August 16, 1966

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate August 16 (legislative day of
August 15), 1966

THE JUDICIARY

David W. Dyer, of Florida, to be U.8. circuit
Jjudge, fifth circult, vice Warren L. Jones,
retired.

Wade Hampton McCree, Jr., of Michigan,
to be U.S. circult judge, sixth cireult, to fill
a new position created by Public Law 89-372,
approved March 18, 19686.

Edward J. Boyle, Br., of Louislana, to be
U.8. district judge for the eastern district of
Louisiana, vice Robert A. Alnsworth, Jr,,
elevated.

. _Alvin B. Rubin, of Louisiana, to be U.S.
district judge for the eastern district of
Louisiana, to fill a new position created by
Public Law 89-372, approved March 18, 1966.

Bernard J. Leddy, of Vermont, to be U.S.
district judge for the district of Vermont,
to fill a new position created by Public Law
89-372, approved March 18, 1966.

Willlam T. Woodard, Jr., of North Caro-
lina, to be a member of the Board of Parole
for the term expiring September 30, 1971.

SUBVERSIVE AcTIVITIES CONTROL BOARD

John 8. Patterson, of Illinois, to be a mem-
ber of the Bubversive Activities Control
Board for a term of 5 years expiring August
9, 1971, vice Frank Kowalskl,

THE JUDICIARY

Austin L. Fickling, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be associate judge of the District
of Columbia court of general sessions for the
term of 10 years. (Reappointment.)

IN THE MARINE CORPS

The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps for temporary appolntment to the
grade of first lieutenant subject to qualifica-
tion therefor as provided by law:

Edward C, Schriber

Hans W, Lindholm

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuespay, Aveust 16, 1966

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

The steps of a good man are ordered by
the Lord : and he delighteth in his way —
Psalm 37: 23,

Eternal Father of our spirits, who has
promised unto the upright in heart a
light that shines in the darkness and a
strength that never fails, grant unto us
such good attitudes and such high pur-
poses that shall lift us above the shadow
of doubt and fear and help us to realize
the power of Thy presence. Give to us
the wings of faith, the lift of love, and the
heart of hope as we commit ourselves
anew to Thee and to Thy will for our
lives.

May we walk the ever-changing roads
of our daily life with confidence and
courage, knowing that Thou art with us
always and all the way. Give to us this
day a healthy body, an understanding
mind, a happy spirit, a loving heart and
with it all a will ready to do good fo
others where we can do good and to be
faithful unto Thee, through Jesus Christ,
our Lord. Amen.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION
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THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr, Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed a bill of the fol-
lowing title, in which the concurrence of
the House is requested:

$.8700. An act to amend the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964.

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
PERMISSION TO FILE CONFER-
ENCE REPORT ON INDEPENDENT
OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL,
1967
Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent that the con-

ferees on the disagreeing votes of the two

Houses on the independent offices appro-

priation bill, H.R. 14921, have until mid-

night tonight to file a conference report.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?
There was no objection.

JUDICIAL DICTATORSHIP

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker,Iask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr, ABERNETHY. Mr, Speaker,
when the wise Founding Fathers of our
Nation molded the basic law of our land,

_they very wisely created a tripartite sys-

tem of government—the executive, leg-
islative, and judicial—each coequal with
the other. At least, that is what they
thought they were doing.

It was the intention of these great men
that each branch should stand on its own
feet, that each would be a check and bal-
ance against the other, and that each
would have the courage and pride to
stand and defend itself from encroach-
ment or trespass of the other.

The recorded history of our govern-
ment reveals that those who served in
these respective branches, from George
Washington’s time down through and
until several score of years into the 20th
century, strongly upheld their rights,
prerogatives, and privileges, while re-
specting such of those who served in the
other two branches.

But in recent years, Mr. Speaker, the
Congress has allowed itself to sink to a
very low ebb. So much of it has subordi-
nated itself to whatever was sent over
from the White House. So much of it
has allowed itself to yield to pressures
from the Chief Executive, under both
gemocra_ tic and Republican administra-

0ons.

This is not all, Mr. Speaker. In recent
decades the Congress has been subjected
to numerous domineering decisions, in-
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dignities and constitutional trespasses by
the judiciary. I shall not enumerate
them here. They are all too well known.

Action on yesterday of a Federal judge
enjoining, the Un-American Activities
Committee from holding a committee
meeting reveals the gluttonous hunger
for power growing within the judiciary.
And the judge made his act more rep-
rehensible by conducting what amounted
to a secret hearing, without service of
notice of any kind upon members of the
committee,

Where, oh where, Mr. Speaker, did this
pipsqueak Federal judge find the au-
thority to tell a committee of the Con-
gress it could not open its doors for a
committee meeting?

Next, Mr. Speaker, he and his kind
will be telling the Congress when it can
or cannot meet. And this is not an ab-
surd suggestion. It is, indeed, the direc-
tion in which we are moving and which
we will someday encounter if the Con-
gress does not throw off its lethargic
robes of inferiority and tell some judges,
bureaucrats, and all offices of the execu-
tive branch from the President down,
that Capitol Hill belongs to the Congress.

A number of us, including the one
now addressing you, have long advocated
that the Congress take a firm stand in
behalf of its rights, duties, and privileges.
Many of us have introduced legislation
which would require those who preside
over our judicial branch to know g little
bit of law and to have just a reasonable
amount of experience. But year after
yvear these bills-get bottled up at the
hands of those who consistently and mis-
takenly defend the power grab of the
power-hungry judges.

If the decision of yesterday portends
the judiciary of the future, and I think
it does, then.there can be nothing but
judicially inspired chaos.

Mr. Speaker, this Congress had better
wake up, assert itself and perform its
duties or else this country will soon be
in the hands of a judicial dictatorship,
if it has not already reached that point.

ENCROACHMENT BY THE JUDI-
CIARY UPON THE LEGISLATIVE

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers of the House, in the 25 years on and
off that I have had the high privilege
and great responsibility of serving in

“this, the greatest representative body in

the world, we have studiously and as-
siduously refrained from interfering in
the affairs of the other branches of the
Government. We have a tripartite sys-
tem—the very essence of our Constitu-
tlon and our freedoms.

peaker, there have been matters
presen here during that period 'of
time which would interfere with the con-
stitutional rights and prerogatives of the
Executive, the President of the United
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States. There have been measures which
would have forced him to produce docu-
ments which were confidential and ex-
ecutive in nature. Uniformly and invari-
ably, we have rejected such attempts.

Mr. Speaker, by the same token there
have been measures here which would
impinge upon the sanctity and upon the
independence of the judiciary in passing
upon the interpretation of the Constitu-
tion, the enunciation of the privileges of
our citizens and the maintenance of the
freedom of our institutions. We have
rejected these as well.

So on yesterday it was indeed shocking
to see a member of the Federal judiciary
usurp, in a fashion that I have never
seen, the fundamental prerogatives of
the Legislature.

Mr. Speaker, undoubtedly over the
years, we in the exercise of the right to
investigate, the right of oversight may
have, on occasion, gone too far, just as
have the other two branches of our Gov-
ernment on occasions gone too far in ex-
ercising their rights. But at no time—
at no time—has the right of a duly au-
thorized committee of this Congress ever
been questioned outside of this place.
Where would such judicial power end?
Would a court take unto itself the right
to tell the Ways and Means Committee
or the Judiciary Committee or any other
committee when to meet or who to hear?

Mr. Speaker, I was glad this morning
to see a three-judge court set aside the
temporary restraining order which was
granted on yesterday. It is imperative
that the constitutional question be dis-
posed of in favor of Congress because
this is indeed a fundamental matter in-
volving the rights of this body to assert
its function as the representative of the
people.

ENCROACHMENT BY THE JUDICI-
ARY UPON THE LEGISLATIVE

~ Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, in associating myself with the
remarks by the distinguished majority
.whip and of the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. ABERNETHY] concerning this
incompetent Federal judge, I do not think
that. we can overlook the action of this
man who is obviously not qualified to
hold the job for which he is being paid.
I have inquired of some of the old hands
around here—I have been here only 26
years—and in no Member’s memory has
a member of the judiciary ventured as
far as this incompetent has gone,

Mr. Speaker, if there was ever gro da
for impe t, this is one of

In the case of Halstead Ritter, which
I reviewed, one of the grounds on which

- he was impeached was bringing disgrace
to the judiciary.
... This man has done that. We cannot
t this act of violence to go un-
questioned, unimpeded, and unchecked.
It would be well, Mr. Speaker, for some-
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one in this body to draw up articles of
impeachment and present them to: the
Judiciary Committee. I suspect that the
House Un-American Activities Commit-
tee may do so. Let us see what will hap-
pen. If we do nothing now, another
one of these incompetents might re-
strain the greaf Appropriations Com-
mittee or my own committee from per-
forming our responsibility of investigat-
ing as the whip has said. The courts can
review the actions of the committees
after we meet, but to restrain us from
meeting is preposterous and must not go
unchecked.

Mr. Speaker, without any further in-
vestigation, I would be willing to impeach
this foul blot on the escutcheon of the
fair name of the judiciary of the United
States.

THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
IS THE PEOPLE'S INSTITUTION

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, this House
must not sit in fear and trembling before
the Supreme Court or any part of the
Federal judiciary. This House must not
sit in fear and trembling before any Fed-
eral judge in the District of Columbia
who has rendered this shocking order

‘that would prohibit a committee of the

Congress from holding hearings. This
House of Representatives must not and
cannot become a rubber stamp to the ex-
ecutive or to the judiciary or to the Fed-
eral agencies and departments of the
Federal Government. This is the road
to dictatorship. This is the road to un-
bridled power by unelected, Federal, ap-
pointed officials.

The action yesterday by a Federal
judge here in the District of Columbia in
attempting to stop the proceedings of a
committee of the House is a cold, blatant
bid to thwart the wishes of the people in
a representative democracy.

Even now, as I speak, Mr. Speaker,
there is a demonstration going on, by
peaceniks and beatniks, against the Un-
American Activities Committee at the
Cannon Building. These are the type
of individuals who are undermining our
war effort in Vietnam and these are the
ones the Federal judge here in the Dis-
trict of Columbia is trying to champion
at the expense of representative gov-
ernment’s freedom.

Mr. Speaker, I join my distinguished
colleagues who have spoken this morn-
ing in expressing surprise and shock over
the infringement by the judiclary in the
prerogatives and the constitutional
rights of this, the most representative
and deliberative body in the entire world.
In the last few years I have gone

“throughout this Nation defending the

Congress, defending the House of Rep-
resentatives as the people's institufion.
It was. the Continental Congress which
brought into being these United States
of America. The Continental Congress
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elected George Washington Commander
in Chief of the Armed Forces. The Con-
tinental Congress prosecuted that war.
There was no other body. There was no
judiciary. There was no executive.

Mr. Speaker, this body represents
directly the people of this country, and
if, as my distinguished colleague from
South Carolina has said, the judges can
stop committees of Congress, if they can
enjoin the House Committee on Un-
American Activities, they can enjoin the
great Committee on Armed Services, the
Appropriations Committee, or the Judiei-
ary Committee. They can usurp com-
pletely the constitutional obligations,
prerogatives, and duties of this great
body. The separation of powers among
the legislature, the executive, and the
judiciary is delicate and subtle. It can-
not survive such blatant and far-fetched
infringement by the Federal judiciary.
I think that it is urgent that we raise a
voice of protest here today before it is
too late.

The House of Representatives can-
not allow one of its committees—meet-
ing in the Cannon Office Building only
a few yards from this Chamber—to be
intimidated by judicial fiat. The House
Un-American Activities Committee must
be permitted to go ahead with its per-
fectly legitimate assigned task of gather-
ing information for the whole Congress,
and for the American people. In doing
so, the House Un-American Activities
Committee acts as the direct agent of the
full House, and as such is not liable to
the caprices of activist judges. Indeed,
every committee of the Congress must
be allowed to go about its constitutional
duty free from the threat of judicial in-
terference. This Congress must not al-
low a dangerous precedent to be set that
would hold the sword of judicial usurpa-
tion over each of the great committees
of the Congress. Indeed, Mr. Speaker, if
a Federal judge can halt a congressional
committee meeting then a Federal judge
could enjoin and halt a meeting of the
entire Congress itself, We can and must
stop now ‘this attempt to destroy Con-
gress—the direct elected representa-
tives of the American people,

RESPECT FOR LEGAL ORDER

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
roTImMuteandtomﬂsemdextendmy
remarks.

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

There wasno objection.

Mr. JOELSON. « Mr. Speaker, I concur
with the remarks of the gentlemen who
have preceded me in the well that the
decision of a Federal judge in enjoining
a House committee from holding hear-
ings was shocking and ridiculous. I
yield to ne man or woman in this House
in my respect for this great mstitution
I know what I am about to “will not
win me any popularity contests in view
of the prevailing mood. But I think our
colleague who announced in advance
planned defiance of this court order was
unwise.
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“Atia memernt in our history when it is
important to encourage respect for law

and order, it does not seem fitting to-me.

that a Member of Congress should ex-
press/open ‘contempt for the legal ma-
chinery and the processes of law.

As I have said, the injunction granted
by the Federal court judee was ridicu-
lous, but there is adequate machinery for
appeal. I understand it has been uti-
lized with the result that the injunction
has been set aside with respect to law
and order.

How can this Congress expect mem-
bers of the public to refrain from taking
the law into their own hands when we
ourselves thumb our nose at law and
order?

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, will

the gentleman yield?

Mr, JOELSON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker,

surely the gentleman does not regard a
simple forthright protest from a Mem-
ber of Congress as being a violation of
the law?

Mr. JOELSON. I am not talking
about a violation of the law. I am talk-
ing about respect for legal orders. In-
stead of announcing that we would defy
the legal order, we should take advan-
tage of the legal machinery, because any
reasonable man should have known that
this order could not have been sustained.

Mr, ABERNETHY. I donotthink the
comments of Members of the Congress
are in defiance of this court—particu-
larly this court, because I really just do
not have very much respect for it.

Mr, JOELSON. The member of the
committee said he would stay in jail un-
til hell freezes over, if necessary.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Well, God bless
him.

ENCROACHMENT BY THE JUDICI-
ARY UPON THE LEGISLATIVE

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House

for 1 minute and to revise and extend my;

remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, as a non-
lawyer, .I approach this subject. with
some trepidation and perhaps from a
slightly different angle than some of our
Members who are very well versed in the
law. I appreciate very much the posi-
tion which the Speaker has taken and
the position expressed particularly by
my colleague from South Carolina [Mr.
Riversl, But, Mr. Speaker, I just
wonder whether the committee has con-
sidered the wisdom of calling this judge
before the committee to show cause why
he should not be' cited for contempt.
This would be something that we might
be able to do before we undertake im-
peachment proceedings.

I realize full well, Mr. Speaker, that if
this action were taken, it would be use-

less to have him cited before a Federal

judge, but it might not be a bad idea

if this body gave consideration to citing

this gentleman for contempt, and, if he
CXII——1233—Part 156
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were so cited, to try him before the bar
of this House. This has been done be-
fore, Perhaps now is the time to do it
again,

CONGRESS MUST ACT TO PREVENT
NEW YORK STATE FROM ABUSING
THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 19 OF
MEDICARE

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous eonsent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I
apologize to my colleagues for switching
the subject to something else, but I be-
lieve it is something which is equally
shocking and equally disturbing; namely,
the New York medicare law implement-
ing the provisions of title 19 of the
Medicare Act.

We passed medicare last year, a very
controversial program, but there was no
debate on title 19 of that bill, which was
regarded as a rather modest extension
of the Kerr-Mills Act. However, the
New York Times of last Saturday had a
story that says that the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare now es-
timates that the annual cost of this New
York program will be $1.4 billion. That
means that the Federal share of the New
York program will be twice what Con-
gress has estimated would be the annual
cost of the entire title 19 program for all
50 States: ¥et this Times story says
that the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare nevertheless intends to ap-
prove the New York program as being
“reasonable in character.”

If this New York implementation of
title 19 is approved and if the New York
program is then adopted by the other 49
States, I believe we are going to be in
serious trouble here in this Congress.
Certainly the intent of Congress will be
very seriously flouted. I have therefore
telegraphed the Secretary and asked him

to hold up approval of the New York plan:

until we in this House can consider the
mattermore fully.

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

Mr. STRATTON. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Louisiana, our
distinguished majority whip.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, which has
jurisdiction over this matter, has been
holding' very extensive hearings on the
whole subject. I suggest the gentleman

" might, before he sends all these tele-

grams, talk with the chairman of the
committee.

Mr. STRATTON. I appreciate the
comment of our distinguished whip. In
fact I took this time this morning to
bring to the attention of the House and
to the Committee on Ways and Means my
bill, HR. 15917, which, if adopted by the
committee, will resolve this problem. I
hope the gentleman will aupport my bd.ll
in his.committee.
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THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH AND
THE JUDICIAL BRANCH ON A
COLLISION COURSE

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, 1 as!:unanl
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute. ;

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

There was no objection.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, as the dis-
tinguished majority whip has just said,
the three-judge court convened this
morning dissolved the temporary re-
straining order. However, I believe it is
significant to call attention to the fact
that they did so only on the grounds of a
technieality. They ruled that the peti-
tioner had failed to show irreparable
damage.

I am further advised that the court has
convened another session of the three-
judge court to sit tomorrow afternoon at
2:30, and that one of the members of
that three-judge panel will be the same
Judge Corcoran who issued the tempo-
rary restraining order.

Mr. Speaker, the legislative branch and
the judicial branch of the Federal Gov-
ernment are on a collision course. That
course was chosen by the judicial branch.
The Congress has not sought fo usurp
the function of the judiciary. Rather,
Judge Corcoran has sought to frustrate
the function of the Congress. Ulii-
mately, one branch must yield; the other
branch must prevail:

What finally occurs involves the des-
tiny of this Nation. Down one road lies
the destination of a continuance of our
elective representative democracy oper-
ating within the framework of its tri-
partite form of government. Down the
other road lies the destination of an ap-
pointive judicial oligarchy where the
body of governmental powers is unsub-
divided, unseparated and therefore un-
checked.

In the present state of things, it is our
duty as legislators to resist and defy
Judge Corcoran and any judge like him
who attempts to trespass upon the do-
main of the people’s elected representa-
tives and emasculate the system of
checks and balances which has so long
been the security of the people’s liberty.

JOHNSON ADMINISTRATION HIGH
INTEREST RATES SET NEW REC-
ORDS
Mr., WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to address the House

for 1 minute and to revise and extend
myremarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr., WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, the
Johnson high-interest-rate administra~
tion each week now is setting new highs
in the cost of Government. financing.

Two weeks ago, a Treasury refunding
issue carried a5%4-percent coupon for &
note due in 1971. Already that note issue
1s selling at approximately one-half point
discount under par to yleld 534 percmb.
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That coupon was a 45-year high for
Treasury financing.

Last week, FNMA sold 25-month, 5%-
percent debent.ures at a discount. The
issue was priced at 99304, to yield 5.91
percent—the highest interest cost ever
paid by FNMA.

Yesterday, the Treasury sold 13-week
bills at a new high rate of 5.048 percent.
The yield on Treasury bills with a 26-
week maturity jumped to 5.315 percent;
widely exceeding the previous record of
5.099 percent set in January 1960.

Today, the Federal home loan banks
are selling a $590 million bond issue bear-
ing a record 57 -percent coupon rate.
The bonds, due in 1 year, are priced at
997 to afford a return to investors of 6
percent. Only a month before, the banks
sold an issue of 53;-percent bonds to
yield the investor 5.80 percent.

Today, conferees on the Independent
Offices Appropriations Act hold their first
meeting. The Senate has included a pro-
vision authorizing FNMA under the Par-
ticipation Sales Act to sell $3.2 billion of
participations against loans to be pooled
by various Government agencies. Sale
of these participations in the Johnson
administration’s * tight money market
would be a tragic mistake as the added
pressure on capital markets only can
drive interest rates up and up.

I hope the House conferees will be suc-
cessful in Knocking that participation
sales authorization from the bill.

A VIOLATION OF SEPARATION OF
POWERS

Mr DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, a number
of my colleagues have preceded me on
the subject of Federal judges, most of
them bemoaning what Judge Corcoran
did in this instance. I would say it is
very definitely' a violation of the sepa-
ration of powers for a Federal judge to
try to enjoin a congressional committee.
However, we are not talking about some
constructive results that can be obtained.

There is legislation pending before this
body which would limit or reduce the
“lifetime” term of Federal judges; this
legislation should be set for hearing. I
have introduced legislation which would
require the U.S. Supreme Court, in order
to hold'a decision of this body uncon-
stitutional, to have a majority of at least
two-thirds of its members agree rather
than ‘having a 5-to-4 deeision, as they
have timie and time again in ‘the la.st
decade.

I also have had legislation pending for
& number of years here which would, for
the first time, spell out specific qualifica~
tions for those persons to be appointed
on our Federal benches. It seems to me
high time that weé should have judges
experienced in the law as well 'as
Judicial review to make these serious
decisions. - Our’laws are completely in-
adequate ‘on' this subject, and silent on’
meaningful qualifications.
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SBEPARATION OF POWERS

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman Imm
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, I.think
perhaps in all of the years I have been
here there has never been a moment in
our history that has been so filled with
portent, with possibilites of absolute
destruetion of our way of life as this par-
ticular moment. Asan American woman
I look to this House and to this Congress
and, of course, particularly to the House
to do something real, something vital, to
preserve our Government and our way of
life and our whole method of procedure.
We have had battles before among the
three different parts of our Government
but never anything like this, I beg and
implore you who are members of the
Committee on the Judiciary and you who
are the chairmen of these tremendous
committees of this House to get together
and move into areas that will tell the
people of this country and the people of
the world that we are still a government
of the people. The power was given to
the people in the beginning. Very well,
We have let all too much of it slip away
from us. Let us face the facts as they
are and then stand up and get it back.

i

CONSTITUTIONAL SEPARATION OF
THE POWERS

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

‘Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I agree with
practically everything that has been said

today by my colleagues concerning Judge'

Corcoran’s decision, but as I listened to
these remarks I could not help but recall
some of the other decisions that have
been announced by Federal courts since
I have been privileged to be a Member
of this august body. Decision after de-
cision have invaded the'legislative field
and overstepped the powers of the
courts, so the decision by this-Johnson
appointee of 18 months was almost in-
evitable. Time after time this Congress
has permitted, since I have been a Mem-
ber, Federal judges to trespass on.the
legislative duties of -this body without
ever doing anything about it. The Su-

preme Court and other Federal courts -
have legislated in field after field and:

have taken duty after duty away from
this Congress while this body—with its
Demaocratic leadership—hags sat idly by.
I have seen members of the Committee
on the Judiciary come to this floor after
one of these decisions had been an-
nounced and actually agree with the
tdkeover when they should have been
insisting that the committee report re-
medial’ legislation forthwith. Take for
example the Supreme Court’s decision
dealing with the reapportionment of
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State legislatures. ' Clearly an area
which should be and had been, left to
the States. Did the Judiciary bring us
any legislation? No, it more or less sanc-
tioned the takeover by its inaction. Why,
this inaction has so encouraged these
Federal courts that they are now even
legislating by drawing district lines not
only in the case of State legislation dis-
tricts but in some States for congres-
sional districts. I could point out other
areas where the courts are legislating
but time will not permit.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is past time for
this Congress to measure up to its leg-
islative responsibilities and to make
amends in these areas where the courts
have trespassed. We have a constitu=
tional duty to do so. The people expect
us to do so as they want us to remain in
the legislative branch of the Government.
The responsibility for action, Mr.
Speaker, rests with you and your party—
your party is in the majority.

Mr. Speaker, I am glad to hear our col-
leagues speak out this morning against
this inevitable decision, a judge ruling
that the Congress cannot legislate in a
given field.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

CALM REQUIRED IN WAKE OF JU-
DICIAL DECISION BEARING UPON
LEGISLATIVE PREROGATIVES

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend-
my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I share
the grave concern of the Members of
this House over the judicial deecision
which has been brought into question
here this morning restraining the func-
tioning of a committee of this House.

Mr. Speaker, I think .the judge was
thoroughly wrong, and I want to do all
I can, with my colleagues, to protect and
preserve and to assert the proper pre-
rogatives of this House of Representa-
tives and of the Congress of the United
States.

But, Mr. Speaker, I think grievous
harm can be done to our constitutional
system if what has been said here this
morning, particularly, by some able
Members, might be interpreted by the
country as meaning two things: One,
that this Congress does not recognize
that there are immunities of citizens,
even from the power of the Congress,
when they are properly presented in a
proper manner.

And, secondly, that this House asserts
the prerogative of omnipotence. Under
the Constitution of the United States
we ‘do not have omnipotent power, and
as Lord Coke said to the king who
wanted to sit on h!s court;, “‘I‘he ktng,i
too, is under the la

And so, Mr. Bpeaket-isthe-Houxeot
Represent.atives. as well as the other
body and the Presldmt and th.e oourt.s
as well. ;

‘8o, Mr. Speaker, let u.s keep this des-s
bate and curb our indimtion wit.hm
our Constitution. -, « y
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Mr. Speaker, this matter of the right
of these people to express their opinion
about the war in Vietnam or any other
matter is one thing that should be pre-
served and properly protected. This
was the wrong way in which to do it that
this judge expressed.

But, Mr. Speaker, let us not let what
has been said here today in our just in-
dignation, be notice to the American
people, that this House does not recog-
nize the power and the right and the
duty of the courts in proper cases and in
the proper manner to protect the consti-
tutional rights of the citizens, and that
we deny that we, as Lord Coke told the
King he was, are under the law.

THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN RIGHT
OF PEOPLE TO EXPRESS AN OPIN-
ION AND TREASON
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent to address the House for

1 minute and to revise and extend my

remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I think there
is considerable difference, if I may point
out to my distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. PEPPER]
between the right of people to express
their opinion and treason—and I call it
treason advisedly—which 1is sending
money, supplies and aid and comfort fo
an enemy of this country.

Now, Mr. Speaker, as far as I am con-
cerned, anybody can disagree with what
we are doing in Vietnam, verbally; they
can visit there if they want to, and they
can protest.

But, Mr. Speaker, when they start
sending money and supplies, and even
blood, to the people who are Kkilling
American soldiers, I say that comes under
the heading of treason.

Mr. Speaker, perhaps we ought to have
a declaration of war, so that the law of
treason would apply.

Mr. Speaker, I have always thought
that this thing in Vietnam should be kept
within bounds, and I have supported the
moderation which has been evidenced
by our leaders, and I still support it. But
I do not believe anyone can get up here
and throw a cloak of immunity over
some of the actions of some of these
people and call it “dissent,” because it
goes far beyond dissent.

I would just like also to observe that
I have read the Constitution and the
judicial, the executive, and the legisla-
tive branches are equal. I have defend-
ed the courts from time to time, but I
think this decision by Judge Corcoran
was absolutely outrageous. I assume
that before I came on the floor someone
has pointed out the fact that he could
possibly be impeached and that may not
be such a bad idea. i

ENCROACHMENT BY THE JUDI-
CIARY UPON THE LEGISLATIVE
Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to address the House

for 1 minute and to revise and™ extend
my remarks.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to join with the distinguished gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. Boees] who
opened a good part of this discussion
and the distinguished gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Pepper] in their remarks.

Mr. Speaker, I think we must beware
of extremism. I feel that impeachment
might be an extreme remedy. Just as I
cannot agree with those who would as-
sert that if the jackasses of the world
united together and did not elect all the
members of the Federal judiciary mem-
bers for life, they would not get their
Just desserts—I think that is too extreme.

However, as the distinguished gentle-
man from Ohio pointed out, we have pro-
ceeded along the road that led to de-
cisions in the field of prayer and religion
in the schools, with which some disagree.
Taking away the right of interrogation
of suspects from police officers, with
which many disagree. We have observed
conduct on the bench of multiple mar-
riages, although in series, with which
many disagreed. We have witnessed ac-
tion at the State legislative level where
the State governments patterned their
governments after ours and were told
that they could not do so.

But now, Mr. Speaker, we have struck
a Federal nerve and it may be that we
are too late in our protests because as
indicated previously, it is not too long a
step from permitting judicial legislation
to one where the court then says that no
one else shall legislate—although, of
course, this decision would not reach
nearly so far.

I think we might remember that in the
beginning of this country there was some
dissatisfaction with the form of justice
administered in England. This resulted
in the fact that in colonial days you did
not have to be a lawyer to be a judge and
nearly all judges at all levels were
elected. Perhaps the wheel is turning
around to approximately the same place
again.

PRIVATE CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Private Calen-
dar day. The Clerk will call the first in-
dividual bill on the Private Calendar.

PEDRO IRIZARRY GUIDO

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2914)
for the relief of Pedro Irizarry Guido.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. GROSS and Mr. HALL objected
and the bill was recommitted to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

DIRECTING THE SECRETARY OF
THE INTERIOR TO ADJUDICATE A
CLAIM TO CERTAIN LAND IN
MARENGO COUNTY, ALA.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4841)
to direct the Secretary of the Interior to
adjudicate a claim to certain land in
Marengo County, Ala.
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Mr, HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

COMPENSATION FOR CANCELLA-
TION OF GRAZING PERMITS

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1375) pro-
viding a method for determining the
amount of compensation to which cer-
tain individuals are entitled as reim-
bursement for damages sustained by
them due to the cancellation of their
grazing permits by the U.S. Air Force.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

FRED E. STARR

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1068) for
the relief of Fred E. Starr.

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous econsent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

MRS. RAISLA STEIN AND HER TWO
MINOR CHILDREN

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1945)
for the relief of Mrs. Raisla Stein and her
two minor children.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

ARLINE AND MAURICE LOADER

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2016)
for the relief of Arline and Maurice
Loader.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

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

There was no ' objection.

DEMETRIOS KONSTANTINOS GEOR-
GARAS—ALSO ENOWN AS JAMES
K. GEORGARAS
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2146)

for the relief of Demetrios Konstantinos

Georgaras—also known as James K.

Georgaras.

Mr. HALL., Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous ‘consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman rrcm w:~
souri?

““There was no objection, !
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MRS. MELBA B. PERKINS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3275)
to confer jurisdiction on the U.S. Court
of Claims to hear, determine, and render
judegment on the claim of Mrs. Melba B.
Perkins against the United States.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the reguest of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

ROBERT L. MILLER AND MILDRED
M. MILLER

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4457)
for the relief of Robert L. Miller and Mil-
dred M. Miller.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

ROBERT A. HARWELL

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6039)
for the relief of Robert A. Harwell,

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

GILMOUR C. MacDONALD, COLONEL,
U.S. AIR FORCE, RETIRED

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 7546)
for relief Gilmour C. MacDonald, colonel,
U.S. Air Force, retired.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 7546

Be it enacted by the Senale and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, not-
withstanding any statute of limitations, lapse
of time, or bars of laches, jurlsdiction is
hereby conferred upon the United States
Court of Claims to hear, determine, and ren-
der judgment upon any claim, legal or equi-
table, filed by Gilmour C. MacDona.!d colonel,
United States Alr Force (retired), Shalimar,
Florida, for compensation for the usage by
the United States during World War IT and
the Eorean conflict of a tubular caltrop tire-
puncturing device allegedly invented by the
sald Gilmour C. MacDonald, the said Gil-
mour C. MacDonald having submitted draw-
ings and models of such device to the Na-
tlonal Inventors Counell, Department of
Commerce, in 1940, with the alleged under-
standing that he would be compensated for
his invention if it were used by the United
States. :

Sec. 2. Sult upon any such clalm may be
instituted at any time within one year after
the date of the enactment of this Act. Ex-
cept as otherwise provided herein, proceed-
ings for the determination of such claim, and
review and payment of any judgment thereon
shall be had in the same manner as in the
case of claims over which the Court of Clalms
has jurisdiction under section 1491 of title
28 of the United States Code. Nothing in
this Act shall be construed as an inference of
liability on the part of the United States.

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

JOHN T. ENIGHT

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8694)
conferring jurisdiction upon the U.S.
Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon the claim of John
T. Enight.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

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

There was no ohjection.

MR. AND MRS. HOWARD H.
ADELBERGER

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8727)
for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Howard H.
Adelberger.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 8727

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the

not otherwise appropriated, the
sum of $18,810 to Mr. and Mrs. Howard H.
Adelberger, 545656 Valley Pike, Dayton, Ohio,
in full settlement of their clalm against the
United States for damages to real estate
sustained in July 1958 in connection with
certaln construction activities at Wright-
Patterson Alr Force Base, Ohio, by the Corps
of Army Engineers. This claim is not cog-
nizable under the tort claims provisions of
title 28, United States Code: Provided, That
no part of the amount appropriated in this
Act In excess of 10 per centum thereof shall
be paild or delivered to or recelved by any
agent or attorney on account of services ren-
dered in connection with this claim, and the
same ghall be unlawful, any contract to the
contrary notwithstanding, -Any person vio-
lating the provisions of this Act shall be
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum
not exceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike all after the enacting clause and
insert:

“That jurisdiction is hereby conferred
upon the United States Distriet Court for
the Southern District of Ohlo, Western Di-
vision, to hear, determine, and render judg-
ment on the claims of Howard H. Adelberger
and Nola A. Adelberger, his wife, agalnst the
United States for damages and loss of value
with reference to the following described real
property:

“Situate on the north side of State Routes
4 and 69 and west of Bath Road in Bath
Township, Fairborn School District, section
8, town two, range 8, M.Rs., Greene County,
Ohlo, and consisting of 32.76 acres, more or
less, and is approximately seven miles east
of Dayton, Ohle,
due to the lowering of the water table in the
above-described property and the lowering of
the level of a lake on that property due to
the dredging of the Mad River and the lower-
ing of the level of that river north of the
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. Notwith-
standing any principle jor rule of law,; the
court In the exsrcise of the jurisdiction pro-
vided in this Act is authorized to render
judgment in behalf of the owners of ‘the
property described herein if it shall find that
the value of the property has been reduced

August 16, 1966

by reason of the dredging and stream im-
provement work performed by the United
States. The actlon authorized by the pro-
visions of this Act shall be instituted within
one of the effective date of this Act.”

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

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

EDWARD G. BEAGLE, JR.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 13909)
for the relief of Edward G. Beagle, Jr.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

CHARLES J. ARNOLD

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 13910)
for the relief of Charles J. Arnold.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. HALL. A Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that this bill be passed
over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

DELMA S. POZAS

The Clerk called the bill (S. 146) for
the relief of Delma S. Pozas.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

GEORGES FRAISE

The Clerk called the bill (S, 196) for
the relief of Georges Fraise.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION

The Clerk called the Senate concur-
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 99) favor-
ing the suspension of deportation of cer-
tain aliens.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the Senate
concurrent resolution?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent thai the Senate concur-
rent resolution be passed over without
prejudice.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

DINESH KUMAR PODDAR

The Clerk called the bill (S. 2663) for
the relief of Dinesh Kumar Poddar.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

8. 2663

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Dinesh Kumar Poddar may be
classified as a child within the meaning of
section 101(b) (1) (F) of the sald Act and a
petition may be flled by Mr. and Mrs. Bhag-
watl P. K. Poddar, a lawfully resident alien
and a citizen of the United States, respec-
tively, in behalf of the said Dinesh Kumar
Poddar pursuant to section 204 of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act.

With the following committee amend-
ment: '

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“That, in the administration of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Dinesh Kumar
Poddar and Girish Kumar Poddar may be
classified as children within the meaning of
section 101(b) (1) (F) of the Act, upon ap-
proval of petitions filed in their behalf by
Mr. and Mrs, Bhagwati P. K. Poddar, a law-
fully resident allen and a citizen of the
United States, respectively, pursuant to sec-
tion 204 of the Act.”

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Gray] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp.

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

There was no objection,

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of private bill 8. 2663, for the
relief of Dinesh K. Poddar, adopted son
of Dr. and Mrs. Bhagwati P. K. Poddar,
which has been amended to include the
subject of my bill, H.R. 14521, Girish K.
Poddar, the second adopted son of D: .
and Mrs. Bhagwati P. K. Poddar. He is
13 years of age and was adopted last De-
cember 23, 1965.

The first adopted son, Dinesh, is the
beneficiary of S. 2663, which recently
passed the Senate and it was my purpose
in introducing my bill, HR. 14521, to
classify the second adopted son, Girish,
as an eligible orphan in order that his
adoptive parents, Dr. and Mrs. Bhagwatl
P. K. Poddar, can petition to bring him
to the United States at the same time
they are bringing the older adopted son,
Dinesh, to this country with them. The
natural parents of Girish in India are
extremely poor and have legally released
him for adoption by his aunt and uncle,
who are permanent residents of the
United States and are guite capable in
every way of caring for both benefici-
arles.

At the present time, Dr. Bhagwati Pod-
dar is studying in India on a research
grant and wishes very much to bring
both sons back to the United States in
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August when he and Mrs. Poddar will
return to the United States to continue
residence here where he will resume
teaching at the Illinois State University,
Normal, Ill.

Mr. Speaker, my bill has now been
made the subject of an amendment to
8. 2663 so that both orphan boys are
included in this measure now before the
House for consideration. The benefici-
aries have been medically examined and
are medically qualified to receive a visa,
and I therefore recommend passage of
8. 2663, as amended, in view of the very
short time left until the Poddars will be
returning to the United States in the
hope of bringing both sons back with
them for permanent residence.

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

The title was amended so as to read:
“An Act for the relief of Dinesh Kumar
Poddar and Girish Kumar Poddar.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MISS ELISABETH VON
OBERNDORFF

The Clerk ecalled the bill (H.R. 3901)
for the relief of Miss Elisabeth von
Oberndorff.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 3901

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
Americe in Congress assembled, That
the Alien Property Custodian be, and is
hereby, authorized and directed to return all
funds vested by the Office of Allen Property
through order numbered 4115, October 2,
1944, belonging to Elisabeth von Oberndorff:
Provided, That no part of the amount appro-
priated in this Act in excess of 10 per centum
thereof shall be paid or dellvered to or re-
celved by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered In connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this
Act shall be deemed gullty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

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

USE OF THE VESSEL
DREWS"”

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 14517)
to amend Private Law 86-203 to permit
the use of the vessel John F. Drews in the
coastwise trade while it is owned by a
citizen of the United States.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr., McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

“JOHN F.

CONVEYING CERTAIN® LANDS IN
INYO COUNTY, CALIF.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 9520) to

authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
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convey certain lands in Inyo County,
Calif., to the personal representative of
the estate of Gwilym L. Morris, Dolores
G, Morris, George D, Ishmael, and Verna
H. Ishmael.
There being no object.lon the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:
H.R. 9520

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Interior is authorized and
directed to issue, subject to the provisions of
this Act to the persons named below, who
have previously filed desert land entries on
the lands involved, patents to the following
described tracts of land in the county of
Inyo, State of California.

(1) Township 27 north, range 4 east, San
Bernardino meridian, section 27: west half
containing 320 acres to the personal repre-
sentative of the Estate of Gwilym L. Morris.

(2) Township 27 north, range 4 east, San
Bernardino meridian, section 28: east half
containing 820 acres to Dolores G. Morris.
(3) Township 27 north, range 4 east, San
Bernardino meridian, section 27: east half
containing 820 acres to George D, Ishmael,

(4) Township 27 north, range 4 east, San
Bernardino meridian, section 26: west half
containing 320 acres to Verna H, Ishmael.

Sec. 2. Each patent authorized to be issued
by section 1 of this Act may be issued o
after payment, by the beneficiary of this Act.
to the United States, of the sum of (a) the-
falr market walue of the lands as of the:
effective date of this Act less the value added
to the land by the beneficlary, and (b) the
administrative costs of making the convey-
ance, both as determined by the Secretary.

SEc. 8. Any patent issued under this Act.
shall contaln a reservation to the United
States of (a) any of the following named
minerals for which the land is deemed by the-
Secretary of the Interior to be valuable o1
prospectively valuable as of the date of issu-
ance of patent: coal, native asphalt, solid and
semisolid bitumen, and bituminous rock (in-
cluding oll-impregnated rock or sands, from.
which oil is recoverable only by special treat-
ment after the deposit {s mined or quarried),
oll, gas, oil shale, phosphate, sodium, and
potassium, and (b) the right of the United
States, 1ts lessees, permittees, or licensees to
prospect for, mine, and remove them under
applicable provisions of low.

Sec. 4. No conveyance to any beneficiary of
this Act shall be made unless application for
the conveyance s made to the Secretary of
the Interlor within one year after the effec~
tive date of this Act and payment is made to
the Secretary of the Interior within the pe-
riod allowed therefor by him.

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

HARRIET C. CHAMBERS

The Clerk called the bill (S. 2104) for
the relief of Harriet C. Chambers.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

S. 2104

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America ir Congress assembled, That in order
to quiet tixle to the following described tract
of land s#*tuated within the boundaries of
the Shostione National Forests, Wyoming,
and held and claimed by Harriet C, Chambers,
of Lancer, Wyoming, under a chain of title
dating from March 29, 1902, the Secretary of
Agriculture is authorized and directed to
convey to the sald Harriet C. Chambers by
quitclaim deed all right, title, and interest
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of the United States in and to such tract
of land, more particularly described as fol-
lows: The southeast quarter of the southeast
quarter of section 84, township 31 north,
range 100 west, sixth principal meridian,
Fremont Oounty Wyoming, consisting of
forty acres more or less,

Sec. 2. The conveyance authorized by the
first section of this Act shall be made by the
Secretary of Agriculture without considera-
ﬁon, but, the sald Harriet C. Chambers shall

Ehow incident to the prepara-

legal documents necessary or ap-

pmprlato carry out the first section of
this Act.

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

LAND TRANSFER TO DANVILLE,
ILL.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 16407)
authorizing the Administrator of Vet-
erans’ Affairs to convey certain property
to the Danville Junior College, Danville,
1L

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

HR. 16407

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans’ Affairs Is authorized
to convey, without monetary consideration,
to the Danville Junior College, Danville, Il1-
linois, for its use for educational purposes, all
right, title and interest of the Unlted States
in a tract of approximately seventeen acres
of land and to a tract of approximately forty-
one acres of land and all buildings thereon,
constituting a portion of the reservation of
the Veterans’' Administration Facility, Dan-
ville, Nlinois, The exact legal description of
the tracts and improvements thereon shall be
determined by the Administrator of Veterans’
Affairs, and if a survey 1s required in order to
make such determination, Danville Junior
College, Danville, Illinois, shall bear the ex-
pense thereof.

SEc. 2. Any deed of conveyance made pur-
suant to this Act shall—

(a) provide that the property conveyed
shall be used in a manner that will nof, in
the judgment of the Administrator of Vet-
erans’ Affairs, or his designate, interfere with
the care and treatment of patlents in the
Veterans' Administration Facility, Danville,
Ilinois;

(b) contain such additional terms, condi-
tions, reservations, easements, and restric-
tions as may be determined by the Admin-
istrator of Veterans' Affairs to be necessary
to protect the interest of the United States;

(¢) provide that if Danville Junior College,
Danville, Illinois, violates any provision of
the deed of conveyance or alienates or at-
tempts to alienate all or any part of the
property so conveyed, title thereto shall re-
vert to the United States; and that a deter-
mination by the Administrator of Veterans'
Affairs of any such violation or allenation or
attempted alienation shall be final and ‘con-
clusive; and

{d) provide that in the event of such re-
version, all improvements made by Danville
Junior College, Danville, Illinois, during its
occupancy shall vest in the United States
without payment of compensation therefor.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-

‘sider was laid on the table.
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RELIEF OF MULE CREEE OIL CO.,
INC.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8699)
for the relief of Mule Creek Ofl Co., Inc.,
a Delaware corporation.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 8699

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of section 31 of the Mineral
Leasing Act of February 25, 1020 (30 US.C.
188), the Secretary of the Interior is au-
thorized and directed to receive, consider,
and act upon any petition of the Mule
Creek Oil Company, Incorporated, a Dela~
ware corporation, filed within one hundred
and elghty days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, for reinstatement of
United States oll and gas lease “Wyoming
070268(A)", as if such petition had been
filed within the time provided in such sec-
tion and such section had been applicable
thereto.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, Iine 4, after 1920, insert “, as
amended,”.

The committee amendment was agreed

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

AMEND CHARTER OF BSOUTH-
EASTERN UNIVERSITY OF THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 16608)
to amend the charter of Southeastern
University of the District of Columbia.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 16608

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 3 of the Act entitled “An Act for the
relief of the Southeastern University of the
Young Men's Christian Association of the
District of Columbia”, approved August 19,
1937 (50 Stat. 697), 1s amended to read as
follows:

“Sec, 3. The management of the sald cor-
poration shall be vested In a board of trustees
consisting of not less than nine nor more
than thirty in number, as determined from
time to time by said board of trustees, one-
third of whom, at all times, shall be gradu-
ates of sald university, of the qualifications
prescribed by sald board of trustees, nomi-
nated by the alumni of said university in the
manner prescribed by sald board of trustees,
and all of whom shall be elected by said board
of trustees. Except as hereinafter provided,
each trustee shall be elected for a term of
office of three years from the date of expira-
tion of the term for which his predecessor
was elected so that the terms of office of not
more than one-third of the trustees shall
expire annually. A trustee elected to fill a
vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of
the term for which his predecessor was ap-
pointed shall be elected only for the un-
expired term of such predecessor.”

SEC. 2. Section 6 of such Act is amended to
read as follows:

“Sec. 6. The income of the sald corpora-
tlon from all sources whatsoever shall be held
in the name of the corporation and applied
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to the maintenance, endowment, promotion,
and advancement of the sald university, sub-
ject to conforming to the express conditions
of the donor of any gift, devise, or bequest
accepted by said corporation, with regard to
the income therefrom."”

Bec. 3. The amendments made by this Act
shall not affect the term of office of any
trustee in office on the date of its enactment.

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

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
gﬁhf’f the Private Calendar be dispensed

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is s0 ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. That concludes the
call of the Private Calendar.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 222]
Anderson, Il1l. Ford, Minn,
Andrews, Willlam D.  O'Nelll, Mass.
Glenn Garmats Powell
Baring Gilligan Purcell
Barrett Goodell Quie
Blatnik Grabowskl Randall
Bolling Gubser Rees
Bray Gurney Resnick
Brown, Calif. Hagan, Ga. Rivers, Alaska
Broyhill, Va. Hansen, Wash. Rogers, Tex.
Burton, Utah Hawkins Roncalio
‘Byrnes, Wis. Hébert Rostenkowslkl
Callaway Holifield Scott
Cameron Holland Benner
Celler Eastenmeler Sickles
Cohelan King, N.¥. Skubitz
Conyers Landrum Stephens
Corman Long, La. Teague;, Tex.
Cramer McCulloch Todd
Davis, Ga. Martin, Ala. Toll
Diggs Martin, Mass. Tunney
Dorn Matthews Tupper
Duncan, Oreg. Mink Tuten
Edwards, La. Mize Vivian
Fallon Moorhead Walker, Miss,
Farnsley Morris ‘White,
Flood Morrison Willis
Plynt Murray Wilson,
O'Brien Charles H.

Fogarty
Ford, Gerald R. Olsen, Mont.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr., AL-
BERT). On this rolleall, 347 Members
have answered to their names, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
13‘“&390:11:1&h g5 u.nder the call were dispensed

-LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIA-

TIONS, 1967

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I call up the conference report
on the bill (H.R. 15456) making appro-
priations for the legislative branch for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, and
for other purposes, and ask unanimous
consent that the statement of the man-
agers on the part of the House be read
in lieu of the report.
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The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. Georce W. AN-
DREWS] ?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConNFERENCE REPORT (H. Rzer. No. 1852)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
15456) “making appropriations for the leg-
islative branch for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1967, and for other purposes,” having met,
after full and free conference, have agreed
to recommend and do recommend to their
respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 27, 34, 39, and 40.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 36, 37, 38, 41, 44, 45, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51,
and 52,

And agree to the same.

The committee of conference report in
disagreement amendments numbered 1, 2, 3,
4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 18, 14, 15, 186, 17,
18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23; 24, 25, 26, 28, 20, 30,
31, 33, 83, 365, 42, 43, 46, 53, and 54,

GEORGE W. ANDREWS,

Tom STEED,

MicHAEL J. KIRWAN,

JoHN M, Stack, Jr.,

JoHN J. PLYNT, Jr.,

GEORGE MAHON,

OpIN LANGEN,

BeN REIFEL,

Frank T. Bow,
Managers on the Part of the House.

A. 8. Mike MONRONEY,

E. L. BARTLETT,

‘WILLIAM PROXMIRE,

RALPH YARBOROUGH,

CARL HAYDEN,

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,

Mmroxn R. Youna,

THOMAS H, KUCHEL,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
a conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H.R. 16456) making a;
priations for the legislative branch fmm:
year ending June 30, 1967, and for other pur-
Pposes, submit the following statement in ex-
planation of the effect of the action agreed
upon and recommended in the accompany-
ing conference report as to each of such
amendments, namely:

SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Amendments Nos. 1 through 83, under the
Senate heading, and Nos. 42 and 43 under the
Architect of the Capitol heading, relate solely
to expenses of Senate operations and activi-
tles. A dment No. 34 relates to an item
for the House of Representatives.

Amendments Nos. 1 through 12; 14
through 26; 28 through 33; and 42 and 43,
relating to Senate operations, are reported
in technical disagreement. But in accord
with the long and well-founded practice,
under which each body determines its own
housekeeping requirements and the other
concurs therein without intervention, the
managers on the part of the House will offer
motions to recede and concur in these
amendments.

Amendment No. 13, in part, would create
additional positions on the Senate roll of
the Capitol Police force. The rates of base
pay specified for the officer positions are the
same as those stated in amendment No. 54
which are designed to bring the pay of super-
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visory positions of the force closer to parity
with those provided in H.R. 15857 for their
counterparts In the Metropolitan Police
force. Bui since H.R. 15857 has not yet
been processed in the Senate, the rates in
amendment 64 are in the interim excessive
to the objective, and would be scaled back
as explained later herein in connection with
amendment 64. Consequently, the managers
on the part of the House will offer a motion
to recede and concur in amendment No. 18
with appropriate conforming changes in the
salary rates.

Amendments Nos. 27 and 34 relate to
administration of the customary stationery
allowances long granted to Members of Con-
gress; No. 27 relates to the Senate and No. 84
to the House of Representatives. Both of
course originated in the Senate, In line
with the well-founded practice in respect to
expenses of the other body, the managers
on the part of the House do not object to
existing Senate provisions on the subject
remaining unchanged. The companion
amendment, No. 34, is also omitted.

Joint items
General Expenses, Capitol Police

Amendment No. 356! Reported in disagree-
ment for the purpose of offering a motion
to increase the amount by $33,000—to a
total of $95,500—to provide clothing and
equipment outfitting and first year mainte-
nance costs for the 72 additional  police
positions authorized June 29, 1966 in House
Resolution 796 which covered only salaries.

. Capitol Police Board

Amendments Nos. 36-38: Adjust the com-
pensation of two detectives—permanently
detailed to the Capitol Police Force—who
act as detective sergeants, so as to equalize
their pay with that of a fellow detective
similarly serving on the House side.

Architect of the Capitol
Office of the Architect

Amendment No. 30: Appropriates $647,700
for salaries in the office of the Architect of
the Capitol as proposed by the House instead
of $635,000 proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 40: Strikes the language
inserted by the Senate prohibiting the use of
any appropriation in the bill for “adminis-
trative or any other expenses In connection
with the plans referred to as schemes 1, 2,
and 3 for the extension of the west central
front of the Capitol.” (Nore—The three
schemes are briefly described in the S. Rept.
No. 1409, on this bill.)

There are no funds in the bill for the west
front extension project, nor is there any au-
thority to proceed with construction con-
tracts, or even detailed plans and specifi-
cations. The work can proceed only if and
when the Congress should appropriate the
money for the work in a future bill.

£300,000 was, however, appropriated by the
Congress last year for preparation of pre-
liminary plans and estimates of cost, includ-
ing ‘'a model, and incidental expenses looking
to extension.of the west central front. Most
of that fund is already contracted. While

- the assoclate architects engaged for this

purpose completed the first stage study and
plans earlier this year, from which schemes
1, 2, and 3 were developed, and for which
a study model (of scheme 2) was made, more
time 1is necessarily required for perfection
of plans and drawings and preparation of a
full scale model for the scheme (2) selected
by the special Extension Commission. At its
meeting with the architects in June, the
Commission directed the Architects to get the
full scale model ready for exhibition to Mem-
bers of Congress and the public generally.

A full scale model showing the entire
Capltol Building—both east and west
fronts—should be of great, almost inestima-
ble visual-aid value in helping Members,
the press, and the public generally form
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sound opinions about the ap of the
bullding if extended and the effect of the
particular proposals in Scheme 2 on the ar-
chitectural features of the present west
front, But the conferees understand that
the full scale model will not be ready to
place on display until about mid-November.

In the circumstances, then, it would be
premature, and illogical, to consider any fur-
ther appropriations for the west front project
at this session,

Capitol Grounds

Amendment No. 41: Appropriates $695,400
for care and improvement of the Capitol
Grounds as proposed by the Senate instead
of $6890,000 proposed by the House.

Senate office bulldings and garage

Amendments Nos. 42-43: Reported in
technical disagreement but, as explained
earlier herein in connection with other Sen-
ate housekeeping items, motions will be of-
fered to recede and concur in the Senate
provisions.

Structural and mechanical care of Library
buildings and grounds
Amendment No. 44: Appropriates $1,302,-
000 for this purpose as proposed by the Sen-
ate instead of 1,517,000 proposed by the

House.
Botanic Garden

Amendment No. 45: Appropriates $504,600
for this item as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $510,000 proposed by the House.

Library of Congress

Amendment No. 46: Reported in technieal
disagreement. Motion will be made to re-
cede and concur in the Senate amendment,
which will provide for the transfer of funds
from appropriations of the Office of Educa-
tion to continue the Monthly Index of Rus-
slan Accessions.

Legislative Reference Service

Amendment No. 47: Appropriates 2,938,000
for this service as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $2,852,000 as proposed by the House.

Distribution of catalog cards

Amendment No. 48: Appropriates $4,564,-
000 as proposed by the Senate for the catalog
card and publication service instead of $4,-
536,000 proposed by the House. :

Special foreign currency program

Amendments Nos. 49-51: Appropriates $3,-
268,000 for this program of acquisition of
library materials abroad as proposed by the
Senate instead of $2,228,000 proposed by the
House, of which $2,088,000 as proposed by the
Senate instead of $2,048,000 proposed by the
House is to be available only in the form of
U.8.-owned foreign currencies determined to
be excess to normal U.S. requirements,

The effect 1s to approve inauguration of a
limited' program in Ceylon.

Overseas allowances

Amendments Nos. 52-53: Adopt, In modi-
fied form, the Senate provision on this sub-
Ject, under which payments may be author-
ized with respect to American employees of
the Library stationed abroad.

General provisions
(But Relating to Capltol Police Force)

Amendment No. 54: Adopts, in modified
form, Senate provision adjusting base pay
of officer positions on the Capitol Police force
s0 as to bring them near parity with that
of comparable ranks in the Metropolitan
Police. But since the rates in the Senate
amendment were keyed to the higher rates
set for Metropolitan Police in H.R. 15857
which has passed the House but is still in
Senate Committee, the rates in the Senate
amendment have been scaled down approxi-
mately to the present metropolitan rates and
a contingency proviso added that will return
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the rates to the original figures when and
if H.R. 156857 or slmllsr legislation is enacted.
. GeorGE W, ANDREWS,
ToMm STEED,
MicHAEL J, KIRWAN,
JoHN M, SLACK, Jr.,
Joun J. PLYNT, Jr.,
GEORGE MAHON,
OnIN LANGEN,
BeEN REIFEL,
Frank T. Bow,
Managers on the Part of the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. GEorGE W. ANDREWS].

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I yvield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the conference report is
available in leaflet form at the desk. It

- is brief and uncomplicated. The state-

ment of the managers explains the con-
ference action rather fully. So I shall

bé brief.
CONFERENCE TOTAL

First, as to the totals: The Conference
agreement involves a total of $214,-
463,913.

The conference total is within the
President’s budget; it is $285,850 below
the  President’s budget estimates con-
sidered in connection with the bill.
There was also a budget item of $46,663,-
000 for a new GPO plant which we did
not consider; but that is entirely outside
the totals I just gave.

A total of $42,271,880 was in confer-
ence, That is the total added by the
Senate to the House bill. But $42,243,-
080, or all but the nominal sum of
$28,800, represented insertion of amounts
for purely Senate items which by long—
and I might add, well founded—practice
the House omits from the original bill
And under that practice, we concur with-
out intervention in the purely Senate
items as determined by the Senate.
They determine their requirements; the
House determines its amounts. It is a

near perfect system because it works—

and works quite well; it is a practice born
of long experience.

So, Mr. Speaker, there was very little
in the way of money differences in con-
ference. I will insert a table showing
the usual comparative amounts. I might
just say that the table will show the con-
ference bill some $16,488,606 above fiscal
1966 appropriations. It is pertinent to
also say that nearly all of that increase—
$15 million of it—is a nonexpenditure
addition to the reimbursable working
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! STATIONERY ALLOWANCE
Mr. Speaker, as I say, the system of
comity under which each House de-
termines its own housekeeping is a good
system—but not quite perfect. The
Senate, by floor amendments, undertook
to make some decided changes in pro-

visions of existing law with respect to .

administration of official stationery al-
lowances of Senators. But they did not
stop there—they put in an amendment
making essentially identical changes in
the long-standing provisions with respect
to such allowances for Members of the
House.

No one on this side—so far'as I know—
had felt the need or saw any justification
for any such changes. No one over
here—so far as I know—had made any
study of the matter. And in any event,
it was an intrusion not harmonious with
the well-founded practice long followed
in connection with this annual appropri-
ation bill. May I just repeat what the
statement of the managers says; namely,
that in line with the well-founded prac-
tice in respect to expenses of the other
body, the managers on the part of the
House do not object to existing Senate
provisions on the subject remaining un-
changed—which they would do under
this conference report. The companion
amendment relating to the House, there-
fore, also is omitted.

WEST CENTRAL FRONT OF CAPITOL

Mr. Speaker, probably the most cele-
brated—certainly the most controverted
subject dealt with in this bill has to do
with the proposal to extend the badly
deteriorated west central front of the
Capitol Building. And, Mr, Speaker, we
have—by my own estimation at least—
accomplished a remarkable settlement
insofar as this bill is concerned.

Every conferee agreed.

Every member of the conference on
both sides signed the report without
noting any reservation.

And if I interpreted this morning’s
news correctly, those on all sides of the
question who were reported in the paper
are agreeable to the solution agreed upon.

We have removed from the bill the
rather sweeping Senate language that
would have prohibited the use of any ap-
propriation in the bill for “administra-
tive or any other expenses in connection
with the plans referred to as schemes 1,
2, and 3 for the extension of the west
central front of the Capitol.”

Actually, Mr. Speaker, there were no
funds; there are no funds in the bill for

August 16; 1966

thereany authority to proceed with con-
struetion contracts, or even detailed
plans and specifications. The work ¢an
proceed only if and when the Congress
should appropriate the money for the
work in a future bill.

But what we have said, Mr. Speaker,
and what we indicate by this action—
and I want to emphasize this—is that,
in the present circumstances, it would
be premature, and illogical, to consider
any further appropriation for the west
front project at this session of Congress.
It can be taken up at a future time, but
we are all agreed that now is not the
propitious time,

Everyone who knows anything at all
about the matter agrees that something
must be done to the west central front
of this magnificent building. Congress,
rightly or wrongly depending on one's
point of view, last year took a first step—
in the directlon of plans for extension of
the front.

A fund of $300,000 was appropriated
for preparation of preliminary plans and
estimates of cost, including a model.
Most of that fund is already contracted.
More time is necessarily required for
perfection of those plans and drawings
and preparation of a full scale model for
the scheme—No. 2—selected by the spe-
cial Extension Commission.

A full-scale model showing the entire
Capitol Building—both east and west
fronts—should be of great, almost ines-
timable visual aid value in helping Mem-
bers, the press, and the public generally
in forming sound opinions about the ap-
pearance of the building if extended and
the effect of the particular proposals in
scheme 2 on the architectural features
of the present west front. But the con-
ferees understand that the full-scale
model will not be ready to place on dis-
play until about mid-November.

The Senate amendment would proba-
bly have stopped the already approved
work right in its tracks. The conference
agreement lets the work continue. A
model should certainly be a big help to
many Members and people at the proper
time. And I repeat, that everyone, of
every opinion on this much controverted
subject, ought to have, and I believe will
have, an opportunity to express himself
at the proper time.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that touches the
main gquestions presented in this confer-
ence report.

Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend my
remarks, I include the customary com-

capital fund of the GPO. the west front extension project, nor is ' parative summary of the bill:
Legislative branch appropriation bill, 1967
Conference action compared with—
Appropria- | Budget esti- Passed Passed Conference
Item tions, 1966 | mates, 1867 House Senate action
Appropria- | Budget esti- House Benate
tions, 1066 mates, 1967
7, 586, 790 285 1 $39, 655,180 |  $39, 855, 180" 3900 | 4-$1,280, 805 |--$39, 655,180 |._...__..___..
ST 552,080 | 77T 045 | 77,676,148 | 77.670,145 | 77076148 tmm il A R e v
8, 802, 267 9,771, 433 , 671, 9, 683, 988 9,716,088 —b4, 445 45, 500 ~+-$33, 000
26,980,600 | 14,472,600 | - 11,812,700 | 14,268,300 , 281,000 | —12, 699, 600 —101, 600 | -2, 468, 300 -+12, 700
473, 000 538, 000 510, 504, 600 504, 600 -+31, ~—33, 400 ~5,400 |- eoeeien
26,351,600 | 31,146,000 | 29,820,100 | 20,974,100 | 29,974,100 |' 48,622, —1, 171,900 154,000 fiiicca e
26,320,000 | 747,655,900 | 42,855,000 | 42, 655,900 , 855,900 | --16, 826,900 | - —b5, 000, 000 |-
10, 000 LT SRR ORI SR i —10,000 |-emeecaznenns .- .
Tom """" A s 197,675,307 | 1214,740, 763 | 172,140,333 | 214,418,213 | 214, 463,913"| 16,488,600 — 285,850 ‘Hﬂ.ﬂl?.:ﬂﬁ 345,700

1In morgﬂw;'ith custom, items relating solely to the S8enate are omitted from the orlg-

inal House

% Excludes $46,663,000 for new GPO plant not considered.
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Mr. BROCK.. Mr. Speaker, will' the
gentleman yield? b
. Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS: I yield
to the gentleman from Tennessee.

Mr. BROCK. Is the $2,468,300 addi-
tional, in excess of what the House orig-
inally passed, to be used for the proposed
west front? Isthatin this?

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Will
‘the gentleman repeat the question,
please?

Mr. BROCK. As I understand it, the
conference is recommending an increase
of $2,468,300 for the Architect of the
Capitol in excess of that passed by the
House. For what purpose are these add-
ed funds? Does that relate to the west
front? :

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. No,
there is no moneys in this bill with refer-
ence to the west front extension project.

