surface mining and reclama-
tion operations by the end of the thirty
month period beginning on the date of enact-
ment of this Act;

(2) fails to resubmit an acceptable Indian
lands program within sixty days of disap-
proval of a proposed Indian lands program:
Provided, That the Secretary shall not imple-
ment a Federal pr prior to the expira-
tion of the initial period allowed for sub-
mission of an Indian lands program as pro-
vided for in clause (1) of this subsection;
or

(3) fails to implement, enforce, or maintain
its approved Indian lands program as pro-
vided for in this Act.

If tribal compliance with clause (1) of
this subsection requires an act of the tribal
council or tribal legislature the Secretary
may extend the period for submission of an
Indian lands program up to an additional
six months. Promulgation and implementa-
tion of a Federal program vests the Secretary
with exclusive jurisdiction for the regulation
and control of surface coal mining and recla-
matlon operations taking place on lands with-
in any tribal reservation or upon tribal lands
not in compliance with this Act. After pro-
mulgation and implementation of a Federal
program the Secretary shall be the regulatory
authority. In promulgating and implemen-
tating a Federal program for a particular In-
dian tribe the BSecretary shall take into
consideration the nature of that Indian tribal
reservation’s terrain, climate, blological,
chemical and other relevant physical condi-
tions.

(b) Prior to promulgation and implemen-
tation of any proposed Federal program, the
Secretary shall give adequate public notice
and hold a public hearing for the enrolled
members of the tribe in a location convenient
to the tribe.

(¢) Permits issued pursuant to an approved
Indian lands program shall be valid but re-
viewable under a Federal program pursuant
to section 504(d) of this Act.

(d) An Indian tribe which has failed to
obtain the approval of an Indian lands pro-
gram prior to implementation of a Federal
program may submit an Indian lands pro-
gram at any time after such implementation
pursuant to sectlon 504 of this Act. Until
an Indian lands program is approved as pro-
vided under this section, the Federal pro-
gram shall remain in effect and all actions
taken by the Secretary pursuant to such Fed-
eral program, including the terms and con-
ditions of any permit issued thereunder, shall
remain in effect.

{(e) Permits issued pursuant to the Fed-
eral program shall be valid but reviewable
under the approved Indian lands program.
The tribal regulatory authority may review
such permits to determine that the require-
ments of this Act and the approved Indian
lands program are not being violated. If the
tribal regulatory authority determines any
permit to have been granted contrary to the
requirements of the Act or the approved
Indian lands program, he shall so advise the
permittee and provide him a reasonable op-
portunity for submission of a new applica~-
tion and reasonable time to conform ongoing
surface mining and reclamation operations
to the requirements of the Act or approved
Indian lands program.

ADMINISTRATION BY THE SECRETARY

Sec. 607. (a) At any time, a tribe may se-
lect to have its program administered by
the Becretary. Upon such a request by a tribe,
the Secretary shall assume the responsibility
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for administering the tribe’s Indian lands
program for that reservation.

(b) Permits issued pursuant to an ap-
proved Indian lands program shall be valid
but reviewable under a Federal program pre-
pared pursuant to subsection 306(a) of this
Act. Immediately following the promulgation
of a Federal program, the Secretary shall
undertake to review such permits to deter-
mine that the requirements of this Act are
not being violated. If the Secretary deter-
mines that any permit has been granted con-
trary to the requirements of this Act he shall
so advise the permittee and provide him a
reasonable time to conform ongoing surface
coal mining and reclamation operations to
the requirements of the Federal program.

PERSONNEL

Sec. 608. (a) Indian tribes are author-
ized to use the funds authorized pursuant to
section 601(a) of this title for the hiring
of professional and technical personnel and,
where appropriate, to allocate funds to legit-
imately recognized organizations of the tribe
that are pursuing the objectives of this title,
as well as hire special consultants, groups, or
firms from the public and private sector, for
the purpose of developing, establishing, or
implementing an Indian lands program.

AUTHORIZATION PRIORITY

Sec. 608. Of the funds made available
under section 714(a) of this Act, first prior-
ity on $2,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
shall be for the purposes of this title.

REPORTS TO THE SECRETARY

Sec. 610. Any Indian tribe which is receiv-
ing or has received a grant pursuant to sec-
tion 714(a) of this Act, shall report at the
end of each fiscal year to the Secretary, In
a manner prescribed by him, on actlivities
undertaken by the tribe pursuant to or under
this title.

ENFORCEMENT

Sec. 611. For the purpose of administering
an Indian lands program under this Act, a
tribe shall have jurisdictional authority in-
cluding the ability to require compliance
with sald regulations over all persons whether
Indian or non-Indian engaged in surface
coal mining operations and that all disputes
will be adjudicated in the appropriate tribal
court forum until that remedy Is exhausted
and then the aggrieved party has the right
to a trial de novo in Federal district court
in the appropriate district.

INDIAN LANDS STUDY

Sec. 612. (a) The Secretary is directed to
study the question of the regulation of sur-
face coal mining on Indian lands which will
achieve the purposes of this Act and recog-
nize the special jurisdictional status of these
lands. In carrying out this study the Secre-
tary shall consult with the Indian tribes, and
may contract or give grants to Indian tribes,
qualified institutions, agencies, organiza-
tions, and persons. The study report shall
include proposed legislation designed to as-
sist Indian tribes to assume full regulatory
authority over the administration and en-
forcement of regulation of surface coal min-
ing on Indian lands.

(b) The report required by subsection (a)
of this section together with draft proposed
legislation and the view of each Indian tribe
which would be affected shall be submitted
to the Congress as soon as possible but not
later than two years after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

(e) On and after one hundred and thirty-
five days from the date of enactment of this
Act, all surface coal mining operations on
Indian lands wherein the tribe has not ap-
plied for a grant to develop and administer
an Indian lands program pursuant to sec-
tion 601 of this title, or has not selected
to have its Indian lands program adminis-
tered by the Secretary pursuant to section
807 of this title, shall comply with require-
ments at least as stringent as those imposed
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by sukbsections 515(b)(2), 515(b)(3), 515
(b) (5), 5615(b)(10), b515(b)(13), 515(b)
(18), and 515(d) of this Act and the Secre-
retary shall incorporate the requirements of
such provisions In all existing and new leases
for coal on Indian lands.

(d) On and after thirty months following
the date of enactment of this Act, all surface
coal mining operations on Indian lands shall
comply with requirements at least as strin-
gent as those imposed by sections 507, 508,
509, 510, 515, 516, 517, and 518 of this Act and
the Secretary shall incorporate the require-
ments of such provisions in all existing and
new leases issued for coal on Indian lands.

() With respect to leases issued after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall include and enforce terms and condi-
tions in addition to those required by sub-
sections (c) and (d) as may be requested by
the Indian tribe in such leases.

(f) Any change required by subsectlions
(c) and (d) of this section in the terms and
conditions of any coal lease on Indian lands
existing on the date of enactment of this
Act, shall require the approval of the Secre-

(g) The Secretary shall provide for ade-
quate participation by the varlous Indian
tribes affected in the study authorized in
this section and not more than $700,000 of
the funds authorized in section Ti4(a) of
this Act shall be reserved for this purpose.

REPORTS TO CONGRESS

Sec. 813. The Secretary shall report an-
nually to the President and the Congress
on all actions taken in furtherance of this
title and on the impacts of all other pro-
grams or services to or on behalf of Indians
on the ability of Indian tribes to fulfill the
requirements of this title.

Mr. MELCHER (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the amendment
be dispensed with and that it be printed
in the Recorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mon-
tana?

There was no objection.

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment provides a new title to the
bill dealing with an Indian lands pro-
gram. In the bill that was passed by the
House last year we had such a title.

In conference the conferees opted to
treat the subject on what to do with the
reclamation of Indian lands if their lands
were stripped for coal by having the
Secretary of the Interior delegated to
conduct studies on those Indian reserva-
tions where the Indian tribes asked for
such a study to determine how strip min-
ing would affect them and how to arrive
at effective reclamation for their land
on their reservations.

In doing so, we bumped out of the
final conference bill the rather detailed
Indian lands program that we have
passed here in the House.

What I have done in this amendment
is to offer a blending of the conference
decision of having a study with those
tribes that desire to have one conducted
and supervised by the Secretary of the
Interior on their own reservation, or they
can develop an Indian lands program of
their own. Briefly, this would allow them
to adopt stronger standards than the
minimum Federal standards set forth in
the bill. It would treat them in the same
way that we treat a State in the bill,
where we say to the State, “You can
meet these minimum Federal standards,
and that is good enough; but if you want
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to have stronger standards, you can also
do that and run your own program.”

What we say in the Indian lands pro-
gram, if we adopt this amendment that
I am offering, is that the Indian tribes
that so elect to have stronger standards
can have them, and we give them that
privilege. If they do not want stronger
standards, that is their privilege, too. The
various Indian tribes can ask for the
study or they can designate the Secre-
tary of the Interior to supervise the Fed-
eral standards on any reclamation pro-
gram involving coal strip mining on the
reservations, or decide to have stronger
standards to enforce on their reserva-
tions.

It is their land; Indian culture is tied
close to their land, and my amendment
recognizes their basic right to decide the
fate of their own lands.

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

Mr. MELCHER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arizona (Mr. UpaLL).

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

How to handle the coal underlying
Indian lands has been one of the most
difficult problems we faced in the history
of this legislation. The gentleman from
Montana has given this a great deal of
attention and on several occasions has
had solutions that I thought would solve
the problem, but this particular solution
is one that we have gone over on our
side, the gentlewoman from Hawali

{Mrs. Minx) and I and the gentleman
from Washington

(Mr. Meeps), who
chairs the Indian Affairs Committee.
The chairman of our full committee, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. HaLEY)
chaired the Indian Affairs Subcommittee
for a number of years and has an in-
tense interest in this problem.

Mr. Chairman, as far as I am con-
cerned, and I think I speak for most of
us on our side, this is a good approach
to take to conference. It gives options,
it is flexible, and I am prepared to sup-
port the amendment.

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

Mr. MELCHER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. HaLey), the dis-
tinguished chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs.

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

He, of course,.knows of my long inter-
est in Indian legislation.

I think this is a very good amendment,
and I rise in wholehearted support of
this amendment. I think it is necessary.

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

I urge that the House accept the
amendment and thereby endorse Indian
rights to have a positive voice in the
destiny of their own reservation lands
if some of it is strip mined for coal.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Montana (Mr. MELCHER).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title V?

If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:
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TITLE VI—DESIGNATION OF LANDS UN-
SUITABLE FOR NONCOAL MINING

DESIGNATION FPROCEDURES

SEc. 601. (a) With respect to Federal lands
within any State, the Secretary of Interlor
may, and if so requested by the Governor of
such State, shall review any area within such
lands to assess whether it may be unsuitable
for mining operations for minerals or ma-
terials other than coal, pursuant to the eri-
teria and procedures of this section.

(b) An area of Federal lands may be desig-
nated under this section as unsuitable for
mining operations if (1) such area consists
of Federal land of a predominantly urban or
suburban character, used primarily for resi-
dential or related purposes, the mineral estate
of which remains in the public domain, or
(2) such area consists of Federal land where
mining operations would have an adverse
impact on lands used primarily for residen-
tial or related purposes, or (3) lands where
such mining operations could result in irre-
versible damage to important historic, cul-
tural, scientific, or aesthetic values or natural
systems, of more than local significance, or
could unreasonably endanger human life and
property.

(c) Any person having an interest which
is or may be adversely affected shall have the
right to petition the Secretary to seek exclu-
sion of an area from mining operations pur-
suant to this section or the redesignation of
An area or part thereof as suitable for such
operations. Such petition shall contain alle-
gations of fact with supporting evidence
which would tend to substantiate the allega-
tions, The petitioner shall be granted a hear-
ing within a reasonable time and finding
with reasons therefor upon the matter of
their petition. In any instance where a Gov-
ernor requests the BSecretary to review an
area, or where the Secretary finds the na-
tional interest so requires, the Becretary may
temporarily withdraw the area to be reviewed
from mineral entry or leasing pending such
review: Provided, however, That such tem-
porary withdrawal be ended as promptly as
practicable and in no event shall exceed two
years.

(d) In no event is a land area to be desig-
nated unsuitable for mining operations un-
der this section on which mining operations
are being conducted prior to the holding of
& hearing on such petition in accordance
with subsection (c) hereof. Valld existing
rights shall be preserved and not affected by
such designation. Designation of an area as
unsuitable for mining operations under this
section shall not prevent subsequent mineral
exploration of such area, except that such
exploration shall require the prior written
consent of the holder of the surface estate,
which consent shall be flled with the Sec-
retary. The Secretary may promulgate, with
respect to any designated area, regulations
to minimize any adverse effects of such ex-
ploration.

(e) Prior to any designation pursuant to
this section, the Secretary shall prepare a
detailed statement on (i) the potential
mineral resources of the area, (i) the de-
mand for such mineral resources, and (iil)
the impact of such designation or the absence
of such designation on the environment,
economy, and the supply of such mineral
resources.

(f) When the Secretary designates an area
of Federal lands as unsuitable for all or cer-
tain types of mining operations for minerals
and materials other than coal pursuant to
this section he may withdraw such area from
mineral entry or leasing, or condition such
entry or leasing so as to limit such mining
operations In accordance with hils deter-
mination, if the Secretary also determines,
based on his analysis pursuant to subsection
601 (e), that the benefits resulting from such
designation, would be greater than the bene-
fits to the regional or national economy
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which could result from mineral develop-
ment of such area.

(g) Any party with a valid legal interest
who has appeared in the proceedings in con-
nection with the Secretary’s determination
pursuant to this section and who is aggrieved
by the Secretary’s decision (or by his failure
to act within a reasonable time) shall have
the right of appeal for review by the United
States district court for the district in which
the pertinent area is located.

Mr, UDALL (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
title VI be considered as read, printed
in the Recorp, and open to amendment
at any point.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there
amendments to title VI?

If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE VII—ADMINISTRATIVE AND
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
DEFINITIONS

SEC. T701. For the purposes of this Act—

(1) “Secretary” means the Secretary of the
Interior, except where otherwise described;

(2) "“State” means a State of the United
States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
American Samoa, and Guam;

(3) "Office” means the Office of Surface
Mining, Reclamation, and Enforcement
established pursuant to title II;

(4) “commerce” means trade, traffic, com-
merce, transportation, transmission, or com-
munication among the several States, or be-
tween a State and any other place outside
thereof; or between points in the same State
which directly or indirectly affect interstate
commerce;

(6) “surface coal
means—

(A) activities conducted on the surface
of lands in connection with a surface coal
mine or surface operations the products of
which enter commerce or the operations of
which directly or indirectly affect interstate
commerce. Such activities include excava-
tion for the purpose of obtaining coal includ-
ing such common methods as contour, strip,
auger, mountaintop removal, box cut, open
pit, and area mining, and in situ distillation
or retorting, leaching or other chemical or
physical processing, and the cleaning, con-
centrating, or other processing or prepara-
tion, loading of coal for interstate commerce
at or near the mine site: Provided, however,
That such activities do not include the ex-
traction of coal incidental to the extraction
of other minerals where coal does not exceed
1635 percentum of the tonnage of minerals
removed for purposes of commerclial use or
sale or coal explorations subject to section
512 of this Act and

(B) the areas upon which such activities
occur or where such activities disturb the
natural land surface. Such areas shall also
include any adjacent land the use of which
is incidental to any such activities, all lands
affected by the construction of new roads or
the improvement or use of existing roads to
galn access to the site of such activities and
for haulage, and excavations, workings, im-
poundments, dams, ventilation shafts, entry-
ways, refuse banks, dumps, stockpiles, over-
burden piles, spoil banks, culm banks, tail-
ings, holes or depressions, repair areas, stor-
age areas, processing areas, shipping areas
and other areas upon which are sited struc-
tures, facilities, or other property or materials
on the surface, resulting from or incident to
such activities;

(6) “surface coal mining and reclamation
operations” means surface mining operations

any

mining operations”
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and all activities necessary and incident to
the reclamation of such operations after the
date of enactment of this Act;

(7) “lands within any State” or “lands
within such State” means all lands within a
State other than Federal lands and Indian
lands;

(8) “Federal lands" means any land, in-
cluding mineral interests, owned by the
United States without regard to how the
United States acquired ownership of the land
and without regard to the agency having re-
sponsibility for management thereof, except
Indian lands;

(9) “Indian lands" means all lands, in-
cluding mineral interests, within the exterior
boundaries of any Indian reservation, not-
withstanding the issuance of any patent, and
including rights-of-way, and all lands held in
trust for or supervised by any Indian tribe;

(10) “Indian tribe” means any Indian
tribe, band, group, or community having a
governing body recognized by the Secretary;

(11) “State program' means & program
established by a State pursuant to section
503 to regulate surface coal mining and rec-
lamation operations, on lands within such
State in accord with the requirements of this
Act and regulations issued by the Secretary
pursuant to this Act;

(12) *“Federal program” means & program
established by the Secretary pursuant to sec-
tion 504 to regulate surface coal mining and
reclamation operations on lands within a
State in accordance with the requirements of
this Act;

(13) *"Federal lands program" means a pro-
gram established by the Secretary pursuant
to section 523 to regulate surface coal mining
and reclamation operations on Federal lands;

(14) “reclamation plan" means & plan sub-
mitted by an applicant for a permit under a
State program or Federal program which sets
forth & plan for reclamation of the proposed
surface coal mining operations pursuant to
section 508;

(15) “State regulatory authority” means
the department or agency in each State
which has primary responsibility at the State
level for administering this Act;

{168) “regulatory authority” means the
State regulatory authority where the State
is administering this Act under an approved
State program or the Secretary where the
Secretary is administering this Act under a
Federal program;

(17) *“person” means an individual, part-
nership, assoclation, soclety, joint stock com-
pany, firm, company, corporation, or other
business organization;

(18) “permit'" means a permit to conduct
surface coal mining and reclamation opera-
tions issued by the State regulatory author-
ity pursuant to a State program or by the
Secretary pursuant to a Federal program;

{19) "permit applicant” or “applicant™
means a person applying for a permit;

(20) “permittee” means a person holding
a permit;

(21) “fund” means the Abandoned Mine
Reclamation Fund established pursuant to
section 401;

{22) “other minerals” means clay, stone,
sand, gravel, metalliferous and nonmetalll-
ferous ores, and any other solid material or
substances of commercial value excavated in
solid form from natural deposits on or in
the Earth, exclusive of coal and those min-
erals which occur naturally in liguid or gas-
eous form;

(23) “approximate original contour” means
that surface configuration achleved by back-
filling and grading of the mined area so
that it closely resembles the surface con-
figuration of the land prior to mining and
blends into and complements the drainage
pattern of the surrounding terrain, with all
highwalls, spoll piles, and depressions elim-
inated except that water impoundments may
be permitted where the regulatory authority
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determines that they are in compliance with
section 515(b) (8) of this Act;

(24) ‘“operator” means any person, part-
nership, or corporation engaged in coal min-
ing who removes or intends to remove more

_than two hundred and fifty tons of coal from

the earth by coal mining within twelve con-
secutive calendar months in any one loca-
tion;

(25) “permit area” means the area of
land indicated on the approved map sub=
mitted by the operator with his application,
which area of land shall be covered by the
operator’'s bond as required by section 509
of this Act and shall be readily identifiable
by appropriate markers on the site;

(26) “unwarranted fallure to comply”
means the failure of a permittee to prevent
the occurrence of any viclation of his per-
mit or any requirement of this Act due to
indifference, lack of diligence, or lack of rea=
sonable care, or the faillure to abate any
violation of such permit or the Act due to
indifference, lack of diligence, or lack of
reasonable care;

(27) “alluvial valley fioors” means the un-
consolidated stream Ilald deposits holding
streams where water availability is sufficient
for subirrigation or flood irrigation agricul-
tural activities;

(28) *“imminent danger to the health or
safety of the public" means the existence of
any condition or practice, or any violation of
& permit or other requirement of this Act in
a surface coal mining and reclamation oper-
atlon, which condition, practice, or violation
could reasonably be expected to cause sub-
stantial physical harm to persons outside
the permit area before such condition, prac-
tice, or violation can be abated.

OTHER FEDERAL LAWS

Bec. 702. (a) Nothing in this Act shall be
construed as superseding, amending, modify~-
ing, or repealing the Mining and Minerals
Pollcy Act of 1970 (30 U.S.C. 21a), the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.8.C. 4321-47), or any of the following Acts
or with any rule or regulation promulgated
thereunder, including but not limited to—

(1) The Federal Metal and Nonmetallic
Mine Safety Act (30 U.S.C. T21-T40).

(2) The Federal Coal Mine Health and
Safety Act of 1969 (83 Stat. 742).

(3) The Federal Water Pollution Control
Act (79 Stat. 903), as amended, the State
laws enacted pursuant thereto, or other Fed-
eral laws relating to preservation of water
quality.

(4) The Clean Air Act, as amended (42
U.S.C. 1857).

(5) The Solid Waste Disposal
U.B8.C. 3251).

(8) The Refuse Act of 1889 (323 U.S.C. 407).

(7) The Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act of 1934 (16 U.S.C. 661-666¢c).

{b) Nothing in this Act shall affect in any
way the authority of the Secretary or the
heads of other Federal agencles under other
provisions of law to include in any lease, li-
cense, permit, contract, or other instrument
such conditions as may be appropriate to
regulate surface coal mining and reclamation
operations on lands under their jurisdiction.

(c) To the greatest extent practicable each
Federal agency shall cooperate with the Sec-
retary and the States in carrying out the
provisions of this Act.

Bec. 703, (a) No person shall discharge,
or in any other way discriminate against, or
cause to be fired or discriminated against,
any employee or any authorized representa-
tive of employees by reason of the fact that
such employee or representative has filed,
instituted, or caused to be filed or instituted
any proceeding under this Act, or has testi-
fied or is about to testify In any proceeding
resulting from the administration or en-
forcement of the provisions of this Act.

(b) Any employee or a representative of
employees who belleves that he has been
fired or otherwise discriminated against by
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any person in violation of subsection (a)
of this section may, within thirty days after
such alleged viclation occurs, apply to the
Secretary for a review of such firing or
alleged discrimination. A copy of the applica-
tion shall be sent to the person or operator
who will be the respondent. Upon receipt of
such application, the Becretary shall cause
such investigation to be made as he deems
appropriate. Such investigation shall pro-
vide an opportunity for a public hearing
at the request of any party to such review
to enable the parties to present information
relating to the alleged violation. The parties
shall be given written notice of the time
and place of the hearing at least five days
prior to the hearing. Any such hearing shall
be of record and shall be subject to section
554 of title 5 of the United States Code.
Upon receiving the report of such investiga-
tion the BSecretary shall make findings of
fact. If he finds that a violation did occur,
he shall Issue a decision incorporating
therein and his findings in an order requiring
the party committing the violation to take
such affirmative action to abate the viola-
tion as the BSecretary deems appropriate,
including, but not limited to, the rehiring
or reinstatement of the employee or repre-
sentative of employees to his former posi-
tion with compensation. If he finds that
there was no violation, he shall issue a find-
ing. Orders issued by the Secretary under
this subsection shall be subject to judiclal
review in the same manner as orders and
decisions of the BSecretary are subject to
judiecial review under this Act.

(¢) Whenever an order is issued under
this section to abate any violation, at the
request of the applicant a sum equal to the
aggregate amounts of all costs and expenses
(including attorneys’ fees) to have been
reasonably incurred by the applicant for, or
in connectlon with, the institution and pros-
ecution of such proceedings, shall be assessed
against the persons committing the violation.

(d) The BSecretary shall conduct con-
tinuing evaluations of potential losses or
shifts of employment which may result from
the enforcement of this Act or any require-
ment of this Act including, where appro-
priate, investigating threatened mine
closures or reductions in employment
allegedly resulting from such enforcement
or requirement. Any employee who is dis-
charged or laid off, threatened with dis-
charge or layoff, or otherwise discriminated
agalnst by any person because of the alleged
results of the enforcement or requirement of
this Act, or any representative of such em-
ployee, may request the Secretary to conduct
a Tull investigation of the matter. The Sec-
retary shall thereupon investigate the mat-
ter, and, at the request of any interested
party, shall hold public hearings on not less
than five days' notice, and shall at such
hearings require the parties, including the
employer involved, to present information
relating to the actual or potential effect of
such limitation or order on employment and
on any alleged discharge, layoft, or other dis-
crimination and the detalled reasons or
justification therefor. Any such hearing shall
be of record and shall be subject to section
54 of title 5 of the United States Code. Upon
recelving the report of such investigation,
the Secretary shall promptly make findings
of fact as to the effect of such enforcement
or requirement on employment and on the
alleged discharge, layoff, or discrimination
and shall make such recommendations as
he deems appropriate. Such report, findings,
and recommendations shall be avallable to
the public, Nothing in this subsection shall
be construed to require or authorize the
Secretary or a State to modify or withdraw
any enforcement action or requirement.

PROTECTION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

Sec. T04. Section 1114, title 18, United
States Code, is hereby amended by adding the
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words "or of the Department of the Interior”
after the worlds “Department of Labor” con-
tained in that section.

GRANTS TO THE STATES

Bec. T05. (a) The SBecretary is authorized
to make annual grants to any State for the
purpose of assisting such State in develop-
ing, administering, and enforcing State pro-
grams under this Act. Such grants shall not
exceed B0 per centum of the total costs in-
curred during the first year, 60 per centum
of total costs incurred during the second
year, and 40 per centum of the total costs in-
curred during the third and fourth years.

(b) The Secretary is authorized to cooper-
ate with and provide assistance to any State
for the purpose of assisting it in the devel-
opment, administration, and enforcement
of its State programs. Such cooperation and
assistance shall include—

(1) technical assistance and training in-
cluding provision of necessary curricular and
instruction materials, in the development,
administration, and enforcement of the State
programs; and

(2) assistance in preparing and maintain-
ing a continuing inventory of information
on surface coal mining and reclamation op-
erations for each State for the purposes of
evaluating the effectiveness of the State pro-
grams. Such assistance shall include all Fed-
eral departments and agencies making avail-
able data relevant to surface coal mining and
reclamation operations and to the develop-
ment, administration, and enforcement of
State programs concerning such operations.

ANNUAL REPORT

Sec. T06. The Secretary shall submit an-
nually to the President and the Congress a
report concerning activities conducted by
him, the Federal Government, and the States
pursuant to this Act. Among other matters,
the Secretary shall include in such report
recommendations for additional administra-
tive or legislative action as he deems neces-
sary and desirable to accomplish the purposes
of this Act.

SEVERABILITY

SEec. 707. If any provision of this Act or the
applicability thereof to any person or circum-
stance Is held invalid, the remainder of this
Act and the application of such provision to
other persons or circumstances shall not be
affected thereby.

ALASKAN SURFACE COAL MINE STUDY

Sec. T08. (a) The Becretary is directed to
contract with the National Academy of Sci-
ences-National Academy of Engineering for
an in-depth study of surface coal mining
conditions in the State of Alaska in order
to determine which, if any, of the provisions
of this Act should be modified with respect
to surface coal mining operations in Alaska.

(b) The Secretary shall report on the find-
ings of the study to the President and Con-
gress no later than two years after the date
of enactment of this Act.

(c) The Secretary shall include in his re-
port a draft of legislation to implement any
changes recommended to this Act.

(d) Until one year after the Secretary has
made this report to the President and Con-
gress, or three years after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, whichever comes first, the
Secretary is authorized to suspend the appli-
cability of any provision of this Act, or any
regulation issued pursuant thereto, to any
surface coal mining operation in Alaska from
which coal has been mined during the year
preceding enactment of this Act if he deter-
mines that it is necessary to insure the con-
tinued operation of such surface coal mining
operation. The Becretary may exercise his
suspension authority only after he has (1)
published a notice of proposed suspension
in the Federal Register and in a newspaper
of general circulation in the area of Alaska
in which the affected surface coal mining op-
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eration 1s located, and (2) held a public
hearing on the proposed suspension in
Alaska.

(e) There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated for the purpose of this section
$250,000.

STUDY OF RECLAMATION STANDARDS FOR SURFACE
MINING OF OTHER MINERALS

Bec. 709. (a) The Chalrman of the Council
on Environmental Quality is directed to con-
tract with the National Academy of Sciences-
National Academy of Engineering, other Gov-
ernment agencies or private groups as appro-
priate, for an in-depth study of current and
developing technology for surface and open
pit mining and reclamation for minerals
other than coal designed to assist in the es-
tablishment of effective and reasonable regu-
lation of surface and open pit mining and
reclamation for minerals other than coal,
with a primary emphasis upon oil shale and
tar sands reserves. The study shall—

(1) assess the degree to which the re-
quirements of this Act can be met by such
technology and the costs involved;

(2) identify areas where the requirements
of this Act cannot be met by current and
developing technology;

(3) in those instances describe require-
ments most comparable to those of this Act
which could be met, the costs involved, and
the differences in reclamation results be-
tween these requirements and those of this
Act; and

{4) discuss alternative regulatory mecha-
nisms designed to insure the achievement of
the most beneficial post-mining land use for
areas affected by surface and open-pit min-
ing.

(b) The study together with specific leg-
islatlve recommendations shall be submitted
to the President and the Congress no later
than eighteen months after the date of en-
actment of this Act: Provided, That with
respect to surface or open pit mining for
sand and gravel the study shall be submitted
no later than twelve months after the date
of enactment of this Act.

(c) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated for the purpose of this section
$500,000.

INDIAN LANDS

SEC. 710. (a) The Becretary is directed to
study the question of the regulation of sur-
face mining on Indian lands which will
achieve the purpose of this Act and recog-
nize the special jurisdictional status of these
lands. In carrying out this study the Secre-
tary shall consult with Indian tribes. The
study report shall include proposed legis-
lation designed to allow Indian fribes fo
elect to assume full regulatory sauthority
over the administration and enforcement of
regulation of surface mining of coal on In-
dian lands.

(b) The study report required by subsec-
tion (a) together with drafts of proposed
legislation and the view of each Indian tribe
which would be affected shall be submitted
to the Congress as soon as possible but not
later than January 1, 1976,

(c) On and after one hundred and thirty-
five days from the enactment of this Act, all
surface coal mining operations on Indian
lands shall comply with requirements at
least as stringent as those imposed by sub-
section b615(b) (2), 515(b)(3), 515(b)(5),
515(b) (10), b515(b) (13), 515(b)(19), and
516(d) of this Act and the Secretary shall
incorporate the requirements of such pro-
visions in all existing and new leases issued
for coal on Indian lands.

(d) On and after thirty months from the
enactment of this Act, all surface coal min-
ing operations on Indian lands shall com-
ply with requirements at least as stringent
as those imposed by sections 507, 508, 509,
510, 515, 516, 517, and 519 of this Act and
the Secretary shall incorporate the require-
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ments of such provisions in all existing and
new leases issued for coal on Indian lands.

(e) With respect to leases issued after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall include and enforce terms and con-
ditions in addition to those required by sub-
sections (c¢) and (d) as may be requested by
the Indian tribe in such leases.

(f) Any change required by subsection (c)
or (d) of this section in the terms and con-
ditions of any coal lease on Indian lands
existing on the date of enactment of this
Act, shall require the approval of the Sec-
retary.

(g) The Secretary shall provide for ade-
quate participation by the various Indian
tribes affected in the study authorized in this
section and not more than $700,000 of the
funds authorized in sectlon 712(a) shall be
reserved for this purpose.

EXPERIMENTAL PRACTICES

Sec. T11. In order to encourage advances
in mining and reclamation practices, the
regulatory authority may authorize depar-
tures in individual cases on an experimental
basis from the environmental protection per-
formance standards promulgated under sec-
tlons 515 and 516 of this Act. SBuch depar-
tures may be authorized if (i) the experi-
mental practices are potentially more or at
least as environmentally protective, during
and after mining operations, as those re-
quired by promulgated standsrds; (ii) the
mining operation is no larger than necessary
to determine the effectiveness and economic
feasibility of the experimental practices; and
{iit) the experimental practices do not re-
duce the protection afforded public health
and safety below that provided by promul-
gated standards.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. T12. There is authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary for the purposes of
this Act the following sums, and all such
funds appropriated shall remain awvailable
until expended:

(a) For the implementation and funding
of sections 502, 522, 405(b) (3), and 710, con-
tract authority is granted to the Secretary of
the Interior for the sum of $10,000,000 to be-
come available immediately upon enactment
of this Act and $10,000,000 for each of the
two succeeding fiscal years.

(b) For administrative and other purposes
of this Act, except as otherwise provided for
in this Act, authorization is provided for the
sum of $10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1975, for each of the two succeeding
fiscal years the sum of $20,000,000 and $30,-
000,000 for each flscal year thereafter.
RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS ON

ALTERNATIVE COAL MINING TECHNOLOGIES

Sec. 713. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to conduct and promote the coordination
and acceleration of, research, studies, sur-
veys, experiments, demonstration projects,
and training relating to—

(1) the development and application of
coal mining technologies which provide
alternatives to surface disturbance and which
maximizes the recovery of avallable coal re-
sources, including the improvement of pres-
ent underground mining methods, methods
for the return of underground mining
wastes to the mine void, methods for the
underground mining of thick coal seams and
very deep seams; and

(2) safety and health in the application
of such technologies, methods, and means.

(b) In conducting the activities authorized
by this section, the Secretary may enter into
contracts with and make grants to qualified
institutions, agencies, organizations, and per-
sons.

(c) There are authorized to be appropri-

ated to the Secretary, to carry out the pur-
poses of this section, #$35,000,000 for each

fiscal year beginning with the fiscal year
1976, and for each year thereafter for the
next four years.
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SURFACE OWNER PROTECTION

£c. Tl4. (a) The provisions and proce-
dures specified in this section shall apply
where coal owned by the United States under
land the surface rights to which are owned
by a surface owner as defined in this section
is to be mined by methods other than under-
ground mining techniqgues. In order to mini-
mize disturbance to surface owners from sur-
face coal mining of Federal coal deposits,
the Secretary shall, in his discretion but, to
the maximum extent practicable, refrain

from leasing such coal deposits for develop-
ment by methods other than underground
mining

ues.

(b) Any coal deposits subject to this sec-
tion shall be offered for lease pursuant to
section 2(a) of the Mineral Leasing Act of
1920 (30 U.S.C. 201a), except that no award
shall be made by any method other than
competitive bidding.

(¢) Prior to placing any deposit subject to
this section in a leasing tract, the Secretary
shall give to any surface owner whose land
is to be included in the proposed leasing
tract actual written notice of his intention to
place such deposits under such land in a
leasing tract.

(d) The Secretary shall not enter into
any lease of such coal deposits until the
surface owner has given written consent and
the Secretary has obtained such consent, to
enter and commence surface mining opera-
tions, and the applicant has agreed to pay
in addition to the rental and royalty and
other obligations due the United States the
money value of the surface owner's interest
as determined according to the provisions
of section (e).

(e) The value of the surface owner's in-
terest shall be fixed by the Secretary based
on appraisals made by three appraisers. One
such appraiser shall be appointed by the
Secretary, one appointed by the surface own-
er concerned, and one appointed jointly by
the appraisers named by the Secretary and
such surface owner. In computing the value
of the surface owner's interest, the apprais-
ers shall first fix and determine the fair
market value of the surface estate and they
shall then determine and add the value of
such of the following losses and costs to the
extent that such losses and costs arise from
the surface coal mining operations:

(1) loss of income to the surface owner
during the mining and reclamation process;

(2) cost to the surface owner for reloca-
tion or dislocation during the mining and
reclamation process;

(3) cost to the surface owner for the loss
of livestock, crops, water or other improve-
ments;

(4) any other damage to the surface rea-
sonably anticipated to be caused by the sur-
face mining and reclamation operations; and

(6) such additional reasonable amount of
compensation as the Secretary may deter-
mine is equitable in lHght of the length of
the tenure of the ownership: Provided, That
such additional reasonable amount of com-
pensation may not exceed the value of the
losses and eosts as established pursuant to
this subsectlon and In paragraphs (1)
through (4) above, or one hundred dollars
(8100.00) per acre, whichever is less.

(f) All bids submitted to the Secretary
for any such lease shall, in addition to any
rental or royalty and other obligations, be
accompanied by the deposit of an amount
equal to the value of the surface owner's
interest computed under subsection (e). The
Secretary shall pay such amount to the sur-
face owner elther upon the execution of such
lease or upon the commencement of mining,
or shall require posting of bond to assure
installment payments over a period of years
acceptable to the surface owner, at the option
of the surface owner. At the time of initial
payment, the surface owner may request a
review of the initial determination of the
amount of the surface owner's interest for
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the purpose of adjusting such amount to
reflect any increase in the Consumer Price
Index since the initial determination. The
lessee shall pay such increased amount to
the Secretary to be paid over to the surface
owner. Upon the release of the performance
bonds or deposits under section 518, or at
an earlier time as may be determined by the
Secretary, all rights to enter into and use
the surface of the land subject to such lease
shall revert to the surface owner.

(g) For the purpose of this section the
term “surface owner"” means the natural
person or persons (or corporation, the ma-
Jjority stock of which is held by a person or
persons who meet the other requirements
of this section) who—

(1) hold legal or equitable title to the
land surface;

(2) have their principal place of residence
on the land; or personally conduct farming
or ranching operations upon a farm or ranch
unit to be affected by surface coal mining
operations; or receive directly a significant
portion of their income, if any, from such
farming or ranching operations; and

(3) have met the conditions of paragraphs

(1) and (2) for a period of at least three years
prior to the granting of the consent.
In computing the three-year period the Sec-
retary may include periods during which title
was owned by a relative of such person by
blood or marriage during which period such
relative would have met the requirements of
this subsection.

(h) Where surface lands over coal subject
to this section are owned by any person who
meets the requirements of paragraphs (1)
and (2) of subsection (g) but who does not
meet the requirements of paragraph (3) of
subsection (g), the Secretary shall not place
such coal deposit in a leasing tract unless
such person has owned such surface lands for
a period of three years, After the expiration
of such three-year period such coal deposit
may be leased by the Secretary, provided that
if such person qualifies as a surface owner as
defined by subsection (g) his consent has
been obtained pursuant to the procedures set
forth in this section.

(1) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as increasing or diminishing any prop-
erty rights held by the United States or by
any other land owner,

(j) The determination of the value of the
surface owner's interest fixed pursuant to
subsection (e) or any adjustment to that
determination made pursuant to subsection
(f) shall be subject to judicial review only
in the United States district court for the
locality in which the leasing tract Is located.

(k) At the end of each two-year period
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Becretary shall submit to the Congress a re-
port on the Implementation of the Federal
coal leasing policy established by this sec-
tion. The report shall include a list of the
surface owners who have (1) given their con-
sent, (2) received payments pursuant to this
section, (3) refused to give consent, and (4)
the acreage of land involved in each cate-
gory. The report shall also indicate the Sec-
retary's views on the impact of the leasing
policy on the availability of Federal coal to
meet national energy needs and on receipt
of fair market value for Federal coal.

(1) This section shall not apply to Indian
lands.

(m) Any person who gives, offers or prom-
ises anything of value to any surface owner
or offers or promises any surface owner to
give anything of value to any other person or
entity in order to Induce such surface owner
to give the Secretary his written consent pur-
suant to this section, and any surface owner
who accepts, receives, or offers or agrees to
recelve anything of value for himself or any
other person or entity, in return for giving
his written consent pursuant to this section
shall be subject to a civil penalty of one and
a half times the monetary equivalent of the
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thing of walue. Such penalty shall be as-
sessed by the Secretary and collected in aec-
cordance with the procedures set out in
subsections 518(b), 518(c), 518(d), and
518(e) of this Act.

(n) Any Federal coal lease issued subject
to the provisions of this section shall be
automatically terminated if the lessee, before
or after issuance of the lease, gives, offers or
promises anything of value to the surface
owner or offers or promises to any surface
owner to give anything of value to any other
person or entity in order to (1) induce such
surface owner to give the Secretary his writ-
ten consent pursuant to this section, or (2)
compensate such surface owner for glving
such consent. All bonuses, royalties, rents
and other payments made by the lessee shall
be retained by the United States.

(o) The provisions of this section shall
become effective on February 1, 1876, Until
February 1, 1976, the Secretary shall not lease
any coal deposits owned by the United States
under land the surface rights to which are
not owned by the United States, unless the
Secretary has in his possession a document
which demonstrates the acquiescence prior
to December 3, 1974, of the owner of the sur-
face rights to the extraction of minerals
within the boundaries of his property by cur-
rent surface coal mining methods.

FEDERAL LESSEE PROTECTION

Sec, 715. In those instances where the coal
proposed to be mined by surface coal min-
ing operations is owned by the Federal Gov-
ernment and the surface is subject to a lease
or a permit issued by the Federal Govern-
ment, the application for a permit shall in-
clude either:

(1) the written consent of the permittee
or lessee of the surface lands involved to
enter and commence surface coal mining op-
erations on such land, or in lieu thereof;

(2) evidence of the execution of a bond or
undertaking to the United States or the State,
whichever is applicable, for the use and
benefit of the permittee or lessee of the sur-
face lands involved to secure payment of any
damages to the surface estate which the op-
erations will cause to the crops, or to the
tangible improvements of the permittee or
lessee of the surface lands as may be deter-
mined by the partles involved, or as deter-
mined and fixed in an action brought against
the operator or upon the bond in a court of
competent jurlsdiction. This bond is in addi-
tion to the performance bond required for
reclamation under this Act.

WATER RIGHTS

8ec. T16. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued as affecting in any way the right of
any person to enforce or protect, under ap-
plicable State law, his interest in water re-
sources affected by a surface coal mining
operation.

Mr, UDALL (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
title VII be considered as read, printed
in the Recorp, and open to amendment
at any point.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to title VII?

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

Title VII is the last title. We are aware
of maybe a half dozen amendments, none
of them very controversial, as far as I am
concerned.

There have been some printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD relating to this
title, and if there were a limitation of
time those amendments would be pro-
tected, or the sponsors who want to
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could have the full 5 minutes. In light of
that, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that all debate on title VII and
all debate on the bill and all amendments
thereto close not later than 5:30.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MELCHER

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MELCHER: On
page 312, after line 2, add the following new
subsection (11) and renumber the succeed-
ing subsections:

“{11) The term ‘Indian lands program’
means a program established by an Indian
tribe pursuant to title VI to regulate surface
mining and reclamation operations for coal,
whichever is relevant, on Indian lands under
its jurisdiction in accordance with the re-
quirements of this Act and the regulations
issued by the BSecretary pursuant to this
Act.”

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment contains the identical lan-
guage that was in the House-passed bill
last year as that bill contained the In-
dian lands program. Now that we have
adopted an amendment, that puts the
Indian lands program back into our
present bill, it is appropriate now that
we reinsert this definition as to the In-
dian lands program in this bill.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I would ask the gentle-
man from Montana if it is not a fact
that the proposed amendment conforms
the bill so far as the amendment that
was just adopted?

Mr. MELCHER. That is correct.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I support
the amendment.

Mr. MELCHER. I thank the gentle-
man.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. EVANS OF

COLORADO

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Evans of
Colorado: on page 336, after line 7, insert
the following:

PROTECTION OF WATER RIGHTS

Sec. 717. (a) In those Instances in which
it is determined that a proposed surface coal
mining operation is likely to adversely affect
the hydrologic balance of water on or off
site, or diminish the supply or quality of
such water, the application for a permit
shall include either—

(1) the written consent of all owners of
water rights reasonably anticipated to be
affected; or

(2) evidence of the capablility and willing-
ness to provide substitute water supply, at
least equal In quality, gquantity, and dura-
tion to the affected water rights of such
OWners.

{b) (1) An owner of water rights adversely
affected may file a complaint detailing the
loss in quantity or quality of his water with
the regulatory authority.

(2) Upon receipt of such complaint the
regulatory authority shall—

(A) investigate such complaint using all
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available information including the monitor-
ing data gathered pursuant to section 517;

(B) within 90 days issue a specific written
finding as to the cause of the water loss in
quantity or quality, If any;

(C) order the mining operator to replace
the water within a reasonable time in like
quality, quantity, and duration if the loss
is caused by the surface coal mining opera-
tlons, and require the mining operator to
compensate the owner of the water right
for any damages he has sustained by rea-
son of sald loss; and

(D) order the suspension of the operator’s
permit if the operator falls to comply with
any order issued pursuant to subparagraph
(C).

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr., Chair-
man, my amendment will strengthen the
provisions protecting owners of water
rights.

The first subsection would require the
coal operator to either secure the written
consent of all owners of water rights rea-
sonably anticipated to be affected by the
surface coal mining operation, or show
evidence of the capability and willingness
to provide substitute water supply, at
least equal in quality, quantity, and du-
ration to the affected water rights of
such owners.

The second subsection allows an owner
of water rights adversely affected to file a
complaint with the regulatory authority
detailing his loss in water quality and
quantity. The regulatory agency would
investigate the complaint and issue a
written finding as to cause of the loss,
if any, in water quality and quantity.
If the mining operator is found to be at
fault, the regulatory authority would
order the mining operator to replace the
water within a reasonable time and com-
pensate the owner of the water right for
any damages he has sustained by reason
of said loss. The mining operator’s per-
mit would be suspended by the regula-
tory authority if he did not comply with
any such order.

This amendment is moderate and a
matter of simple justice. If a coal op-
erator cannot get the written consent of
an affected owner of water rights, he can
still proceed if he can show evidence of a
willingness and capability to provide a
substitute water supply. In the West,
water is essential to ranchers and
farmers who depend on scarce supplies.
If you deprive a man of his water, you
deprive him the opportunity to earn a
livelihood for himself and his family.

Without my amendments, I am afraid
that this bill would be an expression of
congressional judgment that the surface
mining of coal should be of the highest
priority ahead of other uses of land and
water. In the arid and semiarid parts of
the country, I believe such a conclusion
would result in irretrievable loss of vast
areas of agriculturally productive land.

These amendments are designed to
protect the water resources of the West,
but they could also have an impact
reaching far beyond the western coal
lands. If your State depends on water
from the Missouri or Colorado River
basis for municipal, industrial, or agri-
cultural uses, you should share our con-
cern about the possibility of diminishing
the water flow and increasing the dis-
solved salts, chemicals, metals and sedi-
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ments in these river systems. In the
Colorado Basin, this affects the States of
California, Arizona, Utah, and Colorado.
In the Missouri Basin, this affects Mon-
tana, Wyoming, Colorado, North Da-
kota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas,
Iowa, and Missouri.

Beyond that, I simply ask my eastern
colleagues to heed the words of North
Dakota Governor Arthur Link. Gover-
nor Link has said:

People representing the cities have as great
a stake in the restoration of this land as the
people of North Dakota, From those lands
come the food and fiber their constituents
will need long after the coal is removed.

The people I represent will remain in
Colorado after the strippable coal is gone
and the coal companies move elsewhere.
It is my hope in sponsoring these amend-
ments that we can help insure that our
friends from other States can still come
to enjoy the natural beauty and bounty
of our Rocky Mountain States in the
future.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I would like to ask the
gentleman from Colorado a question, if
I may.

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. I am happy to
yield to the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I am in-
clined to support this amendment. As
the gentleman from Colorado knows, the
question of water rights in the West is a
very sensitive one. We provide in the bill
on page 221 in section 505(c) that noth-
ing in the act shall be construed to af-
fect water rights under existing State
law. This was one of the basic compro-
mises. We are leaving that that every
State shall determine its water rights.
Accepting this amendment, I would like
it clearly understood that the amend-
ment does not change section 505(c) and
that there is no intention here to deprive
the States of the right to determine
water rights.

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. The gentle-
man from Arizona is absolutely correct.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. EvANs).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HECHLER OF
WEST VIRGINIA

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HeEcHLER of
West Virginia: On page 328, between lines
13 and 14, insert the following new subsec-
tion:

“(d) at least 60 days before any funds are
obligated for any research studies, surveys,
experiments or demonstration projects to be
conducted or financed under this Act in any
fiscal year, the Secretary in consultation with
the Administrator of the Energy Research
and Development Administration and the
heads of other Federal agencies having the
authority to conduct or finance such projects,
shall determine and publish such determina-
tlions in the Federal Register that such proj-
ects are not being conducted or financed
by any other Federal agency. On March 1
of each calendar year, the Secretary shall
report to the Congress on the research stud-
les, surveys, experiments or demonstration
projects, conducted or financed under this
Act, including, but not limited to, a state-
ment of the nature and purpose of such proj-
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ect, the Federal cost thereof, the identity
and affiliation of the persons engaged in such
projects, the expected completion date of the
projects and the relationship of the projects
to other such projects of a similar nature.

“(e) subject to the patent provisions of
section 306(d) of this Aect, all information
and data resulting from any research studies,
surveys, experiments, or demonstration proj-
ects conducted or financed under this Act
shall be promptly made available to the pub-
He.”

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia (dur-
ing the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with and
that it be printed in the REecorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, on yesterday there was col-
loquy in which the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. MyErs) and the gentle-
woman from New Jersey (Mrs. FENWICK)
raised the point that there was duplica-
tion in funds for research and develop-
ment. My amendment merely tried to
guarantee that the Secretary of the In-
terior in consultation with the Adminis-
trator of ERDA indicate and publish in
the Federal Register that the projects
funded are not to be conducted or fi-
nanced by any other Federal agency.
Further, it would provide a reporting
process so that on March 1 of each cal-
endar year the Secretary of the Interior
shall report to Congress on the research
studies that are financed under this act. I
think this takes care of the point which
was raised during yesterday’s colloquy.

In addition, my amendment also in-
sures that the results of federally funded
research be made available to the publie,
within the limitations of the patent laws
and other legislation.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

As a matter of fact, I do so, so as not
to frighten my colleague, the gentleman
from West Virginia, by agreeing that I
understand what my colleague is trying
to do. But I would submit that on a prag-
matic basis, the requirements in my
friend’s amendment are such that they
assume that all agencies in government
will read the Federal Register, which is
an assumption that, of course, if they
did, they would obviously accomplish
nothing else. So I would simply tell my
friend that there is really no way to de-
fend against what my friend is trying
to defend against,

In my view, there is no way to defend
against the duplication my friend is try-
ing to defend against. This would, in-
deed, require at least the employment of
six or seven Federal Register readers in
each agency just to comply.

I do not think my friend wants to
add that burden to this economy, so I
would hope we would oppose the amend-
ment, not because of the spirit of the
matter but because of the pragmatism
about the realization of the fulfillment of
the effort here.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield, I
hope the gentleman’s position on this
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amendment will be followed by the usual
sequential vote which indicates opposi-
tion to his position by the Committee of
the Whole.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, there has been much
concern exhibited here about possible
duplication of research. We had a sec-
tion on research dealing with deep min-
ing in the belief that a great deal of
research needs to be done about mining,
but in view of the concern of this House
about the duplication of research which
might be undertaken by ERDA, I believe
the gentleman’s amendment will meet
this problem and will require the Secre-
tary of the Interior to consult with
ERDA and require publication in the
Federal Register and also require that
these contracts and grants be reported
to the Congress on March 1. I believe
this would meet the problems that have
been raised and I support the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I wel-
come the support of the gentlewoman
from Hawaii and I thank her for it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from West Virginia.

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title VII?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HECHLER OF

WEST VIRGINIA

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment, a very
simple little amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HECHLER of
West Virginia: Beginning on page 321, line
23, strike section 708 inclusive.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, section 708 provides for a
study of Alaskan surface coal mines.
This study is to be directed by the Sec-
retary of the Interior with the National
Academy of Sciences and the National
Academy of Engineering and is to take
2 years. The Secretary of the Interior is
only authorized to apply the provisions
of this act 1 year following the comple-
tion of the 2-year study.