Mr. BROCK. What is the purpose of
the money?

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. I do
not have the details with me here in the
well of the House, but the largest item
would be for operation of the Senate

office buildings. s y
Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. I yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. BROCK.: Is there no specific pur-
pose for the $2.5 million additional in
funds?

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mostly
for the Senate operations—in this in-
stance, an item for the Senate but under
administration of the Architect. The
House never initiates appropriations for
Senate activities.. The Senate adds those
to the House bill, and we concur.

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

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. I yield
to the gentleman from Minnesota, a
member of the commitiee.

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, on page
4 and on page 5, there are items for the
Senate under the Architect’s heading.
This is what aceounts for most of the
$2,468,300. They all relate to building
repairs, mantenance, and expenditures
as proposed by the Senate. Originally,
the House does not'consider those. That
is the reason they show up now, as an
increase. It is the' prerogative of the
Senate to provide for those items, much
the same as we do for whatever repairs
are needed on the House side.

I think the figure of $2,468,300 is a net
figure, composed of the two items I just
referred to, offset partly by a reduction
of $125,000 cut by the Senate from the
House bill relating to an elevator for the
Library Annex Building. We agreed with
that cut.

Mr. BROCK. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. I yleld
to the gentleman from Iowa. :

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the Mem-
bers of the House are often accused of
getting free haircuts and free bottled or
spring water. Isthere any money in this
bill for either free hdircuts or spring
water for Members of the House?
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Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. I can
assure the gentleman categorically that
there is no money in this bill for free
haircuts or mineral water or any such
items as that for Members of this House.

Mr. GROSS. One other guestion. Is
there any money in this bill for the man-
ning of the automatic elevators in the
Rayburn Building?

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. There
is money, but it is not being used.

Mr. GROSS. I wonder if we can de-
pend that it will not be used.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Let us
hope so.

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

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. LANGEN].

Mr. LANGEN. Mr, Speaker, I thank
my colleague for yielding. I shall not
use the 5 minutes.

I believe the chairman has adequately,
explicitly, and plainly set before the
House the items which were in conference
and the manner in which they were set-
tled. The conference committee pro-
ceeded with diligence and without great
difficulty. I believe it has arrived at a
conference solution which serves the best
interests of this legislative body and the
Congress as a whole.

I highly recommend the conference
report to the House.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. STRATTON].

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to express my appreciation to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Alabama, the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations for the Legislative Branch
[Mr. GeorGE W. AnprREwWs], and to the
distinguished chairman of the Full Com-
mittee on Appropriations, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr, Manon], and to the
other conferees on the part of the House
for the decision which they have taken
in this bill with regard to the contro-
::rsial west front extension of the Capi-

1.

As 1 am sure Members are aware, 1
have opposed this extension rather vigor-
ously since the decision of the Commis-
sion on the Extension of the Capitol was
announced in June.

I urged the conferees only yesterday,
when the conferees were selected, to ac-
cept a Senate amendment to this bill
which would have deferred all action on
a west front extension until a study of
the cost of repairing the west front in-
stead of extending it could be made.

I wish to say I believe the compromise
agreement which the gentleman from
Alabamsa has outlined, and as incorpo-
rated in the conference report, is cer-
tainly a very acceptable substitute to the
Senate amendment. It does delay this
matter for a full year. In addition, it
insures that when an extension of the
west front does come before the House
it will come up in the normal course as
a part of the legislative appropriation
bill rather than in the closing hours of
the session in a supplemental bill.

I would certainly feel that this iIs a
major victory for those who have opposed
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the . extension and who have said that
anything as important as a drastic archi-
tectural change made in the original por-
tion of the great United States Capitol—
certainly the number one historical
shrine in our country and the number
one tourist attraction in Washington,
D.C.—should be made only after full
debate and consideration by all Members
of the House and of the Senate, Other
Members may not agree with my view,
but at least we ought to have an oppor-
tunity to discuss the subject fully before
we act.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STRATTON. I am happy to yield
t{? t»lﬁe distinguished gentleman from New

ork.

Mr. REID of New York. I thank the
gentleman for yielding. -

I, too, regret that the Senate lan-
guage—to prohibit the use of any ap-
propriation “for administrative or any
other expenses” in connection with plans
for the extension of the west front of
the Capitol—has been dropped in this
conference report. However, it is a mat-
ter of encouragement that it is explicit
in this bill “that no part of any appro-
priation contained in this act” can be
used “in connection with the plans re-
ferred to as schemes 1, 2, or 3 of the west
central front of the Capitol.”

I hope, along with the gentleman from
New York, that it will be possible during
this delay for'a bill to be passed estab-
lishing a Commission to thoroughly look
into the needs for restoration of the west

front, and that we will bring in the best

architects—including representatives of
the American Institute of Architects—
and other experts in the United States
so to do.

Last. month I introduced legislation
which would establish a Commetgsi%n on
Archipecture and Planning for the Capi-
tol within the National Foundation on
the Arts and the Humanities,

The .Commission’s approval would be
necessary for any “construction, altera-
tion, or repair of any public building on,
or landscaping of, real property compris-
ing the U.S. Capitol grounds,” thus in-
suring that the architecture of the Capi-
tol will be treated consistent with its
historical heritage and artistic tradition.
In addition, my bill would require that
construction projects on the Capitol
Grounds “meet a standard which exemp-
lifies and reflects excellence in archi-
tecture and land use, good taste and
judgment, and which demonstrates a
proper regard for the historic and sym-
?:111’? importance of our National Capi-

Mr. STRATTON. I certainly agree
with the gentleman. I have joined in
introducing that legislation. I was fear-
ful, however, that if this matter was go-
ing to be decided in the supplemental
appropriations bill we would not have an
opportunity to consider the legislation he
has referred to. The agreement that has
now been made certainly makes it
possible for us to discuss that legislation
and possibly to pass it. It also makes it
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possible for us to try to find out what the
sentiment is back home on this issue.

~ Many national magazines have been
concerned with the possible alteration of
the west front. Perhaps by next year we
will have a little better indication of
what the people at home think and

~ whether they agree with some of us that
we ought not to change this historic
building just to put on additional
restaurants and briefing rooms and
offices we do not really need, since there
is already plenty of space in the Rayburn
Building and in the remodeled Cannon
and Longworth Buildings,

Mr, REID of New York. I think the
gentleman will agree that in a very real
sense the people of New York and West-
chester County desire to restore the west
front and not destroy or change it.

Mr, GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I yleld 4 minutes to the chair-
man of our committee, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. MagON].

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Speaker, in view
of some of the things which have been
said, I should state that the conferees did
not agree that funds for the improvement
of the west front of the Capitol Build-
ing would come before the House for
consideration through the regular legis-
lative appropriation bill. The chairman
of the subcommittee, the gentleman from
Alabama, [Mr. GeorRGE W. ANDREWS],
stated that these funds can be considered
at a later time—at a more propitious
time, I believe he stated. But I am sure
Mr. ANpREWS would say, and certainly I
will say, that funds for the improvement
of the west central front of the Capitol
whould be considered in great depth,

“after lengthy and exhaustive debate, and
that the House should, of course, work its
will on this matter.

Nothing precipitous should be done.
Certainly, it is not the intent of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations in this session
of Congress to give any consideration
whatsoever to any further funds for the
extension of the west front. Nobody, in-
sofar as I know, has made a request of
the Committee on Appropriations for
funds in this or any other bill in this ses-
sion of Congress for the extension of
the west front.

Now, it has been stated by the gentle-
man from New York that we ought to
consider the wishes of the people back
home in respect to what we do about the
west front of this building. I agree.
But, in my opinion, Mr. Speaker, the
people who elect us to office, while they
are aware that we do not possess all
wisdom on all subjects, would be willing
to leave to us in the House of Repre-
sentatives a decision as to whether or

< not the west front should be repaired
and in what manner. I believe they feel
we would be better advised in these
.. matters and would trust each Member’s
judgment for a decision of this type.
Now, as to the proposition that the
action of the conferees in striking the
prohibitory language of the Senate some-
how represents a great victory for the
opponents of the extension of the west
front, I would say such a statement is
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clearly wide of the mark. Why do I say
that? Because there was no issue as to
providing funds in this bill for the ex-
tension of the west front at this time.

I happen to believe that a great ma-
jority of the Members of Congress would
favor an improvement and probably an
extension of the west front. We can
make that determination later. This
Capitol is supposed to be the place where
the national legislative business of the
people is done. If by expanding the fa-
cilities of this great Capitol and strength-
ening it we can make it a better place to
do the job that the people sent us here
to do, that would seem to me to be what
we would probably ultimately do when
the times are more propitious than they
are now.

So, Mr. Speaker, I for one certainly do
not consider the fact that there is no
money in the bill for the west front as a
victory for the opponents of the west
front improvement. Nor do I consider
the conference action as a repudiation or
a slap in the face toward the Speaker of
the House of Representatives and the
special commission of which he and oth-
ers are members,

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

Mr. MAHON. I will be glad fo yleld to
the gentleman.

Mr. STRATTON. I certainly do not
want to debate the question as to whether
it is or is not a victory. As far as I am
concerned, my position is not intended
to be any slap in the face of the Speaker,
for whom I have great respect. I have
simply felt that this is a matter that
should be debated fully by the Members
of the House and those of us who felt dif-
ferently ought to have a chance to be
heard. I would like to say from that
point of view the conference committee
has come up with an agreement which
makes it possible, as the gentleman says,
for this matter to be considered and de-
bated in depth. And to that extent it is
a finality for those who wanted some
consideration.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I would
say further that there was no senti-
ment—that I know of—on the part of
any member of the Committee on Appro-
priations to deny the House an oppor-
tunity to consider fully this entire matter.
No one about whom I know had contem-
plated trying to slip in the back door, so
to speak, and put in funds to do a job of
which the Members of the House are not
in favor,

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Spesaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, it was my
understanding that the hearings before
the Legislative Subcommittee in the other
body had elicited testimony from Mr,

Stewart that there was not going to be:

any request from the Legislative Sub-
committee, but that there would be a
request before the supplemental com-
mittee for the supplemental bill, and it
was that testimony that led the other
body to put in the restricting amend-
ment, which the conferees eliminated,
but which it replaced with this bill to
which the gentleman from Texas refers.

August 16, 1966

Mr. Speaker, that testimony does con-
cern me, and may I—

Mr. MAHON. I would like to say that
while this is not a matter that would be
considered this session in the closing
supplemental, the mere fact that an
appropriation is considered in a supple-
mental bill does not mean that it is not
given the same consideration that it
would be given in any other appropri-
ation bill.

Mr, STRATTON. Except that by the
time it comes to the floor of the House
for consideration many Members are al-
ready campaigning for reelection. I re-
call once when we were called back by
the leadership at 4 o'clock in the morn-
ing in order to pass the supplemental
bill, on the 13th of October 1962, I believe
it was. Therefore it does not give us the
kind of depth of discussion to which the
gentleman referred, but I want to thank
the gentleman from Texas for his assur-
ance, if I understood the gentleman cor-
rectly, that there will not be any request
in the supplemental bill this year.

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman from
New York indicates that the House of
Representatives, this great legislative
body about which we have heard consid-
erable today, would not give as thorough
consideration in the closing hours as in
the opening hours to any important ap-
propriation legislation. Of course, if the
gentleman feels that such consideration
is not given at the end of the session, I
assume, then, that the Members would
shout any extension proposition down,
thus achieving the gentleman’s objective,

But, Mr. Speaker, I harbor no doubt
that the Committee on Appropriations,
and indeed the House of Representatives
acts responsibly throughout the session,
and I do not want to see the body of
which I am a Member act irresponsibly
at any time during the session.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, we have no further requests for

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the first amendment in disagreement.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, in view of the fact that many
of the amendments reported in technical
disagreement relate solely to housekeep-
ing operations of the Senate—which by
long and well-founded practice we eon-
cur in without debate—and in order to
save time, I ask unanimous consent that
amendments Nos. 1 through 132, inclusive:
14 through 26 inclusive; 28 through 33
inclusive; and 42 and 43, be considered
en bloc.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the first amendment in disagreement.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the reading of these amendments be dis-
pensed with, and that they be printed
in the REcorb.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the amendments, as
follows:

Senate amendment No. 1: Page 2, line 1,
insert the following:

"“SENATE
Senate amendment No. 2: Page 2, line 2,
insert the following:

“COMPENSATION OF THE VICE PRESIDENT AND
SENATORS, MILEAGE OF THE PRESIDENT OF
THE SENATE AND SENATORS, AND EXPENSE
ALLOWANCES OF THE VICE PRESIDENT AND
LEADERS OF THE SENATE"”

Senate amendment No. 3: Page 32, line 6,
insert the following:

“COMPENSATION OF THE VICE PRESIDENT AND

SENATORS
“For compensation of the Vice President
and Senators of the TUnited BStates,
$3,206,735."
Senate amendment No. 4: Page 2, line 10,
insert the following:
“MILEAGE OF PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE AND OF
BENATORS
“For mileage of the President of the Senate
and of Senators, $58,370.”
Senate amendment No. 5: Page 2, line 14,
insert the following:
*EXPENSE ALLOWANCES OF THE VICE PRESIDENT,
AND MAJORITY AND MINORITY LEADERS

“For expense allowance of the Vice Presl-
dent, $10,000; Majority Leader of the Senate,
$3,000; and Minority Leader of the Senate,
$3,000; in all, $1,000.”

Senate amendment No. 6: Page 2, line 10,
insert the following:

“SAvArIES, OFFICERS, AND EMPLOYEES

“For compensation of officers, employees,
clerks to Senators, and others as authorized
by law, Including agency contributions and
longevity compensation as authorized, which
shall be pald from this appropriation with-
‘out regard to the below lmitations, as
follows:". £

Senate amendment No. 7: Page 3, line 1,
insert the following:

“OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

“For clerical assistance to the Vice Presi-
dent, at rates of compensation to be fixed
by him In baslc multiples of $6 per month,
$203,515."”

Senate amendment No. 8: Page 3, line 5,
insert the following:

“CHAPLAIN

“Chaplain of the Senate, $15,540.”

Senate amendment No. 9: Page 8, line 7,
insert the following:

“OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

“For office of the Secretary, $1,369,630, in-
cluding $150,220 required for the purposes
specified and authorized by section 74b of
Title 2, United States Code: Provided, That
the reporters. of debates in the office of the
Secretary are hereby designated the official
reporters of debates of the Senate.”

Senate amendment No. 10: Page 3, line 14,
ingert the following:

“COMMITTEE EMPLOYEES

“For professional and clerical assistance to
standing committees and the Select Commit-
tee on Small Business, $3,367,430."

Senate amendment No. 11: Page 8, line 18,
insert the following: - .

“CONFERENCE COMMTITTEES

“For clerical assistance to the Conference
of the Majority, at rates of compensation to
l:;g%d by the chalrman of said committee,

For clerical assistance to the Conference of
the Minority, at rates of compensation to be
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fixed by the chairman of sald committee,
$00,435.”

Senate amendment No. 12: Page 4, line 1,
insert the following:

“ADMINISTRATIVE AND CLERICAL ASSISTANTS TO
SENATORS

“For administrative and clerical assistants
and messenger service for Senators,
$17,171,216.”

Senate amendment No, 14: Page 4, line 19,
insert the following:
“OFFICES OF THE SECRETARIES FOR THE

MAJORITY AND THE MINORITY

“For the offices of the Becretary for the
Majority and the Secretary for the Minority,
$166,675."

Senate amendment No. 15: Page 4, line
23, insert the following:
“OFFICES OF THE MAJORITY AND MINORITY

WHIPS

“For four clerical assistants, two for the
Majority Whip and two for the Minority
‘Whip, at rates of compensation to be fixed
in basic multiples of $60 per annum by the
respective Whips, $18,460 each; in all,
$36,920."

Senate amendment No. 16: Page 5, line 3,
insert the following:

“OFFICE OF THE LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL OF THE
SENATE
“For salaries and of the Office of
the Legislative Counsel of the BSenate,
$317,895."”
Senate amendment No. 17: Page 5, line 7,
insert the following.:

“CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SENATE”

Senate amendment No. 18: Page B, line 8,

insert the following:
“SENATE POLICY COMMITTEES

“For salaries and expenses of the Majority
Policy Committee and the Minority Policy
Committee, $204,150 for each such commit-
tee; in all, $408,300.”

Senate amendment No. 19: Page 5, line
12, insert the following:

“AUTOMOBILES AND MAINTENANCE

“For purchase, exchange, driving, mainte-
nance, and operation of four automobiles,
one for the Vice President, one for the Presi-
dent Pro Tempore, one for the Majority
Leader, and one for the Minority Leader,
$43.660."

Senate amendment No. 20: Page 5, line 17,
insert the following:

“FURNITURE

“For service and materials In cleaning and
and repairing furniture, and for the purchase
of furniture, $31,190: Provided, That the
furniture purchased is not avallable from
other agencles of the Government.,”

Senate amendment No, 21: Page 5, line 22,
insert the following:

"“INQUIRIES AND INVESTIGATIONS

“For expenses of inquiries and investiga-
tlons ordered by the Senate, or conducted
pursuant to section 134(a) of Public Law 601,
Seventy-ninth Congress, including $3986,615
for the Committee on Appropriations, to be
available also for the purposes mentioned in
Senate Resolution Numbered 193, agreed to
October 14, 1943, $5,420,000."

Senate amendment No. 22: Page 6, line 5,
insert the following:

“FOLDING DOCUMENTS

“For the employment of personnel for
folding speeches and pamphlets at a gross
rate of not exceeding $2.32 per hour per per-
son, $40,715.”

Senate amendment No. 23: Page 6, line 9,
insert the following:

“MAIL TRANSPORTATION
“For maintalning, exchanging, and equlp-

ping motor vehicles for carrying the mails
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and for officlal use of the offices of the Secre~
tary and Sergeant at Arms, $16,560.”

Senate amendment No. 24: Page 6, line 13,
insert the following:

“MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS

“For miscellaneous {tems, exclusive of
labor, $3,743,160, including $275,000 for pay-
ment to the Architect of the Capitol in ac-
cordance with section 4 of Public Law 87-82,
approved July 6, 1961."

Senate amendment No. 25: Page 6, line 18,
insert the following:

“POSTAGE STAMPS

“For postage stamps for the offices of the
Secretaries for the Majority and Minority,
$140; and for alr-mail and special dellvery
stamps for office of the Secretary, $160; office
of the Sergeant at Arms, $125; Senators and
the President of the Senate, as authorized by
law, $90,400; in all, $90,825."

Senate amendment No. 26: Page 7, line 1,
insert the following:

“STATIONERY (REVOLVING FUND)

“For stationery for Senators and the Presi-
dent of the Senate, $249,600: Provided, That
effective with the fiscal year 1967 and there-
after the allowance for stationery for each
Senator from States having a population of
ten million or more inhabitants shall be at
the rate of $3,000 per annum,; and for sta-
tlonery for committees and officers of the
Senate, $13,200; in all, $262,800, to remain
available until expend

Senate amendment No, 28: Page 8, line 6,
insert:

“'COMMUNICATIONS

“For an amount for communications which
may be expended interchangeably for pay-
ment, in accordance with such limitations
and restrictions as may be prescribed by the
Committee on- Rules and Administration,
of charges on officlal telegrams and long-
distance telephone calls made by or on be-
half of Senators or the President of the
Senate, such telephone calls to be in addition
to those authorized by the provisions of the
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1947
(60 Stat. 392; 2 U.S.C. 46c, 46d, 46e), as
amended, and the First Deficlency Appro-
priation Act, 1949 (63 Stat. 77; 2 U.S.C. 46d—
1), $15,150."

Senate amendment No. 29: Page 8, line 18,
insert:

“ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Senate amendment No, 30: Page 8, line 19,
insert:

“Effective July 1, 1966, the paragraph re-
lating to official long-distance telephone
calls, to and from Washington, District of
Columbia, under the heading ‘Contingent
Expenses of the Senate’ in Public Law 479,
Seventy-ninth Congress, as amended (2
U.S.C. 46c), is amended to read as follows:

* *“There shall be paid from the contingent
fund of the Senate, in accordance with rules
and regulations prescribed by the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration of the
Senate, toll charges on not to exceed three
thousand strictly official long-distance tele-
phone calls to and from Washington, Dis-
triet of Columbia, aggregating not more
than fifteen thousand minutes each fiscal
year for each Senator and the Vice President
of the United States: Provided, That not
more than fifteen hundred calls
not more than seventy-five hundred min-
utes made in the first six months of each
fiscal year shall be pald for under this sen-
tence. The toll charges on an additional
fifteen hundred such calls aggregating not
more than seventy-five hundred minutes
each fiscal year for each Senator from any

“State having a population of ten million or

more inhabitants shall also be paid from the
contingent fund of the Senate:

Provided,
. That not more than seven hundred and fifty

calls aggregating not more than three thou-
sand seven hundred and fifty minutes made
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in the first six months of each fiscal year 4ings, and equipment, ‘and for labor -and The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report

shall be paid for under this sentence."”

Benate amendment No, 31: Page 9, line 21,
insert:

“Effective the first day of the first month
following date of enactment the table con-
tained in section 4(f) of the Federal Em-
ployees’ Salary Increase Act of 1856 (Public
Law 94, Eighty-fourth Congress, approved
June 28, 1955), as amended, is amended to
read as follows:

Amount of
“States having a population of—  increase
Less than 3,000,000 —_______ $12, 780
3,000,000 but less than 4,000,000- 17, 760
4,000,000 but less than 5,000,000 20, 760
5,000,000 but less than 7,000,000 23, 760
7,000,000 but less than 9,000,000- 26, T60
9,000,000 but less than 10,000,-
b R e e e st B U, 29, 760
9,000,000 but less than 10,000,-
N e e 25, 740
10,000,000 but less than 11,000,-
b A PO TR S 34, 740
11,000,000 but less than 12,000,-
_________________________ 37, 740
12,000,000 but less than 13,000~
i AT 4 iy B i MR e 40, 740
13000000 but less than 15,000,-
_________________________ 43, 740
15000000 but less than 17,000,-
_________________________ 486, 740
AT, 000 ,000 OF MIOTe. - v e e i 49, 740"

Senate amendment No. 32: Page 10, line 4,
insert:

“Effective the first day of the first month
following date of enactment the paragraph
relating to rates of pensation of em-
ployees of committees of the Senate, con-
tained in the Legislative Branch Appropria-
tion Act; 1056, as amended (2 U.8.C. 72a~1a),
is amended by striking out so much of the
second sentence thereof as follows the words
‘First Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1947,
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
‘the basic compensation of any employee of
a standing or select committee of the Senate
(including the majority and minority policy
committees and the majority conference of
the Benate and minority conference of the
Senate but excluding the Committee on Ap-
propriations), or a joint committee of the
two Houses the expenses of which are paid
from the contingent fund of the Senate
whose basic compensation may be fixed un-
der such provisions at a rate of $8,000 per
annum, may be fixed at a rate not in excess
of $8,040 per annum, except that the basic
compensation of one such employee may be
fixed at a rate not in excess of $8,880 per
annum, and the basic compensation of two
such employees may be fixed at a rate not
in excess of $8,460 per annum. The basic
compensation of any employee of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations whose basic com-
pensation may be fixed at a rate of 88,000 per
annum under such provisions may be fixed
at 4 rate not in excess of $8,040 per annum,
except that the basic compensation of one
such employee may be fixed at a rate not in
excess of $8,880 per annum, and the basic
compensation of seventeen such employees
may be fixed at a rate not'in excess of $8,460
per annum," "

Senate amendment No. 33: Page 11, line 17,
insert: “The third paragraph under the
heading ‘Administrative Provisions’ in the
appropriation for the Senate In the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriation Act, 1959, as
amended (2 U.S.C. 43b), is amended by in-
serting after the words ‘six round trips' the
following: ‘(or the equivalent thereof in one-
way trips)'.”

Senate amendment No, 42: Page 27, line
12, insert:

“SENATE OFFICE BUILDINGS

“For maintenance, miscellaneous Iitems
and supplies, including furniture, furnish-

material incident thereto, and repairs there-
of; for purchase of waterproof wearing ap-
parel, and for personal and other services;
including eight attendants at $1,800 each;
for the care and operation of the Senate Office
Bulildings; including the subway and sub-
way transportation systems connecting the
Senate Office Bulldings with the Capitol;
uniforms or allowances therefor as author-
ized by the Act of S ber 1, 1954, as
amended (5 U.S.C. 2131); to be expended
under the control and superyision of the
Architect of the Capitol; in all, $2,680,000.”

Senate amendment No. 43: Page 28, line 1,
insert:

“SENATE GARAGE

“For -maintenance, repairs, alterations,
personal and other services, and all other
necessary expenses, $57,900."”

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr,
Speaker, I offer a motion. .

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. GEorGE W. ANDREWS moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 1
through 12, inclusiye; 14 through 286, inclu-
sive; 28 through 38, Inclusive; and 42 a.nd 43,
and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Benate amendment No. 13: Page 4, line 5,
insert:

“OFFICE OF SERGEANT AT ARMS AND
DOORKEEFER

“For office of Sergeant at Arms and Door-
keeper, $3,364,025: Provided, That effective
on the first day of the first month following
date of enactment, the basic per annum com-
pensation of one offset press operator, Service
Department shall be $2,700 in lieu of '$2,340,
that the Sergeant at Arms may employ a tele-
communications adviser at $5,520 baslc per
annum, an additional Sergeant, Capitol
Police force at $2,940 basic per annum, an
additional Lieutenant, Capitol Police force
at $3,600 basic per annum, and twenty-flve
additional Privates, Capitol Police force at
$2,160 basic per annum each: Provided fur-
ther, That appointees to the Capitol Police
force positions authorized herein shall have
the equivalent of at least one year’'s police
experience.”

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. GeorGe W. ANDREWS moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 13 and
concur therein with an amendment, as
follows: In lieu of the amount of “$2,9040"
named in sald amendment, insert *“'$2,880";
and in lien of the amount of “$3,600” named
in sald amendment, insert “$3,480".

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 35: Page 21, line 15,
strike out “$50,000” and insert “§62,600".

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Georce W, ANDREWS moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 35 and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lleu of the sum proposed, insert:

nmlﬁmu'
The motion was agreed fo.

the next amendment in disagreement.
The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 46: Page 31, line 5,
insert: “, together with $478,000 to be derived
by transfer from the appropriations made
for the Office of Education, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare.”

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
_ Mr. GeEorRGe W, ANDREwWs moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 46 and
concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 53: Page 34, line 23,
insert: “Punds available to the Library of
Congress may be expended to relmburse the
Department of State for medical services
rendered to employees of the Library of Con-
gress stationed abroad; and for purchase or
hire of passenger motor vehicles. Further,
payments shall be authorized of allowances
and other benefits to employees stationed
,abroad to the same extent as authorized from
time to time for members of the Foreign
Service of the United States of comparable
grade, subject to such rules and regulafions
as may be ‘issued by the Librarian of

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. GeorcE W. ANDREWS moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment. of the Senate numbered 53 and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the matter inserted by sald
amendment, insert the following:

“Funds avallable to the Library of Con-
gress may be expended to reimburse.the
Department of State for medical services
rendered to employees of the Library of
Congress stationed abroad; for purchase or
hire of passenger motor vehicles; and for
payment of travel, storage and transporta-
tion of household gooeds, and transportation
and per diem expenses for families en route
'(not to exceed twenty-four), subject to such
rules and regulations as may be issued by the
Librarian of Congress.”

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the next amendment in disagree-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 54: Page 38, line 8,
insert:

“Bec. 105. Effective on the first day of the
first month following date of enactment, the
basic per annum compensation of the cap-
tain, Capitol Police force shall be $4,820; the
basic per annum compensation of lieuten-
ants and special officers, Capitol Police force
shall be $3,600 each; a.ndthebaslcpersn-
num compensation of sergeants, Capitol
Police force shall be $2,040 each.”

‘Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. GeoRgE W, ANDREWS moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 54 and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert the following:

“Skc. 105, Effective on the first day of the
first month following date of enactment, the
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baslc per annum compensation of the cap-
tain, Capitol Police force shall be $4,260; the
basic per annum compensation of lleuten-
ants and speclal officers, Capitol Police force
shall be $3,480 each; and the basic per
annum compensation of sergeants, Capitol
Police force shall be $2,880 each. Effective
on the first day of the first month following
enactment of H.R. 16857, Eighty-ninth Con-
gress, or similar legislation, amending the
District of Columbia Police and Fireman’s
Salary Act of 19568, the basic per annum com-
pensation: of the captain, Capitol Police
force shall be $4,320; the basi¢ per annum
compensation of lleutenants and special
officers, Capitol Police force shall be $3,600
each; and the basic per annum compensation
of sergeants, Capitol Police force shall be
$2,940 each.”

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the vote on the
conference report and the votes by which
action was taken on the several motions
was laid on the table.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend my remarks and in-
clude certain tables at the conclusion of
the debate.

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

There was no objection.

HANDLING OF DOGS AND CATS FOR
RESEARCH PURPOSES

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
13881) to authorize the Secretary of Ag-
riculture to regulate the transportation,
sale, and handling of dogs and cats in-
tended to be used for purposes of re-

search or experimentation, and for other

purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement of the managers on
the part of the House be read in lieu of
the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

CoNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 1848)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreelng votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
13881) to authorize the Secretary of Agri-
culture to regulate the tramportatton. sale,
and handling of dogs and cats intended to
be used for purposes of research or experi-
mentation, and for other purposes, having
met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend
to their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and

to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to
be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following: ;

“That in order to protect the owners of
dogs and cats from theft of such pets, to
prevent the sale or use of dogs and cats
which have been stolen, and to insure that
certain animals intended for use in research
facilities are provided humaneg care and
treatment, it 1s essential to regulate the
transportation, purchase, sale, housing, care,
handling, and treatment of such animals by
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persons or organizations engaged in using
them for research or experimental purposes
or in transporting, buying, or selling them
for such use.

“Sec. 2. When used in this Act—

“(a) The term ‘person’ includes any in-
dividual, partnership, firm, joint stock com-
pany, corporation, association, trust, estate,
or other legal entity;

“(b) The term ‘Secretary’ means the Sec-
retary of Agriculture;

“(¢) The term ‘commerce’ means com-
merce between any State, territory, posses-
slon, or the District of Columbia, or the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and any
place outside thereof; or between points
within the same State, territory, or posses-
slon, or the District of Columbia, or the Com-~
monwealth of Puerto Rico, but through any
place outside thereof; or within any terrl-
tory, possession, or the District of Columbia;

“(d) The term ‘dog’ means any live dog
(Canis familiaris);

“(e) The term ‘cat’ means any live cat
(Felis catus);

“(f) The term ‘research facility’ means any
school, institution, organization, or person
that uses or intends to use dogs or cats in
research, tests, or experiments, and that
(1) purchases or transports dogs or cats in
commerce, or (2) recelves funds under a
grant, award, loan, or contract from a depart-
ment, agency, or Iinstrumentality of the
United States for the purpose of carrying
out research, tests, or experiments;

“(g) The term ‘dealer’ means any person
who for compensation or profit delivers for
transportation, or transports, except as a
common carrier, buys, or sells dogs or cats
in commerce for research purposes;

“(h) The term ‘animal’ means live dogs,
cats, monkeys (nonhuman primate mam-
mals), guinea pigs, hamsters, and rabbits.

“Sec. 3. The Secretary shall issue licenses
to dealers upon application therefor in such
form and manner as he may prescribe and
upon payment of such fee established pur-
suant to section 23 of this Act: Provided,
That no such license shall be issued until the
dealer shall have demonstrated that his fa-
cilities comply with the standards promul-
gated by the Secretary pursuant to section 13
of this Act: Provided, however, That any per-
son who derives less than a substantial por-
tion of his income (as determined by the
Secretary) from the breeding and raising of
dogs or cats on his own premises and sells
any such dog or cat to a dealer or research
facility shall not be required to obtain a
license as a dealer under this Act. The Sec-
retary is further authorized to license, as
dealers, persons who do not qualify as dealers
within the meaning of this Act upon such
persons’ complying with the requirements
specified above and agreeing, in writing, to
comply with all the requirements of this Act
and the regulations promulgated by the Sec-
retary hereunder.

“Sgc. 4. No dealer shall sell or offer to sell
or transport or offer for transportation to
any research facllity any dog or cat, or buy,
sell, offer to buy or sell, transport or offer
for transportation in commerce to or from
another dealer under this Act any dog or
cat, unless and until such dealer shall have
obtained a license from the Secretary and
such license shall not have been suspended
or revoked.

“Sgc. 5. No dealer shall sell or otherwise
dispose of any dog or cat within a period of
five business days after the acquisition of
such animal or within such other period as
may be specified by the Secretary.

“Sec. 6. Every research facllity shall regis-
ter with the Secretary in accordance with
such rules and regulations as he may pre-
scribe. y

“Sec. 7. It shall be unlawful for any re-
search facility to purchase any dog or cat
from any person except a person holding a
valld license as a dealer issued by the Secre-
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tary pursuant to this Act unless such person
is exempted from obtalning such license
under section 3 of this Act.

“Sec, 8. No department, agency, or instru-
mentality -of the United States which uses
animals for research or experimentation shall
purchase or otherwise acquire any dog or
cat for such purposes from any person except
a person holding a valid license as a dealer,
issued by the Secretary pursuant to this
Act unless such person is exempted from ob-
taining such license under section 3 of this
Act.

“SEc, 9. When construing or enforcing the
provisions of this Act, the act, omission, or
fallure of any individual acting for or em-
ployed by a research facility or a dealer, or
a person licensed as a dealer pursuant to "the
second sentence of section 3, within the scope
of his employment or office, shall be deemed
the act, omission, or failure of such research
facllity, dealer, or other person as well as
of such individual.

“Spc, 10. Research facilitles and dealers
shall make, and retain for such reasonable
period of time as the Secretary may prescribe,
such records with respect to the purchase,
sale, transportation, identification, and pre-
vious ownership of dogs and cats but not
monkeys, guinea pigs, hamsters, or rabbits
as the Secretary may prescribe, upon forms
supplied by the Secretary. Such records
shall be made avallable at all reasonable
times for inspection by the Secretary, by any
Federal officer or employee designated by the
Secretary.

“Sgc. 11. All dogs and cats delivered for
transportation, transported, purchased, or
sold in commerce by any dealer shall be
marked or identified at such time and in
such humane manner as the Secretary may
prescribe. :

“Sgc. 12. The Becretary ls authorized to
promulgate humane standards and record-
keeping requirements governing the pur-
chase, handling, or sale of dogs or cats by
dealers or research facilities at auction sales.

“Sge. 18.The Secretary shall establish
and promulgate standards to govern the
humane handling, care, treatment, and
transportation of animals by dealers and re-
search facilities. Such standards shall in-
clude minimum requirements with respect
to the housing, feeding, watering, sanita-
tion, ventilation, shelter from extremes of
weather and temperature, separation by
species, and adequate veterinary care. The
foregoing shall not be construed as author-
izing the Secretary to prescribe standards
for the handling, care, or treatment of ani-
mals during actual research or experimenta-
tion by a research facllity as determined by
such research facility.

“Sec. 14. Any department, agency, or in-
strumentality of the United States having
laboratory animal facilities shall comply
with the standards promulgated by the Sec-
retary for a research facllity under section
13.
~ “Sec. 16. (a) The Secretary shall consult
and cooperate with other Federal depart-
ments, agencies, or instrumentalities con-
cerned with the welfare of animals used for
research or experimentation when establish-
ing standards pursuant to section 18 and in
carrying out the purposes of this Act.

“(b) The Secretary is authorized to coop-
erate with the officials of the various States
or political subdivisions thereof in effectu-
atlng the purposes of this Act and of any
State, local, or municipal legislation or ordi-
nance on the same subject.

“Spc, 16, The Secretary shall make such
investigations or inspections as he deems

necessary to determine whether any dealer or
research facility has violated or is violating
any provision of this Act or any regulation
issued thereunder, The Secretary shall pro-
mulgate such rules and regulations as he
deems necessary to permit inspectors to con-
fiscate or destroy In a humane manner any
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animals found to be suffering as a result of
a fallure to comply with any -of
this Act or any regulation issued thereunder
if (1) such animals are held by a dealer, or
(2) such animals are held by a research fa-
cility and are no longer required by such
research facllity to carry out the research,
test, or experiment for which such animals
have been utilized.

“Sgec. 17. The Secretary shall issue rules
and regulations requiring licensed dealers
and research facilities to permit on
of their animals and records at reasonable
hours upon request by legally constituted
law enforcement agencies in search of lost
animals.

“Sec. 18. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued as authorizing the Secretary to pro-
mulgate rules, regulations, or orders for the
handling, care, treatment, or inspection of
animals during actual research or experi-
mentation by a research facllity as deter-
mined by such research facility.

“Sec. 19. (a) If the Secretary has reason
to belleve that any person licensed as a dealer
has violated or is violating any provision of
this Act or any of the rules or regulations
promulgated by the Secretary hereunder, the
Secretary may suspend such person’s license
temporarily, but not to exceed twenty-one
days, and, after notice and opportunity for
hearing, may suspend for such additional
period as he may specify or revoke such
license, if such violation is determined to
have occurred and may make an order that
such person shall cease and desist from con-
tinulng such violation.

“{b) Any dealer aggrieved by a final order
of the issued pursuant to subsec-
tlon (a) of this section may, within sixty
days after entry of such an order, seek review
of such order in the manner provided in sec-
tion 10 of the Administrative Procedure Act
(6 U.5.C. 1009).

“(e) Any dealer who violates any provision
of this Act shall, on conviction thereof, be
subject to imprisonment for not more than
one year or a fine of not more than $1,000,
or both.

“Sgc. 20. (a) If the Secretary has reason to
believe that any research facllity has vio-
lated or is violating any provision of this
Act or any of the rules or regulations pro-
mulgated by the Secretary hereunder and if,
after notice and opportunity for hearing, he
finds a violation, he may make an order that
such research facllity shall cease and desist
from continuing such violation, Such cease
and desist. order shall become effective fif-
teen days after issuance of the order. Any
research  facility which knowingly falls to
obey a cease-and-desist order made by the
Secretary under this section shall be subject
to a civil penalty of 8500 for each offense, and
each day during which such fallure con-
tinues shall be deemed a separate offense.

“(b) Any research facility aggrieved by a
final order of the Secretary issued pursuant
to subsection (a) of this section may, within
sixty days after entry of such order, seek re-
view of such order in the district court for
the district in which such research facllity
is located in the manner provided in section
10 of the Administrative Procedure Act (b
U.S.C. 1009). :

“Sec, 21. The Secretary is authorized to
promulgate such rules, regulations, and or-
ders as he may deem necessary in order to ef-
fectuate the purposes of this Act.

“Sec. 22. If any provision of this Act or the
appl.leaﬁon of any such provision to any
person or circumstances shall be held in-
valid, the remainder of this Act and the ap-
pneation 'of any such provision to persons or
circumstances other than those as to which
it 1s held invalid shall not be affected thereby.

“Sec, 23. ‘I‘pe Secretary shall charge, assess,
and cause to be collected feasonable fees for
licenses issued. Such fees shall be adjusted
on an equitable basis taking into considera-
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tlon the type and nature of the operations
to be licensed and shall be deposited and
covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous
recelpts. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such funds as Congress may
from time to time provide.

“Sec. 24. The regulations referred to in
sectlon 10 and section 13 shall be prescribed
by the SBecretary as soon as reasonable but not
later than six months from the date of en-
actment of this Act. Additions and amend-
ments thereto may be prescribed from time
to time as may be necessary or advisable.
Compliance by dealers with the provisions
of this Act and such regulations shall com-
mence ninety days after the promulgation
of such regulations. Compliance by research
facilities with the provisions of this Act and
such regulations shall commence six months
after the promulgation of such regulations,
except that the Becretary may grant exten-
sions of time to research facilities which do
not comply with the standards prescribed
by the Secretary pursuant to sectlon 13 of
this Act provided that the Secretary deter-
mines that there is evidence that the re-
search facllities will meet such standards
within a reasonable time.”

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to
authorize the BSecretary of Agriculture to
regulate the transportation, sale, and
handling of dogs, cats, and certain other
animals intended to be used for purposes of
research or experimentation, and for other
purposes,”

And the Senate agree to the same,

Harorp D, CooLET,
W. R. Poagr,
GraHAM PURCELL,
JosEPH RESNICE,
ALBERT QUIE,
CATHERINE MA¥,
Boe DoLE,
Managers on the Part of the House.
WARREN MAGNUSON,
A, 8. MiKE MONRONEY
MAURINE NEUBERGER,
DaMIEL BREWSTER,
Norris CoTToN,
HucH ScoTT,
Managers on the Part of the Senate,

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses to the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 13881) to authorize
the Secretary of Agriculture to regulate the
transportation, sale, and handling of dogs
and cats intended to be used for purposes
of research or experimentation, and for
other purposes, submit the following state-
ment in explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon and recommended in
the accompanying conference report.

The amendment of the Senate struck out
all after the enacting clause of the House
bill and substituted language which gen-
erally followed the structure of the House
bill but was different in numerous substan-
tlal respects.

We have diligently tried to bring back to
the House an effective bill which will codify
the noblest and most compassionate con-
cern that the human heart holds for those
small animals whose very existence is dedi-
cated to the advancement of medical skill
and knowledge while at the same time
still - preserving for the medical and re-
search professions an unfettered opportu-
nity to carry forward their vital work in
behalf of all mankind.

The House bill and the Senate amend-
ment were similar in objective yet different
in detail. The conferees have attempted
to select the best and most practicable pro-
vislons of each version and have combined
and modified them in an effort to produce
workdable and meaningful legislation,
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The ' conferees are aware of course that
this bill, which was originated and developed
by this Congress, creates a new responsi-
bility for the Department of Agriculture.

In anticipation of future questions and
problems about the new program, the con-
ferees herewith submit an explanation and
interpretation of this legislation which is
designed to foresee some of these guestions
and problems. Yet the conferees recognize
that no one possesses completely accurate
forward vision and in that spirit we will con-
tinie to seek the advice and counsel of all
those ‘'who share an interest in this pro-
gram. This includes not only the medical
and research professions, the various animal
welfare groups, and the Department of Ag-
riculture, but also the many thousands of
Americans throughout the nation whose
consclence and concern have led to the
enactment of this legislation.

BRIEF SUMMARY

The Conference substitute contains the
following major provisions:

(1) The Secretary of Agriculture would
issue licenses to dealers who bought or sold
dogs or cats In commerce. These license
fees would be set at a reasonable amount and
the cost would be adjusted on an equitable
basis with the Secretary considering the type
and nature of the dealer operation to be
licensed.

(2) Research facilitles, as defined by the
bill, would be required to register with the
Secretary of Agriculture, but would not be
required to be licensed.

(3) Dealers and research facllitles would
keep and retain for reasonable periods rec-
ords of thelr purchase, sale, transportation,
identification, and previous ownership of
dogs and cats only. Although mo -
guinea pigs, hamsters, and rabbits would be
included under humane standards provisions
obligatory to both dealers and research facil-
ities, records would not be required to be
kept on these animals.

(4) The Secretary would upecu'y the time
and humane method of identification of dogs
and cats,

(5) The Secretary would establish stand-
ards to govern the humane handling, care,
treatment, and transportation of animals
(as defined in this legislation) by both deal-
ers and research facilities. These standards
would include minimum requirements with
respect to the housing, feeding, watering,
sanitation, ventllation, shelter from ex-
tremes of weather and temperature, sepa-
ration by species, and adequate veterinary
care. However, these standards would not
be construed to apply to research facilities
during actual research or experimentation as
determined by the research facllity itself.

(6) De ents, agencies, and instru-
mentalities of the United States which have
laboratory animal facllities would be re-
quired to comply with the provisions of this
legislation.

(7) The Secretary would consult and co-
operate with other Federal departments,
agencies, or instrumentalities concerned with
animal welfare in research or experimenta-
tion when establishing humane standards
for the handling of such animals by dealers
and research facilities.

(8) The Secretary would make necessary
investigations to see that dealers and re-
search facllities are not violating any pro-
visions of this legislation or any regulations
established thereunder. The Secretary
would establish necessary regulations to per-
mit inspectors to confiscate or destroy in a
humane manner any animal found to be
suffering as a result of a violation of this
legislation or any regulations established
thereunder if animals are held by a dealer,
or if animals are held by a research facility
and are no longer required to carry out the
research, test, or experlment for which they
were utilized,
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(9) The SBecretary would issue rules and
regulations requiring dealers and research
facilities to permit Inspection of their ani-
mals and records at reasonable hours upon
request by legally constituted law enforce-
ment agencies in search of lost animals,
However, these regulations would not be con-
strued to authorize any interference with re-
search or experimentation by a research
facility.

(10) As a general rule, research facilities
would be required to purchase dogs or cats
only from persons holding valid licenses as
dealers. The same general rule would apply
to departments, agencies, and instrumental-
ities of the United States. However, research
facilities and U.S. Government faclilities
could obtain dogs and cats from certain ex-
empted sources, such as, for example, munic-
ipal pounds and farmers.

(11) Whenever the Secretary has reason
to believe that any person licensed as a deal-
er has violated or is violating any provision
of this legislation or any regulation estab-
lished thereunder he may: (1) suspend that
person's license for up to 21 days, (2) after
notice and opportunity for hearing he may
suspend it for an additional period or revoke
it if a violation is determined to have oc-
curred, and (8) he may issue a cease and de-
sist order to prevent a continuing of the
violation. Any dealer who is convicted for a
violation of any provision of this legislation
would be subject to imprisonment for not
more than one year or a fine of not more than
$1,000, or both,

(12) If the Secretary has reason to belleve
that any research facility has violated or is
viclating any provision of this legislation or
any regulations established ‘thereunder and
if, after notice and opportunity for hearing,
he finds a violation (1) he may issue a cease
and desist order, and (2) if the research
Tacility knowingly falls to obey this cease
and desist order, it shall be subject to a civil
penalty of $500 for each offense, and each
day such failure continues shall be deemed
a separate offense.

(13) Any dealer or research facility ag-
grieved by a final order of the Secretary may
within 60 days after entry of such order seek
review in the manner provided in section 10
of the Administrative Procedure Act.

ARRANGEMENT OF SUBJECT MATTER

The conference substitute rearranges the
order of most of the sectlons as they orig-
inally appeared in the House bill and the
Senate amendment in order to establish an
orderly and uniform coverage of the subject
matter in conference. The 24 sections of the
bill and the subject matter covered by each
section are as follows:

Section 1, Statement of policy.

Section 2. Definitions.

Section 3. Licensing of dealers,

Bection 4. Valid license for dealers re-
quired. -

Section 5. Time period for disposal of dogs
or cats by dealers.

o Section 6. Reglstration for research facili-
es,

Section. 7. Prohibition against research fa-
cllities purchasing dogs or cats except from
dealers or exempted persons,

Bection 8. Prohibition against U.8B. Gov-
ernment facilities acquiring dogs or cats ex-
cept from dealers or exempted persons.

Section 9. Principal-agent relationship es-
tablished for dealers and research facilities.

Bection 10. Recordkeeping hy dealers and
research facilitles,

Section 11. Marking and identification o:t
dogs and cats,

Section 12. Humane standards and record-
keeping for dogs and cats at auction sales.

Section 13. Humane standards for animals
by dealérs and research facilities. A

Section 14. Humane standards for animals
by US. Government facilities.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Section 156. Consultation and eoopemﬁm
with Federal, State, and local governmental
bodies by Secretary of Agriculture.

Section 16. Investigations or inspections
hymou griculture,

7. Inspection by legally consti-
tut.ad law enxorcment officers.

Section 18. Exemption applicable to ani-
mals during actual research or experimenta-
tion.

Ee:t!on 19. Dealer pem.a.ltles and enforce-
men

Section 20. Research facllity penalties and
enforcement.

Section 21. Regulations.

Section 22. Constitutional invalidity clause.

Sectlon 23. Fees and appropriations.

Section 24. Effective date.

SECTION BY SECTION ANALYSIS

Section 1. This section sets forth the
objectives of the bill which are (a) to pro-
tect owners of dogs and cats from the theft
of such pets; (b) to regulate the transporta-
tion, purchase, sale, handling, and treat-
ment of dogs, cats, and certain other animals
destined for use in research or experimenta-
tion; and (c) to regulate the handling, care,
and treatment of dogs, cats, and certain
other animals in research facllities. Sec-
tion 1 is identical to section 1 of the Senate
amendment and is comparable to section 1
of the House bill.

Section 2. This section contains definitions
of eight terms used in the bill,

(a) The term *“person” is limited to
various private forms of business organiza-
tlons. It is, however, intended to Include
nonprofit or charitable Institutions which
handle dogs and cats. It is not intended to
include public agencies or political subdivi-
slons of State or muniecipal governments or
thelr duly authorized agents. It Is the in-
tent of the conferees that local or municipal
dog pounds or animal shelters shall not be
required to obtain a license since these
public agencies are not a “person” within
the meaning of section 2(a). Accordingly,
research facilities would not (under section
3) be prohibited from purchasing or acquir-
ing dogs and cats from city dog pounds or
similar institutions or their duly authorized
agents because these institutions are not
“persons” within the meaning of section 2
(a). Section 2(a) is identical to section 2
(a) of the House bill which is broader in
scope than the comparable provision in sec-
tion 2(a) of the Senate amendment.

(b) The term “Secretary” means the Sec-
retary of Agriculture. This provision was
identical in both section 2(b) of the House
bill and section 2(b) of the Senate amend-
ment. : i

(c) The term “commerce” {s defined as
interstate commerce (1) between the several
States, territories, possessions, the District
of Columbia, or the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, or (2) between points within
the same State, territory, possession, the
District of Columbia, or the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico, but thmugh any polnt out-
side of there, or (3) within any territory or
possession or the District of Columbla. Sec-
tion 2(c) is identical to section 2(c) of the
Senate amendment which was substantially
the same as section 2(c) of the House bill.

(d) The term “cat” is limited to a live cat
of the species Fells catus. Section 2(d) is
identical to section 2(e) of the Senate
amendment,

(e} The term “dog" is limited to a live
dog of the specles Canis familiaris. Sec-
tion 2(e) 15 identical to section 2(d) of the
Senate amendment. The conference sub-
stitute includes the Senate definitions of
“dog'" and "cat’ which are broader than the
House bill which was confined to dogs or
cats used or Intended for use in ruearch or
experimentation.

(f) The term “research facility” means
any school, Institution, érganization, or per-
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son (as defined in section 2(a)) that uses or
intends to use dogs or cats for research or
experimental purposes and that (1) pur-

chases or transports dogs or cats in com-

merce (as defined in section 2(c)), or (2)
recelves any funds from a U.S. Govern-
ment department, agency, or instrumental-
ity for the purposes of carrying out research,
tests, or experiments.

By adopting the definition of research fa-
cility in section 2(f), the conferees’ intention
is to limit the coverage of this legislation to
major research facilities and exclude the
thousands of hospitals, clinics, and schools
which don't use dogs or cats for research and
tests. However, if an institution meets the
definition of “research facility,” it is subject
to regulations in regard to all animals de-
fined in section 2(h). This section 2(f) is
identical to section 2(f) of the Senate
amendment, A similar provision is included
in section 2(f) of the House bill.

(g) The term “dealer” means any person
(as defined in section 2(a)) who for profit
or compensation delivers for transportation,
transports (except as a common carrier),
buys or sells dogs or cats in commerce (as
defined in section 2(c)) for research pur-
poses.

The definition of dealer is not intended to
exclude from licensing or regulation those
nonprofit or charitable institutions or ani-
mal shelters which supply animals in com-
merce to research facilities for compensation
of their out-of-pocket expenses.

Except for the specific exemption provided
in sectlon 3, the term “dealer” would apply
to any individual or other person who raises
dogs or cats for sale in commerce to any
dealer or research facility. Section 2(g) is
similar to section 2(g) of the House bill and
differs substantially from sectlon 2(g) of the
Senate amendment,

(h) The term “animal” is limited to live
dogs and cats (defined in sections 2 (d) and
(e)), monkeys (nonhuman primate mam-
mals), guinea pigs, hamsters, and rabbits,
Section 2(h) is similar to section 2(h) of the
Senate amendment. The Latin names for the
latter three animals were deleted to avold
confusion. There is no comparable provision
in the House bill.

Section 8. This section sets forth the re-
quirements and procedures for issuing -
censes to dealers. A separate provision is
included in the last sentence to allow persons
who do not, for one reason or another, qualify
as dealers (as defined in section 2(g)) to ob-
tain a license, This allows persons who
would otherwise be prohibited from selling
to dealers or research facilities to obtaln &
license voluntarily and thus continue to pro-
vide dogs and cats for research and experi-
mental use.

In addition, a person who derives less than
a substantial portion of his income from
the breeding and raising of dogs or cats on
his own prenuﬁee ‘would be exempt from be-
ing licensed as a dealer under this legisla-
tion. This provision was adopted by the
conference to allow farmers and other own-

ers of relatively small nmumbers of dogs or’

cats to continue to sell their own animals
to dealers or research facilities without ob-
taining & 'license. Conversely, reséarch fa-
cilities and dealers would not be prohibited
from purchasing dogs or cats from persons
exempted under this section. The term
“substantial portion of his income' as used
in this provision is subject to the determi-
nation of the . The conferees do
not contemplate the licensing of farmers or
pet owners who sell only an occasional litter
of pupples or kittens or only a few dogs or
cats to a dealer or to a research facllity.  The
specific requirement that these exempted
persons breed dogs or cats on their own
premises is intended to prevent their selling
to 'dealers for research purposes animals
which were stolen or otherwise obtained for
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that purpose. Section 3 1s similar to section
6 of the House bill. Comparable provisions
were not included in the Senate amendment.

Section 4. This section prohibits dealers
from conducting any dog or cat business
with research facilities or with other dealers
without holding a valld license. Section 4
is identical to section 4 of the House bill and
is comparable to section 4 of the Senate
amendment.

Section 5. ‘This section prohibits dealers
from selling or otherwise disposing of any
dog or caf within 5 business days after the
acquisition of such animals or within such
other period as the Secretary may specify
in 1egulations issued pursuant to this legis-
lation. The purpose of the walting period is
to glve owners, law enforcement officers, and
the Secretary a greater opportunity to trace
lost or stolen dogs and cats. It is the intent
of the conferees that section 5 be construed
with section 21 of the conference substitute
as granting the Secretary authority to deal
with the problem of dogs and cats in transit.
The conferees do not intend the holding
period established hereunder to include the
time during which the dogs and cats are in
transit. Section 5 is identical to section 10
of the House bill. The comparable provi-
elon of the Senate amendment is section 14.

Section 6. This sectlon requires research
facilities (as defilned In sectlon 2(f)) to
register with the Secretary of Agriculture,
Research facilities will not be licensed under
this legislation. Section 6 is identical to sec-
tion 6 of the Senate amendment. There is no
comparable House provision.

Section 7. This section provides that as a
general rule, research facilities are prohib-
ited from buying cats and dogs from per-
sons who do not hold valid licenses as deal-
ers. However, an exception to this rule has
been made by the conferees in section 3 of
the conference substitute.

Section 3 of the House bill would have
prohibited research facilities from purchas-
ing dogs or cats from any person, except a
person holding a valid license as a dealer.
Section 3 of the Senate amendment would
have prohibited a research facllity from
purchasing dogs or cats from dealers unless
the dealer held a valid license.

In conformance with section 2(a) of the
conference substitute, the conferees have
rewritten this section 7 in order to require
research Iacilities to purchase dogs and cats
only from (1) persons who held valid Ii-
censes as dealers or (2) persons exempted
under section 3 of the conference substitute
or (3) sources that do not come within the
definition of “persons” set forth in sec-
tion 2(a).

The conferees contemplate, therefore, that
research facilities which rely on  farm
sources, municipal dog and cat pounds, and
the duly authorized agents of such local
governments for their dogs and cats will
continue to be able to obtaln such animals
from these sources.

Section 8. This section extends to depart-
ments, agencies, and instrumentalities of the
Federal Government a similar prohibition on
dog or cat acquisitions as applies to research
facilities under section 7. Section 8 as modl-
fled 1s similar to section 5 of the Senate
amendment. There is no comparable House
provision.

Bection 9. This section establishes the
principal-agent relationship between dealers,
research facilities and their employees. Ex-
cept for an internal section reference, section

9 is identical to section 13 of the House bill

and js substantially the same as section 21
of the Senate amendment.

Section 10. This section requi:res racuﬂl
keeping by dealers and research facilities
with regard to the purchase, sale, trans-
portation, identification, and previous own-
ership of dogs and cats., The Secretary is di~
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rected to provide the proper forms for this
recordkeeping and these records are to be
made available to the Secretary for Inspec-
tion by him or any Federal officer or em-
ployee which the Secretary may designate.
The conferees do hot contemplate the des-
ignation of private citizens or non-Federal
Government employees in''the administra-
tion of this legislation. The conference sub-
stitute also makes it clear that records need
not be maintained on monkeys, guinea pigs,
hamsters, or rabbits. Except for the specific
provlslons in regard to the monkeys, guinea
pigs, hamsters, or rabbits, section 10 is iden-
tical to section 10 of the Senate amendment.
Section 8 of the House bill contains a similar
provision. ]

Section 11. This section requires all cats
and dogs covered by this bill to be marked or
identified in a humane manner. The meth-
ods, type, and time of marking or identifica-
tion are to be prescribed by the Becretary.
The purpose of such marking and identifica-
tion is intended as a means of tracing lost
or stolen pets. Except for the inclusion of
the words “at such time and,” section 11 is
identical to sectlon 9 of the Senate amend-
men> The comparable House provision is
section 7 of the House bill,

Section 12. This section authorizes the
Secretary to establish and enforce record-
keeping requirements and humane stand-
ards for the purchase, sale, or handling
(which includes, treatment, housing, and
care of dogs or cats) by dealers or research
facilities at auction sales. This section is
not intended to prohibit auction sales. On
the contrary, the conferees feel that auction
sales should be continued and that these
public sales present an opportunity for the
Secretary to effectively meet the objectives
of this legislation as set forth in section 1.
Section 12 is a modification of section 16 of
the Senate amendment. There is no com-
parable provision in the House bill.

Section 18. This section requires that the
Secretary establish standards to govern the
humane handling, care, treatment, and
transportation of animals (as deflned in
section 2(h)) by dealers and research facil-
itles, Standards for the eight categories
listed in this section are mandatory, and the
Secretary is not given additional discretion-
ary authority as was proposed in the Senate
amendment.

The intent of the conferees is clearly set
forth in the last sentence of this section
which states that the Secretary is not au-
thorized to prescribe standards for the
handling, care, or treatment of animals dur-
ing actual research or experimentation by a
research facility. It is the Intention of the
conferees that the Secretary neither directly
nor indirectly in any manner interfere with
or harass research facilities during the con-
duct of actual research and experimentation.
The important determination of when an
animal is in actual research so as to be ex-
empt from regulations under the bill is left
to the research facllity itself. Research or

experimentation is also intended to include

use of animals as teaching alds In educa-
tional institutions. Except as Indicated
above, section 13 is identical to section T of
the Senate amendment. Section 5 of the
House bill authorized the BSecretary to set
humane standards for the handling of dogs
and cats by dealers, It also contalned a sim-
{lar prohibition against any Interference with
research and experimentation.

Section 14. This section requires Federal
departments, agencles, or instrumentalities
having laboratory facilities to meet the same
standards for the humane handling, care,
and treatment of animals (as defined in sec-
tion 2(h)) as are required of research facil-
ities under section 13 of the conference sub-
stitute, Section 14 is identical to section 8
of the Senate amendment. No comparable
provision is included in the House bill.
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Section 15(a). This sectlon directs the
Secretary to consult with other Federal de-
partments, agencies, or instrumentalities
concerned with the welfare of animals used
for research or experimentation when estab-
lishing standards of care and treatment.
The conferees recognize that other Federal
departments have already developed experi-
ence in laboratory animal care and this ex-
perience should be made available to the
Secretary. In addition, continued coopera-
tion with other departments and agencies
is directed. '’

(b) This section authorizes the Secretary
to cooperate with State and local officials in
preventing the theft of dogs and cats, in the
apprehension of suspected dog and cat
thieves, and in carrying out the other pro-
visions of this legislation.

Except for an internal section reference,
section 15(a) is identical with section 13(a)
of the Senate amendment. Section 15(b)
is identical to section 9 of the House bill,

Section 16. This section directs the Secre-
tary to make such investigations or Inspec-
tions ' as he deems necessary to effectuate
the purpose of the bill and insure compliance
with the bill or any regulation issued there-
under. The conferees contemplate that
these inspectors will be employees of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture. The second sen-
tence is intended to permit the Secretary to
insure that animals suffering because of in-
humane tredtment are not left unattended.
It is the intent of the conferees that in-
spectors not be permitted to interfere with
the carrying out of actual research or experi-
mentation as determined by a research fa-
cility. Section 16 is essentlally the same
as section 12 of the Senate amendment except
for changing the word “person” to “dealer
or research facility” for clarification. No
comparable provision is included In the
House bill.

Section 17. This section directs the Secre-
tary to establish rules and regulations which
would require licensed dealers and research
facilities to permit inspection of their ani-
mals and records by legally constituted law
enforcement agencles. The purpose of this
section 1s to expedite the search for stolen
pets. It is the intent of the conferees that
inspection under this section be specifically
limited to searches for lost and stolen pets
by officers of the law (not owners them-
selves) and that legally constituted law en-
forcement agencles means agencles with gen-
eral law enforcement authority and not those
agencies whose law enforcement duties are
limited to enforcing local animal regulations.
It 1s not intended that this section be used
by private citizens or l1aw enforcement officers
to harass research facilities, Such officers
cannot inspect the animals when the animals
are undergoing actual research or experimen-
tation, This is almost identical with section
15 of the Senate amendment. ar pro-
vision dealing with the inspection of records
was included in section 8 of the House bill.

Section 18. This section provides that
nothing in the legislation Is to be construed
as authorizing the Secretary to regulate the
handling, care, treatment, or inspection of
animals which are undergoing actual re-
search or experimentation. The determina-
tion of when research begins and ends 1s to
be made by the research facility. It is the
intent of the confefees that section 18 be
construed to apply throughout this legisla-
tion, and particularly with regard to section
17. This section is the same as section 17(a)
of the Senate amendment. A comparable
provision was Included in section 5 of the
House bill which prohibited the establish-
ment. of humane standards at any time sub-
sequent to the arrival of .dogs or cats at a
research facility.

Section 18, This sectlon dmln wlth pena.l
ties which are a.ppucab.la to dealers.. When-
ever the Secretary has reason to believe that
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any person licensed as a dealer has violated
or is violating any provision of this legisla-
tion or any regulation established thereunder,
he may (1) suspend that person's license for
up to 21 days, (2) after notice and opportun-
ity for hearing and a finding that a violation
has occurred, suspend the license for an ad-
ditional period or revoke lt, and (3) issue a
cease and desist order to prevent continuing
the violation.

Any dealer who is convicted of a violation
of any provision of this legislation would be
subject to imprisonment for not more than
one year or a fine of not more than $1,000,
or both.

Any dealer aggrieved by a final order of the
Secretary may, within 60 days after entry of
such order, seek review in the manner pro-
vided in section 10 of the Administrative
Procedure Act.

This section is a combination of sections
12, 14, and 15 of the House bill and sections
18 and 19 of the Senate amendment.

Section 20. This section deals with penal-
ties which are applicable to research facil-
ities. Whenever the Secretary has reason to
believe that any research facllity has violated
or is violating any provision of this legis-
lation or any regulation established there-
under and if, after notice and opportunity
for hearing, he finds a violation (1) he may
issue a cease and desist order; (2) if the
research facllity knowingly falls to obey this
cease and deslst order, it shall be subject to a
civil penalty of $500 for each offense, and
each day such failure continues shall be
deemed a separate offense.

Any research facility aggrieved by a final
order of the Secretary may, within 60 days
after entry of such order, seek review in the
manner provided in section 10 of the Admin
istrative Procedure Act.

This section is a combination of the House
bill and the Senate amendment. It appeared
in sections 12, 14, and 15 of the House bill
and sections 19 and 20 of the Senate amend-
ment. A

Section 21. This section authorizes the
Secretary to promulgate such rules, regula-
tions, orders, and other administrative de-
talls as may be necessary to effectuate the
purposes of this legislation. As earller noted,
this section is Intended to be construed with
section 5. This section is identical to sec-
tion 11 of the House bill and appeared in sec-
tion 17(b) of the Senate amendment.

Section 22, This section carries a con-
stitutional invalidity clause which states
that If any part of this legislation, or in-
dividual circumstances concerning it, are
held invalid, the remainder remains effec-
tive. This section is identical to both sec-
tion 16 of the House bill and section 22 of
the Senate amendment.

Section 28. This section directs the Secre-
tary to charge, assess, and. collect reasonable
fees for licenses issued to dealers and re-
search facilities, These fees should be ad-
justed equitably, taking into consideration
the type and nature of the operation to be
“licensed and shall be deposited and covered
into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.
Any additional funds which might be needed
to administer this legislation are authorized
to.be appropriated by the Congress from time
to time. This section is a modified version
of sectlon 17 of the House bill and section
23 of the Senate amendment.

Section 24. This sectlon specifies that the
Secretary shall promulgate the regulations
referred; to in sections 10 and 13 as soon as
reasonable but not later than 6 months from
the date of enactment of this legislation.
Compliancé by dealers with this legislation
is required 90 days following promulgation
of regulations by the Secrétary. Com ce
by research tnmllﬂeu is required 6 months
after promulgation of regulations by the
/Becretary. However,; In the case of research
facilitles, the Secretary may grant individual
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extensions of time to certain research faecili-
tles If he is convinced that these research
facilities will be able to meet the regulations
within a reasonable time. The purpose for
this extension of time for compliance by re-
search facilitles is to enable those research
facilities whose compliance depends upon ob-
taining additional funds for construction or
personnel to secure such funds. Except for
internal references, this section is identical

to that of section 24 of the Senate amend-

ment, A comparable provision was included

in the House bill as section 18.
Harorp D. CooLEY,
W. R. PoAGE,
GRAHAM PURCELL,
JosePH Y. RESNICK,
Arsert H, QUIE,
CATHERINE MAaY,
Bom DoLg,

Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr, POAGE (interrupting the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the statement be consid-
ered as read and printed in the REcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas? The Chair hears none, and it is
50 ordered.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the Recorbp.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I support H.R. 13881 because it is
absolutely essential that we have strong
Federal legislation to clean up the un-
acceptable conditions found in the sup-
ply trade of animals going to laboratories.
Widespread pet theft must be stopped
and the facilities and procedures of ani-
mal dealers must meet standards of com-
mon 'decency.

Our Nation has a moral obligation to
eliminate animal suffering wherever it
is possible to do so without impeding le-
gitimate research. The great stake and
the great responsibility the Federal Gov-
ernment has in biomedical research is
met only tentatively by the laboratory
proyisions of H.R. 13881.

I should like to state briefly for the
record the reasons supporting this posi-
tion.

First, Of the 11,000 laboratories in
the United States, approximately 2,000
will be covered by H.R. 13881.

Second. Of the hundreds of millions of
animals consumed by the laboratories,
the bill will, at mast, bring its limited
benefits to 5 million.

Third. But even these limited benefits
of housing and care stop when research
starts, and once that determination is
made, protection for the animal ceases
under the terms of this legislation.

Any effective laboratory animal bill
the Congress enacts must set up guide-
lines for research. as well as for sale,
housing, and care in order to provide
coverage for all animals sensitive to pain.

A comprehensive bill must require
proper care-.of research animals consist-

_ent with the needs of the experiment,

and must provide for. postoperative care
and the administration of pain-relieving
. Care and housing are as im-

drugs
portant for the animal during long-term
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drug, nutrition, or behavior studies dur-
ing research as during the initial por-
tion of its stay in the laboratory before
research begins. -

Mr. Speaker, I heartily endorse the
animal dealer provisions of H.R. 13881,
but want to emphasize that it does not
solve the basic problem of humane treat-
ment for laboratory animals.

It is my hope and earnest desire that
the Congress will deal with the problems
raised by the use of animals in research
at an early date by enactment of legis-
lation before the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee, which provides
humane conditions and procedures for
such research animals.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the conference re-
port.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the Recorbp.

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

There was no objection.

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Speaker, HR. 13881
is a comprehensive piece of legislation
as it authorizes the Secretary of Agri-
culture to regulate the transportation,
sale, and handling of dogs and cats to
be used for purposes of research or ex-
perimentation. There are, however,
several particularly meaningful aspects
of the legislation to which I would like to
make reference.

While monkeys, guinea pigs, hamsters,
and rabbits are covered under the hu-
mane standards of the legislation, rec-
ords would be required only for eats and
dogs. This would have the effect of
dispensing with heavy paperwork loads
that had no practical purpose, and it
would confine recordkeeping to selective
research animals.

The identification of dogs and cats
will be a wvaluable facility in keeping
track of these animals as they are trans-
ported and handled for research pur-
poses. This identification system will set
up records that can prove very valuable
in eatching up with dognapers and cat-
napers. The legislation also prevents
dealers from disposing of cats or dogs
within 5 days after they acquire these
animals, or such other period of time as
the Secretary of Agriculture may pre-
scribe. This waiting period would afford
time in which to trace lost or stolen dogs
and cats.

H.R. 13881 would set up sanitation
standards in the handling of research °
animals, with minimum requirements
for housing, feeding, watering, sanita-
tion, ventilation, and so forth. As a
practical consideration, however, these
standards would not be applied to ani-
mals that were in the process of actual
research . or experimentation as deter-
mined by the research faeility itself.

In order to protect against overlapping
of standards and services, the Secretary
of, Agriculture would, consult and, coop-
erate with other Federal departments
and agencies that were concerned with
animal welfare. Federal departments
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and agencies also would be required to
abide by the same rules and regulations
on the acquisition of dogs and cats as
applies to research facilities in general.

Although research facilities in general
would be required to obtain animals for
research from licensed dealers, they
would be able to purchase these animals
from farmers, who would be exempted
from a license requirement. Also ex-
empted from the license requirement—
and available to research facilities as a
source for research animals—would be
pounds and animal shelters that either
were municipal in nature or were acting,
via contract, as duly authorized agents
of the municipality or locality.

The preservation of these sources of
animal supply is particularly significant
in my Fourth Congressional District of
Washington. This will assure an ade-
quate supply of animals for the various
universities in Washington State where
we have no animal dealers.

I feel highly privileged to have served
on the conference that produced this
legislation in an effort, as the conference
report states, “to produce workable and
meaningful legislation.”

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION
ACT OF 1966

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, and
in the absence of the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. Borringl, I call up House
Resolution 948 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. REs. 848

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
14810) to amend the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Act of 1864 to authorize additional
amounts for assistance thereunder, to au-
thorize grants for certain technical studies,
and to provide for an expedited program of
research, development, and demonstration of
new urban transportation systems. After
_general debate, which shall be confined to the
bill and shall continue not to exceed one
hour, to be equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Banking and Currency,
the bill shall be read for amendment under
the five-minute rule. At the conclusion of
.the consideration of the bill for amendment,
the Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and

‘amendments thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except one motion to
recommit,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Florida is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
one-half hour to the able gentleman
from California [Mr, Smita], and to my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 948
‘provides an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate for consideration of H.R.
14810, a bill to amend the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 to authorize
additional amounts for assistance there-
under, to authorize grants for certain
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technical studies, and to provide for an
expedited program of research, develop-
ment, and demonstration of new urban
transportation systems.

H.R. 14810 continues and provides
additional funds for the urban mass
transit program which was first estab-
lished in the act of 1964. Under that
program, Federal loans and partial
grants are provided to assist local gov-
ernments in financing the capital facili-
ties and equipment needed for the exten-
sion and improvement of comprehensive-
ly planned urban mass transportation
systems,

The bill authorizes appropriations of
up to $175 million a year for fiscal 1968
and subsequent fiscal years to finance
urban mass transportation grants. The
1964 act authorizes appropriations for
fiscal 1965, 1966, and 1967, but none
thereafter.

The bill also continues the authority
for demonstration grant projects for 2
years at the present annual rate.

The bill requires the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development, in
consultation with the Seeretary of Com-
merce, to undertake a study to prepare
a program of research, development, and
demonstration to develop new systems of
rapid urban transportation and author-
izes the appropriation of such funds as
may be necessary for the preparation of
this study.

The legislation also provides two-
thirds grants for the planning, engineer-
ing, and designing of urban mass trans-
portation projects.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 948 in order that HR.
14810 may be considered.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, as stated by the gentle-
man from Florida, House Resolution 948
does provide for the consideration of the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1966,
H.R. 14810, 1 hour, open rule.

I listened very carefully to the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida. I be-
lieve he explained the bill precisely as
I understand it. I would like to concur
in his remarks and save time by not
repeating any of his statements.

I would like to add, however, that the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Fivol,
has submitted some individual views. He
seeks to amend the act to remove the
current 12.5-percent limitation on grants
to any one State from the total author-
ization, and to replace it with a prefer-
ence for high population density areas.
There are no minority views other than
his statement in the report.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to refer back
to the 21-day rule for a few minutes, if
I can. I had intended to comment on
this yesterday, when we had the FNMA
bill here, but time did not permit, in ac-
cordance with a pending Rules Commit-
tee meeting.

Mr. Speaker, the use of the 21-day
rule continues to be more perplexing, so
far as I am concerned, and I want to
make a few comments at this time for
record purposes as to the use of this rule

in the future.
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You will recall that on July 25, 1966,

‘the 21-day rule was used in connection

with H.R. 14765, the Civil Rights Act of
1966. There was considerable discussion
at that time over the fact that the 21-day
rule was flled at the same time a request
for hearing was made to the Rules Com-~
mittee. And that, in fact, the final re~
port on the bill was not submitted until
some time subsequent thereto.

Now, yesterday, in connection with
H.R. 15639, the increase in FNMA bor-
rowing authority, it appeared to me that
there was certainly room for question as
to the purpose of the 21-day rule.

That bill was received in the Rules
Committee on June 24, shortly prior to
the July recess. I personally was de-
sirous of having hearings before the
Rules Committee on that bill, and I think
the other members of the Rules Commit-
tee were also interested in hearings. In
any event, on July 25 it was scheduled
for hearing on the next day, July 26.
Late in the afternoon of July 25, the
chairman of the Banking and Currency
Committee—namely, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. PaTman]—adyvised the Rules
Committee that he did not desire a hear-
ing on the bill until the following week,
at the earliest, and that he would not
appear on July 26. The Rules Committee
honored his position and removed the
bill from its agenda.

On July 28, just 2 days later, Mr. PaT-
MaN introduced a resolution under the
21-day rule provision.

The following day, on July 29, Mr. PAT-
MAN appeared before the Rules Com-
mittee to request a rule on HR, 14810,
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1966 which we are considering at this
time. During the course of the hearings
he was asked whether or not he wanted
a hearing on H.R. 15639, the bill to in-
crease in FNMA borrowing authority,
and he stated that he did and hoped we
would grant a rule. He was joined in
this request by the gentleman from New
Jersey, the ranking Republican member
on the Banking and Currency Committee
[Mr. WIpNALL].

When inquiry was made as to why a
21-day rule had been filed on July 28,
the reply was that he desired to expedite
the bill.

The same day in executive session,
July 29, the Rules Committee granted a
rule on the bill before us today and H.R.
15639, FNMA—the latter without 'hold-
ing hearings. So, even though the Rules
Committee was desirous of holding hear-
ings in an effort to expedite the
FNMA bill and set the same for hearing,
we find that a request was made to re-
move it from the calendar, a 21-day rule
was filed 2 days later and after granting
the rule, we find the measure called up
yvesterday on the suspension calendar.

Now let me refer to HR. 15890, the
Housing and Urban Development Act.
A request was made on July 18 to the
Rules Committee for hearing. On July
28, part 3 of the committee report was
filed. This consists of approximately
40 pages to comply with the Ramseyer
rule. The same day—namely, July 28—
& resolution was filed under the 21-day
rule, even though the bill was not ready
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for hearing until the same day. The
Rules Committee tries to follow a policy
of permitting the members to have at
least 1 day to read the bill and report
before having a hearing.

Now let us take H.R. 14026, the inter-
est rate bill. A hearing was requested on
July 29. On the previous day, July 28,
‘a resolution was filed under the 21-day
rule

Although I did not vote for the 21-day
rule change, it is my understanding of
the debate at that time that the purpose
of the rule was to permit the leadership
to schedule a bill when the Rules Com-
mittee adversely reports, or fails to re-
port, on a pending matter within 21
days. I am at a loss to understand how
the Rules Committee could adversely
report or fail to report a bill within 21
days when a resolution was filed on July
28, the day before a request was actually
made for hearing.

Mr. Speaker, I think the time will
eventually come when the House will be
faced with attempting to clarify the pur-
pose of the 21-day rule, and I wanted to
make these comments for record pur-
poses because, as I mentioned before, it
does not seem to me that this is the
proper way to use this provision,

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

Mr. SMITH of California. I am happy
to yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. I thank the gentleman
from California for yielding.

In regard to H.R. 14026, the Speaker
of the House announced at a press con-
ference at noon that he expects to recog-
nize the chairman of the Committee on
Banking and Currency and call up that
resolution next Monday.

In connection with the 21-day rule, the
gentleman's remarks raise a number of
questions. I should like to have them
resolved for the benefit of all. I should
like to have the gentleman’s judgment
on how long a chairman of a committee
‘should wait before filing a 21-day rule?

Of course, one or two of these rules
were filed under conditions I would not
care to discuss now because it would take
too long. The filing of these 21-day
rules were perfectly within the rules.

Anything the rules of the House pro-
vide a Member can do, I feel the Member
is at liberty to do. As long as the rules
of the House say a Member can do any-
thing, I believe the Member is privileged
to do it.

When the committee of which I am
<chairman votes out a bill, invariably a
meotion is made along this line: “Mr.
Chairman; I move that the committee
report this bill favorably with instruc-
tions to the chairman to take such action
as may be necessary to expedite con-
sideration and passage of the bill on the
floor of the House.”

That is practically the language of the
motion made every time.

What is the chairman to do? Should
he merely make application to the Rules
Committee, and perhaps not even get:a
-reply, which' is ‘generally more tradi-
tional than nontraditional.

‘T realize that the Committee on Rules
-is' quite a busy committee, but I do not
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-the same day the report was filed a letter

often receive a reply when I make a re-
quest for a rule. Should the chairman
of a committee just in silence wait and
not file a 21-day rule, which he has a
right to do under the rules of the House,
or should he wait 2 weeks or 3 weeks
or 4 weeks, or what should he do? If the
gentleman will give me the benefit of
his knowledge and information as to the
duty and responsibility in a case like
that, I will appreciate it very much.

Mr. SMITH of California. I will say
to the gentleman, whatever the distin-
guished gentleman does, of course, is
within his own prerogatives and decision.
My only purpose here is to set forth in
the Recorp that I am a little confused
and I am a little perplexed as to what
the purpose of the 21-day rule is, particu-
larly when a resolution is filed 1 day
before the day when we receive a re-
quest for hearings. I am not arguing
with or criticizing the gentleman, but I
simply wanted to put the record straight
on the history of some of the bills on how
the 21-day rule has been used, so that
as time goes on, if we are going to use
it on everything, then maybe that is
what we will end up with, but I do
want the REcorp to show it.

Mr. PATMAN. If the gentleman will
yield further, obviously the rule was
passed because the House of Representa-
tives believed that the Committee on
Rules should not hold up these applica-
tions unnecessarily. A majority of the
Members of the House voted that they
would have a right to get consideration
of a bill that was reported out favorably
by a standing committee at the end of
the 21 days. That was giving an addi-
tional protection to the committee to
make sure their work would not be over-
looked.

Mr. SMITH of California. May I ask
the gentleman this: Let us go back to
the FNMA bill. I do not wish to get into
a personal argument, because we can
argue those things outside, but I just
want to say here that we set it up for a
hearing on a Tuesday, and you asked us
to take it off and then 2 days later you
filed for a 21-day rule.

Mr. PATMAN. I have to admit that
was a little mistake,

Mr. SMITH of California. It is a little
confusing.

Mr. PATMAN. You see, we had two
or three applications for rules pending,
and the information came to us that we
were not getting hearings on those, so
we decided to file them at one time. I
think under the circumstances we were
justified in doing it, but if it were to be
gone over in the light of what did happen,
looking back, of course, we would not
l;sn;: filed a 21-day rule on one of these

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. SMITH of California. I wﬂl be
happy to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MULTER. Ithank the gentleman
for yielding. I think while we are mak-
ing this history you 'might give us some

-explanation of the fact as to what hap-

pened on HR. 12904. That bill was re-
ported by ‘the Committee on Banking
and Currency. 'The report was filed and
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went to the chairman of the Committee
on Rules asking for a hearing and a rule.
More than 30 days went by, if I recall
correctly, and no action was taken. A
21-day rule was then filed, and still no
action has been taken, and 30 days have
gone by since then,

Mr. SMITH of California. I have no
comments or criticism to make on that.
I am only commenting on those that have
gone through that I know about. The
decision on setting hearings, of course,
rests with the chairman of the com-
mittee. Iam notthe chairman and have
nothing to do with that. I simply
wanted to give my comments on these
matters and I say that I am a little bit
confused and perplexed on them. Maybe
someday we will have to clear it up. On
the bill you mentioned I have no com-
ments or criticisms to make. You asked
us for a hearing, you say, and I assume
you did, and that decision is not up to

me.

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

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Iam surprised to hear of

the breakdown of communications at the
Capitol. I did not know the telephone
service was quite so bad that there could
not have been communication between
the chairman of the legislative committee
and the chairman of the Committee on
Rules. I have never found the telephone
service to be such that I could not reach
the office of the chairman of a committee
or any other Member for that matter.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

1? motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

AMEND URBAN MASS TRANSPORTA-
TION ACT OF 1964

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (HR. 14810) to amend the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964
to authorize additional amounts for ‘as-
sistance thereunder, to authorize grants
for certain technical studies, and to pro-
vide for an expedited program of re-
search, development, and demonstration
of new urban transportation system.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (HR. 14810) to
amend the Urban Mass Transportation
Act of 1964 to authorize additional
amounts for assistance thereunder, to
authorize grants for certain technical
studies, and to provide for an expedited
program of research, development, and

demonstration of new urban transpoérta-

‘tion systems, with Mr, Moss in the chair.

TheClerkmdt.heﬁtleortheblll
- By unanimous consent, the first read-
mgofthebﬂlwasdispenudwlth.
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The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Patman] will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Win-
waLL] will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr, ParMan].

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, by an overwhelming
bipartisan vote of 29 to 1 the Committee
on Banking and Currency favorably re-
‘ported HR. 14810, the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1966. The com-
mittee has worked hard on this legisla-
tion and, in my judgment, this is an
excellent bill.

Basically, H.R. 14810 will continue and
expand the urban mass fransportation
programs begun under the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964. In that bill,
Congress, for the first time, provided for
Federal grants to State and local bodies
to help in purchasing capital facilities
necessary for urban mass transportation.
The program was authorized to be
funded for 3 years for a total of $375
million—$75 million for fiscal 1965, and
$150 million for each of the 2 fiscal years
1966 and 1967,

The program has more than proved
its value. The Subcommittee on Hous-
ing heard testimony from many wit-
nesses this year expressing strong ap-
proval and support for the program.
The importance of the program to not
only our urban areas but all areas of the
country is also reflected in the margin of
approval in the committee itself.

The most fundamental fact which de-
veloped before the committee in its hear-
ings on H.R. 14810 is that the problems
besetting the urban areas of this country
in the mass transportation field are, if
anything, more acute now than when the
1964 act was passed. We recognized in
1964 that financially our urban mass
transportation industry was fighting a
losing battle. Much has been done under
the 1964 act to alleviate this situation,
but much more remains to be done.
Many urban mass transportation com-
panies and systems, both public and pri-
vate, have been given a new lease on life;
but many more are in serious difficulty
and facing bankruptcy. We feel very
strongly that this program must con-
tinue.

Your committee is convinced that the
demand for funds under this program
will increase during the next few years.
The Nation’s biggest cities will need to
make sizable investments in urban mass
transportation facilities simply to pre-
serve the mobility we have left. And it
has never been the intention of the Con-
gress or of those who administer the
program that the large cities should
squeeze the small ones out of this pro-
~gram. The needs of all our cities must
. be taken into account. Your Committee
in this bill recommends an increase in
the funding of the program to $175 mil-
lion a year on a permanent basis. - The
research and demonstration program
would be continued at the present $10-
-million-a-year level during fiscal years
1968 and 1969.
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The proposed additions to the pro-
grams should make Federal urban trans-
portation activities even more effective.
The provision in H.R. 14810 which pro-
vides for grants to assist in the engineer-
ing and design of transit facilities will
fill a great need. It will insure that local
transportation planning and construc-
tion follows a coherent course designed
to create a system meeting the needs of
the community. Federal help during the
design phase can be invaluable in
achieving the maximum benefit for the
State, local, and Federal funds spent on
planning and construction.

The need for additional research is
equally crucial. We cannot know the
best solutions to urban transportation
problems until we have examined the
nature of these problems in detail, and
have explored all of the solutions made
possible by modern technology. HR.
14810 will direct the Secretary to pre-
pare a complete program of research
which will examine all possible new sys-
tems of urban transportation in a sys-
tematic way. The program will take ac-
count of all of the aspects of the urban
transportation problem, and attempt to
apply our best scientific and social tech-
niques to finding solutions. The re-
search amendment was offered by our
able colleague, the gentleman from Wis-
consin, HEnrY REUSS.

In short, Mr. Chairman, the commiit-
tee has devoted considerable time and
attention to this bill and the actual ex-
perience of the urban mass transporta-
tion program under the 1964 act. We
find that it is a most popular program,
with strong support among State and
municipal officials, the transit industry
in general, organized labor and, most
important of all, the public who use the
facilities and equipment which the pro-
gram helps to furnish. It is of partic-
ular benefit to the elderly, the youth of
this country, to the poor, and to the
handicapped. Above all, it is an absolute
necessity if the cities of our Nation—
both large and small—are not to be
strangled by the traffic congestion and
parking problems. Cities are growing
s0 rapidly in population that the need
for economical, speedy, and convenient
urban mass transportation for our peo-
ple is even more urgent now than when
the 1964 act was adopted. We urge the
passage of HR. 14810.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. WipNALL].

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Texas has informed you of the contents
of the bill now before us.’

One section of the bill, section 2, was

y sponsored by me in my bill,
H.R. 13732. Section 3 of the bill follows
suggestions made by other members of
the committee and me and was agreed
upon unanimously in the subcommittee.

Section 4 was sponsored by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Reuss] and
others of our colleagues on the Housing
Subcommittee.

Section 5 was sponsored by the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. WELTNER].
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In taking testimony on this bill, the
gentlewoman from New Jersey  [Mrs.
DwyeEr] was particularly helpful in
eliciting the facts. It was made clear by
the experts who testified before us that
this was the kind of bill that they wanted
and that they thought would be most
helpful. They also wanted it made clear
that they wanted it considered apart
from other legislation. In presenting
it to you In the form that we have, we
are following their advice and their
counsel.

The measure calls for a modest in-
crease in the amount of mass transit
funds available—$25 million—bringing
the annual total authorized to $175 mil-
lion, something considerably less than
transportation is costing us to and from
Vietnam today.

It also asks that the program be pla.ced
on a continuing basis.

I would like to urge favorable consid-
eration of this measure, as it is very im-
portant if we are going to adequately
plan for the future in an absolute area
of necessity, for we are finding a choking
of the traffic to and from the cities.

Transportation is a vital service. We
do not pay as much attention to it as we
should. Deprived of mass transit, how-
ever, with our communities tossed on the
individual resources and personal means
of transportation of its members, we
rapidly find what that means to us. No
one who has lived through a shutdown of
service will deny that we must have it to
continue the commerce, the very eco-
nomic life of our eommunities.

That is why I personally originally
proposed that the measure be made a
permanent and continuing operation, at
the pleasure of Congress, of course., We
must give assurance to those communi-
ties undertaking expensive, long-term
commitment for new or improved transit
systems, that they have the backing of
the Federal Government in their en-
deavors.

To do otherwise, is to face the steadily
increasing fact of diminishing trackage
and transportation routes throughout
the country, to know that more and more

“of our smaller communities are becom-

ing isolated. We must not neglect a re-
source that will vanish without our eon-
sideration and care.

This operation, of course, is not going
to be a cheap operation, and the Mem-
bers must realize that this is: becoming
more and more expensive because of a
lack of care in this particular area over
s0 many years.: Had we begun this pro-
gram 10 years ago, we and the country
would be in much better shape:trans-
portationwise than we are today. In-
flation has robbed us of many of the
trains, the buses, and the facilities that
could be serving us today.

Mass transit is &' program that can
go into any part of the country. The
bulk of the grants will go to the smaller
communities, the more expensive ones
to the larger cities just now, and be-
latedly, beginning to hear the demanding
voice of their citizenry for bett.er trans-
portatlon "

| 'This is & job~producing meaauxe Gilv-

‘en continuity; it will.enable the indus-
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try upon which it is dependent for fa-
cilities reason to tool up and anticipate
our transportation needs for a genera-
tion. We will get better trains, buses;
and allied facilities and at a better price
than if we attempt to do this piecemeal
and some years from now.

The original legislation concerned with
this matter has just opened the door to
the possibilities of the future. We have
still to realize our goals. I ask the Con-
gress to pass favorably upon this pro-
posal in order that those goals may be
reached, that our transportation be made
swift, efficient, and comfortable for this
generation and the ones to come.

The subcommittee passed this measure
unanimously, and I believe the full com-
mittee voted 29 to 1 in favor of its pas-
sage. I urge passage of the bill.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WIDNALL., I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. I wonder if
the gentleman could advise me whether
or not the committee has gotten involved
in a long-range financing program that
will be on a parallel with the highly suc-
cessful Interstate Highway System?
Quite often we hear comments and sug-
gestions to the effect that we should be
tapping the Interstate Highway System
trust fund to assist in planning a so-
called balanced transportation system.
I wonder if the committee has gotten into
that subject in depth, would the gentle-
man respond to my question?

Mr, WIDNALL. We have not at the
present time gone that far, but I cer-
tainly think that such an inquiry should
be undertaken within the committee. We
urgently have to do a better job than we
have done in the past. There must be full
recognition of the fact that there will
have to be adequate planning of
integrated systems throughout the coun-
try, so that transportation may be ex-
pedited.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
6 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. REvuss].

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 14810—and, in particu-
lar, in support of the important pro-
vision of the bill which would give birth
to a new and far-reaching Federal pro-
gram designed fo produce within the
next few years fresh solutions to the
grave transportation problems facing
the Nation's cities.

I refer to section 4 of the bill, an
amendment offered in committee by
Congressmen MOORHEAD, ASHLEY, and
myself, which has received the endorse-
ment of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development. Section 4 directs
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development within 18 months of the
passage of this act to prepare a 5-year
program ‘“‘of research, development and
demonstration of new systems of urban
transportation that will carry people
and goods speedily, safely, without pol-
luting the air, and in a manner that
will contribute to sound city planning.”

As Washington, D.C., commuters, we
are all twice daily, five times a week, re-
minded of the serious state of urban
transportation in this country.
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Morning and evening each weekday
we join 45 million other frustrated com-
muters plying their way to and from
work on congested streets and freeways.
We idle in our cars—on Independence,
Pennsylvania, and Georgia Avenues, on
the Whitehurst and Anacostia freeways,
or on the bridges to Virginia—inhaling
the exhaust from surrounding autos,
listening to the helicopter reports of
traffic jams and of the daily accident
tolls.

As automobile commuters our com-
mon lot is inconvenience, frustration,
partial asphyxiation, peril.

Rush-hour traffic congestion is only
the most familiar and dramatic of a
complex of urban transportation prob-
lems:

Urban transportation is unsafe. Last
year in urban areas there were 8,800,000
motor vehicle accidents causing 14,000
deaths, 690,000 injuries, and untold prop-
erty damage. Nearly three of every four
accidents take place on urban streets.

It pollutes the air. Gasoline and diesel
engines are and will remain a principal
source of air pollution. The exhaust
devices to be installed on 1968 model
cars are only a temporary remedy. By
1980 an increased number of motor vehi-
cles will spew a volume of exhaust into
the air equal to the exhaust now suffo-
cating our cities.

Our wurban transportation system
shortchanges the poor, the young, the
elderly, the handicapped—those who do
not have the: service of an automobile
in going from place to place, and must
rely on inadequate public transit facil-
ities. The McCone report on the Watts
riots concluded that the residents of the
area were locked in and unable to travel
to places of employment as the resuit of
an inadequate public transportation
system.

Urban transportation is a problem of
the long-distance traveler who already
spends more time in limousines or on
buses than on the airplane, when flying
from Philadelphia to Chicago.

Our urban transportation system is
a major cause of our current poor urban
planning. Unsightly highways, parking
lots, service stations eat up valuable ur-
ban real estate. In Los Angeles, half
of the usable real estate is paved to ac-
commodate automobiles. Twenty-six
percent of all urban land in the United
States is dedicated to motor vehicle use.

It is a problem of economics. The new
Bay Area Rapid Transit System will save
the residents of the San Francisco area
an estimated $50 annually in reduced
travel time, accidents, automobile insur-
ance, parking charges, freight handling
charges, and traffic control costs.

And, more broadly viewed, improved
urban transportation presents a great
opportunity to improve the quality of
urban living by increasing the alterna-
tives open to city dwellers. Greater mo-
bility provided by improved urban trans-
portation systems  would produce a
greatly expanded range of choices of
places to live, work, and relax.

We urgently need a new research, de-
velopment and demonstration program
designed to break out of an urban trans-
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portation pattern established 50 years
ago, Even on the tight time schedule
written info. section 4, the results of re-
search, development, and demonstra-
tion will not be available on a large scale
until 19783—61% years from now,

By that time the automobile popula-
tion of this country will have grown from
75 tf.o 90 million, an increase of 20 per-
cent.

If we do not act now the colossal De-
cember 30, 1963, traffic jam in Boston—
where from 5 to 10 p.m. nothing in the
city moved—will pale beside the traffic
jams of the 1970's.

Today’s Federal programs are expand-
ing an urban transportation system
which was introduced by the model-T.
In fiscal year 1966, the Federal Govern-
ment spent $11% billion for the construc-
tion of freeways, and $51 million for

additions to mass transit capital equip~

ment—such as new buses and subway
cars to replace worn out stock.

It spent only $24 million on urban
transportation research and develop-
ment. This research and development
was devoted almost entirely to making
minor improvements in our present auto,
bus and subway systems—experiments
in better bridge design, new systems for
collecting fares, and. the operation of
the minibuses which are a familiar
sight here in Washington,

In sharp contrast to Federal programs
for intercity transportation, both ground
and air, there is no Federal program to
apply space age technology and research
and development methods to intracity
transportation.

One year ago, Congress approved a
$90 million research and development
program to design a new high-speed in-
tercity ground ftransportation system
along the northeast corridor from Wash-
ington to Boston.

Just last May we appropriated $280
million for fiscal 1967 for the estimated
$1.3 billion program to develop a super-
sonic transport airplane.

Section 4 of this bill would remedy this
gross deficiency in our urban transporta-
tion program.

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to report
that Secretary Weaver, ably assisted by
Charles Haar, Assistant Secretary for
Metropolitan Development, has already
given much thought to the kind of com-
prehensive research, development, and
demonstration program which will have
the practical payoff of producing viable
new ways of transporting people and
goods in our cities.

The Department has sought the ad-
vice of many of the Nation’s leading
transportation experts and has drawn on
the experience of the Department of De-
fense and NASA.

Here is their tentative plan of action
which section 4 of this bill would au-
thorize:

Within the next 18 months, perhaps
sooner, the Department would complete
four closely related studies.

One study would define ideal urban
transportation systems to serve different
purposes in different kinds of cities. The
use of new technologies—such as the
fuel cell, advanced storage batteries, air
cushion wvehicles, automated ‘highways,
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gravity-vacuum tube systems—would be
explored.

“'A second study would concentrate on
evolving new urban transportation sys-
tems from our present automobile, bus,
and subway systems. Improved bus de-
sign, automated parking lots, improved
traffic control devices would be some of
the improvements examined.

A third study would consider what im-
mediate improvements could be made in
our present transportation systems. The
uses of streets exclusively for buses,
trucks, or pedestrians would be con-
sidered. Expanded use of computers to
control traffic, moving sidewalks, radios
for bus and traffic control would be in-
vestigated.

The fourth study would examine the
requirements for good urban transporta-
tion systems in different sizes and types
of cities. The purpose of the study would
be to describe how a good urban trans-
portation system should perform in
terms of convenience, safety, cost, serv-
ice, use of land, and other factors.

Only the fourth study would be made
by the Department. A nucleus of trans-
portation experts qualified to oversee the
full-scale 5-year research, development,
and demonstration program, when it gets
underway 18 months from now, would
be collected to do this study. The other
three studies would be contracted out to
the three or more corporations, universi-
ties, or nonprofit research organizations
best qualified o do them.

Mr. Chairman, section 4 of this bill
outlines the first program applying space
age know-how to save our cities from
strangulation by freeways and suffoca-
tion from auto exhaust. I urge that we
vote today to improve transportation
within the Nation's cities just as we have
already authorized programs which are
actively improving rail and air transpor-
tation between its cities.

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

~Mr, REUSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Does the bill make
provision for financing metropolitan
local transportation, or is its thrust for
transportation solely within the bound-
aries-of an urban community?

Mr. REUSS. The thrust is entirely
metropolitan, and the language specifi-
cally uses the word “metropolitan.”

As we know, in Chicago, Milwaukee,
and half a hundred other cities, the
problem of urban transportation cannot
be handled on just the central city alone
basis. It must be a metropolitan
approach. .

Mr. YATES. How are such studies
then to be financed? As I understand
what is proposed here, applications for
funds are to be made by the cities them-
selves, and no State is entitled to more
than 121 percent of the amount
allocated at any one time. May a city
comhine with its suburbs in a joint
finanecing? Is there any provision for
combined financing?

Mr. REUSS. Yes, there is. Under all
the provisions of the bill, metropolitan
combined financing not only.is permitted
but also is encouraged.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

For example, in the 'planning and
engineering section, section 5, which s
the brainchild of the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. WeLTNER], is it explicitly
provided that these grants may be made
to metropolitan transportation associa-
tions? Equally this is true of section 4
and other sections of the bill.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill, a bill
that is of the highest importance to the
citles of this Nation. I strongly support
it.

Mr. SECREST. - Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. REUSS. Iam glad to yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. SECREST. The 1964 act, in my
opinion, has been most successful not
only for the large metropolitan areas but
for the smaller cities as well.

In Zanesville, Ohio, a grant of $113,000
was made. Eight new buses were pur-
chased, and a busline which was rapidly
deteriorating showed an immediate in-
crease in passengers and is now one of
the most successful operations that can
be found for small bus operations in the
country.

The city of Newark, Ohio, will prob-
ably request a grant in the near future.
I want torhelp them and the passage of
this bill is essential.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Fivol.

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this bill because it is a good
bill, but I think we can make it a better
bill,

My greatest regret concerning this
program is that it does not adequately
come to grips with the overwhelming
needs of urban mass transportation.

These problems are concentrated in
our cities—and under the Mass Trans-
portation Act, there is: a 12!45-percent
limitation on the amount of money that
can go to any one State during the year
in question. This means that of the $150
million to be authorized for the coming
fiscal year, the maximum amount that
can go to the State of New York will be
about $19 million. That means that New
York City—and probably the entire New
York metropolitan area—will be lucky to
get about $12 million a year.

You know and I know that this is
“small potatoes” compared with New
York City’s great needs. The annual
subway deficit is five times the sum of
$12 million.

So if the urban mass transportation
program is to do its job, it must be re-
structured to stop being a pork barrel
with a small morsel for everybody and
start being a program designed to meet
the needs of the big metropolitan areas.

I am not proposing that we give the
program any more money. Unlike some
people, I do not wear a pair of rose-col-
ored glasses which allow me to think that
this country can undertake vast new
domestic programs in the midst of infla-
tion and war.

I could say that this program deserves
more money because it does a job, and
does it without wasting money on: plush
poverty salaries and that sort of thing,
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But I'will stick to my guns: I will not
urge new. spending for new programs
while we are in the middle of inflation
and war.

1 do feel, however, that there are
changes which can be made in this pro-
gr:tm to improve it without adding to its
cost.

I proposed a number of these changes
in & bill I introduced this spring. One
such change would be to remove the
12}5-percent limitation on money that
can be spent in any one State. Another
improvement would be to change the
maximum Federal contribution to 90
percent instead of 66 percent, if the
local tax burden warrants it. After all,
this is the way highway moneys are
given to the States, and such a Federal
share would stimulate more mass transit
development.

Lastly, I proposed that Federal mass
transit funds be OK'd by Congress for
use in paying the interest costs of bond
issues floated by States, municipalities,
or agencies thereof for proper mass
transit purposes which have been eligible
for aid. This would be an improvement
on the piecemeal Federal aid dole, which
comes yearly in small spurts. If the
localities could float bond issues with a
Federal commitment to pay a good part
of the interest, they could mobilize large
chunks of money, and Federal ald would
not be scattered in small yearly projects.
I think this theme is worth pursuing.

But I am only going to offer one
amendment today. I am going to offer
an amendment to strike the 12%-percent
limitation on the funds that can be spent
in any one State. I believe this is un-
justifiably crippling to metropolitan
areas like New York City.

In closing, let me say that I urge this
House to support mass transit programs.
They are very worth while.  They help
people without controlling them, with-
out dictating the way they live and work
and socialize.

This administration’s motto is billions
to undermine the neighborhood school,
but reluctant nickels and clipped pennies
for mass transportation and commuter
service,

I urge this House to support mass
transit. It is a good program. We do
need transportation. I urge this House
to support this mass transit bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr, Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

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

Mr. FINO. I am glad to yleld to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. I am interested in the
gentleman’s other suggestion about mak-
ing the Federal contribution 90 percent.
It would seem to me that the great prob-
lems of our urban communities today are
in coming up with their proportionate
share of the matching programs. I know
this is true with respect to urban renewal.
I think there will be many communities
that will have difficulty in matching the
share that they have to come up with for
the Federal contribution. I hope that
the gentleman oﬂ!ers his 90 percent
amendment.
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Mr, "FINO. As I indicated earlier; I
thought the 12 percent limitation is a
very important one, and I thought I
would withhold any other amendments
at this time, because I want to see this
bill go through.

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

Mr. FINO. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. MULTER. Does the gentleman
have any figure on what it would cost
for the Federal Government to subsidize
the payment of interest even at the low
rate of 4 percent a year on a bond issue
for the city of New York for transit?

Mr. FINO. On a $400 million bond is-
sue at 4 percent for 25 years, would cost
about $16 million a year.

Mr. MULTER. 'Thank you.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FINO. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman from California

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Pursuing the
point I made a moment ago with the
gentleman from New Jersey, and as the
gentleman from Chicago just com-
mented about the fact that the Federal
Government should allocate 90 percent
of the funds through an amendment
you have given thought to, I would ad-
monish both of you to realize that the
Federal Interstate System, which is built
on the basis of a user tax concept, has
worked very, very successfully, and while
we think in terms of money, you might
redirect your thinking toward the devel-
opment of a program that would be fi-
nanced consistent with the concept al-
ready successfully employed in the Inter-
state System. No highway system nor
any transportation system can hope to
be successful unless you develop a posi-
tive program of finance. Long-range
planning to accomplish the desired ob-
jective will never be truly effective until
we organize a method of finance to meet
the need. I do not believe enough at-
tention has been given to this and I
would urge this committee to give im-
mediate and serious consideration to my
suggestion. If you desire a balanced
system of transportation, you must de-
velop balanced methods of finance. I
beléeve we should be working toward this
end,

Above all, we cannot condone the at-
tempts to raid the highway trust fund
with the extraordinary requirement for
funds to complete the Interstate High-
way System on schedule and permit us
to add new mileage for the future—in the
interest of safety.

And, so, Mr. Chairman, I would like
to see the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Finol, as & member of the commit-
tee, join with some of us who are advo-
caﬂng this in order to encourage a posi-
tive program to finance an effective sys-

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from California.
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield

3 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-

g‘la [Mr, WELTNER].
WELTNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
support of HR. 14810, the m-bm mass
transportation bill. .In 1961, the Con-
gress ‘authorized a limited demonstration
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program to explore the problem and pos=
sible solutions. 'In 1964, we madeé an im-

portant advance in our efforts to -aid

towns and cities by enacting the basic
program of Federal aid to local mass
transit systems. The bill before us is
needed to continue that program, and is
well justified by the record of growing
success achieved under that program.

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to be &
member of the Committee on Banking
and Currency which handled this legis-
lation, and I also know firsthand that my
own city of Atlanta is well advanced in
its efforts to overcome local transporta-
tion problems. Atlanta, like so many
cities, found that it was faced with traf-
fic congestion and that additional roads,
highways, and expressways, desirable as
they are, were not a complete answer.

Considering the essential role that
buses and commuter trains and the like
play in moving people in and around
cities, it is surprising that their problems
were so long neglected.,  Nationally,
there has been a steady decline in transit
ridership. Evidence presenfed at our
committee hearings indicated that this
decline has occurred mostly in the off-
hours, while mass transit remains essen-
tial for rush-hour movement, and. is nec-
essary to those who, because of age, in-
come or physical handicap, do not have
the option of private automobiles. This
paradox of a decline in the number of
riders and a drop of revenues, while at
the same time, mass transit is providing
a vital service, has confronted both pub-
lic and private transit systems with
serious problems in meeting the new in-
vestment needs required to provide at-
tractive and adequate service and, in
some cases, even to stay in business. The
program authorized in the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 assists equally
public and private systems, though the
grant, naturally, must be made to a pub-
lie body. The equipment and facilities
can be, and in most cases are, made avail-
able to regulated private operators.

I am particularly pleased that the
committee accepted my amendment to
provide for mass transit planning grants
under this program. Until now, cities
have had to apply for planning assist-
ance under the separate urban planning
program which was not exactly suited
and which has periodically run out of
funds. I believe that the improved plan-
ning directly within this program will
more than pay for itself by the greater
efficiency and economy of systems so
planned, to the benefit of everyone.

Mr. Chairman, this bill was approved
by the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency by the overwhelming vote of 29
to 1, and I hope it will receive equally
strong support on the floor of the House
today.

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ].

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this legislation. I also sup-
ported the 1964 act.

Mr. Chairman, every city in the United
States must have mass transit; some
already have it, but most are beginning
only now to build and plan transporta-
tlon systems for the future. Mass transit
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is:in fact the only alternative cities have,
to ward off strangulation. Without mass
transit, cities will turn into vast concrete
jungles, and movement within them will
become ever more difficult and ever more
hazardous.

The absence of effective mass transit
is causing us to spend hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars every year on transporta-
tion that could have been obtained at far
less cost. We could be moving ourselves
from place to place faster and at less cost
than we are now. In the future, we must
either adopt more efficient tra,nspcrtation
or watch our cities strangle beneath the
pressure of traffic and.congestion and
smog.

Mr. Chairman, there is evidence on
every hand that we cannot continue to
depend so exclusively on private auto-
mobhile transportation: it is too costly and
it is too inefficient. It is too costly in
terms of investment, depreciation, main-
tenance, and it is too inefficient in terms
of speed and safety, and all you have to
do to prove it is to go through morning
traffic here in Washington any day of
ﬁ week, and read the accident statis-

Mass transit will not solve all our prob-
lems, but it is essential to the future of
every major city in this country. It of-
fers no alternative to the private auto-
mobile, but rather should be an adjunct
to it. What we need is to bring order
from chaos, to create integrated, efficient
transportation. There should be no rea-
son why there is only one way to go from
place to place; there should be a variety
of ways, and they should offer the
traveler transportation at the greatest
possible speed and lowest possible cost.
Where today we have no choice but to
travel by car, tomorrow we must find a
way to travel by car and mass transit, for
we cannot continue to add cars and high-
ways, at the present pace, to our land and
leave room for anything else in the
future.

I hope that the enact‘.msnt of this bill
will enable our presently strangling cities
to breathe again, and enable our embat-
tled population to move again at better
than a snail’s pace, and that tomorrow’s
bright promise will not be clouded by
smog and buried under pavement.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. Apams].

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I am
particularly pleased to rise in support of
H.R. 14810, the amendments to the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964,
which incorporates the provisions of my
bill, H.R. 13309. Many of us have strug-
gled for many years to solve the problems
of transportation within our metropoli-
tan area and this bill is a wonderful step
forward. It should be stressed in this
debate that mass transportation facili-
ties are not competitive with highways
and other automobile facilities but are
absolutely necessary if our highways are
going to function as they were designed.

The “7 to 9”7 and “4 to 6 traffic jam
started to creep into our metropolitan
centers during World War II. Since then
it has become a major problem to our
citizens. It was thought for many years
that high-speed freeways could solve the
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problem. The econtrary has been frue,
and in meny instances the impact of
high-speed 8- to 10-lane freeways meet-
ing the traditional central city grid
pattern of stop lights, traffic controls, and
on-street parking has aggravated rather
than solved the problem.

This bill will allow the development of
the new type transportation systems
which are necessary to meet the problem
of peak-hour traffic. America has suf-
fered from a terrible lack of research
and engineering talent being devoted to
the problem of the new mass transporta-
tion vehicle. Only now are some of the
major corporations and governmental
groups beginning to actively work on
such vehicles as the computerized “sky
bus” and other vehicles which can suc-
cessfully operate through the whole
range of high-density, medium-density,
and low-density belts that form our met-
ropolitan centers.

‘We should not be trapped into the tra-
ditional heavy, inefficient rail vehicles of
the past as being the alternative to our
present congestion. In other fields our
technology has soared and there is no
reason why we cannot expect light-
weight, efficient, eye-pleasing mass trans-
portation vehicles that can move the
bulk of our working population in and
out of the city during peak periods so the
automobile may function all day in an
efficient and pleasant fashion.

I am particularly pleased that this bill
contains the section I proposed to au-
thorize the Secretary to make grants to
States and local public bodies and agen-
cies for the planning, engineering, and
designing of urban mass transportation
projects. It is absolutely necessary that
we fill the gap between the planning
grants and construction grants which
exist under the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Act of 1964. The practical problem
faced by local public bodies in developing
a mass transportation system is to raise
their share of the necessary local funds.
This requires, in many instances, not only
a plan but sufficiently detailed engineer-
ing and design work that the system can
be placed into the form of a proposition
to be submitted to the local voters for a
bond issue or to justify an increase in
taxes. For example, in my congressional
district, which is generally the south half
of metropolitan King County containing
Seattle, Wash., the city of Seattle has
received a planning grant from HUD in
the amount of approximately $125,000 to
plan & $110 million mass transportation
system through the city. In order to
raise the city’s portion of the funds nec-
essary to build this system, it will be
necessary to establish local support,
probably leading to the submission of a
bond issue to the citizens. This means
that the city must present detailed engi-
neering and design information as to
costs of rights-of-way, equipment, and
specifie—as opposed to general—plans.
To submit to the public a bond issue on
any other basis can lead to disaster, since
the total cost after engineering studies
may well exceed the costs arrived at in
the planning stage and a bond issue
which has been submitted to the citizens
and passed may be completely inade-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

quate to carry the project. The govern=
ments, Federal, State, and local, will then
Hhave been put to the cost of planning
and submission of the plan to a vote of
the people only to find the financing is
inadequate, whereas if they had been
able to engineer and design the system
prior to submission to the people, the
system would be feasible and could go
forward.

Since I have mentioned the problems
of the central city, I would be neglectful
if I did not emphasize the even more
pressing problem that faces suburbia and
which will require, in my opinion, fur-
ther assistance by the Federal Govern-
ment to the local governments similar
to the assistance given to local highway
programs.

A central metropolitan city will usually
have a substantial property base for tax-
ation as well as a considerable amount of
commercial activity which will form a
basis for raising local funds. The sub-
urban communities surrounding the cen-
tral metropolitan core, however, are gen-
erally much smaller governmental units.
Some of these will be small bedroom com-
munities, and others will be small semi-
industrial or retail centers. These com-
munities are generally governmental
units completely separate from the cen-
tral core city and have very limited fi-
nancial resources in terms of assessable
property or commercial activity. In ad-
dition, the suburban communities are
usually already heavily burdened with
taxes for the establishment of new
schools, sewers, sidewalks, roads, and so
forth.

The suburban areas are an integral
part of the metropolitan area but by
themselves they cannot possibly fund the
development of even their share of the
mass transportation system which is
needed for the entire area. For example,
in my district even if the city of Seattle
creates a mass transportation system
from border to border of its corporate
limits, it will not solve the problem. In-
stead we must have a system that will
connect with and be extended through
the governmental boundaries of the
county and smaller cities that surround
Seattle. This means that some type of
governmental vehicle must be created by
the governmental units surrounding
Seattle to present a unified and compre-
hensive plan for the entire metropolitan
area. This bill will be a giant step for-
ward in providing Federal assistance in
the planning stage for this comprehen-
sive plan and thereafter in assisting the
engineering and design stages so the sur-
rounding suburban communities will be
able to prepare a specific proposal to
present to the citizens in the surround-
ing suburban area for their approval.

We have taken great strides in the de-
velopment of highway and air traffic be-
tween cities. We have been tragically lax
in meeting our inner city metropolitan
problem. It is a well-known fact that
the advent of the jet makes it possible
to spend less time traveling great dis-
tances between our cities than it takes to
travel from one’s home or business to the
airport. We must move swiftly and mas-
sively to meet this problem.
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I congratulate the committee for hav-
ing presented this bill to the House and
I urge its speedy passage.

Mr. WIDNALL, Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New Jersey [Mrs. DwYER].

Mrs. DWYER. Mr. Chairman, this
bill represents a very modest response to
a very major problem—the preservation
and improvement of public transporta-
tion facilities for the 70 percent of our
people who live in urban areas.

Of all our transportation problems—
from getting a man to the moon to
reaching agreement on a new depart-
ment—the urban mass transportation
problem has been the toughest to solve.
It is toughest because it involves the
movement of hundreds of millions of
people daily in relatively tiny areas
which are vastly overcrowded, on sys-
tems which are often outmoded and
poorly planned, and in facilities designed
for an age long since past.

We need, therefore, new and modern
equipment, more convenient schedules,
a more rational, integrated, and coordi-
nated system of routes—in brief, a bal-
anced, areawide mass transportation
system which will get people where they
want to go with maximum speed, con-
ver;ience, and comfort, and at minimum
cost.

We have a long way to go to achieve
this ideal—this necessity. This bill will
help. But we are still at the beginning,
especially in the case of the Federal Gov--
ernment. In the context both of what
needs to be done and of what State and
local governments have done and plan
to do, the Federal role to date has been
very little and very late.

It was only 5 years ago, and only after
prolonged effort by those of us who daily
confronted the problem in our own
areas, that Congress first recognized the
need and first accepted a measure of re-
sponsibility. And during those 5 years—
at a time when the experts have esti-
mated it will cost tens of billions of
dollars to develop adequate urban trans-
portation systems—the Federal Govern-
ment has approved a total of less than
$135 million in capital improvement
grants, repayable loans, and demon-
stration grants.

While somewhat more than this has
been authorized and appropriated, and
will be spent before the end of the pres-
ent fiscal year, I cite this figure to dem-
onstrate the fact that the Federal Gov-
ernment is in no danger of taking over
the urban mass transportation effort in
America. At the present rate, in fact,
we are being hard pressed even to hold
up our very minimum end of the load.

The present bill, Mr, Chairman, will
not significantly change this situation.
We propose only these very limited
changes: first, recognize that the urban
mass transportation problem is a long-
range one, and provide continuing au-
thorization for the Federal program;
second, increase the annual authoriza-
tion from $150 million to $175 million;
third, within this overall figure, increase
the share of funds which can be spent
for research, development, and demon-
stration purposes, from the present $10
million a year to $20 million in fiscal
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1968 and $30 million in fiscal 1969;
fourth, and still within the overall au-
thorization, provide that funds can be
used for the detailed planning and engi-
neering of mass transportation projects;
and, fifth, authorize an 18-month study
by the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development of possible ways to secure
technological breakthroughs in develop-
ing new methods of urban transporta-
tion. The aim of the study, as I under-
stand it, would be a program similar in
kind to the present high-speed rail re-
search program for the northeast cor-
ridor.

I submit, Mr, Chairman, that this is
a most moderate proposal. It represents
far less than the Federal Government,
under ordinary circumstances, ought to
be doing. But I recognize, too, that these
are not ordinary times. Confronted by
extraordinary demands on our financial
resources and threatened with a run-
away inflation, Congress and the admin-
istration must keep a firm check on ex-
penditures and follow a realistic order
of priorities. Every program and proj-
ect must be measured against the others
and all must be subjected to the test of
“is it necessary,” and “can it be post-
poned?”

In this perspective, a $175 million mass
transportation program is the best we
can do, I believe. It is a fair allocation
of our resources. It is reasonably pro-
portionate to the need. But it is a min-
imum program. Anything less would
represent a turning back from one of the
Nation’s most challenging problems—a
turning back, incidentally, which would
cost us a great deal more to overcome in
the future.

It is important, Mr. Chairman, to re-
mind our colleagues that the urban mass
transportation program is, in a special
sense, a congressional program. It is a
regrettably rare example of a major do-
mestic program whose inspiration and
chief features have come from within
the Congress, not from the administra-
tion. Despite the vast amount of atten-
tion which administration spokesmen de-
vote to urban problems in general, and
urban ftransportation in particular, its
performance has not matched its rhet-
orie.

The administration has been delin-
quent, I suggest, on at least three counts:

First, its request this year for a sim-
ple 1-year extension of the existing pro-
gram was clearly inadequate.

Second, it has starved the administra-
tion of the program fo such an extent
that the responsible office has been un-
able to handle properly the increasing
volume of applications and requests for
information, not to speak of the coor-
dinating problems involved in a program
which affects so many other Federal,
State, and local activities so directly. To
attempt to man a program of this size
and significance with only nine profes-
sional employees reflects either a lack of
responsibility or a lack of seriousness
about the program, and unless the situa-
tion has changed in recent weeks, the
program has only nine professionals to
staff it.

Third, it has done altogether too little
to implement congressional mandates to
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coordinate the mass transportation and
urban highway programs or to obtain the
kind of comprehensive transportation
planning in urban areas which is essen-

‘tial if balanced transportation systems

are to be more than empty phrases.

And, fourth, it has opposed the transfer
of the mass transportation program to
the proposed new Department of Trans-
portation—a transfer which could give
the program the status which its impor-
tance requires and which could make
possible effective coordination of all
kinds of transportation in urban areas.

Mr. Chairman, a successful mass trans-
portation program is a major part of the
effort to improve the life of our cities and
suburbs. It is essential in every part of
the country and in urban-suburban areas
of all sizes. The alternative is growing
chaos, as too many people struggle to
transport themselves on overcrowded
highways which consume progressively
larger amounts of expensive urban land.

This bill will continue a program which
is already contributing in an important
way to the solution of the problem, and
it will improve that program in modest
but significant respeets. At this time,
Mr. Chairman, I think that is the best we
can expect. But we cannot accept less.

I urge support of the bill.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr, WAGGONNER].

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
wanted to take some time to ask some
questions about this bill of some mem-
bers of the committee on either side.
To this point we have simply heard the
bill is good. I want to know what it has
accomplished and what we can expect.

In the description of the program the
statement is made that before Federal
assistance may be provided, the Secre-
tary must determine that, first, the ap-
plicant is a public body, which may be a
State, a local public body, or agency, or
an agency established by the action of
two or more States.

Does that mean that no one can par-
ticipate in this legislation except a politi-
cal subdivision which operates as a pub-
lic body? Would some member of the
committee care to answer that question?

Mr. PATMAN. Private companies can
do the actual operating, but some politi-
cal entity must exist or be created in
order for the project to be considered.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Then is the gen-
tleman in effect saying that grants are
indirectly available to private transpor-
tation agencies as well as publicly owned
transportation agencies? That privately
owned transportation agencies are the
recipients of subsidies in some instances.

Mr. PATMAN. In thatway, yes.

Mr. WAGGONNER. The bill talks
about increasing the funds for research
and development and demonstration
projects, increasing the amount of the
authorization. Could the chairman of
the committee or some member of the
committee tell me what funds have been
expended in the past of the money al-
ready authorized and appropriated for
specific demonstration projects? What
demonstration projects have been con-
ducted?
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Mr. REUSS. In answer to the ques-
tion propounded by the gentleman from
Louisiana, it would not be correct to say
that the funds for demonstrations have
been increased. They will continue at
the $10 million annual level. Thus far
the total demonstration grants made
available, as of August 15, 1966, which
is quite up to date, are $38,540,201—very
close to the total authorized in the past
years.

Forty different States and communi-
ties have participated in those demon-
strations, and they range from the rela-
tively large demonstration grants in the
San Francisco Bay area for rapid transit
engineering, for fare collection, and for
rapid transit equipment tests, totaling
close to $8 million, down to one in Seattle,
Wash., for $10,000 for monorail experi-
ments.

Mr. WAGGONNER. One would as-
sume that the demonstration funds
which have been expended——

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] Sixty Mem-
bers are present, not a quorum. The
Clerk will call the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names;

’ [Roll No. 223]

Anderson, Ill, Farnsley Murray
Andrews, Fisher Olsen, Mont.

Glenn _Fogarty Olson, Minn,
Ashbrook Ford, Gerald R. O'Neill, Mass.
Baring Ford, Pool
Barrett William D. Powell
Bolling Garmats FPurcell
Bray Gubser Quie
Brown, Calif. Hagan, Ga Rees
Buchanan Hanna Resnick
Burton, Utah Hawkins Rivers, Alaska
Callaway Hébert 0
Cameron Herlong Rostenkowskl
Celler Holifle: Beott
Clawson, Del Ichord Benner
Clevenger Jonas Steed
Cohelan Kastenmeler Stephens
Conyers King, N.Y, Toll
Corman Landrum Tunney
Cramer Long, La Tupper
Daddario Martin, Ala. Tuten
Davis, Ga. Martin, Mass. Walker, Miss,
Dent Matthews White, Idaho
Diggs Mink Willis
Duncan, Oreg. Moorhead Wilson,
Ed , La., MorTtis Charles H.
Evins, Tenn. Morrison

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr, Moss, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill,
H.R. 14810, and finding itself without a
quorum, he had directed the roll to be
called when 356 Members responded to
their names, a quorum, and he submitted
herewith the names of the absentees to
be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHATRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose, the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. WacconNER] had 1 minute remain-
ing. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. WAGGONNER].

Mr. WAGGONNER., Mr, Chairman,
the gentleman had just finished before
the quorum call answering a question
about demonstration projects. The next
logical question is, What new has resulted
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in the conduct of these demonstration
projects? In the conduct of research and
these demonstration projects, what new
systems, what new modes of transpor-
tation have been developed or appear to
be feasible as a result of this expenditure
of funds?

Mr. REUSS. Unfortunately, the main
emphasis of the existing demonstration
grant program, with its rather limited
funds, when you consider the huge size
of the problem has been on the existing
modes of transport—buses, subways, and
so on. This is not to say that there has
not been some experimentation. For
example, in the San Francisco Bay area
there has been development of a rapid
transit system.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Then would it be
fair to say that the bulk of money which
has been expended under this program
thus far has been spent merely as a sub-
sidy for existing transportation systems?

Mr. REUSS. That is entirely correct,
and that is why the bill contains section
4, which, looking toward the future,
would try to develop new technologies for
the final third of the century.

Mr. WAGGONNER. The bill contains
a section having to do with labor stand-
ards. We have been talking about sub-
sidies. ¥ou have said that most of the
money spent has gone for subsidies for
existing systems. Could the gentleman
tell me whetheér or not any of the money
appropriated under this bill was spent in
subsidizing labor in the New York City
transit strike earlier this year? 1Is labor
in any way subsidized by this bill?

Mr. REUSS. Not a penny of the grant
funds has been spent on subsidizing la-
bor, Specifically, nothing was spent
htx’ar:ing to do with the New York transit
strike

Mr. WIDNALL, Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gent:lewoman from
Washington [Mrs, May].

Mrs. MAY. Mr, Chairman, I take this
time to alert the Members of this House
to a glaring inequity in the present Urban
Mass Transportation Act that actually
works against the bill and the communi-
ties that it seeks to serve.

The mass transit legislation, Mr.
Chairman, is deficient in providing solu-
tion to a problem as exemplified by a
very serious situation that has come to
pass in Yakima, Wash., in my congres-
sional district.

The situation, which I briefly described
on the floor of the House on May 10, is
this. The bus company operating in
Yakima was losing money. They notified
city officials that with the expiration of
their franchise on May 31, 1966, they
would have to go out of business. In
order that the city not be deprived of bus
service, the city officials arranged to take
over the bus and other transportation fa-
cilities of the transportation company
and operate the system itself, doing so
at an expense to the city itself.

To finance this solution, the city gov-
ernment proposed the institution of a
householder tax and sought also to ob-
tain a grant from the Department of
Housing and Urban Development. They
also set up a referendum as required by
law in advancte of the May 31, 1966,
deadline.
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The Department of Housing and Ur-
ban Development, Mr. Chairman, cleared
the grant, amounting to $172,232, in all
particulars except for the section 10(c)
which was inserted into the act for the
purpose of protecting union workers. In
the Yakima case, the eight bus drivers
involving all union members were to have
their hourly wages raised from $2 an
hour to $2.40 an hour. They were also to
receive additional fringe benefits upon
becoming city employees under the city
civil service system. As city employees,
however, they had to give up their union
shop contract although the city officials
were willing to continue their collective
bargaining rights. All eight employees
were union members so they had a de
facto, if not de jure, union shop.