It seems to me the subject of surface
mining has been studied to death. As
the gentleman  from Arizona (Mr.
SteIGER) knows, I took a very strong
position against a special exemption for
the anthracite industry. It would seem
to me he should thereby support strik-
ing what is in effect special treatment in
this bill for the State of Alaska. We cer-
tainly got no special treatment for the
State of West Virginia and for other
mountain people who suffer the most
from strip mining.

This bill provides in section 708 that
the Secretary is authorized to suspend
the applicability of any provision of this
act for 1 year following the conclusion
of this study. The State of Alaska, just
like any of the other 50 States, can come
up with a program and its program is
subject to review of course by the Secre-
tary of the Interior. I do not see why we
have to study for 2 years and then have
to suspend the act for 1 additional year
beyond that, although I must admit that
this bill is the product of very delicate

March 18, 1975

compromise among the various segments
of this committee and of this Congress.
But it would seem to me unreasonable to
provide a very special exemption for the
State of Alaska, and I urge support for
this amendment, to restore fairness and
equity in this case.

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

Mr. Chairman, we tried very hard in
this bill to write a national uniform
coal surface mining bill. I think we suc-
ceeded. We also tried to give special con-
sideration where there were conditions
that required it. As the gentlewoman
from Hawaii (Mrs. Miyx) pointed out
earlier, we approved special arrange-
ments for the anthracite region of Penn-
sylvania.

My friend, the gentleman from Wyo-
ming (Mr. RonNcario) had a difficult
special kind of problem in Wyoming and
we wrote a section in for that.

The third area was the State of Alaska.
Alaska is a different situation because
of the climate, because of the very cold
weather. A lot of the coal is buried under
the tundra. This does not amount to very
much.

Also, there is only one existing coal
mine in the entire State of Alaska. Un-
der the bill it can continue to operate.
We have asked the Interior Department
to work with the National Academy of
Science fo reporf back to us with respect
to their problems and whether the regu-
lar provisions of this bill ought to apply.

During that time the Secretary has
the right to suspend certain provisions
of this bill if he holds public hearings
and he determines that they are not
applicable; but that only applies dur-
ing the period of this study and while
Congress can act.

We think we have a balanced bill here
and we hope the amendment will be
defeated.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from Arizona for the position he has
taken and the fact that we had extensive
discussion in this committee.

I do represent the State of Alaska as
its only Congressman. We do have a
unique problem. We have only one coal
mine in production that is providing the
necessary energy to an area that has a
high pollution problem right now due to
the lack of cheap electricity. This coal
mine is a widemouth operation. Let me
say to the House that under the present
bill we are not sure how or if we can
operate.

The gentleman from West Virginia has
stated that we have studied strip min-
ing to death, and that might be true,
but we have not studied the effect that
this legislation will have in Alaska. We
have a law of our own in Alaska.

I am asking that this amendment,
which has been adopted twice and is a
fair compromise be accepted so that we
can find out how to operate if these con-
ditions should be the law. I am pleased
with what the committee has done. The
exemptions that have been allowed and
the attempt to arrive at a justifiable and
workable bill in Wyoming has been ac-
cepted. This is an amendment that
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should stay in this bill. Any attempt to
delete it would be doing a disservice
to the State of Alaska.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I yield to the
gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing, Is it not true, as the gentleman pre-
viously stated in the presentation, that
the committee did, indeed, spend a good
deal of time discussing this matter, as
opposed to the discussion of the anthra-
cite exemption in the committee?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. We did discuss
this as recently as 2 weeks ago when
we reported the bill out. The gentleman
from Ohio (Mr, SEIBERLING) was able to
have the bill reported and it came out of
the committee with very strong support.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. If the
gentleman will yield further?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Yes.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. I wanted
to bring out very clearly, this was not a
simple matter of accepting something
that was just acceptable to the people of
the gentleman’s State of Alaska, but
rather language that is acceptable to the
entire committee.

Therefore, the equation with the an-
thracite situation is a totally improper
equation.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. That is cor-
rect, and the committee did have a great
amount of input in this session and also
in the last session. I urge that the
amendment of the gentleman from West
Virginia be voted down.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. HECHLER) .

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, there
is clearly a need to regulate surface coal
mining. We can no longer afford to in-
jure our environment without making a
serious effort to repair the damage.

I cannot, however, support passage of
H.R. 25, the Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act. Rather than striking
a reasonable balance between our eco-
nomic necessities and our environmental
concerns, H.R. 25 almost exclusively cen-
ters its attention on the environment.

Such a one-sided approach is a grave
mistake. H.R. 25 would sharply reduce
coal production at a time when our Na-
tion desperately needs increased energy
sources. It also would cause an increase
in electricity rates and the price of thou-
sands of consumer goods.

On many occasions I have stressed
that the United States must work toward
energy independence. The dangers of en-
ergy dependence were vividly brought
home to us by the Arab oil producing
nations. We must not rely on foreign oil
supplies in the future.

If we are to achieve energy independ-
ence, however, we must spur the develop-
ment of our domestic energy resources.
Coal is an essential—and abundant—part
of those resources. Estimates are that we
have coal reserves of 200 to 400 years.

Our current coal production is ap-
proximately 600 million tons a year, half
of which comes from surface mining. We
need to at least double this production
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by 1985 in order to reach our Project
Independence goals.

Unreasonable and unnecessary Tre-
quirements in HR. 25, however, would
drastically reduce production. The Fed-
eral Energy Administration has pre-
dicted that this legislation could cut coal
production by 31 to 187 million tons in
1975. This is almost a third of all U.S.
production. By 1980 the loss could be as
much as 271 million tons per year.

For every ton of coal that is not pro-
duced from domestic resources we must
import about four barrels of foreign oil.
Every ton that is not available because of
H.R. 25 means more dependence on un-
reliable foreign sources.

This is not the only adverse effect,
moreover. Another impact would be in
the cost of electricity. Two-thirds of our
coal is used in the production of elec-
tricity. This bill would sharply cut back
the amount of coal available as well as
make it more expensive to mine. The
result would be a further increase in con-
sumer electric bills.

Congressman UbpaLL, testifying on be-
half of an almost identical bill last sum-
mer, stated that this legislation would
add about 3 to 5 percent to the cost of
electricity for an average household. The
actual cost may be far higher. Electric
bills are already a heavy burden without
piling on needless additional costs.

Aside from increasing the cost of elec-
tricity, we also would be legislating in-
creases in the costs of thousands of con-
sumer goods. Most manufactured prod-
ucts in the Nation today require, at some
point in the manufacturing process, elec-
tricity generated by coal. Manufacturers
could be expected to pass these cost in-
creases along to the consumer.

Therefore the consumer would be hurt
at least twice by this legislation—in his
electricity bills and in the price he has
to pay for consumer goods.

Yes, legislation to regulate surface coal
mining is needed. Such legislation, how-
ever, should strike a reasonable balance
between the energy needs and environ-
mental concerns of our Nation.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, the sur-
face mining bill before us today is an
important piece of legislation which
should be passed by the House without
further delay. For the past 4 years, the
Congress has attempted to draft a bill
that will provide for America’s energy
needs while preserving our Nation's en-
vironment. In order to determine the ex-
tent to which these factors can be recon-
ciled and in order to guarantee equity in
the legislation, extensive hearings have
been held, and both opponents and pro-
ponents have had repeated opportunities
to express their views, The bill now un-
der consideration is the product of thou-
sands of hours of study and research by
Members, committee staffs, executive
agencies, industry, environmental groups,
and independent consulting organiza-
tions. In my judgment, this expertise has
been utilized effectively to draft sound
legislation that will limit the harmful
effects of strip mining without signifi-
cantly affecting the price of availability
of coal and other minerals.

There can be no doubt that this legis-
lation is urgently required. We have al-
ready seen the results of reckless surface
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mine development in the Midwest and in
Appalachia. Valuable croplands have
been destroyed, topsoil has been lost, and
streams have been polluted with silt and
acid mine drainage. Homes have been
damaged, drinking water sources have
been contaminated, and the beauty of our
Eastern mountains has been marred by
unsightly highwalls and spoilbanks.

Mr. Chairman, as lawmakers, we
should feel compelled to prevent further
such offenses, especially when we know
such action will not impair our ability
to produce adequate amounts of coal.

The bill which we are considering to-
day insures that the land, after mining
operations are completed, will be re-
turned to its former uses for both eco-
nomic and esthetic reasons. The pro-
posed 35 cents per ton tax on surface
mined coal is only 1.8 percent of the
average nationwide price for electric
utility coal, but it would still generate
sufficient funds for reclamation of aban-
doned lands, as well as those newly
mined.

All of the provisions of the bill have
been designed to insure that the growth
of the coal mining industry, while meet-
ing a large share of our energy needs,
remains compatible with our immediate
and long term environmental goals. I
urge, therefore, that the House act
quickly and decisively to pass this legis-
lation as our colleagues in the Senate
have already done.

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, there are
times when this Congress seems deter-
mined to aggravate the energy crisis in-
stead of helping to alleviate it. H.R. 25,
the bill to regulate strip mining, is an ex-
ample of this curious tendency.

It is almost identical to the legislation
which the President vetoed late last year
for very sound reasons. It would place
excessive and unwarranted handicaps on
the ability to mine our country's vast
coal reserves, which constitute our best
short-range hope for relieving our de-
pendence on foreign oil.

This legislation, therefore, runs con-
trary to our national interest at a grave
time in American history. We are in eco-
nomiec trouble, and an expanding coal in-
dustry would provide employment to
many thousands of Americans who oth-
erwise face the desperate experience of
unemployment, but this legislation would
severely restrict the growth of the coal
industry.

The legislation also fails on other
grounds. It ignores the responsibility and
excellent work done by the States with
regulation of mining to protect the en-
vironment.

Mr. Chairman, for all the reasons men-
tioned above, I must vote against this
bill,

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the bill, H.R. 25, the Sur-
face Mining Control and Reclamation
Act of 1975.

During the course of the debate on this
bill and the amendments that have been
offered to it, I have placed before the
Committee of the Whole House my rea-
sons for opposing the various provisions
of the bill and the detrimental effects
they would have on the economy and the
people of southwestern Virginia.
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In urging a vote against this bill I ask
each Member of the House to consider
some of the communications I have re-
ceived in the last several days from the
coal surface miners themselves, the
workers who haul the coal from the
mines to the railheads, and some of the
small businesses that mine the coal, all
of whom will be directly affected by pas-
sage of this legislation. The following
telegrams show their opposition to this

bill:
CrLINTON, VA, March 17, 1975,
Hon. Congressman WAMPLER,
House of Representatives,
Capitol Hill, D.C.:

Passage of House bill 25 to control stripping
of coal will in effect ban this industry in
Southwest Virginia, causing wide spread un-
employment in the Appalachla region that
have had so much of a problem over the years
as a depressed area. Your help in helping us
who needed so much in times that are already
so hard in the United States will be appre-
clated. The stripping of coal does not in any
way create a health problem, but brings
good help to the employees of this industry
that is so much less dangerous than under-
ground mining.

Employees of Monahan Mining Inc., Em-
ployees JWT Trucking, Inc., Employees
of Julia N. Coal Co., Employees of
Charlie Trucking, Inc., Employees The
Big C Coal Company, Employees Syl-
vania Ann Coal, Inc., Employees of
C&K Trucking Co, Employees of G
and M Trucking Ine., Employees Tom
V Mining, Inc., Employees K E Mo
Mining Co.

STERLING MI1NING CORP.,
Wise, Va., March 17, 1975.
Washington, D.C.:

Urge take action to defeat H.R. 25. Forty-
five people would be unemployed from pas-
sage of H.R. 25.

HEREBERT J. MCOELLAND.

PrrrsToN Coat Co.,
Saint Paul, Va., March 11, 1975.
Hon. WiLLiaMm C. WAMPLER,
House of Representatives, Capitol Hill, Dis-
trict of Columbia:

I strongly urge you to vote to send the pro-
posed surface mining bill back to commit-
tee. In its present form House bill 25 con-
tains provisions limiting the coal iIndustries
abllities to alleviate the energy shortage. It
is in the national interest that responsible
industry and other spokesmen have an op-
portunity to provide the testimony and evi-
dence necessary for Congress to reach a rea-
soned conclusion in a deliberative manner.
The deep coal mining industry cannot absorb
the tonnage that will be lost by the enact-
ment of this legislation. The direct conse-
quences will be that desperately needed
metallurgical coal will find its way to the
utility market., This will create a serious
shortage in the steel Industry, and by-prod-
uct Industry and Increase the cost of coal to
utilities in Virginia.

N. T. CAMICIA,
President and Chief Executive.

Mr. Chairman, all of us want to protect
our environment, but not at the expense
of our working people. All of us want a
beautiful America, but not at the loss of
vital coal resources and higher energy
costs to our consumers, which this bill
mandates.

This legislation is another example of
environmental overkill and I urge each
of you to vote against its passage.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, it is agonizing to weigh the
advantages and disadvantages of this
bill.
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H.R. 25 fails to protect the people in
mountain areas, where strip mining and
the law of gravity send soil and spoil
cascading down the slopes into people’s
yards, polluting their water supply, and
causing irreparable damages. When
compared to existing State regulatory
laws, it falls short of requiring standards
as tough as those found in the best of
State laws—which themselves are a far
cry from effective legislation. The exist-
ing legislation in Pennsylvania, Ohio, and
Montana appears to be stronger than
H.R. 25.

I have circulated to my fellow Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives
an analysis of the serious weaknesses
at the time H.R. 25 was reported to the
House, along with specific strengthen-
ing amendments necessary to make this
legislation even minimally effective. I
indicated I would vote against the pend-
ing strip mining bill, unless these
strengthening amendments were in-
cluded. President Ford and some Mem-
bers, including the news media, have
characterized H.R. 25 as a tough, strict
piece of legislation. This is simply not so.
Even with some strengthening amend-
ments, it is still a basically weak piece
of legislation.

H.R. 25 sets up a disastrous adminis-
trative structure which virtually insures
that even the weak, loophole-filled stand-
ards drafted into this bill will be dif-
ficut to enforce to protect the land and
the people. The interim period—time be-
fore States take full control—is to be su-
pervised by the production-oriented De-
partment of the Interior, the same De-
partment of the Interior which has op-
posed the legislation and specifically at-
tacked the idea that the Federal Govern-
ment should control any part of the en-
forcement of the law. Once States have
submitted their programs and received
approval from Interior, the individual
States take over administration and en-
forcement of the law. The Federal Gov-
ernment role is limited to backup en-
forcement, once again delegated to the
Interior Department.

The key factor in bringing the strip
mining issue before Congress has been
the dismal failure of State regulatory ef-
forts. Yet this bill gives these same States
control—West Virginia for example re-
jected only 4 of 402 applications for strip
mining permits during 1974. The only
way to get any kind of effective enforce-
ment is to pass a straight federally con-
trolled bill granting full authority to the
Environmental Protection Agency, which
has extensive experience in water quality
control, so essential to controlling the
damage of strip mining.

Beyond this disastrous administrative
setup, HR. 25 has many additional
flaws: .

It only protects the rights of the sur-
face landowner in cases where the coal
is federally owned. It should require the
written consent of the surface owner
in all cases before strip mining can be-
gin and should include protection for
tenants;

It allows variances from the require-
ment to restore to original contour and to
prevent dumping of spoil on the down-
slope for mountaintop removal opera-
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tions, one of the most environmentally
destructive techniques—section 515(c);

It contains an exception to the pro-
hibition on dumping spoil on the down-
slope, for an undefined “initial block or
short linear cut"—section 515(d) (1)—
this could in effect allow wholesale dump-
ing of spoil on the downslope resulting in
landslides, erosion, sedimentation, and
so forth. In recent mark-up the commit-
tee alleviated the problem slightly by re-
quiring that dumping be “temporary”
but this does not go far enough. My
amendment to strengthen this provision
was rejected;

The water quality control standards
are poorly drafted and contain weak
phrases such as “minimize the disturb-
ance to the prevailing hydrologic bal-
ance” and “avoiding acid or other toxic
mine drainage”—section 515(b) (10)—
rather than clearly calling for the “pre-
vention” of such drainage;

The bill fails to provide adequate pro-
tection for aquifers—there is no prohi-
bition on mining coal seams which serve
as aquifers;

Restrictions on mining near homes,
cemeteries, and roads are weak—if the
operator holds a “valid existing right”
he can then ignore the restrictions—
section 522(e) (5) ;

Bill fails to prohibit strip mining on
national grasslands, and only protects
national forests. It is unfortunate the
strengthening amendments to these sec-
tions were rejected;

Standards for controlling the surface
effects of underground mines are loaded
with qualifying phrases such as “to the
extent economically feasible” and “to
the extent practicable”—section 516(b) ;

The reclamation fee, while a sound
concept, does not adequately deal with
the need for a differential tax on strip
and deep mined coal to help equalize the
costs between them—present differential
is 35 cents strip—10 cents deep—section
401 (d) —the earlier Seiberling-Dent pro-
posals would have made it $1.50 to $2.50
strip versus 25 cents deep;

The preamble to the bill sets the tone,
it states the purpose as “minimize so
far as practicable the adverse social,
economic, and environmental effects of
s(t(xlt;h mining operations”—section 101

The bill exempts anthracite strip min-
ing from the environmental protection
standards, instead requiring only com-
pliance with existing State laws;

Bill initially failed fo prohibit strip
mining of alluvial valley floors—river
valleys—in the Western States, but I am
pleased that the Evans amendment cured
this defect.

Nevertheless, it is quite clear to me
that this bill is unacceptable in its pres-
ent form, because it raises false hopes—
particularly among the people of the
mountains who have suffered the most
damage from strip mining.

I indicated that I felt the following
amendments were necessary in order to
strengthen the bill sufficiently to make it
effective and worth supporting:

First. No new permits for mining on
steep slopes above 20 degrees—including
mountaintop removal techniques—after
the date of enactment and all existing
steep slope operations—20 degrees—
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halted at the end of the interim period—
30 months. Spellman amendment re-
jected.

Second. No strip mining in alluvial
valley floors—river valleys—in the West-
ern States. Evans amendment adopted.

Third. Shift the Federal role in en-
forcement from the Department of the
Interior to the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. Dingell and Ofttinger
amendments rejected.

Fourth. Prohibit the use of coal wastes,
fines and slimes as construction materials
in coal waste impoundments. Hechler
amendment adopted.

Fifth. Prohibit the dumping of the
first cut in steep slope operations dur-
ing the interim period—before amend-
ment (1) takes effect for existing oper-
ations on steep slopes. Hechler amend-
ment rejected.

Sixth. Prohibit strip mining in na-
tional grasslands. Blouin amendment re-
jected.

Seventh. Require the burial and com-
paction of toxic materials. Gude amend-
ment adopted.

The most important amendment to
the bill was the Spellman amendment,
which unfortunately was rejected. Once
this steep slope amendment was de-
feated, I felt obliged to vote against H.R.
25, despite some good provisions which
were added on the floor.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there additional
amendments?

If not, the question is on the commit-
tee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as amended.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Smite of Iowa, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill (H.R. 25) to provide for the
cooperation between the Secretary of the
Interior and the States with respect to
the regulation of surface coal mining
operations, and the acquisition and rec-
lamation of abandoned mines, and for
other purposes, he reported the bill back
to the House with an amendment
adopted by the Committee of the Whole.

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

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the Committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted in the Committee of the Whole?
If not, the guestion is on the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

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

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

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

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

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I object to
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the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present,

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is

not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 333, nays 86,

not voting 13,

Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Callf,
Burke, Fla,
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Carney
Carr
Carter
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Cohen
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cornell
Cotter
Coughlin
D'Amours

Danlels,
Dominick V.

Danlelson
Delaney
Dellums
Dent
Derrick
Devine
Diggs
Dingell
Dodd
Downey
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
du Pont
Early

as follows:

[Roll No. 61]

YEAS—333
Eckhardt

Edwards, Ala.

Hightower
Hillis
Hinshaw
Holland
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Howe
Hubbard
Hughes
Hungate
Jacobs
Jeffords
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jordan
Karth
Easten
Kastenmeler
Eelly

Eeys

Koch

Krebs
Erueger
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Leggett

McEinne
Macdoi
Madden
Madigan
Maguire

Myers, Pa.
Natcher

Nedzi
Nichols
Nix
Nolan
Nowak
Oberstar
Obey
O'Brien
O'Hara
O'Nelll
Ottinger
Patten
Patterson, Calif.
Pattison, N.¥.
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Pressler
Preyer
Price
Pritchard
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Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vander Veen

Roncalio
Rooney
Rose

Smith, Towa
Solarz
Spellman
Rosenthal Spence
Rostenkowskl Staggers
Roush Stanton,
Roybal J. William
Ruppe

Steelman Wilson, Bob
Stelger, Wis. Winn
Stratton Wirth
Stuckey Wolfl
Btudds Wright
Sullivan Wydler
Wylle
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Zablocki
Zeferettl

Schneebell
Schroeder
Schulze
Selberling
Sharp
Shipley
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Simon
Sisk

8;

Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Thompson
Thone
Traxler
Tsongas
Udall
Ullman

NAYS—86

Guyer Mpyers, Ind.
Hammer- Passman
schmidt Patman
Hansen Poage
Hechler, W. Va. Quillen
Holt Randall
Hutchinson
Hyde
Ichord
Jarman
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif,
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen
Eemp
Eetchum
Kindness
Landrum
Latta

Archer
Ashbrook
Bauman
Beard, Tenn,
Bevill

Bowen
Burleson, Tex.
Butler
Byron
Cederberg
Clawson, Del
Cochran

Collins, Tex.

Conable

Conlan

Crane

Daniel, Dan

Danlel, Robert
W.,Jr.

Davis

de la Garza Lott

Derwinskl McCollister

Dickinson McDonald

Downing McEwen

Duncan, Tenn. Mahon

Evins, Tenn. Mathis

Flynt Michel

Ginn Milford

Goldwater Montgomery

Gonzalez Moore

NOT VOTING—13
Riegle Wilson,
Risenhoover Charles H.,
Skubitz Calif,
Stokes
Waxman

Steiger,
Btephens
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Teague
Thornton
Treen
Waggonner
Wampler
Whitten
Young, Alaska
Young, Tex.

Alexander

Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Stokes for, with Mr, Casey against,

Until further notice:

Mr. Alexander with Mr. Waxman,

Mr. Fraser with Mr. Charles Wilson of
Texas,

Mr. Riegle with Mr. Risenhoover.

Mrs. Collins of Illinois with Mr. Mills,

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Hawaii?

There was no objection.
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AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF THE BILL H.R.
25

Mrs. MINK. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Clerk be author-
ized to correct punctuation, section num-
bers, and cross references in the en-
grossment of the bill (H.R. 25).

The SPEAKER,. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Hawaii?

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4296, EMERGENCY PRICE
SUPPORT FOR 1975 CROPS

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 310 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 310

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the Btate of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
4296) to adjust target prices, loan and pur-
chase levels on the 19756 crops of upland
cotton, corn, wheat, and soybeans, to provide
price support for milk at 856 per centum of
parity with quarterly adjustments for the
period ending March 31, 1976, and for other
purposes. After general debate, which shall
be confined to the bill and shall continue not
to exceed two hours, to be equally divided
and controlled by the chalrman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
Agriculture, the bill shall be read for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. At the
conclusion of the consideration of the bill
for amendment, the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted,
and the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and amendments there-
to to final passage without intervening mo-
tion except one motion to recommit,

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

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from California
(Mr, Der CrawsoN) pending which I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 310
provides for an open rule with 2 hours
of general debate on H.R. 4296, providing
target prices on 1975 crops.

The purpose of HR. 4296 is to estab-
lish an emergency price support program
for the 1975 crop for Upland cotton,
wheat, feed grains, soybeans, and milk.
The bill provides that Upland cotton
loans may be extended at the option of
the producer for an additional 8 months
beyond the current 10-month period.
The bill also requires the Secretary of
Agriculture to adjust interest rates on
CCC commodity loans quarterly to re-
flect the cost of money to the U.8. Gov-
ernment, and requires the Secretary to
establish by regulation the same terms
and conditions concerning interest and
storage costs for Upland cotton loans as
are currently in effect for grain.

H.R. 4296 also provides that the sup-
port price of milk shall be established
at no less than 85 percent of the parity

price and shall be adjusted by the Sec-
retary at the beginning of each quarter.
Such support prices shall be announced
by the Secretary within 30 days prior to
the beginning of each quarter.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 310 in order that we
may discuss, debate, and pass H.R. 4296.

Mr, Speaker, this is an important mat-
ter for the consideration of the Congress.
I realize that there are a variety of dif-
fering opinions as to what should be
done in connection with some of the
conditions that exists in American agri-
culture today. I think and would hope in
the final analysis that we will all be
motivated in casting our votes on this
legislation toward that which we would
consider to be in the best interest of our
country.

I recognize that in dealing with the
problems of American agriculture we
sometimes become involved in sectional
or geographical differences because of
the difference in conditions in the dis-
tricts from which we come.

I would have to say quite frankly that
in my own State of California which, by
the way is the largest agricultural State
in the Nation, having the largest agricul-
tural production of any State in the
Union, that there is a great deal of feel-
ing that this is not necessarily good legis-
lation and that, in fact, the present Farm
Act under which we are operating would
probably be left better as it is for the
time being. On the other hand, there are
serious situations in some parts of the
country and there are problems that are

developing that could tend to substan-
tially affect the economic well-being of
our country.

In view of that fact that we are cer-
tainly in a recession, and I would say very
close to a depression in certain sections
of the country, it would be my hope, Mr,

Speaker, as I say, that in the final
analysis, regardless of our own particular
problems within our own areas, and re-
gardless of the fact that many of us come
from areas where we have no agricultural
production and we represent only con-
sumers, that there would be a realization
and a recognition that we all represent
consumers. Every Member of this House
represents approximately an equal num-
ber of American consumers, so that it is
terribly important that we have a stable
agricultural economy in this country in
order to supply the food and fiber which
is essential to our own domestic well-
being as well as to supply a good portion
of the world’s needs in what is actually
a shortage situation internationally.

So in the final analysis, Mr. Speaker,
I would hope, as I say, that every one of
us may be able to lay aside our own par-
ticular bias and look at this in an objec-
tive manner on the basis of what is best
for America; for all the 213 million
Americans.

Mr, Speaker, I want to commend the
chairman, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. Forey) and the members
of his committee, for the work they have
done and the expeditious manner in
which it has been handled.

Mr. DEL. CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may consume,
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Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to this bill
and the rule which makes it in order.

This bill is bad for consumers, bad for
farmers, and bad for taxpayers.

The bill is bad for consumers, because
the increase, according to USDA in the
dairy price support will increase the price
of milk by 8 cents per gallon, the price
of cheese by 10 cents per pound, and the
price of butter by 20 cents per pound.
Consumers have already been hit hard
enough by price increases. This bill will
only worsen the plight of the consumer.

The bill is bad for farmers. For exam-
ple the increase in the support price will
hurt rather than help the dairy farmers,
because it will lead to a drop in con-
sumption of dairy products estimated at
about 1 billion pounds this year.

The bill is bad for the taxpayers be-
cause the increase in target price levels
means that taxpayers will begin paying
certain farmers if market prices slide
below the target price. Under this bill
taxpayers can, according to dissenting
opinions, reasonably expect to pay $882,-
000,000 more this year than they would
under the basic 1973 law.

Mr. Speaker, recently I received a let-
ter from the president of the American
Farm Bureau Federation opposing this
legislation. The last few sentences in that
letter sum up the problems in this bill.
Let me quote them:

From this analysis of HR. 4206, it is clear
that—taken in its entirety—this bill is not
consistent with Farm Bureau policy.

HR. 4296 provides the basis for the ac-
cumulation of stocks in government held
hands and a return to the old days when
farmers were forced to compete with the
Commodity Credit Corporation for markets.

H.R. 4296 has the potential for substantial
program costs to the federal government in
& period when deficit spending and inflation
already are a serious threat to our economy.

HR. 4296 is not in the best interest of
farmers, taxpayers, or consumers; therefore,
we urge you to vote against passage of this
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is hasty and ill
conceived. It should be rejected and sent
back to the committee for a careful and
thorough reexamination.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this oppor-
tunity to commend the gentleman from
California for a very forceful and sound
statement. I want to associate myself
with his remarks.

After the long and arduous fight that
we made here in the House to put our
farm program in some sane type of form,
now we are going to undo it all with this
bill here. This has to go down in history
as one of the worst stinkers that ever
came into the House.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. I thank the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. The gentle-
man from Massachusetts has led the
fight for a long, long time in trying to do
away with the farm subsidies or get them
reduced. This is going in a backward
direction.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, this bill,
providing artificially high price support
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levels for selected farm crops, is a bad
bill. I urge my colleagues to defeat this
bill by voting down the rule.

This bill is full of boondoggles and
loopholes. It is a ripoff on the consumer.
A raid on the Federal Treasury, another
squeeze on the utter existence of dairy
farmers, and an unwarranted bail out
for big cotton growers.

For consun.ers, this bill will raise food
and fiber prices by $4 billion this year.
During this period of recession and un-
employment, such a price hike is uncon-
scionable.

Pork prices will zoom up by 10%% cents
a pound. Beef prices will rise by 4% cents
a pound. Eggs will increase by a penny a
dozen. Milk will go up 3 cents a gallon.

These price increases will follow be-
cause of the unnecessarily high price
support levels for feed grains and wheat.

In addition, the taxpayer will also
shoulder the cost of subsidies paid under
this bill, which the committee estimates
to be $882 million. Most of that will go
to cotton.

But the raid on the Federal Treasury
will just be the beginning. The high
price support levels for wheat and cotton
will price the American products out of
their world markets. To unload surplus
commodities, especially cotton, will re-
quire large export subsidies.

This bill would seriously endanger the
welfare of dairy farmers in New England.
One provision of this bill would raise
the price support level for milk products.
But dairymen will not be helped by
higher prices. Every time dairy farmers
raise prices, milk consumption drops.

To help dairymen, the Congress ought
to be reducing the costs of their inputs—
such as the cost of feed grains. This bill
does just the opposite. It raises the price
of feed grains, and threatens to make
small dairy farmers price themselves out
of the consumer market.

This bill also provides an unconscion-
able bail out for big cotton growers. Do-
mestic demand for this fiber has dropped
by one-third over the past year. A con-
sequence of the recession. But cotion
production has not dropped accordingly.
Cotton surpluses now glut American
markets—and world markets as well. But
farm shortages throughout the world
abound. The world now needs food, not
cotton.

But this bill provides incentives,
especially in the form of high loan levels,
to grow more cotton than is needed.

H.R. 4296 is full of other boondoggles
and loopholes. It is a bad bill.

I urge my colleagues to defeat the rule.

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

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. BEDELL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I think it is very, very important that
we have accurate facts in this House to
which I am a new Member. The figures
have been quoted that this would in-
crease the price of raw milk by 2 cents
per quart, 20 cents per pound for butter,
and it is generally understood by most
people likely that that figure would ap-
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ply at this time. I have met with the De-
partment of Agriculture yesterday. I mef
with them today.

They freely admit that those figures
are what they think the cost would be in
the first quarter of 1976 as compared to
the prices at this time and at least half
of those increases have to be considered
because of the inflation that is going to
occur.

When they figure the price of butter at
20 cents, when we produce butter we pro-
duce two products, the nonfat dry milk
and butter. In past history they have ap-
plied half the cost of the increase to non-
fat dry milk and half the increase to
butter. This time they apply the whole
increase to butter. If we figure it that way
it puts the difference at 414 cents per
pound.

I think we should have accurate figures
in this House as we consider this bill.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his comment.
My source was the U.S. Department of
Agriculture.

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

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. I yield to the
gentleman from California such time as
he may consume,

Mr. KETCHUM. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I have spent half my life
in farming and I agree with the gentle-
man from California, this bill is a bum-
mer and I think the gentleman is right.

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

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY)
such time as he may consume.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thought
it was interesting the gentleman from
Iowa would cite the Department of Agri-
culture in disputing its own figures. I
have in my hand a document provided
to me by the ASCS which I will include
in the Recorp at this point, which is
dated March 18, 1975, which of course
is today. It is headed “Estimated Effects
of Increasing the Support Price for Man-
ufacturing Milk to 85 Percent of Parity,
Adjusted Quarterly, for the 1975-76
Marketing Year.” The document follows:
EsTIMATED EFFECTS OF INCREASING THE BUP-

PORT PRICE FOR MANUFACTURING MILE TO

85 PERCENT OF PARITY, ADJUSTED QUARTERLY,

FOR THE 1975-76 MARKETING YEAR

The support price for manufacturing milk
would increase from $7.24 per hundredweight
to a projected $7.91 on April 1, 1975, and to
$8.19 by January 1, 1976, the last quarter of
the 1975-76 marketing year.

This 95 cent per hundredweight increase
in support by January 1, 1976, is estimated
to be equivalent to the followlng increases
in consumer prices:

Fluid whole milk—4 cents per half gallon.

Butter—20 cents per pound.

Cheese—10 cents per pound.

The above estimates generally assume that
all factors will remain equal. For example,
no projection is made of what will happen
to premium prices negotiated by coopera=
tives over Federal order minimum prices.
Also, it is assumed that increases in CCC
purchase prices for butter and cheese will
result in equal increases in retall prices.

In addition, insofar as the butter-powder
operation 1s concerned, it was assumed that
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all of the Increase in support would be ap-

‘ plied to the CCC butter purchase price and

none to nonfat dry milk, The reason for this
is that nonfat dry milk purchase prices (and
market prices) have been increased substan-
tially over recent years while those of butter
have remained relatively stable. As a con-
sequence, CCC purchases of nonfat dry milk
have increased greatly, totaling 3656 million
pounds since April 1, 18974. On the other
hand, purchases of butter totaled 77 million
pounds. All of the butter can be used in the
school lunch program, but only 50 million
pounds of nonfat dry milk can be used in

domestic programs.

The cost of the program to the taxpayer
for the marketing year beginning April 1,
1975, is estimated to be about $160 million
more at 85% of parity adjusted quarterly
than at the 87.25 per hundredweight level al-
ready announced.

In this document, as the Members see,
it is set forth that the estimated effect of
the bill that it now before this Chamber
would be to increase the price of fluid
whole milk by 4 cents per half gallon,
butter by 20 cents a pound, and cheese
by 10 cents a pound.

I do not know where we can go to get
more authoritative estimates on the ef-
fect of the bill.

If the gentleman who raises the ques-
tion could supply this Chamber with
hearings of the House Committee on
Agriculture conducted in order to lay a
foundation for this recommendation, it
would be one thing, but these hearings
frankly do not exist. Not 10 seconds of
hearings were held by the Committee
on Agriculture on the dairy section.

I think it is very natural and reason-
able and proper that in the absence of
official hearings by the House Commit-
tee on Agriculture on the effect of the
dairy section, that we would look to the
dairy division of the USDA, and the
USDA dairy division does very clearly
testify to and support the argument that
the gentleman quoted, which is that this
bill will result in a substantial increase
in cost to the consumers of diary
products.

But that is not the whole story. The
fact is it would also increase Government
costs.

Mr. Speaker, in evaluating this so-
called Emergency Act, I would simply
like to ask my colleagues:

Does it make sense to increase dairy
price supports—in any amount—when
consumers are already rebelling over the
price of milk?

Does it make sense to increase those
supports when the inevitable result will
simply be to move more butter, cheese,
and nonfat dry milk into Government
stocks?

Does it make sense to increase loan
levels on cotton when to do so will im-
mediately price that crop out of the
world market? In the 1973 farm bill, we
very properly tied cotton loan levels to
the world market; now we are about to
untie them, and make it impossible for
us to compete. Does not that seem a bit
illogical?

Does it make sense to increase cotton
loan levels, just so the big cotton farmers
do not get caught by the $£20,000 pay-
ment limitation we enacted in 1973?
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Does it make sense to pass a bill that
is going to stick the U.8. taxpayer with a
multibillion-dollar price tag 2 or 3 years
down the road? The proponents say, of
course, that it is only a 1-year bill, but
do you really think this body will permit
those target prices and loan levels to go
down next year? Of course, not. We will
be asked to raise them again a year from
Now.

Does it really make sense to establish
a big, attractive price umbrella for
farmers in other countries? It is great
for them, but not so good for our farm-
ers—or for our balance of trade.

This creates a $4 price umbrella under
which soybean growers in Brazil and
elsewhere can compete with our farmers.

Does it make sense to have arbitrary
loan levels, completely unrelated to world
prices? What a beautiful way to destroy
the $22 billion agricultural export mar-
ket we have developed in the past few
yvears. Yes, we can retain those markets
even with noncompetitive loan rates,
providing the taxpayers are willing to
pick up the tab through export sub-
sidies.

Does it make sense to jeopardize our
competitive position in agricultural ex-
ports§ at the very time that high oil
prices are tearing down the value of the
dollar? If farm exports decline, are we
prepared to pay even more for that oil,
and everything else we import?

Does it make sense to raise target and
loan prices on cotton when world textile
markets are in a shambles and we al-
ready have too much cotton? Farmers
plan now to grow less cotton this year
than last, and more soybeans. This bill
will undoubtedly reverse those plans.
Does that make sense when we really
ought to have more soybeans and less
cotton? Do we really want to discourage
a shift of additional land into food
crops?

Are farmers ready to have the Govern-
ment again tell them what, where, and
how to farm? That may not happen in
1975 under this bill, but just wait an-
other year or so.

Nationwide, grain farmers had their
best years ever in 1973 and 1974. Farm
income hit an all time high in 1973 and
1974 was right behind. Yet this bill in-
cludes all grain farmers, and adds soy-
bean producers—for the first time—just
for good measure. Just what is this
“emergency” that grain farmers are ex-
periencing? Is it an emergency if they do
not experience an all-time high in in-
come?

No, the bill does not make sense at all,
does it? It should never have been
brought to the floor and it ought to be
sent back to committee.

Mr. DEL. CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
vield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LAGOMARSINO) .

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I join the gentleman in
his opposition to this rule and the bill.

Ordinarily I support adoption of the
rule. I think in most cases it is appropri-
ate to amend and improve the bills. I
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do not think this bill can be improved,
because nothing we can do on this floor
is going to change the basic thrust of
this bill.

I would remind many of my colleagues,
especially the newer ones who were
elected in the last year on the basis of
protecting the consumers, to think
whether they really are going to pro-
tect the consumers by adopting this bill.

Mr., DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
CONTE) .

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
ask the gentleman from California a
question. Is this really the same Con-
gress which 2 weeks ago was pleading for
the little guy, pleading to give him a
$20 billion reduction in his income tax,
and which now wants to put the boot
to the consumer in raising the price of
cotton and milk and everything else?
Is this the same Congress? I cannot
figure it out.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to associate my
comments with the statements of the
gentleman in the well. I think it is quite
well-known that I do not come from a
farming area; I do represent a consumers
point of view.

I feel, very truly, that the consumers
will only be satisfied if we devise a fair
program for the farmer. Obviously, we
have to maximize production of farm
materials, not only for our own con-
sumption, but for the use of others in
the world, who happen to be starving in
many, many sectors of the globe.

I feel the real problem of this legisla-
tion is that it is ill-considered and ill-
conceived. It will embark this Congress
and this country on a treacherous policy
which will be ultimately unfair to the
farmer, it will be unfair to the consumer
and it will be unfair to the taxpayer.

There has been wide ranges of esti-
mates, in terms of taxpayer impact,
ranging from $3 to $4 billion or $5 billion
or $6 billion. We have heard the assess-
ment of the Department of Agriculture,
in terms of the impact of the dairy sup-
ports on the cost of butter, cheese, and
so forth. Its projected increases are
substantial.

One point that has not been raised is
that the dairy section bill contains a
provision which will provide and allow
for a quarterly adjustment. Not only will
the consumers pay more, but they will
pay more on a quarterly basis, thereby
passing on the increases much faster and
making the burden that much greater.

It may be that increases in support
levels are necessary, and I will support
legislation that will give the farmer what
he really needs to keep producing. The
question here is how are these particular
support levels in HR. 4296 justified?

The committee has not heard from all
sectors of the economy which will be
affected by higher supports. I do not be~
lieve that we can legislate equitably for
the farmer, the taxpayer, and the con-
sumer in the absence of data to support
increases.
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The fact is that the consumer’s in-
terest has not been considered by the
committee, and that the long-range ef-
fects of these increases have not been
charted. This is not the way to legislate
a sound and fair agriculture policy.

Mr. DEL. CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time. I re-
serve the balance of my time, however.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
SMITH) .

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from New York says sugar
prices have come down from a high. I
remind the Members that for 20 years we
had stable sugar prices in this country
when the Government was negotiating
contracts with the importers. Talk about
the middle man—the cartel is there now,
and the sugar prices are three times as
high as before they defeated that sugar
bill, And he was one of those who spear-
headed the opposition.

How many times do the consumers
have to be beat over the head before you
stop taking advice like that?

We have about 200,000 jobs involved
in this bill. We are supposed to be trying
to find jobs. We want to keep people on
the job. Farmers are canceling their farm
machinery orders. They are canceling
their orders for chemicals that are made
in New Jersey, they are canceling their
orders for the electrical motors that are
made in Connecticut. They are canceling
a lot of orders, because they do not have
any confidence in the market. They need
some insurance.

I say to the Members that the sound
thing to do is to keep some people on the
job, and that this involves at least 200,000
urban jobs. In addition to that, I point
out this: Talking about cotton, I do not
have a stalk of cotton in my district, but
I know when this economy turns around
that if we do not have some cotton in
storage there is not going to be any for
our textile mills to operate. You can bet
your bottom dollar that Taiwan and the
rest of textile importers are stocking up
on cotton. They are going to be ready,
when the economy turns around, so that
they can make textiles.

In addition to that, let us examine this
whole thing about this bill costing so
many billions of dollars, it is the same
argument used every time there is a min-
imum wage bill up here.

What is really important is what is
fair. Even if it does cost a little more,
maybe 2 more cents on a quart of milk,
it is still 85 percent of what is fair, 85
percent of what the same people would
get with the same investment at the same
time if they had an urban job. This bill
is needed to provide the confidence nec-
essary so producers will buy inputs and
provide urban jobs.

What we should aim at is what is fair.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Montana
(Mr. MELCHER) .

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, charges
that this bill would drive up consumer
costs of foods are highly inaccurate.
What are the facts on producers’ income,
as compared to the prices a housewife
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has to pay in a supermarket as she buys
her food?

The farmers’ and ranchers’ share of
the food dollar has dropped from 50 cents
and above to less than 40 cents in Jan-
uary of this year. The middlemen have
increased their take from 50 percent to
60 percent. The price spread reports for
January show that although the farm
value of a pound of beef is down 21 per-
cent, the retail price has dropped only 7
pereent and the take between the farmer
and the consumer has increased 21 per-
cent, more than one-fifth.

Because it is particularly important in
relation to this bill, I call attention to
the fact that in the last year the farm
value of wheat in the price of a loaf of
white bread has dropped 24.6 percent—
that is about one-fourth—but the retail
price has gone up 16.9 percent, or about
one-sixth. These figures, mind you, are
out of the January report of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

If we drop down to the grains loan
rates in this bill, the basic cost of the
food ingredient will drop also. I do not
know how much, because I do not know
how much the middlemen will absorb.
But it is true, as we envision this bill,
that if the market price for grains drops
to the loan rates on grains, surely the
consumer ought to be getting a better
deal for food products made out of wheat
or livestock and dairy products that are
produced that use grains.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the wheat loans,
which are the basic payments under the
market for wheat producers, are much
too low in this bill. If we truly want to be
helpful to both the consumers and the
producers, we would raise those loan
rates to insure maximum production and
to insure that the producer receives at
least enough to cover his cost of
production.

In doing so, mind you, we would reduce
the exposure or the possibility of liabil-
ity on the Treasury for making up the
difference between the loan rates and the
target prices. We would reduce Federal
liability for possible Government
expenditures.

Mr. Speaker, all the talk about the
high cost of food and the consumer being
gouged by this bill surely does not apply
to the grain sections, and particularly to
wheat. Certainly it does not apply to
livestock and poultry, because if the loan
rates are low for wheat and feed grains
and prices go as low as the loan rates are
in this bill, which is the basic peg or the
basic bottom under the market, then
surely consumers are going to get a break
and they are going to get it at the ex-
pense of producers.

Mr. SISKE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from California
(Mr. PEILLIP BURTON) .

Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of the rule.

Our Democratic Party is proud of the
fact that we have a rural-urban partner-
ship. Our colleagues from the agricultural
areas are now merely asking us at this
juncture for one thing: An opportunity
that the merits of their case can be
heard and weighed. That is all that is

being asked when we vote “aye” on the
rule.

Tomorrow we can talk about the
merits. We can talk about the fact that
in the last 10 months farm labor mini-
mum wages have gone up 50 cents an
hour. Tomorrow we can talk about the
time when we last listened to the siren
song of the so-called consumer advo-
cates. We can talk about the fact the
sugar bill was narrowly defeated and
sugar prices skyrocketed for every house-
hold in this country.

We have no apologies to make as Rep-
resentatives for urban areas for seeing
that economic justice is also passed on
to our fellow Americans in the rural
areas.

Mr. Speaker, I am known as being
somewhat of an election expert. There
has not been one single urban or sub-
urban Democrat who supported the farm
bill in the seven terms I have been here
who has ever been defeated—I repeat—
who has ever been defeated by a Repub-
lican.

Mr. Speaker, let me tell the Members
something else. With this unbelievable
dormant Republican attitude toward
rural America, we are picking up seats
by the dozens in the rural areas.

We are going to vote today to see that
rural America gets a fair shake on the
floor tomorrow by voting “yes” on the
rule.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The question was taken.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 369, nays 35,
not voting 28, as follows:

[Roll No. 62]
YEAS—360

Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bonker
Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brodhead
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Buchanan

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Ambro
Anderson, Il.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

Dak

Chappell
Clausen,

Don H.
Clay
Cochran
Cohen
Collins, Tex,
Conyers
Corman
Cornell
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
D'Amours
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert

W.,Jr.
Daniels,

Dominick V.
Danielson

Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong
Ashley
Aspin
AuCoin
Badlillo
Baldus
Baucus
Bauman
Beard, R.I.
Beard, Tenn.
Bedell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Blester
Bingham
Blanchard
Blouin

Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.

Butler
Byron
Carney
Carr
Carter
Cederberg
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Downey
Downing
Drinan
Duncan, Tenn.
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edgar
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
English
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evans, Ind.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell

Fish

Fisher
Fithian
Florio
Flowers
Flynt

Foley

Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fountain
Frenzel
Frey

Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Glaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grassley
Green
Guyer

Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
JefTords
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson. Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan

Earth

Kasten
Kastenmeler
Eazen

EKemp
Ketchum
Keys

Anderson,
Callf.

Ashbrook

Bafalis

Kindness
Koch

Krebs
Krueger
LaFalce
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Levitas
Litton
Lloyd, Calif.
Lioyd, Tenn.
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McDonald
McEwen
McFall
McHugh
McEay
McEinney
Macdonald
Madden
Maguire
Mahon
Mann
Martin
Mathis
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe

Miller, Callf.
Miller, Ohio
Mineta
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.X.
Moakley
Moffett
Mollohan

Myers, Ind.
Myers, Pa.
Natcher
Neal
Nedzi
Nichols
Nolan
Nowak
Oberstar
Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
Ottinger
Passman
Patman
Patten
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Reuss
Rhodes
Richmond
Risenhoover
Roberts
Robinson
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl

Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scheuer
Schneebeli
Schulze
Sebelius
Seiberling
8

harp
Shipley
Shriver
Shuster

Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Btratton
Stuckey
Studds
Symington
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague
Thompson
Thone
Thornton
Traxler
Treen
Tsongas
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vigorito
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Weaver
Whalen
White

Patterson, Calif Whitehurst

Pattison, N.¥,
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Pressler
Preyer
Price
Pritchard
Quie
Rallsback
Randall
Rees
Regula

NAYS—35

Bell
Broomfield
Clancy
Clawson, Del

Whitten
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wirth

Wolfl
Wright
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zeferett!

Cleveland
Conable
Conlan
Conte
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Devine
Early
Emery
Erlenborn
Findley
Gradison
Gude
Harrington

Heckler, Mass. O'Brien
Peyser
Quillen
Rinaldo
St Germain
V:;t&lk
W, er
Young, Fla,
NOT VOTING—28
Hicks Udall
Jacobs Van Deerlin
Lent Waxman
Mills Wilson,
Nix Charles H.,

Rangel Calif,

Riegle Wilson,
Schroeder Charles, Tex.
Skubitz Wylle

Fraser Stokes

Hébert Sullivan

So the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Duncan of Oregon.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson of California with
Mrs., Chisholm.

Mr. Dent with Mrs. Fenwick.

Mr, Stokes with Mr. Flood.

Mr. Casey with Mr. Hicks.

Mrs. Collins of Illinols with Mr. Wylie.

Mr. Waxman with Mr. Van Deerlin.

Mr, Alexander with Mr. Skubitz.

Mr. Barrett with Mrs. Schroeder.

Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Nix.

Mr. Udall with Mr. Mills.

Mr. Rangel with Mr. Lent.

Mr. Fraser with Mr. Jacobs.

Mr. Charles Wilson of Texas with Mr.
Riegle.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Alexander
Barrett

Casey
Chisholm
Collins, 111.
Dent

Duncan, Oreg.
Fenwick

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may be permitted to revise and extend
their remarks on the rule (H. Res. 310)
just passed.

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

There was no objection.

REFERRAL OF H.R. 49 TO COMMIT-
TEE ON ARMED SERVICES

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 5,
rule X, the bill, HR. 49, reported today
by the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, is referred to the Committee on
Armed Services for a period ending not
later than April 19, 1975. This action is
taken in accordance with the rules of
jurisdiction specified in rule X, clause 1,
and at the request of the chairman of
the Committee on Armed Services.

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF COM-
MITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication, which was
read:

WasHINGTON, D.C.,
March 18, 1975.
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. SPEaAER: I hereby submit my
resignation from the Committee on Small
Business.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
Dave Evans,
Member of Congress.
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The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
resignation will be accepted.
There was no objection.

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF COM-
MITTEE ON BANKING, CURRENCY
AND HOUSING

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication, which was
read:

WasHINGTON, D.C.,
March 18, 1975.
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. Speaker: I herewlth submit my
resignation from the Committee on Banking,
Currency and Housing.

Sincerely,
ANDREW MAGUIRE.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
resignation will be accepted.
There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, due to a sore
foot I have been slow in coming to the
Chamber and also because one of the
subway cars has been out of business for
about 2 months, so I failed to make the
rolleall, but if I had been here I would
have voted “aye.”

The SPEAKER. The gentleman’s state-
ment will appear in the Recorop, his full
explanation.

ADDRESS BY PRESIDENT GERALD R.
FORD AT UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE
DAME

(Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, and to revise and extend his re-
marks, and include extraneous material.)

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, March 17, 1975, together with my
distinguished colleagues from Indiana,
Senators Vance HARTKE and BIRCH BAYH,
I had the privilege of accompanying the
President of the United States to South
Bend, Ind., and the University of Notre
Dame, in the congressional district I have
the honor to represent.

I was pleased to have been present yes-
terday on the occasion of the awarding
to the President at a special academic
convocation of an honorary doctor of
laws degree by the Reverend Theodore M.
Hesburgh, C.S.C., president of the Uni-
versity of Notre Dame.

President Ford delivered on this occa-
sion what, in my judgment, was a most
significant and constructive address in
which he stressed the importance of
greater attention to moral and intellec-
tual leadership in our country, the sig-
nificant role of the universities in our
national life, and the need for the United
States to support humanitarian aid and
development assistance to the poor coun-
tries of the world.