In effect, city officials in Yakima were
advised by HUD that before the Federal
grant would become available to them,
the bus drivers would have to have a
closed shop, the right to strike and com-
pulsory arbitration. This, in spite of the
fact that the bus driver’s individual po-
sitions would not have been worsened,
but bettered.

All these proposed revisions in a new
labor contract, Mr. Chairman, are di-
rectly contrary to Washington State law
and the charter under which the city of
Yakima must operate. The city attorney
and city manager, quite rightfully, could

-not see how they could agree to these

proposals or a union shop for that mat-
ter, without making themselves person-
ally liable for law suits charging that
they had violated State laws.

May I say, Mr. Chairman, that it had
been my hope that long before now the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment and the Department of Labor
would have gotten together to resolve
this problem. This has not been the
case, however, because the situation has
remained unresolved. It has remained
unstudied and unattended to by these
two departments of our Federal Govern-
ment. I suspect that possibly they feel
the decision is not in their hands. Be
that as it may, it is their responsibility
and it has not been resolved.

In the meantime, Mr. Chairman, the
city of Yakima, with a population of
43,000 people, is without any kind of pub-
lic transportation service and has been
for many weeks. Our cleaning women,
dependent on the buses, have been with-
out jobs because of this. Our elderly, and
our blind, and our disabled, and our chil-
dren going to city schools have been
without bus service. Finally, the bus
drivers are not driving buses. They are
without their jobs. Their situation, cou-
pled with the need for bus service in this
city, has made the whole situation a dev-
astating one which has cried out for
attention but has remained unresolved.

For this reason, Mr. Chairman, I am
today going to offer an amendment that
will retroactively and in the future ex-
empt the Government employees from
the provisions of 10(c) as relates to com-
pulsory membership, but not to decrease
their personal situation.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Kup-
FERMAN].
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Mr. EUPFERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of this legislation—H.R.
14810—as a realistic and needed step to-
ward meeting the complex demands upon
transportation in our ever growing urban
areas.

The cry of mass transit and essential
commuter services in our cities and met-
ropolitan areas has never sounded so
desperate, nor has the need for the Fed-
eral Government to come to their aid
been more urgent.

Statistics indicate that New York
City’s rapid transit network serves as the
largest railway in the world in terms of
passengers carried. Approximately 4.5
million persons are using mass transit
every day in New York City.

We live in a modern age, but with an
archaic and chaotic transportation sys-
tem. There is little question that with
the technological know-how of our coun-
try together with proper planning, we
can meet the transportation problems of
tomorrow. Our first order of business,
however, is to meet the pressing needs of
today.

‘We do not need another transit strike,
such as the one New York City experi-
enced not long ago, to point up the fact
that our present systems of transporta-
tion are inadequate.

According to a recent report of the
Regional Planning Association, which
functions as a nonprofit organization of
planners from 22 counties of New York,
New Jersey, and Connecticut, $2.5 billion
is needed in the next 10 years to finance
improvements necessary as of now in the
tristate metropolitan area.

Anyone who has traveled by automo-
bile in New York City knows the traffic
problems too well. Statistics indicate

‘traffic in midtown and downtown Man-

hattan moves at a pace of an average 8.5
miles per hour., Moreover, the average
speed on the expressways is not much
faster, and they have been described in
lnmht.s hours as one long series of parking
ots.

It is not enough merely to expedite the
building of longer and wider highways
and expressways and employ more
stringent regulation and exercise of
traffic control.

In fact, an unfortunate factor involved
in these approaches has been that they
only forecast the continued expansion of
vehicular travel on our expressways,
highways, roads, and streets until even-
tually only expressways, roads, and
streets will remain.

Mr. Chairman, the transportation
problems of an advancing age do not
necessarily have to weave our cities into
a web of strangulation.

The authorization of $175 million a
year for fiscal 1968 and subsequent fiscal
years to finance urban mass trans-
portation grants as provided by the bill
before us today—H.R. 14810—would
be a definite beginning. In my view,
however, this extension or continuation
of the program for fiscal 1966 and 1967
is not going to be satisfactory to meet
the transportation needs of the urban
commuter service in urban areas.

On May 3, 1966, I introduced a bill,
H.R. 14843, which appears in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD of May 3, together
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with my statement on page 9758, which
would amend the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act to authorize certain grants
on a temporary basis to assure adequate
commuter service in urban areas. In
addition, my bill would increase the ex-
isting 12%4-percent limitation on grant
funds which any one State may receive
under the present law. It has long been
recognized that presently the highly ur-
banized States such as California and
New York do not receive a just propor=
tion of available funds. Yet, the 12146~
percent State limitation remains a black
spot of economic discrimination against
the densely populated cities. This is
ironic because obviously the crowded
cities are the one area in which the help
is most needed. Moreover, the statistical
population trends consistently indicate
this situation will worsen.

New York State, for example, contains
approximately 9.4 percent of the total
population of the United States, and with
the 12%-percent allowance seemingly
receives its full amount. But because
New York State has many densely popu-
lated cities—the largest, of course, being
the city of New York—in effect the 125~
percent limitation is an unwarranted re-
striction on the Pederal funds available.

My bill—H.R. 14843—would increase
the limitation to 15 percent in the case
of any State in which more than two-
thirds of the maximum grants have been
made or committed for projects and
where the Secretary determines that
there is a substantial need for such an
increase in order to carry out existing
programs. _

I also have introduced a bill—H.R.
14844, which appears with my statement
in the CoNGRESSIONAL REcCORD of May 3
at page 9758—to permit a State to elect
to use funds from the highway trust fund
for purposes of urban mass transporta-
tion. Expert planners have long recog-
nized the need for flexibility in trans-
portation planning as well as the need to
focus attention on the plight of urban
mass transit systems.

While the decision as to whether Fed-
eral highway funds are to be used for
highways or mass transit would under
my bill remain in the State capitol, I am
hopeful that the increasing realization of
the advantage to all of meeting the cities’
needs will dictate a direction of a large
portion of these funds toward mass
transit.

Mr. Chairman, my predecessor in the
17th Congressional District, John V.
Lindsay, testified on April 28, 1966, as
mayor of the city of New York, before
the Housing Subcommittee of the Senate
Banking and Currency Committee on
legislation to provide Federal assistance
to urban mass transit systems. I would
like to inelude at this point in the Recorp
some pertinent portions of his testi-
mony :

The United States is developing into huge
city complexes, among them Boston, New
York and Baltimore-Washington. Between
Washington and Baltimore, the theoretical
boundaries of the historic city have been
overrun. Geopolitics tells us the entire East-
ern Seaboard from Boston to Norfolk will be
joined in a community of cities well before

the end of this century.
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Metropolitan New York, the largest of any
of the existing city complexes, will stand at
the center of this massive concentration of
people. Already, 1 of every 10 Americans
lives within commuting distance of New
York City.

New York City's rapid transit network
forms the largest rallway in the world in
terms of passengers carried. Every weekday,
the city's Transit Authority dispatches 8,500
trains along 30 routes and 240 miles of track.
They carry about 4.5 million persons. Most
of the passengers are en route to or from
their place of work., Another 100,000 persons
travel on 2,500 Transit Authority busses every
day—a number matching less than 10 per
cent of the rail system's volume.

The city's subways transport almost 1.5 bil-
lion persons a year. Most of them ride be-
tween 7 and 10 a.m. and between 4 and 7
pm. The destination of the majority is the
area of Manhattan Island south of Central
Park. To a great degree, consequently, many
functions of our rapid transit system are
frozen in both time and space.

The cost of transporting millions of New
Yorkers and commuters is formidable. Al-
most 26,000 employees are needed to operate
and maintain the subways. The subways’
operating costs this year, including electricity
charges, will total $271 million, about $64
million more than operating revenue.

The bus lines operated by the City Transit
Authority employ another 9,000 persons. Bus
operations cost $84 million, and this year the
lines will lose about $12 million.

Transit Authority expenses, then, are ex-
pected to exceed operating revenues this year
by more than #76 million.

Operational losses tell only part of the
discouraging story: In fairness the city's bus
and subway system should also be charged
with debt service on $1.25 billion. of debt
incurred by the city on their behalf and still
outstanding., The principal and interest on
this debt amount to $120 million annually.

Even if the city succeeds in meeting the
deficit this year, its success will be short-
lived; for if present revenue, expense and
debt service figures are projected over the
next 10 years, the Transit Authority may
show a $250 million defieit in 1976.

Although the loans for capital improve-
ments have been sizeable, most of the money
spent in recent years has been devoted to
beating off obsolescence. Despite minor al-
terations and extensions, the quality of the
city's rall service has not improved substan-
tially over the past 25 years.

The imbalance of the past 20 years in
favor of roads must be redressed. The mas-
sive capital needs of mass transportation
must be supplied. We first must enlarge the
present system to carry people where they
want to go with a reasonable amount of
comfort and speed. At the same time, we
must strive to make the present system at-
tractive enough to capture its desired share
of the total transportation market.

By “desired share,” I mean that share which
represents the best use of our resources—
time, land and money. One illustration will
explain better than several generalisms:

A mile of new, two-track subway in New
York today would cost about $25 million,
fully equipped: It would handle 50,000 pas-
sengers per hour at peak periods and would
not consume any appreciable amount of real
estate.

By contrast, a mile of new arterial highway
in the city costs at least as much, carries
about one-tenth as many people, and con-
sumes about 30 acres of taxable real estate.
Once bullt, operating speeds are about the
same and operating costs favor the subway
over the private car.

In twenty-five years the New York subways
have not suffered a single passenger fatality
due to operational failure. I'll skip the ob-
vious comparison with highways.
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A satisfactory program for new subway
construction for New York City and its sub-
urbs—with air conditioning and other im-
provements—would require an expenditure
of 34 billlon over the next ten years. The
sum represents about 40 per cent of New
York City's entire capital budget for the
period. The outlay is plainly impossible
without large amounts of Federal funds.

Federal aid to transportation has proper
precedents in the Federal support given at
crucial stages to inter-city railroads, ocean
shipping, aviation, and highways.

I submit that the case today for Federal
support of urban mass transportation is
equally compelling.

Mr. Chairman, I support the bill before
us today as evidence of recognition by
this great body of the tremendous needs
in the field of mass transit and a com-
mitment to help resolve the mass transit
problems of the urban areas. While it is
not nearly enough to do the job, it pro-
vides a definite program for a good be-
ginning

Mr, WIDNALL, Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. HALPERN].

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the bill before us.
There is no doubt in my mind that the
problems of urban mass transportation
are of paramount concern to us all. Two-
thirds of the population of our Nation
lives in metropolitan areas. In 4 years, it
is'estimated that figure will be closer to
three-fourths. With the great cities
tending to merge into clusters of urban
areas, the need for coordinated planning
and massive assistance to urban mass
transportation becomes urgent.

Consider, for a moment the sudden
effect of the recent great electrical black-
out on the vast urban complex in the
East. Transportation, the backbone of
the cities’ economy, and the lifeblood of
its commerce was forced to come to a
virtual standstill. Traffic patterns, with-
out traffic lights, were chaotic. Sub-
ways were forced to halt, and urban mass
transportation amounted to urban mass
confusion.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that major
U.S, cities are fast approaching a perma-
nent state of total paralysis, due to in-
adequate and archaic forms of trans-
portation and lack of coordination of
those transit systems. The bill before us
attempts, with several significant ap-
proaches, to correct today’s gloomy
urban transportation picture.

The first major section of the bill pro-
vides needed financial aid to communities
which have the will, but not the financial
way to make capital improvements in
present transportation systems and to
coordinate transit systems with existing
highway and transit networks.

Included in fhe uses of Federal grants
and loans is the concept of the demon-
stration project. This is a sign of hope
for the welfare of our cities, Through
this authorization, we are encouraging
local officials to plan transportation sys-
tems which will be swift, safe and fully
integrated into the urban complex. For
too long cities have regarded transporta-
tion as a piecemeal effort. The demon-
stration grants section has successfully
induced city planners and metropolitan
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officials to think of urban, mass trans-
portation in terms of the long-range
total topographic picture—in terms of
the proper relationships between resi-
dential and industrial areas, between
rural and metropolitan areas. The idea
of comprehensive planning is being ac-
cepted and welcomed.

The section raises the total level of
grants and loans to $175 million per
year. This increase of $25 million per
year reflects the growing urgency and
complexity of the problem. It also at-
tests to the increasing popularity of the
concept of comprehensive transit plan-
ning. The sum is a pittance compared
to the vast Federal outlays for highway
construction—$250 million for fiscal 1966.
We should realize, moreover, that as we
increase highway use, we are adding to
the headaches of the cities. For all our
modern roads lead to our modern
Romes—congesting urban transportation
systems.

Section 3 of the bill would authorize
increased grant funds to finance re-
search, development, and demonstration
projects. Such increases are also justi-
fied by the growing number of cities will-
ing to concentrate planning resources
on the problems of modern urban trans-
portation, and the increased transit
problems of the cities.

I am especially pleased with section 4
of the bill, which directs the Department
of Housing and Urban Development and
the Department of Commerce to cooper-
ate in thorough research into new sys-
tems of urban transportation. Such
initiative is long overdue, and the joint
effort of the two Departments superbly
characterizes the spirit of this legisla-
tion—that urban transit must be fully
integrated into the metropolitan com-
plex through comprehensive planning.
A 5-year research program is planned
which will look into alternatives to the
inadequate urban mass transportation
systems deteriorating daily under con-
stant overloading. I am happy to have
sponsored legislation which aimed at
coordinated research and development
of new modes of urban transportation.

The last section of the bill further car-
ries through the purpose of this legisla-
tion by authorizing grants, up to two-
thirds of cost, to localities preparing sur-
veys and research on comprehensive
planning of urban transportation sys-
tems.

I know only too well the problems of
urban mass transportation which the
bill seeks to alleviate. Urban downtown
areas are losing commerce and industry.
Commuters in my district in Queens
must wait in lines two blocks long in rush
hours in order to catch a bus which
might well break down before the weary
commuter is home. This scene could
easily become the accepted norm if we
do not take immediate steps now to
search for new modes of transportation
to improve the vital mass transportation
systems of our cities.

The local initiative is there if the
funds are. The Jamaica-Queens Cham-
ber of Commerce proposed extending
subway service to additional sections of
Queens by using Long Island Railroad
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tracks. This would conceivably reduce
bus overcrowding. Such a program
might well qualify for a demonstration
grant, unless, that is, we tell such local
programs that we are stopped by a self-
imposed arbitrary limitation of funds.

Mr. Chairman, we should realize the
existing need for comprehensive plan-
ning of transportation systems that are
fully integrated into the urban complex.
City planners envision great regional ex-
panses of urban areas. But one may
already witness the development of such
a megalopolis today, when one flies from
Washington to New York at night. One
sees an almost unbroken chain of lights
between these two cities. This chain is
no “unidentified fiying object’” formation
in the sky. It is the shape of things to
come. We should recognize that com-
prehensive interstate transportation
planning is necessary not tomorrow but
today.

I heartily support these sections of the
bill, since I believe they will attack the
mass transportation problem through the
means which hold the hest hope of pro-
viding a solution to this urban ill. How-
ever, the hoped for results of these new
provisions may not materialize if the
present State limitation on funds is left
standing.

At present, no one State may receive
more than 121% percent of the total au-
thorized grants. While this may, on the
surface, seem reasonable, closer exami-
nation will reveal that it is far from ade-
quate to meet even the dire minimum
needs of the great cities like New York
whose transportation systems draw
nearly as many persons into their en-
virons as their total population.

Of course, I would like a broader bill.
So would many of us whose constituents
live with this problem day after day. I
would have preferred the broader fea-
tures of my own bill, H.R. 13698. But in
substance this is a good bill. It is vital
legislation. It’s purpose, I maintain, is
to concentrate resources into urban areas
to solve mammoth transit problems.
However, the existing limitation will ob-
viate this purpose. I intend to offer an
amendment which will direct funds to the
Nation’s largest cities, with highest pop-
ulation densities. It will give priority to
the urgency of need, and will enable the
spirit of this legislation to be fully
realized in practice.

I trust that at least a limitation flex-
ibility pool can be set up so that urgently
needed programs that may reach the
ceiling can be continued.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr, Binc-
HAM],

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I shall
vote for H.R. 14810, the proposed Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1966, but I
am convinced it is inadequate.

Obviously, aid to urban mass transit is
of tremendous importance if we are to
rejuvenate our decaying urban centers,
enable planners to provide effectively for
orderly development of the suburban
communities and help protect the low-
and middle-income families against the
mounting pressures generated by rising
living costs.
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The cost of operating a family car is
estimated at about 10 cents per mile.
For the commuter, living 10 miles from
the factory or the office where he works,
this means about $2 per day, about an
hour’s net wages for the average factory
worker—assuming he can park for noth-
ing:. A few years ago, a car was a lux-
ury.for the average man, to be considered
after basic living costs were met. Today,
for too many, a car is a necessity and a
second car in the family may spell the
difference between comfort and great
difficulty.

Originally, the alternative to the fam-
ily car, or cars, was to live near public
transportation; the maximum economy
was to live at some point beyond the
trunkline mass transit, along the feeder
lines that connect to the main arteries of
mass transit. This is where the rents
were lowest. Consider, if you will, what
has happened to a moderate-income fam-
ily which chose remoteness as a means
of economy. If they moved to parts of
the more populous New York City areas
in the Bronx, Brooklyn, or Queens, they
probably chose an apartment which was
connected to the downtown area by a
route which entailed first a bus and then
the subway.

Not so very many years ago, this ride
cost 10 cents each way, 20 cents per day.
Today, that same, long trip costs 40
cents each way, 80 cents per day—a four-
fold increase. Moreover, we are told that
it is unlikely that the fares can be main-
tained at this level and that the cost of
the round trip will probably rise by
another 20 cents per day to where it costs
the wage earner a dollar a day just to go
to and from work. Add to this the travel
costs of his wife for shopping, the kids to
the doctor, and traveling to visit friends
and you can see the impact. This is the
fare for an overcrowded bus and sub-
way system that does not even guarantee
that you will start very near your home
or get off within two or three blocks of
your place of work.

We are told that about 70 percent of
our fellow Americans reside in urban
areas and that this figure is rising. The
suburbs face the prospect of overcrowded
roads, increasing time for the drive to the
destinations normally frequented in
metropolitan areas and the inability ef-
fectively to plan for population concen-
trations as the core city population
emigrates.

The need for improvement in our mass
transit capacity is obvious though the re-
sponse, as reflected by the bill before us
today, understates that need to a really
incredible extenf. In contrast to the
$175 million provided for the next fiscal
year for mass transit, this House voted,
less than a week ago, to put $4.5 billion
into highway aid next year. This bill
before us would provide no increase in
the mass transit aid level during the fol-
lowing year. Less than a week ago, this
House voted to increase fiscal 1967's $4.5
billion to $5 billion for fiscal 1968. That
increase alone will be almost three times
the total transit aid.

On page 3 of the report accompany-
ing this bill, we have the recitation of
the requirement that for a mass transit
facility to receive aid, it must be part of
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a “unified or officially coordinated urban
transportation system as part of the
comprehensively planned development of
the urban area.” How can:there be an
“officially coordinated urban transpor-
tation .  system”—or ‘‘comprehensively
planned development’—without taking
into account the relationship between
mass transit facilities and highways?
Yet, the Congress does not allow the
localities to decide relative priorities be-
tween these two types of transportation.
The ‘Congress has in effect prevented
balanced planning and proper coordina-
tion by decreeing that highways shall
have 25 times as much Federal money as
mass transit—$4.5 billion compared to
$175 million. The only acknowledg-
ment of the interrelationship appears in
section 8 of the bill which provides for
“consultation” between the Secretary of
Commerce—as he dispenses billions for
roads—and the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, as he doles out
funds from the $175 million allocated for
mass transit.

I feel constrained to note, too, that this
bill permits grants only for construction
or overhaul of mass transit systems.
There is no provision whatever for aid
in financing the operation or routine
maintenance of such facilities. I will
support the amendment to delete the
12%-percent maximum allowed to a
single State, but must point out that,
even if grants for New York State were
not so restricted, the failure to permit
any grants to meet operating and main-
tenance costs means that we are still
not recognizing mass transit as a vital
and valuable public service. What is
sorely needed is not only construction aid
but also aid to meet operating expenses
while mass transit facilities are being
improved. I have cosponsored with Sen-
ator HARRISON WiLLiaMs of New Jersey,
a bill which would provide the latter type
of aid provided there is an approved plan
being implemented. The aid under this
bill—H.R. 12407—would continue for up
to 10 years. When the planned work is
completed, the mass transit system
should be at optimum efficiency and
probably self-supporting with a reason-
able fare. :

When this House was considering the

ghway aid bill last week, I described,
once again, another proposal of mine
which would permit use of some of the
huge highway subsidies for mass transit
where, in the judgment of local officials,
local needs for a balanced transportation
system require it. My remarks appear
on pages 19104-19105 of the Recorp for
August 11, 1966. I need not recapitulate
them here.

I am heartened that an increase in
mass transit aid is to be provided under
the bill before us. I am disheartened,
however, to note the gross inadequacy
of this modest increase in an inadequate
program, as measured by the need and as
measured by our effort in behalf of su-
perhighways. It is today possible to
drive from New York to Philadelphia in
less time than it takes to go by mass
transit from the north Bronx to southeast
Queens.

This Congress appears more willing to
finance new highways within New York

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

City to take additional cars into the con-
gested downtown streets than it is to help
build and operate mass transit facilities
which could move more people faster and
cheaper between the same points. This
may make sense to some people, but it
does not to me or to most people familiar
with the problems of my city. I daresay
that the same judgment probably applies
to many other large cities.

I urge passage of this bill because it is
a step in the right direction. But, itisa
woefully small step.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
KRrEBs].

Mr, KREBS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Act of 1966. The provisions of this
act are designed to provide a coordinated
approach to the problems of mass tran-
sit. The increased annual appropriation
to finance grants under the 1964 act is
vital; for the problems of our cities, far
from disappearing, threaten to over-
whelm the urban areas of our Nation if
we do not redouble our efforts.

However, just as crucial in the long run
as money, are the provisions of this act
for research and development aimed at
dealing with mass transit in a long-range
comprehensively planned and rational
manner. This bill deals with transporta-
tion. But in today's sprawling mega-
lopolises the state of mass transporta-
tion affects employment, it affects fhe
efficiency of private enterprise, the dis-
tribution of goods and services to the
public, the national defense, and in short,
the well-being of our people. By direct-
ing the Secretaries of HUD and of Com-
merce to prepare a program of develop-
ment which will consider all the ramifi-
cations of the transit problem, and by
emphasizing the necessity for including
transit planning in a comprehensively
planned program of urban development,
this act goes a long way toward provid-
ing urgently needed technical informa-
tion and coordination.

If the day ever existed when it was
possible to say that cities could muddle
through without method or design, allow-
ing vital services and institutions to shift
for themselves in a sea of pressure
groups, politicking, and ignorance, that
day is long gone. This body has already
demonstrated its foresight and wisdom
by its approval of the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1964 and by the over-
whelming support which the Committee
on Banking and Currency has given to
the present bill. These are difficult times
when many complex problems vie for our
attention and for funds; but as I have no
doubt of the urgency and wide extent of
our urban problems, I also have no doubt
of our determination to solve them. I
give my support and I urge the House to
give its support to this important bill.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
MinNisH].

Mr, MINISH. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in favor of H.R. 14810, the urban mass
transportation bill of 1966. The report
of the Banking and Currency Committee
fully documents the nature of the cur-
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rent problem and the need for the legis-
lation recommended to help solve it.

The urban mass transportation pro-
gram, presently being carried on by the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment under the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1964 is necessarily com-
plex. It requires coordination of publiec
and private mass transportation sys-
tems; areawide planning covering all the
local political jurisdictions, labor pro-
tective arrangements, determinations as
to revenue financing ability, air pollution
controls, and so on.

In spite of this, the program has al-
ready achieved a remarkable degree of
success. Commitments in favor of mass
transit systems are being made through-
out the country in cities of all sizes, as
the committee’s report points out. In
many cases this is being done at public
referendums. Recent cases in point in-
clude the cities of Dallas, Tex.; San
Diego, Calif.; and Salem, Oreg.

Small cities, in which the rate of at-
trition of transit systems has been most
acute during the past decade, have also
been struggling to reestablish such sys-
tems. A demonstration grant project
on structuring a small eity system is cur-
rently in progress, for example, in Rome,
N.Y., which abandoned its pﬂ?ately
owned system in 1955,

I am most familiar, of course, with
the problems of the New York metropol-
itan area, and especially the Newark
area. Here commitments far in excess of
those provided in this bill are required.
But what has happened to date has all
been in the right direction.

Currently in execution, under a capital
grant authorized in July 1965, is a proj-
ect popularly known as the Aldene plan.
It is being sponsored by the State of New
Jersey and is part of a plan for an of-
ficially coordinated mass transportation
system for the northern New Jersey-
New York metropolitan area. This proj-
ect has an estimated gross project cost
of $9,110,486 and is being assisted with
a $3,622,124 grant from HUD, approved
in July 1965.

The project will permit Jersey Central
passenger trains, which now terminate
at a ferry terminal in Jersey City, to be
rerouted via the main line of the Lehigh
Valley Railroad to the Newark station of
the Pennsylvania Railroad. There, pas-
sengers will be able to utilize convenient
existing connections to downtown and
midtown Manhattan and to Jersey City.

This project will permit abandonment
of the outmoded and undependable ferry
service, and provide passengers with an
all-weather, all-rail route to both mid-
town and downtown Manhattan.

It will also reduce the economic burden
of passenger service on the Jersey Cen-
tral. The State of New Jersey has deter-
mined that the Jersey Central provides
an essential public service despite con-
tinuing financial losses, and has subsi-
dized the reilroad through direct pay-
ments of over $30 million since 1960.

Also essential to the success of the
Aldene plan is a project being under-
taken by, K the Port Authority Trans-
Hudson Corp—PATH. This project,
approved in July 1965, provides for the
purchase of 44 new rapid transit cars,
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rehabilitation of 47 cars, station upgrad-
ing, and equipment and track improve-
ments. The gross project cost is $15,-
020,000, and the capital grant from HUD
is $5,100,000.

This project is concerned primarily
with upgrading of PATH facilities be-
tween Jersey City and Newark. It will
improve service to about 20,000 daily
passengers who presently use the system
to and from Newark and will encourage
expanded use by others. The system is
an important transportation link to ur-
ban renewal projects underway or
planned in Newark and Jersey City, and
will strengthen lower Manhatfan as an
employment location for New Jersey
residents,

These projects demonstrate that a
complex mass transportation plan, in-
volving both public and private enter-
prise and various public authorities, can
be worked out successfully and can pro-
vide broad public benefits. Mr. Chair-
man, under the mass transportation pro-
gram and funding as presently author-
ized we are merely scratching the sur-
face of our urban transportation needs.

I consider the strengthening and im-
provement of the program, as proposed
in HR, 14810, to be very important. I
strongly urge passage of the bill.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. VaNix].

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I want to
take this opportunity to support this leg-
islation to authorize expansion of the
mass transit systems serving the many
urban complexes throughout America.

In the city of Cleveland, we have a
public mass transit system operated by
the Cleveland Transit Board which is one
of the model transit systems in America.
Under the mass transit legislation pre-
viously passed by Congress, we were able
to expand our public transit system to
the Cleveland Airport—Ilinking jet air
transport to the central city and all
points on our rail rapid transit system.
The Department of Housing and Urban
Development provided a grant of $6,995,-
000 to make possible this rail rapid transit
extension 4 miles from the present west-
ern terminus of the system to the Hop-
kins International Airport. The project
cost of this extension will total $13.9 mil-
lion. The Federal grant program has
therefore stimulated the involvement of
extensive local resources to provide this
transit extension which would otherwise
have been impossible.

It is my hope that this new authoriza-
tion will make it possible for the Cleve-
land Transit System to apply for further
Federal assistance to extend the rail
rapid transit system throughout the
south and southeast portions of greater
Cleveland. This will make our system a
comprehensive metropolitan system. As
a system expands to serve all sections of
the metropolitan area, it will increase in
use and efficiency and thereby prove the
wisdom of current expenditures which
are made at the Federal and local level.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
FeicaAN] may extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.
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The CHAIRMAN. ' Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to express my wholehearted
approval of the work of the Committee
on Banking and Currency in the prep-
aration of HR. 14810. It is only to be
expected, after the demonstrated excel-
lence of the Urban Mass Transportation
Act of 1964 which began the program of
PFederal grant and loan assistance to
mass transit systems. HR. 14810 as
approved by the committee continues,
with minor amendments, and expands
this program, which has proved to be
of the utmost benefit to the people of
this country.

I think that one of the most beneficial
aspects of the urban mass transporta-
tion program as a whole, under the 1964
act, has been the extent to which it has
induced State and local governments,
the Federal Government, and private in-
dustry to cooperate and pool their re-
spective resources in the publie interest.
President Johnson has characterized
this as “creative federalism” when he
recently said:

Many of our critical new programs involve
the Federal Government in jolnt ventures
with State and local governments in thou-
sands of communities throughout the Na-
tion, The success or fallure of these pro-
grams depends on timely and effective com-
munication and on readiness for action on
the part of both Federal agencles In the
fleld and the State and local governmental
units.

In my home city of Cleveland, Ohio,
we are experiencing an outstanding ex-
ample of “creative federalism” under the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964,
in connection with a 4-mile, $13.965 mil-
lion extension of the Cleveland mu-
nicipal rail rapid transit system to the
Cleveland International Airport. In ad-
dition to serving the airport itself, it
will provide rapid transit service to a
densely populated residential area in the
vicinity of the airport. This project is
made possible by a $6.995 million capital
facilities grant under the 1964 act. It
has also involved close and active co-
operation not only on the part of the
city of Cleveland and the Department
of Housing and Urban Development, but
also on the part of Cuyahoga County.

The city is investing a considerable
sum in parking lots at two new rapid
transit stations and for a new access
roadway to airport lots, and Cuyahoga
County will make a substantial contri-
bution by providing five new bhridges
along the rapid transit extension. As a
result of this cooperation, not only will
Cleveland reap the benefits of having a
rapid transit connection with its inter-
national airport, but the thousands of
people who live in the vicinity of the air-
port and along the new extension will
be integrated much more effectively into
the urban environment -of Cleveland
than would otherwise be possible.

As Mr. Secretary Weaver said at the
ground-breaking ceremonies at Cleve-
land a few weeks ago:

We must recognize, in short, that trans-
portation must help create the urban en-
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vironment we seek; that the principal prob-
lem of a clty is not.how to move, but how
to live. s

This is being done in Cleveland today.
Before this airport extension project was
considered, Cleveland had a muniecipal
rail rapid transit system of which it was
justly proud. It was finaneially self-
supporting and gave the people of Cleve-
land convenient, efficient and economi-
cal service. My good friend Frank J.
LauscHe, former mayor of Cleveland,
Governor of Ohio for five terms, and now
senior U.S.'Senator from Ohio since 1956,
had a great deal to do with and deserves
a great deal of ‘credit for organizing and
establishing that system on a sound and
efficient basis. However, it was found
that the revenues of the system alone,
even with the help of the city and county,
could not adequately finance this much-
needed extension. Nevertheless, by vir-
tue of the Federal assistance made pos-
sible under the 1964 act, it can be done
and is now in process.

The urban mass transportation pro-
gram under the 1964 act has more than
proved its worth in the 2 years of its
existence. More and more States, cities,
towns, and other local public bodies have
been turning to it for assistance in meet-
ing their mass transportation problems.
In many, many cases the situation has
been so acute that only the assistance
provided for under the act has enabled
local authorities to avoid a complete and
total breakdown of transit service. This
basic situation has not changed, al-
though much progress has been made
under the present program. Our cities
continue to grow both in population and
in number of automobiles, by leaps and
bounds. The rate at which applications
for transit aid are being recelved has
grown to an annual level of $200 million.
H.R. 14810 merely continues the existing
program at an increased annual author-
ization of $175 million instead of $150
million. Surely, this is a minimum op-
erating level if this program is to con-
tinue to benefit our people as it has
shown it can. _ ;

I urge the passage of HR. 14810.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Ryanl.

Mr. RYAN. Mr, Chairman, I rise in
support of this legislation. I regret that
the funds involved are not greater and
that the bill does not face the question
of operating expenses in the mass transit
systems of major cities. I think it is im-
portant that we recognize that our cities
themselves have very limited resources
and cannof finance operating expenses
which should be included as well as capi-
tal expenses.

However, HR. 14810, will continue and
enlarge the Urbar. Mass Transportation
Act of 1964. There is no need to speak
at length here about the need for greater
urban mass transportation. No one can
deny the inability of automobiles alone
to meet the commuter needs of our great
metropolitan areas. As Mayor Joseph
Barr, of Pittsburgh, told the Internation-
al Conference on Urban Transportation
last February:

Everywhere there is an increasing aware-
ness and a growing urgency for drastic ac-
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tion scon to help us solve the transportation
problems of our great population centers
+ .. we in Pittsburgh have learned—as so
many other communities are realizing—that
total rellance on the private auto for trans-
portation is leading wus recklessly down a
dead-end street.

Nowhere is there greater realization
that there cannot be tofal reliance on
automobiles than in New York City. The
consequences of relying on automobile
transport alone were painfully demon-
strated by the transit strike early this
year. Utter chaos was averted only by
emergency measures. As it was, there
was enormous economic damage and per-
sonal inconvenience.

The subway strike added a dramatic
illustration to the mounting evidence
that our cities must have good mass tran-
sit systems. If this was evident in 1964,
when the first legislation was passed, it
is even more evident in 1966. However,
the Federal aid which has been given up
to now is only a beginning.

It must be extended. The capital
grants which have been approved so far
represent only a very small part of the
total investment required to build and
equip adequate transit systems in our
cities.

This investment could now be carried
on under the provisions of the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1966. The
act authorizes up to $175 million a year
in grant funds for fiscal 1968 and sub-
sequent years. This is but a small in-
crease over the present authorization of
$150 million a year for fiscal 1966 and
1967, although the provision for con-
tinuing authority provides some assur-
ance to our cities that this is a long-range
program. City officials may be encour-
aged to move ahead with long-range
systems development and planning if
Federal aid is not limited to a specified
time period.

Another aid to planning in this bill is
contained in section 5. This section
would amend the 1964 act to authorize
Federal assistance for detailed system
and project planning. This type of plan-
ning would carry one step further the
mass transportation planning now in-
cluded under the comprehensive urban
planning program authorized by section
701 of the Housing Act of 1954. It would
provide the specific information needed
to inform officials, and the public as well,
as to the costs and probable results of
transportation proposals. As we know,
grants are only as effective as the pro-
grams they finance. Federal funds will
be better spent after more extensive
planning at the local level.

An important section of the bill is sec-
tion 4, which calls for the investigation
of new methods of urban transportation.
The Secretary of Housing and Urban De=
velopment, consulting with the Secretary
of Commerce, would be directed to pre-
pare a program of research, development,
and demonstration of new methods of
urban transportation. A report on the
program, together with any recom-
mended legislation, would be submitted
to the President within 18 months of
enactment of this bill. It is anticipated
that such a program would concern it-
self with all aspects of new urban trans-
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portation systems for metropolitan areas
of various sizes and would provide na-
tional leadership in this field.

The proposed new program of research
would tend to counteract the present
built-in bias toward traditional systems.
Our present systems have been allowed
to deteriorate so badly, and the need is so
urgent to bring about some improvement,
that there is a tendency to use the very
limited Federal funds available to shore
up existing systems, New York City, for
example, has received a $23.4 million
capital grant for 400 new cars for its sub-
way. Other cities have received capital
grants to help buy new eguipment for
their bus companies. This investment in
new equipment is certainly needed, but
it does not represent any real break-
through in design or system concepts.
Even San Francisco’s new $1 billion rapid
transit system, which has received Fed-
eral aid in the form of both capital and
demonstration grants, does not involve
any really radical departures from ex-
isting rail transportation.

Perhaps a new program of research
will ultimately bring the dawn of a new
era in the movement of people in our
cities. I hope so, but such hopes are
undoubtedly in vain unless we begin to
revise our thinking on the scope of what
needs to be done in our cities. In this
regard, I am compelled to point out that
this bill, while a step forward, is but a
very small step. It does nothing to
really balance the transportation net-
works of our cities. Compared to the
billions of dollars in Federal aid avail-
able for roadbuilding, the funds pro-
vided in this bill are insignificant.

Under this mass transportation bill,
because of the 12.5-percent limit on
funds which may go to any one State, the
maximum which New York State could
receive would be $21,875,000 a year. Of
course; New York City would receive less
than this. I can hardly foresee a dra-
matic improvement for the riders of New
York’s transit system as a result of this
legislation.

A very small city might conceivably
have its one busline rejuvenated with
the amount of Federal aid provided, but
our huge, sprawling metropolitan cen-
ters can only receive peripheral help.
There is a need for sufficient Federal aid
to develop sophisticated new transpor-
tation systems.

Only such systems, combined with
imaginative new housing, more and bet-
ter schools and recreational opportuni-
ties, can save the people in our large
cities from a late 20th century version of
life in the Dark Ages. Surely it was pos-
sible to travel at a quicker pace through
the streets of medieval cities than
through midtown Manhattan today.

Therefore, although I. support the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1968,
I contend that it does not go far enough.
It does not provide enough funds, and
the funds that are provided are subject
to arbitrary limitation. To correct the
latter problem, I have introduced legisla-
tion (H.R. 12823) which eliminates the
12.5-percent limitation. To augment
the available funds, I have also intro-
duced a bill (H.R. 12852) which would
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permit a State to use revenues from the
highway trust fund for mass transit pur-
poses. It would provide additional
funds for crucially needed mass trans-
portation without adding one dollar to
the President's budget.

As I said at the beginning, neither
does H.R. 14810 do anything toward alle-
viating the operating expenses of our
mass transportation systems, Many
commuter lines—including subways
such as in New York and Boston—have
proven their inability to finance their
operations merely out of fares and rev-
enues. They need direct cash grants to
keep operating, grants well beyond the
financial resources of our cities. I have
therefore introduced H.R. 12850, which
would allow the Federal Government to
underwrite a major portion of the oper-
ating losses of any transportation facility
which provides commuter services in a
metropolitan area. Such legislation
faces up to the real financial problems of
urban mass transportation—a challenge
avoided by the present legislation.

Under - this proposal, grants, which
would be on a two-thirds, one-third
matching basis, would be available to
public transportation authorities which
have broad responsibilities for mainte=
nance of commuter transportation.
There are no objective reasons why Fed-
eral ald for mass transit should be
limited only to subsidizing capital im-
provements.- It is very artificial to draw
clear-cut lines between- Federal respon-
sibility to aid in financing the purchase
of new equipment and Federal assistance
in underwriting operating deficits. Op-
erating expenses are all part of the costs
of running a commuter system, and the
system has to be preserved, regardless of
cost. How can a line that is about to
fold take advantage of Federal funds for
capital improvements if it cannot meet
its payroll or continue to sustain even
the most marginal kind of service?

Mr. Chairman, the legislation we are
considering today-is basically sound and
should be quickly enacted. It is a step
forward in the program of Federal aid
to urban mass transportation. The new
planning and research provisions are
well conceived. i

The program is still hobbled, however,
by inadequate funds, Speed and massive
action is needed to help our great metro-
politan areas keep ahead of growing
population pressures which are creating
intolerable traffic congestion. I hope
that we will soon have the opportunity
to vote for complementary measures
which will allow this program to spurt
ahead in our large cities.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SCHEUER].

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr, Chairman, I wish
to rise in support of this bill with the
hope that in years to come we will assist
the cities far more effectively in meeting
their need for cheap, efficient, comfort-
able mass transit.

Mass transportation is no longer a
problem of interest only to experts and
technicians. Events of recent months
have dramatized that the problems of
mass transportation have the most
sensitive and explosive implications for
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the health and vitality of our urban com-
munities and for the viability and sound-
ness of our human and intergroup rela-
tions.

The McCone report on the Watts riots
of last year made it clear beyond doubt
that the absence of cheap, swift mass
transportation which could get workers
to where the jobs are, was one of the
basic causes of the alienation and frus-
tration which led to that explosion of
rage and bitterhess.

The cessation of operations of the New
York ' City subway system in recent
months has heightened our conscious-
ness of how indispensable mass transit is
to all of us, but most especially to the
low-income groups in our community
who do not have options—who do not
have viable alternatives.

It seems a manifold injustice that in
the same year in which transit fares in
New York City have been substantially
raised by government fiat, in effect im-
posing a regressive tax on the poor, we
should ‘have eliminated luxury taxes on
expensive leather luggage, jewelry, furs,
and foreign cars.

New York City has received only a
fraction of the several hundred million
dollars which New York State, under
the Rockefeller administration, has ten-
dered to our commuter rail system serv-
ing prosperous residents of affluent sub-
urbia, We must have adequate, com-
fortable commuter transportation for
those who live outside the 'confines of
our cities but who make their livelihoods
in the citiés and contribute t6 the eco-
nomic health of our cities.

But certainly we have no lesser need
for adequate mass transportation which
meets the needs of our urban population.
And, to date, the efforts of the Federal
Govenment as well as the States, in aid
of urban mass transportation, have been
pathetically inadequate to the need.

Our urban centers are in desperate
need of comprehensive planning which
will integrate both the physical plans
and financial and rate structures of our
commuter railroad, - bus, bridge and
highway systems, with our urban mass
transport systems. :

If a fraction of the long-term plan-
ning, as well as the Federal financial
aids invested in our highway system were
devoted to the'planning and financial
needs of our mass transit, there would
be a rapid improvement in the way of
life not only for our urban working pop-
ulation which depends almost exclusively
on mass transit, but indeed for all of our
urban population whose daily lives in-
evitably depend directly or indirectly on
the availability of efficient, cheap mass
transit.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentieman from Connecticut [Mr,
GRABOWSKI],

Mr. GRABOWSKI. - Mr, Chalrman I
rl.se in support of this legislation.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr.
MATSUNAGAT.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 14810, a bill to
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authorize further grants for technical
studies and to provide for an expedited
program of research, development, and
demonstration of new urban transporta-
tion systems.

Mr. Chairman, the problems of mass
transportation continue to plague our
large cities, and even our little ones. Itis
paradoxical that modern man, equipped
with the fastest means of transportation
ever known to man, finds himself bogged
down, at least twice a day in most of the
cities of our technically advanced coun-
try in traffic jams, and traveling at a rate
slower than one on horseback. If we are
to eseape the entrapment of our own
creation—the explosive growth of the
number of automobiles on our highways
—we must continue to search for solu-
tion in mass transportation.

" The bill under consideration will pro-
vide a continuance of the step in the
right direction which was initially taken
in the 88th Congress. I am proud that
I participated in that bold and imagina-
tive action when the Congress passed the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964.
A good start in a worthy program has
been made. Let us today provide for a
continuance of that program.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorbp.

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

There wasno-objection.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Chairman, mass
transportation is a serious domestic
problem that cries out for solution. But
a Federal solution is not always the best
solution.

I point out again that the Federal
revenues collected primarily from per-
sonal and corporate income taxes, are
not an appropriate source for financing
local urban transportation systems.

A few large cities which neglected their
transportation needs for many decades
are now asking all U.S. taxpayers to pay
their obligations.

Mass transportation systems enhance
the local property values of the local
property’ owners and local businesses.
Local sales tax, local property tax and
the'coin box are the appropriate meth-
ods for financing local massive trans-
portation systems.

If local officials—if State legislators—
would get hold of their courage and levy
the necessary income taxes for educa-
tion purposes, as one example only, there
would be ample local property sources to
finance local services.

The income tax is the appropriate
source for financing education—there is
a correlation between income and educa-
tion, and vice versa.

Services which enhance local property
values should look to local property and
sales for tax support.

There is little correlation between the
income taxes paid by individuals and
corporations throughout the United
States and any benefit they could pos-
sibly receive from local transportation
subsidies.
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I suggest that loecal officials with trans-
portation ills revise their tax systems and
methods so that the taxes exacted from
their citizens are more related and more
equitable to the services which they want
to provide for their citizens.

Here, in an era of accelerating infla-
tion, we should be concerned about the
extraordinary spending of the Federal
Government—especially when the Fed-
eral Government is spending more than
it is taking in.

For the reasons that the source of
revenues is inappropriate and inequi-
table and that the proposed authorization
exceeds the President’s budget, I must
oppose this bill. These problems deserve
better solutions. The U.S. taxpayer de-
serves better consideration.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, as I
told the House yesterday during debate
on the FNMA bill, our esteemed and able
colleague the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, Congressman WiLriam A. Bar-
RETT, chairman of the Subcommittee on
Housing, cannot be present because of the
unfortunate death of his brother. Other-
wise I know he would deeply want to be
present here today to support the mass
transit bill. His Housing Subcommittee
held extensive hearings on the subject
and reported an excellent bill to the full
committee. Mr. BArRreTT asked me to
urge his colleagues to support this legis-
lation so vitally needed by our cities,
large and small, to help them cope with
the staggering problems of mass trans-
portation which are besetting our cities
and towns.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. BARrReTT] may extend his re-
marks at this point in the REcorbp.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, the
urban: mass transit bill is urgently
needed to continue the very important
program of Federal aid to meet the needs
of towns and e¢ities of every size and in
every part of the country. As the chair-
man of our committee has stated, the
widespread support for the bill was
shown by our favorable vote of 11 to 0
in the Subcommittee on Housing and 29
to 1 in the full committee. Moreover,
testimony we received in the eourse of 4
weeks of hearings before the Subcom-
mittee on Housing on this and other
housing and urban development legisla-
tion shows that the program has broad
support throughout the country. It is
wholeheartedly endorsed by mayors,
labor, and private mass transit operators
as well,

This bill is needed to extend the au-
thorization of the original 1964 act;
which was limited to 3 years. The
prineipal provision is the authorization
for appropriations of up to $175 million
annually. This section was taken from
the bill introduced by our ranking minor-
ity member, the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. Wionarnl. I would like to
say that his strong support for this pro-
gram has been very important to its
success,
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Because of the necessary leadtime for
planning and development in an in-
dustry like mass transit, it is important
that funds be made available as soon as
possible. In recognition of this, the
Committee on Appropriations has co-
operated fully and has appropriated
funds a year in advance. As a result,
funds have already been appropriated
for 1967 but what is needed now is an
authorization for fiscal year 1968 to
carry out the President’s request for an
appropriation to cover that year so that
the business of planning and develop-
ment can go ahead right now even
though the actual expenditure will not
be made until later.

Basically, the bill continues and pro-
vides additional funds for the ‘urban
mass transit program which was first es-
tablished in the Urban Mass Transpor-
tation Act of 1964, Under that program,
Federal partial grants are provided to
assist local governments in financing the
capital facilities and equipment needed
for the extension and improvement of
comprehensively planned urban mass
transportation systems. The Federal
grant can cover up fo two-thirds of net
project cost—that part of total cost
which cannot be financed out of revenue.
While these grants naturally can go only
to public bodies, the equipment and con-
struction can and in nearly all cases is
used to aid privately owned systems
through leasing arrangements.

Mr, Chairman, the 1964 Mass Trans-
portation Act authorized a level of $150
million for this pregram in the current
fiscal year. The modest increase to an
annual rate of $175 million beginning in
fiscal 1968 is well justified by the in-
creasing activity in this field. During
fiscal 1965, mass transit projects amount-
ing to $51 million were approved and
during the past year, this jumped to.$106
million. On June 30 of this year, the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment had a backlog of 40 applications
under review totaling $108 million. Un-
doubtedly, the rate will continue to rise
because the need is great.

It is-little short of amazing how an
industry as vital as local mass transpor-
tation was so long neglected. In recent
years, there has been an actual decrease
in the number of riders in spite of our
expanding urban population. Most of
the decrease appears to have come dur-
ing off hours, while the number of peo-
ple dependent on mass transit to get to
and from work has held up. However,
the effect on transit revenues has been
significant and the industry has been
hard put to invest in the most modern
and efficient equipment and to maintain
adequate service which is necessary to
attract riders. The modest margin of
assistance provided under this program
is serving to revitalize local transift sys-
tems, not only for the benefit of those
who actually ride our buses, subways and
commuter trains, but for the benefit of
everyone who travels in and around our
cities.

The program also has a broader bene-
fit in that a healthy transit system is
vital to community development and,
particularly, fo maintaining our tremen-
dous investment in downtown areas. If
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our other efforts to rebuild our cities
through housing and urban development
programs are to succeed, it is vital that
the local transportation system be effi-
cient and up to date.

While the use of private passenger
cars will continue to increase, we cannot,
rely on them to meet all of our transit
needs. Already fully half of the land
area of some of our major cities is de-
voted to moving and storing cars. This
involves a tremendous cost and loss of
local tax revenues. Also, these drivers
will share in the benefits of efficient mass
transit through lessened traffic conges-
tion. Moreover, not everyone has the
alternative of his own automobile be-
cause of age, income or physical handi-
cap. For these people, mass transit is a
necessity.

Mr. Chairman, for all of these reasons,
I urge all of my colleagues to vote in sup-
port of H.R. 14810, the urban mass tran-
sit bill.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to speak in support of H.R. 14810,
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
19686, as reported by the House Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency. The com-
mittee, under the able leadership of its
chairman, has reported a bill which
should help the cities establish a more
balanced and efficient transportation
system.

I have long felt that the Federal Gov-
ernment has provided outstanding assist-
ance to the State and local governments
for building roads, but we have neglected
the great mass transportation needs of
our large cities, The bill we are voting
on today, along with the original Mass
Transportation Act of 1964, is a neces-
sary step in redressing the imbalance be-
tween automobile and mass transporta-
tion in the cities. :

I am particularly interested in section
4 of HR. 14810. This section authorizes
the Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment to prepare a program of re-
search, development, and demonstration
of new methods of urban transportation.
Last year I, along with several other Con-
gressmen, introduced a bill to provide for
this. I am pleased that the commitiee
has incorporated my proposal in section
4 of the bill before us today.

There is a great need for research and
evaluation of radically improved meth-
ods of transportation that are being pro-
posed and developed. I hope that this
section will give new impetus to transit
development, and that we can achieve
our aim of breakthrough results within
5 years, as stated in the committee re-
port.

Mr. Chairman, the Council of Metro-
politan Area Leagues of Women Voters
has just issued a very valuable study on
transportation in the Twin Cities of Min-
neapolis and St. Paul. The study was
prepared by the transportation commit-
tee of the league. The chairman, Mrs.
Milton Hughes, and her fellow commit-
tee members spent hundreds of hours in
research to provide information on the
transportation needs of the Twin Cities
metropolitan area.

One part of their study is of particular
importance to the research and develop-
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ment of mass transportation systems.
This part of the study lists the modes of
mass transportation, and I include it at
the end of my remarks:

MoDES OF Mass TRANSPORTATION

Discussed below are existing modes of mass
fransportation, one or more of which are in
use in many areas, and new methods, or new
slants on old methods, for mass transit.
Among them are modes sultable for shuttle
service within a city, and for transportation
within a metropolitan area.

Motor buses are the most commonly used
form of mass transit. They run on existing
streets and highways. Some lines serve as
feeders to rail rapid transit. Travel through
congested areas and frequent stops cause bus
service to be slower than autos. To increase
speed, some clties have express buses operat-
ing along city arterials and on freeways and
have reserved transit lanes in downtown
areas.

Rail rapld transit is an electric railway
for passenger service which runs on tracks
above or below ground, It commonly serves
urban areas within six to eight miles of the
center city, makes stops every one to two
miles, and is principally fed by local bus
service and outlying parking lots.

Commuter trains provide high speed service
for large numbers of passengers. They serve
suburban areas 30 to 40 miles from the cen-
ter city, are usually owned by a private rail-
road, make stops every three to five miles,
and are fed by walkers, autos,. and occa-
slonally by feeder buses.

Monorail began its first trial operation in
this country along a 970 foot line in Houston,
Texas, early in 1956, Passenger cars move
on a single rail. The first monorail train
was installed in Wuppertal, Germany, some
:lxty years ago. It offers no advantages over

Westinghouse Transit Expressway is based
on the use of lightweight automated vehicles
operating singly or in trains. It uses rubber
tired vehicles resembling a bus and runs on
a roadway composed of two concrete tracks
which may be an aerlal structure, on the
ground, or in a subway. The train can oper-
ate at .50 m.p.h. Westinghouse has built a
demonstration expressway near Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania.

Electronically Controlled Bus, An e
mental model has been manufactured by the
Flexible Company, Loudonville, Ohio, and
Barrett Electronics Corporation, Northbrook,
Illinofs. Operated by a regular driver, this
bus would start out in suburban areas.
After collecting its passengers, it enters an
expressway where it is coupled with other
buses into a continuous bus-train which
moves to the city at high speed on electronic
guldes embedded in the pavement. This
system eliminates the need for transferring
from private car or bus to other rapid transit
and the time losses which such transfers
entail.

The Commuter Piggyback, a concept of the
Pullman Company, proposes that buses, after
collecting passengers in suburbia, be loaded
on trains without requiring passengers to
leave the buses.

The Jet Skimmer is an alr cushion vehicle
accommodating fifteen passengers which
travels on both land and water on a four
foot thick air cushion. It went into serv-
fce In August, 1965, making ten trips daily
between the Oakland and San Francisco alr-
ports and downtown San Francisco, thus
eliminating a long trip by freeway. The
operation is under the sponsorship of the
Port of Oakland, in cooperation with SFO
Helicoter Airlines Inc. and Textronics Bell
Aero-Systems Company. It is assisted by a
grant from the U.S. Houslng and Home Fi-
nance Agency.

The Unifiow Berggren Mass Transit Sys-
tem, developed by a Minneapolis engineer,
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would utilize a vehicle accommodating up to
20 passengers which would float .16 to .26
inches above the surface of a duct contain-
ing air jets which would lift and propel
the vehicle at speeds of 30 to 60 m.p.h. The
vibrationless, frictlonless, and silent vehicles
would run inside a tube ten feet wide (for
two-way traffic) -above, on, or below the
ground. Each car could be separately pro-
grammed to offer nonstop service from any
point of origin to any destination with a
minimum distance between stations of 1,200
feet. Smaller vehicles accommodating six
passengers would require a tube less than
three feet wide (for one-way trafiic) and
could operate in exlisting freeway medians.
Cost. estimated for on or above grade serv-
ice is $2 million to #§4 million. per mile.

The Teletrans system uses four passenger
electrically powered cars which travel in
tubes and are controlled by a computer.
Travel is non stop at 45 m.p.h.-to a destina-
tion selected by depositing an IBM card in a
slot. A one mile demonstration line will
be built in downtown Detroit in 1966 by the
Teletrans Corporation of Detroit, Michigan.

Hovertrain, now operating in Hythe, Eng-
land, rides on a one-half inch cushion of
compressed air generated within the train.
Its track is a concrete trough. Potential
speds are 300 to 400 m.p.h.

Walk on-walk off conveyors (escalators and
conveyor belts for pedestrians), are fully
automatic, operate unattended, and handle
passengers in a continuous process. They
are used to move people between floors of
buildings, along sloping walkways, and from
place to place in some alrport terminals. Es-
calators are much more common than con-
veyor belts, although the latter are simpler
and are perhaps slightly faster, Low speeds
(up to 8 m.p.h.) make these devices rela-
tively unattractive for service on level walk-
ways. ;

The vehicular conveyor consists of booths
with seats mounted on a conveyor belt. A
short length of this type of conveyor was
built in New York City in the 1800's. It
was used as a pleasant way to sightsee and
to transport people between two points of
interest. A modern example s the “Car-
veyor,"” the trade name of a mass transit sys-
tem developed by Stephens-Adamson Manu-
facturing Company and the Goodyear Tire
and Rubber Company. It was originally en-
visaged for the shuttle line betwen Times
Square and Grand Cenfral Station in New
York., Because this system operates with a
minimum of personnel, it was opposed by
the transportation union and thus never
installed. It can attain speeds of 15 m.p.h.
and, with further development, may be able
to operate at speeds up to 50 per cent greater.

The helicopter as a form of mass transit
is primarily used to transport people between
downtown areas, between airports, or between
downtown areas and airports. Extended use
is ?ml“d because of the noise, size, and
cost.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, on page 2 of the committee
report—House Report No. 1487—there is
an indication that we have $55 million
in carryover funds for this program.

It says the 1964 act provided a 3-year
authorization totalling $375 million in
Federal grants, but that the amount ap-
propriated for that period totals $320
million—$60 million for fiscal 1965 and
isl}gg million each for fiscal 1966 and

Evidently, then, if we approve a bill
authorizing a total of $325 million for 2
years, as this bill provides, we actually
are approving the availability of $380
million.

The President has wisely asked that
we restrict spending in this critical time
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of an overheated fiscal condition. We
will be making a real mistake if we pro-
ceed with the authorization as provided
in this bill.

The authorization should be reduced
at least to a level of $125 million for each
fiscal year, 1966 and 1967. With the $55
million in carryover funds, the total
availability will be $305 million.

This total would be a more nearly re-
sponsible figure for us to approve.

Mr. Chairman, I recognize the need
for attention to be given to the problems
of traffic congestion in our large cities.
I also recognize the need for fiscal re-
sponsibility in our handling of legisla~-
tion.

The House will also be presented soon
additional legislation affecting metro-
politan areas including mass transporta-
tion—the bill proposing demonstration
cities and metropolitan development dis-
tricts. The costs of these programs are
also extremely vague—virtually un-
known.

Mr. Chairman, when we in this body
act so irresponsibly as to authorize funds
over and above a bare minimum in a
time of national fiscal tension such as
this, we totally forfeit our right to ask
that anyone in the Nation show respon-
sibility, whether it be management and
labor, or the administration.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to record my unqualified support
for H.R. 14810 as reported by the com-
mittee.

The extension of the Mass Transit Act,
as provided by this bill, is a most neces-
sary step that must be taken to assure
the continuation of this most valuable
program. We from New England have a
special interest in this program and a
special appreciation of its merit since
the New Haven Railroad, which services
my district, benefits from the $3 million
mass transit demonstration grant. Al-
though this grant supports the New
Haven'’s west end commuter service, it in
effect helps to keep the railroad alive
during the present difficult period of
transition, and thus benefits the whole
service area of the New Haven, includ-
ing my State.

I note with some concern that the
other body yesterday reduced its own
committee recommendations for funding
of these valuable programs from the pro-
posed $225 million annual amount to
$150 million annually, which has been
the amount allowed heretofore. For this
reason, I hope that the House will allow
the modest increase to $175 million pro-
posed by our own committee.

I am especially interested in the pro-
visions of the pending bill which make
allowance for new programs of research
and development into new concepts of
urban transportation and also support
grants for planning and for comprehen-
sive review of new programs by the Sec-
retary. These are the features of the
pending bill that will permit the pro-
gram to be much more forward-looking
and will help it to meet the needs of the
future.

In this respect the pending bill com-
plements the excellent program enacted
last year under the High Speed Ground
Transportation Act, which was passed
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largely through the efforts of my col-
league in the other body, Senator
CrateORNE PELL of Rhode Island. That
legislation also finances a far-reaching
program of research and development
that can lead to a whole new generation
of high-speed ground transportation
equipment. It also finances the con-
struction of new railroad equipment to
be used in consumer demonstration tests
beginning next year. I dare say that
some of the features of the bill before us
today would not be there if it were not
for the new perspectives that were
opened as a result of Senator PELL’S out-
standing work and initiative in this field.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the Urban Mass Transportation Act
of 1966. It is a measure that serves a
continuing and pressing need in our ur-
ban centers—the need for transportation
for all of our citizens.

Many Americans find that the auto-
mobile is the answer to their transporta-
tion requirements. It is convenient; it
is private. Yet we must remember that
not everyone can drive, and not everyone
can afford an automobile.

Miami, for example, has many senior
citizens who must depend upon public
transportation. Many workers, particu-
larly women workers, would not be able
to get to their jobs without bus service.
This is true in almost all of our cities.

Therefore, we cannot let urban mass
transportation falter. We must help
provide the public support that is neces-
sary to insure transportation for all.

Furthermore, with increasing popula-
tion pressures, more and more Americans
will find that driving to work is increas-
ingly expensive and time consuming.
‘We must plan ahead to avert traffic bot-
tlenecks by diversifying the transporta-
tion alternatives in our cities.

The metropolitan area of Miami has
increased 14 percent in population be-
tween 1960 and 1965. We are now over
the million mark. By 1985, the Dade
County Planning Department estimates
that we will have close to 2% million
residents.

Similar figures are projected for many
areas, particularly in growing south
Dade. Intolerable traffic congestion is
inevitable unless we both econtinue our
roads program and also use these rights-
of-way for transit vehicles. Transporta-
tion chaos will stifle growth and sub-
stantially reduce economic benefits and
potential.

The bill we are considering today pro-
vides only a modest increase in the urban
mass transit program, and cities
throughout the Nation are applying for
vital assistance. I urge that we enact
this legislation and thus demonstrate
our continued support for a balanced
transportation network for our urban
areas.

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the proposed motion to re-
commit. While I sympathize with the
great need to trim spending during this
period of war and inflation, it seems to
me that there are better places to make
the cut.

Mass fransit is one thing that the
cities need badly which does not come
loaded with either Federal control or
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padded Federal payrolls, Mass transit
money is money spent well. I am in
favor of economy, but let me make a sug-
gestion as to where Congress might find
a lot more fat to carve off the budget.
I refer to the poverty program.

Why cut $25 million off this good, un-
political program when the $1.8 billion a
year poverty program, a veritable bo-
nanza of waste, is available to be cut?
Let me suggest that we leave the $25 mil-
lion in the mass transit program and
slash $250 million from the poverty pro-
gram. That will be 10 times smarter and
10 times more profitable,

After all, there must be plenty of fat
in'a poverty program that can afford to
subsidize LeRoi Jones’ “Black Arts
Repertory Theater”—which the police
raided this spring, only to discover a
black nationalist arsenal.

The mass transit program is a good
program, I hope the House will not
make it pay for the trouble sowed by
programs like the poverty program. Let
the poverty program pay directly.

Mr. SICELES.  Mr. Chairman, 2 years
ago Congress, by enacting the Urban
Mass Transportation Aect of 1964, in-
augurated a program to help the cities
cope with their crippling public trans-
portation problems. The legislation be-
fore us today enlarges and improves upon
this program in recognition of the in-
creasingly urgent needs of our metro-
politan areas for adequate transit sys-
tems.

The Urban Mass Transportation Act
of 1966 provides a three-pronged attack
on the urban transport problem through
a grant program for the constuction of
transit facilities, through research and
development into new types of urban

, and through assistance for the
planning, engineering, and design of
urban transportation projects.