Mr. Speaker, because I thought the
President’s address at the University of
Notre Dame was a splendid oae, I ask
unanimous consent to insert the text of
it in the Recorp as well as the remarks
of Father Hesburgh, the honorary degree
citation, and certain newspaper reports
concerning the President’s appearance in
Indiana.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

The material referred to follows:
FATHER HESBURGH'S OPENING COMMENTS AT

THE SPECIAL AcApEMIC CoNvocAaTION HoNOR-

ING PRESIDENT GERALD R. FOED AT THE UNI-

VERSITY OF NOTRE DAME, MoNDAY, MaRCH 17,

1875

Mr. President, Dr. Ford, Governor and Mrs,
Bowen, Senators Hartke and Bayh, Congress-
man Brademas, distinguished colleagues from
30 universities and colleges In the State of
Indiana and Ohio, your Excellencies, distin-
guished faculty and trustees of Notre Dame
and Saint Mary's, and the greatest student
body on earth, Happy Saint Patrick’s Day and
all Blessings. Mr. President, on behalf of all
these people, we welcome you to Notre Dame
and we welcome you as an honored member
of this Notre Dame family.

My dear friends, this occasion is perhaps
more historic than most of you think, and
let me say why. In the year 1836, an Indian
Chief from the Potawatoml tribe centered
here at the place now called Notre Dame,
travelled all the way to Detroit, Michigan
and there he encountered and sought out a
Father Badin who was vislting with a Pere
Richard who happened to be the co-founder
of our guest’s University, his alma mater, the
University of Michigan, and also the first
Catholic priest to serve in the Congress of the
United States from Michigan, as did for so
many years our distinguished honoree this
morning. He asked Father Badin if he would
come to this spot a few hundred miles away
and found a school for the Indians, the Pota-
watomies. He came, he founded the school
and a few years later, to our nsatlonal dis-
grace, the Potawatomi Indians were driven
all the way to the Osage Territory of Okla-
homa, and the school died and the place re-
mained empty. Father Badin bought most of
this land at auction, several hundred acres.
He deeded it to whoever would come here and
found a university. And in 1842, Father Sorin
arrived amid the bad weather of November,
on the Feast of Sailnt Andrew, and with one
little log cabin and a few hundred dollars in
his pocket, he called this place le Universite
de Notre Dame du Lac.

And that, my friends, is Faith.

May I jump from that past to this future.
For the past ten years, no President of the
United States, not President Johnson, not
President Nixon, set foot on a first-rate uni-
versity campus. I would have to say to their
credit that it wasn't entirely their fault. Uni-
versities are troublesome places because
they're filled with people who think other-
wise. But they are also places where people
think and think day and night about the
values that should characterize and give
meaning to human life, about the values
that should characterize and give honor and
vision to our nation.

To people, this place is peopled by those
who desire one thing, I belleve, the good life,
the life of the mind, and the life of the spirit,
and honor and valor. It’s a sad thing when
there 15 a gulf between the government of a
country and academia, its universities and
colleges. And I think it is to his eternal
credit that our guest this morning, our
honoree, our President, has thrown a bridge
across that gulf and he’s not only thrown
the bridge across, he has walked across that
bridge to us and we honor him for that act
and for the healing of this gulf between the
universities and the colleges and our govern-
ment, between the religious groups in our
country and our government, between so
many people who felt allenated and have
come to see that under this man and his
healing power, we can again be one nation
under God with liberty and justice for all.
The last time I spoke from this podium to
many of you, I told you that in behalf of
hundreds of milllons of Protestants and
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Jews and Catholics, I had requested our
President that he add to the food going to
the poor of the world 2 million tons and
I have to say to you that shortly after that
our President in late January did allocate
2 million tons, which was far above what he
had recommended. And I have to say that
he not only did that now so that it could
move out immediately, but he also added 2
million tons to the budget for next year to
take care of any future crisis.

One last point that was mentioned in the
citation and which I'm sure attracted a few
hoots and hollers, which is understandable
to me because I'm used to them by now, I
have scars to prove it. But what I would like
to say is that he did something shortly after
coming in to office that I believe his prede-
cessor would never have done. And what he
did was to open up a clemency program and
people say it’s not a very good program, and
I say, compared to what. There was a pro-
gram after World War II called President
Truman's Clemency Program. They looked at
15,000 people and they granted less than ten
percent clemency, 1300. This program has
already granted clemency to three times that
number. We have more than 12,000 waiting
yet to be seen and of those who have come
before the program, more than 95 percent
have been granted clemency. And I say com-
pared to that, that's a good program,

I want to say for all of us, Mr. President,
that we are delighted that you graced this
Saint Patrick's Day by coming to our midst.
I know you have something important to say
to us. I know that one does not introduce
the President of the United States except to
say, The President of the United States,

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT AT THE UNIVER-
SITY OF NOTRE DAME CONVOCATION, UNI-
VERSITY OF NOTRE DAME ATHLETIC AND CoN-
vocaTION CENTER, MarcH 17, 1975, SovrH
Bewp, IND.

Father Hesburgh, Governor Bowen, my
goods friends and former colleagues in the
Congress, Senator Birch Bayh, and Senator
Hartke, Congressman John Brademas, dis-
tinguished public officlals, honored faculty,
members of the student body and distin-
gulshed guests—and I add our new Attorney
General:

It is really a great privilege and a very
high honor for me to have the opportunity
of being in South Bend on the University of
Notre Dame campus, but I am especially
grateful for the honor that has been ac-
corded me this morning. I really cannot ex-
press adequately my gratitude for being made
a member of the Notre Dame family. I thank
you very much.

I would be most remiss if I did not also
express as strongly and as sincerely as I can
the gratitude that all of us have in the gov-
ernment for the contributions that have been
made, not only in the program described by
Father Hesburgh, but by his many other
contributions. I say to you, Father Hes-
burgh, thank you from the bottom of our
hearts.

This has been a most excliting morning,.
As we were getting off the plane at the
county alrport, a rather amazing thing hap-
pened. Somebody asked me, “How do you get
to the campus of the Unlversity of Notre
Dame?” What made it so amazing—it was
Father Hesburgh. (Laughter)

I especially want to thank Father Hes-
burgh for all he has done to make me and
my party most welcome here today, and par-
ticularly for granting amnesty to the classes
this morning.

It is also a rare opportunity for me to be
at Notre Dame, the home of the Fighting
Irish, on, of all days, St. Patrick’s Day. I
tried to dress appropriately and honestly, I
have a green tie on. Let's face it, this is
one day we can all be part of the greening
of America.
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As your next door neighbor from Michi-
gan, I have always been impressed by the
outstanding record of the students of the
University of Notre Dame. You have always
been leaders in academic achievement, in
soclial concerns, in sports prowess, and now,
once again, you are blazing new paths in the
developments of new concepts in mass trans-
portation.

Some communities have the mono-rail,
some have the subway, Notre Dame has the
quickie, (Laughter)

The Fighting Irish of Notre Dame have
become a symbol of tenacity and determina-
tion of the American people.

But Notre Dame believes not only in might
on the football field or on the basketball
court, but in a spiritual response to hu-
manlity’s struggles for a decent life.

I have been told many of you chose to
go without a normal meal, eating only a bowl
of rice to save money to help feed the world’s
hungry. It is heartwarming to know that
students are concerned about others abroad
at a time when many here at home are find-
ing it difficult to afford an education or to
get a job.

Although life is hard for many Americans,
I am proud that we continue to share {t with
others. And that, in my opinion, Is the meas-
ure of genuine compassion, and I congratu-
late you.

NOTRE DAME'S GREAT SPOKESMAN, FATHER

HESBURGH

I am especially proud to be on a campus
that looks up to God and out to humanity at
& time when some are tempted to turn in-
ward, and turn away from the problems of
the world. Notre Dame's great spokesman,
Father Hesburgh, is known in Wi n as
a non-conformist. I must admit that I do not
share all of the Father’s views, but he is fol-
lowing one non-conformist viewpoint to
which I fully subsecribe, and I quote, "Be not
conformed to this world, but be ye trans-
formed by the renewing of your mind, that
ye may prove what is that good, and accept-
able, and perfect, will of God.

To conform to apathy and pessimism is to
drop out and to cop out. In that sense, I
fully reject conformity. In that sense, I am
a non-conformist who continues to be proud
of America’s partnership with other nations
and who makes no apology for the United
States of America.

Amerlca's goodness and America’s great-
ness speak for themselves, I belleve in this
Nation and in our capacity to resolve our
difficulties at home without turning our
back on the rest of the world.

Let me share a personal experience. I was
elected to the Congress in the aftermath of
World War II. A non-partisan foreign policy
was emerging at that time. America realized
that politics must stop at the water's edge.
Our fate was linked to the well-being of
other free nations. We became the first Na-
tion to provide others with economic assist-
ance as a national policy. Foreign ald was
an American invention or an American proj-
ect of which we can be justifiably proud.

Today, as I look back, I am grateful for
the opportunity to serve in our government
during the third quarter of the 20th century.
The past 25 years, while not perfect, were
incomparably better for humanity than
either of the two previous quarters of this
century. There was no world war nor global
depression. Major nations achleved detente.
Many new nations obtained Iindependence.
There has been an explosion of hope, free-
dom and human progress at home as well
as abroad.

AMERICA'S ROLE IN THE WORLD

America's role, considered in fair context,
was a catalyst for change, for growth, and

for betterment.
The Marshall Plan, unprecedented in world

history, restored a war-ravaged Europe. Even
earller, United States rellef and rehabilita-
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tion activities during World War II and as-
slstance to Greece and to Turkey after the
war had provided precedents and experience
in America's overseas assistance.

In the same year that I came to Congress,
1849, President Truman advanced Point IV,
an innovative and remarkable concept pro-
viding technical assistance to developing na-
tions. It brought new American ideas and
technology to people hitherto unable to bene-
fit from advances In health, agriculture and
education.

The Food for Peace Act, designed to use
America's agricultural abundance to assist
others, was a product of the Eisenhower Ad-
ministration. In the late 1950s, we created
the development loan program to help others
help themselves. In 1961, the Congress estab-
lished the Agency for International Develop-
ment to consolidate and to administer the
various activities and agencies. They were
carrylng out the will of the Congress and
the President at that time.

Programs.to help people In the developing
countries are an expression of America's
great compassion and we should be proud
of them. But such aid is also part of the con-
tinuing effort to achieve an enduring struc-
ture of world peace. It Is no longer a ques-
tlon of just the Third World. I am deeply
concerned about the problems of the fourth
world, the very poorest world where from 400
million to 800 million people suffer from
malnutrition; where average per capita in-
come is under $275 per year; where life ex-
pectancy is 20 years less than in the develop-
Ing countries; where more than 40 percent
of the children will never reach the age of
five; where more than half of the popula-
tion has never been to school. :

Despite these problems, the economies of
the developing countries have grown at an
encouraging rate in the past ten years,
thanks in part, I think substantial part, to
American assistance. Manufacturing output
increased 100 percent. Food production rose
by over one-third. Enrollment in elementary
schools doubled. Enrollment in secondary
schools and colleges quadrupled.

TOO MUCH VIOLENCE

But population growth and increased de-
mand collided with inflatlon and energy
shortages. Gains in many, many instances
have been wiped out. At the very time when
our policy seeks to bulld peace with nations
of different philosophies, there remains too
much violence and too much threat to peace.

The Congress defined the role of foreign
ald this way, and I quote from the legislation
itself: “This freedom, security and prosper-
ity of the United States are best sustained
in a community of free, secure and prosper-
ing nations. Ignorance, want and despair,
breed the extremism and violence which lead
to aggression and subversion.”

Those words, written by the Congress, I
think are so accurate. If nations are to de-
velop within this definition, they must be
able to defend themselves, They must have
assurances that America can be counted on
to provide the means of security, their own
security, as well as the means of sustenance,

People with afirmative vision of the future
will not resort to violence. While we pursue
a peaceful world in which there is unity and
diversity, we must continue to support secu-
rity agalnst aggression and subversion, To do
otherwise, In my judgment, would invite
greater violence .

The United States, In this day and age,
cannot avoid partnership with nations try-
ing to Improve the kind of world the chil-
dren of today will face tomorrow. Recent
events have demonstrated the total Interde-
pendence of all people who live on this
planet.

The 1873 war in the Middle East showed
that war confined to a limited region never-
theless has an economic impact, not only in
South Bend, but in every corner of the world
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Developing and developed countries are all
part of a single interdependent economic
system. This audience, I am told—and this
student body includes many students from
over 60 foreign countries, and I congratulate
you, Father Hesburgh—Ilet this demonstrate
to all Americans that other people place a
high valuation on what America has to offer.
Let it demonstrate that the University of
Notre Dame rejects what some call the new
isolationism.

THE PROBLEM OF FOOD

Let me share with you a specific problem
that Father Hesburgh mentioned in his in-
troduction. When the World Food Conference
met in Rome in the fall of 1974, I—as the
newly chosen President—was faced with a
very perplexing problem.

Food prices in America were over one-fifth
higher than in the previous year. Food re-
serves, as reported by the Department of
Agriculture, were dwindling. The corn crop
and the other commodities were disappoint-
ing in 1974. There were concerns about higher
prices among our own people.

Against this background, I was presented
with several alternative estimates on how
much we should spend for food for peace for
those in other lands.

At the Rome conference, American spokes-
men pledged that we would try our utmost
to increase our food contribution, despite
our own crop problems. As crop reports im-
proved, I designated—as was mentioned by
Father Hesburgh—a sum even higher than
the highest option recommended to me at
the time of the conference.

A factor in my own decision was your fine
President, Father Hesburgh, and you should
be thankful that you have a person who has
such broad interests as he, as the President
of your university.

A factor also In my judgment was that
the program provided, and properly so, &
reminder of America’s moral commitment,
Food for peace was increased from about
$980 million to §1.6 billion. This will provide
about 5.5 milllon tons of commodities, up
from 3.3 million tons last year.

Most of the commodities will be wheat
and rice, but also desperately required and
also Increased are blended foods used in nu-
tritional programs for mothers and for
infants.

The United States, fortunately, is no long-
er the only country alding others, but we
continue to lead—and we will—in providing
food assistance. In 20 years of food for peace,
we shipped over 245 million tons of wheat,
rice and other grains, valued at roughly $23
billion.

Every American should be proud of that
record. It is an illustration of the humane
feeling and the generosity of the American
people.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO EXPAND PRODUCTION

While food helps, only by technical assist-
ance can emerging nations meet their needs.
It has been often said, but I think it is ap-
propriate at this time, that if a h man
is given a fish, he can eat for one day, but
if he is taught to fish, he can eat every day.

The greatest opportunity lies in expand-
ing production in areas where production
will be consumed. The world is farming
only about one-half of the potential crop
lands, yet there are insufficlent farmer in-
centives In many countries, shortages of
fertilizer, high fuel costs and inadequate
storage and distribution systems.

The answers to the world food problem
are to be found in Interdependence. We can
and will help other nations, but simplistic
paternalism may do more harm than good.
Our help must take the form of helping
every nation to help itself, and we will.

I am particularly concerned about the
problem of fair distribution. America be-
lieves in equality of opportunity. This Na-
tion provides a showcase of change in pro-
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viding better nutrition, education, health,
to more and more people, including those
who can least afford it.

Some nations have made excellent use of
our assistance to develop their own capaci-
tles. Other governments are still struggling
with the issue of equality of opportunity and
fair distribution of life necessities.

Good world citizenship requires more than
moralizing about the role others should take.
It requires each nation to put its own house
in order. Good American ecitizenship re-
quires more than moralizations about what
is wrong with the United States.

CHALLENGES

It requires personal involvement and ac-
tion to bring about change. It requires vot-
ing and organizing and challenging and
changing with the flexible and dynamic
American political process.

Our system, by any standard, works, and
will work better, and you can be a part of it.

The developing nations of the world are
increasingly successful in bringing prosper-
ity to larger numbers of their own people. In
fact, the assistance we have provided these
nations is not just a one-way street.

Thirty percent of U.S. exports are pur-
chased by these developing nations, thereby
obviously contributing to.a better life for
their people and jobs for ours. In cases where
countries have the means, let them join in
sharing with us, as they should.

Some have helped; others have not. We
lead the way, and we will not shirk from
future burdens, but all nations must co-
operate in developing the world's resources.

We extend the hand of partnership and
frlendship to make a better world.

Another challenge facing the developing
nations, as well as other natlons, is to real-
i1ze the need for peaceful accommodation
with neighbors. An Interdependent world
cannot solve disputes by threat or by force.

People now and in the future depend on
each other more than they sometimes real-
ize. For example, we Iin America import be-
tween 50 and 100 percent of such essential
minerals as cobalt, bauxite, nickel, manga~-
nese and others.

The challenge, as I see it, is for America
and all other nations to take responsibility
for themselves while bullding cooperation
with each other.

The challenge is also the preservation of
the freedom and dignity of the human in-
dividual throughout the world. Just as the
world’s nations can no longer go it alone,
neither can the American people.

Woodrow Wilson said that “What we ghould
seek to import In our colleges is not so much
learning itself as the spirit of learning.”

NO RESIGNATION FROM THE WORLD

Great universities that pursue truth face
the challenge that confronts the entire Amer-
ican people. It is whether we will learn noth-
ing from the past and return to the introver-
sion of the 1930s, to the dangerous notion
that our fate is unrelated to the fate of
others,

I am cqnvinced that Americans, however
tempted to resign from the world, know
deep in their heart that it cannot be done.
The spirit of learning is too deeply ingrained.
We know that wherever the bell tolls for free-
dom, it tolls for us.

The American people have responded by
supplying help to needy nations. Programs,
both government and the volunteer agen-
cies, could not have been, and cannot be,
reenacted without popular support. CARE
and Catholic Relief Services, piloneers in
Food for Peace programs, are feeding over
28 million people around the world right
today. Protestant, Jewish and other groups
are similarly involved at universities through-
out the Natlon.

Researchers seek answers to world prob-
lems. Right here in Indlana, Purdue Uni-
versity, scientists have made discoveries in
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high protein aspects of sorghum, a basic food
of more than 300 million people in Asia and
in Africa.

Not only the scientists at Purdue, but peo-
ple throughout America, realize that no
structure of world peace can endure unless
the poverty question is answered. There is
no safety for any nation In a hungry, ill-
educated and desperate world.

TWO ARGUMENTS FOR FOREIGN AID

In a time of recession, infiation, and un-
employment at home, it 1s argued that we
can no longer afford foreign assistance. In
my judgment, there are two basic arguments
to the contrary.

First, foreign aid is a part of the price we
must pay to achieve the kind of a world in
which we want to live. Let's be frank about
it. Foreign ald bolsters our diplomatic efforts
for peace and for security. But secondly, and
perhaps just as importantly, even with a re-
cession, we remain the world’s most affluent
country and the sharing of our resources to-
day is the right, the humane and the decent
thing to do. And we will.

But just as we seek to build bridges to
other nations, we must unite at home. This
Administration wants better communication
with the academic world and I express again
my appreciation for the warmth of this re-
ception.

But this communication must not just be
a search for new technology, but for the
human and splritual qualities that enrich
American life. In the future, fewer people
must produce more. We must, therefore, un-
leash intellectual capacities to anticipate and
solve our problems.

The academic world must join in the re-
vival of fundamental American values, Let
us bulld & new sense of pride in being an
American.

Yes, you can make America what you want
it to be. Think about that for just a moment,
if you would. Is it really true? Yes, in my
judgment, it is.

But there is a catch to it. You will never
see it come true. Perhaps your children or
Yyour grandchildren will. What you can do is
move America slowly, but surely, along the
right direction.

Admittedly, today's America is far from
perfect, but it is much closer to the America
that my class of 1935 wanted than it was
when I left the University of Michigan.

Today’s America is a far better place than
it was 40 years ago when the lingering
shadows of worldwide depression were being
blotted out by the darker clouds of world-
wide war. My generation did not wholly save
the world, obviously. But we did, to a degree,
help to move it along in the right direction.

WENDELL WILLKIE OF INDIANA

We learned along the way that we are part
of one world. The author of that phrase was
& Hoosier, the first political candidate about
whom I got personally involved enough to
volunteer as a campaign worker. His name
was Wendell Willkie,

Wendell Willkie, of Indiana, was never
President, but he was right, He fought for
what he believed in against almost impos-
sible odds. In the last Presidential campaign
before Pearl Harbor, he believed most deep-
ly—too far ahead of his time, perhaps—that
America must be part of one world. He lost
the 1840 election but he helped unite Amer-
ica in support of the truth, which has been
our non-partisan national policy since the
Second World War, and I say with emphasis,
there has been no third world war.

On the contrary, the prospects for long-
range peace have slowly, but surely,
improved.

THE TIDE OF HISTORY

Despite setbacks and current international
problems, the standards of human life have
been lifted almost everywhere. Yet, today,
we hear another theme, that the tide of his-
tory is running against us, that America’s




March 18, 1975

example of American leadership 1s neither
needed nor heeded at the present time; that
we should take care of ourselves and let the
rest of mankind do likewise; that our do-
mestic difficulties dictate a splendid selfish-
ness that runs counter to all of our religious
roots, as well as to all recent experience.

We are counseled to withdraw from one
world and go it alone. I have heard that song
before. I am here to say I am not going to
dance to it. Nor do I believe this generation
of young Americans will desert their ideals
for a better nation and a better world.

You can and you will help to move Amer-
ica along in the right direction. Hopefully,
you can do a better job than the Class of
1835, but while the Classes of 18756 and 1935
are still around, we have much to learn from
each other.

We can renew the old American compact of
respect for the conviction of others, in faith
in the decency of others. We can work to
banish war and want wherever they exist. We
can exalt the spirit of service and love that
St. Patrick exemplified in his day.

I am not alarmed when I hear warnings
that the tide of history is running against
us. I do not believe it for a minute because
I know where the tide of history really is—
on this campus, and thousands and thou-
sands of others in the great country, and
wherever young men and women are pre-
paring themselves to serve God and their
countries and to build a better world.

You are a part of the tide of this history,
and you will make it run strong and true. Of
that, I am sure.

Thank you, and the top of the morning to
you.

FATHER HESBURGH'S CONCLUDING REMARKS

Mr. President, on behalf of all the people
here present, I want to thank you for that
word of optimism in a sea of pessimism that
we all wallow in today. I want to thank you
for a vision because without a vision the
people perish, and you above all must give
our nation that vislon which you gave us to-
day.

I thank you for coming to this place to re-
new America's commitment of altruistic in-
terest and help to the poorer peoples of this
world. I thank you for saying that peace is
the work of justice and that we will be
committed to justice.

And while I cannot speak for all of the
universities and colleges in America, I think
I can say from what I know of them that
they are behind your vision, that they will
follow you to the end of the earth to bring
peace with justice and that they will work
with you with all the intellectual moral fiber
they have, with all of their scholarship on
the faculty side, with all of the idealistic
enthusiasm on the student side, that to-
gether we represent 8 million people com-
mitted to a better America, and the vision
which you have given us this morning is one
that we are behind solidly, wholeheartedly
and generously, and we thank you for giv-
ing us that vision.

CITATION OF PRESIDENT FORD

Mr. Speaker, in the citation with the
honorary doctor of laws degree conferred
upon him yesterday by the University of
Notre Dame, President Ford was de-
scribed as “a man who has come to the
presidency of our country in a way in
which no other man ever has.”

The citation, which was read by the
provost of the university, the Reverend
James T. Burtchaell, C.8.C., continues:

He came by appointment, not by election.

He came not at a time of national felleity,

but as the result of what he himself de-
scribed as *“‘a national! nightmare.”
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He came not at a time which welcomed
consolidation—as had his hero, Dwight David
Eisenhower—but at a time in which rapid
changes teases our nation's response.

He came not at a moment of national
unity, but at a moment where distrust had
rent our political fabric.

But this is not to say he came to us with-
out a mandate, one far more imperative than
the voting margin of his predecessor.

Nor is it to say he came to us unprepared
A political descendant of the Midwestern
founders of his party, he was schooled 25
years In the exacting classroom of the House
of Representatives, earning a reputation for
the nonpartisan virtues of honesty and can-
dor which served him well as minority leader
in five Congresses.

His style—then and now—Is one of simplic-
ity, of directness.

Wedded more to prineiple than to ex-
pediency, it is nonetheless a style which lis-
tens—and is open to change,

It has eschewed the notion of an imperial
presidency by implying that in a democracy,
it is understood that common men are called
upon to do uncommon things.

It is a style which can suffer the scourge of
the middle ground, which can offer a Viet-
nam clemency program which is destined to
satisfy the strict constructionists of neither
the right nor the left, but still offers and has
glven a way back from a limbo of alienation
to thousands of young people.

His challenges are enormous. We catalogue
them on the pages of today's newspaper.

Yet all of us wish him well as he continues
a quest, one for which his background suits
him and one which is more important than
any one issue.

The man we honor today wonders, neces-
sarlly aloud, “Can pollitics be a healing art.”
And we hope with him.

BINARY CHEMICAL WEAPONS—
SOME QUESTIONS

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

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
has renewed his request for funds to
begin production of the new binary nerve
gas system. Chairman Brown stated the
Department of Defense position on
chemical warfare during his recent
statement on the U.S. military posture
for fiscal year 1976.

The proposal to begin production of
the binary chemical weapon was the sub-
ject of considerable debate in the last
Congress. The Congress adopted an
amendment to the military procurement
appropriations bill which deleted the
Defense request for similar funds in the
fiscal year 1975 budget.

I am interested in our chemical war-
fare program, as I know many of you
are, and have many questions regarding
the Chairman’s statement. I have writ-
ten General Brown, and so that the
Members may be aware of this request
and the important issues involved, I am
inserting the text of this letter in the
RECORD.

I have also inserted in the REecorp a
copy of that portion of the general's mili-
tary posture statement which pertains to
his chemical warfare proposals.

The letter and General Brown’s pos-
ture statement follow:
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., March 11, 1975.

Gen. GEORGE S. BRown, USAF,

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, De-
partment of Defense, the Pentagon,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR GENERAL BROWN: One of the first 1s-
sues to arouse my interest when began my
duties with the 94th Congress was the pro-
posed military procurement of the binary
chemical munition. Perhaps this is because
I was already familiar with other aspects of
chemical warfare controversies in the recent
past. I had assumed, from all of the news an-
nouncements concerning the problems of
chemical weapons disposal, the recent Presi-
dentlal signing of the Geneva Protocal, and
similar developments, that we had stabilized
this controversy, at least for the time being.
I was somewhat surprised, therefore, to learn
upon examining your recent statement on
the United States Military Posture for FY
1976, that instead the Department of De-
fense actually was continuing to propose a
complete renovation of our chemical warfare
stockpiles.

I realize that the proposals discussed in
your statement refer to only relatively minor
initial procurement of facilities, but it is ob-
vious that should this binary concept be ap-
proved by the Congress, the procurement
would soon become a multimillion dollar
program. In fact, in your same statement, you
emphizsize that the Navy and Alr Force are
already p to initiate procurement of
binaries by completing engineering develop-
ment of a binary bomb. For this reason, it
would be very helpful to me and to other in-
terested Members if you would be s0 kind as
to provide us with some additional informa-
tion with regard to your recent comments.

(1) You mention in your statment on page
114 that “Since World War I, toxic chemicals
have been used only agalnst forces unable
to defend against them or to retallate In
kind"”. One obvious implication of this re-
mark is to support a case for the mainte-
nance of a US. retaliatory capability in order
to prevent the use of such weapons against
U.S. forces.

Questions. Isn't it true, however that the
use of chemical weapons during World War T
continued even after both sides had the
capabllity to use and did use chemical
weapons against each other? Or did the use
of chemical weapons cease promptly once
each slde secured the capability to retaliate
in kind?

Isn't it also true that, in those instances of
the use of chemical weapons since World
War I, the nations attacked lacked nuclear
weapons, modern well-equipped armies, and
similar accoutrements of modern warfare?
If so, how can we be so certaln that it was
the absence of a chemical warfare retallatory
capability that made these post World War I
uses of chemical weapons a compelling ad-
vantage to the attacking nation? Further, in
each of those instances, was the use of chem-
ical warfare weapons a decisive factor in
winning the wars or battles involved (and
this could include our own use of tear gas
and herbicides in Vietnam) ?

(2) Beginning on page 117 of your state-
ment, you point out that the forces with a
poor defensive capability would be particu-
larly vulnerable to a chemical attack and
that this might require the use of a nuclear
response if a chemical response could not be
effectively initiated. You cite what appears
to be an Iintelligence estimate which de-
scribes a strong Soviet defemsive capability.
You also describe what can only be inter-
preted as a reasonably certaln estimate of a
very strong Soviet offensive chemical weap-
ons capability.

Questions. As I examined these pages, I
was reminded that an essentially identical
estimate of Soviet capabllities was discussed
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during Congressional hearings in the late
50's and early 60's. Why then is this 20-year-
old estimate offered as the justification for
the new binary weapon? This weapon does
not provide us with a quantum jump in
superiority. It seems strange to me that we
have again become concerned about this
known enemy capability only when we want
to justify additional procurements of new
weapons—and in this case, unlike significant
advances in alrcraft or other high level tech-
nologles—no real military advantage appears
to accrue from the binary weapon, Certainly
you do not suggest that the Soviets will at-
tempt to galn some advantage by adoption of
a similar concept if we do not? The Congress
provided funds for purchasing enormous
stockpiles of nerve agent in bulk; funded
the construction of GB and VX nerve agent
plants; and funded the procurement of a vast
array of weapons which could be loaded with
nerve agent. Wasn't this enough?

Of greater concern to me is the fact that
you emphasize the enormous defensive capa-
bility of the Soviets immediately after you
point out that the poorly prepared side is
particularly vulnerable to chemical attack.
You speak of being able to provide our forces
with a defensive capability by FY 1981, An
obvious question, particularly in view of the
time factors which have been involved is:
Why is it that the U.S. forces are not now
equally strong defensively? Have we placed
such a low priority on the production of de-
fensive equipment that we are still unpre-
pared after a 20-year-old estimate of such a
strong emphasis by the Soviets In this area?
To my knowledge, the Congress has not
knowingly refused to fund a chemical war-
fare defense program which had been re-
quested as essential in any Armed Forces
budget.

What will be the total projected cost to
secure this adeguate defensive posture, year
by year, for the next five years (by FY1881) ?
Is this cost realistic vis-a-vis the uncertain
value of chemical weapons as a deterrent to
the use of chemicals in a nuclear environ-
ment?

Do our field commanders disparage chemi-
cal weapons so much that they have not
considered it necessary to insist on meeting
defensive requirements Iin the past 15-20
years?

Are the costs for an adequate chemical de-
fense so high that we cannot afford them In
the priority of weapons procurement? If so,
of what use is an offensive capability against
an enemy prepared defensively to move in a
highly moblle fashion? Do we really plan on
a "trench warfare” fighting situation?

In any event, how effective, really, is any
chemical retaliatory capabillity agalnst an
enemy which has a defense posture as strong
as you have indicated? Does anyone really
think that such a defensive capability would
not enable a mobile enemy to move out of a
toxic environment quickly and then fight
in a more conventional manner? We cer-
tainly will not have the capability to main-
taln a contlnuous toxle environment in all
areas, or do your war planners anticipate an-
other “trench"” war as in World War I?
Wouldn't we really be forced to use nuclear
weapons, whether we wanted to or not, if
we desired to prevent penetration by defen-
sively superior and well equipped forces who
resorted to chemical weapons?

How effective are stockpiles of chemical
weapons in the United States against a su-
perior on-site offensive capability as you
have estimated for the Soviet Union? Why
aren't the Western European forces as con-
cerned about malntalning their own deter-
rent capability?

(3) In your final discussions of the U.8.
chemical warfare program you mention a few
points of major interest with regard to the
proposal to modernize the chemical stock-
pile. The primary alms you summarize are
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“to provide a stockplle In an amount con-
sistent with requirements; allow for rapid
deployment of munitions from storage to
theater locations; and to provide greater em-
ployment flexibility through more variations
in delivery configurations.”

Questions. I thought we already had large
quantities of bulk agent in storage and that
the original military plan was to transfer
these bulk agents into munitions as needed
and as necessary to replace loaded munitions
which deteriorated with age. Were our plans
s0 inadequate that we can no longer use
these bulk agents? Were our munition de-
signs so poor that they could not be loaded
in the same way to meet these requirements
if they should arise?

How does the binary Insure more rapld
deployment of munitions from storage to
theater locations? It seems to me, as an
uninformed lay person, that the logistics
for binaries will be more complicated than
with standard chemical munitions (I recall
some of those World War II storles about
shipping snowshoes to the South Pacific,
and the binary, as I understand it, might
involve shlpping two separate ingredients)?
I do admit that, on the surface at least, the
binarles seems to offer some degree of safety
in handling, although even here some of the
testimony from last year's hearings suggest
that the toxicity of one of the Ingredients
will still make a reasonable degree of secur-
ity necessary to protect the public health.

How does the binary weapon provide
greater employment flexibility than exist-
ing munition concepts? We already have
several tube chemical weapon munitions,
several chemical bomb types, chemical spray
tanks, land crhemical mines, chemical rock-
ets, and chemical warhead missile config-
urations. What does the binary offer that is
different (understanding the reluctance of
the Navy to carry GB or VX bombs on an
aircraft carrier)?

(4) You stated that there are two options
for modernization of our chemical stock-
piles. It does seem to me, In the current
economic environment, that your justifica-
tion on page 120 provides insufficient con-
sideration of the alternative of using exist-
ing stocks of bulk agents as fill in cur-
rently standardized munition configurations
instead of launching into an entirely new
type of chemical munition.

Questions. Granted again that the binary
does offer some advantage in safety in trans-
portation but is this really an adequate
Justification at this time, in view of the
enormous expenditures already made for
existing stocks and munition development,
and the current disarmament negotiating

environment, to select the binary as the route-

to modernization and to discard the more
obvious alternative?

(5) You also mentlon In your closing
statement on the chemical warfare pro-
gram that the FY 76 budget contalns a
“modest request to provide the long lead
time equipment and facility requirements
for a binary production facility” and that
the Navy has “included a request for the
development of a binary bomb which also
will be used by the Air Force".

Questions. I would be interested in know-
ing what the total cost of selecting the
binary concept will be in lleu of the alter-
native of using existing stocks and more
standard munitions. Just exactly how much
money (and over what period of time) would
this Natlon be expected to commit to total
procurement of the binary munition, de-
struction of existing stockplles, and other
assoclated factors? I have heard many fig-
ures for this estimate—none of them modest
in my judgment, It is obvious from your own
statement that the Armed Forces already
plan on moving from the 1556 mm program
through an 8 inch shell procurement and
now a binary bomb for Navy and Air Force,
Where will it stop?
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How will the hazard at existing storage
sites be decreased by procurement of the
binary? By destruction of current GB and VX
bulk and munition stocks? Is the toxiec in-
gredient in the binary so hazard free that
there will be no further public health prob-
lem (the organophosphorous intermediate,
not the alcohol)?

Is degradation of GB or VX In munitions
at forward deployment areas a major con-
straint to continued use of existing muni-
tlons? After all, it appears that stability in
munitions thus far has been measured in ex-
cess of ten years storage life.

How will we eliminate costly disposal pro-
grams by adopting the binary? I assume we
would still have to destroy the stocks we now
have if the binary is produced? Or do the
plans call for adding the binary to existing
stocks and thus increasing the size of our
chemical arsenal? Or won't the binaries ever
have to be destroyed?

In closing, please let me assure you that I
do not ask these questions in idle curlosity. I
am genuinely concerned about this proposal
to prepare for the production of the binary
weapon. The response from you will be of
great importance in enabling me and my col-
leagues to properly evaluate this new re-
quest. We are searching for ways to eliminate
waste In the budget; we do not want to de-
signate resources for applications which are
not essential and which are “just in case™
types of requirements. This request for the
binary program seems to be particularly crit-
ical at this time. We are not just commit-
ting a “few” million dollars. We are really be-
ing asked to support a decislon concerning a
change In a basic concept of our chemical
warfare posture, and one which could cost
this nation millions of dollars without ap-
pearing to improve our defensive posture in
any way. I believe that we have a right to
public examination of this issue in more
detail.

Your cooperation in providing information
on these questions, and other points which
you feel may be relevant but not emphasized,
would be most appreciated as soon as pos-
sible. I assure you that I will do everything
in my power to see to it that this informa-
tion Is made available to other Members who
have an Interest In this 1ssue. I also intend to
advise the Members of my request to you so
that you will not be confronted with too
many duplicate inquiries.

Sincerely,
RicuArp L. OTTINGER,
Member of Congress.
[Selected Portion Prom “U.S. Military Pos-
ture for Piscal Year 1976,” by Chalrman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. George S.
Brown, USAF]

CHEMICALS AND BIOLOGICAL AGENTS

The past year has been both active and
productive. On 16 December 1974, the Sen-
ate gave its advice and consent to the rati-
fication of the Convention on the Prohibi-
tion of Development, Production, and Stock-
plling of Bactericlogical (Biological) and
Toxin Weapons and Thelr Destruction
(BW Convention) and to the 1925 Geneva
Protocol. In the BW Conventlon the parties
undertake to develop, produce, stockplile, ac-
quire, or retaln biological agents or toxins
of types or in quantities that have no justi-
fication for peaceful uses, as well as weap=
ons, equipment, and means of dellvery de-
signed to use such agents or toxins for hos-
tile purposes or in armed conflict.

In late 1969, after a review of our chemi-

cal and blological warfare policies, the
United States renounced the use “of any

form" of bacterioclogical or blological

ons that either kill or incapacitate. At that
time, steps were taken to dispose of our ex-
isting stocks of bacterlologlcal agents. The
United States no longer possesses any such
agents or munitions for deploying them.
With the ratification of this convention, the
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United States formally joined in an inter-
national cooperative effort to reduce the
possibility of these weapons ever being used
by any nation. The Joint Chiefs of Staff do
not believe that the capability of waging
biological warfare is essential to our deter-
rent posture. I believe that the ratification of
this treaty will have no deleterious impact
on our national security and could enhance
it.

The Geneva Protocol of 1925, in effect, pro-
hibits the *first use” of chemical and blo-
logical agents in war and is not a “non-use”
treaty. The United States has now joined
other militarily important countries of the
world by becoming a party to this agree-
ment. The President has renounced, as a
matter of national policy, first use of herbi-
cides in war except use for control of vege-
tation within US bases and installations and
around their immediate defensive perime-
ters. He has also renounced first use in war
of riot control agents except in defensive
military modes to save lives. The Joint Chiefs
of Staff fully participated in the interagency
process leading to the President's decislon
and they support it.

There is a strange and sinister aura sur-
rounding biclogical weapons; and although
allegations of their use are many, no govern-
ment and no responsible government official
has ever admitted waging offensive blological
warfare. However, history is'replete from
ancient times with examples of chemical
warfare. The earllest recorded use of chemi-
cals in military operations was in 428 BC,
when the Spartans burned wood saturated
with pitch and sulphur under the walls of
Plataea. Since World War I, toxic chemicals
have been used only against forces unable
to defend against them or to retaliate in
kind. It is also interesting to note that since
World War I each known use of chemicals
has been by a signatory to the 1925 Geneva
Protocol. Therefore, we seek to maintain a
chemical capability, not to violate the Proto-
col, but to insure compliance.

During World War II, President Roosevelt
threatened the leaders of the Third Reich
with immediate devastation in the event
they resorted to chemical warfare. At that
time, the Germans possessed massive stocks
of chemical weapons, including nerve agents
not found in any allied arsenal, Most his-
torians attribute the failure to employ such
weapons to a fear of overwhelming retalla-
tion by the allies. Whatever the deterrent,
“gas" was not used in World War II, al-
though the capablility was widespread among
the combatants. Significant tactical advan-
tage accrues to the user of chemical weapons
because of the encumbrances of protective
equipment on the defender if the user is not
80 encumbered. Retaliation or a capablility
to retaliate in kind precludes ceding any
such advantage to any enemy. Should the
United States be attacked on significant scale
with chemicals, and lacked the ability to
retaliate with chemicals to redress the situa-
tion, it could force an unwanted or prema-
ture US/Allled-initiated nuclear attack in
order to prevent total defeat and a military
disaster.

The USSR currently has an unsurpassed
capability to conduct chemical warfare.
Highly toxic chemical agents and dissemina-
tion means have been developed and stand-
ardized. There is considerable firm intelli-
gence to support the assessment that the
USSR could initiate and sustain large-scale
chemical warfare either alone or with con-
ventional or nuclear weapons. It is not pos-
sible with any reasonable degree of assurance
to predict or estimate the size of the USSR's
CW agent stockpile, Other evidence, however,
reflects a requirement for a sizable stockplle
both in bulk agent and filled munitions. The
USSR'’s stockpile is probably more than ade-
qguate to meet its minimum requirements.
The Soviet Union would have no problem
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producing ample supplies in the event of
War.

At the present time, there are many ma-
jor installations believed to be assoclated
with the testing, production, or storage of
toxic agents, munitions, and protective
equipment. Neither production nor storage
facilities are believed to be limiting factors.
The USSR has a variety of CW agents and
munitions to satisfy most operational re-
quirements.

A review of USSR delivery systems for
CW agents shows a well developed capability
to employ a wide variety of effective muni-
tions for ground, sea, or air delivery of toxic
chemical agents throughout the theater. So-
viet chemical personnel are distributed
throughout the ground forces.

Soviet forces are considered to be the best
trained and equipped in the world for opera-
tions in a toxic environment. Extensive
training in CBR protective equipment is a
requirement for Soviet ground, sea, and air
forces and is an integral part of major mili-
tary maneuvers and exercises. Soviet Armed
Forces possess large quantities of a wide
range of effective protective and decontami-
nation equipment for use in a toxic environ-
ment, and new equipment which will further
upgrade their operational ability continues
to appear. Equipment and training for chem-
ical, blological, and radiological protection
are provided. The training and protection of
forces for operation in a toxic envirgnment
allows first-use of chemical weapons by the
Boviet Union with an acceptable assurance
that it could defend against retaliation with
chemical weapons.

Our policy is to retain a chemical warfare
capability designed to deter the use of these
weapons against us or our allies, and should
deterrence fall, to permit us a reasonable
degree of retaliation with chemical weapons.
US Forces must be equipped adequately with
a credible capability to deter an adversary
from initiating chemical warfare, and should
deterrence fail, to place the enemy under a
similar severe operational constraint in.order
to preclude the attacker from gaining a sig-
nificant tactical advantage.

A complete and viable deterrent posture
includes both a defensive and offensive as-
pect. Definitive programs for the procure-
ment of required quantities of standardized
defensive materials have been established.
By FY 1981, provided that these programs are
approved, we will have the means for equip-
ping all US forces with required defensive
equipment. Research and development pro-
grams are being pursued to provide additional
critical defensive equipment. Modernization
of the chemical weapons stockpile is needed
if the United States is to maintain a limited,
but credible, capability in this area.

The primary aims of modernization are:
(1) provide a stockpile in an amount con-
slstent with requirements; (2) allow for
rapld deployment of munitions from storage
to theater locations; and (3) provide greater
employment flexibility through more varla-
tions in delivery configurations.

Modernization of the chemical warfare
deterrent/retaliatory stockpile can be ac-
complished by either upgrading the present
stockpile within the limits of agents already
available or by converting the stockpile to
binary munitions. Binaries offer a feasible,
economic, safe, and more desirable alter-
native. Modernization by developing binaries
would provide the following advantages:

Limited potential hazards to areas sur-
rounding storage sites.

Greater deployment flexibility because of
the elimination of degradation of agent pur-
ity since components remain stable in
storage.

Elimination of costly disposal programs
when munitions become obsolete and re-
duced cost in government production plant
facilities.
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This year's budget contains a modest re-
quest to provide the long lead time equip-
ment and facility requirements for a binary
production facllity.

The Navy has included a budget request
for the development of a binary bomb which
also will be used by the Ar Force. I urge
your support for these modest moderniza-
tion programs to ensure that the United
States will maintain a minimum, but ade-
quate, CW retaliatory deterrent capablility.

PROJECTED SURRENDER OF US.
CANAL. ZONE CALLS FOR NA-
TIONAL CRUSADE, SAYS CON-
GRESSMAN DANIEL J. FLOOD,
IN SPEECH TO VETERANS OF
FOREIGN WARS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. Mc-
Farr) under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Missouri
(Mrs. SurrLivanN) is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, as the
headquarters city of important national
organizations, Washington, D.C,, is the
scene of many annual meetings and con-
ferences on matters related to national
policies of the U.S. Government. Among
those organizations concerned with Gov-
ernment policy is the Veterans of Foreign
Wars of the United States—VFW—of
which John J. Stang of Kansas is its
commander in chief.

The program of the National Security
Committee of the 1975 VFW Annual
Washington Conference included a ses-
sion on March 9, devoted to the Panama
Canal issue. The session was presided
over by Leslie M. Fry of Nevada, chair-
man of the committee and a former com-
mander in chief, and attended by the
leadership of the VFW and many dis-
tinguished guests, including Adm. John
S. McCain, Jr., former U.S. commander
in chief, Pacific; Gen. Herbert D. Vogel,
eminent Army engineer with Panama
Canal experience; and several congres-
sional staff aids working with Panama
Canal issues. The occasion was a mem-
orable one. The principal address was by
the most distinguished, able, and schol-
arly gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr,
Froon), a leading congressional author-
ity on the interoceanic canal problem
and national defense.

In his address, Congressman FLoop
stressed the two crucial canal issues as:
First, retention of our undiluted sover-
elgn control over the Canal Zone; and
second, the major modernization of the
existing Panama Canal. He ended his
remarks with a moving appeal for the
United States to assume its responsibili-
ties as a great power, to meet its treaty
obligations and provide for major canal
modernization and, above all, to reply to
demands to weaken our sovereign control
over the U.S.-owned Canal Zone with a
ringing, “No, no, and no—now and for-
ever.”

The Veterans of Foreign Wars are to
be congratulated for this constructive
and timely program. To make the in-
dicated address available to all Members
of the Congress, and the Nation at large,
I quote it as part of my remarks along
with the thoughtful introduction of Con-
gressman Froop by Chairman Fry as fol-
lows:
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REMARKS OF CHAIRMAN LESLIE M. FrY,
INTRODUCING CONGRESSMAN FLOOD

Mr, Chairman, Commander-in-chief Stang,
Members of the National Security Commit-
tee, and Guests:

Many years ago after leaving the White
House, former President Theodore Roosevelt
used to be an occasional house guest of a
friend in Haszelton, Pennsylvania. A young
grandson of his host was usually present and
listened many hours to the former President
describing the problems he faced in the ac-
quisition of the Canal Zone and launching
the Panama Canal. Thus inspired, the boy
made T.R. his youthful ideal and is our
speaker today.

What is it in his subsequent career that
enables him to speak with authority about
matters in an area that he has often de-
scribed as our “fourth front?”

In early boyhood, he lived several years in
St. Augustine, Florida, where he learned to
speak Spanish before English. his
teens he traveled extensively in the Caribbean
and in Central America countries. In the
latter, many persons, including even the
Presidents, because of his ability to speak
Spanish, told him much about local history
and the centuries old movement for an in-
teroceanic canal.

Educated in both history and law at col-
lege, he had the foundation for building a
most distingulshed career, which has In-
cluded services of unique character to both
his State and Nation.

As a member of a special Congressional in-
vestigating committee in 1947, he took a lead-
ing part In exposing the mass murder of
Polish Army officers at Eatyn by Soviet
Russia and thereby gained a deep insight
into the operations of that Asiatic despotism.
In the same year, he was assigned to the
Sub-Committee on Defense of the House
Committee on Appropriations, where he be-
came one of the leading experts in the Con-
gress on national defense, which includes
the Panama Canal.

In 19556 when a determined effort was
made by elements in the Executive Depart-
ment of our government to liguidate the
Panama Ralilroad, he played a key role in
preventing it with the result that this im-
portant rail link still operates and is on a
paying basis. Soon afterward he started upon
a campaign to bring about the major mod-
ernization of the Panama Canal, making a
series of scholarly addresses on major aspects
of the subject.

Following the 1964 attempted Panamanian
mob invasion of the Canal Zone and the later
announcement by the President of the
United States of readiness to renegotiate the
Panama Canal Treaty of 1903, our speaker
continued on a program aimed at protecting
the vital interests of the United States on
the Isthmus. His volume of addresses en-
titled Isthmian Canal Policy Questions, pub-
lished as Ho. Doc. No. 474, 89th Congress,
contains a wealth of authentic information.

In 1974, following the signing of the Kis-
singer-Tack agreement for the United States
to surrender its sovereign control over the
Canal Zone to Panama, he led in blocking
that sinister move.

President Theodore Roosevelt, following
the American prineciple of self-determination
of peoples in the early 20th Century, sup-
ported the independence of Panama and gave
the world the Panama Canal with enormous
benefits to all Nations, with Panama as its
greatest beneficlary. It is historically fitting
that his young protege should become I(ts
savior.

May I now present Representative Danlel
J. Flood of Pennsylvania, who will address
us on this timely subject: ‘Projected Sur-
render of U.S. Canal Zone Calls for Natlonal
Crusade.”
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PROJECTED SURRENDER OF U.S., CANAL ZONE
CaALLS FOR NATIONAL CRUSADE
(Address by Hon. DanIEL J. FLooD)
Mr. Chairman, Commander-in-Chief
Stang, Members of the National Security
Committee, Veterans of Foreign Wars of the

United States and Guests:

The Panama Canal is the strategic center
of the Western Hemisphere. As foreseen by
8imén Bolivar, it shortens the distances of
the world and strengthens the commercial
ties in Europe, the Americas and Asia. An-
nually transiting about 15,000 vessels from
some 55 countries with about 70 percent of
its traffic elther originating or terminating
in the United States, it is truly the jugular
veln of the Americas.

On February 7, 1974, in Panama City, RP.,
U.8. Secretary of State, Henry A. Kissinger,
and Panamanian Foreign Minister, Juan A.
Tack, without the authorization of the Con-
gress, signed a joint statement announcing
an 8-point “agreement on principles" to
govern the negotiation of & mew Panama
Canal Treaty. When cleared of its ambigui-
ties, fallacles, and sophistries, this Kissinger-
Tack diplomatic trickery constitutes a pro-
gram for an abject surrender of United
States Treaty-based sovereign rights, power
and authority over our most strategic water
way—the Gateway to the -Pacific. (Strategic
Review, Vol. II (Spring 1974), pp. 34-43.)

To meet this threat to national defense,
Hemispheric security and interoceanic com-
merce, it is essential to know certain ele-
mentary facts in Panama Canal history:

First, in 1901, the United States, in a
treaty with Great Britain, undertook the
long range obligation to construct, regulate
and manage a trans-Isthmian canal under
the rules governing the operation of the
Suez Canal. (Hay-Pauncefote Treaty of
1901.)

Second, in 1902, the Congress, following
the recommendations of the Isthmian Canal
Commission headed by Admiral John G.
Walker, one of the ablest naval officers of
his time, authorized the President to acquire
by treaty the “perpetual control” of a canal
zone, as well as the purchase of all property
in it, for the construction of an Isthmian
canal and its “perpetual” operation. (Spooner
Act of 1902.) This undertaking was unlike
that for the then completed Suez Canal.
Its constructlon was accomplished by Fer-
dinand de Lesseps under an Act of Con-
cesslon from the Ehedive of Egypt and it
was later operated by a French company
under a second Act of Concession until
expropriated and natlonalized in 19568 by
Egypt.

Third, in 1903, the United States, after
the secession of Panamsa from Colombis, ac-
quired by treaty, the “grant" of sovereign
rights, power and authority “in perpetuity"
over the Canal's indispensably necessary pro-
tective frame, the Canal Zone, for $10,000,000.
(Hay-Burns-Varilla Treaty of 1903.) In this
same treaty, our country assumed the an-
nual obligation for payment to Panama of the
Panamsa Rallroad annulty of $250,000, pre-
viously pald by that company to Colombia.
That annuity, subsequently adjusted to
$430,000 in the 1936 Treaty incident to the
devaluation of the gold dollar, and later
gratuitously supplemented under State De-
partment appropriations, is not a “rental” for
the Zone territory, as so often misstated
in reference books and in the mass news
media, but the agumented annuity of the
railroad, the entire stock of which was pur-
chased by the United States for canal pur-
poses. The total annuity in 1973 was $2,005,-
200. The total benefits to Panama from U.S.
Canal Zone sources for that year were $187,-
490,000, and they will increase. Though these
benefits are seldom mentioned they have
given Panama the highest per capita Income
in all of Central America and caused about
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one third of Panama's population to live
near the Canal Zone where there is employ-
ment for Panamanians.

Fourth, after acquiring sovereign control
over the Canal Zone, the United States ob-
tained title to all privately owned land and
property in it by purchase from individual
owners, making the Zone our most expensive
territorial acquisition, estimated in 1974 to
have cost—$166,362,173. This is more than
the combined costs of all other U.S. terri-
torial extensions put together. (Congres-
slonal Record, January 17, 1975, p. H202.)

Fifth, In 1907, the U.S. Supreme Court, in
a well known case, reafirmed the validity of
the title of the United States to the Canal
Zone (Wilson vs. Shaw, 204, US. 24, at
80-35.)

Sixth, during the decade of 1904-14, the
Unlted States constructed the Panama Canal
with Congressionally appropriated funds in
what was the pest hole of the world and a
land of endemic revolution and endless polit-
ical turmeoil, transforming the U.8. Zone and
surrounding areas in Panama into models of
tropical health and sanitation and provid-
ing an “island” of stability that has often
served as a haven of refuge for Panamanian
leaders seeking to escape assassination.

Seventh, under a 1914 Treaty with Colom-
bia, ratified in 1922, the United States pald
that country $25,000,000 and gave it valuable
transit rights for the use of both the Canal
and Panama Rallroad. In return, Colombia,
the sovereign of the Isthmus prior to No-
vember 3, 1903, recognized the title to both
the Canal and Railroad as vested “entirely
and absolutely" in the United States. (Thom-
son-Urrutia Treaty of April 6, 1914.)

Eighth, in 1950, the Congress, in the Pan-
ama Canal Reorganization Act, specified that
the levy of tolls is subject to the terms of
the three previously mentioned treaties with
Great Britain, Colombia, and Panama.

Ninth, in 1974, the total U.S. investmen=
in the canal enterprise, including its defense
from 1804 through June 30, 1974, was esti-
mated at $6,880,370,000. (Congressional Rac-
ord, Dec. 5, 1974, p. H11356.) Much of these
funds, which was spent in Panama, has
served to raise living standards there im-
measurably.

From the above historical narration, the
evidence is conclusive that the United States
is not & squatter sitting on the banks of
the Panama Canal but its lawful owner with
full sovereign rights, power and authority
over both the Canal Zone and Canal; and no
amount of demagoguery or diplomatic skul-
duggery can alter the essential facts about
what now forms a part of the coast line of
the United States. Its security is just as vital
to our country as the defense of the Chesa-
peake Bay or San Francisco Harbor; and only
our undiluted sovereignty gives the United
States the freedom of action essential for the
canal’s protection, and efficient operation.

The latest significant development in the
canal situation was the submission to the
President on October 29, 1974, of a report
by the privately financed “commission,” ini-
tlally composed of 23 members and headed by
Honorable Sol M. Linowitz, former U.S. Rep-
resentative to the Organization of American
States. Of those composing that body some
17 were members of the Council on Foreign
Relations, an organlzation whose activities
include the manipulation of U.S. foreign
policy. Its ultimate objective is the creation
of a “one-world socialist system" and mak-
ing the United States “an official part of 1t.”
(Congressional Record, November 26, 1074, p.
H11133.)

Concerning the Panama Canal, that “com-
mission” made two recommendations. The
first “strongly” supported a new canal treaty
based on the February 7, 1974, Kissinger-
Tack “aggrement on principles.” The second
urged a reduction of U.S. Government per-
sonnel in the operation and protection of
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the Canal, including the transfer of the U.S.
Armed Forces Southern Command from the
Canal Zone to the United States.

To anyone familiar with the actual prob-
lems of maintaining, operating, sanitating
and defending the Canal Zone and Canal in
both peace and war, such recommendations
are utterly preposterous. As far as can be as-
certained not one member of that “commis-
sion” or of its consultants ever bore the
burden of a responsible position in the Canal
organization or for its defense. To say the
least, the Linowitz “commission’s" report
does not meet the realistic challenges In-
volved as regards the Canal but simply sup-
ports the pro-give away policy of radical ele-
ments in the State Department and of the
Secretary of State himself,

Historically, the Caribbean has always been
a focal area of confliet because its location
is strategic. Today, Soviet power controls
Cuba, Soviet submarines prowl regularly in
nearby waters, and a long-time Soviet objec-
tive is directed toward wresting control of
the Panams Canal from the United States.
The elements in our country, in the mass
news media, and in the State Department
that most loudly advocate surrender of the
Canal Zone to Panama are preclsely the type
that urged U.S, support for Communist Mao
Tse-Tung in China with the mendacious
claim that he was only a mild *“agrarian
reformer;” and, later, urged the installation
of Fidel Castro in Cuba while belittling evi-
dence that he was a Red revolutionary. More-
over, these same forces, while condoning the
demands of the pro-Soviet Panama military
Government for control of the Canal Zone,
are now attacking the Chilean Military Gov-
ernment for its overthrow in 1973 of its
Marxist regime. (Washington Star-News,
January 1, 1975, p.A-T7.) Is not this new
relation to Panama consistent with support
from Washington for Mao Tse-Tung and
Fidel Castro? Shall we repeat in Panama
in graver degree the disasters to the world
and to our own security brought about by
installing Mao in China and Castro in Cuba?
Do we not see the same elements In the
State Department and mass news media
seeking this evil result?

Certainly, we ought to learn from the ex-
perience at the Suez Canal that following
the withdrawal of British troops from the
Canal Zone there it did not take Egypt long
to nationalize and expropriate that key
waterway, with enormously harmful conse-
quences, including two prolonged closures.
We must not let such disasters occur at
Panama, which is attempting to parallel the
example of Egypt.

One of the crucial factors in the Panama
Canal situation was the suspension in 1942
of a project for an additional set of larger
locks, which was authorized in 1939 for de-
fense purposes and to meet the then esti-
mated traffic needs in 1970. In recent years,
canal capacity in the number of vessels that
can be handled has been increased by a
series of symptomatic treatments, which are
non-basle in character and no solution of
the realistic problems involved. With the
exception of the widening of Galillard Cut
from 300" to 500’ completed in 1970, the
Canal is essentially what it was in 1014!

During World War II, as a result of war
experience, there was developed in the
Panama Canal organization the first com-
prehensive proposal for the future canal
derived from operating experlence known as
the Terminal Lake-Third Locks Plan. (US.
Naval Institute Proceedings, March 1955,
pPp. 263-75.)

Attracting strong professional support from
experienced engineers and navigators, Includ-
ing Panama Canal pilots, geologists, econo-
mists, and other experts, this proposal won
the approval of President Franklin D. Roose-
velt as a post war project, has been published
in much official, professional and lay litera-
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ture, and is now before the Congress. In ad-
dition, a total of more than $171,000,000, has
been spent toward such major moderniza-
tion: 05,000,000 on the enlargement of Gail-
lard Cut and over 876,000,000 on the sus-
pended Third Locks Project. Most of the work
so far accomplished can be utilized in the
program for major modernization.

Quite significantly, this plan can be com-
pleted under existing treaty provisions and
does not require the negotiation of a new
treaty with Panama. These are paramount
considerations and raise the question of why
should the State Department negotiating for
powers already possessed for “expansion and
new construction.,” (Congressional Record,
July 24, 1939, p. 9834.)

When the long overdue major moderniza-
tion project is authorized, its operational,
economic and other advantages to the Isth-
mus and to the United States as well as to
interoceanic commerce, will be so obvious
that current agitations in Panama will van-
ish like a tropical fog in the morning sun.
Besides, it will provide the best canal for
the transit of vessels at least cost and will
be of growing importance as the needs for
the transit of energy producing materials
increase and the number of our naval vessels
is reduced toward their pre-World War II
levels. The result will be a project of lasting
value and not merely a “make work"” pro-
gram.

One of the “hardy perennials” that always
comes up whenever the canal situation re-
ceives national attention is the ancient dream
idea of a so-called sea level canal. An ex-
travagent proposal that some authorities fear
could prove to be a “bottomless pit" for the
money of our taxpayers, it would provide a
salt water channel between the oceans. Re-
spected marine biologists who have studied
the canal question strongly oppose the “sea
level” scheme as the “conservation chal-

lenge of the century” on the ground that
mixing the marine life of the two oceans

could have catastrophic consequences affect-
ing the food supply of countries dependent
upon fish. They also stress the dangers of
infesting the Atlantic Ocean with the poi-
sonous vellow bellied Paclfic sea snake and
the voracious crown of thorns starfish, which
are not indigenous to the Atlantic. These
animals, if once allowed to enter it, could
extend as far north as Virginia and as far
south as southern Brazil.

The interoceanic canal problem is now far
better understood in the Congress than at
any time since early in this century. In its
1973 report, the House Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisherles, after extensive
studies, summarized the two key canal issues
yet to be resolved as follows:

(1) Retention by the United States of its
undiluted soverelgn control over the Canal
Zone as the absolutely necessary protective
frame of the Canal; and

(2) Major modernization of the existing
canal. F

All other canal questions, however impor-
tant, including the “sea level"” proposal, the
report added, are “irrelevant” and should not
be allowed to confuse the program for major
increase of capacity and operational improve-
ment of the existing canal. (H. Rept. No. 92~
1629, p. 86.)

Measures now before both the Senate and
House call for retention of full United States
sovereign control over the Canal Zone and
provide for major modernization of the exist-
ing canal, which is not obsolescent but it 1s
approaching capacity saturation. Adoption of
these measures will go far toward restoring
our lost prestige in Latin America and end
the prolonged uncertainty and confusion
that have plagued the canal question in re-
cent vears as well as clear away the Marxist
clamor now emanating from the Isthmus.

In 1923, when Secretary of State Charles
Evans Hughes faced a situation at Panama
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in many ways comparable to that faced by
recent Secretaries, he called in the Pana-
manian Minister. Stressing that the United
States and Panama were friends and must
remain friends, Secretary Hughes warned
the Minister that “It was an absolute futil-
ity for the Panamanlan Government to ex-
pect any American administration, no matter
what it was, any President or any Secretary
of State, ever to surrender any part of (the)
rights which the United States had acquired
under the Treaty of 1903." (Forelgn Rela-
tions, 1823, Vol. III, p. 684.) This is the way
that our highest officials should be speaking
today!

In support of such stand there is no better
expression than a statement by John Bas-
sett Moore, the eminent legal scholar of the
State Department who, in early 1903 prior to
the Panama Revolution of that year, made
this telling point: “The United States In
constructing the Canal would own it; and,
after constructing it, would have the right
to operate it. The ownership and control
would be in their nature perpetual.” (Theo-
dore Roosevelt Papers, Letter Book XI.)

Today our position on the Isthmus has
been weakened by Washington Influences. As
a result of laxity, indifference, and, finsally,
outright approval, Panamanian flags are dis-
played in the Canal Zone from one end to
the other equal with those of the United
States, even on the approach walls of the
locks.

At the former U.S. Air Base at Rio Hato,
which is now under Panamanian jurisdic-
tion, Red agents come and go to and from
Panama unobserved. Some of them are serv-
ing in the Panama Government, Their in-
fluence is revealed by the aggressive trucu-
lence of Panamanian officials, their increas-
ing use of communist terms and slogans,
and marked hostility toward the United
States.

To {llustrate the last, the Panamanian
Chief of Government, Omar Torrljos, on Jan-
uary 12, 1975, at Santiago, Panama, stated
that if negotiations fail, “We'll go to Rio
Hato and traln battallons of Panamanians
who are convinced that if the negotiations
fail, the only solution is to fight for liber-
ation” but that “Panama would exhaust all
possibilities before resorting to arms." Other
such threats of violence could be cited.
(Matutino, Panama, R.P., January 14, 1975.)

In the evolving Latin American picture to-
day, the focal question is the Panama Canal.
Responsible officials of the United States
have announced their intention to surrender
to Panama the indispensable Canal Zone
that frames the Canal. The mass news media
campalgn in support of the give-away is
well underway, and regardless of the costs
or consequences.

As has been previously emphasized, there
are only two basic Issues: sovereignty and
major modernization. Of the two, that of
sovereignty is transcendent for history shows
that the American people and the Congress
will never approve the expenditure of huge
sums on & major canal project in an area
not under the soverelgn control of the
United States.

The present threat to the Canal Zone is
not a meaningless gesture but part of the
Soviet Empire's global drive for securing
control of narrow waterways and strategic
islands. Thus the real issue on the Ithmus
is not Panamanian sovereignty over the
Canal Zone versus United States sovereignty
but continued undiluted U.S. sovereign con-
trol versus U.S.S.R. domination.

In meeting the current drive for world

_power a line has to be drawn somewhere

and there is no better place to draw it than
at the U.S, Canal Zone. Unless this is done
we can expect more futile efforts by State
Department collaborators to placate ideo-
logical hostility that can only result in the
dismemberment of the Zone territory and
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further loss of respect for the United States
throughout Latin America, with untold con-
sequences for evil in the entlre Western
Hemisphere.

In support of the program to give away
the Panama Canal, the mass news media
have employed endless deceits. Almost dally
we see the Canal Zone referred to as a
“leased” territory or the annuity as a
“rental,” thus implying Panamanian owner-
ship. Yet the briefest reference to Canal his-
tory establishes the fact that the Zone Is
as firmly a U.S. territorial possession as the
Gadsden or Alaska Purchases.

The proposal of the State Department is
not one for correcting a disputed boundary
but for the dismantling of a constitutionally
acquired U.S, territorial domain. This would
be a dangerous precedent inviting demands
for negotiations for the return of the
Gadsden Purchase to Mexico or Alaska to
Soviet Russia.

Thus the projected surrender of the US.
Canal Zone calls for all Americans to join
in a national crusade to expose all mass
media deceptions and to preserve our full
and undiluted sovereign control over the
Isthmian Canal and its protective frame not
only for interoceanic commerce but also for
the security of the Unlted States and the
entire Free World.

To bring about such results and only
course for the United States i1s to assume
promptly and forthrightly its grave respon-
sibilities as a great power, to meet our basic
treaty obligations for the major increase of
capacity and operational improvement of the
existing Panama Canal and, above all, to
reply to demands for weakening our sover-
eign control over the Canal Zone with a
ringing no, no, no—now and forever!

A BILL TO CONFER U.S. CITIZENSHIP
UPON CERTAIN ORPHANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr., TSONGAS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. Speaker, there
are approximately 700,000 orphaned and
abandoned children in South Vietnam.
Many of these children were fathered
by U.S. citizens during the American
military presence in Indochina. Thou-
sands of these orphans are illegitimate
and abandoned. Estimates of the number
of Amerasian orphans has ranged all the
way from 15,000 to over 400,000. The
exact number is of far less consequence
than the indifference with which our
Government has treated this problem.

In 1954, when the French withdrew
from Vietnam, they took 4,000 French-
Vietnamese children to be raised in
France. Forty centers in France were
established to receive and care for them.
When a Vietnamese mother chose to
keep her child, she received support pay-
ments until the child was 8. The French
also provided educational benefits to
those children who remained in Vietnam.

By contrast, the American-Vietnamese
children face discrimination in Vietnam.
Orphans who are half black face serious
prejudice, particularly the girls, who are
invariably given away. Many social
workers say they will be discriminated
against throughout their lives and will
find it difficult to be educated, find jobs,
and marry.

Pearl S. Buck has said:

We Americans must take up our responsi-

bility because we helped bring these children
into the world.

Hundreds of American families have
already overcome the administrative
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difficulties, the redtape, and the expense
of bringing Amerasian orphans to the
United States and adopting them. There
are numerous families—in my district in
Massachusetts alone I have heard from
many—across the country who wish to
adopt these children. They face a lack
of official cooperation and the added dif-
ficulties of adopting an alien.

I have today introduced a bill which
will confer U.S. citizenship upon these
orphans who are adopted by Americans.
In addition, the legislation will mandate
the administration to provide for the
facilitation of the adoption of such chil-
dren by American families.

It is my belief that the United States
bears a special responsibility to these
children. At this time, when the debate
rages about the extent of America’s
moral obligations to the people of Viet-
nam, can we possibly deny our obligation
to these orphans?

It is important that we act now. These
children are growing older. Orphanages
in Vietnam are caring for some of the
children, but there is a dropoff in finan-
cial and medical assistance. It has been
estimated that as many as 80 percent of
the children in the orphanages die of
such diseases as dysentery, measles,
worms, and polio. Many of the children
are handicapped.

There are many tragedies of war which
have been visited upon the people of
Indochina. This is one of the few which
we might erase. At the very least, let us
in Government remove the roadblocks
which confront those Americans of good

will who stretch out their hands to these
children.

DOLLAR CHECKOFF IS FARING
WELL, BUT IS IT FAIR?

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. STEIGER) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, according to the Internal Reve-
nue Service, nearly one in every four tax-
payers is marking the dollar checkoff
for election financing. I have introduced
a bill that aims to give every taxpayer
an equal right to change a dollar check-
off designation that he or she has filed.
The legislation, HR. 4927, is needed for
several reasons.

THE IRS REGULATION

As of now, though we in Congress have
never addressed this question, the In-
ternal Revenue Service is accepting
amended returns from one group of citi-
zens and refusing them from others.
Under a recent regulation, a taxpayer
who has designated no contribution for
the Presidential Election Campaign
Fund, and who wishes to change that
designation to “yes,” may file an
amended return on or before December
31, 1976. But all taxpayers who have
checked “yes,” and may want to change
their decision, are denied any such right.

Next January, when we are scheduled
to begin distributing the first of the Fed-
eral funds for Presidential candidates,
many voters are going to be surprised
at the manner in which their dollars are
distributed. It is altogether possible that
many, especially those in the lower and
middle incomes, may want to transfer
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their dollar designations back to the
general fund. For this reason, and be-
cause we in public office have done so
little to explain the system, and because
8 number of well meaning groups are
doing quite a bit to oversimplify it, we
should be taking special care fo see that
all taxpayers have an equal right to
change their checkoff designations.

Already two of my constituents who
had marked the dollar checkoff when
they filed returns for 1972 and 1973
have told me they had no idea that Con-
gress would be writing the kind of for-
mula for allocating their dollars that
Congress approved in 1974. This com-
plaint is legitimate. As recent as a year
ago, we told the taxpayer quite flatly:

The dollar checkoff will apply only to the
general election. Presidential nominating
conventions and primary campaligns will be
conducted with funding from private
sources just as before.

Even today the dollar checkoff promo-
tions are less than candid with the peo-
ple. We call it the Presidential Election
Campaign Fund, yet we seldom tell the
taxpayer that legislation has been in-
troduced to make this fund available to
every Federal candidate, including those
for the House of Representatives and
the U.S. Senate, and that its 25 spon-
sors in the Senate have expressed the
belief that such a change can take effect
in time for the 1976 congressional
elections.

15 IT ONE-VOTER, ONE-DOLLAR?

We are telling the people they can
help clean up Presidential elections, be-
cause we have given them a one-voter,
one-dollar system. This is partly true.
The dollar checkoff fund is a one-
voter, one-dollar system when the
money goes in; but it is an unequal
system coming out.

This distinetion will be unimportant
to many taxpayers but it will be highly

.important to many others. It is, there-

fore, incumbent on us to explain the
dollar checkoff system more precisely.

We in public office, and those in the
accounting and legal professions who
are helping taxpayers prepare their re-
turns, should be taking the time to
point out that the way we will be dis-
tributing some of their checkoff funds
is through a matching formula, and
that it is possible for this formula to
discriminate in its treatment of voters,
in the treatment of -certain candidates,
and in its treatment of politieal parties.

Briefly, the formula says that political
contributions that are no larger than
$250 will be matched by public funds,
so long as a candidate raises $100,000—
that is, $5,000 in each of 20 States.
Major party candidates, however nu-
merous, may qualify for up to $5 million
in matching funds.

What is the effect of the matching
formula? Unfortunately, it varies from
voter to voter.

Let us say Candidate Jones has a num-
ber of friends who are fairly well-to-do.
Jones can simply ask 400 people to give
him $250. Perhaps 200 couples give him
$500. These 200 couples, alone, enable
Jones to obtain $100,000 from the U.S.
Treasury.

Candidate Smith, on the other hand,
has few friends who can afford $250. Be-
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fore Smith can be eligible for any dollar
from the checkoff fund, he or she may
need to obtain $10 from 10,000 people.

It is plain that on the scales of the
U.S. Government’s dollar checkoff fund,
a Jones supporter carries more weight
than a supporter of Smith. Twenty-five
times more weight, in the case just cited.

Even though the intent of the new law
was to minimize the influence of large
contributions, we certainly miss that goal
when a couple giving $500 is moving 25
times more Treasury money to its candi-
date than can a couple giving $20.

The influence of the upper-income
contributor is enhanced still more by the
recent change in the tax law. With the
increased deduction for political con-
tributions, effective for tax years after
1974, any married couple who gives a
candidate $200 can deduct it just as they
would a charitable contribution. If they
happen to be in the T0-percent tax
bracket, as many contributors of $200
are likely to be, the cost to themselves
of such a contribution would be only $60.

This means we have a situation where
Mr. and Mrs. X give $200 to Candidate
Jones. The dollar checkoff system
matches their gift with another $200 to
Jones. Mr. and Mrs. X file for the maxi-
mum deduction on their joint tax return,
and they have, in effect, directed $340 of
Federal money at a cost to themselves
of only £60. In such a case, the U.S. Gov-
ernment is matching a Jones contribu-
tion on a basis of nearly 6 to 1.

EFFECTSE ON THE POLITICAL PARTIES

There are other facets of the election
financing law that the taxpayer should
know about. Perhaps most important of
these will be what the law does by way
of encouraging candidates who specialize
in fundraising, and what effect a prolif-
eration of candidates may have on one
or more of our political parties. Some of
the side effects are hard to predict.

We can predict that if one party has
a great number of candidates running for
President, that party will receive an in-
ordinately greater share of public match-
ing funds.

Mr. Speaker, last October when we
were debating the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act amendments, I submitted for
the Recorp a chart that illustrated a pos-
sible distribution of funds if the present
law had been effective in 1972.

I include it again, because the chart
serves to show how disproportionately
the dollar checkoff funds can be distrib-
uted between the two major parties. The
figures are approximate amounts, based
on what was spent in the 1972 pri-
maries:

1972 PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARY RACES
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amount may have from
spent given government
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As the chart shows, the Democratic
candidates may well have received more
than 10 times more public funding than
the Republicans. The system is designed
to favor, intentionally or not, whichever
major party happens to be divided into
a number of competing segments. It is
cause for concern that Government fi-
nancing may promote such division
within the parties and result in an even
more weakened party system.

In addition to considering the effect of
the checkoff fund on our parties, and to
realizing how few public dollars will be
going to candidates as a result of dona-
tions from those with middle and lower
incomes, the taxpayer may also want to
know that in the event he or she does
not care for either Presidential candi-
date nominated by the major parties in
1976, no checkoff funds will go to an
independent candidate until after the
general election. Then assistance goes
only to independents who received at
least 5 percent of the national vote.

A WORD TO TAX PREPARERS

Many labor unions, public issue groups,
and some of the Nation's largest corpo-
rations are vigorously promoting the
dollar checkoff. I understand that H& R
Block and other accounting concerns are
advising their clients that checking off
will not add to the amount of their tax
obligation. I hope that tax advisers are
also informing their clients how other
people may be able fto dispose of their
checkoff funds. It will not deter a check-
off from anyone who might make a $250
contribution, but it may deter a smaller
giver. Whatever they may decide, the
American taxpayers are looking for
straight advice, and they are getting less
than straight advice in the current dol-
lar checkoff advertising.

Mr, Speaker in recent years all branch-
es of Government have been injured by
the consequences of a lack of candor
with the American people. We are trying
hard at many levels to rectify this situ-
ation. It is all the more incumbent on
us when dealing with a matter in which
the people’s own political rights are most
directly affected to avoid any position in
which they may later feel we misled
them and blocked off all possible forms
of redress.

This is why I feel most strongly we
should not close the door on a taxpayer
who wishes to revoke a checkoff desig-
nation.

We in Congress are 535 people and we
devote our time to making laws and
launching programs that govern 210 mil-
lion people. The only justification we
have for requiring those 210 million peo-
ple to obey a law they do not like, or to
pay taxes to support some programs they
may abhor, is the fact that the Gov-
ernment we represent assures every citi-
zen an equal right with every other citi-
zen in choosing this Government.

There are many inequalities among
people, in knowledge, in wisdom, in de-
gree of interest in public affairs, in the
ability to be persuasive. Many of these
inequalities cannot be affected by Gov-
ernment. But one thing that Govern-
ment can and must do if it is to deserve
the loyalty of its people is to assure that
they are not unequal before the law in
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their right to participate in the political
process.

Every action that I know of that has
been taken by the Federal Government
that affects that right, from the 14th
amendment to the Voting Rights Act,
has been in the direction of enhancing
and protecting the equal rights of citi-
zens in the political process. But the way
the checkoff funds are to be distributed
restricts that right to equality, and the
way the Internal Revenue Service is de-
nying revocations of the dollar checkoff
designations restricts it absolutely. I ask
my colleagues to join me in sponsoring
H.R. 4927. It is one way of remedying
these regressive measures.

REDUCTIONS IN VETERANS' PEN-

SIONS MUST STOP

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. BURKE) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
sometimes it seems commonsense is out
of fashion in Washington. One example
of this is the law passed by Congress and
administered by the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration that causes veterans’ pensions to
be reduced when their social security is
increased.

If it is the intention of legislators to
increase social security benefits for all
recipients, then it is difficult to under-
stand why we permit a situation to
exist where one group—our veterans—
those men and women who have served
our country in peace and war in our
Armed Forces—are singled out for cuts
in another source of income—their VA
pensions—everytime a social security in-
crease comes along.

In the 93d Congress an increase was
passed in the income limitation on vet-
erans’ pensions which purported to al-
low all veterans to receive full benefit of
the social security increases. However, the
new limtation does not permit all vet-
erans to receive the full benefit of social
security increases. Once again, this year,
I have received letters from veterans
telling me of financial hardships caused
by reductions in their pensions which
have followed social security increases.

In the 93d Congress I introduced leg.
islation to make certain that recipients
of veterans' pension and compensation
do not have the amount of such pension
or compensation reduced, because of in-
creases in monthly social security bene-
fits. I regret that it is necessary to re-
introduce this bill in the 94th Congress,
I had sincerely hoped that it would be
enacted by the 93d Congress. However,
I am again introducing my bill today.

Under the provisions of my bill, no
veteran or dependent or widow would
lose their eligibility for a VA pension, or
have the amount of their pension bene-
fits reduced, because of increases in so-
cial security benefits.

Since the Veterans' Affairs Commit-
tee has indicated their intention to work
on & pension reform measure during the
94th Congress, I hope that this com-
monsense bill will be part of any legis-
lation that comes from the committee.
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CONGRESSMAN LENT DISCLOSES
1974 FINANCIAL STATUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. LENT) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, as is my prac-
tice and because of the concern with
possible conflicts of interest and the
financial status of all public officials ex-
pressed by many citizens, I am pleased
to disclose at this time pertinent infor-
mation regarding my financial status for
the year 1974. This financial disclosure
follows the March 12, 1974, recommenda-
tions of the Ad Hoc Committee on Finan-
cial Disclosure of the New York State
Delegation to Congress, which consists
of 39 Members of the House:

(a) Bources of all non-Congressional in-
come—law firm of Hill, Lent and Troescher,
Esqs., Lynbrook, New York. I received income
from the practice of law, rent, speaking
honorariums, interest and dividends. I do
not practice in the Federal courts or before
Federal agencies.

(b) Unsecured indebtedness In excess of
$1,000—None.

(c) The sources of all reimbursements for
expenditures in excess of $300 per item—I
had Congressional expenses not compensated
for by the Federal Government of $17,774.
Of this sum, $8,287 was pald out of my per-
sonal funds; $7,487 was pald out of the
Fourth Congressional District Congressional
Club;* and $2,000 was pald by the National
Republican Congressional Committee.

I had additional costs of living ex-
penses directly related to my job as Con-
gressman, including the maintenance of
living quarters in Washington, D.C.,
travel, et cetera, estimated at $6,800, for
which I was not reimbursed. I was al-
lowed the statutory maximum deduction
of $3,000 for these living expenses on my
1974 income tax return—IRC section 162
(a). These expenses were entirely paid
from personal funds:

(d) The identity of all stocks, bonds and
other securitlies owned outright or beneficial-
ly—I own shares in three mutual funds:

(1) Scudder, Stevens & Clark Common
Stock Fund.

{2) Scudder, Stevens & Clark Special Fund.

(3) Growth Industry Shares.

I own no tax-free bonds or other securi-
ties.

(e) Business entities (including partner-
ships, corporations, trusts and sole proprie-
torships), professional organizations (of a
non-eleemosynary nature), and foundations
in which I am a director, officer, partner, or
serve in an advisory or managerial capacity—
I am a partner in the law firm of Hill, Lent
and Troescher, Esqs., Lynbrook, New York.

(f) I paid $11,272 in Federal and New York
State income taxes for the year 1974. I have
filed a report of my earnings and sources of
earnings with the House Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct pursuant to
Rule XLIV of the House of Representatives
every year I have been In Congress.

*The Congressional Club consists of indi-
viduals who pay annual dues of $100 each to
maintain a fund used exclvsively to help
me defray the cost of newsletters, reports
and questionnaires sent to constituents, and
to pay travel, dues, office, telephone, com-
munity relations, and other expenses directly
related to my job as Congressman. The pro-
ceeds of this fund were included as income
on my 1874 income tax returns, and the
amounts expended were deducted as official
Congressional expenses, pursuant to 19873
LR.8S. Rev. Rul. No. 73-3586.
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CONGRESSMAN RYAN ON AMER-
ICA’S WORLD ROLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. MORGAN)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, in a re-
cent article for the Sunday edition of the
Los Angeles Times, a valued member of
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the
Honorable Leo J. Ryan, of California,
made some cogent comments on the U.S.
role in Southeast Asia.

In a letter to Congressman RyawN, Mr.
Edwin Guthman, who is national editor
of the Los Angeles Times, said it was—

A most thoughtful article. It seems to me
that one of the most lamentable develop-
ments of the past decade is that for rea-
sons of “public relations,” demogoguery or
lack of candor, the political leaders of the
country have been unable or unwilling to
have truthful public discussion of the major
issues. Then as the truth comes out, the
public perceives that it has been misled and
that is a principal source of the lack of con-
fidence in government at all levels of our
society. So, I am glad that you have under-
taken to raise a few warning flags and I
wish you well.

Like Mr. Guthman, I find Congress-
man Ryan's article both thoughtful and
thought-provoking, and commend it to
the attention of my colleagues:

[From the Los Angeles Times,
Mar. 16, 1975]
THE ANGUISH OF A LIBERAL OVER AMERICA'S
WorLD ROLE
(By LEO J. RYAN)

As a card-carrying “liberal”, I yield to no
one in my dislike for President Nguyen Van
Thieu’s regime in South Vietnam or, for
that matter, any other oppressive and cruel
dictatorship.

Nevertheless, I am hesitant to reverse
America’s military aild policles of the last
25 years without plenty of forethought. In
the case of Bouth Vietnam, we must face up
to one stark prospect: If we drop our level of
material support, that country may well fall
into Communist hands.

S0, you see, I am in a quandary, and there
is no easy out—certalnly no shortcut to
certitude.

Not long ago, I went by myself to South
Vietnam to examine the issues at close range.
I talked to U.S. and forelgn newsmen. I talked
to peasants in the flelds and to religious
leaders bitterly opposed to the Thieu regime.
Without exception, those who oppose Thieu
still wanted U.S. military assistance.

At the same time, what they all feared was
a North Vietnamese takeover, for they agreed
that Communist rule would result in much
harsher control, leading to the shooting or
imprisonment of tens of thousands of South
Vietnamese citizens.

Upon my return, I wrote a report for the
House Forelgn Affairs Committee, In it, I
suggested support for the requested 8$300
million in additional aid because, in my
view, this new and "liberal” Congress should
take at least the first six months to examine
where the truth may lie. To vote on con-
tinued ald for South Vietnam over the next
few years without having Congress examine
the matter thoroughly—and its implications
over the long haul—would be to invoke the
“herd instinct” approach of the past. Those
who are in support of South Vietnam are
Hawks or conservatives, those opposed ar
Doves or 1iberals. -

The decision to be made by Congress
should transcend easy labels. It is not simply
$300 milllon for South Vietnam. The ques-
tion is whether to continue funding military
resistance in a country that requests our help
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against outside attack by a Communist gov-
ernment. We have followed the policy of
acceding to such requests for a quarter cen-
tury. My main concern is to get as many
members of Congress as possible to under-
stand the gravity of reversing this policy.

I myself may be ready to change my atti-
tude about supporting non-Communist na-
tions under Communist attack. I find that
the Communist governments of Poland or
Romania, for example, are not much harsher
than the non-Communist governments of
Chile or Brazil. Perhaps the line between
Communist and non-Communist has been
blurred or dulled over the past 25 years.

S0 it may be time for the United States
to recognize this fact. If Congress agrees,
there would be profound consequences for
all of us in the years ahead. The decision
should be made nelther hastily nor lightly.
and in reaching it we should discard all
shibboleths.

As a liberal, I supported Richard Nixon's
impeachment. I voted to end the bombing
in Cambodia. I voted against the nomination
of Nelson Rockefeller for Vice President. I
opposed the nomination of Gerald Ford for
Vice President. I voted to abolish the House
Internal Security Committee. I voted for the
Bolling Report to alter the senlority system.

But I am a troubled liberal when it comes
to adopting a new role on the world stage.
One reason is my fear that some in the lib-
eral “herd” may not even recognize the need
for a consistent policy. Perhaps we could save
$300 million this year in Vietnam and $1.3
billion next year and billions of dollars more
after that by getting out of Vietnam com-
pletely. But once we reverse the principle of
involvement—a principle first established by
Harry 8 Truman—we must also face the
question of getting out of South Korea,
where we have 40,000 soldiers in a country
armed to the teeth against a potential Com-
munist invader of approximately the same
size and strength that threatens BSouth
Vietnam.

Perhaps we should also get out of Talwan,
which faces less potential danger than do
the 18 million citizens of SBouth Vietnam.
Perhaps too, we should get out of Germany,
where troops and military assistance cost bil-
lions each year.

So the declslon is of wide-ranging impor-
tance and worth wide discussion. Perhaps
the tens of billions of dollars being spent
each year to combat Communism are allo-
cated under assumptions that have been
overtaken by time. Surely that kind of money
could rellieve much misery and suffering here
at home and around the world.

I am also worrled about how the liberal
“herd” may react after South Vietnam is
overrun, Will we be as hotly incensed by
wholesale arrests and executions by the
North Vietnamese as we are by the right-
wing atrocities of the military junta In Chile,
or by the well-publicized obscenities per-
petrated upon the EKorean people by the Park
regime in Eorea?

To me, as a professed liberal, the principle
we need to follow is this: to support free-
dom of the individual against enslavement
wherever we find it. In a world where that
principle appears and disappears regularly
within countries that we help support, we
should be much more aware of situations as
they change and much less sensitive to the
“herd Instinct” so rampant in American
politics.

Congress should conform to a policy which
follows an idea, not a label. It should follow
and support the principle of freedom for
people, but not necessarily continuing sup-
port for specific people in charge of a govern-
ment at any given time,

So I think we need a breathing spell to
collect our thoughts and chart a course, ir-
respective of what labels might be applied
to the final decision. We have had quite
enough name-calling in the past decade,
quite enough shouting and shooting, quite
enough mindless attitudinizing.
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What we need to do now is, as a people,
formulate a coherent way of viewing Amer-
ica's world role, not just for this year, but
for the next quarter century.

Of all my fears, the worst 1s this: that we
have become so mired in sloganeering that
bellef in principle now is confined to a hand-
ful of philosophers and, perhaps, to a few
college students not yet deafened by the din.

FLAMMABLE FABRICS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr., JONES)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, it has recently come to my at-
tention that some manufacturers of up-
holstered furniture have been circulat-
ing here in Congress a proposed amend-
ment to the Flammable Fabrics Act.
This legislative proposal is part of a
larger public relations campaign being
conducted by these same manufacturers,
designed to eliminate the manufacturers’
responsibility for cooperating in estab-
lishing reasonable flammability stand-
ards designed to decrease the incidence
of upholstered furniture fires in the
home. This obstructionist effort by the
furniture industry is of particular con-
cern to me, since it involves attempting
to find a scapegoat to avoid facing their
own problem, a scapegoat that in this
case is the tobacco industry.

The furniture manufacturers, instead
of meeting their responsibilities for their
own products, propose to amend the
Flammahble Fabrics Act to divert the
Consumer Product Safety Commission’s
attention from the flammable fabrics
themselves to a variety of other asserted
causes of fabric fires. In this regard, I
call attention to a statement by Gary
K. Schroeder, president of the National
Association of Furniture Manufacturers,
Inc., made in Chicago in early January
and reported in the Chicago Tribune of
January 9, 1975. Mr. Schroeder stated
that he thinks the required health warn-
ing on cigarette packs should be ex-
panded to state that cigarette smoking
“could cause death or loss of home from
upholstery fires.”

The proposed legislation and the cal-
culated public relations campaign of
which it is a part raise serious issues of
legislative and regulatory policy. I would
like to address these issues briefly.

As to the proposed legislation, let me
say at the outset that I for one do not
know what would be a proper flamma-
bility regulation for upholstered furni-
ture. It may be, for instance, that the
wisest course is to prohibit the use of
certain fabrics. Alternatively, it may be,
for instance, that the wisest course is
to prohibit the use of certain fabrics.
Alternatively, it may be sufficient to treat
all fabrics chemically. Certainly there
is ample textile and chemical technology
right in the State of North Carolina to
make such treatment feasible, But no
matter what is the wisest form of regula-
tion, it seems to me a regulation con-
cerned with prevention of upholstered
furniture fires must be directed to up-
holstered furniture. By contrast, the
furniture manufacturers have proposed
legislation that would empower—indeed
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direct—the Consumer Product Safety
Commission to look under every rock
and behind every tree for “causes” of a
particular type of fire, to assess which
“cause” to regulate, and to fashion
standards regulating these “causes” in
varying degrees.

This approach, as I understand it,
depends upon the furniture manufac-
turers’ notions about the cause and effect
of fires. I do not wish here, and indeed
I am not qualified to discuss the philo-
sophical notions of cause and effect.
Thus, I would not attempt to answer the
question whether a fire is “caused by” the
fuel that burns or by the source that
ignites that fuel, a riddle akin to that
of the chicken and the egg. It does not
take a philosopher to see, however, that
if we should attempt to regulate the
various possible causes of furniture fires,
instead of the furniture itself, we will
just be opening up a large administratve
can of worms. And it does not take a
prophet to predict that the resulting
confusion of the regulatory process
would lead, not to beneficial regulations
for the protection of the public, but to
chaos that benefits no one.

The Consumer Products Safety Com-
mission is concerned with standards for
many different fabrics used in many
different ways. The oldest such stand-
ard, of course, applies to clothing tex-
tiles. In addition, the Commission has
promulgated or is considering standards
for rugs and carpets, children's sleep-
wear and mattresses. What would have
been the consequence had the Commis-
sion been directed to consider not a
standard for the flammability of rugs
or carpets or children’s sleepwear, but a
general survey of the possible causes of
fires in which such articles are involved?
Would the Commission have had fo un-
dertake a long and rambling considera-
tion of the design of fireplaces, the re-
lationship of which to carpet fires is
obvious? As to all of the standards,
would the Commission have been sub-
jected to endless debate as to the merits
of stove design, or of the wisdom of al-
lowing portable electric heaters and
other appliances to be sold and used by
the public? I do not know. But I am sure
that some or all of these standards,
which are so difficult to formulate as
it is, would not yet be on the books had
we opened up the pandora’s box the
furniture manufacturers would have us
open with their legislative proposal.

Leaving aside the unfortunate con-
sequences of the proposed legislation, let
me turn to what is perhaps the more se-
rious concern with this whole business:
that is, its implications for the character
of American business. We have tradition-
ally been a country which did not rely on
excuses, and we have not achieved our
present standard of living by avoiding
challenge or responsibility. To be sure,
the furniture manufacturers, just as
many industries before them, now face a
challenge. But as those others have done,
they must face this challenge squarely
and with integrity, and not look for a
scapegoat.

Fortunately for the furniture industry,
they have a good example to follow. I
refer to the case of the mattress industry,
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which has recently cooperated with the
Consumer Product Safety Commission in
setting a flammability standard for mat-
tresses. Faced with the very same prob-
lem the furniture industry is now con-
fronting, the mattress manufacturers did
not attempt to slough responsibility off
on other industries, or to plead that the
Government should look beyond mat-
tresses to a variety of other alleged
“causes” of fires.

Instead, they acknowledged their duty
to the public, sat down with the Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission, and
its predecessor, the Department of Com-
merce, and worked out a viable flam-
mability standard for bedding. Com-
menting upon this experience, and urging
the furniture manufacturers to shoulder
their responsibilities to the public, the
vice president of one major mattress
manufacturer has written:

The mattress industry found Government
to be firm but fair.

In being firm, they were insisting on pro-
tection for the consumer consistent with the
hazards that were present. They were fair in
the sense that t.th" cooperated to the maxi-
mum extent in terms of assistance in the
development of a standard that was realls-
tic and in line with the technical and finan-
cial capabilities of the mattress business. My
hat is off to the Department of Commerce
and to the CPSC for a job well done.

I urge the furniture manufacturers to
adopt this same commendable position
and to get about the business not of ob-
structing regulation in the public in-
terest, but of encouraging and cooperat-
ing in the development of such regula-
tion. Their present posture certainly does
credit neither to them nor to American
business as a whole. And in this day of
often justified consumer hostility to
American business, it is incumbent upon
every businessman to assume his obliga-
tions to his customers without hesitation.

In conclusion, it seems to me that the
effort by the furniture manufacturers to
amend the Flammable Fabrics Act and
their extensive public relations campaign,
if given effect, would lead to an undesir-
able regulatory atmosphere that would
pose many obstacles to the protection of
the consumer, and to the proper func-
tioning of our governmental agencies.
And, perhaps more alarmingly, if adopted
by other industries the furniture indus-
try’s attitude toward its responsibility to
the public would signal a saddening
change in the way that American busi-
ness has faced and met challenges, and
must continue to, if it is to survive.

CONGRESSIONAL SUPPORT OF
ISRAEL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. BINGHAM) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, some of
my constituents have recently expressed
concern that support for Israel in the
U.S. Congress may be eroding. I cannot
say for certain that this will not hap-
pen in the future, but it has not hap-
pened yet. As a longtime Israeliphile
myself, I am proud of the record of the
U.8. Congress in providing moral and
concrete support for Israel over the years.
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My first exposure to the feelings of
Congress came during the 6-day war
of 1967. Each day a high-ranking State
Department official provided us with an
up-to-the-minute briefing on the prog-
ress of the war. I was struck by the large
attendance at these briefings and by the
fact that, without exception, the Con-
gressmen present were applauding Is-
rael’s dramatic successes.

During the years following the 1967
war, the United States became the prin-
cipal supplier of Israeli arms, France
under DeGaulle having treacherously
abandoned her erstwhile ally. The Con-
gress responded favorably to the admin-
istration’s requests for necessary legisla-
tion to authorize the sale of arms for
cash or on credit.

In 1972 a bill was introduced by Sen-
ator Muskik in the Senate and by me in
the House authorizing $85 million in aid
to Israel to help in the absorption of
refugees from the Soviet Union. Al-
though the Nixon administration did not
support this bill, the Congress responded
favorably and it was enacted into law.
This aid program has continued to date.
In the foreign aid appropriation bill just
passed by the House, $35 million is pro-
vided for this purpose for the present
fiscal year. I worked closely with the
chairman of the subcommittee concerned
to make sure that this amount would be
included in spite of the fact that the
numbers of Soviet refugees arriving in
Israel has markedly declined.

Another striking example of congres-
sional response to Israeli needs occurred
in 1973, right after the Yom Kippur war.
In accordance with an Israeli request,
the administration asked Congress for
$2.2 billion in military aid to Israel. With
remarkable speed the Congress author-
ized and appropriated the entire amount
at a time when foreign aid generally was
most unpopular—as it is today.

Last year, after Secretary Kissinger’s
successes in negotiating disengagement
agreements on the Sinai and Golan
fronts, the administration asked the
Congress to authorize up to $250 million
in economic aid for Egypt and up to $100
million for a special fund which it was
understood might be used for aid to Syr-
jia. The Foreign Affairs Committee, on
which I serve, was willing to go along
with these requests, for reasons which I
shall describe below, but insisted that
Israel should have at least as much eco-
nomic aid as Egypt. Thus the committee
inereased the administration’s figure for
economic aid to Israel from $50 million
to $250 million. The committee also de-
cided that of the $300 million in military
sales credits for Israel in the bill, $100
million should be in grant aid.

In the Senate, the economic aid to Is-
rael was further increased to $324.5 mil-
lion. This figure was accepted by the
House, and survived intact in the appro-
priation bill just passed. f

Another illustration of congressional
support for Israel was provided when the
foreign aid authorization bill was be-
fore the House last December: The
House overwhelmingly approved an
amendment I offered to stop any fur-
ther U.S. payments to the United Na-
tions Educational, Scientific, and Cul-
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tural Organization—UNESCO—until
that body reverses the blatantly political
actions taken against Israel.

The Congress is also currently very
concerned about the intensification of
the Arab boycott against Israel, and vari-
ous legislative proposals are being dis-
cussed. As chairman of the newly formed
Subcommittee on International Trade
and Commerce of the House Foreign Af-
fairs Committee, I recently held three
hearings on the boycott, with witnesses
from leading Jewish organizations, from
the financial world, and from the four
executive departments principally con-
cerned. Following these hearings, I in-
troduced a bill, with the support of all
but one of my subcommittee members,
which would prohibit American banks
and businesses from cooperating in any
way with the boycott. This would put
teeth in the law first enacted in 1965 in
which businesses were encouraged not to
cooperate with the boycott. I am hope-
ful that we will be able to push this bill
through the Congress this year.

As this is written, Secretary Kissin-
ger is struggling to achieve a further step
toward peace between Israel and Egypt
and to persuade Syria's Assad not to tor-
pedo the negotiations. It is the adminis-
tration’s view—and presumably also that
of the Israeli Government—that a new
agreement in the Sinai will not only tend
to turn Egypt away from thoughts of
another war but will provide a momen-
tum towards further agreements leading
toward a real peace.

In this situation, the administration
has argued strongly that it is important
for the United States to be in a position
to provide substantial economic aid to
the Arab States concerned. Egypt in par-
ticular has demonstrated a desire not to
be dependent on the Soviet Union, but
the United States cannot encourage this
desire and respond to it with empty
hands. The Congress, although not at all
happy about providing aid to Israel’s
enemies, has been persuaded by these
arguments. The feeling is that, if there is
a chance that such aid will help bring
peace in the area, that chance should be
taken.

Obviously, however, peace is not just
around the corner, and for years to come
Israel is going to require substantial help
from the United States. It is understood,
for example, that for the coming fiscal
year the Israelis have asked for $2.5 bil-
lion in economic aid. The administration
has not yet passed on this request to the
Congress and may recommend a smaller
sum.

What will the Congress do? There are
a number of Members like myself who
will insist that Israel must have what she
needs to survive economically and to be
able to negotiate with the Arabs from a
position of strength. This group will be
prepared to back whatever decisions the
Israelis feel they must make to assure
their survival.

Unfortunately, however, this group
does not comprise a majority of the Con-
gress. While up to now, as I have pointed
out, the majority has indeed provided
Israel with all necessary help, I am wor-
ried that this support may be eroded in
the future if Israel gives the impression
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of being intransigent. The Israelis them-
selves, are aware of this danger and will
have to take it into account as they reach
their decisions.

While the situation is grim, I am con-
fident that, with the same courage and
ingenuity they have shown before in
overcoming seemingly impossible ob-
stacles, the Israelis, with our help, will
find their way through to a secure and
exciting future.

CREATION OF A SELECT COMMIT-
TEE ON ENERGY RESERVES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. HucHES) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, today I am
introducing a resolution along with 11
cosponsors which will create a Select
Committee on Energy Reserves.

It is the intent of this legislation to
ascertain a precise and complete knowl-
edge of domestic energy reserves. This
committee will study natural gas and
petroleum reserves by conducting hear-
ings and employing independent geolo-
gists and field investigators to determine
the impact of reserves on the present
distribution and supply of these com-
modities as well as pricing policy. The
committee will also address itself to the
other questions of the possibility of un-
reported reserves and the potential of
newly discovered reserves.

It is my firm conviction that the in-
formation gathered from this study will
be vital in two regards. First, persistent
rumors that supplies are being withheld
by the major oil companies will be in-
vestigated. Second, since the data gleaned
from the committee’s work will not be a
reiteration of industry figures but re-
liable and independent facts, a sure and
invaluable base upon which a more en-
lightened energy policy can be built will
result by the adoption of this resolution.

If the Congress and the Nation are to
intelligently consider the various pro-
posals to deal with the energy situation,
solid nonindustry sources of data are
crucial. It makes little sense to project
either short- or long-range energy pro-
grams when the Government merely
parrots the disputable industry reserve
estimates.

On a related matter, Mr. Speaker, this
Sunday we learned of a possible multi-
billion-dollar swindle at the height of the
Arab oil embargo. It involved the forging
of manifests, transferring of domestic oil
into foreign tankers at sea for resale at
a higher price in the United States, and
even the participation of organized crime
in this illegal profit scheme.

How can we expect the American peo-
ple to make sacrifices and conserve en-
ergy when such a scandal explodes in our
midst.

Had Chase Manhattan Bank been held
up for a billion dollars, the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation, State and local
policemen, and the national militia
would be out searching for the culprits.

A committee of Congress should be in-
vestigating how this outrageous white
collar theft occurred. I would suggest
that this might be an area where a select
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committee could conduct an inquiry and
report back to the House.

For those who perpetrated this crime
must not go unnamed or unpunished.

It is a particularly heinous act when
you consider that people on fixed in-
comes—those in the lowest economic
brackets—are forced through higher
utility bills to pay for the illicit profits of
a handful of eriminals.

A copy of the resolution to create a
Select Committee on Energy Reserves
follows:

H. Res. 333

Resolved, That there is hereby created a
select committee to be composed of fifteen
members of the House of Representatives to
be appointed by the Speaker, one of whom
he shall designate as chairman. Any vacancy
occurring in the membership of the select
committee shall be filled in the same manner
in which the original appointment was made.

Sec. 2. The select committee is authorized
and directed to conduct a full and complete
investigation and study—

(1) of the nature and extent of reported,
and of actual though unreported, natural
gas and petroleum reserves within the terri-
tory and waters of the United States or with-
in the limits of the outer Continental Shell
a8 defined in the Outer Continental Shelf
Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1331(a));

(2) of the potential for discovery of new
reserves of natural gas and petroleum;

(3) of the relationship of such reported
reserves, or of such actual though unreported
reserves, to present patterns of distribution
and supply, with particular regard to the
impact of any difference between the reported
and the actual though unreported reserves
on distribution shortages and on prices;

(4) of the impact of price regulation on the
discovery and reporting of such reserves, and
on the production and distribution (both
interstate and intrastate) of the products
made from such reserves; and

(5) of the means by which the reporting
of such reserves may be improved.