The coordination and leadership in all
three of these areas is desperately
needed by all the major ecities in this
Nation, and most of the medium-sized
ones. Individual cities have neither the
funds nor the other resources needed to
initiate and carry out the drastic over-
hauls in transit systems required to pre-
vent their self-strangulation. Many
metropolitan areas, including the very
largest, have relied almost exclusively on
highways to serve the hearts of their
cities. All too often, such a policy has
threatened to make over these cities into
gigantic, continuous traffic jams which
have become the bane of every urban
dweller’s existence, :

Those who run these cities are not en-
tirely to blame for the dominance of
highways in urban areas. The inter-
state highway program and other
Federal road programs have been so at-
tractive that city governments cannot
neglect to take advantage of them. It
was only 2 years ago, almost 10 years
after the inauguration of the interstate
highway program, that the Federal Gov-
ernment recognized it also had a respon-
sibility in the area of public urban trans-
portation.

By passage of the legislation pending
today, we reassert our conviction to
squarely meet this responsibility.
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Let me deseribe in more detail how the
program proposed in this legislation will
work, because it is important to under-
standing direction in which Federal pro-
grams for the support and improvement
of urban transportation systems prob-
ably will move.

First, the construction grant program.
The proposed measure puts this program
on a permanent basis. It also increases
the total authorization for Federal con-
struction grants by $25 million to a new
annual maximum of $175 million. The
installation of adequate transport facili-
ties in our urban areas call for terrific
capital expenditures, just as the con-
struction of roads are very expensive
propositions. City governments, or even
metropolitan area governments, cannot
be expected to finance the construction
of transit facilities. By putting the con-
struction grant program on a permanent
basis we are recognizing the need in this
area for continued help by the Federal
Government.

Second, is the program of research
and development of new systems of ur-
ban transportation. The present bill
continues the modest proposal of $10
million annually to run demonstration
tests of new features of existing transit
systems. But it only continues this
authority for 2 more years, by which
time the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, which administers
this program, is required to have formu-
lated a full-scale research program to
develop new systems of urban transport.

Today, our urban transportation sys-
tems are relies of a bygone technological
era. With few exceptions, the systems
we now use are variations of the bus or
the trolley, both of which were designed
and developed decades ago. They do not
really reflect the technological sophisti-
cation and genius of which we are capa-
ble today. The proposed research pro-
gram would be designed fo close this
“technological gap” and bring our urban
transit systems fully into the space age.
While we do not yet know what this re-
search and development will bring us,
there are some hints off on the horizon.
Basically, those who are experts in inter-
preting the images revealed by the
transportation crystal ball speculate that
the urban transport vehicle of the future
will be one with most of the advantages
of the automobile and few of the disad-
vantages. In short, it will be a form of
individualized transportation that will be
ready to leave when you want to leave,
take you directly to your destination
without stops or transfers along the way.
And it will not get you caught in traffic
jams, or make you cough from exhaust
fumes.

Finally, the third prong of the 1966 at-
tack authorizes Federal grant assistance
for preparing mass transportation proj-
ect surveys, plans and other preliminary
activities for the construction or im-
provement of urban transportation facil-
ities. 'This phase, of course, is extremely
important if we are to have sensible, co-
ordinated, efficient, and effective systems
of transportation in our urban areas that
incorporate the best features of roads,

rails, air and other types of transport.
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Therefore, I strongly urge passage of
H.R. 14810 today.

Mr, PUCINSKI. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in support of the urban transportation
bill because I consider it one of the most
important pieces of legislation ever
passed by Congress.

This measure will have a profound
effect on the future development of my
congressional district.

Earlier this year, the people of Chicago
approved a $27 million bond issue to
provide one-third matching funds for
the money we hope to get from the
Federal Government to expand our rapid
transit system in Chicago.

If the measure before us is approved,
and I sincerely hope it will be, Chicago
will apply for approximately $50 million
in Federal assistance; and we have every
reason to believe this much-needed help
will be forthcoming.

This money will be used to extend the
Logan Square elevated into the median
strip of the Kennedy Expressway to Cen-
tral and Foster, and ultimately to at least
Cumberland Road. .

The CTA expects to get started on this
project almost immediately and hopes to
have the entire project completed by the
end of 1968 or early 1969.

When completed this rapid transit ex-
tension will make it possible for any one
of my constituents on the far northwest
side of Chicago to get to the Loop in no
more than 30 minutes from any location.

This legislation also makes possible the
extension of the rapid transit system into
the Dan Ryan Expressway and will also
make funds available for the renovation
of the rapid transit depot at Kimball
and Lawrence.

I urge my colleagues to support this
very important legislation which will
help America’s large cities and small
cities free themselves of the transit
strangle which they are now all suffering.

Mr. FRASER. Mr, Chairman, in con-
nection with the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1966 I would like to
bring to the attention of the Members a
vigorous campaign being waged in Min-
nesota. This campaign is taking place
in the seven-county Twin Cities metro-
politan area in and around Minneapolis
and St. Paul.

The campaign adyocates modern rapid
mass transportation and opposes more
freeways. It is under the sponsorship of
the Fifth District Minnesota Federation
of Women's Clubs, with Mrs. E. Hane
Carlson and Mrs. A, E. Bowman serving
as codirectors of the campaign.

The efforts of Mrs. Carlson and Mrs.
Bowman and their fellow workers have
aroused a strong civiec interest in mass
transportation. Full information and
campaign materials have been furnished
to local, State, and Federal officials, com-
mittees, commissions, and civic groups.
The campaign is primarily directed at
furnishing information to the people of
the Twin Cities area, urging them to
make their preferences for mass trans-
portation known to their elected officials.
I have received many communications
from constituents who have been in-
spired by this campaign. :

The directors of the campaign believe
that in toc many metropolitan areas the
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citizens have been told that in order to
get a modern rapid mass transit system
sometime in the future, they must agree
to accept all proposed freeways. This so-
lution is then called “balanced transpor-
tation.” The directors contend, however,
that practically no modern transit has
been built throughout the country, while
great numbers of metropolitan freeways
have been built, with resultant car chaos,
urban sprawl, and air pollution—but no
transportation solution. The directors
want to turn the situation around and
put the primary emphasis upon adequate,
modern mass transit before additional
freeways can be built.

In their campaign, the Fifth District
Women's Clubs quote the views of na-
tionally recognized experts, such as Mor-
ris Ketehum, Jr., president of the Ameri-
can Institute of Architects:

Highways are being built through cities
blindly . . . with disastrous results.

Mr, Ketchum resigned in protest as a
Government adviser on highway design.

Also used in the campaign are state-
ments of Reginald Issacs, a Harvard Uni-
versity regional planning professor:

If things are not to go clunk one day and
halt, use of private cars will have to be re-
duced in the city center . . . freeways will
be saturated soon after they are completed,
and mass transit must be devised.

Also furnished to the people' in this

campaign are the views of I, M. Pei, the
noted architect and planner:
A city to be great needs heart . . . the new

citles of the Southwest, built after the car
and its mobility, are in real trouble. Their
centers are usually scattered, separated from
each other by freeways. They must bring life
back to their main centers—build apart-
ments in their downtown so that there will
be life after dark to nourish the cultural
and business life of the city.

Also covered in the campaign material
are air pollution, health hazards, the
cost factor, and the effect on neighbor-
hoods.

Civic leaders in other urban areas
throughout the country who are inter-
ested are invited to write Mrs. A. E. Bow-
man, 2642 Burnham Road, Minneapolis,
Minn,, 55416, for the campaign materials
being used in the Twin Cities area.

Through the passage of the Mass
Transportation Act of 1966 and future
legislation, I hope that Congress will
place increasing emphasis upon rapid
mass transit so that people in urban
areas will have an effective choice be-
tween metropolitan freeways and mass
transportation.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no
further requests for time, the Clerk will

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 14810

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1966".

8ec. 2. The first sentence of section 4(b)
of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1964 is am:nded by striking out “and $150,~
000,000 for fiscal year 1967'" and inserting in
lteu thereof “$150,000,000 for fiscal year 1967;
and $175,000,000 for each fiscal year there-
after".

Bec. 3. Section 6(b) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 is amended by
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striking out “and to $80,000,000 on July 1,
1966" and inserting in lieu thereof “to $30,-
000,000 on July 1, 1966, to $40,000,000 on July
1, 1967, and to $50,000,000 on July 1, 1968".

SEc. 4. The Secretary of Housing and Ur-
ban Development shall, in consultation with
the Secretary of Commerce, undertake a
study to prepare a program of research, de-
velopment, and demonstration of new sys-
tems of urban transportation that will carry
people and goods within metropolitan areas
speedily, safely, without polluting the air,
and in a manner that will contribute to
sound city planning. The program shall
(1) concern itself with all aspects of new
systems of urban transportation for metro-
politan areas of various sizes, including
technological, financial, economie, govern-
mental, and social aspects; (2) take into
account the most advanced available tech-
nologles and materials; and (3) provide na-
tional A leadership to efforts of States,
localities, private industry, universities and
foundations. The Secretary shall report
his findings and recommendations to the
President, for submission to the Congress,
as rapidly as possible and in any event not
later than eighteen months after the date
of enactment of this Act. There are au-
thorized to be appropriated such amounts
as may be necessary for its preparation.

Bec. 5. (a) The Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Act of 1964 (as amended by this Act)
is further amended—

(1) by redesignating sections 9 through
12 as sectlons 10 through 13, respectively;
and

(2) by inserting after section 8 the fol-
lowing new section:

“GRANTS ¥FOR TECHNICAL STUDIES

“Sgc. 9. The Secretary is authorized to
make grants to States and local public bodies
and agencies thereof for the planning, engi-
neering, and designing of urban mass trans-
portation projects, and for other technical
studies, to be included, or proposed to be
included, in & program (completed or under
active preparation) for a unified or officially
coordinated urban transportation system as
a part of the comprehensively planned de-
velopment of the urban area. Activities as-
sisted under this sectlon may include (1)
studies relating to management, operations,
capital requirements, and economic feasibil-
ity; (2) preparation of engineering and
architectural surveys, plans, and specifica-
tions; and (3) other similar or related ac-
tivities preliminary to and in preparation for
the construction, acquisition, or improved
operation of mass transportation systems,
facilities, and equipment. A grant under
this section shall be made In accordance
with criteria established by the Secretary
and shall not exceed two-thirds of the cost
of carrying out the activities for which the
grant is made.”

(b) Section 3(c) of such Act is amended
by striking out “section 10(c)” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “section 11(e)".

Mr. FINO (interrupting the reading of
the bill). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be considered
as read and open to amendment at any
point.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFZRED BY MR, FINO

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Fino: On page
4, after line 6, insert two new sectlons as
follows:

“Sec. 8. The Urban Mass Transportation
Act of 1964 is amended by striking out sec-
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tlo;: 13 (as redesignated by section 5 of this
Act).

“Sec. 7. Section, 3 of the Urban WMass
Transportation Act of 1964 is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“*(d) In providing ﬁnanclal assistance un-
der this Act, the Secretary shall give priority
to the urgency of the need existing in 'the
Natlon’s largest cities with high population
density, while assuring the widest possible
distribution of such assistance amoug the
States'.”

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, the pur-
pose of this amendment is to remove
from the Mass Transporfation Act the
limitation by which only 12.5 percent of
the yearly expenditures can be made in
any one State.

Mr, Chairman, I urge this House to
think for a moment about New York
City. It is the heart of a tristate re-
gion, made up of New York, New Jersey,
and Connecticut. Yet New York City
is restricted insofar as the money it can
receive is concerned by the fact that 1t.
is located within one State.

Mr. Chairman, ¢learly the mass tmns-
it program is a program for big cities:
It should not be so restricted that the
individual big-city States can only get
“small potatoes” assistance from this
program,

Mr. Chairman, of all the Nation’s cities,
New York has the most clearly defined
mass transit needs which will never be
dealt with adequately under the mass
transit program as it is presently struec-
tured.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think that it is
unreasonable to strike the 12.5-percent
limitation so that New York City can ob-
tain a fair share of the mass transit
money, as befits the tristate hub of the
greatest urban complex in the world.

Mr. Chairman, as I said before, mass
transit is an urban program. It is a pro~
gram for big cities. It should not be
unduly restricted so that its impact in
the key big cities is negligible. J

Mr. Chairman, let me stray for a mo-
ment. Let me talk about the cotton sup-
port program. It is for the Deép South.
Do we have a 12.5-percent limitation
upon the amount of funds that can go
into the Mississippi River Valley? We do
not. We do not because such a restric-
tion would cripple the economic thrust of
the program. It would keep this program
from working in the South.

Mr. Chairman, the 12.5-percent limita-
tion contained in this program has kept
the mass transit program from doing
what it should in our several large cities.
I urge that we change it, and make it
more realistic.

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

Mr. FINO. I shall be very happy to
yield to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. WELTNER. Would, in the gentle-
man’s opinion, the sum of $175 million a
year be adeguate with which to meet the
transportation needs of New York City?

Mr. FINO. Would 12.5 percent of that
amount be adequate?

Mr. WELTNER. No, if the gentleman
will yield further, the amount of $175
million for the next 3 or 4 years. Would
that be adequate with which to meet.the
needs of New York City?
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Mr. FINO. That amount would be
substantially helpful; yes, it would.

Mr. WELTNER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, am I cor-
rect in believing that there would be
nothing contained in this section which
would prohibit the Secretary from allo-
cating every penny of the funds appro-
priated under this legislation to New
York City; is that not correct?

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I know
that the gentleman from Georgia knows
full well that the Secretary in exercising
his discretion, will not allocate the entire
amount authorized for appropriation,
although he would not be limited to the
12.5 percent, or 15 percent, or something
more adequate.

Mr. WELTNER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, under the
.statute as written, assuming that the
gentleman’s amendment is passed, there
would be nothing to prevent the Secre-
tary from allocating every penny of the
funds appropriated under this authoriza-
tion to the city of New York?

Mr. FINO. The gentleman is correct,
but I am sure that the Secretary, in
whom I have great confidence, will not
abuse that discretion.

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

Mr. FINO. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
MULTER].

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, do I
understand the genfleman from New
York to say that $175 million would take
care of the additional needs of the city of
New York for transit purposes?

Mr. FINO. No, sir; it would not take
care of them, but it would help to take
care of many of the problems which now
exist in New York City.

Mr. MULTER. Of course, you have
in mind the fact that the annual New
York City deficit just on the city-owned
“transit system amounts to some 80-odd
million dollars a year. .

Mr. FINO. Exactly. I mentioned t.hs,t.
earlier today in debate.

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

Mr, FINO, I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, that
would depend, too, on whether the tran-
sit workers decided to work, would it
not?

Mr. FINO. I thank the gentleman for
his eontribution.

Mr. Chairman, I do not urge this
House to vote more money. We are not
asking for more money under this bill,
but I do urge the House to help free this
program from a restriction which would
cripple our efforts to help the cities
throughout this Nation at no expense in
the efforts along this line. The adop-
tion of this amendment would remove
the limitation of the 1214 percent.

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

Mr. Chairman, many of our housing
programs have State limitations to as-
sure that every part of the country has
an opportunity to share in the benefits.
The mass transit program is still a rela-
tively new one, but it is one that meets
a national need and is helping towns and
cities of every size in every area. It is
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essential to the longrun success of the
program that this continue to be true.

I sympathize with the problems of our
very large metropolitan areas which
have equally large and costly problems
but the solution to their needs is to pro-
vide adequate funds as it becomes nec-
essary, not to remove a limitation needed
to protect the rest of the country. Iam
informed by the Department that at
present no State is pressing against the
existing 12 -percent limit nor do they
foresee any immediate problem.

If we should remove this needed pro-
tection, in a year or two we might sud-
denly be confronted with one city gob-
bling up a greatly disproportionate
amount of the funds then available
which would freeze out the majority of
the Nation. I believe the House has a
duty to protect the rights of small- and
medium-size communities which need
this aid just as much as the big cities
and I feel a better way to meet the prob-
lem when it arises is to study the pro-
posal then made and the problem it is
designed to overcome and, if the facts
warrant it, make adequate funds avail-
able at that time to take care of our
largest metropolitan areas, while at the
same time providing for smaller towns,

I hope this amendment will be de-
feated. _

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
Finol said that the eity of New York
takes care of a large part of the transit
needs of Connecticut and New Jersey.
There are three States involved. That
means that 37% percent of the funds will
be available to those three States in
that area and that is a large part of the
funds.

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

Mr. PATMAN.
gentleman.

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, under this
bill New York State can only apply for
and the limitation as to New York State
will be, a 12l5-percent ceiling. That is
the most they can receive even though
their transit activities may cover the
other two States, New Jersey and
Connecticut.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
my colleagues to defeat this amendment.
This bill will go to conference. Yester-
day in the other body an amendment
was hastily written and put into this bill
which affects this 1215 -percent provision
and removes it under certain conditions.

Mr. Chairman, if we were also to adopt
this amendment, the hands of the con-
ferees will be tied. If you leave this bill
as it is now before us and let it go to
conference, consideration will be given
to this amendment and I know the right
thing will be done.

So I hope the amendment is defeated.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend-
ment that is now pending before us de-
spite the faet that if it were possible to
get $175 million—which is the annual
authorization of this bill and get it all
for the city of New York, I would vote
for such a bill. I would join my col-
leagues from New York in presenting
such a bill if there were a chance of it

I yield to the
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being enacted. But I know there is no
such chanece. Therefore, let us not con-
fuse the issue and not overlook the fact
that what we are dealing with here is a
demonstration program.

Mr. Chairman, as was just pointed out
by our able chairman of the full com-
mittee, if the State of New York, the
State of Conneeticut, and the State of
New Jersey should consummate a tri-
state compact for mass transportation,
they will be entitled to receive 3714 per-
cent- of the annual contribution or au-
thorization for their demonstration pro-

gram. I think that that should be ample

to do the job, having in mind that up to
the present time the entire State of New
York including the city of New York has
applied for and obtained a maximum
total of less than $5 million of the grant
‘money that has already been authorized
and appropriated under the existing law.

I asked our distinguished colleague
from New York [Mr. Finol, during the
general debate, what he thought was the
amount required to finance merely the
interest on a bond issue which he sug-
gested for New York City transit. He
answered me that it was $40 million. He
has corrected his remarks, as, of course,
he has a right to do, and the record now
reads $400,000. He has again corrected
the figure to read $16 million, which is 4
percent of $400 million.

Even that figure is incorrect. He
-should have said $10 million a year. In
his individual statement accompanying
the report on this bill; he suggests a bond
issue of $250 million—that is a quarter
of a billion dollars—with 4 percent in-
terest that would require $10 million a
year in interest. He suggests instead of
the present provision in the law that the
Federal Government subsidize the pay-
ment of that annual interest, or $10 mil-
lion a year in interest in lieu of a 12%-
percent limitation as called for. The in-
terest subsidy would be less than half of
the $21 million that we are entitled to
get under the 1215 -percent, provision now
in the law.

What bothers me is this—not that I
do not want New York to get its full
share, and even a little bit more, if we
could get it under this bill—but if we
adopt the amendment that is offered by
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Finol what will happen is that there will
be a race between all the big cities—San
Francisco, Los Angeles, Atlanta, Chicago,
Philadelphia, Boston and New York—
and whoever gets there first will get the
maximum amount, in accordance with
the discretion of the Administrator, and
possibly use up the whole fund.

New York then may not even get the
$5 million that they have already gotten
under existing law.

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a very
bad amendment. While I would go along
with an amendment which would in-
crease the 1215 percent to 15 percent or
possibly even 20 percent, I do not think
that we should open the door wide, re-
move the limitation entirely, and create
a race betwen the big cities as to which

“one will get there first and who can prove

greater need in accordance with density
of population.

The city of New York is the most
densely populated city in the country.
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It should come first by that standard. I
am sufficiently cognizant of the facts of
life to say that if that is what you would
do with this bill, you will never pass the
bill, because this House is not prepared
to give the city of New York all the
money that is provided for under this
bill.

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

Mr. MULTER. I yield to my colleague
from New York.

Mr. FINO. The gentleman has made
reference to a compact befween New
York, New Jersey, and Connecticut, and
that if such a compact were possible, they
would absorb 371 percent of all the
funds. Does the gentleman realize that
80 percent of the problem exists in New
York, that is, the transit problem?

Mr. MULTER. Whether 80 or 100
percent of the transit problem is in New
York, the other big cities that I have
mentioned have just as big a problem.
If you are going to try to limit this bill
to the city of New York, we might as well
forget about it. We will not get the sup-
port of this House unless every city in
the country receives some help under the
bill.

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

Mr. MULTER. 1 yield.

Mr, FINO. It is not my intention at
this time or at any time to take all the
funds that are made available under this
program and throw them into New York
City. What I am asking under the
amendment is that we remove the limita-
tion or ceiling of 12'% percent and give
the Secretary of HUD discretion to give
a little more to the city of New York if
he finds that the need exists.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 2 additional minutes.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York? Hearing none, the gentle-
man is recognized for 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. MULTER. The trouble with what
the gentleman from New York has said
is that he ignores the second part of this
amendment, which states:

(b) In providing financial assistance un-
der this Act, the Secretary shall give priority
to the urgency of the need existing in the
nation’s largest cities with high population
density.

Under that language, no other city in
the Nation could come ahead of the city
of New York.

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

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

Mr. FINO. I assure the gentleman
from New York that the amendment
would apply to Chicago, Los Angeles,
and Philadelphia, as well as New York.

Mr. MULTER. This gentleman in the
well is unwilling to take that risk and
create a race between the big cities of the
country as to which shall come first, and
which will persuade the Secretary to use
his diseretion in favor of that city as
against any other. -
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Let us keep the criteria we have in the
law now, except possibly to increase the
percentage limitation.

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

Mr. MULTER. Yes, Iyield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. FINO. In other words, the gentle-
man is telling this body that he does not
have faith and confidence in the Secre-
tary of HUD?

Mr. MULTER. Ihave the utmost faith
and confidence in the Secretary, but I
do not want pressures exerted on him by
each of the big cities, so he will then have
to make a decision as to which city will
come first. Let us treat them equally.

Mr, WELTNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment. I wish
to take issue with the statement of my
friend from New York that this is a bill
for big cities. It is not a bill for big
cities, It is a bill which can help big
cities., It also can be of inestimable
value to many of the medium-size and
small cities.

This bill is not directed only toward
alleviating, in some measure, the massive
trafiic pains of the great metropolises of
the country. It is also directed to provid-
ing stimulus and assistance for communi-
ties who foresee that unless they make
adequate plans at this point in their de-
velopment, they, too, will suffer from
massive traffic pains. It isa bill for small
cities. Many cities in this country have
absolutely no mass transportation faecili-
ties. The bill, as we passed it in 1964 and
hopefully to be amended today, can be
of assistance to those communities. It
is a bill that ean help a city such as At-
lanta, which finds itself between the 1
and 2 million point in population. That
seems to be the point, Mr. Chairman,
where either the traffic problems are
solved, or else they become so massive
as to be almost incapable of solution.

So I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment, and particularly point out to my
colleagues that this is not a bill just for
the big cities. It is a bill that can be of
lasting value to all of our communities.

If this amendment is passed, however,
I fear it might indeed be, as the gentle-
man from New York indicates, a bill for
big cities. I do not believe the members
of the committee wish that. Certainly I
do not wish it. Nor do I believe a bill
that can assist only the residents of New
York or some other great metropolitan
center of population will command the
support of all of us. It was stated that
80 percent of the problem is in New York

‘City. I assure you, Mr. Chairman, that

80 percent of the transportation prob-
lems of Atlanta are not in New York City.
They are right there. All of the cities
need this help, and I urge defeat of the
amendment.

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, will th
gentleman yield? '

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

Mr. FINO. I want to assure the gen-
tleman from Georgia that I am in com-
plete agreement with him. This is a
bill for all cities that have a transit prob-
lem. The point of my améndment is to
place emphasis on the situation that ex-
ists in some of the larger cities, so that
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the Secretary of HUD can focus on some
of these problems, without taking away
from the problems that may exist in
Georgia.

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

Mr. WELTNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, this
gentleman from New York subscribes to
all that the gentleman from Georgia has
said. I hope nothing I said will be taken
to indicate that this is a big city bill. I
simply tried to point up that if the
amendment prevails, it can become a big
city bill. That is the last thing we want
to have happen.

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

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask
of the committee what the budgetary
situation is on this bill. I notice the
committee report has no reference to
what the President has budgeted. Under
title I, we ask for $175 million. What is
the President’s request in this area?

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I will be
glad to respond to the question of the
gentleman. In the budget for this bill
tlv;.s $150 million, starting in fiscal year

68.

Mr. CURTIS. That includes some
carryover balances, does it not?

Mr. REUSS. That does include carry-
over balances. The bill itself is in excess
of that, and raises the budgetary request
to an authorized figure of $175 million a
year. That was a recommendation of our
distinguished colleague and the ranking
minority member, the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. WipNaLL] , generally
agreed to on both sides.

Mr. CURTIS. I understand that.

This House has taken a report from
the Committee on Banking and Currency.
I must say that so far as the Committee
on Banking and Currency is concerned, I
commend the committee for coming for-
ward with a project it believes is desir-
able and with the funds it believes are
needed to make the program go forward.

The House itself, under the leadership
of the Democrat majority, and hopefully
the minority leadership, has to be con-
cerned about the overall budget, and that
of the President gives us some guidelines.

Again I want to recount that the Pres-
ident of the United States called the
leaders of the Congress on both sides of
the aisle in both bodies before him and
pointed out that the Nation is in a serious
fiscal situation. The President criticized
the Congress and the leadership for go-
ing beyond his budget figures.

I said earlier this year I thought we
could afford both guns and butter, but
pointed out I did not believe we could
afford rancid butter, meaning programs
which were not properly conceived.

In light of developments, and certainly
in light of the presentation of the chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee
when presenting the defense appropria-
tion bill to this House, it is quite clear we
are going to have to come in with an-
other $8 or $10 billion supplemental for
the Vietnam war on top of the vast §58
billion military appropriation: bill. I
observed then we had reached the point
we had to distinguish between good pro-
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jgtli'ams. and establish some kind of prior-
es.

If the President of the United States
did not in his judgment request the com-
mittee or this House to go beyond his
budget, desirable as this program might
be, and from my standpoint, since I come
from St. Louis, a metropolitan area,
where there are these kinds of needs, I
might be arguing that this should be
given priority among many of the other
programs we have or will have to con-
sider—we must recognize that all of us
will have to start tightening our belts. I
plead with the Members of the House to
start paying attention to these things.

The committee certainly should have
given the information to the House that
this was beyond the budget request of the
President.

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

Mr. CURTIS. I should like to finish.
I had a difficult enough time getting the
floor, since I am not a member of the
committee, to make these points. Obvi-
ously, the members of the committee are
not going to make these points. These
have to do with related programs, relat-
ing this program to the programs com-
ing from the 19 other committees.

I believe we have to start reporting
from the committees concerned the in-
formation the House needs as to how a
request fits in with the President’s
budget. Thus, when it comes time to
vote, hopefully the leadership on the
Democratic side will offer amendments to
conform to the President’s budget unless
it is pointed out why overriding rea-
sons—there may be some here; I do not
know—indicate we should break the
President's request and go beyond his
budget.

I believe Congress should not merely
abide by the President’s statement, but
we should pay attention to his requests
and consider them, and override them
only in the event reasons are presented.

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

(On request of Mr. MuLTER, and by
unanimous ¢onsent, Mr. CurTis was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chahman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the gentleman,
and I yield to him.

Mr. MULTER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I should like to call atten-
tion to certain facts.

For fiscal years 1965, 1966, and 1967
a total of $375 million already has been
authorized under existing legislation, the
Urban Mass Transit Act of 1964.

Mr. CURTIS. Could the gentleman
tell me from where he is reading in the
report?

Mr. MULTER. This is not in the re-
port. These are the figures available to
all Members.

Mr. CURTIS. Available from where?
What is the source of it?

Mr. MULTER. The Bureau of the
Budget will make them available to you
and the Housing Department will make
them available to you.

Mr. CURTIS. No. I am asking you
what you are reading from.
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Mr. MULTER. Thisisa memorandum
prepared for my use here in the event
that this guestion was raised. These
figures are accurate.

Mr. CURTIS. I am not questioning
the gentleman’s figures at all, but I am
trying to find out the source of it so I
can evaluate it.

Mr. MULTER. The Department of
Housing and Urban Development will
supply them to you. They supplied them
to me. And also they are available from
the Bureau of the Budget.

Mr. CURTIS. In other words, the
gentleman is saying HUD supplied the
figures?

Mr. MULTER. However, quite apart
from where these figures on this paper
came from, we can get them directly
from the act that we passed, that is, the
authorization act and  figures of the
amounts of the appropriations also
come from the appropriation acts. They
are all available in the Department of
HUD and in the Bureau of the Budget.

With regard to the appropriations for
the fiscal years 1965, 1966, and 1967, we
appropriated a total of $320 million. So
we have not appropriated all of the $375
million that has been authorized. If we
enact this bill, we will authorize the con-
tinued appropriation of that unappropri-
ated difference of $55 million. The Ap-
propriations Committee we hope will
bring in such a bill for that $55 million
plus $95 million, making the total of
$150 million for fiscal year 1967. So we
are well within the budgetary figures for
fiscal year 1967 and the appropriation
for 1968 will not come to us until 1968.

Mr. CURTIS. But the authorization
is beyond the President’s budget.

Mr. MULTER. For 1967 it is not, but
for 1968, of course it is.

Mr. CURTIS. Yes. And what I am
speaking to among other things is the
fact that that kind of data should be in
the committee report. All committees
should bring this kind of data in if we
are going to pay attention to this very
serious fiscal situation that faces this
country.

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

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CurTis] may proceed
for 2 additional minutes.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. CURTIS. I am very happy to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr, Chairman, I am
pleased the gentleman called this matter
to the attention of the House, because
once again, and it is repetitious and I
apologize for saying it again and again,
but so many times the President of the
United States has pointed his finger at
the Members of Congress for increasing
his budget requests. If you want to as-
sume the responsibility of being blamed
by the President, that is your business,
but I feel strongly we should not go above
his budget. It is the President’s respon-
sibility and not ours. I assure you the
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President has a list of every instance
where the Congress has gone above his
budget request. He is saying that over-
spending this is the fault of the Congress.
‘We must not be placed in that position so
let us not go above his budget.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the gentleman,
and I point out that that is what I am
trying to say here, but I am also saying
that the President’s recommendations
are mere recommendations. I do think
we should pay attention to them, and
if we do go beyond them—and maybe
there are instances where we should—
then we should come prepared in the
committee studying it to point out why
they think that the President’s judgment
is not good or maybe the judgment has
changed due to the time element involved
since it is 2 months or 6 months since
the budget was presented. I am not try-
ing to judge this, but the fact of the mat-
ter is that we should have this informa-
tion so that we will continue our debates
in the future on these bills in some con-
text with the serious fiscal situation
facing this country. Gentlemen, this is
no joke. The figures show it. Inflation-
ary forces are at play, and we are all
seeing the effects of them. It is under-
mining the basic strength of our economy
as well as our national defense. So it
does behoove us to conduct a debate on
this bill and other bills in this kind of
a context, Yet here I am, not a member
of the committee, but the only one to
discuss it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CurTis] may pro-
ceed for 2 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection
fo the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. WIDNALL:, Mr. Chairman, will

the gentleman yield?
Mr. CURTIS. Yes. I yield to the
gentleman.,

Mr., WIDNALL. I very much ap-
preciate the remarks that have been
made by the gentleman from Missouri,
but I differ with him in my approach to
this matter in this respect. I feel mass
transit is a matter of national priority
today. There are many of us, including
my colleague, who have been urging that
the President and the administration
set up priorities for spending here in this
country.

I just voted, within a matter of days—
and I believe the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. Courris] did also—against
$450 million for beautification which we
felt had no place in the spending pro-
gram at the present time in view of the
very urgent needs in education, in hous-
ing, and for Vietnam. The mass transit
program should also have priority.

Mr. Chairman, we have an existing
program. I think it has been proved to
be successful. It is increasingly expen-
sive to carry out the various matters in-
volved in this program because of the
increased costs in material and labor.

Mr. Chairman, the modest $25 million
increase over the administration request
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only reflects increases in the cost of con-
tinuing this program.

Mr, CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman from New Jersey,
because this brings the matter into con-
text. As pointed up by the gentleman
from New Jersey, for whom I have great
respect as I have for members of the
committee on the other side of the
aisle—I am pleading that we start dis-
cussing matters in terms of priority. He
speaks in terms of priority. I cannot
pass judgment myself. I do not know.
I listen to the committee, I listen to
other committees with their priorities.
But here I am trying to conduct some
sort of debate with reference to
priorities.

Mr, Chairman, I, too, felt very strongly
that this. beautification money, which
was not requested by the President at all,
should have gone out of the authoriza-
tion bill last week. But we did not have
enough support. We almost did.

Mr, Chairman, I am pleading with the
House, though, to start applying prior-
ities, and for the committees which con-
sider these bills to be prepared to defend
them on the floor of the House when they
go beyond the President's budget.

Mr, RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I think that we should
stop and think about the effect, not
only in this program, but in other Fed-
eral aid programs, of the arbitrary ceil-
ings which have been imposed.

Here, Mr. Chairman, we have a 12.5-
percent ceiling imposed upon the amount
of funds available for any one State for
mass transit.

Mr. Chairman, there is a 12.5-percent
ceiling on funds available for urban re-
newal. There is a 15-percent ceiling on
funds available for public housing.
There is a 12.5-percent ceiling on funds
available for air pollution abatement
under the Clean Air Act.

In every instance the effect is to re-
strict the amount of money available for
our metropolitan regions. These restric-
tions do not apply only to the city of
New York. They apply to other urban
centers as well.

Mr. Chairman, mass transit funds are
needed in all large urban areas whether
it be Atlanta, Chicago, Los Angeles, San
Francisco, New York City, or Boston, the
picture is the same.

This limitation is arbitrary, eapricious,
and manifestly unfair to our large urban
centers which are most in need of ex-
panded Federal aid. Certainly there
should be a fair distribution of Federal
funds throughout the country, but such a
distribution is not best brought about by
the present arbitrary limitations.

No urban area faces a greater hardship
than New York City. Although H.R.
14810 provides an increased authoriza-
tion for the Federal mass transportation
program, it will not begin to meet New
York City’s needs. Under present law,
New York State—and that is the full
State, of which New York City comprises
but a part—is entitled to only 12, per-
cent of $150 million annually, or $18.75
million. If the present bill is passed, it
will be able to get 12% percent of $175
million annually or $21.875 million,
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This assumes that the full authorization
is appropriated, and it was not during
the past 3 years. It was $55 million
short.

The difference is just over $3 million;
if you assume that the city will receive
one-half of that money—and that is cer-
tainly not assured—New York City will
receive enough added funds for three
subway trains.

Similarly, even if New York City man-
aged to obtain the entire State share of
next year’'s authorization, it would re-
ceive less than $22 million. The New
York City subway operating deficit last
year was almost four times this figure.
How can our large urban areas solve
their problems with this level of aid? It
is like asking Babe Ruth to hit a home
run with a toothpick.

Already many areas have felt the pinch
of the 121 -percent provision. Under
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1964, each State was allowed up to $46.8
million—12% percent of $375 million.
Yet Pennsylvania, which has already
been granted $19.8 million, has asked for
$38.3 million more. That is just what
they have applied for, Mr. Chairman, not
all of what they need.

Another case is California’s, which has
received $26.4 million in grants and ap-
plied for $20.1 million more. This would
not come close to solving the problems
of San Francisco, let alone those of the
whole State. Massachusetts, which has
received $21.2 million already and has
$27.3 million in applications pending, is
being held back in similar fashion.

New York’s case is the most severe.
Its population surpasses the population
of six cities—Boston, Washington, Phila-
delphia, St. Louis, Cleveland, and Balti-
more. The six cities each have access
to the 121, reserved for their State, yet
New York is limited to the 121, percent
allocation for one State. This is unfair
and must be changed.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe we
should tie the hands of the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development.
What the amendment would do, if
adopted, would be to free the Secretary
to assign priorities, and to see to it that
funds are available to all of our large
metropolitan centers.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the
amendment should be supported, and
that we should eliminate this arbitrary
restriction.

I have introduced legislation in the
past to remove these restrictions (H.R.
12823, H.R. 3968, H.R. 12915, H.R.
10124), and I have testified before the
Committee on Banking and Currency in
favor of eliminating these restrictions in
Federal aid programs,

Mr, Chairman, I suggest that the
adoption of this amendment would be
in the interest of our major urban cen-
ters regardless of what part of the coun-
try they are located.

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

Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, the
fact of the matter is that the Secretary
does not want this discretion. He sup-
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ports this limitation. Whether the lim-
itation is correct as to the percentage,
is not the question pending before us.
The Secretary does not want the pres-
sures that would be placed on him by
the big cities if this limitation is
removed.

Mr. RYAN. We are legislating, and
the Secretary is not legislating. We
should remove the arbitrary limitation,
permitting the Secretary to make a fair
allocation. I think the Secretary will
be fair and equitable in the distribution
of the funds. It would be in the interest
of all major urban centers, in whatever
part of the country they are located, to
adopt this amendment, and I join in
supporting the amendment.

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise briefly to ad-
dress myself to some comments of the
gentleman from Missouri. Earlier in
the day we heard about the need, and I
certainly recognize the need, to main-
tain independence between the three
branches of the Government—the legis-
lative, the executive, and the judi-
cial. We hear almost daily that we in the
legislature are abdicating our responsi-
bilities to the Executive. Yet here comes
the gentleman from Missouri and he says
that if the President through the Bureau
of the Budget does not recommend an
authorization or an appropriation, we
should not consider it.

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

Mr: JOELSON. I will yield in a
moment.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman is misquoting me. Will the
gentleman yield for a correction?

Mr. JOELSON. I yield to the gentle-

man.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I said
just the opposite. I said that we should
not be bound, we certainly should pay
attention and we should be ready to
advance the reasons if we decide to go
beyond the President’s - recommenda-
tions. I was saying almost what the
gentleman started out to say.

Mr. JOELSSON. If that is the case,
I certainly agree because I feel that in
this body, although we must pay due
respect to the administration’s executive
recommendations, we still have the au-
thority for authorizations and appropri-
ations. Although we have to give court-
eous respect to the suggestions, we have
to work our own will.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, when we
consider priorities, I think high on the
list is the need for this mass transit
program. Therefore, I wish to express
my support for the program.

Mr. Chairman, if I misunderstood the
purport or the thrust of the argument of
the gentleman from Missouri, I certainly
wish to correct it.

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

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

Mr., CURTIS. The gentleman now
has the matter in correct context. We
are now in agreement.

Mr. JOELSON. I am glad we are in
agreement.




August 16, 1966

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. FiNnol.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Fino), there
were—ayes 8, noes 55.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HALPERN

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered - by Mr. HALPERN! At
the end of section 12 of the Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1964, strike out the period
and imsert in lieu thereof the following:
“: Provided, That the Secretary, shall first
reallocate sums not used in any fiscal year
within the limitation herein prescribed and
may without regard to such limitation, en-
ter into contracts for grants under Section
3 aggregating not to exceed $12,500,000 (sub-
ject to the total authorization provided in
Section 4(b)) with local public bodies and
agencles in States where more than two-
thirds of the maximum grants permitted in
the respective State under this section has
been obligated.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. HALPERN] is recog-
nized for 5 minutfes in support of his
amendment.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment overcomes some of the ob-
jections raised to the one offered by the
distinguished gentleman from New York
[Mr. Fino]l and yet will provide the flex-
ibility I think all of us would want. This
is not a big city amendment or a little
city amendment. It could very well help
any locality in this country that qualifies
under this bill.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment was
accepted yesterday by the Senate and
incorporated into the Senate wversion of
the legislation before us. The amend-
ment gives the Secretary more flexibility
in alloeating funds where they are need-
ed most.

This amendment retains the existing
12%-percent State limit, but allows the
Secretary to use his diseretion with a
$12.5 million pool within the $175 million
total authorization. These would be un-
used funds up to $12.5 million. This pool
may be allotted in varying amounts to
projects in those States which have al-
ready used up two-thirds or more of the
$22 million limit per State.

The reasoning behind this amendment
is logical. The provision will take away
some of the frustration which the exist-
ing State limitation imposes. For ex-
ample, if the Secretary is asked to ap-
prove a worthwhile project within a
highly urbanized State which has almost
used up its modest allotment, under
existing limitations, he may be forced to
reject the project, since it may push the
States total amount over limitation by
a small amount.

However, my amendment will correct
this situation. It will give the Secretary
the authority to exceed the 1214-percent
limitation by a small but vital amount in
cases of States which have nearly used
up their allotment, but which have proj-
ects which the Secretary feels are so
urgent that the 12%-percent ceiling will
frustrate an important project.
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The less urbanized States will conceiv-
ably not use amounts near the 12.5 per-
cent limit, so that there may be this
existing pool of $12.5 million which might
otherwise be left unused and unclaimed.

The discretionary authority I am ask-
ing for the Secretary is already embodied
in urban renewal legislation for the very
same reason—that we may be arbitrarily
cutting off urgent projects by a self-
imposed limitation.

I trust the House will see the wisdom
in this amendment designed to permit
flexibility and to inject rationality into
the allocation of these vitally needed
funds.

It is diffieult to understand how any-
one can oppose this amendment. I might
say I have spoken to the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development and he,
Secretary Weaver, assured me he had no
objection whatsoever to the amendment.
As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, he
said, and I quote:

It's a good amendment. It would con-
front absolutely no difficulty and in my per-
sonal opinion it would improve the bill.

He added:

I'm all for it and I don’t see how anyone
can object to it.-

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

Mr. HALPERN. I am happy to yield
to my colleague from New York, who is
a distinguished member of the commit-
tee. '

Mr. MULTER. I am impressed with
the gentleman’s argument. Am I not
correct in saying that the amendment
was neither submitted to nor considered
by the committee, either the subcommit-
tee or the full committee, on the House
side or on the Senate side?

Mr. HALPERN. That is correct, but I
am sure you will agree with me that
there is always room for improving leg-
islation, and I believe that the amend-
ment would do just that. That is our
obligation on this floor. That is why
we have deliberation and consideration.

Mr, MULTER. I am just wondering
whether or not the amendment may go
further than the gentleman anticipates.
A few moments ago I did read the gen-
tleman’s amendment very hastily.
Frankly, I have not given it enough con-
sideration. I will say that the gentle-
man’s argument has impressed me, but
I do not know that we should be pressed
to take it at this time. It will be in con-
ference. The Senate has adopted that
very language you are offering; is that
correct?

Mr. HALPERN. That is correct.

Mr, MULTER. So it will be in con-
ference, and we will have an opportunity
to consider the precise language care-
fully.

Mr. HALPERN. But as a deliberative
body we have the duty to act on legisla-
tion. This is the place where legislation
should be acted on and we should not
have to rely on a conference.

Mr. MULTER. If the gentleman will
yield further, when the conference brings
its report to the House, the House de-
liberates upon it and considers it. I
am just suggesting that we take a little
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more time to consider the gentleman's
amendment.

Mr. HALPERN. Admittedly it is a
good amendment. The Secretary be-
lievesitis. The Senate approved it over-
whelmingly. The gentleman who has
risen concedes that my arguments are
good and convinecing. I cannot see how
anyone can object to it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. PATMAN, Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York be given 1 additional
minute,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

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

Mr. HALPERN. I yield to the dis-
tinguished chairman, the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr, PATMAN. The gentleman has
suggested that the Secretary had ap-
proved the amendment. Does the gen-
tleman have a statement from the Sec-
retary?

Mr. HALPERN. Not in writing. But
earlier today, at your suggestion, I spoke
to him. If you recall when I showed you
the amendment you asked how the Sec-
retary felt about it and, wisely, you ad-
vised that I solicit his views. I phoned
the Secretary and I discussed the amend-
ment. I took down his comments exact-
ly as I quoted him in my remarks.

Mr. PATMAN. There is always a risk
of the other party not understanding it
exactly over the phone.

Mr. HALPERN. But I am certain he
had an opportunity, because the Senate
already had acted on it. I am sure he
knows exactly what the amendment does,
Mr. Chairman. :

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

This amendment was not presented
to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency. It was not considered by our
committee at all. We did not know any-
thing about it until the last hour,

It is frue that the amendment was
presented on the floor of the Senate. It
was written on the floor of the Senate
yvesterday. It just comes in from scrateh.
It was changed on the floor of the other
body two or three times. It is printed in
the RECORD on page 19431, of August 15,
1966. There it can be seen that the
amendment was offered and changed at
the suggestion of the Senators.

Real consideration has not been given
in either the Committee on Banking and
Currency of the House or in the Senate.
There is only about one column in the
REecorp of consideration by the Senate.

The Members of this House know that
in the other body, oftentimes when a
Senator insists upon a certain amend-
ment, they know that when it goes to
conference it will be given consideration.
If they get it, all right, but they say, “Let
me get my amendment in.” Oftentimes
that is done. We all realize that.

In this case probably there was no
injustice done by putting it in, in the
other body, but if we were to adopt it
now, the legislative situation would be
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that we are locked in as conferees, if
we have made a mistake and a terrible
mistake—and it is possible we would.
We have to be in a position to take into
consideration all the factors that should
be considered in connection with a far-
reaching amendment like this.

We do not know what the con-
sequences of it will be. But between now
and the time that we will be in con-
ference to write the actual language, we
may know more. If we adopt this now,
we are locked in. We cannot change it
at all. We cannot change the dotting of

an “i” or the crossing of a “t". This is
a dangerous way to legislate.
Turn this amendment down. It will

still be in conference. Then, if it is right,
the conferees will be reasonable and after
that, of course, what they do will have
to be submitted back to the House and
the other body. If it is not right, each
Member has his recourse and can take
action for consideration. But it seems
to me it would be very unreasonable to
insist that the House just lock itself in
on an amendment that is so far reach-
ing, which was only considered less than
24 hours ago for the first time in the
other body, which was presented and
written there on the desk of a Senator,
which was never considered by a com-
mittee in either the House or the Senate,
and which was changed several times to
meet the objections of different Senators.
No information has been presented in
the Recorp to indicate exactly what the
aeaxungfm effect of this amendment will

Therefore, I hope the gentleman will
withdraw his amendment and ask con-
sideration in the conference. It is bound
to go to conference, and he could pos-
sibly be one of the conferees. In that
way he will get complete justice of get-
ting careful consideration. I hope that
is done.

If he does not withdraw it, I hope the
amendment will be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. HALPERN].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. HALPERN), there
‘were—ayes, 6; noes 53.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, HARSHA

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, HarsHA: On
page 2, line 1, after the semlcolon, strike out
“and $175,-" and all of line 2, and insert in
dleu thereof “$150 million for fiscal year
1968".

Mr. HARSHA, Mr. Chairman, I do
not need to go into all of the reasons for
this particular amendment. The distin-
guished gentleman from Missouri out-
lined the various needs ably, I believe.

All this amendment will do is meet the
request of the President of the United
States. As I understand it, he requested
in his budget the sum of $150 million for
fiscal year 1968.

With the exploding cost of living and
the continual rise in the price of food
and daily necessities, and with the Viet-
nam commitment costing us many bil-
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lions of dollars—as I understand it, the
latest report in this is in the neighbor-
hood of some $2 billion a month—cer-
tainly we should consider the President'’s
request and keep this expenditure within
his suggestion. I have not known him to
be miserly in his requests before.

I certainly believe $150 million will be
sufficient, considering the provision in the
bill regarding carryovers. I understand
some are available, and carryovers can be
appropriated in any subsequent year.
This should be sufficient to meet the
problem. Certainly within the next year
and a half we can look at the picture
again and take into consideration the
overall national interest and the situa-
tion at that time. I am not arguing the
merits or lack of them of this program
but the overall national interests dictate
that we remain within the budget re-
quests wherever possible. The President
has continually chided Congress to stay
within his budget requests. And upon
end authorization for $175 million
yearly from now on—indefinitely—can
only add fuel to the fires of inflation.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARSHA. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I thank the
gentleman from Ohio for yielding so that
I can give a recapitulation of what the
act of 1964 did by way of authorization.

The act provided that in fiscal year
1965 there should be an authorization of
$75 million, in fiscal year 1966 of $150
million, and in fiscal year 1967 of $150
million.

For the fiscal years 1965, 1966, and
1967 there were the following actual ap-
propriations: $60 million in 1965, $130
million in 1966, and $130 million in 1967.

In the light of past appropriations and
in view of the President’'s request only
for $150 million each year in new author-
ization, it seems to me it would be wise
for the House on this occasion to stay
within the President’s budget request.

As the gentleman from Illinois pointed
out a few minutes ago, the President has
had the leadership from both the other
body and the House, both Democratic
and Republican, down for a conference
on two occasions to discuss the problems
of inflation and the increases in the cost
of living. On each occasion the Presi-
dent has stated very categorically that
the House and the Senate had persist-
ently and consistently increased his
budget requests.

The President does point out that so
far this year the Congress has increased
his budget in authorizations by $6 billion.

It seems to me we should not com-
pound that problem—an inflation of
serious proportions—by now approving
an authorization provision which goes
$25 million beyond the President’s re-
quest for fiscal year 1968.

For that reason I hope the gentleman’s
amendment will be approved.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, as I
understand it, any amount appropriated
remains available until expended. In
addition to that, any amount authorized
but not appropriated for any fiscal year
may be appropriated for any succeeding
fiscal year. Now, according to the fig-
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ures that the gentleman from Michigan
just referred to, there is a balance of un-
appropriated but authorized funds of $55
million. Adding this together with the
$150 million authorization for fiscal year
1968, it leaves a total of $205 million
available. The bill as it presently reads
grants an open-end authority with $175
million from now on. I think that this
is going a little too far and is showing
complete disregard for the request of the
President and the interests of those citi-
zens required to live on fixed incomes.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of
this amendment.

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

Mr. HARSHA. I yield to the gentle-~
man.

Mr. STANTON. I wonder if the gen-
tleman is familiar with the fact that yes-
terday in the urban mass transit bill in
the other body the authorization was re-
duced to $150 million in accordance with
the President’s request.

Mr. HARSHA. AsI understand it, the
other body did reduce the authorization
to $150 million for fiscal year 1968.

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

Mr. Chairman, I have long felt that
one of the areas in which we have been
guilty of shocking neglect has been the
support of mass transit programs. In
times of national emergency we must
have alternate means of transportation.
We must continue to develop the most
feasible type of rail transportation that
can be offered to the American public,
being sure that there is adequate main-
tenance, and facilities are being pre-
served and maintained and erected
throughout the country. I have per-
sonally felt—and ‘I think many other
Members of the House will agree with
me—that this bill should have a priority
over many other programs. In order
to be meaningful it should be a continu-
ing program. We have been operating
on a hand-to-mouth basis for years, and
for 10 years we have watched the de-
terioration of transportation throughout
the country, Of course, this is not en-
tirely a rail bill or a rapid transit bill,
but it covers all forms of transportation
on the ground. It seems urgent to me
that the Congress should face up to its
responsibilities in this area.

The minority leader has mentioned
visits to the White House. The minority
leader did not mention that the Presi-
dent himself sent up a request for $600
million more than the original request
in connection with the demonstration
cities program. That is upping his orig-
inal request for the year by $600 million.
I think we have to be selective in the
use of money. I certainly feel that this
area is one which demands attention,
immediate attention, and continuing at-
tention. I very much regret to see us
go backward by going to a 1-year basis
and also reducing the request that is in
this bill for $175 million.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of
the amendment.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to say one word in support of the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Wip-
NALL]. Mr, WipnaALL has worked on this
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Mass Transit Act as much as any Mem-
ber of Congress. He has done some fine
work in connection with it in persuading
Members of Congress to believe that we
should enact a bill of this type and a
substantial bill, one that will look to the
future.

This amendment, which has been of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
HarsHA], would considerably weaken, if
not destroy, this urban transportation
program,

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

Mr. PATMAN. Not at this moment.
You cannot do too mueh in 1 year
with reference to mass transit affecting
many States and cities and towns located
in all of these States.

You must have a longer life program
in order for it to be effective.

Mr. Chairman, I agree with every word
that the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. WipnaLL] said, and I hope that this
amendment is defeated.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield at this point?

Mr. PATMAN, I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. HARSHA. The gentleman from
Texas says that to reduce this sum fo
$150 million would not only weaken but
would destroy the program,

The gentleman in effect is saying that
the President of the United States
wanted to destroy it, because that is all
the money he requested?

Mr. PATMAN. No; I say possibly de-
stroy it; I said considerably weaken it,
and probably destroy this act. It would
depend upon the action of the Congress
at the end of another year. We 'do not
know what will be the score at that time.

So I sincerely hope that the amend-
ment is defeated.

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

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.

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

There was no objection.

Mr., RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
HarsuAal which would reduce the au-
thorization of the present bill.

It is difficult to understand how the
Congress can ignore the crisis in urban
mass transportation by reducing the
Federal effort toward solution of these
problems. Our cities cannot live with less
money for this program; if anything, the
program is too small already. Far more
funds should be authorized to carry out
the objectives of the urban mass trans-
portation program. The authorization
proposed by H.R. 14810 is a disappoint-
ment. Anything smaller would be a
tragedy.

How often must the House be reminded
of the inability of the State and local
governments to pay for their mass
transit needs? How often must the
House be reminded of the enormity of
those needs?

‘Five years ago, a report by the Insti-
tute of Public Administration estimated
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that the total capital requirements for
mass transportation during the 1960’s
would be at least $9.8 billion.

All indications are that even this figure
is too low. For instance, last February
the Regional Plan Association, a non-
profit organization of planners from 22
counties of New York, New Jersey, and
Connecticut which comprise the New
York metropolitan area, issued a report
calling for the expenditure of some $2.5
billion in the next decade to bring about
immediate improvements in public trans-
portation in that great metropolitan
center. This means that if we retain
the figure proposed by the committee,
it would take 14 years just to meet the
problems of the New York metropolitan
region. How can we expect a Federal
mass transportation program to succeed
if we fail to authorize enough money to
meet the problems of one metropolitan
area?

Yet the sponsor of the amendment
would reduce the authorization even
further. There can be no justification
for this. Last Thursday the House ap-
proved a bill authorizing almost $12 bil-
lion for the next 2 fiscal years for high-
way construction.

This is almost 80 times the amount we
are spending annually on urban mass
transportation. Why is there always
enough money for highways, but when it
comes to & mass transportation program
to help our cities, we run out of cash?
If inflation is the problem, is it not just
as inflationary to spend money to solve
rural problems as it is to solve urban
problems? ;

Mr. Chairman, I have consistently
criticized the slow awakening of Con-
gress to urban problems. I have pointed
out the need for a new day for our cities.
With the Urban Mass Transportation
Act of 1964, we glimpsed the dawn of
that new day. Are we to plunge back
into legislative darkness by reversing the
trend of increasing Federal awareness
and responsibility? ]

I urge my colleagues to defeat this
amendment.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
HARSHA].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. HarsHA) there
were—ayes 38, noes 63.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, WIDNALL

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

Amendment offered by Mr. WioNauL: On
page 4, after line 6, add the following new
section:

“Sec. 6. The sectlon of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 redesignated as
section 10 by section 6(a)(1) of this Act
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“‘(f) It shall be unlawful to abandon
any commuter rall service as a result of an
order or recommendation of abandonment
issued by a court or regulatory body, whether
issued in connection with a rail merger or
otherwise.’ "

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I am
offering this as an amendment to H.R.
14810 and, at the conclusion of my re-
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marks, I shall ask unanimous eonsent for
its withdrawal.

Mr. Chairman, every Member of the
House was shocked by yesterday’s Fed-
eral court injunction against proceeding
with this morning’s House Committee on
Un-American Activities meeting. Sev-
eral Members of this House took the floor
to express their amazement at yester-
day’s action. I was particularly im-
pressed by the remarks of the majority
whip, the distinguished gentleman from
Louisiana. He pointed out that on
countless occasions in the past the Con-
gress has had before it proposals that
would have interfered with either the
executive or the judicial branches:.

He reminded us that on virtually every
occasion, such proposals have been re-
jected for fear of their ultimate impact
on our cherished separation of powers.

The amendment I have just offered is
a perfect example of what the majority
whip was talking about. If adopted, my
amendment would make illegal any court
order permitting abandonment of com-
muter rail services by railroads. The
amendment recognizes that abandon-
ment of present commuter services with
its consequent loss of invaluable rights-
of-way can undo and work at cross pur-
poses with the intent of Congress in pro-
viding for ' better commuter services
through the Urban Mass Transportation
Act of 1964.

There ismuch to be said for an amend-
ment such as this. In my own district,
and in my own State of New Jersey, we
may in the months ahead be faced with
the prospect of a court order permitting
the Erie-Lackawanna Railroad to aban-
don. its commuter services. Obviously,
it makes no sense for the Congress to
write into law urban mass transit legisla-
tion, costing the taxpayers hundreds of
millions of dollars, while at the same
time, the judicial branch of our Govern-
ment permits abandonment of commuter
services—commuter services that with-
in a few years may prove to be profitable
through technological advances.

Yet, as much merit as my amendment

has, and as much as I.am in accord with
its intent, I recognize that adoption of
my amendment would completely disre-
gard the checks and balances implieit in
our Government's three separate and
equal branches. Adoption of my amend-
ment would completely disregard the de-
gree of comity between the legislative
and judieial branch so essential to our
form of government.
- 'Adoption of my amendment, while
lofty in its goals, eould create an un-
manageable impasse and in faet judicial
chaos.

Mr. Chairman, because Members of the
House of Representatives apparently
place a higher value on the delicate bal-
ance between the branches than do cer-
tain members of the judiciary, I feel con-
fident the House will accede to' my re-
quest when I ask unanimous consent to
withdraw the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

‘The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. MAY

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. May: On page
4, after line 6, add the following new section:

“Sec. 6. Subsection (c) of the section of
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964
redesignated as section 11 by section 5 (a)
(1) of this Act is amended by inserting be-
fore the period at the end of the second sen-
tence the following: *; but any such provision
which requires compulsory membership in a
labor organization shall not apply with re-
spect to Federal, State, or local governmental
employees'.”

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, a few mo-
ments ago the distinguished gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. WeLTNER] said that
this was legislation that applied to all
cities of all sizes in all States.

The amendment that I have offered
would make sure that this would.apply
to all cities of all sizes in all States.

Mr. Chairman, during general debate
I pointed out that the present legislation
has a very glaring inequity in that it
makes it impossible for the people of a
city in my district—and this could apply
to cities in your district, to come under
the provisions of the help offered under
this act to save their bus service be-
cause of section 10(e).

Mr. Chairman, very quickly to recap
what has happened in Yakima, Wash.,
in my district, a city of 43,000 persons.
In May of this year our private bus
company notified city officials that they
could no longer continue bus service for
the city of Yakima because they were
losing money. 3

The eity officials rather than deprive
the city of its public transportation ar-
ranged to take over the buses and other
transportation facilities of this private
company and operate the system itself
at their own expense. But to finance
the solution, our city government pro-
posed the institution of a householder
tax, and to complete financing applied
for a grant from the Department of
Housing and Urban Development.

The Department of Housing and Urban
Development cleared this grant in all
particulars, but refused to go ahead with
it because of section 10(¢) which the
Members of this House well know is in
the act for the purpose of protecting
union workers.

Now the city offered the eight bus
drivers a job with the city at a raise in
wages from $2 an hour to $2.40 an hour.
They also offered them additional fringe
benefits under the city civil service sys-
tem. But as city employees, however,
under our city law they had to give up
their union shop contract although the
city officials said they were willing to
continue their collective bargaining
rights.

As I pointed out earlier, all eight em-
ployees were union members, so they
had a de facto if not a de jure union
shop. However, the ecity officials in
Yakima were advised that before the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment would OK their grant and
make it available, the bus drivers would
have to have a closed shop, the right to
strike, and compulsory arbitration—this
in spite of the fact that the bus drivers’
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individual positions would not have been
worsened under the new job setup but
bettered.

But, as I pointed out before, all these
proposed revisions in the new labor con-
tract are directly contrary to Washing-
ton State law as well as to the charter
under which the city of Yakima must
operate. Therefore, obviously, our city
attorney and city manager could not
agree to the proposals offered by the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, because they would become per-
sonally liable for lawsuits charging that
they had violated State laws.

Meanwhile, our bus service has been
completely stopped. Forty-three thou-
sand people are without public trans-
portation. The bus drivers, whom the
unions are supposed to protect, are with-
out jobs.

For that reason, Mr. Chairman, I have
offered an amendment which would
make it possible for cities like this in my
State, as well as throughout the Nation,
to be able to become eligible for Federal
grants when they are OK'd by the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment without having to break the ex-
isting laws of their State. I urge your
support and adoption of this amend-
ment.

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

Mrs. MAY. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois,

Mr. PUCINSKI. Would the gentle-
woman be good enough to explain to me
a point. As I view the amendment, you
are really trying to extend the section
14(b) principle inte this act. I do not
know how you could possibly hope to
develop a transportation program if you
are going to have a myriad of standards
of labor relations along the way.

Mrs. MAY. My amendment would ap-
ply only when their conditions would not
be worsened but bettered, and they could
not require the breaking of existing
State laws before these people could get
a job. I do not see how this Yakima sit-
uation has helped union members.
These bus drivers were members of the
union. In faect, the members of the
unions involved were not all in agree-
ment on compulsory union membership.
But here they had not only their own
right to membership but also better
wages and fringe benefits from the ecity.
Yet the Department of Housing and
Urban Development said that they had
to have all these provisions in the con-
tract, which would be against State law.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition: to the amendment. I
would like to ask the gentlewoman from
Washington whether or not, as she said
during general debate, the amendment is
intended to be retroactive and, by its
language, would be retroactive.

Mrs. MAY. Actually the language or
term “retroactive” in general debate was
perhaps misleading. I merely wanted to
make sure that the amendment would
cover a situation such as exists in
Yakima, Wash., where a Federal grant
has been applied for but has not been
granted.

Mr. MULTER. Do I correctly under-
stand that it would be made retroactive
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only to the effective date of the act of
1964?

Mrs. MAY. That is correct.

Mr, THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. The
clear purport of the amendment, as I
understand it from the gentlewoman'’s
discussion in the general debate and now,
is that it would be retroactive to 1964.
It would create an incredible hodge-
podge. The ultimate effect of this
amendment, I might say to my distin-
guished friend from New York, is pure
and simple. Its purpose is to destroy
the labor section of the act and make
labor-management relations impossible
in these situations. The amendment
should be very strongly opposed.

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

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Washington.

Mrs. MAY. May I ask a question of
the gentleman from New Jersey, who just
spoke? Would the gentleman have any
suggestions, therefore, on how this act
might be amended, so that where union
members actually better their position
they can be allowed to better their posi-
tion, instead of being refused the right
to have better paid jobs and better
fringe benefits and have a job? These
eight busdrivers, who are union mem-
bers, no longer have their jobs. I do not
call that proper protection.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, it is my understanding that
there are only eight members. My sug-
gestion is that the gentlewoman with-
draw her amendment, and everyone will
be in better shape.