BEec. 3, For the purpose of carrying out this
resolution the select committee, or any sub-
committee thereof authorized by the select
committee, is authorized—

(1) to sit and act during the present Con-
gress at such times and places within the
United States, including any Commonwealth
or possession thereof, whether the House is in
sesslon, has recessed, or has adjourned;

(2) to held such hearings, and to require,
by subpoena or otherwise, the attendance
and testimony of such witnesses and the pro-
duction of such books, records, correspond-
ence, memoranda, papers, and documents;
and

(3) to conduct or have conducted such field
Investigations, inspections, or examinations,
as it deems necessary; except that neither
the select committee nor any subcommittee
thereof may sit while the House is meeting
unless special leave to sit shall have been
obtained from the House. Subpoenas may be
issued, and inspections or examinations or-
dered, under the signature of the chairman
of the select committee or any member of
the select committee designated by him, and
subpoenas may be served and orders may be
acted upon by any person designated by such
chairman or member, but no such inspection
or examination shall be conducted other than
at a reasonable time, after notice, and in
& reasonable manner.

SEc. 4. The select committee shall file an
interim and a final report on the results of
its investigation and study, six months and
one year, respectively, after the date of
adoption of this resoclution, together with
such recommendations as it deems advisable.
Any such report which is made when the
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House is not in session shall be filed with
the Clerk of the House.

CUBA AND PANAMA CANAL: STEPS
TOWARD U.S. CONQUEST

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. Froop) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, in the years
since World War II much has been pub-
lished about the expansion of Soviet im-
perialism but relatively little has been
written by experienced U.S. diplomats.
It was, therefore, with the highest inter-
est that I read a recent address before
the Metropolitan Club of New York by
the Honorable Spruille Braden, former
U.S. Ambassador to Colombia, Cuba, and
Argentina, as well as former Assistant
Secretary of State for American Repub-
lic Affairs.

In this address Ambassador Braden
summarizes the Soviets’ step-by-step
strategy for conquest of the United
States, gives some of the background of
Fidel Castro, emphasizes the dangers in
the Caribbean, defends the present mili-
tary government of Chile, exposes the
State Department’s plan to “give away
our legal ownership” of the Canal Zone
and Panama Canal, and calls upon the
U.S. Senate to stop this “sabotage of the
United States just rights.”

In this connection, attention is invited
to a historic collogquy in the U.S. Senate
in the ConcressioNAL Recorp of March
4, 1975, pages 5070-80, led by Senators
THURMOND and McCLELLAN, on the occa-
sion of the introduction of Senate Reso-
lution 97 opposing the projected canal
giveaway. This resolution, sponsored by
37 Senators, is sufficient to block the
treaty that the executive branch has
planned to submit for ratification at an
early date. Also in the same issue of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on page 5129
is a brief statement by me showing that
the people of our country are overwhelm-
ingly opposed to the projected giveaway.
This opposition includes many organiza-
tions as well as individual citizens, among
them the American Legion and Veterans
of Foreign Wars, the DAR, and SAR,
and many others. In addition, a number
of the legislatures of the States, acting
in their highest sovereign capacities as
partes to the Federal compact, have me-
moralized the Congress calling upon it
to reject any encroachment upon the
sovereignty of the United States over the
U.S. Canal Zone. An example was the
resolution adopted by the Maryland Leg-
islature, approved by the Governor of
Maryland at a ceremony in Annapolis on
May 31, 1974, and quoted by Senator
BeawL in an address to the U.S. Senate in
the ConcrEssioNAL REcorp of June 3,
1974, pages 17298-17301.

As the Canal Zone sovereignty issue is
one of transcendent importance for hem-
ispheric security, I would urge all Mem-
bers of the Congress interested in saving
the Panama Canal who have not cospon-
sored one of the pending Canal Zone
sovereignty resolutions to do so.

Because the indicated address by Am-
bassador Braden reflects the considered
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views of a greatly experienced U.S. dip-
lomat gained from a lifetime of study as
well as observatons while in positons of
grave responsibility, I quote major parts
of it:

CuBa: THE Soviers’ FOURTH STEP TOWARD

‘WoRrLD CONQUEST
(By Spruille Braden)

Through all history, from the slave revolu-
tion in Rome, through the communes in
France until World War I even, the word
“communism” and much less its ideology
scarcely were known. But, always pretty
much everywhere there have been Individ-
uals impelled by avarice, envy, some form
of degeneracy, instinctive brutality or other
moral turpitudes to seek undue power over
mankind. They have struggled to control
their own nations and, for that matter, the
rest of the world. These evil people con-
vinced of their own mental superiority over
everyone else have created unbelievable hu-
man misery.

Such monstrous beings were Lenin, Trot-
sky and Stalin, along with thelr successors
and followers. As they entrenched Marxism-
Leninism, or communism in Russia, they
boasted that they were members of the
working classes. Actually, for the most part,
all Communist leaders and adherents have
been educated and come from the petite
bourgeoisie or lower-middle-classes. They
are white and not blue-shirted. Also, like the
Nazis, they call their shots in advance.

Lenin and his successors in Russia, China
and elsewhere openly declare: “There is no
peace, but merely a respite in war."” Dimitri
Manulllsky, speaking for the Communist
party in 1831, said: “War to the hilt is in-
evitable . . . our time will come . . . we shall
need the element of surprise. The bourgeoisie
will have to be put to sleep. So we shall be-
gin by launching the most spectacular peace
movement on record.

“There will be electrifying overtures and
unheard-of concessions . . . capitalist coun-
tries, stupid and decadent, will rejoice to
cooperate in their own destruction., They will
leap at another chance to be friends. As
soon as their guard is down, we shall smash
them with our clenched fist.”

The United States and its true allles for
years ignored all these and many more ad-
vance warnings given by the Communists,
Instead, during the 1950s, '60s and into the
"T0s we prattled about *“peaceful co-exist-
ence” with the Russian, Chinese and other
Communist governments.

Of late, we have called it “detente.” To
prove our sincerity and good faith, we dan-
gerously have permitted the Soviet mili-
tary to leap ahead of us on land, sea and
in the alr. Defense in space perhaps is the
sole opportunity left to us. How credulous
and self-deluding can we be?

Also, we have carried our self-deception to
the point where despite the unfortunate his-
tory and death of the League of Nations, the
U.8.A. for 30 years has supported the United
Nations in every possible way. At the same
time we have bowed to and even abetted
Russian, Chinese and other Communist ac-
tivities and intrigues within that body. As
Ambassador Scall told the U.N. Assembly last
week, the American public is rapidly losing
faith in the U.N. I never had any from the
day it was born in San Francisco.

Lenin's step-by-step program for conquest
of the U.S.A. was first to render secure the
Soviets’ western borders through the con-
trol of Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania, Poland,
and other Eastern European states.

Becond, to gain control of the Far East
as has been done through Mao in China and
others in northern Korea and Vietnam. These
subversive attacks continue against India,
Indonesia, the Philippines and elsewhere.

Third, to gain control of Africa. With this
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would go the Mediterranean and Indian
oceans and eventually, as the Communists
hope, all waterways, such as the Suez and
Panama canals.

Fourth, gradually to subject all of Latin
America to Communist rule.

Fifth, Lenin bragged that in this way the
United States, completely surrounded, would
be an easy prey. As he put it, “The imperial-
ists will weave the rope with which we shall
hang them."

Passing to another phase of Communist
expansionism, my observations through the
years since the early '20s and later in my
first-hand encounters with the Commu-
nists—officially, individually and collective-
ly—have convinced me that the one
above all else they fear is physical force
greater than their own.

Also, in dealings with them, it is impera-
tive resolutely to demonstrate that one holds
the winning cards; otherwise he will be
beaten before he starts.

The Communists began early, but largely
ineffectually in Latin America, excepting for
such cases as the Communist-provoked 1831
revolution in El Salvador which cost 25,000
lives. At about that time there were upris-
ings in Chile, including a mutiny on the
Chilean dreadnaught Latorre which had to
be suppressed by the Chilean Air Force bomb-
ing.

Later came the brief Communist control
of Guatemala. It was defeated by President
Tacho Somoza of Nicaragua, in the end as-
sisted by the United States. During the '50s
there were eight Communist enclaves estab-
lished in the Republic of Colombia of which
only one or two now are left. But at the
time they resisted any invasion by Colom-
bian armed forces. Most of the afore-de-
scribed activities probably were written off
as exploratory probing.

The triumphant opportunity for installing
communism in Cuba arose because Fidel
Castro was made to order for Soviet purposes.
He was lower-middle-class, well-educated,
brutal, ruthless and with an overwhelming
ambition for power. He took lessons in com-
munism at the Soviet Legation. Even as a
student in the university, he personally mur-
dered two men on the streets of Havana, one
of them & rival for the presidency of the
student federation.

Two influences mainly contributed to Cas-
tro and the Communists in selzing control

First, during the Spanish occupation of
Cuba, every official sent from Spain, from the
governor-general down, came with the hope
of accumulating such fortune as to enable
him to return to his homeland with sufficient
wealth either to buy a title and/or at least
to live in relative luxury.

The commerce of Cuba was controlled by
Spanish merchants, The sugar industry was
United States-owned. Accordingly, when the
Cubans, assisted by Washington, won their
independence, they necessarily took over the
government and loglcally followed in the cor-
rupt footsteps of the Spaniards.

It was the extortion perpetrated by the
Cuban officials on American companies that
induced me as ambassador to announce pub-
licly that any United States citizen, Indi-
vidual or corporate, who indulged in cor-
ruption would nct be received at my em-
bassy but, on the other hand, their legitimate
interests would be protected 100 percent.

By this time the Cuban people were fed up
with corruption and therefore, although pa-
triotically misguidedly, accepted Castro and
his Communist fellow-travelers as saviours.

Another fact was that President Batista
pursuant to the recommendations of our
military, naval and air missions had bought
and paid for large quantities of military
hardware in the United States. Similarly, he
acquired other arms for police work.

The United States government, influenced
by left-wing and do-gocder elements here,
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suddenly refused to ship these pald-for pur-
chases. Instead, Washington looked the other
way as arms clandestinely were delivered to
Castro, The clear implication for the Cuban
people was that the White House was op-
posed to Batista while backing Castro and
his cohorts.

In addition, Herbert Matthews of the New
York Times was publishing column after
column praising the Cuban “Robin Hood,"
Fidel. Before Earl Smith departed for Ha-
vana as our ambassador, the State Depart-
ment instructed him to consult and abide by
Matthews' advice. The latter to this day main-
tains that Castro was not and is not a dyed-
in-the-wool Commie!

I cannot enumerate all the countless
murders, tortures and other crimes perpe-
trated by the Castro regime when it took
over on Jan. 1, 1959, Five hundred thousand
Cubans fled to this country for asylum. Many
were lost at sea, sunk by Cuban gunboats or
returned to Cuba by our Coast Guard—a
shameless breach of the freedom of the seas
by us! Over #1 billion of United States prop-
erty was confiscated without payment. Cuban
citizens and companies lost even more in the
same manner,

Castro and the Communists, guided by
Russian advisers, then endeavored to stage
invasions in the Dominican Republic, Vene-
zuela, Nicaragua and Panama. Had they suc-
ceeded in the latter country, undoubtedly
they would have blown up the Gatin Dam,
emptying all the water from Gatin Lake.
The Panamsa Canal would have been closed
for the years necessary to rebulld the dam.
Fortunately, these and other attempts at in-
vasion were poorly planned and failed.

On the other hand, as the Soviets took
over, they built two-lane highways through
the huge caves underlying Cuba, brought in
more than 12,000 troops In addition to
Chinese, Ghananian and others. The Soviets
constructed underground submarine pens
which could be entered from the ocean un-
seen and installed a power plant and other
facilities to repair submarines in Clenfuegos
on the south coast.

You doubtless will recall the Bay of Pigs
when we helped to train over 1,200 Cubans
to invade and free their native land, but we
abandoned them at the last moment to
death and destruction on the beaches,

Later, in Miamli, after the U.8.A. had pald a
$73-million bribe to obtain the release of
the prisoners taken at the Bay of Pigs, Presl-
dent Kennedy promised them in a speech
that he would see to it that they all returned
to a free Cuba. That pledge has never been
kept.

Then there ensued the famous “missile
crisis.” For the first 36 hours President Ken-
nedy took forthright and courageous steps,
but then supinely made a secret agreement
with Ehrushchev that neither would we in-
vade Cuba nor permit others to do so. The
Secretary-General of the United Nations, U
Thant, went to Havana and advised Castro
to refuse inspection by us of the missile silos
in Cuba, as had been agreed upon.

This episode is the most humiliating of our
national history. The Monroe Doctrine was
torn to shreds. (Parenthetically, I would ob-
serve that a former leftist president of Chile,
Carlos Davila, frankly wrote that the Monroe
Doctrine was the finest plece of statesman-
ship and diplomacy the world ever has seen.)

Through the years the Communists have
continued their attempted infiltrations of
the other American republics. They succeeded
to an extent in Panama, where the legitimate
government of Arnulfo Arias was dislodged
by a military coup under the present head of
the army, Torrijos, who i5 at least a fellow
traveler. The ministers of foreign affairs and
labor are labeled as outright Communists.

Our nalve statesmen in Washington have
negotiated what 1s called the “principles”
for a proposed treaty under which we would
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give away our entirely legal ownership, under
the 1003 treaty, of the Canal Zone, including
the canal itself, which cost us over $6 billion.
Fortunately, there are in the Senate some 36
senators who I hope will put a stop to this
sabotage of the United States' just rights.

Of course, the greatest conquest by com-
munism after Cuba came when the Marxist
Allende was able, due to the stupldity of
some left-wing parties in that country to be
elected president of Chile by a 36 per cent
vote. By the grace of God, a Communist plot
to murder all of the top army officers and
other patriotic leaders was discovered in time
to enable the military to throw the Com-
munists out of their country.

Allegations have been made by the media,
politicians and the usual coterie of misguided
ideallsts and lgnoramuses that the Chilean
military have been gullty of much cruelty
and killings. These protests mostly have been
untrue. On the other hand, the army officers
had to save Chlle by fighting the Communists
and putting an end to the latter’'s mass assas-
sinations, brutalities and barbarities. They
had to fight fire with fire and still do.

In Peru, a different type of military have
taken over, calling themselves “national-
ists,” but still seizing properties owned by
both Peruvian and United States citizens.
Last Saturday terrorists machine-gunned the
U.B.-owned Sheraton Hotel in Lima. The pre-
vious week, terrorists attacked the premier,
another cabinet member and a general.

It is appropriate to observe that the mis-
guided generosity of the U.S.A. again has led
us somewhat astray. It has spent many mil-
lons to bring students from Latin America
to study in our universities, which as we
well know often are infested with leftist in-
structors. The former foreign minister of
Colombia, Zuleta Angel, told me a few years
ago that out of 15 fine young military offi-
cers sent to this country for postgraduate
work, 13 returned home after a couple of
years inculcated with communism!

Fortunately, Castro’s Argentine colleague,
Ché Guevara, died In a futile attempt to seize
Bollvia for the Communists.

Argentina is in a mess which daily grows
worse with kidnappings and murders mount-
ing to between 100 and 200 since July 1. The
so-called Montaneros, le., young Peronista
Communists, have taken the lead in ruining
that great country. Unless the situation is
reversed, there is danger the Communists-
terrorists may take over unless defeated by
the army.

Excepting for Brazll, Uruguay, Nicaragua,
Paraguay and now Chile, the Communist in-
filtration steadily progresses throughout the
hemisphere.

Just last month at a meeting of the Or-
ganization of American States, a vote largely
incited by Mexico, was taken to renew rela-
tions with Cuba and to invite it again to join
the O.A.S. The United States abstained, as
did some of our other frlends in the hemi-
sphere. Thus preventing a two-thirds vote
to bring Communist Cuba back into the
family of American nations.

The Soviets and thelr Communist satel-
lites and stooges, increasing control over the
American hemisphere, portends an extreme
danger for the security of all of our nations,
including the United States.

This is an extraordinary psychologleal de-
velopment because we must remember that
while the United States began the drive for
freedom by Insisting on our separation from
Great Britain, all of the other American re-
publics were formed for the same reason—to
win independence from European or other
forelgn dominations or Influence. Yet today
many of these same republics in effect are
voting for a continued permanent Commu-
nist domination of Cuba (and for that mat-
ter, of themselves) by Moscow.

An advisory committee headed by Sol
Linowltz has been formed on United States-
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Latin American relations. Many officers in
the Department of State agree with the com-
mittee's proposal to bring Cuba back into the
Organization of American States and for us
in effect to give away the Panama Canal and
Canal Zone.

Our naivete, not to say stupldity, in these
matters rivals that of the Carthaginians
when they caved in, doing nothing to protect
themselves from Rome. Moreover, Mr. Lino-
witz and some of his commission have dis-
played little experlence or knowledge of the
nations to the south of us.

The same mistaken views were exposed by
the recent visit pald by Senators Javits and
Pell to Havana. In the evening of the day
they arrived, Castro dellvered one of his
most scurrilous speeches, grossly insulting
the US.A. and President Ford. The next
night our two solons (presumably traveling
at taxpayers' expense) dined with the dicta-
tor, finding him to be most amiable and
charming. On their return to the banks of
the Potomae, forgetting Fidel's Infinite
atrocities and hatred for the U.S.A, they be-
gan making motions toward establishing
diplomatic relations with his regime.

Equally typical of some of our legislators
was Sen. Teddy Kennedy's resolution passed
last week by 46 votes to 45 proposing to
prohibit the sale of arms to Chile. Thus,
those patriotic Chilean citizens would be
prevented from defending themselves against
the Communists, who throughout have been
armed by the Soviets, Ozechoslovakia and
Cuba.

Occasionally some of our so-called liberal
senators remind me that it was said of Cato
that he gave his little laws to the Roman
Senate and then sat attentilve to his own
applause.

I trust that all of you recognizing that
Lenin, Manulllusky and the other Commu-
nist leaders called their shots accurately in
advance; and that, therefore, the Americas

and the U.8.A. in particular are In grave
peril.

HEALTH IMPLICATIONS OF SOUTH
AFRICAN APARTHEID

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr, Dices) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to insert for the thoughtful consideration
of my colleagues a press release regard-
ing a preliminary report of the World
Health Organization entitled “Health
Implications of Apartheid.”

The text of the press release follows:
WHO REPORTS ON “HEALTH IMPLICATIONS OF
APARTHEID"

(The following is reproduced as received
from WHO's Liaison Office, New York.)

A report of health conditions in South
Africa compiled by the World Health Orga-
nization (WHO) shows a physician to popu-
lation ratio for its some 3.8 million whites
that ranks among the world’s best—1 to 400.
By comparison, for its approximately 15 mil-
lon blacks, the majority, the ratio is 1 to
44,400—among the world’s worst.

For nurses, the contrast is also striking:
1 to 256 for whites, and 1 to 1,581 for blacks.
The ratio for doctors and nurses for the
country’s other ethnic groups—its 2.5 mil-
lion Asian and the so-called Colored—is
somewhere in between the black and white
extremes.

The disparity in the physiclan ratio be-
tween whites and blacks is likely to become
even more pronounced in the years ahead.
According to the report, in 1973, there were
15 black graduates from medical schools as
compared to 440 whites.
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“Before it was prevented by law from ad-
mitting African students, except by special
dispensation,” the report says by way of
example, “the University of Witwatersrand
had trained 103 African physicians. In 1973,
it had only one African student.”

The 13-page preliminary report is titled
“Health Implications of Apartheid."* It
contains a key statement from the Director-
General of the WHO, Dr. Halfdan T. Mahler,
namely, that he “belleves the health situa-
tion of the groups discriminated against by
the policy of apartheid will not be likely to
improve as long as that policy exlsts.”

The report is based on a preliminary sur-
vey of Information, “as 15 available”, from
such sources as the South African Institute
of Race Relatlons, from medical journals,
and from United Nations and South African
documents. It is partly based, as well, on the
observations of physiclans and other indi-
viduals coming from South Africa.

The survey was carried out at the sugges-
tion of the United Nations Speclal Commit-
tee Agalnst Apartheid, and presented in Jan-
uary to the WHO's Executive Board. It was
recently transmitted to the Special Com-
mittee.

In an explanation of the reason for its re-
liance on the accessible data, the report
states: “Although comprehensive health sta-
tistics are unavallable for South Africa as a
whole, and are especially lacking for the Afri-
cans who constitute about 70 per cent of the
total population, such information as is
available both from official South African
sources and from the South African medical
literature provides sufficient evidence of mas-
sive prevalence of preventable disease and
premature deaths due mainly to nutritional
deficiencles and infectlons."

That is so because: “Apartheid results in
the segregation by law of all services for the
delivery of health care according to racial
group—those whose need is greatest having
the least access to preventive and curative
facllities.”

OPPOSITION TO DIFFERENTIAL PAY

The survey also reports a growing opposi-
tion on the part of South Africa’s mediecal
profession to one long-established policy,
that of “differential rates of pay for physi-
clans of different ethnic origins”.

The Medical Assoclation of South Africa
(MASA), which 1s “predominantly white"”,
adopted a resolution in 1968 urging “author-
ities to give sympathetic consideration to re-
moving the present source of friction regard-
ing the differential salary structure existing
between white and non-white doctors”.
MASA, according to the report, “does not it-
self practise raclal discrimination, and has
office-holders of other ethnic groups”.

In summary, the WHO report says that the
health conditions of South Africa are such
that they show “high standards of living and
health care for the whites, and varying de-
grees of poverty, squalor, and disease for the
remaining majority of the population”. Ex-
cerpts follow:

Mental Health: More than half the Afri-
can population reside in “Bantu homelands”,
though some 40 per cent work outside, in
“white' areas where they cannot bring their
families. “For the whole broken family, in-
abllity to lead a normal family life, and con-
sclousness of being regarded and treated as
inferiors, could not be other than harmful to
mental health.”

According to estimates, of those Africans
admitted to mental hospitals, “almost two-
thirds are schizophrenics, while one-sixth are
suffering from toxic and exhaustion psycho-
sis, and one-twelfth from epileptic psycho-
sis”,

* Reference coples of the report are avail-
able to accredited correspondents at the
Press Documents Counter, Room 380.
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Infant Mortality: Infant mortality rates
are generally regarded as a good indicator of
health levels. “In Johannesburg, the rates ...
in 1970 were 20.26 per thousand for whites,
20.30 for Asians, 66.07 for Coloreds and 95.48
for Africans”.

Maternal Mortality: According to a report
of the Johannesburg health department, ma-
ternal mortality rates were 0.48 per thousand
for whites, 1.91 for Asians, 0.63 for Coloreds,
and 2,53 for Africans.

Life Expectancy: For whites: 64.5 years
male, 72.3 female; for Asians: 59.3 male, 63.9
female; and for Coloreds: 48.8 male, 56.1
female. These are figures for 1969 through
1971 from the South African Minister of
Statistics. No figures were available for the
African population.

Malnutrition: “The prime cause of nutri-
tional deficiencies 1s poverty, although there
are other contributory factors, of which one
of the most important is the migrant labor
system, which results in the disrupmon of
families.

“Moreover, in the ‘homelands’ to which
many Africans have been compulsorily trans-
ferred, there is only 20 per cent of the total
cultivable land in the country, very little
irrigation, and much soil erosion,

“It has been estimated that two-thirds of
Africans living in any industrial complex are
living below the ‘poverty datum line'.”

Communicable Diseases: Tuberculosis was
still & major public health problem in 1972,
according to South Africa’s Health Depart-
ment. In 1970, for example, 54,525 cases of
respiratory TB were reported among Afri-
cans—almost 70 times more than the 800
reported among whites.

In addition, health officlals say, “it would
appear doubtful whether the coverage of
case-finding in the African population 1Is
sufficiently thorough to reflect the true prev-
alence of the disease”, The incidence of other
communicable diseases in the African popu-
lation is equally difficult to determine.

However, the municipality of Cape Town
reported in 1972 that the ratio of “whites to
non-whites"” treated for sexually-transmitted
diseases was respectively 1.6 and 22.4 per
thousand,

“Such a disproportion can hardly be disas-
sociated from differences in the soclo-eco-
nomle and educational status of the respec-
tive groups", the report says, “and also from
the rootless situation of the migrant workers
living far from their wives and families, and
from the soclial solidarity of their traditional
environment”.

Hospltals: “According to official statistics,
there were, in 1958, 21,535 hospital beds for
white patients, and 49,743 for non-whites.
These figures imply that about 43 per cent
of the total number of hospital beds were
reserved for the white minority.... In other
words, the least provision was made for those
with the greatest needs.”

A later estimate, attributed to South
Africa’s director of strategic planning, was
that in the “white” areas, in 1972, there were
some 10 hospital beds per thousand for
whites, and 5.57 for “non-whites”. In the
“homelands”, the flgure was even lower,
3.48 beds.

CALIFORNIA ADOPTS AUTO EMIS-
SION STANDARDS STRICTER
THAN THOSE REQUIRED BY EX-
ISTING LAW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. BrownN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to announce a decision
that the State of California made today
concerning auto emission standards in




7090

the State of California. Under the Clean

Air Act, California has the right to set

stricter auto emission standards, and the

Air Resources Board exercised this op-

tion today in California. They decided to

set for 1977 auto emission standards of

0.41 gm/mi for hydrocarbons; 9.0 gm/

mi for carbon monoxide; and 1.5 gm/mi

for nitrogen oxides. This compares with

the decision by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency a short time ago to set
the 1977 national auto emission standard
at 1.5 gm/mi hydrocarbons; 15.0 gm/mi
carbon monoxide; and 2.0 gm/mi nitro-
gen oxides. The decision by the State of

California is not made easily. The Air

Resources Board has been giving this

subject intensive review, and it has had

to carefully consider the related issue of
sulfate emissions from automobiles

Their decision to cut the current emis-

sion standards of 0.9 gm/mi HC; 9.0 gm/

mi CO: and 2.0 gm/mi NOx to those now

required was made because of the need

to protect the health of the citizens of

California from auto emissions.

I can only say that I find it gratifying
that California has decided to act in the
public interest, while I am still seriously
disappointed that the Federal Environ-
mental Protection Agency has decided
not to. N

Because the subject of auto emissions
and the Clean Air Act in general are a
matter of great concern and interest to
my colleagues, and because we will all
be asked to act on this subject in the
near future, I would like to bring an
additional related item to my colleagues’
attention. The new Governor of Cali-
fornia, Edmund G. Brown, Jr., has taken
an intensive interest in the issue of the
Clean Air Act, and his recommendations
to the Congress were transmitted to the
House Subcommittee on Health and the
Environment this morning.

I found the views of Governor Brown
very helpful to me to understand what
the Clean Air Act needs to make it ac-
complish its purpose. I highly recom-
mend the testimony that was presented
by Mr. William H. Lewis on behalf of
Governor Brown to my colleagues.

The testimony follows:

TesTIMONY OF WinLtam H. LEwis, SPECIAL
ADVISOR ON ENVIRONMENTAL PoLIiCY, STATE
OF CALIFORNIA
I am Bill Lewis, representing the adminis-

tration of Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr.

of California and the California Ailr Re-
sources Board. The issue before you—amend-
ment of the Clean Air Act—Iis of vital con-
cern to the State of California. Governor

Brown has repeatedly indicated that clean-

ing up the quality of the alr in Southern

California is one of his highest priorities. As

you know, the air basins in which Los

Angeles and the state's other major metro-

politan areas are located are among the
nation's most polluted.

We strongly support the purposes and goals
embodied in the Clean Air Act. Therefore,
except for possible modifications permitting
extensions of the 1977 deadline for reglons
which cannot achieve compliance with the
standards by 1977, we recommend that you
do not adopt any amendments to the Act
which would weaken in any way our nation’s
commitment to have clear air. In addition,
we urge that you do not adopt any amend-
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ment which would preclude the use of any
available control strategy which could be
used to clean up our alir,

We believe that the deadline for attaining
clean air throughout the country should con-
tinue to be 1977. We recognize however that
some reglons may require additional time
to meet the air standards if they are to
avold the serious disruptive economic effects
which would result from the transportation
control measures necessary to achieve com-
pliance by 1977. Therefore, we recommend
that the Act be amended to permit the grant-
ing of extensions administratively pursuant
to compliance schedules which will assure
attalnment. The development of a compli-
ance schedule would require the various
trade-offs necessary to be made to be ad-
dressed and would permit the flexibility nec-
essary to design control strategies which
would not have disastrous economic conse-
quences.

It is clear that one of the most cost effec-
tive and significant ways to reduce photo-
chemical smog is by decreasing the pollut-
ants emitted by automobiles. Governor
Brown and the California Alr Resources
Board are particularly concerned about the
recent decision of EPA Administrator Russell
Train to extend the statutory vehlcle emis-
sion standards for 1977 and to recommend
substantially less stringent standards for the
years 1977 through 1981 than now are re-
quired under the Act. Mr. Train apparently
favors this substantial relaxation of the
standards because of an unproved possible
danger to health which might result from
sulfuric acid emissions from automobiles uti-
lizing catalytic converters, even though there
exist several feasible control strategles—such
as the use of three-way catalytic converters
or stratified charge engines or the desulfuri-
zation of gasoline—which would minimize
the possibility of any adverse effects on pub-
lic health from sulfuric aclid emissions.

The California Air Resources Board has
concluded that following the lead of the
EPA 18 not in the best interests of the cit-
lzens of California. Accordingly, yesterday
the Board established automobile emission
standards for 1977 which are more stringent
than the current California standards and
more stringent than the standards proposed
by EPA for any year prior to 1982, These
standards are .41 g./mi. for hydrocarbons,
9.0 g./mi. for carbon monoxide and 1.5 g./mi.
for oxides of nitrogen. The Board is con-
cerned about the possible health effects of
sulfuric acld emissions even though it feels
the potential danger has been overstated by
EPA. Therefore, the Board plans to establish
sulfate standards for 1977 and 1978 at its
April meeting which will be designed to
elilminate the possibility that sulfuric acid
emissions from automobiles will pose a public
health problem in California.

The Board is convinced that the technology
will be avallable and in production quickly
enough to permit the 1977 and any subse-
quent standards to be met without unrea-
sonable economic consequences to the
automobile manufacturers or to California
automobile purchasers. On the other hand,
the adverse consequences to the state's effort
to clean up its alr by relaxing automobile
emission standards would be devastating. It
must be remembered that the effects of
greater emisslons of pollutants from auto-
mobiles will be felt for the life of the ve-
hicles—generally estimated to be at least 10
years on the average. To relax the standards
for 1 year would mean, for example, at least
& 10-year postponement in cleaning up the
alr in Los Angeles. SBubjecting the people of
Los Angeles to this future is not a satisfac-
tory alternative.

In summary, Governor Brown and the Call-
fornia Alr Resources Board urge you to re-
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main vigilant in your efforts to keep the
Clean Air Act from being emasculated. We
think the Act should allow extensions to be
granted administratively to those regions
which may need additional time to meet the
basic national air standards so long as those
regions formulate and implement acceptable
compliance schedules. But we urge that no
use of any avallable control strategy which
would change the basic national 1977 dead-
line for attaining clear air or preclude the
use of any available control strategy which
could be used to clean up our alr.

THE LATE HOWARD PALMATIER

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. FAsceLL) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr, Speaker, it is with
deep regret that I inform our colleagues
of the sudden death last night in Miami,
Fla., of Mr. Howard Palmatier, director
of the Cuban refugee program.

Mr. Palmatier was associated with the
program, which was established to aid
those Cubans fleeing to this country from
Communist Cuba, since 1963. For a brief
period, in 1967, he was assigned to South
Vietnam, where he worked with refugee
operations at the U.S. AID Mission.
However, he returned to the Cuban ref-
ugee program in 1968 and was named
director in 1969.

Howard Palmatier was the Cuban ref-
ugee program and through his efforts,
hundreds of thousands of Cuban na-
tionals made their way to freedom in the
United States and were given a start on
a new life.

He not only administered the process-
ing of applications for the freedom
flights before they were ended; he
supervised the assistance programs that
were designed to help these individuals
get settled in this country; oversaw re-
location programs to other parts of the
country; operated health clinics for the
refugees, and worked closely with local
south Florida officials in an effort to help
ease the strain of the enormous influx of
new population into the area.

His task was not always an easy one.
The program, of necessity, posed contro-
versial problems and there were rough
spots in making it work. But Howard
Palmatier tackled the job calmly, forth-
rightly, and with incredible dedication.

He initiated the concept of presenting
an award—the Diploma of Honor Lin-
coln-Marti—to be granted to those Cu-
ban refugees who had distinguished
themselves by their cooperation with the
program and their constructive contri-
butions to the American community.

In turn, he, himself, was presented
with a special award, “Hall de la Fama”,
by the Latin American Division of In-
ternational Research for his efforts and
achievements in the relationship between
the Cuban community and the United
States.

He was a man who truly loved his job
and who made his work his life. He took
a personal interest in every individual
case he handled. He was highly respected
by both the American community and
by the vast majority of the Cubans with
whom he worked.
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On another occasion, Dr. Horacio
Aguirre, editor of the Miami Spanish-
language newspaper, Diaria las Ameri-
cas, presented Mr. Palmatier with a di-
ploma of recognition in the name of the
civic and professional institutions in the
area and the Cuban Municipalities in
Exile. In his remarks, Dr. Aguirre noted
that Mr. Palmatier, both “as an official
and a man, has been preoccupied in
finding in the Cuban refugee program
the most generous manner of aiding the
human beings who come fleeing the
homeland of Marti.

“Tonight,” Dr, Aguirre said, “the Cu-
ban people in exile and those who share
their sorrows and hurts, are here to
render tribute to a worthy representa-
tive of the Government of the United
States.”

I know our colleagues will join me in
expressing our deepest sympathy to his
widow, Dania Gonzalez Palmatier, their
daughter, Dania Margarita, and his two
sons, Robert and Jeffrey.

REGULATIONS CONCERNING AC-
CESS TO NIXON PRESIDENTIAL
MATERIALS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. Brapemas) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, on

December 19, 1974, President Ford signed
8. 4016 into law as Public Law 93—426.
This is the Presidential Recordings and
Materials Preservation Act, concerned
with the preservation of and public ac-

cess to the Presidential materials of
Richard M. Nixon—title I.

On March 19, Arthur F. Sampson, Ad-
ministrator of General Services, will
submit to the Congress a report propos-
ing and explaining regulations govern-
ing general public access to Mr. Nixon’s
Presidential tapes and papers. These
proposed regulations shall take effect
upon expiration of 90 legislative days
unless disapproved by resolution of
either House of the Congress.

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Sampson has invited
all Members of Congress to attend a
briefing he will hold on the regulations
at 10 a.m. on March 19 in room 3302 of
the Dirksen Office Building. Because of
the overriding importance of these regu-
lations and the sensitive and complicated
nature of the materials involved, I
strongly urge that all Members attend or
be represented at this session.

CAMBODIA: ANOTHER INCREDIBLE
DEVELOPMENT

(Mr. FASCELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. FASCELL. Mr, Speaker, once be-
fore U.S. involvement in Cambodia seri-
ously strained our governmental system
and undermined the confidence of our
people in their Government.

From a UPI wire service story yester-
day, it appears that this may happen
again. The article reads as follows:
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WasHINGTON.—The State Department an-
nounced today that Cambodia was over-
charged $21.5 million for military weapons
and ammunition in fiscal 1974 and now will
be repaid in military material totaling that
amount,

State Department spokesman Robert Fun-
seth said a Defense Department audit begun
In May, 1974, determined that the Army failed
to deliver $21.5 milllon in ammunition for
Cambodia under the fiscal 1974 military as-
sistance program.

The announcement comes at a time when
Congress is resisting President Ford's request
for an extra $222 million in emergency mili-
tary ald to Cambodia.

He said the finding made last Monday, re-
sulted In a credit to the Cambodian Govern-
ment the following day.

“The underdelivery resulted from a practice
by the Department of the Army of pricing
ammunition on the basis of delivery notifica-
tions received some weeks after actual deliv-
ery of the ammunition,” Funseth sald.

“Because the program was carried out dur-
ing a period of rapidly rising prices, late pric-
ing resulted in overcharges.”

Mr. Speaker, this report that the
Department of State has discovered an
overcharge on previous arms aid to Cam-
bodia and that additional arms can now
be sent within congressionally imposed
aid limits, borders on the incomprehen-
sible. If such reports are correct, then,
before any new shipments are made,
Congress should be given a full and com-
plete explanation. To do otherwise, will
seriously undermine the confidence of the
American people in the executive branch
and threaten whatever prospects exist
for improved cooperation between the
President and the Congress with respect
to foreign policy.

LIBERAL PARTY DELEGATE CON-
VENTION ON THE ECONOMIC
CRISIS

(Mr. EOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Speaker, last night I
attended a meeting of the Liberal Party
Delegate Convention, held to review a
nine-point national program to rescue
our economy. There were more than 500
people present at the meeting presided
over by the State Liberal Party Chairman
Donald 8. Harrington. The convention
invited Senator Jacos K. JavIiTs, our col-
league, LESTER WoOLFF, and me to speak.
The convention adopted a statement
which I believe this Congress should con-
sider carefully. It is a progressive pro-
gram thoughtfully conceived and if im-
plemented would have an enormous posi-
tive impact on our country economically.
I am setting forth the statement of the
Liberal Party as well as my own remarks
delivered at the convention:

STATEMENT BY THE LIBERAL PARTY ON THE
EconoMIc CRISIS

Our country has been plunged into an
economic crisis which is becoming more se-
vere with each passing week. The American
people are suffering unbearable and unnec-
essary hardships, brought on by a barrage
of runaway prices which have eroded their
helpless victims of the Nixon-Ford economic
“game plans,” which transformed a 44%
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inflation rate in 1971 into a catastrophic
12.2% rate for 1974.

In trying to control inflation, the Ford
Administration deliberately created a reces-
sion. It typically adopted policies that it
knew would increase the unemployment rate
in the hope that this would lower the infla-
tion rate. The results of these heartless and
rash policies are now obvious to everyone.
There are already close to 8 miilion people
unemployed, according to the government’s
official, understated figures, and their num-
ber is growing daily. The unemployment rate,
which was 34% in 1960 when Nixon became
President, is now 9% and is expected to rise
even higher. In short, we are in the grip of
the worst economic disaster since the de-
pression of the 1930's—and the cost of liv-
ing still keeps on rising.

As gloomy as the economic picture is, we
belleve that the twin evils of inflation and
recession can be cured, but it will take far-
sighted policies, extraordinary measures and
inspiring leadership to accomplish this. Un-
llke the Ford Administration, the Liberal
Party believes, as it has throughout the three
decades of its existence, that full employ-
ment is the keystone of economic prosperity.
Full employment is the most effective, as well
as the most humane method of eliminating
both inflation and recession. If we can utilize
to the fullest our most precious source of
energy—human energy—we can produce
enough goods and services to meet total con-
sumer demand, and there will be no excuse
for inflationary prices. Conversely, when
people have enough income to buy the goods
produced by the economy, recessions can be
avoided. The truth is that we need a vast ex-
pansion of such industries as mass transpor-
tation, housing, sewage treatment, recycling,
pollution control, health facilities and edu-
cation, among others, which would furnish
us with the important needs of modern so-
ciety and, at the same time, provide the
source for millions of constructive jobs.

The Liberal Party offers the following rec-
ommendations to deal with the economic
crisis:

1. A tax cut of at least $25 billion which
can serve as an important stimulant to the
economy, especially if this money is distrib-
uted to the low- and middle-income families
who desperately need the additional pur-
chasing power to make ends meet. The same
principle should be applied to any tax rebate
on 1974 taxes.

2. The creation of an additional one mil-
lion public service jobs to be allocated to
those regions in the nation and those groups
in the population that have suffered most
acutely from unemployment.

3. The extension of unemployment insur-
ance benefits to all jobless workers, including
those not now covered by the law, and a sub-
stantial increase in these benefits, including
allowances for dependents. Unemployment
insurance coverage must be extended for as
long a period as is necessary, and the bene-
fits must be guaranteed by adeqguate financ-
ing by the Federal government.

4. A sharp reduction In Interest rates and
the allocation of credit to worthwhile, job-
producing industries. These measures can
provide a powerful impetus to the housing
industry which has been brought to a virtual
state of collapse by the Administration's ill-
concelved monetary policies. A revival of the
housing industry and a dramatic increase in
housing “starts"” would have a three-fold
beneficial effect: (1) it would alleviate an
acute housing shortage which has driven up
rents; (2) it would create jobs for tens of
thousands of unemployed building trades
craftsmen; and (3) it would stimulate pro-
duction and employment in related indus-
tries, such as bulilding materials, bullding
services and home furnishings,
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5. Cost-of-living provisions to cover all
those who are on Soclal Security, who are
collecting unemployment insurance, or who
are receiving public assistance in any form.
This, together with an expansion of the food
stamp and rent subsidy programs, would help
safeguard their living standards against the
ravages of inflation, just as those who work
seek such protection through their union
contracts. In this connectlon, we vigorously
oppose President Ford's effort to place a
5% “lid” on increases in Social Security
benefits.

8. With respect to the energy problem, we
recommend a detailed, full-scale inventory
of the nation’s energy production, resources
and reserves. Only in this way can we obtain
an accurate picture of the extent of the en-
ergy shortage, now and in the future. If an
energy gap does exist, there are at least five
ways to cope with it: (1) increased efficiency
and output of existing facilities; (2) ex-
ploitation of our vast, untapped natural
energy sources; (3) development of new
sources of safe, clean and cheap energy,
such as synthetic oil and gas, solar and geo-
thermal energy and hydrogen fusion; (4)
importation of oil from abroad; and (5) con-
servation of energy through voluntary and,
if necessary, compulsory measures. There is
no need for us to act out of panic if we
use all of our options wisely and in bal-
ance to overcome any gaps revealed by a na-
tional inventory of our energy resources. It
need be, let the U.S. Government act in be-
half of all the people and take over the na-
tional oil and gas resources of our country,
including the great oil shale deposlts and the
offshore oll resources. The government should
also exercise control over all oil imports
from abroad. Fuel oil and gas constitute the
very lifeblood of our economy, The Federal
Government has a clear duty to step in and
act for all the people as against the profiteer-
ing and self-serving policies of both the glant
oil companies and the oll-rich Arab shieks,
At the same time, the health and welfare
of our people demand that we not sacrifice
the progress we have already made in pro-
tecting our environment from the excesses
of energy utilization.

7. We reject the Ford Administration's
method of rationing which would raise fuel
prices by excise taxes and decontrol of natu-
ral gas and crude oil. Under such a ration-
ing plan, the rich would get more than they
want and the poor less than they need. If ra-
tioning is necessary, it should be instituted
along the lines of the system used during
World War II, which would insure an equit-
able distribution of limited supplies for the
duration of the emergency. Other reforms,
such as increased use of small cars, limited
speeds and greater emphasis on mass transit,
could also be important in this effort.

8. We are mindful of the fact that the
measures we have proposed to stimulate the
economy will require large sums of money.
We believe that this money is obtainable if
Congress would close the tax loopholes
through which highly profitable corpora-
tions and wealthy individuals avoid paying
their fair share of taxes, not to mention the
tens of billions of dollars of undivided profits
being withheld by the large corporations.
We call for the elimination of oil depletion
allowances. Through such an equitable tax
program, an estimated $30 billion can be
returned to the U.S. Treasury.

9. Furthermore, we belleve that the mili-
tary budget can and must be cut substan-
tially to give our nation the added funds it
needs to combat the immediate economic
dangers which are engulfing us. It is abso-
lutely unconscionable for the Ford Admii\-
istration to propose pouring an additional
$300 million down the drain to support the
discredited Thieu government in South Viet-
nam, and an additional $220 million for the
Lon Nol regime in Cambodia, while attempt-
ing to cut food stamps and other social wel-
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fare programs for the poor and hungry in
our country. We feel that the natlon's se-
curity will not be jeopardized if the govern-
ment would transfer some of the many bil-
lions of dollars now earmarked for nuclear
weapons to the more urgent activity of pro-
moting employment and economic recovery.
If, in addition, the Pentagon were placed on
the kind of austerity program that all of the
people are being asked to endure, an esti-
mated saving of $256 billion and probably
more could be realized. This money, too, is
desperately needed to fight the recession.

The Liberal Party does not claim that its
recommendations in this brief statement
constitute a full-fledged, comprehensive pro-
gram, nor does it view them as a panacea
that will overcome all of our economic ills.
It does, however, maintain that these pro-
posals are essential ingredients in any con-
certed effort to rescue our country from the
brink of catastrophe and to rebuild a healthy
economy. What we as a people were able to
accomplish from 1939 to 1945 in fulfilling
our needs and purposes during the critical
period of World War II, we can accomplish
today through Ileadership, national will,
planning and a bold, vigorous and equitable
program to deal with the great economic
crisis facing us today.

DELEGATE CONFERENCE OF THE LIBERAL PARTY
(By Eowarp 1. KocH)

The American econcemy s now suffering
from the first depression of the postwar
era. The response of the Ford administration
has been both inappropriate and inadequate.
While unemployment rapidly approaches
10% and supplementary unemployment
benefits, as well as regular unemployment
compensation, begin to run dry, Treasury
Secretary Simon and Federal Reserve Chair-
man Arthur Burns solemnly warn of the
danger of excessive stimulation. Indeed until
Christmas, President Ford was promoting a
tax increase, distributing WIN buttons, and
dragging his skis on the Colorado slopes.
His January program, most of it mercifully
now dead, threatened simultaneously to ag-
gravate inflatlon and deepen recession—no
inconsiderable feat. The energy program
would have had the effect, if Congress had
not vetoed two-thirds of the $3 levy, of rais-
ing the price of oil from $11 to $14 per barrel
and Increasing the cost of living 2 to 3%.

Here 15 something worth lingering on. For
a year and a half, the Administration and
its agents have been complaining that the
price of oll at $11 per barrel is intolerable.
Its response is to add $3 to this unsupport-
able burden. Just as there are signs of glut of
oil, dissension among members of the OPEC
cartel, and good prospects of large new
supplies from the North Sea, Mexico, and
elsewhere, Dr. Kissinger is proposing to put
a floor under international oil prices. Who
will benefit aside from OPEC and our own oll
glants is unclear.

I don't want to spend my time complaining
about Administration policies that are almost
embarrassing in their confusion. What should
we be doing right now? What should we
be doing to guard against new disaster in
the future?

THE IMMEDIATE EMERGENCY

1. Energy: Let me tell you what I be-
lieve in—the immediate termination of oil
depletion allowances and the institution of
competition in the energy industry. I voted
with the majority of the House to eliminate
the 229 oil depletion allowance this year.
We also must break up the current monop-
olies which allow oil companies to control
the wholesaling and retailing, as well as
production, of oil and oil products. Senator
Adlal Stevenson has introduced legislation
to put the federal government into the oil
exploration business. This is a good step but
it doesn’t go far enough. We must also ad-
vance the technology of coal gasification
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thrrugh either price guarantees to the coal
industry or government supported research.

During recent House Ways and Means
Committee hearings on Iimproving auto-
mobile fuel economy, I proposed that an
annual—annual, not one time—exclise tax
be imposed on gas guzzlers. We could have
a 63% improvement in fuel economy if we
were to change the nature of automobile
ownership so as to increase the percentage
of compact and subcompact cars.

2. Tazes: I voted for the House passed bill
which provides for $21 billion tax rebate and
tax reduction over the next two years. What
sane politician would do otherwise? And un-
doubtedly the Senate will Increase that to
more than $30 billion. But I have my doubts
as to whether this in fact is the best ap-
proach to our current depression. I believe
that if we invested $30 billion this year in
public works projects and put people to work
while at the same time adding to the gross
national product of this country, we would
be doing much better than putting $100 or
$200 into the pockets of a family on a one
shot basis. I am on the Transportation Sub-
committee of the Appropriations Committee.
Just the other day some AMTRAK officials
testified before my committee and com-
plained about the fall off in rail ridership
and the need to repalr the existing track on
some of the rails in the Northeast corridor
so that trains would not have to reduce their
speeds to 30 mph when they should be doing
70 mph. We talked about the Metroliner
which originally ran between New York and
Washington in 3 hours and now often takes
considerably longer. The train is capable of
going 1560 mph, but does an average of B0
mph. Why? Because the track and the
catenaries (overhead wiring) are pre World
War I in parts and not capable of using the
Metroliner at its optimum. To replace the
existing track bed and catenarles would cost
approximately $2 billlon and would reduce
the time to 215 hours or less. Aside from that
simple convenience, think of the hundreds of
thousands who could be employed on such
projects throughout the country. We are
abandoning rail lines at this moment be-
cause they are antiquated and can no longer
do the job.

3. Inflation: Inflation is still with us al-
though prices are beginning to fall. I keep
track of what for me are a few staples—
tunafish, mayonnaise and Eeebler cookles.
In the last 18 months, a small can of tuna-
fish went from 31¢ to 45¢ and its price has
not fallen, but mayonnaise which went from
T9¢ a quart to $1.580 has fallen by 20¢ and
Eeebler cookies which went from 43¢ to 99¢
a bag in the last 18 months was just reduced
to 89¢. Inflation while waning, is still with
us and what we must do in that area is to
provide controls for those sectors of our
economy that are not truly competitive:
such as the baslc Industrles of steel, fuel,
utilities and cars leaving wherever possible
in the truly competitive economy the mar-
ket forces of competition to control prices.

Conclusion: The single most important
legislation, and I am not the initiator of it,
but a co-sponsor, is that of Congressman
Augustus Hawkins, H.R. 50, The Equal Oppor-
tunity and Full Employment Act. It is an
update of the original full employment act
of 1945 sponsored by Senator Robert F. Wag-
ner. He did not weasel word his legislation.
His bill established a policy of full employ-
ment for the United States and directed the
President and Congress to take what action
necessary every year to implement this pol-
icy. Since then every President and every
Congress has violated that promise. It is never
too late to undo the errors of yesterday. It is
never too late to have a new beginning, We
cannot accept the goal of the Administration
as set forth by the Federal Reserve Chairman
Arthur Burns who only last week spoke of
reducing unemployment to 5.56% in the next
2 or 3 years. That kind of half-hearted ap-
proach must be resisted. Other free socleties,
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the Swedes, the Germans, the Swiss, the Aus-
trallans have provided near full employment
for their citizens; surely we can equal if not
better their record with the bounty that God
has provided this country. We, and particu-
larly those in the Liberal Party, are sensi-
tive to the dangers high unemployment poses
to our First Amendment rights while totali-
tarian states have full employment at the
cost of democratic freedoms. We must prove
that we can have both political freedom and
full employment and that in a Democracy
that must go hand in hand.

Finally, let me say, and I know this is tan-
gential to this address but it is close to my
heart, that we must address ourselves in a
very special way to two sectors of our popu-
lation: the elderly and the children, Our
elderly are suffering as no other group in
this country and the greatest blot on the
Ford record is the proposed reduction in the
value of food stamps. And it is to the dis-
credit of every public office holder in this
country, without regard to party, that we
have permitted our elderly to be abandoned
and to be ripped off by rapacious nursing
home operators. And our children, what of
them? The Ford Administration has pro-
posed an elimination of the school lunch,
school breakfast, special milk, day care, sum-
mer feeding and supplemental feeding pro-
grams. That must and will be stopped. Dos~
toevski sald that we could judge a soclety by
the way it treats its prisoners, I would sug-
gest that we can judge it by the way it treats
its elderly and children, as well.

All is not bleak although we have dwelt on
the gloomy side. I am now in my seventh year
and fourth term in the House of Represent-
atives and I can tell you that the new Mem-
bers and there are 92 new Members, have
brought a new spirit. They have made
changes by their very presence in the struc-
ture of the Congress which you already are
aware of and I belleve they represent the
best in this country and that you can depend

on them and me to do what is right and get
this country going again.

HOME HEALTH CARE—PART 1II

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, together with
60 House cosponsors, I have introduced
HR. 4772 and H.R. 4774, the National
Home Health Care Act of 1975. The bill
has been given equally strong support
in the Senate where it has been intro-
duced as S. 1163 by Senators FraNk Moss
and FrRANK CHURCH, respective chairmen
of the Senate Subcommittee on Long
Term Care and Committee on Aging,
HucH ScoTtT, Senate minority leader, and
Senators Wrirrrams, DoMenicr, and
TUNNEY.

To discuss the need for home health
care and the public support this pro-
posal is receiving, it is my intention to
place statements in the REecorp several
times a week by experts and lay persons
commenting on the legislation.

This is the second in the series.
STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN PuBLic HEALTH
ASSOCIATION
(By C. Arden Miller, M.D., president)

We have read, with interest, your draft

bill on the expansion of home health services
and commend this effort as a long-needed
and positive step in the provision of long-
term care.

As well as offering badly needed changes
such as the abolition of a ceiling on the
number of days of coverage and the inclu-
sion of homemaking as a covered service, we
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believe your bill provides for some innova-
tive means of encouraging home health care.
The provision that allows for the payment
of rent and for the expansion of Federal
funding for congregate housing are aflirma-
tive programs that will have impact on
changing this nation’s archaic tendency to-
wards emphasizing institutional care.

[From the American Journal of Public

Health, February 1974, Vol. 64, No. 2]

Home HEALTH SERVICES: A NATIONAL NEED
I. BACKGROUND

Fostering social conditions and programs
which safeguard and enhance the health of
the population is one of the basic tenets of
public health., Yet home health programs
and delivery of home health services have
been primarily dependent upon the recom-
mendations and referrals of institutions for
care of the sick, or upon individual physi-
cians.

It is estimated that between 4-7 million
persons in need of long-term care are living
outside of institutions. It is imperative that
the public health profession address itself to
the endorsement, support, and creation of
home health services programs which will
maintain this “high-risk” group in the main-
stream of society, as well as make it possible
for those who are institutionalized to return
to their homes, families, and commmunities.

In “A Report to the Special Committee on
Aging, United States Senate,” prepared by
Brahna Trager in April, 1972, Senators
Church and Muskie state:

“For too long these vital services have been
pushed to the sidelines. Their potential has
not been realized. And this neglect of these
services has caused us all to suffer in one
way or another. The most unfortunate vic-
tims have been the consumers who need
their services.”

Throughout the history of mankind, peo-
ple in need of help during illness and disa-
bility have been in their homes for the great
proportion of the time. Even today, with our
sophisticated development for diagnostic
and treatment services in institutions, the
great bulk of need still exists outside of
these facilities. One has only to consider the
prevalence and trend of chronic illness in
our society to arrive at one very impressive
gauge of this fact. The National Health In-
terview Survey of 1965 and 1967 found that
85.6 percent of persons over age 65 and liv-
ing at home had one or more chronic illness
conditions; 46 percent of those age 65 and
over had varying degrees of limitation of
major activity (ability to work, keep house,
etc.). In addition, nearly 5 percent were
confined to the house.

Our modern preoccupation with the or-
ganization, equipping, and financing of in-
stitutional care has led us to a dispropor-
tionate investment of economic and man-
power resources in this area, especially in
acute care facillties. One cannot argue that
these are not an extremely important and
vital part of our health care system, for in-
deed they are. But we have neglected the
adequate development of long-term care in-
stitutions and have almost completely ig-
nored the home care field. The reasons for
this are well known, and need not be more
than mentioned here, but a partlal listing
would include:

Technological advancements which require
patients to come to a given facility;

Urbanization and transportation facilities
bringing people within reach of medical cen-
ter Institutions;

Third-party payvment which
pitalization;

Relative ease of gaining contributor and
government support for the visible “bricks
and mortar” facility and for the dramatic
application of medical advancements carried
out in hospitals;

Convenience and economical expenditure

fosters hos-
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of time for physiclans and other health per-
sonnel when patients are institutionalized;

Lack of available family members to pro-
vide support services outside of institutions,
due to population mobility and the high
proportion of women employed outside the
home.

Development of long-term care facilities
has grown impressively in recent years, but
there Is considerable evidence that we are
using many of them inappropriately. A list
of studies on the subject is attached (see
Appendix A), but in sum, they show that,
in the nursing homes studied, from 20 to 50
percent of patients could have used less
costly levels of care.

It is significant that the limited, recent
concern for fostering “alternatives to insti-
tutional care” has been triggered almost
exclusively by the alarm over rising costs.
Legislative action and support have been
aimed at finding less expensive means of
providing care, and this is entirely appro-
priate when the less costly avenues meet the
patient's needs. Costs cannot, of course, be
condoned as the only consideration in pro-
viding care at any level. It is extremely im-
portant that a continuum of care be avail-
able, from the most highly sophisticated to
the most simple, and that people have access
to each level on a flexible basis according to
need and effectivenss.

The home care services are at present so
limited in scope and geographic availability
as to seriously reduce such service as a viable
choice for large numbers of people. Financial
and manpower resources must be invested
in this area to a much greater degree if
people are to be served in the most effective
way at a supportable cost level.

Home health services have been character-
istically defined as “a complex of health and
assistive services required by an individual
or a family which may be brought when and
as needed into the home to support optimum
health and improve or restore functioning,
or to enhance life and living.”

While there are a variety of organizations
and agencies, each of which may offer special
pieces of this total complex of services, co-
ordination is often lacking. One individual
or family, sophisticated and knowledgeable
in the use of agencles, may he receiving a
plethora of services while another indi-
vidual or family may not be able to obtain
minimal services. Different eligibility require-
ments may interfere with an individual's
ability to receive necessary services. For in-
stance, an individual may be eligible for
visits by a visiting nurse for dressings to a
wound, but not for housekeeping assistance.
The lack of coverage for housekeeping as-
sistance could mean that this person cannot
leave the institutional setting because he
or she would be unable to get food or pre-
pared meals.

The insistence by third-party payers, either
private insurance carriers or governmental
insurance carriers, as well as by many agen-
cies, that no services can be covered or pro-
vided unless physiclan-prescribed may cut off
many persons from procuring a service which,
while not medically indicated from a disease-
oriented standpoint, may be psychologically
and socially necessary from a health suppor-
tive or disease preventive standpoint. While
physicians are expert in the treatment of
disease, they are often less expert in the care
and assistance individuals may require to
enhance or support functioning when it
relates to disability. Nurses, physical thera-
pists, and occupational therapists are far
more knowledgeable in these areas.

Family relationships are often difficult to
assess when interaction takes place outside
the home setting. Family members who are
quite attentive and helpful while the person
is institutionalized may grow weary and even
resent the constant responsibility, as well as
the confinement or Jimitations upon their life
style because of the presence within the home
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of a chronically ill or disabled person. Roles
and family relationships become disrupted
and difficult to cope with in the absence of
supportive assistance or counseling. Place-
ment of the “patient” may lead to similar
problems as well as a sense of isolation for
the “patient.”

It is well acknowledged that changes In
life style and behavior patterns, or uprooting
from a familiar environment, can be a causa-
tive factor in disorientation and can lead to
aberrant behavior, particularly in the elderly.
No matter how good the institution, certain
demands for conformity or standardization
will be made upon the individual. To some
extent, he must alter his pace and accus-
tomed patterns to fit in with the group or
the institutional regimen. Often, the process
of institutionalization itsell aggravates the
problem and reduces ability to function.

At least 10—25 percent of the population
now in Institutional homes of varying kinds
could be cared for and remain in their own
homes If organized services beyond episodic
nursing and medical care were availlable.
Some people are there because they require
assistance with their activities of dally liv-
ing—ranging from complete hyglene and
feeding to minimal assistance in getting out
of and into bed. SBome are there because
they do not have the physical reserves to
maintain a clean and uncluttered environ-
ment, Some are there because they do not
have family members to assist them, or be-
cause those family members can assist them
for only a portion of any given day. Some
are there because they require medications
or treatments, the response and progress of
which must be evaluated on a dally basis.
Some are there because they require treat-
ments and medications which must be
administered by someone else on a dally
or twice-dally basis. Some are there because
they need special types of equipment in order
to function or to survive.

While individuals may be presumed Iin-
nocent until proven guilty, home health
services are presumed unnecessary until
proven essential. In certain instances, third-
party payers imply that agencies delivering
services are either inept In their ability to
evaluate need for service or dishonest In
their claims. On occasion, the position is
taken that, while this service may be neces-
sary, it is not relmbursable or covered under
the terms of contract or eligibility criterla.
Claims by insurance programs imply to the
consumer that, in the event of a health crisis
or health need, he will receive full service
to the extent of his need; policies and con-
tracts are so worded that they may be inter-
preted in any manner by the insurance com-
panies. While many of us jokingly refer to
contracts or policies as having all benefits
in large print and all restrictions in micro-
scopic print, it becomes far from laughable
when individuals are faced with the eco-
nomic crisis which often follows the health
or illness crisis. There are some insurance
policies which offer “X" number of dollars
per week or month to people when they are
hospitalized. People subscribe to this insur-
ance, expecting to insure income during a
non-earning period. However, should this
same individual be confined at home receiv-
Ing services there, this policy would not
apply. In fact, many of these companies will
not even cover the period an individual is
in an extended care facility for continuing
treatment of the illness for which he was
hosplitalized. Thus, a person might well dis-
cover that if he remains in the “acute hos-
pital,” he would be covered by his hospital
insurance and recelve an income, while if he

remains at home or leaves the hospital sooner
with supportive services in his home, he may
have to pay all of his own medical bills and
nursing bills with no income to fall back
on. Insurance carriers should be required
to write policles with such clarity that con-
sumers can readily understand the coverage.
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Interestingly enough, those in the middle
income group are the most affected by the
varying restrictions. Their usual income
levels do not qualify them for municipal,
state, or federal ald, nor do they afford them
sufficlent money to pay for the services. The
poor are also affected, because the degree
of proof that services provided are indeed es-
sentlal is almost prohibitive.

The concept of individuals going into the
home to assist or minister during times of
crisis or illness has always been present.
Many of these services were delivered free
of charge to the needy. They were whimsical,
dependent upon the extent to which the re-
cipients were considered deserving and were
visible. Today our criteria for the “deserv-
ing' would, on the surface, appear less whim-
iscal, but, in fact, they are still capricious.

Individuals or familles are deprived of
necessary services because of rigid restrie-
tions by Medicare or because of the inability
of the providers to correctly interpret and
understand the implications of the condi-
tions. One must, in effect, prove that home
health services are necessary and a substitute
for Institutionalization and consequently
less costly.

For want of a walker, an individual may be
chairbound. For want of a skilled therapist,
an individual may lose the use of a hand or
a leg. For want of an hydraulic 1ift, or in-
dividuals skilled in lifting, a person may be
bedbound. For want of delivery of an oxygen
tank and instructions in the use of a mask
or inhalator an individual may remaln
within the confines of an institution, fearful
of leaving. Our production line technological
approach has extended to the care of the
sick, the elderly, the infirm, and the isolated
and lonely. We put them where the services
are, rather than bringing the services to
them.

Most major hospitals today have a home
health or home care coordinator. This per-
son, most frequently, becomes involved after
admission of an individual to the hospital
setting and usually when discharge is being
considered. It is rare that one sees a home
care coordinator involved in the evaluation
of admissions to the hospital or in the out-
patient units. Again, this reflects a concept
of home health services to the i1l as an after-
math of continuation of institutional care,
so that our present continuum of care is
most likely to be hospital, then home, rather
than cholce of hospital when care in the
home is impossible because of the need for
specific services which are not transportable
and to which the individual cannot be trans-
ported for a brief treatment.

In 1972, the Special Committee on Aging
of the United States Senate, in the previously
cited report on home health services in the
United States, made the following major
recommendations:

Medicare and Medicald regulations must
be iInterpreted and applied so as to provide,
rather than restrict, home health services;

Home health planning must be based pri-
marily on the professional judgments of
those familiar with consumer needs rather
than remote decision-makers far removed
from the problems;

Institutionalization as a condition for
home health care must be eliminated, as well
as requirements for co-insurance payments;

Costly and confusing red tape must be
elilminated in providing home health serv-
ices, including in particular the practices of
prior authorization and retroactive denials;

Proposals for national health care legisla-
tion must include provision for comprehen-
sive home health services;

A national approach to the provision of
adequate coverage of the population by home
health services is essential.

In 1973, individuals are still being insti-
tutionalized and being maintained in Iin-
stitutions because of lack of adequate home
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care services or, where the services do exist,
because of inability to pay for them or to
have them covered through some form of
health insurance.

II. IMPLICATIONS FOR ACTION

A. Types of Services Necessary: The quan-
tity, range, and pattern of organization of
home health services will depend upon the
socloeconomiec, cultural, and age character-
istics of the population to be served and the
types of health and soclal problems most
prevalent in the area. Differing geographic
areas (urban, suburban, rural) will also in-
fluence the range and patterns of services
required.

Basic service components which must be
avallable for effective and high-quality care
to individuals in their homes include medi-
cal, dental, and nursng care; homemaker-
home health alde services; physical, occupa-
tional, and speech therapies; soclal work, nu-
tritional, health education  laboratory, and
pharmaceutical services; transportation and
medical equipment and supplies.

Regardless of the specific components re-
quired in individual situations for safe and
effective care, all of the above components—
with the possible exception of physical, occu-
pational, and speech therapies—should be
available on a seven-day-a-week basis,

Soclal problems have a direct relationship
to the health and well-being of individuals
within a soclety. A complete health service
program must foster means and methods to
improve the soclial setting as well as pro-
vide direct medical and nursing intervention
to deal with the resultant health problems.
The following factors must also fall within
the purview of organized home health serv-
ices; patient and family education to en-
hance compliance with prescribed regimens;
provision for adequate and safe housing; as-
slstance with maintaining a clean and non-
hazardous environment; nutritional services
including home delivered meals, or shopping,
as well as preparation of food; arrangements
for individuals to move beyond the immedi-
ate confines of their homes to soclalize and
interact with others, whether it be the sick
individual or members of the family who
may not be free unless someone can relieve
them; and planning for socialization within
the home for the completely homebound,
through periodic visits of others.

Central to the organization of high qual-
ity patient care services at home must be
mechanisms for coordination of the wvarious
services and components of care required by
individual patient and family situations.

B. Present Effect on Economy.

1. Loss of Work: Empirically, it {5 known
that there are a number of individuals who
could work either at home or in an outside
work setting if provisions could be made to
get work to them, or to get them to work. In
additlon, concentrated supportive rehabili-
tative services in the home could assist them
to develop sufficient capacity to function pro-
ductively within the home, and, in many in-
stances, to be able to Independently travel to
and from a work setting. Money spent in
such a program would be returned indirectly
through the earning capacity of these people.

Family members who might be capable of
earning or working are confined to home be-
cause of the prolonged or permanent invalid-
ism of a sick member. In addition, this type
of input creates emotional as well as energy
drains upon well family members, which
often precipitates both physiological and psy-
chological 1llness {increasing the health
problem.

2. Use of Institutions at Higher Cost: There
are people who are institutionalized beyond
& necessary time due to lack of organized
services to meet their particular needs. The
following figures represent the difference in
cost for home health agencies and institu-
tions of any kind.
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Medicare reimbursement for home health
services and inpatient hospitalization,
1969-72

[In millions of dollars]
Relmbursements
Home Hospitali-
health zation

4,088.6

4,514.7

5,026.6

5, 550.6

{ Estimated on the basis of claims recelved
through December 7, 1972 (first six months
multiplied by two).

Source: Monthly Benefit Statistics, Febru-
ary 15, 1972; No. 1, 1973; DHEW/B8SA/Office
of Research and Statistics.

1971 medicare reimbursements

[In thousands]

Ze8.7

Inpatient hospital
Home health
Extended care facility

11,956,423

Medicare Insurance.

1, 748, 270
15, 824
104,778
12,308

756, 062

Home health_
Outpatient hospital
Independent laboratory.
All other

7,191, 053

LIncludes some reimbursables for which
type of service is unknown.
Source: (same as above).

Home health (Parts A and B) reimburse-
ments for 1971, total #56,605 (in thousands)
or 0.787% of the total Medicare reimburse-
ment for services in 1971.

Prepared by Department of Home Health
Agencles and Community Health Services,
NLN 2-20-T3.

III. RECOMMENDED POLICY

We must approach the problems of the
chronically ill, aging, and infirm with the
same vigorous leadership that we have dem-
onstrated in the past in dealing with com-
municable diseases and maternal and child
health, for these illnesses are also a part of
family health and the public’s health.

Therefore, it 1s recommended that APHA:

1. Endorse the “Home Health Services Def-
inition and Statement” (Appendix B), de-
veloped by a task force composed of rep-
resentatives of outpatient and home care
institutions, American Hospital Association;
the Council of Home Health agencies and
Community Health Services, National League
for Nursing: the National Association of
Home Health Agencies; and the Natlonal
Council for Homemaker-Home Health Aide
Services.

2. Develop a multi-disciplinary task force
to develop guidelines and criteria to further
the implementation of Home Health Services.

3. Support liaison with other natlonal or-
ganizations involved in delineating and sup-
porting Home Health Services with the goal
of strengthening delivery and coordination of
services. Advise the federal government of
the importance of allocating funds in sup-
port of these services based upon the guide-
lines established by the organizations.

4. Encourage local communities through
the Comprehensive Health Planning Agency
to study and determine the extent and type
of needs peculiar to their area and develop
programs to meet these needs.

5. APHA should go on record In support of
the inclusion of home care coverage in what-
ever kind of national health insurance is to
be enacted.
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ArPPENDIX B
DEFINITION AND STATEMENT

Foreword: The following definition and
position statement on Home Health Services
was developed by a task force composed of
representatives of the Assembly of Out-
patient and Home Care Institutions, Ameri-
can Hospital Association; the Counecil of
Home Health Agenclies and Community
Health Services, Natlonal League for Nurs-
ing; the National Association of Home Health
Agencies; and the National Counecil for
Homemaker-Home Health Alde Services, Inc.

Definition: Home health service is that
component of comprehensive health care
whereby services are provided to individuals
and families in their places of residence for
the purpose of promoting, maintaining, or
restoring health, or the effects
of ililness and disability. Services appropriate
to the needs of the individual patient and
family are planned; coordinated and made
avallable by an agency/institution, or a unit
of an agency/institution, organized for the
delivery of health care through the use of
employed staff, contractual arrangements, or
a combination of administrative patterns,

These services are provided under a plan
of care which includes appropriate service
components such as, but not limited to, med-
ical care, dental care, nursing, physical ther-
apy, speech therapy, occupational therapy,
soclal work, nutrition, homemaker-home
health alde, transportation, laboratory serv-
ices, medical equipment and supplies.
STATEMENT ON HEALTH SERVICES IN THE HOME

The home environment plays a significant
role in promoting health and facilitating the
healing process. Properly coordinated and
administered home health care provides a
meaningful health service for ill persons,
speeds recovery and rehabilitation of in-
dividuals with acute or chronic health prob-
lems, and assists in the prevention of disease
and disability.

The provision of appropriate health care
services to patients in their homes benefits
the patient, the family, and the community.
Therefore, 1t is imperative that quality health
service in the home be a basic component of
the health care system,

Home health services can:

1. Contribute to the health and well-being
of the patient and his family;

2. Restore the patient to health and/or
maximum functioning;

3. Prevent costly and inappropriate admis-
slon to institutions;

4. Reduce readmission to institutions; and

5. Enable earlier discharge from hospitals,
extended or intermediate care facllities, or
nursing homes.

Health services at home must be char-
acterized by:

1. Provision of high quality care to pa-
tients;

2. Professional coordination of the varlous
services dellvered to the individual patient
and family;

3. Evaluate techniques to insure the appro-
priateness and the quality of care provided;
and

4. Appropriate administrative controls.

Levels of care varying in intensity and
service components responsive to the indi-
vidual needs of patients must be avallable
in the home. As patients' needs change, there
must be adequate mechanisms for movement
of patients within the'varying levels of home
care, as well as for transfer to other care
settings.

The economic realities of the cost of health
services to individuals, familles, and com-
munities make it imperative that health serv-
ices at home be included in all present and
future health care delivery systems. It, there-
fore, becomes mandatory that:
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1. Present and future funding mechanisms,
governmental and non-governmental, ade-
quately finance all levels and service com-
ponents of home health care on a continuing
basis;

2. Avallability and accessibility of home
health services for all populations be assured;

3. Developmental funds be an integral
part of all financing for the expansion of
existing services and initiation of new pro-

grams.

THE NATIONAL HOME HEALTH
CARE ACT OF 1975

(Mr. EOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, together with
over 60 House cosponsors and a growing
number of Senators including Frank
Moss, Frang CHURCH, and HucH ScorT,
I have introduced the National Home
Health Care Act of 1975.

There is a nationwide scandal in nurs-
ing homes, both in the treatment and
overcharging of patients.

The abuses disclosed in recent hearings
should not be allowed to continue any-
where in the country. Those in need of
nursing home care must have decent
homes available to them: but care must
be available to those who are now forced
to seek institutionalization, whether in a
hospital or a nursing home, only because
of the lack of reasonable alternatives.
A recent HEW study estimates that be-
tween 14 and 24 percent of the Nation's
1,070,000 nursing home patients are “un-
necessarily maintained” in institutions
because of the lack of alternatives.

One of our priorities in this session of
Congress should be to develop alterna-
tives to nursing home care for our elderly
and disabled. Today's medicare and
medicaid laws restrict benefits a patient
may receive at home while extensively
covering that patient’s far more costly,
but often unnecessary, long-term care in
an institution.

My bill will provide an option of home
health care and correlative services—as-
sistance with household tasks, shopping,
walking, transportation to doctor visits,
senior centers, and nutrition centers, and
assistance in rent payments or private
home costs—under medicare and medi-
caild as an alternative for those who
would otherwise require nursing home
care.

To provide such services will cost the
Government far less per patient than in-
stitutionalization now does. Reports by
GAO, the Senate Special Committee on
Aging, and all other studies I have seen
demonstrate that home health pro-
grams—averaging from $180 to $600 per
month depending on the level of care—
cost substantially less than the $15,000 to
$20,000 per year or $1,500 per month or
$50 per day it takes to place a patient in
a nursing home,

The legislation also contains provi-
sions to:

First. Allow medicaid and medicare
payments to hospitals and nursing homes
for providing home health care—in addi-
tion to the bill's provisions for expanded
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home health and correlative services by
traditional home health providers.

Second. Require review of benefits by
a flexible three-member panel so as to
include soecial workers, nurses, psychia-
trists, psychoanalysts, or other qualified
specialists as well as physicians.

Third. Require at least two panel re-
views annually of the need for and level
of home health care.

Fourth. Appoint a home health patient
ombudsman in the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare with re-
sponsibility for program oversight, who
must provide a public annual written
report.

Fifth. Permit additional services to
the home health patient such as physical
therapy, nutritional guidance, family
and personal counseling, as well as nec-
essary medical equipment such as hos-
pital beds, wheelchairs, salves, oils,
powders, and so forth.

Sixth. Insure that no individual under
medicare or medicaid will receive more
home health care benefits than he or she
would have were they institutionalized.

There has been some controversy over
one portion of the bill—to wit section 7—
which requires that the child of a person
in a nursing home or receiving home
health assistance make a contribution to
the beneficiary’s care to the extent of
up to 5 percent of the child's taxable in-
come, based on a sliding scale for the
amount of income. This means that a
family of four with an income of $15,000
using the standard deduction would pay
$500—5 percent of the $10,000 in taxable
income—in a year while the Federal pay-
ment might be as high as $10,000 to
$15,000. An individual making under
$4,000 in taxable income and a family
under $6,000 would not have to pay.

The hill states that the delivery of
health care is in no way conditional upon
the payment of the children. In addi-
tion, in no case, regardless of income, will
the contribution exceed the cost of the
care.

Just as parents have certain responsi-
bilities for the care of their children, as
legislated last year under the social serv-
ices amendments, I believe that this ob-
ligation also extends from an adult to
his or her elderly or disabled parent. My
feeling on this is summed up in a remark
I remember my mother once made when
reading about an abandoned parent:

That woman raised and cared for seven
children; you'd think that seven children
could take care of one mother.

I have introduced a second identical
version of the bill but without *he parent
support requirement, section 7. Thus,
both bills will be available for considera-
tion, one with the section for parent sup-
port, one identical save omission of this
section.

While this legislation could be in-
cluded in any comprehensive health in-
surance bill, it stands on its own if no
health package is enacted. There is a
need for nursing homes for those in-
capable of remaining in their own homes
even with the supportive services pro-
vided by this legislation, but those per-
sons who can remain at home with the
necessary supportive services and thereby
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afforded longer, more productive lives
should be given that opportunity.

We must provide our elderly and dis-
abled the privacy, dignity, and peace
of mind to which they are entitled—in
their own homes, when they do not need
the broad range of services that should
be available in a properly run nursing
home.

I hope the broad congressional sup-
port already evident will grow and that
early hearings will be held on this legis-
lation so badly needed by our Nation’s
elderly and disabled citizens.

KISSINGER ON CUBA: THREE VIEWS

(Mr. FASCELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, the Miami
Herald of March 8 and 9, 1975, carried
two excellent analyses of Secretary Kis-
singer’s recent remarks on U.S. policy
toward Cuba. The two articles are by
the Miami Herald’s Latin American edi-
tor, Don Bohning, and Dr. Leon Goure
of the University of Miami’s Center for
Advanced International Studies.

Because of widespread interest in Con-
gress in our Cuban policy I am including
in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD as a part
of these remarks an extract of Dr. Kis-
singer’'s remarks on Cuba from his March
1 speech in Houston and the two Miami
Herald articles:

THE UNITED STATES AND LATIN AMERICA: THE
NEw OPPORTUNITY
(Address by Hon, Henry A. Kissinger, at the

Combined Service Club Luncheon, Sham-

rock Hilton Hotel, Houston, Tex., Mar. 1,

1875)

In January 1962 the Organization of Amer-
fcan States determined that Cuba had ex-
cluded itself from participation in the inter-
American community by its military ties to
the Soviet Union and its export of revolution
in the Hemisphere. A year later the United
States imposed its own sanctions., In 1964
the member nations of the OAS agreed col-
lectively under the Rio Treaty of Reciprocal
Assistance to sever diplomatic and trade rela-
tions with Cuba.

More than a decade has passed. The coun-
tries of Latin America have successfully re-
sisted pressure and subversion; nations that
in the early Sixties felt most threatened by
Cuban revolutionary violence no longer feel
the menace so acutely. This situation has
generated a reconsideration of the OAS sanc-
tions and raised questions about the future
of our own bilateral relations with Cuba.

Last September several Latin American
countries proposed a meeting to consider
lifting the collective sanctions. We agreed
that a consideration of the Cuban issue at a
meeting in Quito of the Foreign Ministers
of the Americas was appropriate. We deter-
mined to remain completely neutral in the
debate and abstained in the vote. Our guid-
ing principle then, as now, was to prevent
the Cuba issue from dividing us from our
Hemispheric neighbors.

A majority voted to 1ift the collective sanc-
tions, But the Rio Treaty requires a two-
thirds vote and the sanctions thus remain
formally in force. The United States con-
siders itself bound by the collective will as
a matter of international law, and so there
can be no change in our bilateral relations
with Cuba as long as the OAS mandate re-
mains in force.

Since the Quito meeting, however, several
Latin American countrips have anncunced
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that they are prepared to resume trade with
Cuba. Also since the meeting at Quito, all the
OAS nations have tentatively agreed that the
Rio Treaty should be amended to permit the
lifting of sanctions by a majority vote. Sev-
eral of my Latin American colleagues have
suggested that this agreement in principle
might be applied to the existing Cuban sanc-
tions. I will be consulting with them with re-
spect to this initiative during my trip to
South America with the attitude of finding
a generally acceptable solution.

If the OAS sanctions are eventually re-
pealed, the United BStates will consider
changes in its bilateral relations with Cuba
and In its regulations, Our decision will be
based on what we consider to be in our own
best Interests, and will be heavily influenced
by the external policies of the Cuban gov-
ernment.

We see no virtue in perpetual antagonism
between the United States and Cuba, Our
concerns relate above all to Cuba’s external
policies and military relationships with coun-
tries outside the Hemisphere. We have taken
some symbolic steps to Indicate that we are
prepared to move in a new direction if Cuba
will. Fundamental change cannot come, how-
ever, unless Cuba demonstirates a readiness
to assume the mutuality of obligation and
regard upon which a new relationship must
be founded.

[From the Miami Herald, Mar. 8, 1975]
WaAT Does RESUMPTION OFFER UNITED

STATES?—SovVIET MiILiTARY BIiNps Cusa
HARD AND Fast

(By Dr. Leon Goure)

In his “deliberative and carefully con-
structed” speech in Houston on March 1,
Secretary of State Kissinger indicated that
the Ford administration was prepared to
move in a “new direction” in its policy to-
ward Cuba, In his speech Kissinger signaled
the willingness of the United States to vote
for the lifting of the OAS sanctions against
Cuba at the next meeting of the OAS General
Assembly in May if, as appears highly likely
he finds a consensus to do so among the
Latin American governments.

However, most significant in Kissinger's
statement was the indication that the lifting
of the OAS sanctions would not automatically
commit the United States to any change in
its own relations with Havana. While, as he
said, the U.S. sees no “virtue in perpetuating
antagonism" between the two countries, the
actions of the U.S. will be based on “what
we consider to be in our own best interests,”
and would be “heavily influenced by the ex-
ternal policies of the Cuban government.”

In particular, Kissinger identified U.S. con-
tinued concern over Cuba's “external policies
and military relationships with countries
outside the hemisphere,” obviously referring
to Castro’s export of revolution to Latin
America, as well as Cuba’s close political and
military ties with the Soviet Union. Kissing-
er did not specify other issues in dispute be-
tween Washington and Havana, but he
warned that a “fundamental change” in re-
lations cannot come about "unless Cuba
demonstrates a readiness to assume mutu-
ality of obligations and regard upon which
a new relationship must be founded.”

As worded, Kissinger’s statement in Hous-
ton indicates that there has been no funda-
mental change in the long-standing U.S.
conditions for a resumption of relations with
Havana. Indeed, these conditions, which re-
quire Cuba to fundamentally alter its ex-
ternal policies and to loosen, if not altogether
sever, its military ties with the Soviet Union,
go well beyond a mere detente in U.8.-Cuban
relations. The conditions imply that Cuba
must cease being a Sovlet outpost and proxy
in the Western Hemsphere and abandon all
efforts to export revolution to the region,
thus, in effect, no longer acting as a Commu-
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nist state and a member of the Soviet-led
Communist bloe.

In the public debate over the issue of the
lifting of the trade embargo and the resump-
tion of relations with Cuba, little attention
is paid to Soviet policies toward and ac-
tivities in Latin America, nor the use Moscow
makes of Cuba in the pursuit of Its objec-
tives in the Western Hemisphere. The marked
upsurge of Soviet activities in Latin America
in recent years, coupled with the growing
integration of Cuba into the Soviet bloc and
increased Soviet control over all aspects of
Cuban policies, both domestic and foreign,
raise profound doubts about the prospects
for effecting any fundamental changes in
Cuba's policies or ties to the Soviet Unlon
along the lines demanded by the U.S.

An analysis of Cuba's policies and relations
with the Soviet Union, undertaken by two
stall members of the Center for Advanced
International Studies at the University of
Miami, Indicates that after years of effort,
the Soviet Union has succeeded in absorbing
Cuba into and firmly tying it to its bloc, and
that at present Cuba is, in fact, a political
and military proxy of Moscow.

Soviet efforts to integrate Cuba into the
“socialist community of states” led by Mos~
cow and to make the Castro regime com-
pletely subservient to it, culminated in July
1972 in Cuba’s entry as a full member in the
Soviet-East European Council for Mutual
Economic Assistance (CEMA), the economic
arm of the Warsaw Pact. With this step,
Cuba's economy and forelgn trade were
brought in line with the “division of labor”
within the Moscow-led communist commu-
nity and coordinated with the Soviet Union’s
five-year economic plan.

Joint Soviet-Cuban economic planning,
which allows Moscow a major say in Cuba’s
economic development, extends not only to
the current Soviet five-year plan, but also
includes the next five-year plan for the
period 1976-1980 and, as Cuba’s Foreign
Minister Carlos Rodrigues indicated in Jan-
uary 1974, Soviet specialists will assist Cuba
in the planning of the development of its
sugar industry for a period up to 1980. Under
these plans, the Soviet Union and the other
Communist states will continue to be Cuba’s
main trading partners and a source of eco-
nomic assistance and technology.

At present the Communist countries ac-
count for some 70 percent of Cuba’s foreign
trade and receive the major share of its ex-
ports of sugar and nickel, At the same time,
Cuba is heavily dependent on imports from
the Soviet bloc, largely financed on the basis
of long-term credits and repayable in Cuban
goods, for machinery and spare parts, oil,
food and various critical raw materials for
its industries. Soviet exports to Cuba in 1973
amounted to some 8923 million and will ex-
ceed $1 billion in 1974-1975, while the total
trade turnover of $1.8 billlon in 1974 is pro-
Jected to reach a level of 2.7 billlon in 1975.
Thus, as the Soviet Minister of Forelgn
Trade, Patolichev, has declared, *Cuba is one
of the SBoviet Unlon’s basic trading partners.”

Although the current high sugar prices
in the world market have considerably
boosted Cuba’s earnings for the approxi-
mately 2 million tons it is free to sell to non-
Communist countries, much of the gain, ac-
cording to a Radlo Havana broadcast on De-
cember 13, 1974, has been “absorbed” by
the higher prices Cuba has had to pay for
its imports from Western countries. With
Cuba’s sugar production not showing any
marked increase, it is doubtful that Havana
has either much sugar or currency to spare
for any significant trade with the U.S.

Meanwhile, the Soviet Unlon has bene-
fited by paying below world prices for Cuban
sugar and nickel, which has had the effect
of further ralsing the island’'s debt to
Moscow.

CXXT——449—Part 6

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Cuba’s iIntegration into the Soviet bloc
extends not only to the sphere of economic
planning but also to Communist party rela-
tions, and to other areas, such as sclentific
and technological cooperation, the training
of Cuban students and technicians, cultural
relations, education and so on. For example,
on January 24 Havana announced the sign-
ing of an agreement for the printing in the
USSR of 4 million textbooks for Cuban pri-
mary schools.

It is argued sometimes that Cuba’s polit-
ical integration with the Soviet Union has
the beneficlal effect of moderating Castro’s
revolutionary stance and forces him to cease
his efforts to promote guerrilla warfare in
Latin America because Moscow is believed
to be opposed to such adventures and to be
primarily interested in developing relations
with the present Latin American govern-
ments, and concerned with the preservation
of the U.S.-Soviet détente. The cessation of
Castro’s efforts to export revolution to Latin
America is one of the stated conditions for
U.S. resumption of relations with Cuba.

While 1t is true that the Soviet Union has
proclaimed its preference for a strategy of
“peaceful” conquest of power by the Com-
munist parties on the basis of the organiza-
tion of united fronts with other Left and
Center-Left partles, Moscow at the same
time does not eschew possible resort to vio-
lent revolution.

In his speech in Havana in January 1974,
Brezhnev declared “We are not pacifists, we
are not for peace at any price, and we are not,
of course, for any freezing of the social-polit-
ical processes taking place inside the coun-
tries.”

" The key issue in a possible U.S. resumption
of relations with Cuba is the question of its
military ties with the Soviet Union. The
significance of Cuba as a Soviet military out-
post and as a potential threat to U.S. se-
curity was vividly illustrated by the 1982
missile crisis, and agaln in 1970, by Moscow's
attempt to establish a nuclear submarine
base at the Cuban port of Clenfuegos. Al-
though the Soviet Union at the time denied
any intention of building a “Soviet" naval
base in Cuba, the facilities at Clenfuegos
have not been dismantled and a succession
of Soviet naval squadrons, including sub-
marines, have been visiting Cuban ports and
cruising the Caribbean.

It remains to be seen whether the U.S.
will indeed base Its decislons regarding its
Cuban policy on its “own best interests” and
will insist on Cuba demonstrating a readi-
ness to meet U.S. conditions, especially In
the matter of Cuban military ties with the
Soviet Union.

A U.S. vote in favor of the lifting of the
OAS sanctions should be viewed by Havana
a8 a further indication to Castro of Wash-
ington's willingness to consider a major shift
in its policy toward Cuba. Even so, there 1s no
reason for the U.S. to rush into resuming re-
lations with Cuba, especially without an ade-
quate quid pro quo on the latter's part which
meets U.S. interests.

The matter of the ultlmate decision
whether or not to resume relations with
Cuba should not be influenced by any wish-
ful thinking, but should be based on a care-
ful and objective weighing of the signals
emanating from Moscow and Havana, and
of their actions.

[From the Miami Herald, Mar. 9, 1975]

Focus oN CuBa: Do RECENT DEVELOPMENTS
SIGNAL A SHIFT IN U.S. Poricy?

(By Don Bohning)

Secretary of State Henry Kissinger has
acknowledged the obvious: Cuba has come
in from the hemisphere cold.

Until Eissinger's well-publicized speech in
Houston a week ago, Washington had ada-
mantly insisted there had been *“no change"
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in U.S. policy toward Cuba despite mounting
indications to the contrary in recent months.

Even now, State Department officials con-
tend, press interpretation of Kissinger's re-
marks on Cuba went far beyond what the
Secretary actually said.

That is perhaps true. Yet, State Depart-
ment officials have made no effort to counter-
act such interpretations and, in fact, con-
tributed to them with the advance ballyhoo
that accompanied the speech and high level
Washington background briefings.

Neither do they dispute that when Kissin-
ger sald “we see no virtue in perpetual an-
tagonism between the United States and
Cuba,” it was probably the most conciliatory
statement by a U.S, official toward the Castro
regime since diplomatic relations between
the two countries were broken on Jan. 3,
1961.

If that didn’t get across the message that
there has, indeed, been a change in the U.S.
attitude toward Castro, the State Department
response to legislation relating to Cuba in-
troduced in Congress last week should make
it abundantly clear.

Sen. Edward Kennedy (D., Mass.), intro-
duced a bill that would, among other things,
end the 13-year-old U.S. trade embargo
against Cuba.

And Sens. Jacob Javits (R., N.Y.) and
Claiborne Pell (D., R.I.) presented a resolu-
tion calling for the normalization of relations
between the United States and Cuba.

A year, or even six months, ago such pro-
posed legislation would have provoked the
haughty State Department reply that it
served no useful purpose.

But now, says a State Department official
when asked about the EKennedy legislation,
“we think it is desirable that the Congress
‘consider and debate’ the process of normal-
lzing relations with Cuba, as Sen. Kennedy
said in introducing the bill.”

He added, however, “We do not think it
would serve our interests that the bill be
passed immedlately since that would open
up trade before the Organizations of Ameri-
can States has acted to repeal the existing
multilateral sanctions. This would be incon-
sisted with our OAS commitments.”

Th unspoken implication is that once the
OAS sanctions are lifted, the United States
is more than willing to consider abandoning
its own embargo against the island.

It is now certain the sanctions will be re-
voked, with U.S. support, at the May OAS
general assembly meeting in Washington.

As for the Javits-Pell resolution, the State
Department reaction there is also instructive
as to which way the wind is blowing across
the Carribbean.

“We would welcome a debate which would
lead to a better understanding of the issues
at stake and full public support,” said an
official of the resolution.

The immediate issue at stake, from the
Washington perspective, is not so much
bilateral U.S.-Cuban relations as U.S. rela-
tions with the rest of the hemisphere and
how the Cuba question is increasingly com-
plicating them.

Just how far much of the rest of the
hemisphere 1s ahead of the United States in
disposing of the Cuban problem was brought
home again last week when Colombia re-
sumed diplomatic relations with the Castro
government,

The simultaneous announcement, made
Thursday in Bogota and Havana, sald the
two countries had decided “to re-establish,
as of today, consular, commercial and com-
munications relations at the ambassadorial
level.”

‘We are thawing the cold war,” declared
Colombian Foreign Minister Indalecic
Lievano.

There is some speculation that Kissinger's
speech a week ago was deliberately timed
before the Colombia-Cuba announcement—
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and certalnly before his planned Latin Amer-
fcan trip next month—to signal to the rest
of the hemisphere that U.S. policy has
changed.

Colombia became the ninth OAS member
nation to have diplomatic relations with
Cuba in defiance of the decade-old OAS
sanctions.

Other OAS countries that maintain formal
ties with Havana are Argentina, Peru, Vene-
zuela, Panama, Mexico, Jamaica, Trinidad
and Barbados.

Guyana, Canada and the Bahamas, three
non-0OAS hemisphere natlons, also have dip-
lomatic relations with Cuba.

Over and above the collective sanctions,
there are unilateral U.S. laws on the books
that discriminate in various ways against
third countries dealing with Cuba.

It Is in this area where the greatest urgency
for action lies, according to both congres-
sional and State Department sources.

In some cases, restrictions affecting third-
country shipping and U.S. grant assistance
already are being quietly overlooked. And in
other instances, such as the sale to Cuba by
U.S. subsidiaries overseas, exceptions are be-
ing granted in increasing numbers.

The Kennedy legislation, or “omnibus bill,”
as a State Department official calls it, would
eliminate the third-country restrictions in
addition to removing the U.S. trade embargo
against Cuba.

His bill, Eennedy said in introducing it,
would “remove prohibitions against trade
with Cuba, prohibitions against third coun-
tries which trade with Cuba and prohibitions
on U.S. travel to Cuba.”

Similar legislation, but not quite as all-
Inclusive, has been Introduced in the House
of Representatives by Rep. Michael Harring-
ton (D., Mass.),

What his bill does not do, KEennedy empha-
sized, is authorize any change in the “pro-
hibition against U.8. forelgn assistance to
Cuba.” Nor does it authorize “any change
in the prohibition against assistance to those
nations that supply Cuba with arms” or “ex-
tend most favored nation treatment to Cuba.”

Kennedy drew a pointed parallel between
Washington’s condemnation of the Arab
blacklist against firms doing business with
Israel and the U.S. boycott of Cuba.

The Arab blacklist, Kennedy sald, “is
morally repugnant to every American and an
intolerable practice, yet in condemning this
use of economic power we must also recognize
that we ourselves have for more than a
decade used simllar economic weapons
against nations and shipping lines doing
business with Cuba, We, too, have maintained
and enforced a blacklist.”

Knowledgeable congressional sources doubt
that the Kennedy legislation will be approved
in the form it has been introduced.

They see its value chiefly as keeping the
pressure on the administration to do some-
thing about the Cuba question.

The same sources see, by midsummer, a
large-scale lifting of all restrictions against
third countries dealing with Cuba, with
the end of the unilateral U.S. trade embargo
against the island coming by the end of
the year.

Full diplomatic relations, between the
United States and Cuba, unless events move
more rapidly than now foreseen, probably
are at least two years away—sometime after
the 1976 presidential elections.

In the interim, there is llkely to be an
escalating series of moves and countermoves
or, as Secretary Kissinger calls them, “sym-

bolic steps"” by both sides toward reconcilia-
tion.

Those already have begun.

“We have taken some symbolic steps to in-
dicate that we are prepared to move in a new
direction if Cuba will,” Elissinger sald in his
Houston speech.

State Department officlals, briefing news-
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men in Washington, sald those *“symbolic
steps’ specifically included the relaxing of
travel restrictions last month against Cuban
diplomats at the United Nations—this after
state Department officlals had denied at
the time the restrictions were lifted that it
signified any change in policy toward Cuba.

There has not been a clearly discernible
Cuban response to Kissinger's speech al-
though the release last week before thelr
terms expired of three Americans jailed In
Havana on mnarcotics charges was seen In
some quarters as a “symbolic step” by the
Castro government.

Castro, traditionally, makes a major speech
on March 13, the anniversary of a 1957 Cuban
student attack against the government of the
late Fulgencio Batista, then in power iIn
Havana.

There is speculation in Washington that
Castro might use that occasion for a more
clearly enunciated reaction to the overture
contalned in Kissinger's speech.

On the U.S. side, there are likely to be no
more major moves toward Cuba before the
OAS sanctions are lifted In May.

There will be at least one opportunity be-
fore then, however, for Washington to extend
another symbolic olive branch.

U.S. travel restrictions to Cuba, renewable
periodically at the discretion of the secre-
tary of state, expire later this month.

Although court declsions have rendered
the travel restrictions unenforceable, were
Kissinger to announce that they had not
been renewed or, even if they were quletly
allowed to lapse, it would most certainly be
interpreted as a “symbolic step” by Wash-
ington.

While the mechanics of the evolution in
U.S.-Cuban relations still remain unclear,
there is no longer much doubt that a new era
has begun, and Kissinger publicly recognized
it last week.

BROTHERHOOD AWARD PRE-
SENTED TO GEORGE MEANY

(Mr. PERKINS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, the Na-
tional Conference of Christians and Jews
recently held its Brotherhood Award
meeting, and this year presented the
award to George Meany, president of the
AFL-CIO. Mr. Meany had significant
things to say in his speech accepting the
award—comments about unemploy-
ment, boycotts, and about our basic
rights as free people in a democracy.
I believe his speech is well worth pe-
rusal by all Members, and I include it in
the REcorp, as follows:

I am delighted to be here and, of course,
deeply honored to recelve the annual Broth-
erhood Award of the National Conference
of Christlans and Jews.

I'm particularly honored to be Introduced
and presented here tonight by the Vice Pres-
ident of the United States, who I have known
for many, many years. I have been reading
about him lately. I see where he is trying to
bring the United States Senate into the 20th

Century. And I would say, if he was scarred a
little bit in the attempt, not to worry about
it. They are very honorable scars.

I take this Award—not for myself—but in
behalf of the organization I have the honor
to head, the AFL-CIO—In behalf, really of
the American Labor movement which, I be-
lieve, perhaps Immodestly, iz the most effec-
ft.:ir;e human rights movement in this coun-

You know—In the final analysis—human
rights rest on human dignity—on a common
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recognition of the worth of the human per-
sonality.

If we lose that sense of self-worth—of
dignity, we become careless of the rights of
others and we fail to claim our own rights
as well. Before we know it, we have passively
acquiesced in our own enslavement.

It is not surprising, therefore, that total-
itarian governments must rob their citizens
of dignity.

The business of dictatorship is to dictate—
to control all the way—including the thought
processes of its victims. In carrying on its
business, it destroys the dignity of all those
under its control by telling them that they
are not whole human beings in themselves—
that they are fulfilled as persons only through
service to the State—or only through sub-
servience to an ideology or doctrine. Thelr
own humanity is not sufficlent—they need
Big Brother—be he named Adolph, Josef or
Leonid.

But dictatorship is not the only enemy of
human dignity. Poverty, hunger, disease, un-
employment—these are also things that de-
mean the human personality. These are also
the things that make people feel less than
whole.

That is why a man who is out of work—a
man who can not properly feed or clothe or
shelter his family does not feel like a whole
man—and the same goes for women who
bear like responsibilities.

And, I belleve, the labor movement has
done more than any other single force in
American life to enhance the economic secu-
rity of the great mass of America’s working
people. I also belleve it has done more than
any other segment of our soclety to bulld
the broad base of dignity that supports the
humian rights we often take for granted.

In this sense, the labor movement is a hu-
man rights movement—no less than the Na-
tional Conference of Christlans and Jews or
the NAACP.

And yet, much of what we do In the field
of human rights does not carry a human
rights label. It Is a natural by-product of
our day-to-day role In the world of work.

For example, we do not recruit to the ranks
of organized labor on the basis of race, creed,
sex or ethnic background. We do not have
quotas In the labor movement.

We don’t ask a man where he comes from
or what his political views are before he joins
8 union. All we want to know is—does he
work here and what kind of work does he
do and—if he works for a living, we feel
he belongs In the union.

And, despite all of the antl-union propa-
ganda that has been beamed into the black
community, the latest studles show that
black workers are more prone to join a union
than are white workers.

And, no wonder—the earnings of union-
ized black workers are, on the average, sub-
stantially higher than among their non-
union counterparts.

I contend that when you substantially
ralse a man's earnings—espectally If he is a
poor man—you don't just put more meat on
his table—you help him hold his head a 1it-
tle higher.

And that {s what the labor movement is in
the business of doing—helping people hold
their heads a little higher. Helping people
bemd me mfom human in the highest sense—
an erefore more consclous of
Pighte. their human

But, these days—we must admit— our job
Is getting more difficult each day—and you
all know the reason.

It 1s not because we have stopped trying.
It 1s because the policles of the Adminis-
tration that has been in power In Wash-
ington since January, 1969 have thrown this
nation Into an economic crisis worse than
anything we have known since the Great
Depression of the 1930s,

Unemployment is feeding on unemploy-
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ment. 8.2 percent of our workforce is job-
less—according to the officlal figures, which
very much understate the problem.,

But while the official overall rate is 8.2
percent, 1t was 13.4 percent for blacks in mid-
January. It was 14.3 for the unskilled and
13.1 for the semi-skilled. It was 20.8 for
teenagers and 41.1 for black teenagers.

Now, I submit—contrary to what Arthur
Burns may think—that these are not just
statistics. This is a human tragedy. Milllons
of disadvantaged Americans who began to
make real progress in the 1960s are now
being thrust back to where they were ten or
fifteen years ago.

I belleve that we are sitting on social
dynamite. As the recession deepens—and all
signs point in that direction—racial and so-
cial tensions are bound to rise, posing a
threat to the real accomplishments of orga-
nizations like the National Conference of
Christians and Jews and so many others
that have labored so hard to eradicate bigotry
and prejudice from the land.

I did not come here to present the AFL—
CI0's program to deal with the economic
crisis—although I do want you to be aware
that we have one. We think it is a better one
than the President has offered—and, cer-
tainly, it is more comprehensive than what
the Democrats have offered.

The point I want to make s that all
of us who are deeply concerned about human
rights and human relations must turn our
attention to the economy—because if it con-
tinues to go downhill—it can become the
breeding ground of ugly social impulses and
emotions—among them the anclent curse
of anti-Semitism.

I am not an alarmist but I do read his-
tory—and we know from history, that anti-
Semitism seems to intensify in times of
severe economic and social stress.

Today, we have an additional danger. Not
only does our deteriorating domestic econ-
omy provide an all-too-rich soil for scape-
goating and demagoguery but, we are faced—
on the international scene—with powerful
waves of anti-Semitism emanating from the
Middle East.

And, make no mistake about it—the Arab
fanatics are not just anti-Israel or anti-
Zionist, They are anti-Jewish, They are plain,
old-fashioned anti-Semites in the spirit of
Adolph Hitler.

But, the most outrageous thing is that the
venom with which they have poisoned their
own socleties they now seek to inject into our
soclety.

I think President Ford is to be commended
for speaking out so clearly against the Arab
blacklist. The idea that any foreign investors
would discriminate against Americans who
are Jewlsh or who do business with Israel is
a monstrous abomination.

But, what is worse is the fact that there
are American Governmental agencles that
cooperate in this desplicable practice.

Imagine The Army Corps of Engineers ad-
mits that it goes along with the demands of
the Arab States that no Jews be sent into
their countries.

And, then we learn that our Department
of Agriculture—you know Earl Butz' Depart-
ment of Agriculture—you know Earl Butz—
holds a 6.5 percent interest in the Intra In-
vestment Company of Beirut, Lebanon—a
company that boycotts banks that give eco-
nomic assistance to the Israelis,

I think we have to go farther than the
President’s statement. I think we have to let
the whole world know that in the United
States of America, that in our country, hu-
man rights still take priority over the dollar.

I think we should tell the Arabs that any
would-be investors from any country who
subseribes to the blacklist are henceforth
g:;:gd from dolng business in the United

8. ;
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There is some business we don’t need.

Throughout the world today there 1s great
confusion about what the United States of
America stands for—or whether we stand for
anything at all.