Mrs. MAY. I believe the eight involved
are very important, if I might answer the
gentleman, The eight families are suf-
fering just as much as any others. It
is not the number of members. I think
it is the unfairness of it, that eight union
members lose their jobs and a chance for
better advantages.

Legally, there is no way to help them,
the way this act is written.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I sug-
gest that the answer to the gentlewom-
an's problem is to amend her State law.

Mrs. MAY. I thank the gentleman
very much.

Mr. MULTER. When we considered
this bill originally and enacted the law
in 1964, and each time we have amended
it, we have taken into consideration two
things.

First, to protect private enterprise. We
did not permit this act to be used by any
city or county or State government to
take over private enterprise. We pro-
tected that.

Second, on the other hand, we tried
to protect labor and provided for that, so
that they cannot through the back door
break a union contract.

This amendment, as I see it; could be
used to break union contraects. I do not
accuse the gentlewoman of any ill motive
or say that this is her idea. I am sure
it is not. But this provision as written
could very easily be used as an anti-
union provision. It could easily be used




August 16, 1966

to break existing union contracts with
private facilities.

Under this law we want the private
companies to continue to operate mass
transportation. We want to help them
do it. As a matter of fact, there are
grants for municipalities, to enable them
to acquire facilities which, in turn, they
will lease to private enterprise. We have
also in mind that unions which have
contracts with private entrepreneurs will
be protected.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words. I believe the gentleman has made
a strong point. I believe it is important
to point out that if the gentlewoman's
amendment were to prevail, there would
be tremendous pressure for these private
companies to become publicly owned fa-
cilities. The unions do not want pub-
licly owned companies wherever it can
be avoided. I believe. her amendment
would force these privately owned com-
panies into public ownership.

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

After listening to the arguments
against the amendment of the gentle-
woman from Washington, I would say
that they are about as shallow as any
I have heard on this floor,

This amendment certainly is not go-
ing to force State ownership or inter-
fere in any manner with private enter-
prise. It merely protects those political
subdivisions that are faced with the
problem—and everybody knows it. I just
feel the amendment is sound and
proper. It is not going to bring about
any of the results which those who have
opposed the bill have mentioned.

I do not agree with the statement of
the gentleman from New Jersey, who said
that simply because there are only eight
men involved, we should ignore their
plight. A more ridiculous argument is
that the State should change its law be-
cause it conflicts with Federal law, which
again is about as shallow an argument
as I have ever heard.

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

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Washington.

Mrs, MAY. There are more than eight
bus drivers involved, Mr. Chairman.
There are thousands of people, who are
elderly, or invalids, or children who
have had no public transportation for
several months.

We have no recourse under the law.
This is going to be taken from a house-
holder’s tax. The referendum is on our
people. It refers only to Government
employees, where the law is such that
they cannot have these things in their
contract that the Department of Housing
and Urban Development is demanding
they have in their contract.

We have no other recourse. The last
thing in my mind, I can tell my col-
league from Illinois, as he has said, is
that I would do anything to break the
present protection of our union members
under this contract. I am trying to find
out how I can protect the union members
who lost their jobs as a result of the
provisions of this act.
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Mr. COLLIER. I should like to make
a further observation.

There is also a small matter of the
public interest involved here.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman; will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLIER. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

"Mr. PUCINSKI. I believe what the
lady is trying to accomplish can be ae-
complished as it is now being accom-

plished, by privately owned companies

continuing to operate the transit sys-
tems and continuing their present agree-
ments with the labor organizations, with
the municipal government merely act-
ing as a conduit for channeling funds
of assistance into the private system.

‘If the lady will examine her amend-
ment carefully she will see what is in-
volved. I fear that the most desirable
thing, leaving these companies in pri-
vate ownership, would be affected, This
would force municipal ownership of
these companies against their will.

I know the lady is sincere in offering
her amendment. If she will study it she
will find if we will leave the situation as
it is now, these private companies are
working out their problems.

Mr. COLLIER. I believe the gentle-
man is oversimplifying, and he knows it.
He knows that the private companies,
from an economic standpoint, simply
cannot operate under the conditions
the gentlewoman from Washington [Mrs.
May] has described. Why deal in
conjecture or platitudes when the facts
are they cannot continue business on
that basis?

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve we have had a full discussion of this
amendment. Iask fora vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Washington [Mrs. May]l.

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mrs. May) there
were—ayes 38, noes 66.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, GROSS

'Mr, GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross: On page
4, after line 6, add the following new section:

“Sec. 6. The section of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 redesignated as
Section 11 by Bection 5(a) (1) of this Act is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“*(f) It shall be unlawful for any person
to damage or destroy, or attempt to damage
or destroy, through a willful act committed
as a ‘pBI‘t of or in connection with a riot or
other civil disturbance, any wvehicle which
was acquired, constructed, or reconstructed
with Federal financial assistance provided
pursuant to Section 3 or Section 6 of this Act.
Whoever violates this subsection shall be
fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned
not more than two years or both.'”

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Gross] for 5 minutes.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman——

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order.

Mr, GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I will
not belabor this amendment with an un-
necessarily long explanation——

19587

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I just
reserved a point of order on the amend-
ment. .

Mr. GROSS. I am sure that your
point of order comes too late.

‘The CHAIRMAN. The Chair rules
that the point of order comes too late.
The gentleman from Iowa is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. GROSS. I am sure the gentle-
man from Texas, being the student of
the rules he professes to be, knows when
debate has started on an amendment it
is too late to try to make a point of
order,

Mr. PATMAN. It is an opinion as to
who is on his feet and when.

Mr. GROSS. The Chair has ruled.

Mr. Chairman, I will take only a min-
ute or two to explain this amendment,
because it is perfectly obvious what the
intent of the amendment is. It is to
say to the rioters and demonstrators
that they will be subject to penalty if
they use fire bombs, rocks, bottles, and
other weapons to damage vehicles pro-
vided by all the Federal taxpayers’
money under the terms of this act. It
is just that simple. I hope I may have
the support of the Members of the House
in behalf of an amendment which I
think is in the interests of all the people.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Alabama.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Chairman, T rise to commend the:gen-
tleman for offering this amendment. In
my opinion, it is needed. It does not
make sense for the Federal Government
or for any private organization to put
money in buses or subways and then
have people who seem to be beyond the
laws of the States or the cities destroy
t.hdim by fire bombs, brickbats, and what-
not.

Mr. GROSS. 1t is an insufferable sit-
uation when the taxpayers of Iowa and
all other States are called upon to pro-
vide the money for vehicles used for
public transportation and then see those
vehicles destroyed or damaged by riot-
ers, demonstrators, and hoodlums.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment, because the amendment
which is proposed by the gentleman from
Iowa, and which is seconded by the gen-
tleman from Alabama, would destroy
States rights in this eountry as we know
them.

Let us see what the amendment does.
Let us just take as an example the fine
city of Waterloo, Iowa, which is in the
State which the gentleman from Iowa
has the honor to represent. The city of
Waterloo has just, as of June 30, been
the beneficiary of a grant under the
Urban Mass Transit Act of 30 new buses
to replace old equipment. They will geti
30 new buses under this federally fi-
nanced law. The utility there will have
an additional 30 buses which they will
procure outside of the Federal law. 3

Let us suppose two desperadoes from
the East, with their hearts full of battery,
come out to Waterloo and desperado No.
1 throws a rock and breaks a window in
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a federally financed bus. Then desper-
ado No. 2 takes a rock and breaks a win-
dow in a privately financed bus. The
duly constituted law-enforcement officers
of the great State of TJowa then find that
as to the man who threw his rock against
the locally financed bus, the orderly
processes of the Iowa criminal law
obtain.

But as to the man who came in and
threw the rock at the federally financed
bus, the Federal Government will have
preempted that phase of the criminal
law, and the great State of Iowa will be
powerless to deal with it.

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that the amend-
ment—which is so destructive of States
rights—will be voted down.

Mr. WAGGONNER. . Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number ot
words.

b Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WAGGONNER. Iam glad to yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. Mr. Chairman, in response
to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Revss], what I am frying to do is see to
it that those buses about which he talks
that go to the city of Waterloo, Iowa, are
used for the purpose for which intended,
and that is the safe transportation of
passengers, and that demonstrators and
rioters from Wisconsin and from Chicago
do not come out and destroy them with-
out at least being punished.

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. I shall be happy
to yield to the gentleman from Wis-
consin.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I com=-
mend the gentleman for his purpose, but
the amendment, if I may say so, is so
imperfectly drafted that it would pro-
duce just the opposite effect that the
gentleman wants to accomplish, and
that is why I urge that it be voted down.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from Louisiana yield further?

Mr. WAGGONNER. Yes. I yield.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I apolo-
gize to the gentleman from Wisconsin,
being the perfectionist that he implies
he is, for not asking him to draft the
amendment for me. And, if the gentle-
man is such a perfectionist and is in-
terested in protecting the transportation
that he wants to provide through the
enactment of this bill, the gentleman
himself would have offered an amend-
ment to take care of the situation.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, we
here in the House of Representatives
have long been concerned about the rules
of the House, and we have always re-
quired that any amendment offered on or
to any proposed legislation be germane.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe anyone
has questioned the germaneness of this
particular amendment. But there is a
matter of concern now that has not been
before us too long. I believe we ought to
give some consideration to it in this in-
stance. I would just simply like to ask
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Grossl,
who offered the amendment, whether the
genfleman has checked the amendment
out with Judge Corcoran? After his in-
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credible decision of yesterday with re-
gard to the House Committee on Un-
American Activities we can look for any-
thing.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield further to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. No; and I doubt very
much that I will in view of the unbeliev-
able decision to which the gentleman
from Louisiana has referred.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I understand the
point which the gentleman is trying to
make. For my part Judge Corcoran
should be forgotten. He has no place on
the bench.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa.

The question was taken, and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Gross), there
were—ayes 49, noes 75.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RYAN

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Ryan: On page
4 after line 6, insert the following:

“Sgc. 6. (a) The Urban Mass Transporta-
tlon Act of 1964 (as amended by this Act)
is further amended by inserting after section
13 the following new section:

“ ‘USE OF CERTAIN FUNDS FOR URBAN MASS

TRANSPORTATION PURPOSES

“‘Sec. 14. (a) The Governor of a State may
elect to have any funds apportioned to such
State after the date of enactment of this
Act under section 104 of title 23, United
States Code, made available, in a manner
prescribed by regulations of the Secretary of
Commerce, to the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development for making grants, for
urban mass transportation purposes within
such State, under section 3 of the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1964.

“*(b) For purposes of this section:

“‘(1) the term “State"” includes the Dis-
trict of Columbia and Puerto Rico, and

“*(2) the term “Governor” means the
chief executive officer of a State."™

Mr, FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Ryan] is not germane.

Mr., RYAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman withhold his point of order
and reserve it?

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I wiil
reserve my point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman re-
serves his point of order.

Mr, RYAN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment does not increase the auth-
orization and would not add to the cost
of the program incorporated in the pres-
ent bill. It does make it possible for a
State at the option of the Governor to
develop a more balanced transportation
system. ‘

Mr., Chairman, the pending bill, while
very important and a major step for-
ward doés not provide adequate funds to
meet our mass transit needs. If ap-
propriated, $175 million will not be suf-
ficient. If it-is not appropriated—and
under the act of 1064 we know that the
Congress did not appropriate the full
authorization—I believe that in the last
fiscal year $130 million was appropriated
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despite an $150 million authorization—
if the full amount is not appropriated, it
will be all the more woefully
inadequate.

In addition, there is a 12%-percent
limitation which imposes an arbitrary
ceiling on the amount which may go to
any one State. We debated this point
earlier this afternoon. We know that
for the State of New York less than $22
million would be available for each year
under this program, and that is for the
entire State—not simply for the city of
New York. This 12%-percent restric-
tion applies throughout the country.

So it is clear that, if our chaotic trans-
portation system is going to be recon-
structed, if mass transit is to be ad-
equately financed, we are going to have
to reassess our priorities. Mr. Chair-
man, I suggest we must have an addi-
tional source of funds.

Last week we authorized $12 billion
for the next 2 fiscal years under the
Federal-aid highway program for high-
way construction, This is part of a $51
billion program. We are spending about
80 times as much per year for highways
as will be authorized under this bill for
mass transit.

Mr. Chairman, the discrepancy be-
tween the amount spent on highway con-
struction and the amount spent on mass
transit has resulted in chaotic transpor-
tation systems in our cities. We pour
automobiles into our cities. Our cities
are literally being choked to death by
automobiles.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment which
I offered provides an opportunity to cor-
rect this situation at the option of the
Governors. There is no requirement
placed upon the Governor. There is no
compulsion involved. A Governor may
use funds which are available for trans-
portation either for highways or for mass
tmnsit to achieve the proper kind of

Mr Chairman, Congress has set aside
billions of dollars for highway purposes.
This fund is a logical source of funds
to meet the mass transit needs which
confront our Nation.

The concept of the mass transit bill
before- us is sound. It recognizes the
Federal responsibility.

This bill, unfortunately, does not pro-
vide sufficient money. If the Governors
are allowed to use highway funds which
are apportioned to them, they can in
their own judgment and discretion bal-
ance the two—balance the rails and
roads. That will achieve a much more
effective transportation system in our
major urban centers.

Mr. Chairman, if large masses of peo=
ple are to be moved efficiently in and out
of our cities, we must make an invest-
ment way beyond the scope of this bill.
It is essential to embark upon a massive
grant program for mass transit and to
develop comprehensive balanced trans-
portation systems in metropolitan areas.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Does the gentleman from Maryland
insist upon the point of order?

Mr. FALLON. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is de-
signed to transfer funds from the high-
way trust fund to this pending author-
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ization bill, I insist on the point of or-
der on the ground that the amendment
is not germane to the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from New York desire to be heard
on the point of order?

Mr. RYAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, may I simply say that
last Thursday, August 11, when we con-
sidered the highway bill, I offered a simi-
lar amendment, At that time the Chair
ruled that it was not germane because
it dealt with mass transportation and
was foreign to the highway bill then
under consideration,

Today we are dealing with mass trans-
portation and, therefore, if it was not
germane last week, it certainly is ger-
mane today on this bill which is con-
cerned with financing mass transporta=
tion. Last week this amendment was
viewed as being relevant to mass trans-
portation. In fact, the distinguished
chairman of the Public Works Commit-
tee, the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
FaLron], suggested that this point be
discussed this week when the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1966 would
be on the floor.

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

Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. FALLON., A On that point you deal
with urban transportation. You are not
dealing with highway transportation.
You are dealing with urban transporta-
tion, and I insist upon my point of
order,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule. The amendment of the
gentleman from New York clearly goes
to funds covered under title 23. It is
within the jurisdiction of the Committee
on Public Works, and after carefully ex-
amining the rules the Chair is of the
opinion that the amendment is not ger-
mane. The point of order is sustained.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr, Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I take this time only—and I do not
intend to take the full 5§ minutes—to an~
nounce that the motion to recommit will
be the amendment which was previously
offered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Harsual., It will be offered as a motion
to recommit by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. TarLcorr]. The motion to re-
commit will provide that the authoriza-
tion will be reduced from $175 million per
year to $150 million a year.

The motion to recommit will not have

a continuing indefinite authorization. It
will be limited to fiscal year 1968.

I reaffirm what I said a moment ago.
The President in his budget document, in
his recommendation to the Congress, pro-
posed that the authorization be $150 mil-
lion. The motion to recommit will coin-
cide with the President’s recommenda-
tion, and those who vote for the motion
to recommit will be voting to support the
President’s budget. Those who vote
against t.he. motion to recommit will be
voting to inflate the President’s budget.
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I yield back the balance of my time.

' Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to speak in opposition to the pro forma
motion. :

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MULTER. I think the point has
already been made—and it should be re-
stated—that despite the fine statement
by the distinguished minority leader, the
fact is that the instructions do more than
address themselves to the budgetary re-
quirements for fiscal 1968. The amend-
ment would go much further. Instead of
continuing this program under existing
law for 3 years but requiring year-by-
year appropriations, it will cut it off and
require an authorization each year be-
ginning with fiscal year 1968. That is
the real purpose of the motion to recom-
mit with these instructions, and that was
the real purpose of the amendment. It
was not so much to cut it back to $150
million, because that is all we called for
in this bill as presented for fiscal year
1967. But the amendment and the mo-
tion to recommit would definitely go
much farther and cut the program off at
the end of fiscal 1967.

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

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. REUSS. I wish to propound a
question to the distinguished minority
leader, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Forp]l. Am I correct in my under-
standing that the motion to recommit,
if adopted, would go counter to President
Johnson's request for a 3-year authoriza-
tion for the continuation of the urban
mass transportation program?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. The gentle-
man is correct in that regard. We are
limiting the dollar amount and the dollar
proposals submitted in the budget docu-
ment by President Johnson.

Mr. REUSS. Yes, but in addition to
limiting the dollar amounts, you are also
cutting two-thirds out of the President’s
program by making it, in effect, for only
1 year rather than for 3 years. Is that
not so?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. That is cor-
rect, but if the gentleman will yield, I
hasten to point out that this is a year or
more hence, and it will give the next
Congress ample opportunity to consider
the program not only for fiscal 1968 but
also for fiscal 1969.

I also would like to add that, as I
understand it from existing law and the
bill before us, the unused appropriations
are committed for subsequent utiliza-
tion. As I understand it from the 1964
act and the subsequent appropriation
bill, there is approximately $565 million
still available for subsequent fiscal years.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, does the distinguished gentle-
man from New York yield?

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

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, is it possible that this is the
bill that was reported out of the Banking
m?-o (i‘.;:rrency Committee by a vote of
29
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Mr. MULTER. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. This is
some: procedure.

Mr. MULTER. May I suggest, with all
due deference to the distinguished mi-
nority leader, that those of us on this side
of the aisle can be relied on to sustain
the President’s program, rather than the
gentlemen on the ofther side of the aisle.

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

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle~
man from Michigan.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
fail to understand why we cannot have
a yearly authorization on this. With
other members on the committee I was
called to the White House, and we were
given a stern lecture against doing what
we are trying to do today, that is in-
creasing his authorization request.

Mr. MULTER. Obviously the gentle-
man is confusing authorizations and
appropriations.

Mr. CEDERBERG. No.

Mr. MULTER:. This law does not
change that. The gentleman wants us
to come back each year for an authoriza-
tion. This kind of program does not
lend itself effectively to that procedure.
We need an ongoing program authorized
for 3 years and examined each year by
means of annual appropriations.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman; I
move to strike the last word.

I do not want to leave the idea here
that the President was talking about
appropriations only when we were at the
White House. He was also talking about
authorizations, He mentioned some in
particular—not particularly this one—
but education and some other authoriza-
tions, and not only appropriations. He
expressed a real concern.

I believe we will find out on this mo-
tion to recommit whether the Members
will stay with the President’s budget.
He calls it highly inflationary if we go
above the amount he requested in the
authorization.

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

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. MULTER. Mr, Chairman, I will
repeat that the gentlemen on this side of
the aisle can be counted on, rather than
those on the other side of the aisle, to
support the President’s program.

Mr. CEDERBERG. If the gentlemen
are going to support the President, are
they going to support the motion to re-
commit this as supporting the President?

Mr. MULTER. No, if the gentleman
will  yield further, we will vote against
the motion to recommit, because it runs
counter to the President’s program on
this bill by making it a 1 year program.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Will the gentle~
man explain how it runs counter? I
fail to understand.

Mr, REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I will be
glad to explain to the gentleman. It
runs counter to the President’s program,
because the President asked for a 3-year
program to permit orderly planning.
The motion to recommit, as I understmd
it, provides only for 1 year, .
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It is true the President recommended
only $150 million, rather than $175 mil-
lion. The members of the commitiee
were persuaded by the eloquent argu-
ments of ‘the distinguished minority
leader on the committee, the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. Wibwarr]l to
“pbust” the President’s budget to that ex-
tent in the authorization and Members
will vote on it as they see fit.

tMr. CEDERBERG. I do not believe
the committee is so busy that it cannot
handle an annual authorization. Irecall
that we had this question on foreign aid.
We went through this. It was changed
2 days later in the Senate, and they went
back to annual authorization.

~Mr. REUSS. I will tell the gentleman
a good reason: When this bill was first
adopted, in 1964, it was adopted with a
3-year authorization. That is what we
are attempting to adopt today. In a pro-
gram like this, we have to give the local
communities an opportunity to plan. We
cannot have an on-again, off-again,
stop-start program.

I hope the motion to recommit is voted
down.

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

. Mr. CEDERBERG. Iyield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr, CURTIS. If I am correct, the hill
proposed by the committee has an in-
definite 'authorization, not limited to
3 years at all. At least, this ties it down.
So it looks like the committee was not
paying any attention at all to what the
President might, have requested.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Moss, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 14810), to amend the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 to authorize
additional amounts for assistance there-
under, to authorize grants for certain
technical studies, and to provide for an
expedited program of research, develop-
ment, and demonstration of new urban
transportation systems, pursuant to
House Resolution 948, he reported the
bill back to the House.

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

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

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. TALCOTT. I am opposed to it in
its present form, Mr. Speaker.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TarLcort moves to recommit the bill
H.R. 14810 to the Committee on Banking and
Currency with instructions to report the
same back to the House forthwith with the
following amendment: On page 2, lines 1 and
2, strike out “and $175,000,000 for each fiscal

year thereafter.” and insert in lieu thereof
the following: *“and $150,000,000 for fiscal
year 1968."

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The questlon is on
the motion to recommit.

Mr. GERALD R, FORD. Mr. Speaker,
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on that I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 205, nays 161, not voting 68,

as follows:
[Roll No. 224]
YEAS—205

Abbitt Figher Nelsen
Abernethy Foley O'Hara, Mich.
Adair Ford, Gerald R. 0'Konski
Andrews, Fountain O’'Neal, Ga,

George W. Fulton, Tenn. Passman
Andrews, Fuqua Pelly

N. Dak. Gathings Pickle
Arends Gettys Pirnie
Ashbrook Gibhons Poage
Ashmore Goodell Poff
Ayres Grelgg Fool
Bandstra Grider Purcell
Bates Griffiths Quillen
Battin Gross Race
Belcher Grover Randall
Bell Gurney Redlin ’
Bennett Haley Reid, 1.
Berry Hall Reifel
Betts Halleck Reinecke
Bolton Hamilton «Rhodes, Arlz.
Bow Hansen, Idaho Rivers, S.C.
Brock Hansen, Iowa Roberts
Broomfleld Hardy Robison
Brown, Clar- Harsha Rogers, Fla.

ence J.,Jr, Harvey, Ind. Rogers, Tex.
Broyhill, N.C. Harvey, Mich. Roudebush
Buchanan Hays Roush -
Byrnes, Wis. Hechler Rumsfeld
Cabell Henderson Satterfield
Callan Horton Saylor
Carter Hosmer Schmidhauser
Casey Hull Schneebell
Cederberg Hutchinson Selden
Chamberlain Ichord Shipley
Clancy Jarman Shriver
Clausen, Jennings Sikes

Don H. Johnson, Pa. Skubitz
Clawson, Del Jonas Black : -
Cleveland Jones, Mo. Smith, Calif,
Collier Jones, N.C. Smith, Towa
Colmer Eee Smith, N.Y.
Conable Kornegay Bmith, Va.
Conte Kunkel Springer
Cooley Laird Stafford
Corbett Langen Stanton
Cramer Latta Steed
Culver Lennon Stratton
Cumningham  Lipscomb Talcott
Curtin Love Taylor
Curtis McClory Teague, Calif.

e McCulloch Teague, Tex.
Davis, Wis McDade Thomson, Wis.
de la Garza McEwen Tuck
Derwinski McMillan - Utt
Devine MeVicker Vigorito
Dickinson MacGregor Waggonner
Dingell Mahon Walker, N, Mex.
Dole Marsh Watkins
Dorn Martin, Nebr. Watson
Dowdy Mathias Watts
Downing May Whalley
Duncan, Tenn, Michel White, Tex.
Edwards, Ala. Mills - Whitener
Ellsworth Minshall Williams
Erlenborn Mize ‘Wilson, Bob
Evans, Colo Moeller Wright
Everett Moore Wyatt
Evins, Tenn Morton Wrydler
Farnum Mosher Younger
Findley Nedal
NAYS—161
Boggs Clark

Addabbo Boland Craley

bert Brademas Daddario
Anderson, Brooks Dawson

Tenn. Burke Delaney
Annunzio Burleson Denton
Ashley Burton, Calif. Donohue
Aspinall Byrne, Pa, Dow
Beckworth Cahill Dulskt
Bingham Carey Dwyer
Blatnik Chelf Dyal

Edmondson Keogh
Edwards, Calif. King, Calif.
Fallon King, Utah
Farbstein Kirwan
Farnsley Kluczynski
Fascell Erebs
Felghan Eupferman
Fino Leggett
Flood Long, Md
Fraser MecCarthy
Frelinghuysen McDowell
Friedel McFall
Fulton, Pa. McGrath
Gallagher Maecdonald
Giaimo Machen
Gilbert Mackay
Gilligan Mackie
Gonzalez Madden
Grabowskl Mailliard
Gray Matsunaga

Green, Oreg. Meeds

Green, Pa. Miller
Hagen, Calif. Minish
Halpern Monagan
Hanley Morgan
Hanna Morse
Hansen, Wash. Moss
Hathawa; Multer
Helstoski Murphy, I11.
Hicks Murphy, N Y
Holifield Natcher

Howard Nix
Hungate O'Brien
Huot O'Hara, Ill.
Irwin Olson, Minn.
Jacobs Ottinger
Joelson Patman
Johnson, Calif. Patten
Johnson, Okla. Pepper
Jones, Ala. Perkins
Karsten Philbin
Karth Pike

Eelly Price

Pucinskl
Reid, N.Y,

Reuss

Rhodes, Pa.
Rodino
Rogers, Colo.
Ronan -
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.

. Rosenthal

Roybal
Ryan

8t Germain
St. Onge
Scheuer
Schisler
Schweiker
Secrest
Sickles
Sisk
Staggers
Stalbaum
Stubblefield
Sullivan

‘Sweeney

Tenzer

Thomas
Thompson, N.J.
Thompson, Tex.
Todd

Trimble

Udall

Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vanik

Vivian
Waldie
Weltner
Widnall
Wolfl
Yates
Young
Zablocki

NOT VOTING—66

Anderson, Il1l. Flynt Murray
Andrews, Fogarty Olsen, Mont,
Glenn Ford, O'Neill, Mass.
Baring William D. Powell
Barrett Garmatz Quie
Bolling Gubser Rees
Bray Hagan, Ga. Resnick
Brown, Calif. Hawkins Rivers, Alaska
Broyhill, Va. Hébert Ronecalio
Burton, Utah Herlong Rostenkowskl
Callaway - Holland '/ Scott
Cameron Eastenmejer = Senner
Celler Eeith Stephens
Clevenger King, N.¥. Toll ;
Cohelan Landrum Tunney
Conyers Long, La Tupper
Corman Martin, Ala Tuten
Daniels Martin, Mass. Walker, Miss.
Davis, Ga. Matthews White, Idaho
Dent Mink Whitten
Diggs Moorhead Willis
Duncan, Oreg. Morris Wilson,
Edwards, La. Morrison Charles H.

So the motion to recommit was agreed

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:
On this vote:
Mr. Baring for, with Mr. Celler against.
Mr. Bray for, with Mr. Cameron against.
Mr, Scott for, with: Mr. Dent against.
Mr. Whitten for, with Mr. Daniels against.
Mr. Walker of Mississippl for, with Mr.

O’'Nelll of Massachusetts agalnst.

Mr. Anderson of Illinois for, with Mr.
Fogarty against.

Mr. Glenn Andrews for, with Mr. Barrett
against.

Mr. Burton of Utah for, with Mr. Garmatz
against.

Mr. Murray for, with Mr. Cohelan agalnst,

Mr. Matthews for, with Mr. Rostenkowskl
against.

Mr. Herlong for, with Mr, Corman against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Hébert with Mr, Quie.

Mr. Long of Loulslana with Mr. Tupper.

Mr. Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Martin
of Massachusetts.

Mr. Duncan ot Oregon with Mr Martin of
Alabama.
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Mr. Kastenmeler with Mr. King of New
York.
. Hawkins with Mr. Keith.

. Ronecalio with Mr. Gubser.

. Resnick with Mr. Broyhill of Virginia,
. Rivers of Alaska with Mr. Callaway.
. Hagan of Georgia with Mr. Willis,

. Diggs with Mr. Charles H. Wilson.

. Davis of Georgla with Mrs, Mink.
. Morris with Mr. Holland.

. Senner with Mr. Olsen of Montana.
. Stephens with Mr. Moorhead.

. Rees with Mr. William D, Ford.

< Flynt with Mr. Morrison.

. Clevenger with Mr. Conyers.

. Tunney with Mr. White of Idaho.
Mr. Tuten with Mr. Powell.

Mr. DINGELL and Mr. VIGORITO
changed their vote from “no” to “aye.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the instructions of the House in the
motion to recommit, I report the bill,
H.R. 14810, back to the House with the
following amendment:

On page 2, lines 1 and 2, strike out
“and $175,000,000 for each fiscal year
thereafter.” 'and insert in lieu thereof
the following: *“and $150,000,000 for
fiscal year 1968.” '

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
~ On page 2, lines 1 and 2, strike out “and
$175,000,000 for each fiscal year there-
after.” and insert in lleu thereof the fol-
lowing: *“and $150,000,000 for fiscal year
1968."

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the amendment.
The amendment was agreed to.

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

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

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 235, nays 127, not voting 69,
as follows:

EREEE

BERE

EEEEE

[RoOll No. 225]
YEAS—2356
Adair Casey Fallon
Adams Chelf Farbstein
Addabbo Clark Farnum
Albert Clausen, Fascell
Anderson, Don H. Feighan
Tenn. Conable Fino
Annunglo Conte Flood
Ashley Corbett ' Foley
Aspinall Craley Ford, Gerald R.
Ayres Cunningham . Fraser
Bates Curtin ; Frelinghuysen
Beckworth Daddario Friedel
ue Fulton, Pa.
Bingham Davis, Wis. Fulton, Tenn.
Blatnlk Dawson Gallagher
Boggs Delaney Gialmo
Boland Denton Gibbons
Bolton 3 ell Gilbert
Bow Donchue Gilligan
Brademas Dow Gonzalez
Brooks Dulskl Goodell
Broomfield Dwyer Grabowski
ke Dyal Gray
Burton, Calif. Edmondson Green, Oreg.
Byrne, Pa. Edwards, Calif. Green, Pa.
Cabell Ellsworth Griffiths
Cahill Erlenborn Grover
Callan Evans, Colo, Hagen, Calif,
Carey Everett Halpern
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Ryan

St Germain
5t. Onge
Baylor
Scheuer
Schisler
Schmidhauser
Schweiker
Becrest
Shipley
Shriver
Sickles

Bisk

Slack
Smith, N.X,
Springer
Btaggers
Stalbaum
Stanton
Stratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Sweeney
Ternzer
Thomas

Thompson, N.J.
Thompson, Tex.

Todd
Trimble
Udall

Waldie

Walker, N. Mex.

Watts
Weltner

unger
Zablockl

O'Konski
O’'Neal, Ga.
Passman
Pickle

SBatterfield
Schneebell
Selden
Sikes
Skubltz
Smith, Calif.
Bmith, ITowa
Smith, Va.
Stafford

Taylor
Teague, gaur.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Tuck

Utt
Waggonner
Watson
Whalley
Whitener
Williams
‘Wilson, Bob

Cohelan
Conyers
Corman
Daniels
Davis, Ga.
Dent

Hanley Mathias
Hanna Matsunaga
Hamen:%:;l. Meeds
Hardy Michel
Hathaway Miller
Hays Minish
Hechler Minshall
Helstoskl Mize
Hicks Monagan
Holifleld Moore
Horton Morgan
Hosmer Morse
Howard Morton
Hugfate Mosher
Hu Moss
Irwin Multer
Jacobs Murphy, Il
Joelson Murphy, N.Y.
Johnson, Callf. Natcher
Johnson, Okla. Nedzl
Jones, Ala. Nix
Earsten O'Brilen
Karth O'Hara, Il
Kee Olson, Minn
Eeith- Ottinger
Eelly Patman
Keogh Patten
King, Calif Pelly
King, Utah Pepper
Eirwan Perkins
Kluczynski Philbin
Krebs Pike
EKunkel Pirnie
Kupferman Price
Leggett Pueinski
Long, Md Randall

ve Redlin
MecCarthy - Reld, N.Y.
McDade
McDowell Reuss
McFall Rhodes, Pa.
McGrath Roblson
McVicker Rodino
Macdonald Rogers, Colo
MacGregor Ronan
Machen Rooney, N.Y
Mackay Rooney, Pa,
Mackle
Madden Roybal
Mailliard Rumsfeld

NAYS—127

Abbitt Pindley
Abernethy Fisher
Andrews, Fountain

George W Puqua
Andrews, Gathings

N. Dak. Gettys
Arends Greigg
Ashbrook Grider
Ashmore Gross
Bandstra Gurney
Battin aley
Belcher Hall
Bennett. Halleck
Berry Hamilton
Betts Hansen, Idaho
Brock Harsha
Brown, Clar-  Harvey, Ind.

ence J., Jr. Harvey, Mich
Broyhill, N.C. Henderson
Buchanan Hull
Burleson Hutchinson
Byrnes, Wis Ichord
Carter Jarman
Cederberg Jennings
Chamberlain  Johnson, Pa.
Clancy Jonas
Clawson, Del . Jones, Mo.
Cleveland Jones, N.C.
Collier Kornegay
Colmer Laird
Cooley Langen
Cramer, Latta
Culver Lennon
Curtis Lipscomb
de la Garza McClory
Derwinski McCulloch
Devine - McEwen
Dickinson McMillan
Dole Mahon
Dorn Marsh
Dowdy Martin, Nebr.
Downing Mills
Dunean, Tenn. Moeller
Edwards, Ala. Nelsen

NOT VOTING—6&9

Anderson, Ill. Brown, Calif,
Andrews, Broyhill, Va,

Glenn Burton, Utah
Baring Callaway
Barrett Cameron
Bolling Celler
Bray Clevenger

Diggs

Duncan, Oreg. Landrum ‘Rivers, Alaska
Edwards, La, Long, La, Roncalio
Evins, Tenn. = Martin, Ala, Rostenkowskl
Farnsley Martin, Mass. Scott
Flynt Matthews Senner
Pogarty Mink Stephens
Ford, Moorhead Toll

‘William D Morrls ‘Tunney
Garmatz Morrison Tupper
Gubser Murray Tuten
Hagan, Ga O'Hara, Mich. Walker, Miss.
Hawkins Olsen, Mont,  Watkins
Hébert O'Nelll, Mass. White, Idaho
Herlong Powell ‘Whitten
Holland Quie ‘Willis
Eastenmeier Rees Wilson,
King, N.Y. Resnick Charles H.

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote: .

Mr. Watkinsg for, with Mr. Bray against.
Mr. Martin of Massachusetts for, with Mr.
Glenn Andrews against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Hébert with Mr, Tupper.

Mr. O'Neill of Massachusetts with Mr. King
of New York,

Mr. Resnick with Mr. Gubser,

Mr. EKastenmeier with Mr. Anderson of
Tllinois.

Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Broyhill
of Virginia.

Mr. Holland with Mr. Burton of Utah.

Mr. Rees with Mr. Callaway.

Mr. Senner with Mr. Walker of Mississippl.

Mr. Cohelan with Mr. Quie. i

Mr. White of Idaho with Mr. Whitten.
Mr. Evins with Mr. Farnsley.

Mr. Fogarty with Mr. Willis.

Mr. Garmatz with Mr. Edwards of Louisana.
Mr. Daniels with Mr, Davis of Georgia.
Mr. Corman with Mr. Celler.

Mr, Cameron with Mr, Baring.

Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Barrett.

. Rostenkowski with Mr, Scott.

Mr. Tunney with Mr. Stephens.

Mr, Tutten with Mr. Matthews.
Mr
Mr

3

. Norris with Mr. Moorhead.
. Dent with Mr. Morrison.
Mr. O’Hara of Michigan with Mr, Hagan
of Georgia.

Mr. DAWSON changed his vote from
"na.Y” tro “Yea.” ' ¥

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate bill (8. 3700)
to amend the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Act of 1964, strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof
the provisions of H.R. 14810, to amend
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1964 to authorize additional amounts
for assistance thereunder, to authorize
grants for certain technical studies, and
to provide for an expedited program of
research, development, and demonstra-
tion of new urban transportation sys-
tems, just passed.

u’il‘he Clerk read the title of the Senate

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-~
souri? :

There was no objection.




19592

The Clerk read as follows:
8. 8700

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

AUTHORIZATION

SectioN 1. (a) The first sentence of sec=-
tion 4(b) of the Urban Mass Transportation
Act of 1964 is amended by striking out “$150,~
000,000 for fiscal year 1967 and inserting in
lieu thereof “$150,000,000 for each of the fis-
cal years 1967, 1968, and 1969".

(b) Section 6(b) of such Act (redesignated
sectlon 6(c) by sectlon 3 of this Act) is
amended by striking out “and to $30,000,000
on July 1, 1966” and inserting in lieu thereof
“to $30,000,000 on July 1, 1966, to $40,000,000
on July 1, 1967, and to $50,000,000 on July
1, 1968".

ASSISTANCE FOR CERTAIN TECHNICAL STUDIES AND
TRAINING PROGRAMS

Sec. 2. (a) The Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Act of 1964 is amended—

(1) by redesignating sections 9 through 12
as sections 12 through 15, respectively; and

(2) by inserting after section 8 the follow-
ing new sections:

“GRANTS FOR TECHNICAL STUDIES

“Sec, 9. The Secretary -is authorized to
make grants to States and local public bodies
and agencies thereof for the planning,
engineering, and designing of urban mass
transportation projects, and for other tech-
nical studies, to be included, or proposed to
be included, in a program (completed or un-
der active preparation) for a unified or offi-
cially coordinated urban transportation sys-
tem as a part of the comprehensive planned
development: of the urban area. Activities
assisted under this section may include (1)
studies relating to management, operations,
capital requirements, and economic feasibil-
ity; (2) preparation of engineering and
architectural surveys, plans, and specifica~
tions; and (3) other similar or related
activities preliminary to and in preparation
for the construction, acquisition, or improved
operation of mass transportation systems,
facilities, and equipment. A grant under
this section shall be made in accordance with
criteria established by the BSecretary and
shall not exceed two-thirds of the cost of
carrying out the activities for which the
grant is made.

“SRANTS FOR MANAGERIAL TRAINING PROGRAMS

“Sec, 10. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to make grants to States, local bodies, and
agencies thereof to provide fellowships for
training of personnel employed in manage-
rial, technical, and professional positions in
the urban mass transportation field. Fel-
lowships shall be for not more than one year
of advanced training in public or private
nonprofit institutions of higher education
offering programs of graduate study in busi-
ness or public administration, or in other
flelds having application to the urban mass
transportation Industry. The State, local
body, or agency receiving a grant under this
section shall select persons for such fellow-
ships on the basis of demonstrated ability
and for the contribution which they can rea-
sonably be expected to make to an efficient
mass transportation operation. Not more
than one hundred fellowships shall be
awarded in any year, and the amount of any
such fellowship shall not exceed an amount
equal to (1) 75 per centum of the sum of the
costs of education incurred by an individual
recelving such fellowship and the amount by
which such individual's salary is reduced
during the period of his training, or (2)
$12,000, whichever is the lesser.

“(b) Not more than 121, per centum of
the fellowships authorized pursuant to sub-
section (a) shall be awarded for the train-
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ing of employees of mass transportation com-
panies in any one State.

“(c) The Secretary may make available to
finance grants under this section not to ex-
ceed $1,500,000 per annum of the grant funds
appropriated pursuant to section 4(b).

““GRANTS FOR RESEARCH AND TRAINING IN URBAN
TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS v

“Sec. 11. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to make grants to public and private non-
profit institutions of higher learning to as-
sist in establishing or carrying on compre-
hensive research in the problems of trans-
portation in urban areas. Such grants shall
be used to conduct competent and qualified
research and investigations into the theoret-
ical or practical problems of urban trans-
portation, or both, and to provide for the
training of persons to carry on further re-
search or to obtain employment in private or
public organizations which plan, construct;
operate, or manage urban transportation
systems. Buch research and investigations
may include, without being limited to, the
design and functioning of urban mass tran-
sit systems; the design and functioning of
urban roads and highways; the Interrela-
tionship between various modes of urban and
interurban transportation; the role of
transportation planning in overall urban
planning; public preferences in transporta-
tion; the economic allocation of transporta=
tion resources; and the legal, financial, en~
gineering, and esthetic aspects of wurban
transportation. In making such grants the
Secretary shall give preference to institutions
of higher learning that undertake such re-
search and training by bringing together
knowledge and expertise In the various so-
cial sclences and technical disciplines that
relate to urban transportation problems.

“(b) The Secretary may make available to
finance grants under this section not to ex-
ceed $3,000,000 per annum of the grant funds
appropriated pursuant to section 4(b)."

(b) Such Act is further amended—

(1) by striking out “section 10(c)" in sec-
tion 3(c) and 1naert1ng in lleu thereof “sec-
tlon 13(c)™;

(2) by strlklng out “under this Act” in sec-
tion 13(c) (as redesignated by subsection
(a)) and inserting in lieu thereof *“under
section 3 of this Act”.

RESEARCH, DEVELOFMENT, AND DEMONSTRATION
PROJECT

Sec. 8. Section 6 of the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1964 is amended by.re-
designating subsections (b) and (¢) as sub-
sections (¢) and (d), and by adding after
subsection (a) a new subsection as follows:

“(b) The Secretary shall, In consultation
with the Secretary of Commerce, undertake
a project to study and prepare a program of
research, development, and demonstration of
new systems of urban transportation that
will carry people and goods within metropoli-
tan areas speedily, safely, without polluting
the air, and in a manner that will contribute
to sound city planning. The program shall
(1) concern itself with all aspects of new
systems of urban transportation for metro-
politan areas of various sizes, including
technological, financial, economic, govern-
mental, and social aspects; (2) take into ac-
count the most advanced available tech-
nologles and materials; and (3) provide na=
tional leadership to efforts of States, locali-
ties, private industry, wunlversities, and
foundations. The Secretary shall report his
findings and recommendations to the Presi-
dent, for submission to the Congress, as
rapidly as possible and in any event not later
than eighteen months after the effective date
of this subsection.”

BTATE LIMITATION
Sec. 4. Sectlon 15 of the Urban Mass

Transportation Act of 1964 (as redesignated
by section 2 of this Act) i{s amended by strik-
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ing out the period and inserting in leu
thereof the following: *: Provided, That the
Secretary shall first reallocate sums not used
in any fiscal year within the limitation herein
prescribed and may thereafter without regard
to such lmitation, enter into contracts for
grants under section 3 aggregating not to
exceed $12,600,000 (subject to the total au-
thorization provided in section. 4(b)) with
local public bodies and agencies in States
where more than two-thirds of the maximum
grants permitted in the respective State un-
der this section has been obligated.”

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PATMAN: Strike
out all after the ena.cting clause and in-
sert the following:

“That this Act may be cited as the ‘Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1966'.

“Sgc. 2. The first sentence of section 4(b)
of the Urban Mass Transportation: Act of
1964 1s amended by striking outf ‘and $150,-
000,000 for fiscal year 1967 and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘$150,000,000 for fiscal mr 1967;
and $150,000,000 for fiscal year 1968’.°

“Sec. 3. Section 6(b) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 is amended by
striking out ‘and to 30,000,000 on July 1,
1966' and /inserting in lieu thereof ‘to $30,-
000,000 on July 1, 1966, to .$40,000,000 on
July 1, 1967, and to $50,000,0 on July 1, 1968"

“SEc. 4. The Secretary of Housing and Ur-
ban Development shall, In eonsultation with
the Secretary of Commerce, undertake a study
to prepare a program of research, develop-
ment, and demonstration of new systems of
urban transportation that will carry people
and goods within metropolitan areas speedily,
safely, without polluting the air, and in a
manner that will contribute to sound city
planning. ' The program shall (1) concern
itself with all aspects of new systems of ur-
ban transportation for metropolitan areas of
various sizes, Including technological, finan-
cial, economic, governmental, and social as-
pects; (2) take Into acecount the most ad-
vanced available technologies and materials;
and (3) provide national leadership to efforts
of States, localities, private industry, univer-
sities, and foundal:lom The Secretary shall
report his findings and recommendations to
the President, for submission to the Congress,
as rapidly as possible and in any event not
later than eighteen months after the date of
enactment of this Act. There are authorized
to be appropriated such amounts as may be
necessary for its preparation.

“Sec, 5. (a) The Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Act of 1964 (as amended by this Act)
is further amended—

“(1) by redesignating sections 9 through
12 as sections 10 through 13, respectively;
and

“(2) by inserting after section 8 the fol-
lowing new section:

‘" 'GRANTS FOR TECHNICAL STUDIES

“fSec. 9. The Secretary is authorized to
make grants to States and local public bodies
and agencies thereof for the planning, engi-
neering, and designing of urban mass trans-
portation projects, and for other technical
studies, to be Included, or proposed to be in-
cluded, in a program (completed or under
active preparation) for a unified or officlally
coordinated urban transportation system as
a part of the comprehensively planned devel=-
opment of the urban area. Activities as-
sisted under this section may include (1)
studies relating to management, operations,
capital requirements, and economic feasibil-
ity; (2) preparation of engineering and ar-
chitectural surveys, plans, and specifications;
and (3) other simllar or related activities
preliminary to and in preparation for the
construction, acquisition, or improved opera~
tion of mass transportation systems, facili-
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ties, and equipment. A grant under this sec-
tion shall be made In accordance with cri-
teria established by the Becretary and shall
not exceed two-thirds of the cost of carry-
ing out the activities for which the grant is
made.’

*“{b) Section 8(c) of such Act is amended
by striking out ‘section 10(¢)' and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘section 11(c)'.”

The amendment was agreed to.

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

A similar House bill was laid on the
table.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the House insist
upon its amendment to the Senate bill
(S. 3700), and that the House request a
conference with the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
ParmaN, MULTER, BARRETT, Mrs. SuLLI-
van, Messrs. REuss, AsSHLEY, WIDNALL,
Fmvo, and Mrs. DWYER.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that &ll Members
may have 5 legislative days to extend
their remarks on the bill just passed,
either before or after the passage of the
bill, and to include therein extraneous
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

BARKLEY LOCK AND DAM PROJECT

Mr. STUBBLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
my remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. STUBBLEFIELD, Mr. Speaker,
August 20 will be a proud day for
Kentucky. On that date the Barkley
lock and dam project, named after the
late Vice President from Kentucky, will
be dedicated by the Vice President of the
United States.

Located near the mouth of the Cum-
berland River, this multipurpose project
provides for flood conftrol, navigation
improvement, and power production. In
addition, the people of this area will en-
joy important supplemental benefits in
recreation, water supply, and enhance-
ment to industrial development. Its
construction has made possible the crea-
tion of one of the largest and most beau-
tiful recreational areas in the United
States, which will be visited annually by
hundreds of thousands of people from all
sections of the country.

The foresight, dedication, and hard
work of many people made the realiza-
tion of this project possible. In this con-
nection I include in the REcorp an article
by Bill Powell that appeared in the
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Paducah Sun-Democrat of August 5,
1966:

RESOLUTION BY CLEMENTS Was A KgY
MEASURE

In 1955 Barkley Dam had only a frail foot-
hold in Congress. Legislators had provided
$200,000 for the project—it was to be used for
what they called “work to commence the
planning for construction.” i

Still in the path of the project. which at
that time was to cost an estimated $167,000,-
000 were many barriers. The program was
in a delicate stage; anything could have
thrown it off balance or into the limbo of lost
projects,

On April 30, 1956, Alben W. Barkley died.

As you know, he fell dead while dramati-
cally addressing a mock Democratic conven-
tion at Washington and Lee University.

Soon after the Veep's death—while his last
words of “I would rather be a servant in the
house of the Lord than to sit in the seats
of the mighty” were still ringing in the
world’s ears—Sen., Earle C. Clements of
Morganfield introduced a significant resolu-
tion in the Senate.

Actually, it was a joint Senate-House reso-
lution which meant that it had great welght.

The resolution was to name the dam on
the lower Cumberland, a delicate project
which hadn't come to a head and which had
hard days ahead, after Alben W. Barkley.

The resolution was enacted into law May
24, 1956. In its report to the Senate recom-
mending . approval of the resolution, the
Senate Public Works Committee sald: .

“The lower Cumberland lock and dam proj-
ect is located in the district in which the
late Alben W. Barkley resided. He was always
a strong advocate and supporter of this proj-

ect.

“The committee belleves it fitting and
proper that this dam and reservoir bear the
name of Barkley Dam and Lake Barkley in
honor of the great statesman and beloved
American from Kentucky, who so ably served
his state and nation in public office for over
50 years. This committee realizes that no
engineering structure is capable of symboliz-
ing the greatness of the man Alben W.
Barkley but we can honor his life in a modest
manner by having this dam and reservoir
bear his name."”

Initial funds for construction of the dam
were made avallable that same year. An ap-
propriation of $1,100,000 for the project sep-
arated it from what they call preliminary or
“In the study stage.”

The project then rolled along.

It is there now, for all to see. Through
June, 1966, a total of $138,616,000 had been
appropriated for the project. Now $3,484,000
has been recommended for completion of the
great dam.

It is significant—and it should be of in-
terest to those who think the government
runs wild on all kinds of expenditures—that
the original Barkley Dam estimate was
$167,000,000 and that it will be completed
for $142,000,000.

Seeing Barkley Dam in every stage of con-
struction, and sweating through the news
obligations of bitter relocation and giving up
of homes, I belleve that the project has been
a model in efficlency and economy.

The “saving” of $25,000,000 1s a startling
contrast to the usual tale—the spending of
an extra $25,000,000.

Perhaps Earle C. Clements would be em-
barrassed by my evaluation of his role in the
Barkley Dam program.

But it is clear that his quick thoughtful
resolution in honor of Barkley untangled all
of the underbrush that lay in the path of
Barkley Dam.

The tribute wasn't a maneuver but it had
the same effect.

As Clements put through his resoclution,
which was proper and in perfect perspective,
the future of the dam was assured.
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After 1t had the name of Alben W. Barkley,
the project had the magic it took for success.

The dedication will be a big occasion.

Earle C. Clements will be on the main plat-
form, as he ghould be. So will FRANK ALBERT
StussLEFIELD and Noble Gregory and other
EKentucky lawmakers who shared In the effort
to make Barkley Dam a reality.

Of these special thanks should be extended
to Congressman WirrniaAm H. NATCHER. Back
in 1955 the House Appropriations Committee
deleted the initial appropriation for plan-
ning and survey of this project. Had it not
been for our good friend and neighbor BiLn
NarcHER, & member of the Committee, who
rose on the House Floor and successfully
offered an amendment to restore these funds,
this project would have been needlessly de-
layed and possibly endangered.

The vice president of the United States
will dedicate the dam and lake, and the canal
com:ectlng the lakes.

I would not be surprised to see 30,000
people there.

Clements. remembering that balmy May
after the Veep died, can sit up there on the
speakers stand and modestly wonder if all
this would have taken place if his resolution
hadn’t passed back in 1956.

I doubt if it would.

There are turning points in everything.
Sometimes they are extremely delicate.

NEW YORK PROGRAM ' EXCEEDS
CONGRESSIONAL INTENT IN MED-
ICARE LEGISLATION

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.,

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

There was no objection.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, last
year Congress approved the medicare
program. It was considered & very con-
troversial program, and debate was
sharp and bitter before the legislation
was finally approved. Incidentally I
was one who supported medicare strong-
ly. At the same time we approved medi-
care, Mr. Speaker, Congress also ap-
proved, almost without any real debate,
title 19 of that legislation. Title 19 was
to be a modest extension of the previous
Kerr-Mills legislation, and nobody
regarded it as even being controversial.
It was presented as a modest adjunct to
the major controversial medicare pro-
gram we were adopting. We left it up to
the individual States, as we had previ-
ously done with Eerr-Mills, to work out
the specific details for implementing title
19, assuming the States, as had been the
case with Kerr-Mills, would exercise
reason and restraint in doing so.

Most States who have taken ad-
vantage of title 19 have done exactly
that, Mr. Speaker. But one of them, my
own State of New York, as I mentioned
earlier today in this Chamber, has gone
far beyond anything that Congress ever
contemplated or than the precise word-
ing of title 19 ever covered. The extent
of this New York program, in part
financed by the Federal Government and
indirectly as well as directly made possi-
ble by Federal contributions, goes far be-
yond what Congress intended, and its
total costs are nothing short of fantastic,
estimated by the Department of Health,
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Education, and Welfare, according to
the New York Times, on August 13, to
reach $1.4 billion a year by 1970.

The New York Times also reports,
Mr. Speaker, that despite these facts the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, is soon to approve of this fan-
tastic plan as “reasonable in character,”
even though it clearly deviates from both
the wording and the intent of the law
in at least three specific instances. If
HEW approves the plan, Mr. Speaker,
the New York congressional delegation
has been told that this represents a
“moral commitment” by Congress to ap-
propriate the very substantial Federal
funds that it will require.

In view of the Nation's present finan-
cial situation it would of course be ri-
diculous for anyone to give any assur-
ance that Congress would give any State
such a blank check. No one can assure
the appropriation of such funds by this
Congress, and hence approval of the
New York State medical plan by HEW
could be seriously misleading to the
State of New York and could lead to sub-
stantial fiscal troubles within the State
if such so-called morally committed
Federal funds are not in fact appro-
priated by Congress.

I have said the New York program
goes far beyond both the letter and the
intent of Congress in approving title 19
last year. Let me be specific. Here are
three serious and crucial divergences in
the New York law.

First. The New York program applies
to persons generally between 21 and 65,
whereas title 19 is specifically limited to
persons who are blind, disabled, and to
families of “dependent” children as that
term is defined in the Federal aid-to-
dependent-children program,

Second. The New York program
makes some 45 percent of the State
population eligible for medical assist-
ance made possible, at least indirectly,
by title 19 Federal funds, in contrast to
only 4 percent of the populatiun who
have been receiving welfare assistance
prior to the passage of medicaid. This
Is clearly and unequivocally not a
“reasonable” escalation of weltare bene-
fits under our legislation.

Third. The total Federal share of the
cost of the New York State program
would appear to, on the basis of the fig-
ures reported in the New York Times,
represent almost twice the amount ac-
tually allocated by Congress and ‘the
Department for contributing to title 19
programs across the whole 50 States.
This too is clearly unreasonable and ex-
cessive in character, and should never
be approved or endorsed by the
Department.

I have, therefore, asked Secretary
Gardner to furnish to me and to any
other members of the New York con-
gressional delegation who may be inter-
ested the full fiscal estimates of the De-
partient on the costs of the New York
plan. I have also asked him to defer
any approval of the New York plan at
least until our delegation has an oppor-
tunity to study these ‘estimates, a cost,
by the way, which far exceeds the esti~
mates given to us earlier this year by
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both New York State authorities and
HEW officials.

In the meantime, Mr. Speaker, I urge
the Committee on Ways and Means to
examine the New York implementation
of title 19 very carefully, and I specif-
ically urge them to approve those
amendments to this title 19 law which I
have offered in H.R. 15917.

Adoption of HR. 15917 would, I be-
lieve, not only make the kind of unrea-
sonable and excessive implementation of
title 19 such as New York has developed
impossible, but would outline in greater
detail the kind of implementation which
Congress intended when title 19 was
originally passed last year, unfortu-
nately with hardly a word of dissent or
a word of debate.

Under leave to extend my remarks, I
include the telegram I sent to Secretary
Gardner and also the August 13 article
from the New York Times to which I
have referred:

AvcusT 15, 1966.
Hon!. JoHN W. (GARDNER,
Secretary, Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, Washington, D.C.:

Greatly disturbed Saturday New York
Times story you plan to approve New York
State Medicaid plan implementing title nine-
teen as ‘“reasonable in character” despite
state’s massive underestimation of plan's
costs and three sharp and distinct de-
viations from Iletter and intent of 1865
legislation. = Request you present same
detailed HEW estimates of cost of New York
plan your office presented to Ways and Means
Committee to myself and other New York
State Members of Congress who may desire
such information and that you defer any con-
templated approval of New York State plan
at least until we have had a chance to study
these estimates. New York Times story sug-
gests cost far In excess of those given New
York State congressional delegation in May.
If Times story correct Congress most unlike-
ly to appropriate Federal contribution you
say New York plan will involve and HEW
approval would therefore mistakenly sug-
gest to New York moral commitment by Con-
gress to appropriate funds we might well de-
cline to appropriate.

SBAMUEL 8. STRATTON,
Member of Congress.
CosT oF MEDICAID TN 1970 ESTIMATED AT $1.4
BIiLLION

WasHINGTON, August 12.—Federal officials
have told Congress that New York State's
program of medical aid for the indigent will
cost $1.4-billion a year by the tlme it.is in
full-scale operation in 1970,

This figure represents the total cost of pro-
viding free medical assistance for the seven
million in the state who are eligible to take
advantage of it. The cost would be shared
by Federal, state and local governments.

The estimate, made by officlals of the De-
partment of Health, Education and Welfare
at closed hearings of the House Ways and
Means Committee, far exceeds any figure pro-
vided by Governor Rockefeller in discussing
the controversial program.

Mr. Rockefeller has sald that the plan,
called Medicaid, should cost £532-million in
the 1966-67 fiscal year that began July 1.
According to the Governor, this would be
financed by $217-million in Federal contribu-
tions, $171-million from the state and $144-
million frem the localities.

APPROVAL EXPECTED

About the same number of New York res-
idents will be eligible for assistance under
the plan in 1970 as today, but officials as-
sume that more of them will apply for bene-
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fits each year as public awareness of the pro-
gram spreads,

If the Federal figure of $1.4-billion is cor-
rect, however, the Rockefeller administra-
tion radically underestimated the over-all
cost of the program. The state projections
had indicated the cost would only increase
about $85-million a year due to wider par-
ticipation.

Federal health officials declined to elabo-
rate on the total cost figure furnished to
Congress. They said it was an actuarial esti-
mate that was apparently based on different
assumptions and projections than the ones
used by Governor Rockefeller.

Federal authorities maintained, however,
that the overwhelming potential cost of the
New York program was not likely to result
in its disapproval by the Health, Education
and Welfare Department.

The New York plan has been under con-
sideration by Health, Education and Welfare
officials for about two months. They must
approve it before the plan can become eligi-
ble for the 50 percent share of Federal aid.

As long as any state p meets the
requirements of Title 19 of the Medicare Law
and is “reasonable” in character, officials say,
it should be approved and go into operation.

The New York program has attracted at-
tention because the enabling state legisla-
tion and regulations extended medical assist-
ance to persons of considerably higher in-
come than Congress had originally envisioned
or any other state had been willing to pro-
vide for.

Under the New York plan, a family of four
with an annual income as high as $6,000
after taxes would have all its medical ex-
penses pald by the government, Critics have
maintained such a family is not genuinely
indigent.

Late in the 1966 session, the New York
Legislature amended the legislation to re-
duce the benefits to those eligible. The ma-
jor change—a deductible feature under which
any family would pay the first 100 of its
medical bills—would only reduce the total
cost by $50 million, Federal officlals esti~
mate. ’

In some upstate communities, Governor
Rockefeller's popularity has reportedly de-
clined because of his endorsement of the
plan, but some Republicans believe the plan's
beneficlaries may outnumber its critics by
election day.

TRIBUTE TO JULES DUBOIS

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, T ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it was
with great regret that the world of jour-
nalism, and indeed, the free world,
learned today of the death of Jules Du-
bois, veteran Latin American correspond-
ent for the Chicago Tribune. According
to the Associated Press dispatch, he was
found dead of an apparent heart attack,
in his hotel room in Bogot4, Colombia.

Jules Dubois was one of the most cou-
rageous correspondents ever produced in
this country. I knew him well. He had
the courage of his convictions, As a
newspaperman he provided for South
America and this entire continent that
kind of courageous coverage that exposed
dictatorships and conspiracies to sup-
press the freedoms of man.
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Jules Dubois was the first correspond-
ent to identify Castro as a Communist,
and, through his relentless writings and
exposures, he called this to the attention
of the entire hemisphere and, indeed, of
the free world. :

Mr. Speaker, I am sure all of us are
going to miss Jules Dubois and his fear-
less and penetrating reporting. He has
changed the course of history in the
South American Continent. It is my fer-
vent hope that the work he started will
not go unheeded.

I extend to his family and to the Chi-
cago Tribune my deepest condolences for
the loss of a great man, a great reporter,
and a courageous journalist.

Mr. Speaker, I insert at this point the
ticker report of the death of Jules
Dubois.

The matter referred to follows:

BocotA, CoLoMBIA.—Jules DuBois, veteran
Latin American correspondent for the Chi-
cago Tribune, was found dead today appar-
ently of a heart attack in his hotel room.
He was b6.

DuBois had come here to report on a con-
ference of the Presidents of Venezuela, Co-
lombia and Chile.

The hotel spokesman sald he returned from
the conference last night, complained of feel-
ing tired and around midnight asked that
an oxygen tent be sent up to his room.

An autopsy may be performed, although
the hotel physician attributed his death to
a heart attack.

The U.S, Embassy in Bogotd notified the
State Department in Washington of DuBois’
death.

A Latin American correspondent for the
Tribune since 1947, DuBois was a member of
the Board of Directors of the Inter American
Press Assoclation (IAPA) and was chairman
of its Freedom of the Press Committee for
16 years before he resigned last year.

DuBols began his newspaper career as a
reporter on the New York Herald Tribune in
1927. In 1920 he went to work for the
Panama American. There followed various
assignments on a number of Panama news-
papers before he joined the Chicago Tribune.

He was editor of the Panama Times 1931~
32, editor and publisher of the Panama Free
Press in 1940 and assistant to the president
and publisher of the Star and Herald in
1946-47.

During his TAPA term, DuBois championed
the cause of press freedom throughout the
Americas. He often engaged in vigorous cam-
paigns against dictators who clamped gov-
ernment controls over newspapers, broads
casting stations and other news media.

DuBois was almost always on the move
throughout Latin America and he was known
in every capital. In recent years he had
made his home in Coral Gables, Fla.

INJUNCTION AGAINST HOUSE COM-
MITTEE ON UN-AMERICAN ACTIV-
ITIES

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, unless
this body challenges the decision by US.
District Judge Howard F. Corcoran in
issuing a restraining order against the
hearing by the House Un-American Ac-
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tivities Committee, then Congress may as
well abdicate all of its responsibilities to
the executive and judicial branches. His
decision constitutes a blatant disregard
for the rights of Congress and the in-
terests of the American people.

It is obvious that this decision is just
another step by the Federal judiciary in
protecting groups who are sworn enemies
of this Nation. Judge Corcoran’s deci-
sion to obstruct the work of a standing
committee of the House is a boost to the
Communist Party and other more revo-
lutionary groups, who are dedicated to
overthrowing this Government.