In the American Congress, a very strange
discussion is taking place. It has to do wifh
whether we should glve South Vietnam the
remaining $300 million of the $1 billion orig-
inally authorized for military assistance. In
other words, should we keep our commit-
ment. According to many experts, the survival
of the country may be at stake,

Many volces are ralsed against further ald.
The Thieu regime is too repressive, they say.
It 1s also too corrupt. It is Intolerant of press
criticlsm. It manhandles demonstrators. It
even sometimes arrests union leaders and
Buddhists. Its elections are not nearly as
democratic as ours.

I can understand these criticilsms—al-
though I don't agree with the conclusions
some people come to. But, what I can't un-
derstand is how the same people who want
to cut off aild to South Vietnam because its
government is too repressive—turn around
and argue for 6 percent U.S. credits for the
Soviet Union—where there are No demoh-
strations, No unions, No elections—and the
most degrading form of corruption—the
complete monopoly of all power—political,
economic and military—by a single ruling
cligue over the lives of every single person
within the Soviet Union.

Incidentally, on the issue of governmental
corruption in high places, we here in the
United States should guard against any feel-
ing of excessive self-righteousness.

We should give some thought and contem-
plation to our own recent experience with
corruption at the very highest level.

If the stupld Watergate break-in had not
accidentally come to light—how far would
the Fascist mentality that prevalled in the
‘White House have carried us down the road
to repression of individual human rights—to
harassment and control of the press—to the
manhandling of demonstrators and all the
rest of those evils of dictatorial regimes
which we so readily deplore?

How much of a step would it have been
from the promulgation of an enemies list to
the complete monopoly of power over the so-
clal, economic and political life of our
nation?

The air has been filled recently with talk
of detente. That's a lovely word. I couldn't
find it in the American dictionary, but, if's
in the French dictionary. Detente not only
with the Soviet Union and China but with
the East European puppet regimes. Trade
with these countries from the United States
is aid to them. Yet, which of these govern-
ments comes anywhere near being as demo-
cratic as South Vietnam?

So, as you look at our policies in Southeast
Asia—where the first bitter fruits of a false
detente can be tasted—and as you look at
our policies toward the Soviet Unlon—where
our guiding moral principle—and *“moral”
has to be In quotes—is “no Interference in
their internal affairs”, not even in defense of
human rights—and then as you look at our
policies in the Middle East—where we are
supplying wvarlous Arab governments with
fancy aircraft, nuclear reactors—and God
knows what else—what other goodies Henry
hands out—at the same time those Govern-
ments remain pledged to destroy Israel, the
only democratic state in the Middle East—as
you look over all these policies, is it any
wonder that nobody knows anymore what
:hi.-; country belleves In—or what it stands
or?

It used to be thought that we had a clear
commitment—a vested interest—in the
growth and expansion of democratic socleties
throughout the world. It used to be thought
that this commitment was nov just a matter
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of sentimental idealism but was based on a

tion that totalitarianism—whether of
the left or the right—posed an ever-present
threat to our own way of life.

One doesn't hear much of this kind of talk
any more. It 1s buried under mountains of
propaganda about detente and peaceful co-
existence. And, in this climate, talk about
democracy and human rights becomes an em-
barrassment. It makes people feel uncomfort-
able. It makes them feel awkward.

Frankly, I think that this is a terrible
thing. We have come to a sorry pass in the
history of this great experiment in democratic
self-government whose 200th anniversary we
shall soon celebrate.

There is no doubt in my mind but that this
world-wide confusion about the credibility,
the commitment and the cardinal purposes
of the United States in world affairs today 1is
a major factor contributing to the finanecial
and political instability that has shaken so
much of the Western world and threatens to
alter the international balance of power with
frightful consequences.

But, while the immediate future looks
glum, in the long run, I am not a pessimist.
Increasingly, thoughtful Americans are be-
ginning to realize that the pendulum has
swung too far in the direction of wistful
delusion.

A new realism Is bound to set iIn—and with
it—a new set of policles. The greatest enemies
of genuine detente will prove to be—not the
so-called Cold Warrlors llke George Meany,
but the inability of the Soviet Union—given
the system by which it is governed—to re-
nounce its fundamental ambitions and
values,

Those ambitions and values may be tem-
porarily accommodated by some of our busi-
nessmen who are at home wherever there is
a buck to be made—whether in Texas or Bl-
berla—but we, in the labor movement, can
not make that cozy accommodation.

‘We can not survive as a trade union move-
ment except where there is democracy. Hu-
man rights are the very life blecod of our
movement.

Take away the freedom to speak, the free-
dom to assoclate, the freedom to assemble,
the freedom to criticlze the government, if
you please, the freedom to strike—take these
away and you can perhaps still run a corpo-
ratlon but you can't run an institution such
as a trade union dedicated to the welfare of
the ordinary citizen who works for wages—
NO WAY! Come to think of it, when and
where workers lose these freedoms, somehow
all the other segments of soclety are llkewlse
adversely affected.

This is why—no matter what Administra-
tion 1s in power, or who the Secretary of State
may be—the Trade Union movement has—
and must have—a continuing and consistent
commitment to human rights and democratic
values,

Ten years ago on the Tth of this month,
an event took place In Selma, Alabama,
which will not soon be forgotten.

On that “Bloody Sunday”, hundreds of
people who were peacefully demonstrating
for voting rights were set upon by Alabama
Highway patrolmen and brutally beaten.

That was a horrible day in our history.
But, six months later—on August 6, 1966,
Presldent Lyndon Johnson signed the Vot-
ing Rights Act Into law.

Many people sacrificed life, Ilmb and secu-
rity on behalf of the cause of civil rights in
the 1960s. But the point is, their sacrifice was
not in vain, They actually won. And, because
of their victory, Selma seems far off today—
a long, long time away.

The Amerlcan labor movement was part of
that struggle—as you would expect. Not
enough people know, however, that labor's
influence on Capitcl Hill was probably the
most important single factor in winning the
passage of that 18656 Voting Rights Act.
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So, when you hear people talking about
“powerful big labor"—jyes, we have power—
but we like to think that we use our “labor
power"” on behalf of human rights.

And, we say—flat out: What we want for
ourselves as American workers, we want for
all the people of this world—the entire hu-
man family.

All peoples—not just Amerlcans—should
have the rights that were won in Selmsa, Ala-
bama—ten years ago—the rights we are still
fighting to protect and expand.

All people should have these rights—and,

if saying that is Interfering in the internal
affairs of other countries, then I would take
my stand with Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, who
sald:
“, . . All Internal Affairs have ceased to
exist on our crowded Earth! The salvation of
mankind lies only in making everything the
concern of all.”

In this spirit of brotherhood, I thank you
again for your annual award, which I am
proud to accept on behalf of the AFL-CIO.

THE NEED FOR STRIP MINING
LEGISLATION

(Mr. PERKINS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, last year
the Congress, with wisdom and good
judgment, passed an act to regulate strip
mining which should have become law,
but was pocket vetoed. Now, early in this
session, we have the opportunity to do
something about it, and we should
seize it.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation would be
the salvation of the coal mining industry,
and not—as some mistakenly belleve—
a detriment to it.

It would save Appalachia, while allow-
ing responsible mining to continue there,
and in the other coal areas of the East.
And it will prevent the wholesale de-
struction of the Great Plains Area of the
West, preserving a tremendous source of
badly needed food.

But it would also provide money,
through the reclamation fee, for a broad
series of needed public improvements, in
the counties where the coal comes from.
The funds that will be returned to the
coal areas can be used to rebuild those
areas—roads, schools, health facilities,
water and sewer projects, all could be
built with these funds.

Mr. Speaker, in the past several Con-
gresses, I have introduced a bill which
would provide for a severance tax on
coal and other minerals, with the tax
being returned to the counties which
produced the minerals.

The bill we are going to vote on moves
in that direction, so far as coal is con-
cerned, and it is a very good step, be-
cause it is fair and equitable.

Regarding the reclamation fee, the
House has made some concessions which
I hope will be strengthened in conference.

Additionally, the Ilegislation would
authorize reconstruction work on small
farms whose productivity has been de-
stroyved by the effects of strip mining. Re-
storing these small farms by reclaiming
their fields and pastures, and cleaning
their streams, will mean that families can
earn a living from them again, but it
will also mean that additional sources of
food will be available to help prevent
the shortages which we have faced and
can face again very easily.
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Mr. Speaker, responsible coal mine op-
erators will be able to produce all of the
coal we need under this legislation, de-
spite what has been said by those who
want to move the American coal pro-
duction system from east of the Missis~
sippi to the Great Plains of the West.

We should pass this bill, and pass it
in a way that insures it becoming law,
and we should do this without delay.

The entire Nation will benefit from
positive action on this legislation, as well
as the people in the coal areas.

GOVERNMENT IN THE SUNSHINE
ACT

(Mr. FASCELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr, FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I am today
reintroducing the Government in the
Sunshine bill which I sponsored in the
93d Congress. More than 50 of our col-
leagues joined me in the 93d sponsoring
this important measure which would re-
quire that all meetings of multimember
Federal agencies at which official agency
business is considered or discussed shall
be open to the public. The senior Senator
from Florida, Senator LAwToN CHILES,
is the principal sponsor and major force
behind this legislation in the Senate
where hearings were held by a Subcom-
mittee of the Government Operations
Committee last year.

The very concept of democracy im-
plies open Government, where the people
can participate or at least know what ac-
tions affecting their lives are being
taken. The Congress has taken impor-
tant steps in the last several years to
open up its own proceedings. In 1973, the
House adopted legislation which I spon-
sored amending the rules to strengthen
the requirement for open hearings and
open committee meetings including
meetings for the markup of legislation.
Prior to that action, 56 percent of House
hearings and meetings were open to the
public in 1972. In contrast, under the
stronger open meetings rule adopted in
the 93d Congress, 92 percent of all House
committee hearings and markup sessions
were open to the public in 1974.

At the beginning of this Congress, the
House adopted another rule change
which I sponsored to require that House-
Senate conference committee meetings
be held in open session unless a majority
of the conferees of either body voted to
close the session. The Senate Democratic
Caucus and the Republican conference
have adopted resolutions in support of
this change, and implementing legisla-
tion is now pending before the Senate
Rules and Administration Committee.

These actions have served to signifi-
cantly open up the legislative process to
public scrutiny as it should be. The most
effective way to restore public confidence
in the operation of the Congress and to
erase doubts concerning possible con-
flicts of interest, is to do away with
secrecy and make the process more
open—so that the public can follow com-
mittee deliberations and know how de-
cisions are reached and for what reasons.

The public has an equal right to know
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how the agencies of the executive branch
are interpreting the laws enacted by the
Congress. The legislation I am introduc-
ing today would provide that opportu-
nity, and open up many of the delibera-
tions of Federal agencies.

I hope that the House will act on the
proposal this Congress. I urge the sup-
port of all Members and welcome any
suggestions for strengthening or other-
wise perfecting the proposal. The active
support for meaningful reforms which
the Members of the 94th Congress have
demonstrated gives me great hope that
efforts to open up the deliberations of the
executive agencies will benefit from their
commitment and make the Government
more responsive and accessible to the
people.

The text of the Government in the
Sunshine proposal follows:

H.R. 5075

A bill to provide that meetings of Govern-
ment agencies and of congressional com-
mittees shall be open to the publie, and
for other purposes.

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

SectioN 1. SHORT TITLE—This Act may be
f\lw:j as the “Government In the Sunshine

ct”,

SEC. 2. DECLARATION OF PoLicy.—It Is here-
by declared to be the policy of the United
States that the public is entitled to the full-
est practicable information regarding the
declsionmaking processes of the Federal
Government.

Sec. 3. DeEFmNITIONS —FOr purposes of this
Act—

(1) “National defense” means—

(A) the protection of the United States
and its milltary forces against actual or
potential military attack by a foreign power;

(B) the obtaining of foreign intelligence
information deemed essential to the military
defense of the United States or its forces;

(C) the protection of information essen-
tial to the military defense of the United
States or its forces against foreign intelli-
gence activities; or

(D) the protection, to the extent specifical-
1y found necessary by the President in writ-
ing, of the United States against overthrow
of the Government by force: and

(2) “Person” includes an individual, part-
nership, corporation, assoclated governmen-
tzlu authority, or public or private organiza-

on.

AGENCY PROCEDURES

SEc. 4. (a) This section applies, according
to the provisions thereof, to any agency, as
defined in section 551(1) of title 5, United
States Code, where the body comprising the
agency consists of two or more members.
Except as provided in subsection (b), all
meetings (including meetings to conduct
hearings) of such agencies, or a subdivision
thereof authorized to take action on behalf
of the agency, shall be open to the public.
For purposes of this section, a meeting con-
sists of any procedure by which official
agency business is considered or discussed by
at least the number of agency members (or
of members of a subdivision of the agency
authorized to take action on behalf of the
agency), required to take action on behalf
of the agency.

(b) Bubsection (a) shall not apply to any
portion or portions of an agency meeting
where the agency determines by a vote of a
majority of its entire membership, or, in
the case of a subdivision thereof authorized
to take action on behalf of the agency, a
majority of the membership of such subdivi-
sion, that such portion or portions of the
meeting—
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(1) will disclose matters necessary to be
kept secret in the interests of national de-
fense or the necessarily confidential conduct
of the foreign policy of the United States;

(2) will relate solely to individual agency
personnel or to internal agency office man-
agement and administration or financial
suditing;

(3) will tend to charge with crime or mis-
conduct, or to disgrace any person, or will
represent a clearly unwarranted invasion of
the privacy of any individual: Provided, That
this paragraph shall not apply to any Gov-
ernment officer or employee with respect to
his official duties or employment: And pro-
vided jurther, That as applied to a witness
st & meeting this paragraph shall not apply
unless the witness requests in writing that
the meeting be closed to the public;

(4) will disclose information pertaining to
any investigation conducted for law enforce-
ment purposes, but only to the extent that
the disclosure would (A) interfere with en-
forcement proceedings, (B) deprive a per-
son of a right to a fair trial or an impartial
adjudleation, (C) disclose the identity of a
confidential source and, in the case of a rec-
ord compiled by a criminal law enforcement
authority in the course of a criminal investi-
gation, or by an agency conducting a lawful
national security intelligence investigation,
confidential information furnished only by
the confidential source, (D) disclose inves-
tigative techniques and procedures, (E) en-
danger the life or physical safety of law
enforcement personnel; or (F) in the case of
an agency authorized to regulate the lssuance
or trading of securities, disclose information
concerning such securities, or the markets in
which they are traded, when such informa-
tion must be kept confidential in order to
avold premature speculation in the trading of
such securities; or

(5) will disclose information relating to
the trade secrets or financial or commercial
information pertalning specifically to a given
person where—

(A) a Federal statute requires the infor-
mation to be kept confidential by Govern-
ment officers and employees; or

(B) the information has been obtained by
the Federal Government on a confidential
basis other than through an application by
such person for a specific Government finan-
cial or other benefit and the information
must be kept secret in order to prevent grave
and firreparable injury to the competitive
position of such person;

(6) will relate to the conduct or disposition

(but not the initiation) of a case of adjudi-
cation governed by the provisions of the first
paragraph of section 5564(a) of title 5, United
States Code, or of subsection (1), (2), (4),
(8), or (6) thereof.
A separate vote of the agency members, or
the members of a subdivision thereof author-
ized to take action on behalf of the agency,
shall be taken with respect to each agency
meeting a portion or portions of which are
proposed to be closed to the public pursuant
to this subsection. The vote of each agency
member participating in such vote shall be
recorded and no proxies shall be allowed.
Within one day of such vote, the agency shall
make publicly available a written copy of
such vote and, if a meeting or portion thereof
is closed to the public, a full written explana-
tion of its action.

(c) Each agency shall make public an-
nouncement of the date, place, and subject
matter of each meeting, and whether open or
closed to the public, at least one week be-
fore each meeting. Such announcement shall
be made unless the agency determines by
a vote of the majority of its members, or in
the case of a subdivision thereof authorized
to take action on behalf of the agency, a
majority of the members of the subdivision,
that agency business requires that such meet-
ings be called at an earlier date, in which
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case the agency shall make public announce-
ment of the date, place, and subject matter
of such meeting, and whether open or closed
to the public, at the earliest practicable
opportunity.

(d) A complete transcript or electronic re-
cording adequate to fully record the proceed-
ings shall be made of each meeting of each
agency (whether open or closed to the
public) . Except as provided in subsection (e)
of this section a copy of the transcript or
electronic recording of each such meeting, to-
gether with any official minutes of such meet-
ing, shall be made available to the public for
inspection, and additional copies of any
such transcript, minutes, or recording (or a
copy of a ftranscription of the electronic
recording), shall be furnished to any person
at the actual cost of duplication or tran-
scription. Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (e), in the case of meetings closed
to the public, the portion of such transcript
made available for public inspection or elec~
tronic recording shall include a list of all per-
sons attending and their affillation, except
for any portion of such 1list which would dis-
close the identity of a confidentlal source,
or endanger the life or physlical safety of law
enforcement personnel.

(e) In the case of meetings closed to the
publle pursuant to subsection (b) of this
section, the agency may delete from the
copies of transcripts, electronic recordings,
and minutes made available or furnished to
the publlc pursuant to subsection (d) of
this section, those portions which the agency
determines by vote of a majority of its mem-
bership consist of materials specified in para-
graph (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), or (8) of sub-
section (b) of this section. A separate vote
of the agency shall be taken with respect to
each transcript, electronic recording, or min-
utes. The vote of each agency member par-
ticipating in such vote shall be recorded and
published, and no proxies shall be allowed.
In place of each portion deleted from coples
of the meeting transeript, electronic record-
ing, and minutes made available to the pub-
lic, the agency shall supply a full written
explanation of why such portion was deleted
and a summary of the substance of the de-
leted portion that does not itself disclose
information specified in paragraph (1), (2),
(3), (4), (5), or (6) of subsection (b). The
agency shall maintain a complete verbatim
copy of the transcript, or a complete elec-
tronic recording of each meeting (including
those portions deleted from copies made
avallable to the public), for a period of at
least two years after such meeting, or until
one year after the conclusion of any pro-
ceeding with respect to which the meeting,
or & portion thereof, was held, whichever oc-
curs later.

(f) Each agency subject to the require-
ments of this section shall, within three
hundred and sixty days after the enactment
of this Act, following consultation with the
Administrative Conference of the United
States and published notice in the Federal
Register of at least thirty days and oppor-
tunity for written comment by any persons,
promulgate regulations to implement the re-
quirements of subsections (a) through (e)
Inclusive of this section. Such regulations
must, prior to final promulgation, receive
the approval in writing of the Assistant At-
torney Genersal, office of Legal Counsel, cer-
tifying that in his opinion the regulations
are in accord with the requirements of this
sectlon. Any citizen or person resident in the
United States may bring a proceeding in the
United States Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia Circuit—

(1) to require an agency to promulgate
such regulations if such agency has not pro-
mulgated such regulations within the time
period specified herein; or

(2) to set aside agency regulations issued
pursuant to this subsection that are not in
accord with the requirements of subsections
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(a) through (e) inclusive of this section, and
to require the promulgation of regulations
that are in accord with such subsections.

(g) The district courts of the United States
shall have jurisdiction to enforce the re-
quirements of subsections (a) through (e)
inclusive of this section by declaratory judg-
ment, injunctive relief, or otherwise. Such
actions shall be brought within sixty days
after the meeting whose closing is challenged
as a violation of this section: Provided, That
if public notice of such meeting was not pro-
vided by the agency in accordance with the
requirements of this section, such action
shall be brought within sixty days of such
meeting or such public announcement,
whichever is the later. SBuch actions shall be
brought against an agency and its members
by any citizen or person resident in the
United States. Such actions may be brought
in the district wherein the plaintiff resides, or
has his principal place of business, or where
the agency in question has its headquarters.
In such actions a defendant shall serve his
answer within twenty days after the service
of the complaint, The burden is on the
agency to sustain its action. Except as to
causes the court considers of greater impor-
tance, proceedings before the district court,
as authorized by this paragraph, take prece-
dence on the docket over all other causes and
shall be assigned a hearing and trial at the
earliest practicable date and expedited in
every way. In deciding such cases the court
may examine any portion of a meeting tran-
script or electronic recording that was de-
leted from the publicly avallable copy and
may take such additional evidence as it
deems necessary. Among other forms of
equitable rellef, including the granting of
an injunction against future violations of
this section, the court may require that any
portion of a meeting transcript or electronic
recording improperly deleted from the pub-
licly available copy be made publicly avall-
able for inspection and copying, and. having
due regard for orderly administration and
the public interest, may set aside any agency
action taken or discussed at an agency meet-
ing improperly closed to the public. The jur-
isdiction of the district courts under this
subsection shall be concurrent with that of
any other court otherwise authorized by law
to review agency action. Any such court may,
at the application of any person otherwise
properly a party to a proceeding before such
court to review an agency action, ingquire into
asserted violations by the agency of the re-
quirements of this section and afford the re-
lief authorized by this section in the case
of proceedings by district courts.

(h) In any action brought pursuant to
subsection (f) or (g) of this section, the rea-
sonable costs of litigation (including reason-
able fees for attorneys and expert witnesses)
may be apportioned to the original parties or
their successors in interest whenever the
court determines such award is appropriate.
In the case of apportionment of costs against
an agency or its members, the costs may be
assessed by the court against the United
States.

(i) The agencies subject to the require-
ments of this section shall annually report
to Congress regarding their compliance with
such requirements, including a tabulation
of the total number of agency meetings
open to the public, the total number of
meetings closed to the public, the reasons for
closing such meetings, and a description of
any litigation brought against the agency
under this section.

Sec. 5. Title 5 of the United States Code
is amended by adding after section 557 the
following:

“EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS IN AGENCY
PROCEEDING

“Sec. 56TA. (a) DeFiNITIONS.—FoOr purposes
of this section—

*(1) *Ex parte communication’ means a
communication relevant to an on-the-record
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agency proceeding where such communica-
tion is not made on the record, or openly at
a scheduled hearing session in such proceed-
ing, and reasonable notice thereof is not
given to all parties to, or intervenors inm,
such proceedings.

“(2) ‘Interested person' means any person
(including a member or employee of any
Government agency or authority) other than
a member or employee of the agency before
which the on-the-record proceeding is pend-
ing who communicates with an agency mem-
ber or employee with respect to any such
on-the-record agency proceeding.

“(3) ‘On-the-record agency proceeding
means any proceedings before any agency
where the agency action, or a portion thereof,
is required by law to be determined on the
record after an opportunity for an agency
hearing.

“(b) This section applies to any on-the-
record agency proceeding.

“(c) In any agency proceeding which is
subject to subsection (b) of this section—

*(1) no interested person shall make or
cause to be made to any member of the
agency in question, administrative judge, or
employee who is or may be involved in the
decisional process of the proceeding any ex
parte communication;

“(2) no member of the agency in question,
administrative judge, or employee who is or
may be involved in the decisional process of
the proceeding shall make or cause to be
made to an Interested person any ex parte
communication;

“(3) a member of the agency in guestion,
administrative judge, or employee who is or
may be involved in the decisional process of
the proceeding, who receives a communica-
tion in violation of this subsection, shall
place in the public record of the proceeding—

“(A) any written material submitted in
violation of this subsection; and

“(B) a memorandum stating the substance
of each oral communication submitted in
violation of this subsection; and

“(C) responses, if any, to the materials
described in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of
this subsection;

“(4) upon obtaining knowledge of a com-
munication in violation of this subsection
prompted by or from a party or intervenors
to any proceeding to which this section ap-
plies, the agency members or member, the
administrative judge, or employee presiding
at the hearings may, to the extent consistent
with the interests of justice and the policy
of the underlying statutes, require the party
or intervenors to show cause why his claim
or interest in the proceeding should not be
dismissed, denied, disregarded, or otherwise
adversely affected by virtue of such violation.

“(d) The prohibitions of this section shall
not apply—

“(1) to any proceeding to the extent re-
quired for the disposition of ex parte mat-
ters as authorized by law;

“(2) to any written communication from
persons who are neither parties or interven-
ors to the proceeding, nor government of-
ficials acting in their official capacity, where
such communications are promptly placed in
the public docket file of the proceedings.

“{e) The prohibitions of this section shall
apply at such time as the agency shall desig-
nate, having due regard for the public in-
terest in open decisionmaking by agencies,
but in no case shall they apply later than
the time at which a proceeding is noticed
for hearing. If the person responsible for the
communication has knowledge that the pro-
caeding will be noticed, the prohibitions of
this section shall apply at the time of his
acquisition of such knowledge. In the case
of any person who files with an agency any
application, petition, or other form of re-
quest for agency action, the prohibitions of
this section shall apply, with respect to
communications with such person, commenc-
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ing at the time of such filing or at the time
otherwise provided by this subsection, which-
ever occurs first.

*(f) Every agency notice of an opportunity
for participation by interested persons in a
hearing shall contaln a statement as fol-
lows:

*(1) if such notice relates to an on-the-
record agency proceeding, it shall state that
the proceeding is subject to the provisions
of this section with respect to ex parte com-
munications;

“(2) if such notice relates to an agency

proceeding not on-the-record, it shall state
that the proceeding is not subject to the
provisions of this section with respect to ex
parte communications.
If a notice of hearing with respect to any
proceeding before an agency fails to comply
with this section, the proceeding shall be
deemed to be an on-the-record agency pro-
ceeding for purposes of ex parte communica-
tions.

“(g) Each agency subject to the require-
ments of this section shall, within three
hundred and sixty days after the enactment
of this section, following consultation with
the Administrative Conference of the United
States and published notice in the Pederal
Register of at least thirty days and oppor-
tunity for written comment, promulgate
regulations to implement the requirements
of this section. Any citizen or person resi-
dent in the United States may bring a pro-
ceeding in the United States Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbia Circult—

“(1) to require any agency to promulgate
regulations if the agency has not promul-
gated such regulations within the time per-
iod specified; or

*(2) to set aside agency regulations issued
pursuant to this subsection that are not in
accord with the requirements of this section,
and to require the promulgation of regu-
lations that are in accord with this section.

“{h) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to permit any communication which
is prohibited by any other provision of law,
or to prohibit any agency from adopting, by
rule or otherwise, prohibitions or regulations
governing ex parte communications which
are additional to, or more stringent than,
the requirements of this section.

“(1) The district courts of the United
States shall have jurlsdiction to enforce the
requirements of subsections (c) and (e) of
this section by declaratory judgment, injunc-
tive relief, or otherwise. The action may be
brought by any citizen of or person resident
in the United States. The action shall be
brought in the district wherein the plaintiff
resides or has his principal place of business,
or where the agency in question has its head-
quarters. Where a person other than an
agency, agency member, administrative
judge, or employee is alleged to have partici-
pated in a violation of the requirements of
this section, such person may, but need not,
be joined as a party defendant; for purposes
of joining such person as a party defendant,
service may be had on such person in any
district. Among other forms of equitable
relief, the court may require that any ex
parte communication made or received in
violation of the requirements of this section
be published, and, having due regard for
orderly administration and the public in-
terest, may set aside any agency action taken
in a proceeding where the violation occurred.
The jurisdiction of the district courts under
this subsection shall be concurrent with that
of any other court otherwise authorized by
law to review agency action. Any such court
may, at the application of any person other-
wise properly a party to a proceeding before
such court to review an agency action, in-
quire into asserted violations by the agency
of the requirements of this section, and af-
ford the relief authorized by this section
In the case of proceedings by district courts.
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“(}) In any action brought pursuant to
subsection (g) and (i) of this section, cost of
litigation (including reasonable fees for ate
torneys and expert witnesses) may be appor-
tloned to the original parties or their suc-
cessors in interest whenever the court deter-
mines such award is appropriate.”

SEc. 6. This Act and the amendments made
by this Act do not authorize withholding of
information or limit the avallability of rec-
ords to the public except as provided in this
title. This Act does not authorize any infor-
mation to be withheld from Congress.

ILLEGAL SPYING BY THE IRS

(Ms. ABZUG asked and was given per-
mission to extend her remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Ms, ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, on Thurs-
day, March 13, 1975, the Subcommittee
on Government Information and Indi-
vidual Rights held a hearing on the in-
telligence-gathering operations of the In-
ternal Revenue Service. At this hearing
the Commissioner of the IRS, Donald C.
Alexander, testified along with a number
of his associates.

The Commissioner gave testimony, un-
der oath, that the IRS was not collecting
information on the political or social be-
liefs of any individual, was not operating
a surveillance system aimed at political
dissidents, and further, that all intelli-
gence-gathering operations were sus-
pended pending a full review of their
procedures. Commissioner Alexander
further testified that while there might
have been past improprieties, none of the
investigations he ordered, upon becoming
Commissioner, turned up any serious
cases of improper activity by the IRS.

Yet, just the next day, Friday, March
14, 1975, the Miami News carried a story
alleging that the IRS carried on an ex-
tensive operation in 1972 involving the
surveillance of numerous public officials
in Florida, including Federal judges.
These IRS agents were not investigating
tax fraud, according to the story, but
were collecting data on the private lives
and social habits of these persons. The
IRS was using paid informants to pry
into the lives of high officials whose only
apparent “wrong” was to question the 11-
%tizzal activities of the Nixon administra-

on.

Commissioner Alexander has not de-
nied the allegations in this story, and has,
in fact, finally confirmed that the IRS
may have been engaged in such tactics.
An internal investigation has been un-
dertaken in Miami. Yet, just the day be-
fore, he testified that stories such as this
were gross exaggerations. Just the day
before, I asked the Director of the Intelli-
gence Division, John Olszewski, if the
IRS had paid informants on its payroll,
Mr. Olszewski testified:

We do not necessarily have a man on
payroll where he is recelving weekly or
monthly payments.

Yet, on Friday, the Miami News car-
ried the story, which has not been chal-
lenged, that an informer was receiving
a weekly salary in addition to expenses—
& direct refutation of sworn testimony.

When I again asked the IRS witnesses
if any of these types of prior newspaper
allegations were true, I received the same




March 18, 1975

vague assurances that the news stories
were inaccurate or were exaggerations.
The Assistant Commissioner for Inspec-
tion, Warren Bates, said:

We looked at some of the activities of our
group file, particularly those in one district.
We found the same as Mr. Olszewski told you
a few minutes ago. We do have managers and
supervisors and employees who are importing
information into the IGRS (Intelligence
Gathering Research System) system. It is
their judgment as to how they apply the
guidelines issued to them. Undoubtedly, the
kind of information that goes in there—the
sort of thing you talk about—can creep into
those files. It is not a deliberate searching
out of that information.

I hardly think, Mr. Speaker, that a
concerted, long-term effort to pry into
the lives of public officials can be passed
off as information “creeping” into the
files.

Either the Internal Revenue Service
has the most inept leadership in the U.S.
Government or their senior officials lied
to my subcommittee. I intend to get to
the bottom of this and have demanded a
full report by Commissioner Alexander
on the extent to which the IRS was oper-
ating in clear violation of the law, not
only in Florida, but wherever else these
activities may have taken place.

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the Rec-
orp I insert the text of several articles
dealing with these disclosures:

[From the Miami News, Mar. 14, 1875]
1 SpiED OoN DADE OFFICIALS FOR IRS, EX-AGENT
BAYs

(By Dick Holland and Chris Sanson)

The Internal Revenue Service in Miami
employed dozens of undercover agents in
1972 to spy on the sex lives and drinking
habits of public officials, including federal
judges, according to a woman who says she
was one of the agents.

The effort was designated “Operation Lepre-
chaun,” said the woman, identified here only
as Jane Doe because of her fear of retaliation.

Her account is backed up by documents
including a sworn afiidavit, a slgned state-
ment from the IRS regarding her wages from
the service during the period, and receipt for
a safety deposit box she shared with her im-
mediate supervisor in the IRS.

She told The Miami News that for spying
on public officials including Dade State At-
torney Richard Gerstein, she was promised
“290,000 a year for life and eventually & home
outside the country.”

She actually got “$200 a week—sometimes
more, sometimes less—plus car expenses,"” she
said. The car was rented by the IRS, she
sald, and the license tag was changed weekly.

The Miami News has obtained a copy of a
letter from an IRS official to the woman
attesting to the payment of $2,960 to her by
the IRS for services during 1974.

Jane Doe's account of her activities in be-
half of the IRS dovetalls with Information
given The News earlier by an IRS agent who,
during the latter years of the Nixon Ad-
ministration, was assigned to a special in-
telligence-gathering unit in Miami.

“Specifically,” she sald, “they wanted in-
formatlon on the personal life of the officials,
what they were doing, where they were go-
ing, who were they hanging around with,
their sex life and their drinking habits.”

What IRS’ objective was in launching Op-
eration Leprechaun was not immediately
clear.

The emphasis of the spylng came to be
“completely on sex," she sald, adding that she
could not imagine what that could have to do
with possible income tax violations, the sole
legitimate purview of the IRS,
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Asked to respond to her allegations, Holger
Euringer, public information officer for the
IRS Florida District, said:

“Y don't think that now we are In a posl-
tion to deny that some of the information
we got was definitely not tax-related. But
when someone gives you a packet of informa-
tion, it's apt to contain anything.”

Jane sald her immediate supervisor in Op-
eration Leprechaun was John T. Harrison,
and his superior was Thomas A. Lopez. Har-
rison is now with the IRS intelligence unit
in Fort Lauderdale. Lopez is still a member
of the Miami IRS intelligence unit.

She sald she had previously worked with
another investigative-type federal agency,
and was interviewed by Harrison and Lopez
after she went to the IRS in Miaml in early
1972 on & personal tax matter.

Lopez has been identifified by the Miami
News source within the IRS as having been
the leader of a special Miamil intelligence-
gathering unit. In May of 1973 this unit, and
its counterparts in other major cities, were
officially designated as Information Gather-
ing and Retrieval System (IGRS).

Orders to suspend operation of the IGRS
were handed down from Washington last Jan.
22.

Euringer said that during the period In
question, “We did have confidential in-
formants just like any other federal agencies.
They were not on what I would call the
regular payroll, but we did pay them as they
provided us with information.

He added: “We are not doing that now.
As you know, we are reevaluating our entire
intelligence gathering situation (since the
suspension of the IGRS work).

Euringer sald he had never heard of Op-
eration Leprechaun, but conceded that this
“doesn’'t prove it didn't exist.”

Jane Doe sald the targets of Leprechaun
included, in addition to Gerstein, 29 persons
ranging from attorneys to city and county
commisioners and mayors, state legislators,
an assistant U.S. attorney, a public relations
man, a political confidante, a minister, a city
manager, municipal and Cireuit Court
judges, a justice of the Florida Supreme
Court and three judges of the U.S. District
Court,

She sald Harrison gave her photographs of
the 30 targets and all but one of the photos—
that of a female Circuit Court judge—ap-
peared to have been taken during surveil-
lance with a telephoto lens. The back of each
photo bore the name of the subject hand-
written in green ink by Harrison, she sald.

She sald she immediately recognized only
one of the subjects, Gerstein, because she
had met him casually through a mutual ac-
guaintance.

Gerstein and his chief investigator, Martin
Dardis, were at that time about to become
deeply involved In the investigation of the
Watergate coverup conspiracy which orig-
inated on Key Biscayne.

Jane sald her IRS superiors told her that
the people in the photos “were all ‘bad
actors,’ that they all had ‘sexual hangups.'"”

Harrison asked her to help recrult other
undercover agents, she sald, and she did so,
from among the Cuban exile community. She
sald Harrison bragged to her at one point
later that he had—31 such agents at work.

Jane Doe was found independently of The
Miami News source still within the IRS, but
he sald her information on Operation Lepre-
chaun ‘is absolutely accurate.”

He sald the operatives hired by the special
unit were 85 per cent Cubans—They either
own or manage or work at restaurants and
night clubs, night spots where you have
fun—and games . . . Cubans are all over the
place and are not shocked at the suggestion
of spying.”

Jane said her IRS superiors bought mem-
bership cards for her in certain private
clubs which the targets of the surveillance

were belleved to frequent.
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She told The News that during her several
months' work as an operative she went to
those clubs but “I didn't know any of those
people and I didn't see them there.”

She sald the surveillance during Lepre-
chaun included, for example, photo-taking
of a certain female judge's home, automobile
and pet monkey.

At one point, she sald, the agents were dis-
cussing a plan to have a male agent attempt
to “establish a relationship” with the judge.
The plan was to disable the judge’s car and
have the agent pretend to just happen by
while she was at the car. He would fix it and
strike up an acquaintance.

There were also efforts to get information
on the rumored homosexual proclivities of
one of the male subjects, Jane Doe sald.

She said she didn’t feel at the outset that
there was anything lllegal or improper about
the Leprechaun tactics *“because, after all,
the IRS was doing it.”

She dug up information on some of the
subjects by searching through newspapers
anit; publications in the public library, she
sald.

The information was innocuous, harmless,
and actually avallable to anyone who
wanted it, but she typed it up anyway and
gave it to Harrison, she said.

They would meet weekly, usually in a
parked car, she sald, She was pald by cash,
except once when she couldn't meet person-
ally with Harrison and he sent her a check
in the mall, drawn on a local bank, she
asserted

At one point, she said, her superiors in-
explicably presented her with a French
poodle. They seemed to regard her informa-
tion as valuable, "because they pald me for
it. I'd just give it to him (Harrison) and he’'d
stick it in his briefcase.”

She sald she was never told where the in-
formation was going, but assumed it was “the
secretary of the Treasury or the White

The Washington Bureau of the Philadel-
phia Bulletin early this year quoted high-
level sources in Washington as saying that
Lopez, identified by Jane as Harrison's su-
perior, was relaying information directly to
John Dean, who was counsel to the White
House.

Jane, an attractlve woman, sald that while
she was with Leprechaun, she got married,
and “they (the IRS) never found out about
it (at that time) that I know of.”

Not far into her employment, she said, her
superiors ordered her to concentrate her at-
tention on Gerstein,

She sald her superiors discussed Water-
gate. “This was most important to them.
They separated me from the rest of the
group because I was working on Gerstein.
They sald the order came from ‘the highest
levels.”

She sald her superiors never ordered her
directly to try to have sex with the state
attorney, “but they insinuated it.”

It did not come about; she said, and by
September of 1972 she felt that what her
superiors really sought was “entrapment”
of Gerstein. She sald she told her superiors
that what they were attempting was illegal
or improper and she wanted out.

The Miami News’ source within the IRS
said: “Entrapment was the name of the
game—and since the group being spied upon
had very few salnts in it, entrapment was
pretty tough to prove.”

Jane Doe sald that when she quit, an IRS
agent threatened that she or her children
would suffer “a fatal accident” or he would
railroad her into jail if she ever revealed
what went on.

Since leaving, she said, she has changed
her name and place of residence several
times. She sald she was kept under surveil-
lance by the IRS for two or three months
after her departure, but apparently has not
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been the object of special TRS interest for
some time since.

She sald she finally decided to come for-
ward with her account upon learning of the
current multifaceted investigations of al-
leged improper activities by the IRS and
other federal investigative agencies.

When The News asked Harrison to re-
spond to Jane’s allegations, he asked the
reporter to repeat his name and give his
phone number, then said: “I'll have to get
back to you on this.”

It was nearly four hours later that
Euringer, information officer in Jacksonville,
called. Euringer sald it would be difficult
to respond to specific statements by Jane
Doe because The News would not reveal her
true name.

Leon Levine, IRS operations chief in Wash-
ington, was asked about Jane's allegations
and mentioned the name of Lopez before
the reporter did, The name had come up pre-
viously, of course, in earlier phases of the
inquiry.

Levine sald her statements amount to
“much more specific allegations” than had
been made in the past.

Like the more general allegations made
earlier, they are “very serlous allegations,”
Levine said, “but just allegations.”

He saild all will be, or already are being,
investigated by the IRS district, regional,
and national offices as well as by the IRS
internal security division.

[From the Washington Star-News
Mar. 15, 1975]

1972 IRS SPYING ON JUDGES ALLEGED

Mirami, Fra.,—The Internal Revenue Serv-
ice in Miami employed dozens of undercover
agents in 1972 to spy on public officials, in-
cluding federal judges, the Miami News
said yesterday.

Quoting an unnamed former IRS agent
who helped gather the information, the
News said agents concentrated on gathering
information about their subjects’ sex lives
and drinking habits.

The ex-agent, an unidentified woman,
told the News she did not know what the
IRS’ objective was in launching “Operation
Leprechaun."

She identified one of the surveillance
leaders as Thomas A. Lopez, still a member
of the IRS intelligence unit here. Lopez was
not immediately available for comment,

Earlier this year, The Philadelphia Bulle-
tin quoted high-level sources in Washington
as saying that Lopez had relayed IRS infor-
mation to John Dean when he was White
House counsel in the Nixon administration.

The News sald the 30 persons watched by
the hired agents included U.S. District Court
Judges Joseph Eaton, Willlam O. Mehrtens
and Emett Choate, all based in Florida;
Florida Supreme Court Justice B. K. Roberts,
and Dade County State’'s Atty. Richard Ger-
stein, who participated in the Watergate in~
vestigation.

The former agent told the News she was
promised “$20,000 a year for life and even-
tually a home outside the country” for her
clandestine work. She actually recelved
about $200 a week and automobile expenses,
she sald.

“They wanted information on the person-
al life of the officials, what they were doing,
where they were going, who were they hang-
ing around with, their sex life and their
drinking habits,"” she said.

Holger Euringer, an IRS spokesman here,
said of the report:

“I don’'t think that we now are in a po-
sition to deny that some of the information
we got was definitely not tax-related. But
when someone gives you a packet of infor-
mation it's apt to contain anything."

Euringer added, “"We did have confidential
informants just like any other federal agen-
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cy. They were not on what I would cell the
regular payroll, but we did pay them as they
provided us with information.

“*We are not doing that now,” he said.

[From the New York Times, Mar. 15, 1875]

Miamian AsserTs IRS RECRUITED HEr To Spy
OuTr PERSONAL DATA ON OFFICIALS

(By B. Drummond Ajyres, Jr.)

Mianmri, March 14—A Miami woman said
today that she was recruited by the Internal
Revenue Service In 1972 to take part in a
widespread operation to gather information
on the sex life and drinking habits of 30
prominent South Floridians, among them a
state attorney involved in the Watergate in-
vestigation.

The woman, Elsa Suarez, said the spy effort
had been dubbed Operation Leprechaun and
had been aimed mainly at Federal and state
judges and several city and county commis-
sioners.

She sald that the over-all goal of the op-
eration had never been made very clear to
her. But she said that she had been promised
a life-long pension of 820,000 a year and
home abroad if she could come up with in-
formation that would “get" the state attor-
ney, Richard Gerstein of Dade County.

"It was llke a small C.I.A, operation,” she
asserted in an interview. "I was supposed to
mingle in local exclusive clubs and bars and
these judges and politicians, pick up all the
dirt I could, maybe even go to bed with them.

“I never did sleep with anybody or get any
good dirt during the three months I was on
the job. My contacts had told me that the
people I was supposed to watch were ‘no
good,’ that one was a homosexual, that oth-
ers had mistresses.”

ONLY ON TAX VIOLATIONS

The Internal Revenue Service normally
gathers intelligence only on tax violations.

Local officials of the agency refused to
comment on Mrs. Suarez's charges and re-
ferred all queries to thelr Washington head-
quarters. In Washington, a spokesman for the
agency said its top officials were “in a
meeting."”

Six weeks ago, The Philadelphia Bulletin
reported that a secret unit of the I.R.S. that
allegedly had collected “personal informa-
tion"” on thousands of American citizens in
recent years had been ordered to disband and
destroy its files.

The article indicated that the unit had
operated in a number of cities, including
Miami. It quoted sources who said that some
of the unit’'s operatives had reported directly
to the White House when Richard M. Nixon
was President.

One such operative, it added, was Thomas
Lopez, a Miaml tax agent.

Mrs. Suarez, in asserting that she had
spied for the service, produced several sup-
porting documents and mentioned Mr. Lo-
pez’s name. One document appeared to be a
photocopy of a letter from the I.R.S. regard-
ing $2,960 allegedly paid her by the agency.

NAMED CONTACT

Another document appeared to be a receipt
indicating that she had shared a safe-deposit
box at the Florida National Bank in Coral
Gables with John T. Harrison, whom she
named as her chief contact in the agency,
along with Mr. Lopez.

Mrs. Suarez, a 33-year-old divorcee, has
made a sworn statement regarding her asser-
tions to Richard Gerstein, the State Attorney
for Dade County who is one of the 30 persons
she was told to watch.

Mr. Gerstein, an early investigator in the
Watergate case because of its many Florida
aspects, called this afternoon for a Congres-
slonal investigation of Mrs. Suarez's charges.

“In the meantime,” he said, “I'm conduct-
ing my own investigation to see if any local
laws have been violated. I want to know if
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any tax people have threatened any bar
owners or the like with tax suits or loss of
licenses for faillng to come up with informa-
tion on people like me.

“All T can add is that I hope the secret
files contain only the real facts on me, not
my fantasies.,”

Mrs. Suarez said she apparently had been
recruited by the I.R.S. because of an earlier
undercover association with other Federal
agencles, among them the Drug Enforcement
Administration, and because she had volun-
tarily approached the tax agency with infor-
mation about a tax violation.

After joining the I.R.S. spying operation,
Mrs. Suarez reported, she was given a code
name—Carmen—and was told to recruit
other undercover agents,

“I got two guys,” she sald “one of whom
had worked with me earlier on a narcotics

She did not disclose any names.

She sald her contacts at the agency had
told her that they were interested mainly in
the “sexual hangups” of the people she was
assigned to watch.

“They told me, ‘Get Gerstein in particular
because he’s making trouble with his Water-
gate investigation,’” she recounted.

NOT CLEAR ON OBJECTIVE

“They sald they would give me a $20,000-
a-year pension for life, new identity and a
home abroad if I were successful. But other
than that, they were never very clear about
the objective of Operation Leprechaun.”

To make her job easler, Mrs, Suarez said,
the I.R.S. gave her a car and membership in
the Jockey, Palm Bay and Mutiny Clubs,
three of Miami's most exclusive organiza-
tions.

“I would go to these clubs and try to meet
the people I was supposed to be watching®
she said. “I didn't have a whole lot of luck.

“They also told me to get involved in poli-
tles because that would introduce me to a lot
of people.”

After three months of trying and produc-
ing little information she said, she told one
of her contacts that she wanted to quit.

“I thought things looked fishy,” she re-
counted, “but the contact became very angry
and threatened me and my children.”

Mrs. Suarez was reported today to be under
police protection.

[From the Washington Post, Mar, 16, 1875]
IRS Team To Prope Miamr UnrT

Miamz1, March 15.—Internal Revenue Serv-
ice Inspectors arrived here today to investi-
gate reports of a local IRS spying operation
that allegedly gathered Information about
the drinking habits and sex lives of public
officials,

“We mean to find out what was going on
down there, and what it was about,” said
Leon Levine, IRS operations chief in Wash-
ington. “All we have is allegations, and if we
are going to find out anything, we are going
to do it the right way—orderly, logically and
legally.”

Levine sald officials from Washington and
Atlanta would investigate reports published
Friday in The Miami News and The Miami
Herald in which sources sald the IRS in
Miami employed dozens of undercover agents
to gather personal Information about 30 per-
sons,

[From the Washington Star-News, Mar, 17,
1975)
STRIEE FORCE DEFENDED
Miamr—A Justice Department strike force
director, denying published allegations, says
his office was interested in corruption and
organized crime and not the sex lives and
drinking habits of federal and state officials.
Douglas McMillan, the Organized Crime
Strike Force’s Miami-based regional director,
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was quoted by the Miami Herald yo.. lay as
saying a 1972 investigation stemmed from an
agreement between the strike force and the
Internal Revenue service.

“It (the investigation) was an Iintelll-
gence-gathering operation almed at corrup-
tion and organized crime,” McMillan said.
“The last thing we were interested in were
the sex lives of anybody, We have neither the
time or the inclination.” The Miami News
said last week in a copyrighted story an IRS
spy network, known as *“Operation Lepre-
chaun,” studied the sex habits and private
lives of 30 prominent Miamians, including
a8 Supreme Court justice and three federal
judges.

LEAVE OF AESENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. CrarLES H. WiLsoN of California
(at the request of Mr. O’NE1LL), for to-
day, on account of official business.

Mr. ALEXANDER (at the request of Mr.
O’'NemnL), for today, on account of ill-
ness.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HypgE) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. STeEIGER of Wisconsin,
minutes, today.

Mr. Burke of Florida, for 5 minufes,
today.

Mr. Duncan of Tennessee, for 1 hour,
today.

Mr. LenT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. TarcorT, for 10 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Smmon) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. MorcAN, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina, for 10
minutes, today.

Mr. BincuaM, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HucHES, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Froop, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Dices, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BrownN of California, for 5 min-
utes today.

Mr. Fascerr, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. BrapEMas, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLgz, for 5 minutes. todav.

for 15

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted

to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Hype) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr, Younc of Alaska.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO.

Mr. CARTER.

Mr. CRANE.

Mr. RoeerT W. DANIEL, Jr.

Mr. MCKINNEY.

Mr. CLANCY.

Mr. PRESSLER.

Mr. Anxperson of Illinois in two in-
stances.

Mr. Burke of Florida in four instances.

Mr. GUYER.
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Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

AsHBROOK in three instances.
GILMAN.

KASTEN.

ARMSTRONG.

Youne of Florida in five instances.
WIGGINS.

Bos WILSON.

PRITCHARD.

Myers of Pennsylvania,

Mr. GOLDWATER.

Mr. JARMAN.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Smmon) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. HarrINGTON in 10 instances.

Mr. REEs.

Mr. Fugua in five instances.

Mr. WAXMAN.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina.

Mr. DINGELL

Mr. Lroyp of California.

Mr, Sorarz in three instances.

Mr. HucHEs in 10 instances.

Mr, DriNaN in 10 instances.

Mr. RoseNTHAL in five instances.

Mr, OBEY.

Mr. RANGEL.

Ms. CHISHOLM.

Mr. MirrER of California.

Mr. UpALL.

Mr. EILBERG.

Mr. ULLMAN.

Mrs. ScuroeDER in five instances.

Mrs. SPELLMAN,

Mr. MINETA. .

Mr. McDonaLp of Georgia in four in-
stances.

Mr. MANN.

Mrs, SULLIVAN.

Mr. RoE in two instances.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee.

Mr. DOWNING.

Mr. MorcAN in five instances.

Mr. AnpErsoN of California in three
instances. =

Mr, GonzaLez in three instances.

Mr. RICHMOND.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

8. 326. An act to amend sectlon 2 of the
act of June 30, 1954, as amended, providing
for the continuance of civil government for
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
falrs.

8. 1172.—An act to amend title VI of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968 to provide for a ten-year term for
the appointment of the Director of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr., SIMON. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 6 o’clock and 23 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, March 19, 1975, at 12 o’clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:
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589. A letter from the Secretary of Defense,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to authorize certain construction at military
installations and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

590. A letter from the Chairman of the
Board of Governors, Federal Reserve System,
transmitting the portion of the annual re-
port of the Board of Governors for calendar
year 1974 dealing with monetary policy and
the economy; to the Committee on Banking,
Currency and Housing.