Congress should seriously consider his
removal from the bench. His unprece-
dented order is obviously a manifesta-
tion of his desire to enjoin legally consti-
tuted action by Congress.

Despite the decision by the three-judge
special court to overrule his decision, that
court declared it would consider any
future moves to curtail the work of the
committee at any time.

This is completely fallacious reason-
ing by the special court. Any attempt by
a court to interfere with the investiga-
tive arm of Congress should be viewed
with alarm. If Judge Corcoran’s deci-
sion, or any related decision, is allowed,
we will witness the end of any semblance
of federalism in this country.

I cannot stress too greatly how serious
the problem of antiwar demonstrations
has become. The American people
must be made aware of the obvious Com-
munist influence which is behind these
demonstrations against our war effort.
If there has ever been an area that re-
quired an investigation by the Un-Amer-
ican Activities Committee, this is it.
While our men are giving their lives for
freedom in the jungles of Vietnam, these
so-called peaceniks, prompted by forces
of subversion, are undermining the very
structure of our Government. If any of
my colleagues are of the opinion that
these groups are advocating nonviolence
and are not dedicated to the violent over-
throw of our system of government, I
would invite them to witness as have I
the performance of these revolutionaries
during hearings now taking place before
the committee.

PRESIDENTIAL VERSUS CONGRES-
SIONAL DECISIONMAKING

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN, Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr, CurTtis] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, a column
by John Chamberlain in the Washing-
ton Post of August 13 is an articulate
statement about a disturbing, but not
surprising, phenomenon in American
politics. The question Mr, Chamberlain
asks is “Whither Power Advocates?” and
it is a question worth considering. As
long as the decisions being made behind
closed doors without fair procedures or
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democratic processes were to their liking,
the advocates of Presidential power and
executive government were quite con-
tent. They were not disturbed by the
way decisions were made down on Penn-
sylvania Avenue by the Federal bureauc-
racy, or up in the academic cloisters on
the banks of the Charles River.

Mr. Speaker, I have spoken many times
in the past about the two competing
theories of the role of Congress in Amer-
ican government. There are those who
argue that the Congress is a sounding-
board, where legislation results from
pressures exerted outside of the Con-
gress. To these thinkers, Congress
existed to ratify judgments made else-
where, When Congress dissented from
the judgments of the bureaucrats, eco-
nomic oligarchs, and academics, the rea-
son had to be congressional obstruction-
ism ecaused by antiquated procedures and
malapportioned electoral districts. The
reason could not be that the judgments
were mistaken, or ill advised. Congress
was a mere obstacle, to be evaded or
coerced into accepting the wisdom of
others.

There is another competing theory of
the role of Congress, which my summer
interns tell me is not even seriously con-
sidered in political science courses at
some of the finest colleges and univer-
sities in our country. In this alternative
view, Congress is essentially a study and
deliberative body. Congressmen are
sent by the people to study the issues and
use their best judgment in considering
proposed legislation. The essence of this
study process is fair, open congressional
hearings, where those who are con-
vinced of the soundness of their judg-
ments can be confronted with the argu-
ments and facts of the other side through
cross-examination. I would argue that
this is the way the best decisions can be
made, for, in this process, more of the
wisdom of the society can be gathered
than any other way that I know.

Mr. Chamberlain is to be congratulated
for pointing to the change of heart of
the presidential power advocates. I only
wish that this change of heart might
mean that these thinkers are convinced
of the value of the congressional study
process for wise decisionmaking. I hope
I do not sound too pessimistic when I say
that I doubt it. I am afraid that the
reason they have seen the light is that
they have felt the heat from the deci-
sions of a President whom they happen,
for the moment, to disagree with. I
doubt that they would see the value of
congressional procedures if the Presi-
dent were twisting arms to implement
decisions they liked. But the present
experience is valuable for the dangers of
presidential power it exposes to those
theorists who had previously been ob-
livious to them. Perhaps, they will now
think twice before adding to the present
discretionary powers of the President, for
these are powers that can be exercised
without any deference to the study and
deliberative processes of the Congress.

Once again, I want to congratulate
John Chamberlain for his contribution
to the lagging dialog on the role of Con-
gress in our Government and society.
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Under unanimous consent, I introduce
this column into the RECORD:
WHITHER POWER ADVOCATES?
(By John Chamberlain)

It was only two short years ago that the
liberal intellectuals, led by John F. Ken-
nedy's friend and blographer, James Mac-
Gregor Burns, were complaining that the
Goldwater Republicans constituted a *“Con-
gressional Party” that was anachronistic in
the modern age. The need, so the liberal
intellectuals insisted, was for a strong pres-
idential power to lead and compel Congress
to do what it takes to meet complicated
problems, both internal and external.

We haven’t been hearing so much along
these lines recently; Iindeed, Mr. Walter
Lippmann, who has tended to support a
strong presidential system ever since the days
of Woodrow Wilson, has just taken off on a
long vacation with a warning that some-
thing should be done to restrain the power
of Lyndon Johnson.

Liberals of all types and varieties are
speaking in the new Lippmann manner.
For example, the famous Mario Savio, gen-
eralissimo of the campus “revolution” at
Berkeley, Calif.,, who once welcomed presi-
dentlal power when it was used to curb the
States Righters of Alabama and Mississippi,
has been describing himself of late as a
““philosophical anarchist” and professing
sympathy for libertarian conservatives who
voted unsuccessfully for Goldwater. Savio
speaks of our “traditional liberties” being
“eroded by the unwarranted growth of the
Federal Government.” \

In between Lippmann and Savio there are
scores of ADA-ers and what-not who liked
‘Lyndon Johnson when he was twisting Con-
gressional arms to force through domestic
legislation, but who hate him now that he
ingists on supporting friends of freedom in
distant parts of the “one world” that lib-
erals used to be for.

If today's issues weren't so serlous, the
philosophical somersaults of our liberal in-
tellectuals would make good musical comedy
fodder for the Morrie Ryskind who wrote “Of
Thee I Sing.” When the *“Congressional
Party"” was dominated by the likes of Bob
Taft all we heard from the liberals were com-~
plaints about Senatorial do-nothingism and
“obstruction.” But now that the Congres-
sional Party is headed by Senator FULBRIGHT,
with WaynE Morsg acting as his able lieuten-
ant, we only hear about the terrible way in
which the White House 1s “escalating' the
war in Vietnam without asking the “advice
and consent’ of the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations.

The Natlonal Conference for New Politics,
which was recently set up by a group ranging
from Grenville Clark of the World Federalists
and Mark DeWolfe Howe of the Harvard Law
School to Stokely Carmichael of the Student
Nonviolent Coordinating Committee and Dick
Gregory, the Negro entertainer who wants to
be mayor of Chicago, is going into action this
autumn with one objective: 'to break the
presidential power of LBJ. What we need,
say the NCNP organizers, is a “new politics”
designed “to reverse the tendency of our
politics toward the monolithic conformism of
‘the great consensus,' and to revive the free-
swinging politics of traditional American
democracy.”

These are wonderful words, but they come
from people who have never in the past been
particularly concerned about supporting the
traditional Madisonian system of checks and
balances that maintained free-swinging in-
dividualists in Congress. No doubt the words
are sincerely meant at the moment. But
conservatives and true libertarians who have
all along supported the “Congressional sys-
tem’ as against James MacGregor Burns'
“Presidential system” had better not count on
any permanent new allles on the liberal left.
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The "“New Leftists” will be for “free-swinging
polities” until they get their own man in the
White House. If and when that day comes,
we shall hear no more from them about
“Administrative usurpation.” Instead, we
shall be hearing much about a “consensus”
for an accommodation with the likes of Mao
Tse-tung and Ho Chi Minh and a “conver-
gence” with the Communists everywhere,

We have political sclence departments in
virtually every American college. But judg-
ing by the behavior of their liberal graduates,
all they seem to teach is that prineiples
depend on whose ox is gored.

AHEPA CONVENTION

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr, DERWINSKI] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join other Members of the
House in welcoming to Washington for
their 44th international convention rep-
resentatives of the American Hellenie
Educational Progressive Association.

This fine organization has made out-
standing contributions to America by
promoting and encouraging good citi-
zenship and active participation in so-
cial, civic, and political activities.

AHEPA has not only served this coun-
try by teaching its members to be aware
of the duties and responsibilities they
have as citizens, but it has assisted new-
comers from Greece to become adjusted
to their new country while maintaining
pride in their native land. It has also
helped the victims of natural disasters all
over the world.

The members of AHEPA certainly
deserve commendation for their many
good works, and I join in paying tribute
to this fine Greek-American organiza-
tion.

THE 1966 CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK
HIGHLIGHTS SPECIAL COMMIT-
TEE ON THE CAPTIVE NATIONS

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it
has been most encouraging and inspiring
to read the reports from all over the
country concerning the observance of the
1966 Captive Nations Week. In every
respect—proclamations, press coverage,
local committee functions, TV and radio
programs, and expanded American pub-
lic interest—the 1966 week has surpassed
all other years.

The obvious meaning of these results is
multiple. Anyone reading these reports
cannot but conclude the following: First,
ever-increasing numbers of Americans
do not buy, in conscience and intellect,
the policy of playing down the captivity
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of close to a billion people because it is
naively felt that the totalitarian Red
regimes can be appeased into ways of
peaceable evolution and eventual free-
dom; second, we are at great costs losing
time in the cold war and the Red totali-
tarians are gaining it as we neglect the
advantages provided by the powerful
deterrent against war and cold war op-
pression and for peace and freedom;
namely, the captive nations in toto;
third, our relative official neglect of the
captive nations casts a long and deep
shadow of doubt on our politico-moral
leadership in the world at large, with
words of freedom, national independ-
ence, self-determination assuming more
and more a hollow ring; and fourth, the
urgent need for a Special House Com-
mittee on the Captive Nations is realized
now, more than ever before, as we jump
from one illusion to another in the rapid
succession of our short-run policies. For
example, not too long ago some made
considerable noise about the Sino-Soviet
Russian rift and sought to capitalize on
it in Vietnam and elsewhere. We do not
hear much of this now as Russian mate-
rial support of the Hanoi regime far ex-
ceeds that of the Red Chinese.

Mr. Speaker, we again urge the cre-
ation of a Special Committee on the Cap-
tive Nations. It cannot be said that the
compelling reasons for such constructive
and necessary action have not been
clearly stated and elaborated upen. I,
and numerous colleagues on both sides
of this House, sincerely hope that the
unfolding record of this movement will
not show that this plea fell upon deaf
ears at this critical moment in our his-
tory. Far too often in our history we
have missed the boat; what had to be
done ‘was neglected and, later, we paid a
heavy price for it.

As examples of the breadth and diver-
sity of the 1966 Captive Nations Week
observance, the following selected items
deserve the attentive reading by every
Member of this body and by every alert
American citizen. I request that these
items be appended to my remarks: First,
a resolution by the American Legion
in Michigan; second, the captive nations
news release by the Department of Pub-
lic Events of the City of New York; third,
the statement of Americans To Free
Captive Nations on the week; fourth,
the News From China release on the
week; fifth, the accounts in the India
Free News and Feature Service, featuring
“Forget the Captive Nations” and “The
Truths and the Growing Week” by Lev
E. Dobriansky; sixth, a letter to the editor
in the July 29 issue of the Washington
Post and three pointed replies to the let-
ter, one which was highly deleted in the
August 14 issue of the Post; seventh, an
article by Robert Morris on “Captive
Nations Week” in the August 4 issue of
The Wanderer; eighth, a letter to the
editors of the Washington area papers
on the week; ninth, a Washington Post
July 8 editorial on “Up With Idel-Ural”
and a reply by Dr. Lev. E, Dobriansky of
Georgetown University and chairman of
the National Captive Nations Committee;
tenth, news reports on the week in the
August 11 issue of America; and eleventh,
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an article by Edgar Ansel Mowrer on
“What Would Happen If Captive Na-
tions Revolted Against U.S.S.R.?” in the
August 13 issue of Human Events:

REsOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE AMERICAN LE-
GION INTER-POST COUNCIL, ON AMERICANISM,
GENESEE CounTY, MIcH,, JuLy 13, 1966
Whereas, the greatness of the TUnited

States is in large part attributable to its

having been able, through the process of

representative government, to achieve a

harmonious national wunity of its people,

even though they stem from the most diverse
of racial, religious and ethnic backgrounds;
and

Whereas, this harmonious unification of
the diverse elements of our free soclety has
led the people of the United States to pos-
sess a warm understanding and sympathy
for the aspirations of peoples everywhere
and to recognize the natural interdepend-
ency of the peoples and nations of the
world; and

Whereas, the enslavement of a substantial
part of the world's population by Commu-
nist imperialism makes a mockery of the
idea of peaceful coexistence between na-
tions and constitutes a detriment to the nat-
ural bonds of understanding between the
people of the United States and other peo-
ples; and

Whereas, since 1918 the imperialistic and
aggressive policies of Russian communism
have resulted Iin the creation of a vast empire
which poses a dire threat to security of the

United States and of all the free peoples of

the world; and
Whereas, the impeérialistic policies of Com-

munist Russia have led through direct and
indirect aggression to the subjugation of the
national independence of Poland, Hungary,

Lithuania, Ukraine, Czecho-Slovakia, Latvia,

Estonia, White Ruthenia, Rumania, East

Germany, Bulgaria, mainland China, Arme-

nia, Azerbaljan, Georgia, North Korea, Al-

bania, Idel-Ural, Tibet, Cossackia, Turkes-
tan, North Vietnam, and others; and
Whereas, these submerged nations look to
the United States, as the citadel of human
freedom, for leadership in bringing about
their liberation and independence and in re-
storing  to them the enjoyment of their

Christian, Jewish, Moslem, Buddhist, or other

religious freedoms, and of their individual

liberties; and

Whereas, it is vital to the national security
of the United States that the desire for lib-
erty and independence on the part of the
peoples of these conquered nations should
be steadfastly kept alive; and

Whereas, the desire for liberty and inde-
pendence by the overwhelming majority of
the people of these submerged nations con-
stitutes a powerful deterrent to war and one
of 31:5 best hopes for a just and lasting peace;
an

Whereas, it is fitting that we clearly mani-
fest to such people through an appropriate
and official means the historic fact that the
people of the United States share with them
their aspirations for the recovery of their
ire?:lom and independence; Now, therefore

e

Resolved, that The American Legion Inter-

Post Council on Americanism of Genesee

County, Michigan, recognizes the week of

July 17, 1966, as “Captive Nations Week”, and

invites the people of Genesee County to ob-

serve such week with appropriate ceremonies
and activities; and be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
be transmitted to the Mayor and City Com-
mission of The City of Flint with the request

that they proclaim the week of July 17, 1066,

as “Captive Nations Week", and urge appro-

priate ceremonies and activities,
DoNALD L. LYSHER,
Chairman.
JAMES PEMBERTON,
Secretary-Treasurer.
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MayoR LINDSAY ProcramMs “CAPTIVE NATIONS
WEeEKR"”

Mayor John V. Lindsay has designated the
week of July 17-23, 1966 to be observed as
“Captive Nations Week” in New York City,
it was announced today by Commissioner
John 8. Palmer of the Department of Public
Events.

At City Hall on Tuesday, July 19, at 11:00
am., the Mayor will formally present his
proclamation to the Chairman of the Assem-
bly of Captive European Nations, Mr. Vaclo-
vas Sldzikauskas. Assisting in the ceremony
will be Dr. Edmund Gaspar, Secretary Gen-
eral of the Assembly; Mr, Christopher Emmet,
Chairman of the American Friends of the
Captive Nations and Msgr. John Balkunas,
President of the Conference of Americans of
Central and Eastern European Descent.

A group of delegates from the above or-
ganizations complemented by girls attired
in native costumes will also participate in the
ceremony.

Captive Nations Week expresses the sup-
port of the American people for the restora-
tion of freedom to oppressed countries now
under dictatorships.

The City's proclamation is in line with a
resolution adopted by Congress urging “Cap-
tive Nations Week’ as a national observance.

Text of the mayor’s proclamation follows:

Whereas: the Congress of the United
States by unanimous vote passed Public Law
86-080 establishing the 3rd week in July of
each year as Captive Nations Week and invit-
ing the people of the United States to ob-
serve this week with appropriate prayers,
ceremonies and activities; expressing their
sympathy with and support for the just
aspirations of captive peoples for freedom
and independence; and

Whereas: the people of Eastern and Cen-
tral Europe, as well as those in other parts of
the world, are being denied fundamental hu-
man rights in pursuing their own destiny;
and

Whereas: the desire for liberty and inde-
pendence by the overwhelming majority of
peoples in these conquered nations consti-
tutes a powerful deterrent to tyranny and ag-
gression; and

Whereas: the freedom-loving peoples of
captive nations loock to the people of the
United States for leadership in attaining
their freedom and independence,

Now therefore, I, John V. Lindsay, Mayor
of the City of New Yerk do hereby proclalm
the week of July 17-23, 1966, as “Captive Na-
tions Week"” in New York City, and call upon
our citizens to observe this week by offer-
ing prayers and dedicating their efforts for
the peaceful liberation of oppressed and sub-
jugated peoples all over the world.

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my
hand and caused the seal of the city of New
York to be aflixed.

STATEMENT OF AMERICANS To FREE CAPTIVE
NATIONS, INC., ON CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK,
1966

We support the Public Law 86-80 of the
Captive Nations Week resolution of the U.S.
Congress which expresses sympathy for the
aspirations of peoples everywhere and to rec-
ognize the independence of the mations of
the world such as: Poland, Hungary, Lithu-
ania, Ukraine, Cgzechia, Slovakia, Latvia,
Estonia, White Ruthenla, Bast Germany, Bul-
garia, mainland China, Armenia, Azerbaijan,
Georgla, North Eorea, Albania, Idel-Ural,
Tibet. Cossackia, Turkestan, North Viet Nam
and other mnations against Communist
tyranny and Red Moscow and Red Chinese
foreign rule, and urge the re-establishment
of thelr national freedom and state inde-
pendence. Slovakia should also be recog-
nized as an independent state.

To warn the Western world agalnst sup-
porting Titoism, which is the Trojan horse
of Communism, and to support the re-estab-
lishment of the freedom and national inde-
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pendence of the Croatians, Serbians, Sloveni-
ans, and Macedonians, who are now con-
demned to live under Tito’s regime of Com-
munist tyranny.

We fully support the U.S. government ef-
forts to put an end to the Soviet Russia and
Red China aggression in South Viet Nam
whose p is to destroy its mnational
freedom and state independence, and to en-
slave not only its people but other nations
in Asia, thus using their defeat as a spring-
board for selzure of the whole world into
Communist slavery.

‘We warn our government and the whole
free world against the policy of so-called
co-existence which aims at the recognition
by the free world of the status quo of Red
Russia and Red China conquests as basis for
the subversion action in the free world and
for their further expansion to enslave free
countries.

‘We stand for the peace in the whole world,
but we want the just peace that guarantees
freedom from all nations and countries. We
believe that thelr peace must be by all means
protected, otherwise every appeasement, every
concession to the Communist aggression in-
spires them to further expansion which leads
to a new inevitable world's war. The peace
can be saved if Soviet Russia and Red China
will be constantly aware that we are alert
3ncl determined to defend our peace and free-

om.

We state that freedom and indépendence
of the free countries in the world are threat-
ened by Communist colonial imperialism,
In our time of downfall of the colonial em-
pires and rising of the national independence
states, the vast Communist colonial empire,
under the name of U.S.8.R., still remains; it
continuously threatens the whole world and
the free countries. This empire exploits
brutally not only non-Russian nations with-
in the U.S.S.R. but also nations of so-called
“gsatellites.”

Therefore, we request the United Nations,
the U.S. Government and the U.S. representa-
tives In the United Nations to put on the
agenda of its General Assembly the prob-
lem of the Soviet-Moscow colonialism in
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Armenia, Georgla,
Azerbaidjan, Byelorussia, Bulgaria, Czechia,
Cossackia, East Germany, Hungary, Idel-
Ural, Poland, Roumania, Slovakia, North
Caucasia, Turkestan, Ukraine, and in other
countries subjugated by Communist im-
perialism such as Albania, Cuba, Tibet, North
Vietnam and North Korea ensla.ved by Red
China. We condemn such colonialism and
ask to exclude all Communist governments
from the United Nations, and in their stead
to admit the authorized representatives of
the captive nations,

ExecuTiVE COMMITTEE.

New YoRE, July 1966.

[From news from China, daily news report
from Taipel provided by the Chinese In-
formation Service]

TAIWAN PLANS OBSERVATION OF “CAPTIVE
Natrons WEEk”

Tarpex, July 16.—Various programs will be
held in the Republic of China starting to-
morrow to mark the annual “Captive Na-
tions Week™.

The main theme of this year's activities
will be refuting the appeasement advocacies
in the United States and calling for de-
struction of Chinese Communist nuclear in-
stallations.

All free nations will also be asked to ren-
der full support to South Vietnam to seek
a total victory in its anti-Communist
struggle.

A mass rally, to be attended by represent-
tatives from all walks of life of the nation,
will take place at the Taipel City Hall on
the morning of July 23. -

Presided over by Eu Cheng-kang, presi-
dent of the Asian Peoples’ Anti-Communist
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League, China Chapter, the rally will adopt
resolutions in support of the Vietnamese
people and the suffering people on the Chi-
nese mainland.

' Similar mass rallies will be held on the
offshore islands of Kinmen (Quemay) and
Matsu, and in other major cities of Taiwan.

Mainland refugees and freedom seekers
who have escaped from the Chinese main-
land to Taiwan in the past years, will gather
for a meeting at the Liberty House in Talpel
Monday afternoon.

They will issue a joint statement, calling
on the United States to support the Re-
public of :China in recovering the Chinese
mainland, overthrowing the Pelping regime
and delivering the mainland populace from
oppressive Communist rule.

Intellectuals, students, foreign students
in Taiwan and professors will hold separate
meetings starting tomorrow to mark the
event.

Cathedrals, churches, Buddhist temples,
mosques and all other religious establish-
ments throughout the island will conduct
services for all those people who have fallen
victim to Communist atrocities.

The “Captive Nations Week" was initiated
by the United States in 1959. It is marked
every year in the third week of July.

[From Free News & Feature Service, July
26, 1966]
ForGET THE CAPTIVE NatTions? THE TRUTHS
AND THE GROWING WEEK

(By Lev E. Dobriansky)

Fortunately, since 1959, the world-wide ob-
servance of Captive Nations Week has steadily
grown, and the basic truths about Soviet
Russian im| genocide and colonialist
exploitation in the US.S.R. as well as the
oppression. of all the captive peoples by their
totalitarian governments, are reaching more
and more Americans. Although the White
House unfortunately has played down the
Week in recent years, our Governors, Mayors
and citizens have broadened the annual ob-
Servance.

By 1065, half of our States issued official
proclamations, and practically every major
city did likewise. Over one-third of the
House of Representatives and close to one-
third of the U.S. Senate have become mem-
bers of the Natiohal Captive Nations Com-
mittee, which guides the annual observance.
Local Captive Nations committees have
sprung up in every section of the country.
The Week is now observed overseas. . . .

This year, the third week of July marks
the eighth annual observance of Captive
Nations Week, During this week Free peo-
ple will again® raise their voices to honor
the enslaved half of the world. They will
emphasize again the things that must be
done if the long list of captive nations—
from Cuba to Hungary to Ukraine to North
Viettiam 1is rniot to be extended and If our
sins of omission today are not to result in
unnecessary sacrifices of American 1life and
treasure tomorrow.

BUILDING BRIDGES OF UNDERSTANDING

One of the chief themes of the 1966 Week
is the bullding of bridges of understanding
with the eaptive nations—the people them-
selves, rather than with the illegitimate re-
gimes that hold them in bondage and
politico-economic slavery. The bridge of un-
derstanding can only be one link In the
mutual struggle for freedom—their freedom
regained and ours preserved. To belleve that
by arriving at “understandings"” with the
Communist rulers we shall be furthering the
freedom of the captive nations is not only an
illusion but also an affront to common
political sense. In addition, our wishful
thinking about the early end of the Cold
War—in Itself a striking achievement of
Moscow’s “peaceful coexistence” policy—has
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blinded us to the realities of the Red Empire
and has exposed us to further illusions about
‘mellowed Communists in Moscow and War-
saw,” “independent Communists in Bucha-
rest and Belgrade”, and ‘“the growing na-
tionalism among satellite Communist re-
gimes." On the contrary, a little exercise
of logic itself would demonstrate that the
power center of the Red Empire is the Soviet
Union and all other parts even including
Red China, depend for their ultimate sur-
vival upon this center. Moreover, if more
of our people took the trouble to read the
U.8. Benate study on The Soviet Empire (U.8.
Government Printing Office, 1965) they
would find these illusions shattered as the
story of current Russlan genocide, colonial-
ism and basic Stalinism is unraveled for
them.

The crucial fact is that our people are not
being told the full truth about people of the
captive nations and their plight In the
totalitarian Red States. Unpardonable ig-
norance, a morally irresponsible indifference,
and restraining fears are frequently the in-
gredients of omission that in the long run
exact a disproportionate cost. On May 26,
1966, Presldent Johnson uneguivoeally
stated, “The United States cannot condone
the perpetuation of raclal or political in-
justice anywhere in the world.” Nowhere in
this world is such injustice greater and more
ruinous than in the Red Empire of captive
nations.

Those of us who have been active in Cap-
tive Natlons Week have opposed measures
which tend to perpetuate the control of Com-
munist regimes over the Captive Nations.
Such measures would include the liberaliza-
tilon of trade with Eastern Europe, the
promulgation of the U.S.-U.S.S.R. Consular
Treaty and proposals {o admit Red China to
the UN. The 1966 Captive Nations Week
is an appropriate time to stress our support of
positive measures concentrating on the free-
dom of the captive nations. Among them,
we might include the support of public and
private “Freedom Academies,” creation of a
special Congressional Committee on the
Captive Nations and the focusing of world
attentlon on Sino-Soviet imperio-colonial-
ism. We will further the cause of world free-
dom by never forgetting all the Captive Na-
tions—those in the Soviet Union, in Central
Europe, In Asla and Cuba.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, July
29, 19686]

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR: STRANGE CAPTIVES

Every year since 1959 Congress has devoted
part of its time during the third week of
July to commemorate Captive Nations Week.
This year has been no exception. The Con-
GRESSIONAL REecorD for the week beginning
July 18 is filled with speeches by Senators
and Congressmen lamenting the loss of free-
dom by the captive nations, and praising
their virtues. Outside the halls of Congress,
and possibly outside the groups who pro-
moted it, there is little celebration of the
event.

The odd thing about the captive natlons
is that a few of these areas never existed as
independent states, while the geography of
some s a mystery.

Cossackia is one of the captive nations.
Where is Cossackia? Or where was it? The
fact is that Cossackia, and some companion
captive nations, were creations of the MNazi

Foreign Office—a part of the administrative

plan for ruling Europe during the thousand-
year Reich.

Surely, there must be better ways of fight-
ing communism than glorifying and per-
petuating the work of the Nazis.

LeoN J. STECE.

WASHINGTON.
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR, THE WASHINGTON
- Post
{Note.—Parenthesized sentences were not

printed by the Washington Post in its Au-

gust 14 issue.) v,

Sir: (In priding yourself as an organ of
liberal reporting, would you accord me the
privilege to comment on the July 29 letter
of Leon J. Steck titled “Strange Captives.")

(That, Mr. Steck knows little or nothing
about the captive nations, the movement
itself which is celebrated internationally
with respect and solemnity, the history and
geographic locations of the captive nations,
and Cossackia, which he chose as his forte,
is quite evident.

(If he were really familiar with the Cown=~
GRESSIONAL RECORD, as he s0 eagerly wants to
imply, he would have read the short history
of the Week in a comprehensive article titled
The Traditional Captive Nations Week and
published in the Recorp of July 18 (pp.
15961-16066). He would also have learned
that the movement has been on a steady in-
crease every year since 1959, This year was no
exception with more Governors and Mayors
proclaiming it than ever before. Local cap-
tive nations committees have been estab-
lished from Vermont to California, from
Washington to Florida. The Week is also
widely observed in Sweden, Australia, the
Republic of China, Turkey, West Germany
and many other countries.

(“The odd thing"” is not that some of the
captive nations ostensibly “never existed as
independent states”; the odd thing is that
the letter writer is unaware of their past
;xiatence. yet decided to write on the sub-
Ject.)

Anyone famillar with East European his-
tory knows that Cossackia has been in exist-
ence for a century-and-a-half and the term
itself 1s inscribed in history. (For the writer’s
information,) the area is east of Ukraine and
above the Caucasus. His statement that
Cossackia and other captive natlons were
“creations of the Nazl Forelgn Office’” is an
outworn fiction of Moscow propaganda (that
seems to be perpetuated by some circles
here.)

(If he is as interested in fighting com-

‘munism as he seems to imply, then indeed,

there is a better way and this is not by
flattering its objectives and ultimate goals
of world conguest but through the captive
nations. The evidence as indicated In part
by the article quoted above shows that Mos~
cow snd its puppets fear this way the most.)
VERA A. DOWHAN,

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Aug.
9, 1066]

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR! MORE ON CAPTIVES

Captives are strange, as Mr, Steck’s letter
noted on July 29, Most also are unhappy and
anxious to obtain the same independence
and civil rights which so many people here
and around the world seek. Why deny people
of Cossackia or Idel-Ural a right to at least
free discussion and dialogue, and a vote upon
the kind of government they want for
themselves?

Mr. Steck, Indeed, seems to be a better
student of the Nazi Foreign Office than of
Russlan imperialism. Cossackia, located in
the North Caucasus, and Idel-Ural, located
between the Volga and the Urals, are national
groups which existed centuries before Hitler
created his own version of Marxism and called

‘it National SBocialism.

Of course, if Mr. Steck can point out better
ways of fighting communism than pointing
out that Communists in power oppress the
people and deny them freedoms they want
let him suggest such better ways.

DowNaLD L, MILLER.

WASHINGTON. _
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Avcusr 8, 1966.
THE WasHINGTON PosT,
1515 L Street NW.,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sms: In the Washington Post, on
July 29, 1866, there was a letter to the editor
titled “Strange Captives”, and signed by Mr.
Leon J. Steck.

Mr. Steck’s statements in his letter do not
correspond to the historical truth. Mr. Steck
claims that some of the captive nations never
existed as Independent states, while the geog-
raphy of some is a “mystery” to him.

However, all this is only a “preamble” to
his letter, which is written only to say that
“Cossackla is one of the captive nations,” but
“Where is Cossackia? Or—where was it?"”

“The fact is,” states Mr. Steck, “that Cos-
sackia, and some companion captive natlons,
were creations of the Nazl Forelgn Office—a
part of the administrative plan for ruling
Europe during the thousand-year Reich.”

Is this the fact?—No! Absolutely not!

“Where is Cossackia? Or where was 1t?"—
It is where the Cossacks lived and still live.

Who are the Cossacks?—According to old
Russian sources, the Cossacks are one of the
Slavic nations.

To be brief, in the New York Public Library
there is a book by E. F. Zyablovsky titled
Newer Geography of the Russian Empire,
printed in Moscow in 1807 “with the permis-
sion of the Censor Committee of Moscow
University.” The third part of this book
deals with the nationalities of Russia of that
time. Here we find the following: I. Rus-
sians—the ruling nation in the Russian
State; 2. Cossacks—Don Cossacks, Hreben
Cossacks or Terek Cossacks, Volga Cossacks,
Ural Cossacks, Black Sea Cossacks (Inhabit-
ing the lower Euban River and the Azov
Sea), and others; 3. Poles . . .

What is Cossackia? Cossackia is the coun-
try of Cossacks.

Has there ever been Cossackia?—Of course,
there hasl

In the same New York Public Library
there is another book, titled The History of
the Don Soldiers, Part I, written by Aleksey
Popov, the Director of Schools of Don Sol-
diers. Published in 1814 in Kharkov Uni-
versity, this book is dedicated to the Count
M. I. Platov, the Don Cossack Otaman.

On page 3 of this book we read that the
Don Soldiers “from ancient times were called
Don Cossacks, and their land—Cossackia.”

So, as we can see, it was “a little" before
“the Nazl times!™

As to the geography of Cossackia, in this
respect there should be no “mystery” either.
Thus, for example, the Chicago Corn Ex-
change was very well acquainted before
World War I with the geographical location
of Euban, which 1s a part of Cossackia. Any
fluctuations in the Kuban harvest were re-
flected on the Chicago Exchange and even
unstable weather-factors as rain at the wrong
time were noted by it.

I, as an active participant of Cossack
events of our times, should add another im-
portant Cossack occurrence: In January 1920
in Yekaterinohrad (as it was called then) in
Euban, the Cossack's Constituent Assembly
“Supreme Circle of Don, Kuban, and Terek™
was summond, which on January 24, 1920,
decided to create a Cossack Union State (Cos-
sack Federatlon or Cossack United States).

I was a member of that Constituent As-
sembly and a member of its “Constitution
Commission.”

Thus, there is no “mystery” about Cossack
actions, as well as about Cossack geography.

Mr. Steck writes that “a few of these areas
never existed as Independent states.” I
would like to direct his attention to the fol-
lowing: At present there are more than 30
African states—members of the United Na-
tions. Out of this number at least 20-26
states as late as 656 years ago were not in-
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dependent (and had never been before), and
alsq their names were not known.

So, let us Cossacks, a nation with the his-
tory of independence, but which had lest it
some 250 years ago to a stronger neighbor,
have an equal chance with the Africans in
this era of “decolonialization”.

Respectfully yours,
IeNaT A. BILYJ.

[From the Wanderer, Aug. 4, 1966]
AROUND THE WORLD: CAPTIVE NaTIONS WEEK
(By Robert Morris)

Captive Nations Week is a tradition that
makes most of our leaders, particularly in
government and in churches, squirm. Its
existence is testament to the greatest moral
abdication of contemporary history. It ex-
poses the pharisaical tendencies of our so-
called civil rights leaders. It is something
that our most vocal spokesmen would like to
see fade away.

But it is here with us to remind us of our
obligation to our fellow man all over the
world, The people in all Communist coun-
tries are indeed captive peoples. They would
all, if they had a democratic framework, vote
themselves a different form of government.
These people have not only lost some par-
ticular civil liberty, such as some of our
minorities have here, but they have lost their
civil liberties in their totality.

Nor can a case be made that these people
are not our brothers in the great fraternity
of men to whom we have a heavy obligation
by divine command,

Yet most of our government leaders, some
of our civil rights leaders and particularly
many of our churchmen will writhe with un-
easiness or become indignant when the sub-
Ject comes up.

It is incomprehensible to me how such
men as Martin Luther King can crusade for
eguality and civil liberties for his people and
yet brazenly advocate bondage for the people
of China or Vietnam, which he unquestion-
ably does when he advocates recognition of
Soviet China or our withdrawal from South
Vietnam. He has advocated both of these
and thereby has put himself directly in an
inconsistent posture.

But when you analyze It, this incon-
sistency manifests itself in so many of the
performances of the Liberal Establishment.

I would like to suggest that a real touch-
stone of sincerity for all spokesmen in the
area of civil liberties is their attitude toward
Captive Nations Week. If they want the
tradition abolished and the poor people in
bondage forgotten for an unforeseeable time,
they should not be given a voice in the field
of civil rights.

JuLy 16, 1966.

Sir: For the eighth consecutive year the
President of the United States has issued a
proclamation designating the third week of
July (July 17-25) as “Captive Nations Week'".
The Captive Nations Resolution (Public Law
86-90) established by a joint resolution of
Congress and forming the basis for the Week,
requests the President to lssue a similar
proclamation each year until such time as
freedom and independence shall have been
achieved for all the captive nations of the
world.

As one might expect, the iniquitous rulers
in the Kremlin are particularly disturbed by
the continuing Captive Nations Week ob-
servances in the United States and other
nations of the free world. The image the
Eremlin rulers attempt to create showing
themselves to be genuinely interested in
peace and helping to relax tensions by giving
greater “freedom” to their satellites is sud-
denly dissipated when they are confronted
by the Captive Natlons Week observances
and possible ramifications following there-
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from. The barbarity of their nature is re-
vealed as they—in the most vile and deroga-
tory terms—denounce the President, Mem-
bers of Congress, and participating Americans
for proclaiming and supporting Captive Na-
tions Week. And why the bifter tirades and
denunclations? The reason becomes appar-
ent after a brief examination of Public Law
86-90.

The significant feature of the Captive Na-
tions Resolution is that it recognizes and
specifically names not only Central European
nations commonly regarded as being captive
including Czechoslovakia, East Germany,
Rumania, and the like; but also recognizes
and names approximately a dozen non-Rus-
slan natfions in the Soviet Union including
Ukraine, Lithuania, Armenia, and others.

Increasing awareness of the realities and
myths regarding the Boviet Union in the free
world, in large part due to the implementa-
tion of the Captive Nations Resolution is in-
deed a source of consternation for Moscow.
More people in the free world are beginning
to realize that the Soviet Union is inhabited
by more non-Russians than Russians; that
the mineral and Industrial wealth of the
Soviet Unlon to a large extent lles within the
boundaries of the non-Russian nations with-
out which Soviet Russia would be a third
rate power; that the non-Russian people of
the so-called “Soviet Republics” continue to
have an intense desire to be free and to have
the right of self determination which rights
were forcibly taken from them by Sovlet
Russia shortly after they had declared their
independence following the collapse of the
Czarist Russian Empire; that therefore, the
monolithic Soviet Union concept continually
advanced by Moscow represents nothing
more than a colossal myth when confronted
by these enduring realities.

Most frightening to the Kremlin rulers, of
course, 18 the possibility that the
knowledge of the truth regarding Soviet Rus-
slan imperio—colonialism will eventually be
zlactored into our foreign policy determina-

ons.

The desire of the people of the captive
nations, both inside and outside the Soviet
Union, to secure their independence con-
stitutes the most powerful deterrent to war
and the best hope for a just and lasting peace
among natlons.

Sincerely,
j WALTER PRETEA,

[From the Waahlngzt::e l(IJ.Q.} Post, July 8,

Ur WrrE IDEL-URAL

Enowing well that the best way to fight
communism is to blow hard on it, the Con-
gress in 1959 “authorized and requested’ the
President to designate the third week in July
as Captive Natlons Week, Ever solicitous
of the Executive'’s geographical shortcom-
ings, the Congress ldentified the nations
thereby to be blessed. Its list included not
only such anecient and recognized lands as
White Ruthenia and Turkestan but historie
Cossacklia and storied Idel-Ural too.

The President has unaccountably delayed
in issuing the prescribed annual *Captive
Nations Proclamation.” In recent years he
has even failed to name the nations for
whose benefit he was lssuing the proclama-
tion. We trust, nonetheless, that Congress’
fervor for the freedom and independence of
Cossackia and Idel-Ural will receive its due.

A RerLY BY Dr. LEv E. DOBRIANSKY OF
GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY AND CHAIRMAN OF
THE NATIONAL CAPTIVE NATIONS COMMITTEE
T0 THE WasHINGTON PosT’'s JUuLYy 8 EpITO-
RIAL “Ur Wire IDEL-URAL"

The editorial is not without some measute

of intellectual humor, mixed with obvious
ingredients of sarcasm. When a number of




19600

people asked for my reaction to it, I simply
replied that “The editors of this organ
should continue writing about Idel-Ural,
Cossackia and other integral parts of the
Soviet Union. In time they will educate
themselves and many of their readers. And
this will be all to the good.” In this respect,
the apparently irritated editor has done us
all a great favor.

As usual, the editorial is studded with
factual inaccuracies and poor judgment.
But this, too, is part of the process of edu-
cation; time in, the condition will be over-
come.

Now for the points. Plainly, the best way
to fight “communism’—in reality Sovlet
Russian imperio-colonialism and the Red
Chinese one, too—is to blow hard on it, with
firmness, a certitude of one’s own position,
and with a determined vision of its defeat
and demise.

Second, the President did not “unaccount-
ably” delay issuing his Captive Nations
Week proclamation. In fact, he timed it
very well on July 8, the historic date of the
announcement of our Declaration of Inde-
pendence and his announcement of the
establishment of the American Revolution
Bicentennial Commission.

Third, to state that in recent years the
President has even failed ““to name the na-
tions for whose benefit he was issuing the
proclamation” is grossly untrue and typical
of the paper's editorial comments. One
need only to read all the Presidential proc-
lamations from Eisenhower's in 1959 to
Johnson’s in 1965 to establish the untruth
of such assertions. The references to the
captive nations have always been general
and all-inclusive.

Finally, the editor needn't worry that Con-
gress will misplace his trust in its fervor for
the independence and freedom of all peoples,
including those of Cossackia and Idel-Ural.
The President's proclamation was compre-
hensive to include all; Congress’' determina-
tion to have all nations enjoy the blessings
of freedom has never been less. It's com=-
forting to note the editor's expression. of
trust and concern.. Yes, indeed, Up With
Idel-Urall

[From America, Ukrainian Catholic Dally,
Aug. 11, 1966]
NATIONWIDE OBSERVANCES OF CAPTIVE NATIONS
WEEK

NEw Yorr, N.Y.—At least 35 States and
mayors of scores of citles throughout the
United States issued proclamations urging
statewide and local observances of this year's
Captive Nations Week.

Listed below is a partial list of states that
heeded President Lyndon B. Johnson's call to
observe the week of July 17-23 with “appro=
priate ceremonies and activities”:

Governors and states proclaming Captive
Nations Week included: George C. Wallace,
Alabama; Willlam A. Egan, Alaska; Samuel
P. Goddard, Arizona; Orvil E. Faubus, Ar-
kansas; Edmund G. Brown, California; John
A, Love, Colorado; John Dempsey, Connecti-
cut; Charles L. Terry, Jr., Delaware; John A.
Burns, Hawall; Harold E. Hughes, Iowa; Otto
Eerner, Illinois; Roger D. Branigin, Indiana;
Edward T. Breathitt, Eentucky, John H.
Reed, Maine; J. Millard Tawes, Maryland;
John A, Volpe, Massachusetts; George Rom-
ney, Michigan; Warren E, Hearnes, Missourl;
John W, King, New Hampshire; Richard J.
Hughes, New Jersey; Jack M. Campbell, New
Mexico; Nelson A. Rockefeller, New York;
Dan K. Moore, North Carolina; Willlam L.
Guy, North Dakota; James A, Rhodes, Ohio;
Mark O, Hatfleld, Oregon; William W. Scran-
ton, Pennsylvania; John H. Chafee, Rhode
Island; Robert E, McNalr, South Carolina;
@G. Clement$, Tennessee; John Connally,
Texas; Calvin L. Rempton, Utah; Philip H.
Hoff, Vermont; Mills E. Godwin, Jr., Vir=
ginia; Warren P. Enowles, Wisconsin.
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A proclamation was also issued by the
Commissioners of the District of Columpia.

The mayors of a large number of American
cities also marked Captive Nations Week by
signing proclamations, often attended by
delegations of representatives of the Captive
Nations, Ukrainians prominently among
them.

BosToN MAREED CapPTivE NATIONS WEEK

BosToN,  Mass—"Our country’s abiding
commitment to the principles of independ-
ence, personal liberty and human dignity
makes it appropriate and proper that we
manifest to the peoples of the captive nations
our sympathies and prayers for their free-
dom and national independence, and that
we recognize and encourage constructive ac-
tions which foster the growth and develop-
ment of these rights,” was stated by Gover-
nor John A. Volpe of Massachusetts in his
proclamation issued on the occasion of the
Captive Nations Week.

Mayor John F. Collins of Boston in his
proclamation, after enumerating all captive
nations which lost their independence
through direct and indirect aggression of
Russian Communists, urged Bostonlans to
“dedicate their efforts for the peaceful lib-
eration of oppressed and subjugated peoples
all over the world.”

INFORMING THE PUELIC

In keeping with President Johnson's state-
ment of “‘building bridges of understanding”
with the captive world, special emphasis was
put on informing the public, through news-
papers and radio, about captive nations. In
addition to press releases and coples of proc-
lamations, each major daily in Massachu-
setts, as well as in Rhode Island, Connecticut,
New Hampshire, and Maine, received a spe-
clal letter for publication in the “letters to
the editor” column. As of this writing, The
Boston Herald (Boston, Mass.), The Stand-
ard Times (New Bedford, Mass.), Manchester
Union Leader (Manchester, N.H.), and The
Hartford Times (Hartford, Conn.) carried the
letter,

ACTION ON THE FLOOD RESOLUTION

In separate letters from the Boston UCCA,
Massachusetts Congressmen were urged to
initiate action in the House Rules Commit-
tee to act upon the pending Flood Resolu-
tion (H. Res. 14), proposing the establish-
ment of a Special Committee on Captive
Nations.

NEW ENGLAND COMMITTEE FOR CAPTIVE NATIONS

This year's observance was sponsored by
the New England Committee for Captive Na-
tions, which consists of American, Latvian,
Lithuanian, Hungarian, Polish, and Ukrainian
representatives of Greater Boston and vicin-
ity. The Boston Chapter of the Ukrainian
Congress Committee of America is repre-
sented by Mr. Orest Szezudluk, its Vice Presi-
dent. The Committee is also planning a big
rally and motorcade which will take place in
October.

[From Human Events magazine, Aug. 13,
1966]

WuAT WouLd HAPPEN IF CAPTIVE NATIONS
REVOLTED AcAamNsT U.S.8.R.?

(By Edgar Ansel Mowrer)

“What would happen if five captive nations
of East Europe revolted against their Rus-
slan-imposed regimes at the same time?”

This was the question that I put to several
fellow guests at the recent annual Captive
Nations Week dinner here in Washington.

My thought was so far removed from cur=-
rent thinking that even refugees from those
countries seemed stunned. Then each asked
for an explanation. “You mean, Mr.
Mowrer?"

“I am supposing that a ‘little war of lib-
eration’ breaks out in ‘each of, say, flve or
more captive nations, on the same day, pos=-
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sibly by agreement among the patriots.
‘Would the Soviet Union try to suppress them?
If it did, could it treat all five as it treated
Hungary back in 19567 Also, I am asking [of
each refugee leader among those questioned]
whether your people are ready for such a
revolt,”

Here are some replies: “The Polish people
are anti-Communist and the Soviet Union
forced communism upon them in part,
thanks to clever exploitation of their hatred
of Nazl Germany. Let the Russian troops
withdraw with no chance of returning and
communism in Poland will not last a week.”

My Czechoslavakian friend said: “We are a
less passionate people than, say, the Poles.
Our forte is passive resistance. You remem-
ber the Good Soldier Schweik of the novel.
In 1948 a number of people were ready to
glve communism a try. But what happened?
The Soviets systematically milked our indus-
try, buying at a low price, selling us oll at an
extravagant figure.

“The stooge Communist government made
no effort to keep our once magnificent indus-
tries in good shape, still less to modernize
them. In consequence, Cgzechoslovakia,
which once had a living standard second only
to that of Germany, is now in permanent
economic crisls, Ninety per cent of the peo-
ple would rebel tonight if they saw a chance
of success, meaning no Soviet intervention.”

From another leading refugee: “We Bul-
garians had a historical friendship for Rus-
sia’ which made Russian-imposed commu-
nism more palatable at first. Now after 20-
odd years, the mass of Bulgarians are not
only savagely anti-Communist but anti-
Russian as well.”

A fourth: “Edgar, we Hungarians got our
lesson in 1966. We drove out our oppressors
and begged for Western assistance. You
know what we got: nothing! The Hungarian
people are ready for & new revolt at any
time—but only if they are sure of American
assistance, We see no more chance of that
from this Administration than from those of
Eisenhower and Eennedy.”

I insisted. “Suppose five captive nations
revolted simultaneously regardless of out-
side assistance, what would, and what could,
the Soviets do?”

Each of the four gave virtually the same
answer. "My people will not revolt without
being confident of outside assistance, which,
with Europe in its present defeatist mood,
means American assistance.

“Nonetheless, you are right—if five cap-
tive peoples rose agalnst communism at the
same time, particularly if Russo-Chinese
tensions had grown sharper, the Russians
would be incapable of dealing with more
than one or two of them. The others would
recover their freedom. Then of course, it
would be up to you Americans to see that
they keep it—by say, moving in your NATO
forces from Germany. Unhappily, I see no
sign of even that much will for liberation
on ;‘.he part of your Administration. Do
you?"

I had to admit that I saw little or none.
Some U.S. officials are in such terror of new
revolts by the captive nations that they
talk—only half seriously, of course—of as-
sisting the Soviets in repressing them if they
oceur!

Nonetheless, I put a last question to my-
self: ‘If the United States can risk escala-
tion and nuclear destruction in defense of
the South Vietnamese, why does it fear to
take the same risk in order to restore free-
dom to suffering peoples for whose plight
FDR was at least partly responsible?”

ARREST OF MIHAJLO MIHAJLOV BY
YUGOSLAVIA GROUNDS FOR RE-
VIEW OF AMERICAN AID TO TITO

Mr.DON H. CLAUSEN. MTr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
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man from Illinois [Mr. FINDLEY] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection,

Mr. FIND! . Mr., Speaker, the re-
cent arrest by Yugoslavia police of Mi-
hajlo Mihajlov again demonstrates the
weakness of the already questionable
theory upon which much of the Johnson
administration’s policy toward Eastern
Europe is based. The theory is that we
should work to make independent from
Moscow such Communist nations as Po-
land, Yugoslavia, and Rumania, because
an independent Communist state, in
which the people have a certain degree
of internal freedom, serves our national
interest by weakening the ideological
hold of international communism.

Thus the administration wishes to aid
these countries not because we expect
their votes in the United Nations or mili-
tary and political support from them, but
to make them economically independent
of the Soviet Union, to normalize their
relations with the West and thereby en-
able them to extend a degree of liberty to
the people of Eastern Europe.

This policy has obvious appeal, and as
pointed out in Foreign Affairs in January
1965, in an article entitled, “Communist
Rule in Eastern Europe,” by John M.
Montias, it sometimes appears to work.
But, the premise upon which it is based
is challenged by the actions of men such
as Marshal Tito, Communist leader of
Yugoslavia. Last week he gave a dra-
matic demonstration of police state con-
trol. It came shortly after the House had
rejected my amendment to limit U.S.
credit to Yugoslavia under the Food for
Freedom Act.

On June 9, the House approved, over
my objection, a committee amendment
under which Tito’s police state is eligible
for 40-year credit on food purchases—
with 10 years of that time at only 1 per-
cent interest and the balance at 2% per-
cent interest.

In a period when American citizens
have to pay 6 percent interest and more
for money they borrow, why should these
same citizens, as taxpayers, be required
to finance at 1 and 2% percent interest
Communist regimes that deny press free-
dom?

It is one thing to authorize attractive
credit terms for countries which protect
the basic rights of their own citizens—
like India, for example, but quite another
to authorize such terms for a Commu-
nist country.

At present Yugoslavia can get only 20-
year cutrate credit under the Public Law
480 program—food for freedom—and, in
my book that is 20 years too long.

Tito, by the arrest of Mr. Mihajlov,
showed that things really have not
changed much in Yugoslavia.

Mr. Mihajlov had announced plans to
convoke a conference in Zadar to launch
an independent sociopolitical periodical
which would provide balance to the
otherwise one-party press in Yugoslavia.
It was a specific challenge involving
press freedom. Despite his belief that
his: proposed periodical is entirely legal
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under the Yugoslav Constitution, he was
arrested and lingers today in jail.

Freedom of the press is of course basic
to any liberalization of a totalitarian
regime, and the imprisonment of Mr.
Mihajlov is dramatic evidence that
Marshal Tito still operates Yugoslavia as
a garrison state. The United States
should carefully review its entire aid pro-
gram to Yugoslavia, especially the pro-
gram under Public Law 480. The U.S.
taxpayers should not be required to fi-
nance a police state government which
denies basic rights to the people of Yugo-
slavia.

The New York Times in an editorial,
August 10, sought to justify the arrest
by stating that it testified to fear in
Belgrade that an opposition: magazine
such as the one planned by Mr. Mihajlov
could become the nucleus for a politically
significant organized opposition party in
the future.

The arrest, said the Times, showed
that Yugoslavia has moved “part of the
way from totalitarianism” in that he pre-
viously was able to publish articles criti-
cal of the Soviet Union. That this was
permitted is only natural, since Marshal
Tito is himself publicly critical of the
Soviet Union at times, and Mr. Mihajlov
was merely expressing what Marshal
Tito has for many years held out as pub-
lic policy. The Times believes we can
draw some comfort from the fact that,
first, Mr. Mihajlov was not banished, and,
second, he did, by the arrest, attract
international attention to his cause.

The subtle distinetions between ban-
ishment and lingering in prison without
trial, perhaps even for many years,
escapes me. The end result of both is the
same: denial of human freedom. While
it is true that Mr. Mihajlov attained his
goal of worldwide publicity for his efforts
to achieve a genuine democracy in Yugo-
slavia it is questionable whether he re-
ceives any personal satisfaction from
this. Ina matter of a few days hisarrest
and the attention it brought will have
passed from the front pages of the major
newspapers, and he and his efforts will
have been forgotten. But Mr. Mihajlov
will remain in prison. Were he free, then
he could achieve in a much more lasting
and permanent measure the goal for
which he strives, social democracy in
Yugoslavia.

The Washington Post has correctly
stated the issue involved:

Mihajlo Mihaflov offered his government
a hard but fair test of its fidelity to its own
principles. By amresting him, the govern-
ment failed the test.

If Tito really wants to deserve finan-
cial aid from U.S. taxpayers, he should
turn over a new leaf by releasing Mihaj-
lov and permitting him to operate a truly
free press.

If Tito does not do so, the Congress
should rescind 40-year attractive credit
terms for food and cancel all other forms
of aid to Yugoslavia.

PRIVATE AID TO EDUCATION

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. MTr, Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. AseEBrOOK] may
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extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, a re-
cent report of the Council for Financial
Aid to Education states that during the
1964-65 school year private gifts to col-
leges and universities amounted to ap-
proximately $1.56 billion dollars. With
the ever-increasing tendency to look fo
the Federal Government for financial
help, the knowledge that the private
sector is still enough concerned with our
educational institutions to contribute
this substantial sum is certainly reas-
suring. As I have stated before, there
is legislation pending before Congress
which would further aid private contri-
butors to assist the institutions of their
choice. By the use of tax credits and
the tax sharing or tax retention plan,
additional funds could be channeled into
the educational field without the Federal
Government being involved.

Private efforts to fund educational
institutions must be encouraged, and for
this reason I include the editorial from
the Chicago Tribune of August 16 en-
titled, “How Private Colleges Help
Themselves,” in the Recorp at this
point:

How PRIVATE CoOLLEGES HrLP THEMSELVES

In January, 1965, when President John-
son asked Congress to provide about 800
million dollars a year in aid to 'colleges
and universities, he sald that private sources
and states simply could not do the job and
that “federal aid is essential.”

Despite a murmur of “amens” from many
hard-pressed college presidents, Mr. Johnson
vastly underestimated the determination of
private colleges to find their own help and
the willingness of private sources to provide
it.

The Council for Financlal Aid to Educa-
tion, a business group, has reported that in
the school year 196465 private gifts to col-
leges and universities amounted to no less
than 1.56 billion dollars. This was about
six times what they recelved 10 years earlier.
Assuming the same rate of growth, gifts in
the school year just ended will approach 2
billion dollars.

A few examples should speak for them-
selves, The University of Chicago is seek-
ing 360 million dollars in 10 years—the high-
est goal ever set by any college. Harvard
led the do-it-yourself financing procession
in 1960 by raising 82.5 million dollars.
MIT., taking fthe cue, set out to obtain 66
million and got 98 million. The Univer-
sity of Southern California set a 20-year
goal of 106 million dollars and reached it in
five years. Stanford has raised 113 million
dollars, Brandeis 76 million, Cornell 73 mil-
lion, and Princeton 61 million.

The will to help themselves is not con-
fined to the big institutions. Little Tou-
galoo college, a Negro school in Mississippi,
is out for 30 million dollars In 10 years.
When the Ford Foundation turned down an
appeal from Rockford [Ill.] college, its presi-
dent, John Howard, told the magazine Busi-
ness Week, “we went right ahead and raised
the money anyhow.”

Rockford is one of the colleges which have
been firmest in their determination to avoid
Federal handouts in the form of *“as-
sistance.” Mr. Johnson may deny that such
assistance leads to federal control, but the
Supreme court has settled the matter more
authoritatively. “It is hardly lack of due
process,” 1t ruled in 1942 in a case involving
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a farmer, “for the government to regulate
that which it subsidizes.”

Once a system of subsidies 1s broadly
established, there will be any number of
bureaucratic agencies eager to kibitz with
ideas about whom the colleges should admit,
whom they should hire as teachers, and what
they should teach.

James M. Hester, president of New York
university, which is on its way toward a 100~
milllon-dollar goal, attributes the greatness
of American education to “healthy competi-
tion between public and private colleges.”

“We are proving,” according to him, “that
there is sufficient regard for this dual system
to provide support for private Institutions
with high standards.”

The figures suggest that he is right, Even
Mr. Johnson seems to have had second
thoughts, judging from his failure to press
for money for everything that he promised
and his more recent desire to shift the stu-
dent: loan program to private funds. He
should let private capital show what it can
do before providing the Trojan horse which
will ultimately and inevitably carry govern-
ment educationists, soclal planners, and
other meddlers onto the campuses of the
private colleges.

THE 44TH ANNUAL CONVENTION OF
THE ORDER OF AHEPA

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from California [Mr. Bop WiLson]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BOB WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to express my greefings to the
46,000 members of the Order of AHEPA
who are in Washington this week for
their 44th annual convention. I want to
do a rather unusual thing and list six
of them who are from San Diego and
to express to them a special welcome.
They are: Chris Stassis; Basil Curtis;
John Sotiros; George Koulaxizes; Mike
James, and Maneuel Xenedes.

In case a few Members are confused,
the word AHEPA stands for American
Hellenic Educational Progressive Asso-
ciation. It has chapters in 49 States and
in all Canadian Provinces, in Australia,
the Bahamas and, of course, in Greece.

The objectives of AHEPA—and of its
auxiliary organizations, the Daughters of
Penelope, the Sons of Pericles and the
Maids of Athena—are simple. They are
to encourage and promote the loyalty of
the members to the country where they
are citizens, while promoting a better
understanding of Hellenic culture. To
this end AHEPA seeks to instill a due
appreciation of the privilege of citizen~
ship; to encourage active participation
in the political, civie, social and commer-
cial fields; to oppose political corruption
and tyranny and to promote good fel-
lowship and altruism.

Once before, in 1952, AHEPA held a
convention in Washington, D.C., and
its last convention was in Athens, Greece.
I know that we are happy to have them
here again in this city we like to hope
is as enlightened as historic Athens.

Personally, I wish to extend a heartfelt
welconmie to Kimon A. Doukas, supreme
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president of AHEPA and to all the many
men and women who meet in Washing-
ton to discuss, plan, and pray for the ac-
tivities of this worthy organization.

REMARKS OF REPRESENTATIVE
FLORENCE P. DWYER, IN THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, ON
THE DEATH OF AARON G. BEN-
ESCH, FORMER ASSOCIATE EDI-
TOR OF THE NEWHOUSE NA-
TIONAL NEWS SERVICE

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. DwYER]
may extend her remarks at this point in
the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mrs. DWYER. Mr, Speaker, it is my
sad duty to report to the House the death
this morning of a man known to many
of our colleagues as one of the ablest,
fairest, and most truly professional
journalists who have covered Congress—
Aaron G. Benesch, former associate edi-
tor of the Newhouse National News Serv-
ice and Washington correspondent of
the Newark Star-Ledger.

When he retired last December 31,
Aaron Benesch had completed more
than 50 years of service in one of the
most demanding and vital of our profes-
sions—50 years that spanned every as-
pect of journalism, from copy boy to re-
porter to national correspondent to news
executive.

In the course of his outstanding
career, he won the affection and respect
of all with whom he came in contact,
colleagues and public officials alike.

It was my privilege, Mr. Speaker, to
know and work with Aaron Benesch dur-
ing his years as correspondent for the
Newark Star-Ledger. He was always
fair and objective, a skillful writer, and
a penetrating observer of politics and
government in Washington. He was
also a very good friend.

A native of St. Louis, Aaron Benesch
began in the newspaper business as a $3-
a-week copy boy on the old St. Louis
Star. Later, he reported on the activi-
ties of the Missouri State Legislature.
His coverage of national politics goes
back to 1928 and the Republican Na-
tional Convention in Kansas City which
nominated Herbert Hoover for Presi-
dent. He also worked for the old St.
Louis Times, where he served, among
other capacities, as managing editor.

Aaron first came to Washington in
1951 as Washington correspondent of the
St. Louis Globe-Democrat. He returned
to St. Louis in 1953 for a 4-year stint
as managing editor of the Globe-Demo-
crat. He came back to Washington in
1957 with the Newhouse National News
Service as associate editor of one of the
largest news bureau in the Nation’s Capi-
tal and as correspondent of the Newark
Star-Ledger, one of the principal mem-
bers of the Newhouse organization.
“'As one who was intimately involved
with New Jersey affairs at that time,
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Aaron very generously served in the role
21! ?yistorian of the New Jersey State So-
ety.

At his retirement party late last year,
Aaron Benesch was privileged to hear
at firsthand how very highly he was re-
garded by those with whom he worked.
People from every area of government
and journalism in Washington attended
the reception and many came from dis-
tant places to honor this fine gentleman
and great reporter and editor. Many
others sent messages expressing their
esteem and affection.

Among the ftributes paid to Aaron
Benesch was this one from former Pres-
ident Harry Truman:

You have put in all of 50 years in the hec-
tic field of journalism and that is a long time
even in a normal field of operation. I hope
your transition from over-activity to retire-
;nent is as comfortable for you as it has been

or me,

For Aaron Benesch, journalism was a
demanding and rewarding world. He
gave it his best. He mastered it and
served it well. He brought honor to his
profession.

To Eva Benesch, his wife and close
companion, and to all his family, I offer
my deepest sympathy at their great
loss—a loss we all share.

MANCHESTER UNITED FUND RE-
VIVES WORLD WAR II CUSTOM;
COMMUNITY LEADERS GIVE PER-
SONAL FAREWELL TO SERVICE-
MEN

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVE-
LAND] may extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and include extra-
neous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, un-
der the leadership of the United Fund,
community leaders of Manchester, N.H.,
have revived the World War II custom of
saying a personal farewell to men de=
parting for military service. I hope this
practice will be adopted by all other
communities in the country during this
period of war.

In this way, the whole community ex-
presses the hundred different poignant
feelings of farewell, good luck, and sup-
port that are so hard to put into words.
At the same time, the presence of these
leaders on these occasions serves to re-
mind the community itself of our com-
mitment to defend freedom and what it
costs to do so.