591. A letter from the Chalrman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of Council Act No. 1-4, “To modify the
vending regulations in regard to ice cream
vendors,” pursuant to section 602(c) of Pub-
lic Law 93-198; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

582. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to extend the authori-
zation of appropriations for the National
Institute of Education, to establish priorities
on which the resources of the Institute will
be concentrated, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

593. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to extend until July
381, 1975, the date for submission of the long-
range projection for the provision of compre-
hensive services to handicapped individuals:
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

504. A letter from the Executive Secretary
to the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, transmitting notice of proposed
amendments to the regulations governing the
Library Services and Construction Act, to
reflect amendments made by Public Law 93—
380, pursuant to section 431(d)(1) of the
General Education Provisions Act, as amend-
ed; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

585. A letter from the Executive Secretary
to the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, transmitting notice of proposed reg-
ulations for a State Dissemination Grants
program in the National Institute of Educa-
tlon, Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, pursuant to section 431(d)( 1) of
the General Education Provisions Act, as
amended; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

596. A letter from the Comptroller, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting no-
tice of the intention of the Department of
the Navy to offer to sell certain defense ar-
ticles to the Government of Spain, pursuant
to section 36(b) of the Foreign Military Sales
Act, as amended; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

597. A letter from the Director, Adminis-
trative Office of the U.S. Courts, transmitting
& draft of proposed legislation to amend sec-
tion 48 of the Bankruptey Act (11 UB.C. 78)
to increase the maximum compensation al-
lowable to receivers and trustees: to the
Committee on the Judiciary,

£98. A letter from the Director, Adminis-
trative Office of the U.S. Courts, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to amend the
Bankruptcy Act to abolish the referees’ sal-
ary and expense fund, to provide that fees
and charges collected by the clerk of a court
of bankruptey in bankruptecy proceedings be
paid into the general fund of the Treasury of
the United States, to provide salaries and ex-
penses of referees be paid from the general
fund of the Treasury, and to eliminate the
statutory criteria presently required to be
considered by the Judicial Conference in fix-
ing salaries of full-time referees: to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

599, A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to authorize appropriations for
the Coast Guard for the procurement of ves-
sels and alrcraft and construction of shore
and offshore establishments, to authorize ap-
propriations for bridge alteration, to author-
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ize for the Coast Guard an end-year strength
for active duty personnel, to authorize for
the Coast Guard average military student
loads, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

600. A letter from the Director, Adminis-
trative Office of the U S. Courts, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to amend the
civil service retirement law to increase the
retirement benefits of referees in bank-
ruptey; to the Committee on Post Office and
Clvil SBervice.

801. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting the annual report of the
Forelgn-Trade Zones Board for fiscal year
1974, together with reports covering the same
period of Forelgn-Trade Zones Nos. 1, 2, 38,
5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 15, and 17, and subzones 3A
and 9A, pursuant to section 16 of the For-
elgn-Trade Zones Act of 1934, as amended;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

602. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army and the Secretary of Agriculture, trans-
mitting notice of the intention of the De-
partments of the Army and Agriculture to
interchange lands at Fort Polk, La., pursuant
to 70 Stat. 656; jointly to the Committees
on Agriculture, and Armed Services.

603, A letter from the Director, Administra-
tive Office of the U.S. Courts, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend the
Bankruptcy Act and the civil service retire-
ment law with respect to the tenure and re-
tirement of referees in bankruptey; jointly to
the Committees on the Judiciary, and Post
Office and Civil Service.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. FLYNT: Committee on Standards of
Officlal Conduct. House Resolution 46. Res-
olution to amend the Code of Official Conduct
of the Rules of the House of Representatives;

with amendment (Rept. No. 84-76) . Referred .

to the House Calendar.

Mr. PEPPER: Committes on Rules, House
Resolution 337. Resolution providing for the
consideration of H.R. 4485. A bill to provide
for greater homeownership opportunities for
middle-income familles and to encourage
more efficient use of land and energy re-
sources. (Rept. No. 94-80). Referred to the
House Calendar.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr, DANIELSON: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. HR. 2562. A bill for the relief of
Charles P. Balley (Rept. No. 94-77) . Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. FISH: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 3382. A bill for the rellef of Raymond
Monroe (Rept. No. 94-78). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. MOORHEAD of California: Commit-
tee on the Judiciary. HR. 4056. A bill for the
relief of Tri-State Motor Transit Co.; with
amendment (Rept. No. 94-79). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY
REFERRED
Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re-
ports were delivered to the Clerk for
printing, and bills referred as follows:
Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
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Insular Affairs. HR. 40. A bill to authorize
the Secretary of the Interior to establish on
certain public lands of the U.S. national
petroleum reserves the development of which
needs to be regulated in a manner consistent
with the total energy needs of the Nation,
and for other purposes; with amendment,
and referred to the Committee on Armed
Services for the period ending April 19, 1975.
(Rept. No. 94-81, Pt. I). Ordered to be
printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred
as follows:

By Mr. ADDABBO:

HR.50564. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish an emergency
health benefits protection program for the
unemployed; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. ARMSTRONG (for himself and
Mr. MONTGOMERY) :

H.R.5055. A bill to amend section 616(a) of
title 10, United States Code, relating to re-
quired service of members of the Armed
Forces; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices,

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself, Mr. ABDNOR, Mr. ANDREWS
of North Dakota, Mr. ARMSTRONG,
Mr. CarTER, Mr. DicEINSON, Mr. Ep-
GAR, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. EscH, Mr,
ESHLEMAN, Mr, FisH, Mr. FrEY, Mr.
GiseonNs, Mr. GrassLEY, Mr. Has-
TINGS, Mr. HinsHAwW, Mr. Hype, Mr.
EasTEN, Mr. KELLY, Mr. LAGOMAR-
siNo, Mr. Lujsan, Mr. McDownaLD of
GeorGIA, Mr. Mmirer of Ohlo, Mr.
MoorHEAD Of California):

H.R.5056. A bill to amend title 2 of the
United States Code to provide for the con-
sideration and adoption of the Rules of the
House of Representatives for the 95th and
each succeeding Congress; to the Committee
on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for him-
self, Mr. O’'BriEN, Mr, PEYSER, Mr.
ScHULZE, Mr. SEBELIUS, Mr. STEIGER
of Wisconsin) :

HR.5057. A bill to amend title 2 of the
United States Code to provide for the con-
sideration and adoption of the Rules of the
House of Representatives for the 95th and
each succeeding Congress; to the Committee
on Rules,

By Mr. ARCHER (for himself, Mr.
ABDNOR, Mr. ANDREws of North
Dakota, Mr, Bearp of Tennessee, Mr.
BroOMFIELD, Mr. BURGENER, Mr.
BurLEsoN of Texas, Mr. CoUGHLIN,
Mr. Dan DanNieEn, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr,
Froop, Mrs. Hort, Mr. JourNsoN of
Colorado, Mr., LenT, Mr. Lorr, Mr.
McCoLLIsTER, Mr. McDoxNaLp of
Georgia, Mr. MurTHA, Mr. O'BRIEN,
Mr. ParrisoN of New York, and Mr.
RIEGLE) :

H.R.5058. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to provide income tax
relief for small businesses; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ARCHER (for himself, Mr. ROE,
Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. THONE, Mr.
WaAGCONNER, Mr, WINN, Mr. YATRON,
Mr. MrtcHeELL of Maryland, and Mr.
MONTGOMERY ) :

H.R. 5059. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide income tax
relief for small businesses; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ASHLEY (for himself and Mr,
BLANCHARD) :

H.R. 5080. A bill to authorize temporary
asslstance to help defray mortgage payments
on homes owned by persons who are tempo-
rarlly unemployed or whose incomes have
been significantly reduced as the result of
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adverse economic conditions; to the Commit-
tee on Banking, Currency and Housing.
By Mr. ASHLEY (by request):

H.R. 5061. A Dill relating to collective-
bargaining representation of postal em-
ployees; to the Committee on Post Office and
Clvil SBervice.

By Mr. BAUCUS:

H.R. 5062. A bill to authorize a vigorous
Federal program of research, development,
and demonstration to assure the utilization
of MHD (magnetohydrodynamics) to assist
in meeting our national energy needs, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Sci-
ence and Technology.

By Mr. BURKE of Florida:

H.R. 5063. A bill to provide for the issuance
of a commemorative postage stamp in honor
of the veterans of the Spanish-American War;
to the Committee on Post Office and Clvil
Bervice.

H.R. 5084. A bill to provide for the issuance
of a commemorative postage stamp in honor
of the.veterans of World War II; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 5065. A bill to provide for the issuance
of a commemorative postage stamp in honor
of the veterans of World War I; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Bervice.

H.R. 5066. A bill to provide for the issu-
ance of a commemorative postage stamp Iin
honor of the first enlisted women in the US.
Armed Forces; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civlil Service.

H.R. 5067. A bill to provide for & national
cemetery in the area of Broward County,
Fla.; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5068. A bill to permit the release of
certain veterans from liability to the United
States arising out of loans made, guar-
anteed, or insured under chapter 37 of title
38, United States Code; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5069. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to make certain that re-
ciplents of veterans' pension and compensa-
tion will not have the amount of such pen-
slon or compensation reduced because of
increases In monthly social security benefits;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affalrs.

H.R. 5070. A bill to amend chapter 15 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide for
the payment of pension of $200 per month
to World War I veterans, subject to a $3,000
and $4,200 annual income limitation; to pro-
vide that retirement income such as soclal
security shall not be counted as income; to
provide that such pension shall be increased
by 10 percent where the veteran served over-
seas during World War I, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
falrs.

By Mr. CONABLE:

HR. 5071. A bill to amend section 584 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 with re-
spect to the treatment of affiliated banks for
purposes of the common trust fund pro-
visions of such code; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. DENT (for himself, Mrs. CoL-
LIns of Illinols, Mr. CoNTE, Mr. HoL~
LAND, Mr, KEmP, and Mr, MOAKLEY) @

H.R. 5072. A bill to provide an income tax
credit for savings for the payment of post-
secondary educational expenses; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DICKINSON (for himself, Mr.
AnpersoN of Illinois, Mr. ARCHER,
Mr. BaraLis, Mr, BEarD of Tennessee,
Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. DEL CrLawsoN, Mr,
CoLrins of Texas, Mr. Crawne, Mr.
DerWINSKI, Mr. DEvINE, Mr. GoLd-
wATER, Mr. Goooring, Mr. HENDER-~
sow, Mr. Hmwsaaw, Mrs, Hour, Mr.
KercauM, Mr. McDownaLD of Georgla,
Mr. Manw, Mr. MarTiN of North
Carolina, Mr, Roemson, Mr. Roos-
sELOT, Mr. SEpELTUS, Mr. STEIGER Oof
Arizona, and Mr. Tavror of Mis-
sourl) :

H.R. 5073. A bill to amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1964, to exclude from coverage under
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the act households which have members who
are on strike, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. DICKINSON (for himself, Mr.
TreEEN, Mr. W=HITEHURST, Mr. Bos
Wousow, Mr. Winn, and Mr. Youna
of Florida) :

HR. 5074. A bill to amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1064, to exclude from coverage under
the act households which have members who
are on strike, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. FASCELL:

H.R. 5075. A bill to provide that meetings
of Government agencies and of congressional
committees shall be open to the public, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. FOLEY:

H.R. 5076. A bill to prohibit the Consumer
Product Safety Commission from restricting
the sale or manufacture of firearms or am-
munition; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FOLEY (for himself, Mr. ULL~
MAN, Mr., AvComn, Mr, DunNcanN of
Oregon, Mr. WeAavEr, Mr., Meeps, Mr.
BoNEER, Mr. Joanson of California
and Mr. SYmMMs) :

H.R. 5077. A bill relating to certain Forest
Service timber sale contracts involving road
construction; to the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation.

By Mr. FREY:

H.R. 5078. A bill to provide financial assist-
ance to the States for improved educational
services for exceptional children; to estab-
lish a National Clearinghouse for Exceptional
Chlildren; and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. GUYER:

H.R. 5079. A bill to provide that Federal
expenditures shall not exceed Federal rev-
enues, except in time of war or grave na-
tional emergency declared by the Congress,
and to provide for systematic reduction of
the public debt; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 5080. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to increase to $7,500 the
amount of outside earnings which (subject
to further increases under the automatic ad-
justment provisions) is permitted each year
without any deductions from benefits there-
under; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HANNAFORD:

H.R. 5081. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to increase to £3,600 the
amount of outside earnings which (subject
to turther increases under the automatic ad-
justment provisions) is permitted each year
without any deductions from benefits there-
under); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mr. O'BriEN, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr.
Forp of Michigan, Mr. Brown of
CALIFORNIA, Mr. RYaN, Mr. Rees, Mr.
BaprLro, Mrs. ScHrOEDER, Mr. RICH-
MOND, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr.
Ebcar, and Mr. DuNcAN of Oregon) :

H.R. 5082. A bill to amend the Trade Act
of 1874 to provide for the application of the
generalized system of preferences to Western
Hemisphere countries; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HINSHAW:

HR. 5083. A bill to provide that the U.S.
Postal Service may not require the installa-
tion of malillboxes at the curb line of resi-
dential property in certain localities; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself and
Mr. HANNAFORD)

H.R. 5084. A bill to prohibit the Introduc-
tion into interstate commerce of nonreturn-
able beverage containers, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.
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By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself and
Mr. CLEVELAND) :

H.R. 5085. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to impose an excise
tax on passenger automobiles based on fuel
consumption rates and to allow a credit for
the purchase of passenger automobiles which
meet certain standards of fuel consumption,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. JONES of Tennessee (for him-
self, Mr. Evins of Tennessee, Mr.
FuLToN, Mr. Forp of Tennessee, Mr.
DuncaN of Tennessee, and Mr, BEARD
of Tennessee) :

H.R. 5086. A bill to amend the Controlled
Substances Act to provide penalties for per-
sons who obtaln or attempt to obtaln nar-
cotics or other controlled substances from &
retail pharmacy by force and violence and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. EASTEN (for himself, Mr. DEr-
WINSKI, Mr. Winw, Mr. AuCormv, Mr.
Ryan, and Mr. HANNAFORD) :

H.R. 5087. A bill to amend the State and
Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 to extend
the Federal revenue sharing program for an
additional period, to periodically increase the
amounts returned to States and local govern-
ments under such program, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. KEMP (for himself, Mr. La-
FALcE, Mr. Nowak, Mr, HANLEY, Mr.
DEeLANEY, Mr. HorTON, Mr. KocH, Mr.
LENT, Mr. RancerL, Mr. Froop, Mr.
GmwmanN, Mr. RicEmonD, Mr. Mc-
EKmnwNEY, Mr. MrrcHELL of New York,
Mr. McEweN, Mr. PIKE, Mr. PATTISON
of New York, Mr. PEYsER, Mr. ROSEN-
THAL, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. Fisa, Mr.
Appaspo, Mr. ZeFererTI, and Mr.
HASTINGS) :

HR. 5088. A bill to amend section 109 of
title 23 of the United States Code to permit
the Secretary of Transportation to delegate
the responsibility for the preparation of an
environmental impact statement to the State
affected by a proposed project on a Federal-
aid highway system; to the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation.

By Mr, LENT (for himself, Mr, DUNCAN
of Tennessee, Mr. YaTroN, Mr. DEL
CrawsoN, Mr. LagoMarsiNG, Mr. Hor~-
TON, Mr. O'BrRIEN, Mr. SoLArz, Mr.
Ryan, and Mr. HENDERSON) :

H.R. 5089. A bill to establish a contiguous
fishery zone (200-mile 1imit) beyond the ter-
ritorial sea of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr. MEEDS:

H.R. 5090. A bill to provide for the disposi-
tion of funds appropriated to pay a judgment
in favor of the Cowlitz Tribe of Indians in
Indian Clalms Commission docket No. 218,
and for other purposes; to the Committes
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Ms. AszvUg,
Mr. BrowN of California, Mrs. CoL-
rins, of Illinols, Mr. Cray, Mr. pE
Luvco, Mr. Drinan, Mr. GreEeN, Mr.
HANNAFORD, Mr. HARrRINGTON, Mr.
Harr1s, Mr. MaGUIRE, Mr. Mixva, Mr.
MrrcreLL of Maryland, Mr. Moax-
LEY, Mr. MoorHEAD of Pennsylvania,
Mr. O'Hara, Mr. Rees, Mr. Reuss, Mr.
RIEGLE, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. STUDDS,
Mr. UnnmanN, Mr. Vantx, and Mr,
WoLFF) :

H.R. 5091. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of an American Folklife Center in
the Library of Congress, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on House Adminis-
tration.

By Mr. O'HARA:

H.R. 5092. A bill to improve the service
which is provided to consumers in connec-
+ion with escrow accounts on real estate
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mortgages, to prevent abuses of the escrow
system, to require that interest be paid on
escrow deposits, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Banking, Currency and
Housing.

By Mr. PEFPER:

H.R. 5093. A bill to amend section 355 of
title 38, United States Code, relating to the
authority of the Administrator of Veterans’
Affairs to readjust the schedule of ratings
for the disabilities of veterans; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

HR. 5004. A bill to awnend section 333 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide that
veterans who serve 2 or more years in peace-
time shall be entitled to a presumption that
chronic diseases becoming manifest within
1 year from the date of separation from
service are service connected; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5095. A bill to amend section 620, title
38, United States Code, to authorize direct
admission to community nursing homes at
the expense of the U.S. Government; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5096. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide an annual
clothing allowance to certain veterans who,
because of a service-connected disability,
wear a prosthetic appliance or appliances
which tend to wear out or tear their cloth-
ing; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5097. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide that pen-
sioners may be furnished necessary medical
services in Veterans’ Administration facili-
ties; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5008. A bill to amend title 38, United
Btates Code, to increase the amount of vet-
erans' benefits for burlial and funeral ex-
pense allowance from the present $250 to
$750; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5099. A bill to increase the availability
of guaranteed home loan financing for vet-
erans and to Increase the Income of the
national service life insurance fund; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5100. A bill to provide for annual ad-
justments in monthly monetary benefits ad-
ministered by the Veterans' Administration,
according to changes in the Consumer Price
Index; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

H.R. 5101. A bill to provide that veterans be
provided employment opportunities after
discharge at certain minimum salary rates;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5102. A bill to expand the authority of
the Veterans' Administration to make direct
loans to veterans where private capital is
unavailable at the statutory interest rate; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5108. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to increase the limitations with
respect to direct loans to veterans from
$21,000 to £25,000; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

HR. 5104. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to improve the business loan
program for veterans; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs,

HR. 5105. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide mustering-out
payments for military service after August 5,
1964; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs,

H.R. 5106. A bill to insure that recipients
of veterans' pension and compensation will
not have the amount of such pension or com-
pensation reduced, or entitlement thereto
discontinued, because of Increases in monthly
social security benefits; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5107. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to make certain that
recipients of veterans’ pension and compensa-.
tlon will not have the amount of such pen-
slon or compensation reduced because of in-
creases in monthly social security benefits;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.
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H.R. 5108. A bill to make available to vet-
erans of the Vietnam war all benefits avail-
able to World War II and Korean conflict
veterans; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

HR. 5109. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code in order to provide serv-
ice pension to certain veterans of World War
I and pension to the widows of such veterans;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

HR. 5110. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United Sttaes Code so as to entitle veterans
of the Mexican border period and of World
War I and their widows and children to pen-
sion on the same basis as veterans of the
Spanish-American War and their widows and
children, respectively, and to increase pen-
sion rates; to the Committee on Veterans’
AfTairs.

H.R. 5111. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide for a pension
of $100 per month for unremarried widows of
men awarded a Medal of Honor posthu-
mously; to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
fairs.

H.R. 5112, A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide that remarriage of
the widows of a veteran after age 60 shall not
result in termination of dependency and in-
demnity compensation; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5113. A bill to amend title 38, of the
United States Code, in order to credit physi-
cians and dentists with 20 or more years of
service in the Veterans' Administration with
certain service for retirement purposes; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5114. A bill to provide equitable treat-
ment of veterans enrolled in vocational edu-
cation courses; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

HR. 5115. A bill to amend chapter 34 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide addi-
tional educational benefits to Vietnam-era
veterans; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

H.R. 5116. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to authorize a treatment and
rehabilitation program in the Veterans' Ad-
ministration for servicemen, veterans, and
ex-servicemen suffering from drug abuse or
drug dependency; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

H.R. 5117. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to clarify the circum-
stances under which the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs may pay for care and treat-
ment rendered to veterans by private hos-
pitals in emergencies; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5118. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to permit veterans to
determine how certain drugs and medicines
will be supplied to them; to the Commit-
tee on Veterans' Affairs.

HR. 5119. A bill to amend chapter 73 of
title 38, United States Code, to make a career
in the Department of Medicine and Surgery
more attractive; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

H.R. 5120. A bill to amend chapter 35 of
title 38, United States Code, so as to provide
educational assistance at secondary school
level to eligible widows and wlves, without
charge to any period of entitlement the wife
or widow may have pursuant to sections
1710 and 1711 of this chapter; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5121. A bill to amend chapter 34 of
title 38, United States Code, to authorize
additional payments to eligible veterans to
partially defray the cost of tuition: to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 5122, A blll to amend chapter 34 of
title 38, United States Code, to permit eligi-
ble veterans pursuing full-time programs of
education to receive increased monthly edu-
cational assistance allowances and have their
period of entitlement reduced proportionally;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.
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H.R. 5123. A bill to amend chapter 34 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide addi-
tional educational benefits to veterans who
have served in the Indochina theater of oper-
ations during the Vietnam era; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. PICKLE (for himself, Mr. ECK-
HARDT, Mr. KRUEGER, Mr. GONZALEZ,
Mr. Hicatower, Mr. WrIGHT, Mr.
CHARLES WimsoNn of Texas, Mr.
TEAGUE, Mr. Kazen, Mr. MiLFORD, Mr.
WHITE, Mr. Poage, Mr. Patman, and
Mr. BREOOKS) :

H.R. 5124, A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of an American Folklife Center in
the Library of Congress, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

By Mrs. SCHROEDER:

H.R. 5125. A bill to require the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget to
make recommendations to the President
with respect to national observances, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. STRATTON (for himself, Mr.
AsuLey, Mr. Bapriro, Mr. BREAUX,
Mr. BropuEAD, Mr. Brown of Cali-
fornia, Mr, BucHANAN, Mr. CARNEY,
Mr. ConTE, Mr. ConYeErs, Mr, Cor-
TER, Mr. DownNeYy, Mr., DRINAN, Mr,
Duncan of Tennessee, Mr. EDGAR,
Mrs. FENwick, Mr. Fisa, Mr. Har-
RINGTON, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. HECHLER
of West Virginia, Mr, HELsTOSKI, and
Mr. HENDERSON) :

H.R.5126. A bill to prohibit any increase
in the price of certain consumer commodi-
ties by any retailer once a price is placed on
any such commodity by such retailer, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. STRATTON (for himself, Mr.
Hyoe, Mr. LaFaLce, Mr. Lroyp of
California, Mr. McEwewn, Mr. Mc-
HucH, Mr. Mazzor:, Mr. MorTL, Mr.
O'BrIEN, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. RICH-
MOND, Mr. RopinNo, Mr. ROSENTHAL,
Mr. SarBanEs, Mrs. SCcHROEDER, Mr.
Sorarz, Mr. Starx, Mrs. SULLIVAN,
Mr. WaLsH, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr.
Youwne of Florida, and Mr. Zer-
ERETTI) :

H.R.5127. A bill to prohibit any increase
in the price of certain consumer commod-
ities by any retaller once a price is placed
on any such commodity by such retailer, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Ms. ABZUG (for herself, Mr. STARK,
Mr. StoxEes, Mr. CHARLES WILSON of
Texas, and Mr. Won PAT) :

H.R. 5128. A bill to amend the Privacy Act
of 1974; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Ms. ABZUG (for herself, Mr. Ap-
DABEO, Mr. Baprrro, Mr. Bavcus, Mrs.
Boces, Mrs. BurkE of California, Mr.
CARrRr, Mr, DaNIELSON, Mr. DELLUMS,
Mr. DriNaAN, Mr. Epcar, Mr. Forp of
Tennessee, Mr. HaANNAFORD, Mr.
HarrINGTON, Mr. KocH, Mr. MAGUIRE,
Mr. MEeLCcHER, Mr. MrEva, Mr.
MrrcHELL of Maryland, Mr, Nmx, Mr.
Patrrison of New York, Mr. RicH-
MoND, Mr. RoE, Mr. SoLARz, and Mrs.
SPELLMAN) :

H.R. 5129. A bill to amend the Privacy Act
of 1974: to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. ANNUNZIO:

H.R. 5130. A bill to provide for the issuance
of a special postage stamp in commemora-
tion of the life and work of a man of sci-
ence, Enrico Fermi; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. ASHEROOK :

H.R. 5131. A bill to prevent the estate tax
law from operating to encourage or to re-
quire the destruction of open lands and
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historic places, by amending the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to provide that real
property which is farmland, woodland, or
open land and forms part of an estate may
be wvalued, for estate tax purposes, at its
value as farmland, woodland, or open land
(rather than at its fair market value), and
to provide that real property which is listed
on the National Register of Historic Places
may be valued, for estate tax purposes, at
its value for its existing use, and to provide
for the revocation of such lower evaluation
and recapture of unpald taxes with interest
in appropriate circumstances; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.
By Mr. DRINAN (for himself, Ms. As-
gUG, Mrs. CorLins of Illinois, Mr.
Dices, Mr. EpGar, Mr., HARRINGTON,
Mr, Hawrgins, Mr. HeLsToskr, Mr.
ROSENTHAL, Mr. SoLARz, Mr. STARK.
and Mr. WAXMAN)

H.R. 5132. A bill to substantially reduce the
personal dangers and fatalitles caused by
the criminal and violent behavior of those
persons who lawlessly misuse firearms by re-
stricting the avallability of such firearms for
law enforcement; military purposes; and for
certain approved purposes including sporting
and recreational uses; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee for him-
self, Mr, WaGccoNNER, Mrs. HoLt, Mr.
ArcHER, Mr. DeEviNg, Mr. STEIGER Of
Arizona, Mr. GoopLiNg, Mr. DicEIN-
soN, Mr. Rousseror, Mr. ROBERTS,
Mr. Tarcort, Mr. CrRaNE, Mr. Seaery-
us, Mr., SpENcE, Mr. Bearp of Tenn-
essee, Mr. CoNLaN, Mr. LAGOMAR-
siNo, Mr. EKinoNEss, Mr, BROYHILL,
Mr. HurcHINSON, and Mr, HANSEN) ;

HR. 5133. A bill to amend title IV of the
Social Security Act to improve and make
more realistic various provisions relating to
eligibllity for aid to families with dependent
children and the administration of the AFDC
program, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee for him-
self, Mr. Vanper Jacr, Mr. SATTER-
FIELD, Mr. BUrRGENER, Mr. MYERS of
Indiana, Mr. DEL CLaWsoN, Mr. Sny-
DER, Mr. CorrmNs of Texas, Mr,
TrREEN, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. THONE,
Mr. Bauman, Mr. Lorr, Mr. MaRr-
TIN, Mr, Epwamps of Alabama,
Mr. Youwnc of Florida, Mr, SHUSTER,
Mr. HiNsHAW, Mr. BurLEsoN of Tex-
as, Mr, Tavyror of Missouri, and Mr.
REGULA) :

H.R. 5134. A bill to amend title IV of the
Bocial Security Act to improve and make
more realistic various provisions relating to
eligibility for ald to families with depend-
ent children and the administration of the
AFDC program and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee for him-
self, Mr. MicHEL, Mr. BaraLis, Mr.
Dan Dawien, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr.
RoBINsoN, Mr. KasTEN, Mr. MooRr-
HEAD of California, Mr. Mrmirr of
Ohio, Mr. WHITE, Mr. Symms, Mr.
EercHUM, Mr. GrassLEY, Mr. CLaN-
cY, Mr. ArmsTRONG, Mr. KEmp, Mr.
EsHLEMAN, Mr, Derwinsgr, Mr.
HacepornN, Mr. EKrrry, Mr. MoNT-
GoMERY and Mr. LUuJsan) :

H.R. 5135. A bill to amend title IV of the
Social Security Act to Improve and make
more realistic various provisions relating to
eligibility for aid to familles with depend-
ent children and the administration of the
AFDC program, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. GUDE:

H.R. 5136. A bill to authorize the transfer
of jurisdiction of certain lands in the Na-
tional Park System located in Montgomery
County, Md., and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
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H.R. 5137. A bill to authorize the transfer
of jurisdiction of certain lands in the Na-
tional Park System located in Montgomery
County, Md., and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HARRINGTON:

H.R. 5138. A bill to insure that reciplents
of veterans' pension and compensation will
not have the amount of such pension or com-
pensation reduced, or entitlement thereto
discontinued, because of increases in monthly
social security benefits; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself and
Mr. CoHEN) :

H.R. 5139. A hill to Insure that recipients
of veterans’ pension and compensation will
not have the amount of such pension or com-
pensation reduced, or entitlement thereto
discontinued, because of Increases in monthly
social security benefits; to the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mrs. HOLT (for herself, Mr. STEEL-
MAN, Mr. McDownaLD of Georgia, and
Mr. BAUMAN) :

H.R. 5140. A bill to require that estimates
of the average cost for each taxpaying family
be included in all bills and resolutions of a
public character introduced and reported in
the Senate and the House of Representatives;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. LENT:

H.R. 5141. A bill to incorporate the Tnited
States Submarine Veterans of World War II;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr, LEVITAS:

H.R. 5142. A bill to repeal the Council on
Wage and Price Stability Act; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Currency and Housing.

By Mr. LITTON (for himself, Mr.
Cray, Mr. DENT, Mr. HANNAFORD, Mr.
HAwEINS, Mr. JoneEs of Tennessee,
Mr. LonG of Loulslana, Ms. MINEK,
Mr. RANDALL, Mr. SaNTINI, Mr. S¥-
MINGTON, and Mr. CHArRLES H WiL-
son of California) :

H.R. 5143. A bill to amend the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1970 to provide semi-
nars to freshmen Members of the Congress,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on House Administration.

By Mr. McEINNEY :

H.R. 5144. A bill to decrease to 18 the
minimum age at which a person may file
on his own behalf a naturalization petition;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts:

H.R. 5145. A bill to amend the Social Be-
curity Act to provide for a minimum annual
income (subject to subsequent increases to
reflect the cost of living) of $3,850 in the
case of elderly individuals and 5,200 in
the case of elderly couples; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MELCHER (for himself, and
Mrs. HeEcRLER of Massachusetts):

H.R. 5146. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow farmers to
defer certain payments recelved for losses
to crops caused by natural disasters until the
taxable year in which the income from the
crops would have been reported; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. QUILLEN:

HR. 5147. A bill to increase the appropri-
ation authorization relating to the Andrew
Johnson National Historic Site, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. RATLSBACK :

H.R. 5148, A hill to enable cattle producers
to establish, finance, and carry out a coordi-
nated program of research, producer and con-
sumer education, and promotion to improve,
maintain, and develop markets for cattle,
beef, and beef produects; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

H.R. 5149. A bill to amend the Social Se-

curlty Act to establish a new program of as-
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sured annual income benefits for the aged,
the blind, and the disabled; to amend title
II of such act to improve the computation of
benefits and eligibility therefor, to provide
for payment of widow's and widower’'s bene-
fits in full at age 50 without regard to dis-
ability, to raise the earnings base, to elimi-
nate the actuarial reduction and lower the
age entitlement, to provide optional coverage
for Federal employees, to eliminate the re-
tirement test, and to Increase the lump-sum
death payment; to amend title XVIII of
such act to reduce to 60 the age of entitle-
ment to medicare benefits and liberalize cov-
erage of the disabled without regard to age,
to provide coverage for certain governmental
employees, to include qualified prescription
drugs, free annual physical examinations, flu
shots, prosthetics, eye care, dental care, and
hearing aids under the supplementary med-
ical benefits program, and to eliminate
monthly premiums under such pregram for
those whose gross annual income is below
$4,800; to establish a food allowance pro-
gram for older Americans; and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.
By Mr. ROSENTHAL (for himself, Ms.
Avzuc, Mr. AnpAsBo, Mr. Baprnro, Mr.
BrapeEmas, Mr. Beown of California,
Ms, CoLrins of Illinois, Mr, CONYERS,
Mr. Dominick V. DaAwIELS, Mr.
DownNEY, Mr. DRINAN, Mr. Epcar, Mr.
Eowarps of California, Mr. FRASER,
Mr. HamrinGgToN, Mr. HeEcHLER of

West Virginia, and Ms. HOLTZMAN) :

H.R. 5150. A bill to require major corpora-
tions to file cost justifications of price in-
creases made in connection with compliance
with Federal regulatory requirements, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL (for himself, Mr.
EKocH, Mr. Lroyp of California, Ms.
MINE, Mr. MoorHEAD of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. Nix, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr.
REEs, Mr. RicHMOND, Mr. RODINO,
Mr. RoysaL, Ms. Scaroeper, Mr. So-
LARZ, Ms. SPELLMAN, Mr. UpaLL, and
Mr, YATRON) :

H.R. 5151. A bill to require major corpora-
tions to file cost justifications of price in-
creases made in connection with compliance
with Federal regulatory requirements, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mrs. SPELLMAN:

H.R. 5152. A bill to amend section 552 of
title 5, United States Code, known as the
Freedom of Information Act, to secure to
employees of the Federal Government the
right to disclose Information which is re-
quired by law to be disclosed by agencies; to
the Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. BOB WILSON (for himself, Mr.
AvuComN, Mr. BLANCHARD, Mr. BUr-
GENER, Mr. DEL CLAWSON, Mr. COUGH-
LIN, Mr. D’AmoUrs, Mr. DoMiNick V.
Dantens, Mr. Kemp, Mr. Lonc of
Maryland, Mr. McCoLLISTER, Mr.
SARASIN, Mrs. SPELLMAN, Mr. STEEL-
MAN, Mr. WAGGONNER, and Mr. Youwe
of Florida) :

H.R. 5158. A bill to prohibit any change in
the status of any member of the uniformed
services who is in a missing status under
chapter 10 of title 37, United States Code,
until the provision of the Paris Peace Accord
of January 27, 1873, have been fully com-
plied with, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BUREKE of Florida:

H.J. Res. 330. Joint resolution to retain
May 30 as Memorial Day; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

H.J. Res. 331. Joint resolution to amend
title 5 of the United States Code to provide
for the designation of the 11th day of Novem-
ber of each year as Veterans Day; to the Com-

mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.
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By Mr. GUYER:

H.J. Res. 332. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to prayer and religious
instructions in public schools and other
facilities; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BRADEMAS (for himself, Mr.
O'NemL, Mr. Burke of Massachu-
setts, Mr. AuCorN, Mr. WoLFF, Mr.
TavLor of North Carclina, Mr. Haw-
KINS, and Mr. LEEMAN) @

H. Con. Res. 185. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that
no legislation imposing a ceiling on social
security cost-of-living benefit increases be
enacted; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself, Mr. AspNOR, Mr. ANDREWS
of North Dakota, Mr. ARMSTRONG,
Mr. DowNEY, Mr. EpGar, Mr. ERLEN=-
BORN, Mr. EscH, Mr. ESHLEMAN, Mr.
FrEY, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. GILMAN, Mr.
HasTiNgs, Mr. Hype, Mr. LAGOMAR~
sI1No, Mr. LuJAx, Mr. MacUIRE, Mr.
MooreEAD of California, Mr. O'BRIEN
Mr. PeYSER, Ms. SCHROEDER, Mr.
SrpeELIUs, Mr, Sorarz, Mr. STAREK,
and Mr. StErcer of Wisconsin) :

H. Res. 317. Resolution authorizing and
directing the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives to take immediate action to
implement a plan for the audio and video
broadcasting of House floor proceedings; to
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself and Ms. ApzUc) :

H. Res. 318. Resolution authorizing and
directing the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives to take immediate action to im-
plement a plan for the audio and video
broadcasting of House floor proceedings; to
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself, Mr. ABDNOR, Mr. ANDREWS of
North Dakota, Mr. ARcCHER, Mr.
ARMSTRONG, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr.
CARTER, Mr. DEVINE, Mr. DICKINSON,
Mr. Epcar, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. EscH,
Mr. EsHLEMAN, Mr. Fisag, Mr. FREY,
Mr. GmumanN, Mr. GrassLEY, Mr.
HasTINGS, Mr. HinsHAW, Mr. HYDE,
Mr. Easten, Mr. KeipLy, Mr. Laco-
MARSINO, Mr. Lusany and Mr, Mc-
Dowarp of Georgia) :

H. Res. 319. Resolution to amend rule
VIII of the Rules of the House of Repre-
sentatives to prohibit a party caucus or con-
ference from issuing binding instructions on
& Member's committee or floor votes and
to permit any Member so bound to raise a
point of order; to the Committee on Rules

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself, Mr. MoorHEAD of California,
Mr. O'BrmEN, Mr. PeEYSER, Ms,
SCHROEDER, Mr. ScHULZE, Mr. SEBE-
LIus, and Mr. STeicER of Wisconsin) :

H. Res. 320. Resolution to amend rule VIII
of the Rules of the House of Representatives
to prohibit a party caucus or conference
from issuing binding instructions on a Mem-
ber’s committee or floor votes, and to per-
mit any Member so bound to raise a point
of order; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself, Mr. ABDNOR, Mr. ANDREWS
of North Dakota, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr,
CARTER, Mr. EpGArR, Mr. ERLENBORN,
Mr. EscH, Mr. EsHLEMAN, Mr. FisH,
Mr. FrREY, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. GILMAN,
Mr. GrassLEy, Mr. Hasrtings, Mr,
HINSHAW, Mr. HYDE, Mr. KASTEN, Mr.
KeLry, Mr. Lacomarsivo, Mr. Lu-
JAN, Mr. MAgUIRE, Mr. Mimxva, Mr.
MoorHEAD of Callfornia, and Mr,
O’BRIEN) :

H. Res. 321, Resolution to amend rule XI
of the Rules of the House of Representatives
to require that the record of committee ac-

tion be made available for public inspection,
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with certain exceptions; to the Committee
on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself, Mr. PEYSER, Ms. SCEROEDER,
Mr, ScHULZE, Mr. SEBELIUS, Mr. So-
LARZ, Mr. BTaRK, Mr. STEIGER 0f Wis-
consin, and Ms. ABZUG) :

H. Res. 322. Resolution to amend rule XI
of the Rules of the House of Representatives
to require that the record of committee ac-
tion be made avallable for public inspection,
with certaln exceptions; to the Committee
on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself, Mr, ABDNOR, Mr. ANDREWS
of North Dakota, Mr. ARCHER, Mr.
ARMSTRONG, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. CAR-
TER, Mr. DEVINE, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr.
EDGAR, Mr, ERLENBORN, Mr. EscH, Mr.
EsHLEMAN, Mr. F1sH, Mr. Frey, Mr.
GiLMaAN, Mr. GRrAsSLEY, Mr. HAsT-
1NGs, Mr. HiNsHAW, Mr. HYpe, Mr.
EASTEN, Mr., Kerry, Mr. LAGOMAR-
siNo, Mr, LuJan, and Mr. MiLLER of
Ohlo) :

H. Res. 323. Resolution to amend rule XI
of the Rules of the House of Representatives
to eliminate proxy voting in committees; to
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for him-
self, Mr. MoorHEAD of California, Mr.
O'BRIEN, Mr. SCHULZE, Mr. SEBELIUS,
Mr. SimonN, and Mr. StEicEr of Wis-
consin) :

H. Res. 324, Resolution to amend rule XI of
the Rules of the House of Representatives to
eliminate proxy voting in committees; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for him-
self, Mr. AspNor, Mr. ANDREWS of
North Dakota, Mr. ARMSTRONG, Mr.
BUCHANAN, Mr. EpGar, Mr. ERLEN-
poRN, Mr. Esca, Mr. ESHLEMAN, Mr.
FREY, Mr. GmeONS, Mr, GILMAN, Mr.
GrassLEY, Mr. HastiNgs, Mr. HIN-
sHAW, Mr. Hype, Mr. KAasTEN, M.
KELLY, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. LUJAN,
Mr. MAGUIRE, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr.
Mixva, Mr. MmLer of Ohlo, and Mr.
MoorHEAD of California) :

H. Res. 325. Resolution to amend rule
XI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives to require that all committee meetings,
with only limited exceptions, shall be open
to the public; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for him-
self, Mr. O'Brien, Mr. PEYSER, Ms,
SCHROEDER, Mr. ScHULzE, Mr. SE-
BELIUS, Mr. SoLArz, Mr. STARK, Mr,
SteElcer of Wisconsin, and Ms,
ABZUG) :

H. Res. 326. Resolution to amend rule XI
of the Rules of the House of Representatives
to require that all commlittee meetings, with
only limited exceptions, shall be open to the
public; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinols (for him-
self, Mr. ABDNOR, Mr. ANDREWS of
North Dakota, Mr. DEVINE, Mr, DICE-
INSON, Mr, EpGar, Mr. ERLENBORN,
Mr., EscH, Mr, EsHLEMAN, Mr. FREY,
Mr. GILMAaN, Mr. GrassLEY, Mr. HasTt-
INGs, Mr. Hmwsuaw, Mr. Hype, Mr.
KastEN, Mr. ErLLy, Mr. LAGOMAR-
SINO, Mr. LujaN, Mr. MooRHEAD of
California, Mr. O'BRIEN, Mr. PEYSER,
Ms. ScHROEDER, Mr. ScHuULZE, and
Mr. SEBELIUS) :

H., Res. 327. Resolution to amend rule XI
of the Rules of the House of Representatives
to provide that any member In committee
may demand a rollcall vote on any matter,
and that a rollcall vote shall be required
on any motion to report a bill or resolution
from committee; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself, Mr. Sorarz, Mr, STEIGER of
Wisconsin, and Ms, ArzuUc):

H. Res. 328. Resolution to amend rule XTI
of the Rules of the House of Representativea
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to provide than any member in committee
may demand a rollcall vote on any matter,
and that a rollcall vote shall be required on
any motion to report a bill or resolution from
committee; to the Committee on Rules.
By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself, Mr. AspNoR, Mr, ANDREWS of
North Dakota, Mr. ARCHER, Mr, ARM-~
STRONG, Mr., BucHANAN, Mr, CARTER,
Mr. Deving, Mr. DicEiNsonN, Mr.
ERLENBORN, Mr, EscH, Mr. EsHLE-
MAN, Mr, Frey, Mr, Gimawn, Mr.
GrassLEy, Mr, Hastings, Mr. Hin-
sHAW, Mr, Hype, Mr. KasTEN, Mr.
KrLrLy, Mr. LacoMarsIiNO, Mr, LUJAN,
Mr. McDownaLp of Georgla, Mr, MiL-
LErR of Ohlo, Mr. MoorHEAD of Cali-
fornia) :

H. Res. 329. Resolution to amend rule
XXVII of the Rules of the House of Repre-
sentatives to prescribe procedures whereby
a committee may request that a matter re-
ported should be considered under a suspen-
sion of the rules; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Ilinois (for
himself, Mr. O'Brien, Ms, SCHROEDER,
Mr. ScHULzZE, Mr. SEBELIUS, and Mr.
SteEIGER of Wisconsin) :

H. Res. 330, Resolution to amend rule
XXVII of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives to prescribe procedures whereby
a committee may request that a matter re-
ported should be considered under a suspen-
slon of the rules; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSQON of Illinois (for
himself, Mr. ABDNOR, Mr. ANDREWS of
North Dakota, Mr, ARMSTRONG, Mr.
DevINE, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr, EsHLE-
MAN, Mr. Fisa, Mr, Frey, Mr. G-
BONS, Mr. GiLMAN, Mr. GrassLEY, Mr.
HasTIiNGs, Mr. HinsHAwW, Mr. HYDE,
Mr. EKasTEN, Mr. LAGOMARSING, Mr.
Lorr, Mr. LusaN, Mr. Macuirg, Mr.
MATSUNAGA, Mr. MmuLEr of Ohlo, Mr,
MoorHEAD of California, Mr, O'BRIEN,
and Mr, PEYSER) :

H. Res. 331. Resolution to amend rule
XXVIII of the Rules of the House of Repre-
sentatives to require that all House-Senate
conferences shall be open to the public and
that no conference report shall be in order
for consideration unless all conference ses-
slons were open; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself, Ms. SCHROEDER, Mr.
ScrUuLzE, Mr. SEBELIUS, Mr. SOLARZ,
Mr, StARK, Mr. KewLy, and Ms.
ABZUG) :

H. Res. 332. Resolutlon to amend rule
XXVIII of the Rules of the House of Repre-
sentatives to require that all House-Senate
conferences shall be open to the public and
that no conference report shall be in order
for consideration unless all conference ses-
slons were open; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. HUGHES (for himself, Mr.
EncAar, Mr. Forp of Tennessee, Mr.
Gaypos, Mr. MrrcHELL of New York,
Mr. MoTrTL, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. REES,
Mr. RicEmoND, Mr. RopiNo, Mr,
Sorarz, and Mrs. SPELLMAN) :

H. Res. 333. Resolution to create a select
committee to make Investigations and
studies relating to natural gas and petroleum
reserves; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. LITTON (for himself, Mr.
OTTINGER, Mr. PEYSER, Mr. MANN, Mr.
Drcas, Mr. EocH, Mr. BRoww of Call-
fornia, Mr., Barpus, Mr. Hices, and
Mr, RopINo) :

H. Res. 334. Resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives con-
cerning the need for immediate and sub-
stantial public investments in agriculture
research and technology for the express pur-
pose of increasing food production; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (for himself,
Ms. AszUc, Mr. Aopaseo, Mr. ARCHER,
Mr. Bearp of Tennessee, Mr. DEVINE,
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Mr. Dereick, Mr. DickinNsoN, Mr.
FisH, Mr. FLYNT, Mr. Fraser, Mr.
FrENZEL, Mr. GiLman, Ms. HoLT, Mr.
Jowes of Oklahoma, Mr. Kemp, Mr.
LAaGOMARSINO, Mr. MORTHA, Mr.
MyYeErs of Indiana, Mr. Noraw, Mr.
SPENCE, Mr. STEIGER of Arizona, Mr.
Symms, Mr. WoLrr, and Mr. ZEFER-
ETTI) :

H. Res. 335. Resolution establishing a
select committee to study the problem of
U.8. servicemen missing in action in South-
east Asla; to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (for himself,
Mr. EercHUM, Mr, Crane, Mr. Bos
WimLson, Mr. CocHRAN, and Mr.
RosE) :

H. Res. 336. Resolutlon establishing a se-
lect committee to study the problem of U.S.
servicemen in action in Southeast
Asla; to the Committee on Rules.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

57. By the SPEAEKER: Memorial of the
Senate of the State of Washington, relative
to Americans missing in action in Southeast
Asia; to the Committee on Armed Services.

58. Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of California, relative to the definition
of tax effort under the State and Local As-
sistance Act of 1972; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

59. Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
Commonwealth of Virginia, relative to auto-
mobile emission standards; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

60. Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, relative to
observing Veterans Day on November 11;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

61. Also, memorial of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, relative to air service to Puerto Rico;
to the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation.

62, Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, relative
to extending medicare coverage to include
the costs of eyeglasses, dentures, hearing
alds, and prescription drugs; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. HANNAFORD:

H.R. 5154. A bill for the rellef of Peter J.
Montagnoll; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

By Mrs, HOLT:

H.R. 5155. A bill for the relief of Charles
Hammeond, Jr.; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr. BOB WILSON:

H.R. 5156. A bill for the rellef of Peter P.

Tomsa; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXTI, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

62. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the East
Bay Municipal District Employees Union, El
Cerrito, Calif., relative to assistance to Cam-
bodia and Vietnam; to the Committee on
Forelgn Affairs.
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63. Also, petition of QED, La Jolla, Calif.,
relative to the Panama Canal; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs,

64. Also, petition of the Ozark Soclety,
Little Rock, Ark., relative to including the
Mulberry River in the National Wild and
Bcenic Rivers System; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

H.R. 4296
By Mr. D’AMOURS:

Page 3, strike out lines 4 through 16 and
insert:

“Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions
of this section, effective for the perlod be-
ginning with the date of enactment, the
present support price of 80 per centum shall
be adjusted thereafter by the Secretary at
the beginning of each quarter, beginning
with the second quarter of the calendar year
of 1975, to reflect any change during the
immediately preceding quarter in the index
of prices pald by farmers for production
items, interest, taxes, and wage rates. Such

7111

support prices shall be announced by the
Secretary within 30 days prior to the begin-
ning of each quarter.”.

By Mr, RICHMOND:

Page 2, line 12, delete the language of lines
12, 13, 14, and 15 in its entirety.

Page 3, line 8, strike the figure "85 per
centum’, and insert in lieu thereof the fig-
ure “80 per centum”.

Page 3, line 16, add a new section to read
as follows:

“Sec. 3. No payment authorized under this
Act shall be made to any producer or coop-
erator when it is disclosed that such pro-
ducer or cooperator has assets in excess of
$3,000,000 In nonfarmliing interests.”

SENATE—Tuesday, March 18, 1975

(Legislative day of Wednesday, March 12, 1975)

The Senate met at 10:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by Hon. DALE BUMPERS, 8 Sena-
tor from the State of Arkansas.

PRAYER

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

O God, who of old didst guide our
fathers through the perils of pioneer
days, make us pioneers of the spirit in
the testing times of our age. Grant us
clear minds, dauntless courage, and per-
severing faith. Make us workmen who
have no need to be ashamed. In our re-
sponse to the Nation's needs keep us wise
and tender and strong. In our dealings
with each other invest us with the cour-
teous and kindly spirit. In our dealings
with ourselves, keep us honest. Show us
every moment that in Thee we live and
move and have our being.

We pray in His name who taught us
the way of the servant. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The legislative clerk read the following
letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., March 18, 1975.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, I appoint Hon. DaLE BUMP-
ERS, a Senator from the State of Arkansas, to
perform the duties of the Chair during my
absence.

James O, EASTLAND,
President pro tempore.

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

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Journal of
the proceedings of Monday, March 17,
1975, be approved.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
may be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

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

QUORUM CALL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded and that I be
recognized for 3 minutes.

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

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there will
now be a period for the transaction of
routine morning business for not to ex-
tend beyond the hour of 11 a.m., with
statements therein limited to 5 minutes.

The Senator from Kentucky is recog-
nized for up to 5 minutes.

Mr. FORD. I thank the Chair.

THE CAMBODIAN ASSISTANCE
BILL

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, the Cam-
bodian assistance bill, ordered reported,
provides for additional military assist-
ance authorizations for Cambodia for fis-
cal year 1975.

I plan to introduce an amendment to
that bill which would eliminate all mili-
tary assistance to Cambodia, in any form,
and would be effective immediately upon
passage of the act. My amendment would
not cut off any humanitarian aid that
might be necessary and favorably con-
sidered.

Mr. President, not only is this amend-
ment intended to stop U.S. assistance for
war purposes, but it is also designed to
prevent a White House end run whereby
some form of military support could be

sent to Cambodia. In other words, there
should be no way for the Executive to cir-
cumvent the intention of this amend-
ment.

Military assistance would include
cash, credit, guaranty, lease, gift, or oth-
erwise, No license may be issued on or
after such date for the transportation
of arms, ammunitions, or implements of
war, including technical data. In addi-
tion, any license issued prior to the date
of enactment of this act, and not used
as of such date, would also be invalid.

I believe that it is time for us to stop
supporting the war activities in Indo-
china. Surely we have learned our lesson
by now. This country cannot keep pour-
ing hundreds of millions of dollars down
the drain in civil wars, especially at a
time when we ought to be doing more
for our own people in America. I am
amazed at those who say, “Well, let us
dump a few hundred million dollars
more as a last gesture to indicate our
good faith support, even though such
support will not determine the war’s
outcome.”

Mr. President, here is a chance for the
Senate to say once and for all—stop.

I read the news this morning and I
watched the news, and I saw the U.S.
Embassy in Cambodia not only removing
all of its personnel but also burning our
papers. If we pass the amendment to
send funds to Cambodia I wonder which
regime we will be sending them to.

Mr. President, I hope that we will re-
ceive a great deal of support for this
amendment when this bill comes before
the Senate. It is my understanding that
the bill would be S. 663, but it could take
another number. So my intent is to lay
this proposal on the table and to amend
whatever bill comes from the committee,
by whatever number it might have.

ORDER FOR STAR PRINT—S. 510

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
March 11, 1975, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), filed a report on
S. 510, the Medical Device Amendments
of 1975. Upon reviewing this report, he
has found that it contains a number of
technical and clerical errors.

On behalf of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), I therefore ask
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