Manchester is a departure point for
our whole area. I would like to put into
the Recorp a short article appearing in
the Manchester Union-Leader, July 26,
describing the first of these sendoffs, in-
cluding the names of the 26 men and
their hometowns in New Hampshire and
Vermont. Godspeed to them and our
thanks to Mr. Albert Mattison of the
United Fund, who originated the send-
off idea, and to Mayor Vallee of Man-
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chester and the. other officials who so
willingly carried it out.
The article follows:
SENDOFF GIVEN 26 ENLISTEES

Mayor Roland S. Vallee, members of the
Manchester Board of Aldermen, and others
braved the weather at Grenier Fleld yester-
day to give an official farewell to 26 enlistees
leaving by plane to start their military
careers.

Others on hand were George Connell, gen-
eral manager of the Union Leader and a
member of the farewell advisory committee;
Albert Mattison, executive director of the
United Pund of Greater Manchester who
originated the revival of the World War II
custom; Philip DeRing, acting public rela-
tions director of the local United Fund; and
military officials.

Enlisting in the Army and being sent to
Ft. Dix, N.J., were: Roy A, Tucker, Walter J.
Lord, Bradford B, Felton, Jack F., Morin,
Ronald H. Adjutant, Dan A. Sheehan, John
A. Robertson Jr., Richard G. Godbout, and
Kenneth R. McCann, all of Manchester;
Frank J. Sullivan of Nashua; Peter B, Chap-
man and Michael S. Chwater, both of Ports-
mouth; Douglas B. Foster of Keene; and
Richard R. Viens of Berlin.

Phillip A. Burbank and Ralph Batten Jr,,
both of Portsmouth, both began a tour in
the Air Force.

The following Vermonters also left to be-

Army service: Clifford N. Davis, Willlam
M. . Flint, Danny H. Bedell, and Sldney A.
Waite Jr., all of Barre; Francis C. Rivers,
Philip M. Germaine, and John C. Boldue, all
of Burlington; and Donald E. Leclair, Joseph
R. Gaborialut, and Robert A. Bengston, all
of St. Johnsbury. :

NEEDED: A CULTURAL EXCHANGE
CENTER FOR LATIN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PAT-
TEN). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from California
[Mr. Hannal is recognized for 60 min-
utes. :

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, en su
mensaje al Congreso del mes de Febrero
urgiendo la aprobacion de la Acta Inter-
nacional de Educacién, el Presidente
Johnson nos urgié aumentar a un grado
universal la tarea de mejorar la edu-
cacién de nuestra gente.

En este dia yo quisiera enfocar nuestra
atencién sobre una area—una area en
particular—en ese proyecto de supera-
cion.

To those of my colleagues—and the
Official Reporter of debate—who experi-
enced some frustration during the first
minute of this speech, you have my pro-
found sympathy. The feeling that flows
from an inability to understand is an
awful one. Perhaps you recognized the
language as Spanish. Perhaps you could
identify one or two words, but still could
not understand my message,

With this experience in mind I now
ask you to use your imagination to pro-
ject yourselves into another situation.
Pretend you are 5 or 6 years old and ar-
riving for your first day of school. You
speak English, the language of your par-
ents. But everyone around you speaks
Spanish. You are laughed at, teased,
and held up to disdain. As if this were
not humiliating enough, you are now
told by your teacher that you must
henceforth communicate in the class-
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room only in Spanish, a language you
cannot understand, a language which
you may come to understand slowly but
which you will always speak with a
thick, and to many of your classmates,
a humorous accent: On your first day
of school you have suffered a humiliat-
ing defeat—the first of many yet fo
come.

If you can, imagine this, my distin-
guished colleagues, you can perhaps ap-
preciate the terrible pressures placed
upon an American child of Mexican
descent by our rigid, Anglo-oriented
school system. For the first few years
of his tender existence he is raised in a
Spanish cultural tradition. He under-
stands Spanish. His parents speak it.
The first words he hears and the first
words he speaks are Spanish, He be-
gins to develop what could be truly a
bilingual ability.

But fhat ability is suddenly, ruthless-
ly squashed by a system geared fo a
monocultural, monolingual society which
proceeds to strip the child of his heri-
tage, his dignity, his pride, and his very
personality. He must then struggle to
assimilate another culture—the Anglo-
Saxon, This battle he fights throughout
grade school only to learn when he
reaches high school that he has been the
victim of a cruel, ironic joke.

He now finds that he is expected to
learn another language. But it is too
late. The pressures of grade school have
left him with a stunted ability in both
languages and both cultures. Worse
than that, the system has left him, after
many humiliating defeats, with a spirit
broken of pride and the desire to go on.

The results have been tragic, as is
shown in our 1960 census:

The median scholastic achievement
level of the Mexican-American student
in the Pacific Southwest is far behind
that of his Anglo-American classmates.

The census showed that in Arizona,
the Mexican-American completed a me-
dian 7 years of school, nearly 4 years less
than his Anglo-American classmates.

In California, my own State, I am sad
to say that the Mexican-American com-
pleted a median 8.6 years, 3%, less than
his Anglo-American classmates.

In Colorado, the Mexican-American
finished 8.1 years, exactly 4 years less
than his classmates.

In New Mexico, he completed 7.7 years,
nearly 4 years less than his classmates.

And in Texas, with its 2 million Mex-
ican-Americans, he completed a mere
4.7 median years of education, less than
half the education received by his Anglo-
American classmates.

San Antonio, Tex., with its high Mex-
ican-American population has the most
depressed wage of any metropolis in the
Nation.

A 1965 special census survey in East
Los Angeles, which has perhaps the larg-
est concentration of Mexican Americans
in the United States, showed that the
earning power of the people living there
has actually decreased in recent years, in
grim contrast to the earning power of
other ethniec groups in our society.

Clearly, Mr. Speaker, we are squander-
ing one of our country’s greatest re-
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sources, and yet we have never needed
our Americans of Latin American herit-
age more than we need them right now.

Latin America, with its 28 nations and
200 million people, today should be look-
ing to us for leadership in education.
The President has set forth as one of our
great foreign policy goals helping to edu-
cate the underdeveloped nations of the
world. And we should do that. This
Nation should take the lead in interna-
tional education, especially in our own
hemisphere, and I shall suggest a man-
ner in which we can do that shortly.

But how can we expect to participate
in educating Latin Americans when we
have not done the job of educating our
own countrymen who are of Latin Amer-
ican descent. Therefore, if we are to
pursue the President’s long-term goal of
helping our Latin American neighbors
educate their people we had better get
busy educating our own.

‘We need to bring to bear on this prob-
lem the resources, the programs and
policies that will encourage State efforts
in this critical area of concern. We need
to continue and expand the beginning
that has been made under Project Head-
start. We need to consider the kind of
constructive proposal that the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Florida [Mr.
Giseons], has put forth in his legislation
for “Project Good Start.” This program
would follow through on Headstart con-
tinuing to give those children who need
it the extra support and encouragement
through the elementary grades. We
need to establish programs which will
train teachers to deal specifically with
the problems of the bilingual student and
programs which would assist him in per-
fecting, not destroying, a precious talent.

Thus, Mr. Speaker, our first step in
taking the lead in education in this
hemisphere would be to give top priority
to see that our own people who are of
Latin American descent get the oppor-
tunities and the education to which the
rest of us have access,

Our next step, Mr. Speaker, should be
to search out the avenues in education
which we could pursue in becoming an
effective catalyst to bring about cultural
and political understanding among
American Republics of the North and
South.

Personally, I feel that one such avenue
stands out. That would be the creation
of a cultural interchange center to
establish new lines of north-south com-
munication, to invite new understand-
ing and new rapport in common com-
mitments toward common goals, and to
bring organization and support to the
many diverse efforts now being made by
colleges ' and universities, by govern-
ments, and private foundations, and by
the dedication of individuals to bring

‘about harmony of purpose and action in

our hemisphere.

The people of California, including i
nearly 2 million Mexican and ILa
Americans, are anxious and willing to

‘initiate such an effort.

In recent weeks, I have discussed the
need for a cultural interchange center
with persons both from our State and
other States. _




19604

Individually, they envision many
things that such a center could do—but
the sum of their visions is that it could
create an atmosphere for progress in our
hemispheric relations, that it could
cement the good intentions of hemi-
spherie leadership into action programs
evolving from coordinated study and co-
ordinated project planning, and it could
allow us to harness the human resources
of nearly 2 million Spanish-speaking
people in California alone, plus several
million others throughout our Nation,
into a positive, cohesive force.

In working toward the creation of
such a center, the United States could
become the catalyst to bring about
cultural and political understanding
among American Republics of the north
and the south. Today such understand-
ing is still a long way from reality.

Many American nations to our south
have numerous cultural values, such as
language, which tend to fuse them. Be-
cause of this common Hispanic and
Indian cultural heritage, they share an
innate understanding of each other’s
concerns.

But effective communication between
our Nation and our sister American
Republics is often stopped short—in spite
of the best intentions on the part of both
parties—because of a lack of trust or
“simpatia” brought about by our differ-
ent cultural frames of reference.

As a nation that is basically Anglo-
Saxon in heritage, we somefimes find it
difficult to perceive the needs of our
neighbors as they perceive them.

Conversely, they often misintepret our
forward, outgoing approaches as being
ageressive and overbearing.

If we are to work effectively and co-
operatively with our neighbors, we must
establish a base for understanding. This
is to our benefit as much as it is to theirs.
Together, with a program of interna-
tional education, we in the Americas can
work as a mighty force for world better-
ment, for the implementation of mean-
ingful, cooperative constructive ventures.
Cultural interchange on a significant
scale must take place, I can think of no
more effective means to bring about un-
derstanding than a program or programs
which would allow the creative minds of
the United States to interact with the
creative minds of Mexico and Latin
America.
~Some programs aimed toward this end
have already been initiated. However,
the number of participants is pitifully
small. According to the latest statistics
available from the Office of Education,
only 323 Latin American students were
admitted to our colleges and universities
in the scholastic year 1964-65 with U.S.
Government financial assistanee under
the exchange program. Under the same
program, only 69 students from the
United States went to schools in Latin
America,

Other exchange agreements, involving
sister city participation, “Operation
Amigos” in San Diego; the Peace Corps;
AID; U.S, Office of Education and U.S.
Information Agency, have proven at a
grassroots level that there are many
rewards to mutual understanding.
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Last February, our President pointed
out that education lies at the heart of
every nation’s hopes and purposes, and
that it must be at the heart of our inter-
national relations.

With Mexico and Latin America, there
is a special path for us to follow to
achieve the trust and rapport which we
seek.

This is where our 5 million Americans
of Latin American descent can provide
the educational and cultural link which
we need.

I urge that we step boldly into cooper-
ative educational programs with Latin
American countries, but that we do so
fully cognizant of our past errors, both
at home and across the border. Also, I
urge that we call upon the talents of our
own loyal Mexican Americans to help us
set the guidelines and form the policies
which will allow a program of cultural
interchange to grow and broaden us all.

In my State of California, there are
many Mexican-American educators who
are totally qualified to administer such
a program. Many of them have been
fighting the battle of better education
for the bilingual, bicultural child for
decades. Until recently their voices have
been muted by the standard bearers of
the status quo, educational dust collec-
tors who oppose change on general
principle—who think that interchange is
a one-direction street.

The Mexican American is in a unique
position to help us identify and develop
educational projects of value to all the
peoples of the Americas. We must use
him, not for his sake, but for the sake of
all of us. He is our bridge between two
great cultures.

It is important, in undertaking any
such project, that we realize that we are
not embarking on a sentimental project
of good will and conviviality. We are
making a solid investment in the future.

A cultural interchange center could
serve to encourage human betterment
through the provision of a basis for
further action in national and inter-
national development and programs of
advanced education. It could provide
scholarships to students from Mexico,
Central America, South America, and the
United States, with special interests and
special abilities which could be harnessed
to foster intercultural harmony. It could
disseminate knowledge and create new
knowledge. It could serve as a coordina-
tion center for the entry of Latin
American students to the United States,
and the exit of North American students
to the countries south of us. It could
provide a demonstration center for
creative, new techniques in such areas as
bilingual, bicultural schools.

We are entering an era where the man
with one language and one culture will be
at a disadvantage in world society. This
man will not be able fo represent his
country, to present his government's
attitudes and goals, effectively as a mono-
lingual, monocultural being.

The United States needs to develop
hundreds of. such citizens, individuals
who are truly funetional in two lan-
guages and two societies, if it is to make
an impact on Latin America.
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Conversely, it needs to acquaint poten-
tial Latin American leaders with our
country, our culture, our goals, and re-
sponsibilities as a nation of world influ-
ence.

Exchanging persons, allowing them to
study the modes of their neighbors, en-
couraging them to grow into positions of
leadership in fostering better intrahem-
ispheric communication, is probably the
least expensive and most effective means
of achieving the kind of unity of purpose
that must come to our hemisphere.

Capitalizing on the human resources
of every nation in the Americas, includ-
ing our own, we are creating a dual
man—one who is fully functional in both
the Anglo-American and Hispanic-In-
dian societies. We are shaping and
sharpening his experiences and knowl-
edge in both cultures.

Through education, we are giving the
promising young men and women of our
hemisphere the cultural mobility which
they must have if they are to weave to-
gether the great people and the great
cultural assets of the United States and
Latin America.

I envision a cultural center which
would encourage educational interchange
between these two continents, which
would harness the dormant natural tal-
ent we have in California and other
States of the Southwest, and which
would coordinate this interchange.

I feel that U.S. leadership is wanted
and needed for such a center to become
a reality. I know the people of my State
of California would be willing to do
everything within their power to bring
about such a wunique and beneficial
center.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HANNA. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Vaw
DEERLIN].

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker, I
am happy to rise in support of proposals
offered by a colleague who so ably repre-
sents a county adjoining my own.

The building of a cultural interchange
center is certainly a creative solution for
lessening the gap that separates the two
great cultures of North and South Amer-
ica. Even though we are neighbors in
the same hemisphere, the nations of
South America and the United States
often fall victim to the tensions and mis-
trust that feed upon a lack of communi-
cation and understanding.

The creation of a cultural interchange
center is a positive, advantageous ven-
ture when judged by the standards of our
foreign and national self-interest. Such
a center, dedicated to education and
communication, would do much to bring
into harmony the cultural and political
goals of the two great Americas. Only
by constructing a firm foundation of
understanding can all the nations of the
Western Hemisphere work together to

.solve our common problems in a mean-

ingful way. _
Domestically, we would have much to
gain. The State of California is fortu-
nate to have a resource as valuable as its
2 million Mexican-American citizens.
These citizens, whose roots are to be
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found in the cultures of both English-
and Spanish-speaking nations, can per-
form a meaningful service in helping us
establish the guidelines the center will
follow and the goals it will hope to
achieve.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, we would
be guilty of negligence if we did not take
advantage of this creative solution for
both increasing understanding and com-
munication between the nations of North
and South America, and harnessing into
a constructive force the talent and energy
of our own Mexican-American citizens.

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his support.

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, HANNA, Iam glad to yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to commend the gentleman
from California for a valiant attempt at
the Spanish language at the beginning
of his talk, and to commend him very
highly for his faecility in the Spanish
language.

Mr. Speaker, and the gentleman from
California, I would like to say briefly,
after accepting the fact that you have
brought to us a problem which is prev-
alent in the United States, that we In
the State of Texas have attempted to
somewhat alleviate that problem in the
past.

Mr. Speaker, I was very happy that
the gentleman from California men-
tioned the Headstart program, because
we felt that the beginning of the Head-
start program was in Texas when I had
the privilege of serving in the State leg-
islature, and of helping pass a bill called
the preschool English legislation, by
which we attempted to teach those chil-
dren in the schools who did not speak the
English language fluently the basic 400
words of the English language before
they entered the first grade, so that they
would be fluent, at least, in the basic
vocabulary of the English language when
they entered the first grade.

Second, the other point that the gen-
tleman from California brought out is to
this effect: We in this country should feel
proud to have neighbors who look to us
for leadership—but there are some Mem-
bers of this Chamber who would like for
us to be entrenched in our country with a
wall surrounding it, and disregarding
the fact that we have neighbors outside
this country—this philosophy should
have gone down with the prehistoric
ages. But unfortunately we still have
some who believe in that philosophy.
However, we have to live with the people
who are our neighbors, and the best way
to understand them is to speak their lan-
guage.

Mr. Speaker, the bulk of them try to
speak our language. English is taught in
practically every school to which one can
go in the Western Hemisphere. That is
the first foreign language that they at-
tempt to teach their children.

- So, Mr. Speaker, in this helnjsphere
with all but three of the Republics speak-
ing the Spanish language, I think it
would be very fortunate for us if we could
more easily communicate, not in gov-
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ernment to government, or that our
President should speak with their Presi-
dent, although our President and his
First Lady do attempt to do so, but that
the people in the communities in this
country should do that, and it is spread-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, I have visited four places
in Fulton, Ky., and Fulton, Tenn.—they
are twin cities right on the border, where
they have a banana festival, and they
invite people from all of the countries
that produce bananas in the Western
Hemisphere to participate in the festival.

Of course, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman
from California [Mr. Hanwnal is very
familiar with what they have done in
Californja. We are doing the same thing
in Texas.

Mr, Speaker, I would like to tell the
gentleman from New Jersey that I par-
ticipated in a Spanish Day at the Newark
schools, where all of the students gath-
ered to have Spanish dances, and songs,
in which all of the people of Newark par-
ticipate. Mr. Speaker, I commend the
gentleman from New Jersey for that.

So, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
California [Mr. Hanwa] is bringing to us
and to me a problem, and I believe is
suggesting, as the gentleman wusually
does, a very excellent solution to the
problem that we face, and for that I com-
mend the gentleman.

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, may I say
to my friend, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr, pE LA Garzal, Desde mi corazon,
muchisimas gracias, Sefior pE LA GARzZA.

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

Mr. HANNA.
from Texas.

Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, may I
join with my distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from California [Mr. HANNA],
in his expressions, I being a resident of
a border State myself.

I realize so very definitely and so
graphically the need for better commu-
nications between the members of the
Western Hemisphere. I do not think
that anything could be more meaningful
in obtaining solidarity of the Western
Hemisphere than we should learn to
communicate to a great extent with our
neighbors to the south. Not only would
it help us economically in our business
dealings, in our trips to and from our
neighbors to the south, but by learning
more of their language and being able
to communicate with them, then by the
same token we can learn more of their
culture, we can learn more of their own
emotions, we can become so much better
friends.

Lack of communication is the barrier
that stands between us at the moment
and if we are to further a people-to-
people program, then certainly the first
step should be that we give more em-
phasis to learning the language of our
neighbors and thereby becoming a real
community of nations in this hemisphere.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to join with
my colleagues in this effort.

Mr. HANNA. I thank my colleague.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yleld?

I yield to the gentleman
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Mr. HANNA. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. MTr,. Speaker,
I simply want to rise to commend
my colleague from California for pre-
senting in his own inimical way a prob-
lem that certainly is deserving of a great
deal of attention. I would say this for
two reasons. First of all, the gentleman
from California served very ably in the
field of education and as the chairman
of the Education Committee in the As-
sembly of the California Legislature.

Mr. Speaker, just having returned
from the World Forestry Congress in
Madrid, Spain, where there were some
91 countries in attendance, the one thing
that was left in my mind and that left
a great impression on my mind was the
fact that we from the United States, even
though we had the largest delegation,
seemed to expect everyone to speak the
English language.

Mr. Speaker, I regret to say that we
were somewhat embarrassed by the fact
that we are not multilingual or at least
bilingual. So I think the gentleman’s
remarks are not only timely but I think,
as both of the gentlemen from Texas
have expressed, certainly if we are going
to promote hemispheric solidarity, the
one thing that is absolutely mandatory
is to be able for us to have the proper
ingredients of communication. This can
only be accomplished if we have the bi-
lingual and multilingual capacity.

Mr. Speaker, I want again to extend
my appreciation to our colleague for
bringing this matter to the atiention
of the House.

Mr, HANNA. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. HANNA. I will be glad to yleld
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
compliment my colleague from Califor-
nia [Mr. HannNal for so forcefully bring-
ing fo the House of Representatives the
problems that the Mexican-American
children face when they enter school.

You can easily imagine, Mr. Speaker,
the boredom and, more important, the
frustration of a 6-year-old child who
knows only Spanish and is suddenly
forced to spend several hours a day lis-
tening to English. The child is
to be content with this situation. He is
expected to read and write English,
which in many respects is foreign to
him, in the same amount of time that an
English-speaking child learns to read
and write the English language to which
he has been exposed since birth. Of
course, the Mexican-American child, un-
less he is especially gifted, cannot do
this. He, therefore, remains in the same
grade or goes on to the next grade un-
prepared. Finally in desperation and
exasperation he drops out of school.

My colleague Mr. HANNA has already
given ‘us the sad statistics on the number
of Mexican-American dropouts. I
would like you to consider the problem by
picturing the life of one boy living in our
complex society with only an eighth
grade education. How will he get his
job? Will he be able to complete a sim-
ple income tax form? Will he have



19606

enough understanding to pass the
written test for a driver’s license which
may mean livelihood for himself and his
family? Will he be able to read the
newspapers and magazines dealing with
the current events of the day? In short,
what will he do in his leisure hours?
And finally, who will be his friends? It
is quite obvious that it will not be the
professional person or the intellectual
of our society but others like himself who
may find solace together as they endure
existence in the pockets of poverty of
our society.

What is the solution to this problem?
One very obvious solution is equal edu-
cational opportunities. The Mexican-
American child must be taught English
before he is forced to enter a classroom
where only English is spoken. This an-
swer seems so obvious that I should be
embarrassed fo point it out. I am not,
however, because the lack of any wide-
spread effort in this direction indicates
that the need for such a preschool pro-
gram has for generations been ignored.

Mr. Speaker, we can no longer afford
to ignore this great social need. None
of us deny the importance of an educa-
tion. We must not then deny the Mexi-
can American his opportunity to obtain
an education by refusing to adjust our
school systems to his special needs.

Mr. HANNA. I thank the gentleman
and all the gentlemen for their very co-
gent remarks. It seems clear and stark
that we have a great opportunity to
change what has been looked upon as a
weakness into a strength. As has been
pointed out here, we must recognize that
we are moving forward into a multilin-
gual world, and we are not outside that
world, as the gentleman from Texas has
said. Therefore, we should take our
strength out into that world and utilize
what we have here as basic resources.
Certainly there can be no better ambas-
sador into the Latin-American countries
than well-educated Latin Americans
who have the strength of a pride in the
heritage that they have from their past
dand an added strength of heritage they
have received in the United States.

It is with this double strength that

they can go forward in the name of our
country and do our work. But we need
to initiate and promote the institutional
approaches both for the problem within
and the problem without.
I hope that the suggestions that I
have will receive the attention and con-
sideration of all of the Members of the
House,

BRITAIN' TODAY AND THE UNITED
STATES TOMORROW: A PREVIBW
" OF WHAT IS TO COME :

The SPEAKER. pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House; the gentle-
man  from Louislana [Mr. WAGGONNER]
is recognized for 20 minutes., v

Mr. WAGGONNER. -Mr. Speaker, if
ever a nation had a golden chance'to look
into a crystal ball and see the fate which
lies ahead, we in the United States have
that -opportunity now. By the simple
expedient’ of ‘taking a searching: look at
the situation in Great Britain today, we
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can see the United States a few years
from now.

As a result of a shocking number of
parallel actions, Great Britain has pre-
ceded the United States into economic
chaos, but there is small comfort in it
for us, because our Nation is hot on her
heels. We seem determined to make the
same mistakes.

Examine for a minute, the parallels:

Great Britain and the United States
have both consistently overspent their
budgets since World War II. Red ink
has flowed like wine in both countries.

Great Britain and the United. States
have borrowed and borrowed until
neither our currency nor theirs is worth
half of its former value. The pound,
devaluated scarcely a dozen years ago, is
under heavy pressure again.

Great Britain is wallowing in the inept-
ness of medicare, which they, at least,
call by its correct name, socialized
medicine. Our venture is just now be-
ginning; we have learned nothing from
their failure. ;

Our gold reserve is at an all time low,
with not half enough in the vaults of
Fort Knox to satisfy the foreign dollar
credits.

Wages have risen here in the United
States at a ratio comparable to that of
Great Britain and, at the same time,
productivity has not kept pace.

Ask the British housewife how far her
pound goes at the grocery store and then
compare her answer to that of the house-
wife here at home. You will find their
answers are exactly the same.

It used to be a rule of thumb that, ‘once
taxation passed the 3315;-percent mark,
a government could not survive for long.
Our present tax level here in the United
States is beyond that point already and
heading higher. It is common knowl-
edge that, as soon as the November elec-
tions are safely passed, the administra-
tion will pressure the next Congress for
tax increases that could run close to 10
percent more than we are paying today.

With our two nations running side by
side, both at breakneck speed down the
road to socialism, it is inevitable that the
two nations will come to the same end
unless we reverse our course. In Great
Britain today, prices and wages have
been frozen, sales taxes have been in-
creased, downpayments on some items,
already at an exorbitant rate, are in-
creased to a point of unreachability for
most Britons. Other restrictions are
planned and are sure to come.
~ The first major decline of the British
pound came just 2 years after the stock
market crash in 1929 her= in the United
States. Foreign investors began whole-
sale withdrawals from London banks for
the simple reason that they felt Britain
could not eontinue on the gold standard.
They were right, because about 30 days
later. BritaJn went off the g'old sﬁmd-

In the wake of Worlc‘l War 11, ‘the
United States and Britain undertook the
impossible task of banking 'the world.
The difference between this Nation and
Britain, however, was that our postwar
boom kept our economy:afloat. Britain,
however, chose to take another hitch
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in its belt and allow their war-damaged
and, by then, outmoded industrial ma-
chinery to deteriorate further. As a re-
sult, the pound was further devalued
about 25 percent to its present value of
just under $2.80.

For a time, profits from foreign in-
vestments hid from view the plight of the
pound, but as the Commonwealth and
other foreign nations’ industry got back
on its feet, less and less demand was
made for British sterling. Today, non-
sterling countries are lending the Com-
monwealth three times as much capital
as does London. In the fifties, with a
world shortage of credit, other countries
bid higher than Britain could afford to
go and, even though interest rates in Lon-
don have been raised systematically, the
tide could not be stemmed. Like the
depositors in any bank, the traders have
withdrawn whatever money they judge
Britain has overextended.

This is a repeat of the situation in
1956 when there was a run on London be-
cause it was obvious that Britain did
not have the resources to wage the Suez
war. Again in 1961, the run began to
accelerate and ‘once again in 1964.
Only the intervention and support of
the United States saved the pound.
Again this month, confidence in Brit-
ain’s ability to raise production without
inflation has dwindled and the scramble
is on again.

The British people have been asked
to rise to the oecasion and furnish the
money needed fo bolster the collapsing
pound. They have been asked to do so
by submitting to new and more extensive
controls, prolonged austerity, and indus-
trial stagnation.

The handwriting is on the wall. The
United States and the dollar are on this
same rollercoaster. Sole blame cannot
be laid to Vietnam either.

To fail to see what lies ahead of us
is self-blindness and, for those of us
here in the Congress who have the major
responsibility to correct our course, it
is a cruel hoax fopretend that the in-
evitable will not happen. It has always
been my belief that if you want to know
something about the road ahead you
should ask the man coming back.

We have loaded social-welfare pro-
gram after program onto the backs of
the people 'in the past decade. No
scheme is so Tunatic as to fall on deaf
ears here in'the bureaucracy, even to a
guaranteed wage. Of course there is
inflation. There will continue to be in-
flation until the administration lessens
its demands and the Congress stops giv-
ing in to every Socialist scheme that oc-
ct;;: to any and every half-baked bureau-
crat.

Britain, in the death throes, is making
an ‘effort to dampen the fires their own
improvidence started and fed. The

‘question is, properly: Is this too little

and too late? It may not be too late
for thé United States' to learn a Iesson
from what is happening over there. If
it is not too late, then this administra-
tion and ‘this Congress should thank
God for being provided this object lesson
and should set about doing whatever
needs being done to put our own house
in order.
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If we do not, then the economic wizards
who do not believe in fiscal responsibil-
ity had better begin preparing some good
stories to fell the people when wages,
prices, dividends, and incentive are all
frozen here in this country. The peo-
ple will want to know why and the an-
swers had better be good.

THE TIGHT MONEY MARKET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. TUnder
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. CoNTE],
is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, the con-
tinued inactivity of the Johnson admin-
istration has caused a most serious crisis
to continue without an attempt at con-
trol or abatement. I refer to the almost
total lack of response by the President to
cope with the most serious problem of in-
flation and the tight money market.

In the Berkshire Eagle of July 18, the
nationally syndicated column of Rowland
Evans and Robert Novack said:

President Johnson telephoned Secretary
of the Treasury Henry H. (Joe) Fowler soon
after he arrived in Texas early in July that
the time had come to do something about
the lack of mortgage money and the crippled
housing industry.

Mr. Johnson himself wants to keep in the
background.

The President is now suffering from the
lack of a clear, consistent economic policy
combining both fiscal and monetary meas-
ures.

Several weeks have passed since Mr.
Johnson’s call to Secretary Fowler yet
the situation is still deteriorating.

The weekly index of Business Week
magazine for last week showed there is
a trouble spot in the current index—the
mont; construction figures. Overall,
total construction is still 4.9 percent
shead of a year ago.

But construction levels are dropping,
especially in comparison to activity
earlier this year. Residential building is
now 9 percent below a year ago. In May,
the figure was only 2.6 percent below its
year-ago level. Total construction for
the month of June was at the lowest level
in 8 months,

The figures from the Business Week
index are being confirmed in other sur-
veys of the construction industry.

In my contact with the people in the
construction industry and allied fields,
both here and in Massachusetts, I find
a great deal of concern over the lag in
construction which has resulted from the
inability of families to secure financing
or to secure it at a reasonable rate.

A printer in the Washington area who
sells architectural materials and whose
printing business is closely connected
with the construction industry informs
me that a few months ago he was under-
staffed by 32 employees and that he could
not find people to fill the jobs. Today
he is overstaffed and would have no diffi-
culty in securing additional employees if
he needed them;

When a bank, as a recent national
magazine pointed out, had their switch-
board coperator tell prospective borrow-
mthatthebankismtmﬂ-kimwad-
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GONGRESSIONAL RECORD, — HOUSE

ditional construction loans at this time,
we are in trouble.

In the Boston area a recent survey
showed there has been a decline in over-
time for ready-mix concrete distributors
and masons, This means there are fewer
foundations being laid and naturally
fewer homes being built.

A survey by the Builders Association of
Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties
distributed by my colleague from Cali-
fornia, CeARLES GGUBSER, shows a decline
in employment from September 1, 1965,
to July 1966 of 57.4 percent for carpen-
ters, teamsters, operating engineers,
cement masons, and laborers. A 39-
percent decline in office employment and
a 41-percent dip in executive staffing.

It is estimated that there was a 50-
percent reduction in mortgage lending by
savings and loan associations during May
1966 compared to May 1965.

Last year during the peak months of
the building season, loans ran approxi-
mately $2 billion per month, It is esti-
mated that for the current year, loans
will run slightly over $1 billion per
month. Commitments to purchase mort-
gage loans were considerably less than 50
percent in May 1966 compared to May
1965.

During the first 4 months of 1966 there
were over 37,000 fewer -construction
loans than the first 4 months of 1965.
Some knowledgeable people in the area
feel there will be further shrinkage in
this market in the second half of 1966.

‘What do all these assorted figures and
percentages tell us? They only serve to
confirm what builders have known for
some time—homebuilding and - homebuy-
ing, one of the Nation’s largest indus-
tries, is faced with a major slump.

The cause, most people seem to agree,
is the inflationary fiscal policies of the
Johnson-Humphrey administration.

One of the most inflationary fiscal pol-
fcies followed by the administration was
ﬂtlel mﬂﬁﬁ e of the Participation Sales Act
0 K

This measure, forced through by the
Democratic majority, gave authority to
the Federal National Mortgage Associa-
tion—FNMA—to sell participations in
a pool of Government-held financial
assets or loans, which could total $33.1
billion.

The Republican members of the com-
mittee considering this measure were not
presented with a copy of the bill until a
half hour before the committee hearings
began. Then only 2 hours of hearings
were held.

The Republican members of the com-
mittee were denied the right to call any
witnesses. Moreover, not one witness
from the unions, farming, business, or
banking communities was called. At the
conclusion of the totally inadequate
hearings the committee was called into
immediate executive session and in less
than 30 minutes the bill was ordered re-
ported—1 day after President Johnson's
call for this legislation was received by
Congress.

As far hackasMay 10, the House Re=-
publican Policy Committee warned that:

The home mortgage market is in a state

" turmoil and confusion. Home construc-
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tion is at a dangerously low level. If the
FNMA participation sales are authorized, the
FHA and GI mortgages, and other home
mortgages as well, will become less and less
attractlve to investors. In order to meet
competition, and obtain home mortgage fi-
pancing, higher home mortgage financing
costs will have to be imposed. As a result,
the prospective home builders or buyers will
be forced to carry an additional financial
burden.

On June 23 two sales were made under
the Participation Sales Act. The first
was for $350 million of participation cer-
tificates of assets of the small business
obligations trust at an interest rate of
5.75 percent with maturity varying from
1to 5 years. The second sale was of $180
million in participation certificates of
assets of the Government mortgage
liquidation trust with an approximate in-
terest rate of 5.40 percent with a matur-
ity of 13 to 15 years.

By these sales, the administration is
competing for the available money. In-
terest rates are the highest in the last 40
years. The rising demand for credit by
the Federal Government and business
has drawn funds away from credit-sensi-
tive industries such as homebuilding.

Despite the fact that personal con-
sumption has leveled off, plant and in-
ventory expansion continue at a record
pace as a hedge by industry against the
continuing inflationary cost spiral.

The only remedy offered by the John-
son-Humphrey administration has been
support for an ill-conceived effort to
place a statutory interest ceiling rate
over time deposits in banks and savings
and loans institutions.

This finger-in-the-dike approach will
will not create new savings nor direct ad-
ditional funds to the homebuilding in-
dustry. On the contrary, it could drive
personal and corporate savings from
banks and savings and loans to govern-
ment bonds, Federal agency issues, or the
stock market—thereby further com-
pounding the homebuilding problem.

The President can not continue his
present practice of assuming credit for

achievement and passing the buck
for every failure, as he recently tried to
do with regard to federal spending. This
time he must stand on his own record.
His record of indifference and of keep-
ing hands-off while a major crisis de-
velops.

Since the administration seems to be
gripped by inactivity in this area, I want
to urge the President to adopt the meas-
ures recommended recently by the House
Republican Policy Committee.

First. Slash nondefense, nonessential
domestic spending. Not just in regard fo
appropriations, but also with respect to
new program authorizations which trig-
ger the appropriations process.

Second. Reduce point discounts on
FHA and VA home financing through
administrative adjustments of rates fo
more realistic levels. Five and six point
discounts—s$1,500 on $25,000 home mort~
gage—are, stifling home financing and
wiping out personal savings. . -

Third, Suspend any further issues of
FNMA participation sales other than for
VA and. ESFIA poolad hounlns mortgages.
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When the participation sales bill was be-
ing debated, the President was warned
that this multibillion dollar budgetary
gimmick would place severe strains on
the private credit market and push up
interest rates to record levels. Exper-
ience with the program has fully con-
firmed these fears.

Fourth. Enact the Republican initi-
ated proposal to grant FNMA additional
borrowing authority in a prudent and
legal manner.

Fifth. Remove FNMA'’s $15,000 admin-
istrative limitation on purchase of mort-
gages under its secondary market opera-
tions.

Sixth. Appoint an emergency Presi-
dential fact-finding committee on the
homebuilding crisis to report its findings
in sufficient time for congressional con-
sideration prior to adjournment of the
89th Congress.

These are stern measures, However,
the ever-deepening homebuilding crisis
demands that immediate and effective
steps be taken. This “do not open until
after election” tag must be removed from
this problem.

AARON G. BENESCH

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. Ropino]l may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr, RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
day with a heavy heart. A dear friend,
not only to me but to many in this
Chamber, a courageous and kind-
hearted newspaperman, Aaron G, Be-
nesch, is no longer with us. His passing
leaves us deeply saddened, yes, but there
is a warmth in our hearts, and a twinkle
in our eye for having known him. For
Aaron was a person who, through a long
and distinguished career in a rough and
competitive fleld, mainfained at all
times a dignity of self, a wry sense of
humor, and above all, a Kkindness of
spirit that endeared him to all who knew
him,

Aaron, who was a native of St. Louis,
started out in 1913 as a $3-a-week copy
boy on the old St, Louis Star. He later
served as the Washington correspond-
ent for the St. Louis Globe Democrat,
and, back in St. Louis, as managing edi-
tor of the Globe Democrat and the old
St. Louis Times. In 1957 he returned to
Washington as a member of the New-
house National News Service, and was
serving as associate editor at the time
of his retirement on December, 31, 1965.

Aaron's coverage of national politics
went back to the 1928 Republican Na-
tional Convention in Kansas City that
nominated Herbert Hoover. And since
1957, he had been a frequent visitor to
‘the offices of the New' Jersey congres-
sional delegation.  In fact, Aaron, who
wroteé regularly for the Newark Star
Ledger, became an adopted New Jer-
seyite, serving for a'time as historian of
the New Jersey State Society.
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The outpouring of friends at Aaron's
retirement party, and the scores of wires
and lefters from Congressmen, Senators,
people throughout the Government, and
newspapermen from all over the coun-
try who had worked with him, were an
eloquent testimonial to a distinguished
journalist and gracious gentleman, I
think the sentiments of former Presi-
dent Harry S. Truman at that time were
indicative of the feelings of us all:

You have put in all of 650 years in the
hectic field of journalism and that is a long
time, even in a normal field of operation.
I hope your transition from overactivity to
fetirement is as comfortable for you as it
has been for me.

Unfortunately, Aaron was not able to
long enjoy the relative calm of his re-
tirement, or the pleasure of being able
to spend more time with his lovely wife
Eva and their daughter and her family.
To them I extend my deepest sympathy,
and the knowledge that their great loss
is shared by all who had the good fortune
to be touched by the joie de vivre that
filled Aaron Benesch.

TRANSPORTATION, SALE, AND HAN-
DLING OF DOGS AND CATS FOR
RESEARCH PURPOSES

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. PeprER] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr.. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I have
long been interested in legislation for the
protection of laboratory animals and
have sponsored legislation in this field
over several years. Iam very happy that
Congress has atlast taken action. It is
a great pleasure to me to cast my vote
for HR. 13881. The conditions which
have been exposed in the animal supply
trade to laboratories require immediate
reform. The theft of pets and the inhu-
mane treatment of animals bound for the
laboratories cannot be tolerated.

H.R. 13881 is a bill primarily designed
to regulate animal suppliers. But in the
Senate it was amended and in its present
form it now contains sections applying
to the laboratories themselves. These I
consider to be weak and inadequate. For
several years I have sponsored compre-
hensive laboratory legislation and am
thoroughly familiar with the subject.

I should like to remind the House that
there are something like 11,000 labora-
tories in this country; that more than a
quarter of a million people are engaged
in biomedical research; that annual ex-
penditure for this research is approxi-
mately $2 billion a year; and, finally, that
upward of 100 million animals are con-
sumed by biomedical research every year.

There are many critical ' problems
which require a legislative remedy but I
cannot agree that the coverage of the
present bill is little more: If.hn.n a token
seauures i 2t

‘Only 2,000 'of the 11000 lahomtonas
will be covered; only 5 million of the
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hundreds of milllons of animals will
benefit from this coverage; and, lastly,
the coverage itself is extremely limited.
The Secretary is directed to promulgate
standards for the care, handling, and
treatment of these 5 million animals but
these standards apply only until actual
research begins, with the determination
of when research has begun left to the
research facilities, Personally, I fear
that many of these animals will not be
covered because in many facilities, I am
told, animals are involved in the process
of research throughout their stay in the
laboratory.

Mr. Speaker, may I reiterate that the
laboratory coverage of H.R. 13881 is little
more than a token gesture,

H.R. 10050, introduced by me over a
year ago, not only sets standards for
housing and care but deals with many
other matters. Standards for the proper
administration of anesthetics and of
pain-relieving drugs during aftercare
are required. The science of statistics
must be brought to bear in determining
the number of animals necessary to be
used in a given experimental series.
Needless duplication is eliminated. Tis-
sue cultures and less sensitive forms of
life must be substituted for higher forms
whenever possible.

The swelling mass of scientific infor-
mation must somehow be brought under
control so that every investigator may
have the full benefit of work already
done in his field.

In summary, Mr. Speaker, I take great
pleasure in voting for the animal dealer
provisions of H.R. 13881 and want to ex-
press my hope and earnest desire before
this body that comprehensive laboratory
legislation which is so badly needed for
the protection of these hapless anlmals
wﬂl soon follow.

REZMARKS ON THE DRDER OF AHEPA

 Mr. DE 1A GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCorMACK]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the  Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, our
Nation’s Capital is privileged this week
to have the opportunity to host the 44th
Supreme Convention of the Order of
AHEPA. I know that all of us want to
wish a very hearty welcome to the thou-
sands of Greek descents who are gather-
ing here.

The American Hellenic Educational
Progressive Association is an organiza-
tion which bears living witness to the
great cultural richness and democratic
spirlt which ‘took root milleniums ago
during the Golden Age of Greece. It is
an energetic association with 1,125 local
chapters in 49 of ‘our States, the Ba-
hamas, Canada, Australia, and Greece.
It is an association which strives 0 en-
rich ‘its ‘members through « fellowship,
through instruction in the tenets of good
government, through increased under-
standing of the attributes and ideals of
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Hellenic culture, and through the devel-
opment of a high moral sense.

The Order of AHEPA encourages its
members to responsible, active participa-
tion in the privileges of citizenship. It
is devoted to education and the search
for new channels to facilitate the dis-
semination of culture and learning. It
is responsible for one of our finest people-
to-people efforts in its work to maintain
strong and friendly ties with the citizens
of Greece. AHEPA is a large-scale ex-
ample of good citizenship in action.

The AHEPA was organized in 1922 as
a national secret society by a small group
of Greeks in Atlanta, Ga. But member-
ship was not limited to those of Hellenic
descent alone, Two of our greatest Pres-
idents, Franklin D. Roosevelt and Harry
S. Truman, our esteemed Vice President,
HuserT H. HUMPHREY, and many of our
congressional colleagues have been wel-
comed as members in this outstanding
organization.

Its early aims were to bridge the gap
between Americans and Greeks and to
help the latter absorb the American cul-
ture through contacts, naturalization,
and other appropriate means. It offered
a friendly, helping hand to the new im-
migrant. The organization grew rapidly.
Today, the AHEPA program has ex-
panded to include active support of
Greek educational and religious activi-
ties, as well as encouragement and aid to
a broad spectrum of civie and charitable
projects. They have lent notable sup-
port to the political, civie, social, and
commercial endeavors of their communi-
ties. But they have not forgotten the
land of their ancestors. AHEPA'’s con-
tributions to Greece have been marked
by herculean effort.

Following World War II's devastation
of Greece, AHEPA built seven health cen-
ters, two hospitals, a girls’ shelter home,
a preventorium, and an agricultural col-
lege, not to mention the countless other
relief projects and worthy causes in
Greece which have been bolstered by the
helping hand of AHEPA.

The determined, and energetic Hel-
lenic spirit which goes hand in hand
with the aims of AHEPA has been one
of the world's greatest benefactors. And
the legacy of Greece and her people has
made far richer the heritage of all of us.
We are delighted to be able to welcome
this 44th supreme convention to our
Capital City.

TENNESSEE LOOKS AHEAD WITH
NEW LAND USE PROGRAMS

Mr. bE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. ANDERSON] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr,
Speaker, the people of Tennessee are
working hard to develop our resources
of land and water. One hundred per-
cent of the farms and ranches in the
State are included in organized soil con-
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servation districts, and over 5,363,000
acres of land are covered by basic soil
conservation plans.

These plans recognized fully the
changes that are occurring in Tennessee,
as elsewhere, in the use of land and water
resources. For instance, in my district,
in Hickman, Lawrence, and Stewart
Counties, among others, many farmers
are now offering farm vacations, con-
verting croplands into golf courses and
farm ponds, and generally entering the
field of income-producing recreation.

This is a particularly apt use of land
in Tennessee. Our climate, natural
beauty and traditional hospitality—
when combined with planned recrea-
tion—offer visitors a truly refreshing
outdoor vacation. In many cases, also,
the use of land for recreation is better
for that land than constant cropping
and, at the same time, provides the own-
er with higher income. This is one ex-
ample of how soil conservation districts,
with the technical assistance of the De-
partment of Agriculture’s Soil Conserva-
tion Service, keep abreast of the times
with new solutions to the perennial prob-
lem of how to both conserve and wisely
use our natural resources.

Another development I note in my
district is the increasing appreciation,
by nonfarm people, of the value and
importance of land and water resources.
More and more urban people are realiz-
ing they depend on land owners and
land users not only for food and fiber,
but also for good drinking water, for
new suburbs and even for flood protec-
tion. Soil conservation districts con-
tribute to proper land use in rapidly de-
veloping areas by, among other ways,
cooperating on soil surveys and working
on small watershed projects.

I have met with many soil conserva-
tion district leaders, and I am impressed
by their dedication to the unglamorous,
unpaid, but essential task of wise land
use. I think they must feel, as did an
early conservationist, Gifford Pinchot,
that “a nation deprived of liberty may
win it: a nation divided may reunite, but
a nation whose natural resources are de-
stroyed must inevitably pay the penalty
of poverty, degradation, and decay.”

Tennessee became known as the “Vol-
unteer State” because our people volun-
teered so willingly in this country’s wars.
Today, their descendants continue to
fight for their land both in battle over-
seas and in peacetime conservation
projects here at home. I salute the vol-
unteers of both kinds. They are both
working for a better Tennessee and a
better United States.

DICEEY-LINCOLN SCHOOL HYDRO-
ELECTRIC PROJECT

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Maine [Mr. HATHAWAY] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.
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. -Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Speaker, once
again, my respected colleague from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK] has evidenced
his interest in keeping our membership
informed of facts surrounding the Dick-
ey-Lincoln School hydroelectric power
power project authorized by Congress
last year.

I am compelled to refute the argu-
ments offered by Mr. Crarx because he
has failed to consider all the facts.

In his most recent attack on this pro-
ject, so important to the citizens of
Maine, our colleague from Pennsylvania
presented a statement by Mr. Charles
Hardy, a vice president of the Brother-
hood of Utility Workers of New England,
Inc., and an excerpt from the Utility
Stoek Valuations Report of the financial
concern of McDonnell & Co.

I have been puzzled for a long time by
the bitter opposition of the private power
companies of New England to this proj-
ect even though I have assured them
that Dickey does not constitute a threat
to their cozy empires. The McDonnell
report admits that “the threat of a pub-
lic power complex is more apparent than
real,” and further, that “this project will
play a limited but important role in pro-
ducing the power which New England
will require in the years to come.”

The McDonnell report also states that
the future outlook for utility operations
is excellent and expressed the belief that
industry plans for more extensive power
pooling and installation of larger and
larger generating units will finally bring
{avorable utility economies to New Eng-
and.

To keep the record straight, my col-
leagues should know that the New Eng-
land private utilities had no great plans
for improving utility economies until the
Dickey project was authorized. Nor, be-
fore Dickey, was there any assurance
that the electric bill of the New England
businessman and homeowner would be
reduced.

Mr. CLARK’S second “expert” infers that
only the private utilities and their em-
ployees understand the industry. Mr.
Charles Hardy, vice president of the
Brotherhood of Utility Workers of New
England Inc., has charged that certain
Members of Congress are being deliber-
ately misled by claims of the amount of
support for the Dickey project that exists
within various union groups.

Mr. Hardy portrays himself to be an
economist, expert in analyzing the hills
and valleys of charts and graphs and
able to fix their causes and predict their
effect on the livelihood of the members
of his union.

I submit that workers in textile plants,
shoe factories, papermills, woodworking
shops, tanneries, and elsewhere are ex-
pert enough in the field of economics to
realize that the high electric power rates
of Maine and New England have in-
hibited industrial development. The
managers of their firms know this also.
And that is why the overwhelming
majority of organized labor has backed
the Dickey project.

Finally, Mr. Hardy attacks the pro-
posed Federal power “yardstick” as hav-
ing no digits for taxes. Surely as an
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economist he must know that private
utilities pay no taxes. These are passed
along to the consumer as part of his
monthly bill.

Mr, CrLaR renews his call for more
study of the Dickey project, obviously on
the grounds that it would be easier to
study it to death than to defeat it on its
proven merits. He states that he is
joined in his point of view by “segments”
of organized labor, the Association of
Chambers of Commerce, by the private
utilities of New England, the Federal
Reserve Bank of Boston, and the Appa-
lachian Mountain Club.

The motive of the private utilities is
clear: They want nothing to challenge
their empires, their monopolies, their
hold on the economic development of
Maine and New England.

The Association of Chambers of Com-
merce has, historically, shown itself to be
against many progressive and valuable
projects which might never have come
about had their existence depended upon
the support of this organization.

The judgment of the Federal Reserve
Bank of Boston is balanced by that of the
U.S. Department of Interior, the Federal
Power Commission, the Bureau of the
Budget, several congressional commit-
tees, and Congress itself which has seen
fit to authorize this project.

The opposition expressed by the Appa-
lachian Mountain Club is difficult to
comprehend because authorization of the
Dickey project has meant that the famed
Allagash River could be preserved in a
wild state. No other conservation group,
in Maine or elsewhere, has come out in
opposition to the Dickey project. Soitis
strange that the only opposition from
conservationists came from Boston, some
500 miles from the Dickey site.

Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleagues for
their attention. I have welcomed this
opportunity to correct the record.

AIRLINE STRIKE SETTLEMENT IN
THE PUBLIC INTEREST

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Fascerr] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, it has
been my hope that as a result of col-
lective bargaining labor will obtain a
fair and just settlement of its dispute
with ‘the airlines. i

I know that all Members applaud the
tremendous effort made by the unions
and the airlines to resolve their differ-
ences and achieve a settlement without
the necessity of any congressional action.
Therefore, I am sure that we all hope the
settlement -agreement is ratified on vote
of the local members.

Both sides, however, after 40 days of
strike are fully aware that at some point
the public’s convenience .and necessity
will ' demand an end to'the severe hard-
ships which econtinuation of the dispute
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would work on innocent sectors of our
Nation’s economy. Severe interruption

of interstate commerce, in this case 60

percent of all passenger air miles is of
justifiable concern to the Congress.

If the parties do not reach a final
agreement, we will very shortly have be-
fore us a most complex and trying issue.
The definition of the limits of freedom
in collective bargaining is both the
anguish and the glory of democratic
government, and is best left with the dis-
putants, if possible. The Government,
however, cannot afford to unduly delay
action to define those limits when groups
directly concerned cannot set their own
limits,

The strike, which concerns us all, was
called only after all available means pro-
vided by present law had been exhausted.
The machinists union eclearly had no
alternative but to strike for what it be-
lieves to be a fair and equitable settle-
ment.

It has been alleged that profits of the
five airline companies involved doubled
from 1964 to 1965, and during the first
half of this year they rose by another
30 percent; earnings from the airlines’
capital have resulted in profits ranging
from 16 to 20 percent.

Mr, Speaker, during much of the pe-
riod fthat the airlines were growing and
investing heavily in capital, the machin-
ist’s union exercised restraint in its re-
quest for wage increases. The increases
it received from the last settlement could
scarcely be termed large.

In fact, gains in actual buying power
advanced by only about 2 percent per
year for machinists union members in
the five airlines from 1960 to 1965. Dur-
ing this same period there was an average
annual increase in productivity of airline
employees of 7.4 percent per year. This
is about twice the rate of advance in em-
ployee productivity in the economy as a
whole.

These and other statistics show that
there are certainly two sides to the air-
line dispute.

The mantle of unpopularity, however,
falls, as always, solely on the shoulders of
the union members. They are the ones
who, under present law, are forced to
choose to strike if they cannot get a fair
agreement. Thus in the public’s mind
they are charged with ignoring public
convenience and necessity.

It is for this reason the unions took
their case to the public as is evidenced
by advertisements appearing in our local
press, one of which I will read to my col-
leagues, because it expresses the feelings
of the local unions who, after all, are the
heart of the labor movement:

[From the Miami Herald, Aug. 5, 1966]
WE'RE SORRY FOR THE INCONVENIENCE, BUT
THE PusLic Is ENTITLED To ENow—

Who are the striking members of the In-
ternational Association of Machinists? We
are 35,000 strong in a union representing
more than 1,000,000 members. - We are your
friends, your neighbors, and your relatives,
We contribute to the United Fund, the Heart
Fund, and other worthy charitable and clvic
causes. We donate blood, serve ag scout
troop leaders ... and when our country
or freedom was threatened, we fought and
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bled in three wars, and members of our farm-
ilies now fight for freedom in Viet Nam.

WHAT WE DO

We are dedicated to keep America’s planes
flying . . . with a quality safety factor sec-
ond to none. We are the mechanics and serv-
ice people who test, fuel, load and ready
planes for their flights. We work hard to as-
sure the maximum safety of planes and to
earn a living for our families.

WHAT WE GET PAID

What's the reward for our dedication and
hard work? We get from $2.06 to $3.562 per
hour. For this, under strict government
regulations, we must also take the risk of a
fine of $1,000 to $10,000 or a year to ten years
in jail, or both, if we are responsible for the
unairworthiness of a plane.

INCENTIVE SHARING WITH GREEN STAMPS

Airlines are making record profits. Execu-
tive and stockholders are piling up unprec-
edented financial benefits, What do the air-
lines belleve is our fair share? Typical of the
airlines ls Eastern Airlines’ plan. This plan
provides for large stock options and cash in-
centive bonuses up to a maximum of $200,000
a year for those who already receive swollen
salaries, How do we benefit in a period of ris-
ing profits and the increased productivity we
have contributed to the aviation industry
while inflation increases the cost of every-
thing we buy? We're the low men on the
totem pole. To ease the erosion of our in-
come In 1965, we were offered an incentive
with a so-called “Share the Excellence” pro-
gram. What does this pay off? It pays off
in Green Stamps instead of extra cash.
Banks won't take Green Stamps for mortgage
payments. We can't buy food with stamps
and we can't pay the doctor or tax collector
with Green Stamps. Oh yes! If we are
awarded Green Stamps, we are required to re-
port their value as extra income to Internal
Revenue!

WHAT DO WE WANT?

We originally asked for a 16% increase in
pay and certain fringe benefits common in
this and other industries. This was later
modified by our negotlators to a 5% Increase
for 1966, a 5% Increase In 1967, and a 4%
increase in 1968. Is this a reasonable re-
quest? In the past three years Federal em-
ployees have recelved a 159% Increase. The
City of Miami Beach approved increases up
to 1459% for its employees. The City of
Miami has authorized substantial increases
for its employees, and Metro has Increased
employees’ salaries by 109 . Congress did all
right, too. They voted last year to increase
their salaries $10,000 a year. All we want is
a fair living wage and decent working con-
ditions, too.

WHO RUNS OUR UNION?

We elect our officers by secret ballot in free
election. We, the members, tell our officers
what we want. We make our own decisions
whether to accept the proposals presented
by our negotiators. We decide by the ballot
whether to accept settlement proposals or
continue the strike. The members of the
International Assoclation of Machinists run
the union.

IS COMPULSORY SERVITUDE THE ANSWER?

We have been threatened with special Con-
gressional punitive legislation . . . which
would force us to continue working for low
pay and poor working conditions under the
constant threat of belng fined or jailed if
we fall In our job of keeping planes fiying
safely. Carry such an unconstitutional con-
cept to its ultimate end and we would not
be permitted to quit or retire unless we re-
celved permission from the Federal Govem—
ment. It eould happen. to you, too.

Is this what we fought three wars ror.m
this icentury and are now fighting for in
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Viet Nam? Is this the kind of regimentation
and deprivation of liberty of choice and
conscience that the majority of Americans
want? Is compulsory servitiude the answer?
We think not. That's why we've brought
these facts to you. Yes, we're real sorry for
the public's inconvenience, but there are two
sides to any labor dispute and it's only fair
that you, the public, understand how it looks
from our point of view,
AIRLINE MAINTENANCE LODGE 702, THE IN-
TERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHIN=-
ISTS AND AEROSPACE WORKERS,

However, Mr. Speaker, considering the
damage to the public and the substantial
interruption of interstate commerce, af-
ter a strike of 40 days, time has been and
is a vital factor to the rest of the public,
Accordingly, I trust that the settlement
as negotiated can be ratified as a fair
and equitable settlement.

AARON BENESCH

Mr. bE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr., GALLAGHER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
ceived the sad news this afternoon that
Aaron Benesch, recently retired associate
editor of the Newhouse National News
Service, passed away after a short illness.
This announcement will be accepted, I
know, with great sorrow by his many
friends and admirers throughout the
country.

Aaron Benesch was the $3 a week copy
boy for the old St. Louis Star who rose
to be associate editor of one of the largest
and most respected news reporting serv-
ices in the country. He was a news-
paperman for 50 years, reporting the
facts as he saw them and as they were.
Above all, he was fair and possessed of
an integrity that set an example for all
who knew him. I

There are two lines from one of Abra-
ham Lincoln's favorite poems by Wil-
liam Knox which describe life as, “Like a
fast-flitting meteor, a fast-flying cloud,
a flash of lightning, a break of the wave,”
like these, Aaron Benesch has passed all
too quickly. Throughout his active life
Aaron was before everything a kind man,
a family man, and a man with a deep love
and respect for his fellow human beings.

By his death we have lost a dear friend
and an outstanding newspaperman. I
cannot express my deep sympathy to his
gracious wife, Eva, and his family. We
are together at a loss for words.

STREET SCENE: SUMMER WORK
PROJECT KEEPS TEENAGERS
BUSY

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr. CormaN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?
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There was no objection.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I would like to bring to the atfen-
tion of my colleagues a story which ap-
peared in a recent issue of the Los
Angeles Times. It concerns a project
called Street Scene, which is now oper-
ating in my district.

Street Scene is funded through the
EYOA and is designed to solve some of
the problems faced by young adults in
economically depressed areas. It is a
program which is achieving positive re-
sults through positive action.

I am proud to insert in the RECORD,
for all to read, the story of Street Scene:

SuMMER WoRK ProJEcTs KEEP 55,000 TEEN-
AGERS Busy
(By Jack Jones, Times staff writer)

In the Pacolma, Wash., area, between the
“turfs” of rival Negro and Mexican-American
youth gangs, a young work crew with a 50—
50 ethnic mix was cleaning the trash out of
the yard of a welfare recipient.

“You'd be surprised how much these guys
really feel about the community,” said Ernie
Dillard, 28-year-old director of the North
Valley Youth Center, where a summer anti-
poverty project called “Street Scene” is
headquartered,

“We sure as hell haven't ended all the
problems, but we've got some of them work-
ing together for a change.”

“Street Scene” is operated by Project
Pacoima, a citizens' group formed to involve
gang-oriented youngsters and young adults
in community organization for positive pur-
poses.

KEEPS TEEN-AGERS BUSY

With a $66,000 federal grant through the
Economic and Youth Opportunities Agency,
it is a small part of a $2.3 million local sum-
mer crash program to Keep teen-agers busy
during the sweltering, otherwise idle months.

The overall county program, including
operation of 1560 Teen Posts for recreation
and cultural activities, touches 44,000 young
people.

In addition to this, 8,152 teenagers have
been hired by the Nelghborhood Youth Corps
(at 81.27 an hour for a variety of jobs for
the summer only) at a cost of $1.2 million.

Added to Neighborhood Youth Corps en-
listees already on the payroll before summer
began, the EYOA estimates that 55,000
county teenagers and young adults are busy
(part time, at least) under summer anti-
poverty programs.

Included:

1. Operation Champ—The largest of the
package. Supervised by the Los Angeles City
Schools and involving 18,000 youths from
ages 5 to 18 in recreation and work pro-
grams.

2. Recreation Sports Leadership Tralning
Program under County Department of Parks
and Recreation for 200 youths.

3. Bummer Educational Tutoring Program
for 656 youths on probation, ages 17-24.

4. Work Experience and Tralning for Serv-
ices Project. under supervision of Special
Services for Groups; training in community
services work for 1,660 youths 16-24.

5. Community Leadership Pro-
gram operated by Ocean Park Greater Parish,
for 200 youths in Venice area.

6. Youth Adult Leadership and Commu-
nity Development Project under the Com-
munity Services Organization, for 144 young
people 18-24.

The list goeson . . .

Outside EYOA~supervised programs, there
are other efforts to cool off the summer.

One of these is a $320,000, 10-week recrea-
tlon and education program sponsored by the
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U.S. Department of Labor and the Watts
Labor Community Action Committee for 2,100
Watts area youngsters 7 to' 21.

The 14-21 age group—the Community
Conservation Corps—earn mohey for clear-
ing vacant lots and turning them into ‘‘vest
pocket” parks. :

While older boys and girls are clearing the
lots and acting as teaching aldes, 7- to 13-
year-olds are to be enlisted In a uniformed
Watts Cadet Corps under the CCC to learn
discipline, reading skills, and a sense of re-
sponsibility.

Afro-American cultural heritage
sesslons are being designed as part of this
program to instill pride in the young Watts
residents.

Street Scene is only one segment of the
summer crash program, but Project Pacoima
director Carl May and Street Scene director
James Sherman are determined not to let it
die with the summer.

SEEK MORE FUNDS

They are going to Washington, D.C., to
seek year-around funding ... from the Office
of Economic Opportunity, the Ford Founda-
tion, from any public or private agency that
will listen to them.

Sherman, 24, a tall Negro and former con-
struction worker who shares with many of
his nearly 60 work crew members an un-
pleasant former relationship with the law,
says:

“I'd sure hate to see the bottom fall out
of this thing just as it's starting to go. We
got a lot of these guys starting to take on
responsibility now. The changes in atti-
tude have been definite. A while back the
Negro didn’'t come into 8an Fernando and
the Mexican didn’t come to Pacoima.
There's some bickering, but it's not like it
used to be.”

Street Scene crew members are about
evenly divided between Negro and Mexican-
American. Work crews are mixed so that
their members learn to work together.

Young men 18 to 25 years old get from
$1.756 to $2 an hour for such jobs as yard
cleanup for needy persons who can't do the
work themselves, cockroach extermination in
impoverished neighborhoods, ete.

One crew 1s building a bathroom for a
Pacolma Head Start site to bring it up to
code requirements. Staff members are orga-
nizing block clubs and youth clubs in an
effort to motivate the entire community to
help solve its difficulties. i

A crew of eight young women go from
home to home, finding out what problems
exist and trying to put helpless persons in
touch with the proper agencies,

“We've got to be sure we're helping some-
body who really needs it,” says Dillard. “We
got a call from a lady in Encino the other
day. She wanted us to come cut her lawn.”

At North Valley Youth Center, 753 Arroyo
Ave., an old industrial building taken over
and being enlarged with volunteer help to
replace the former center burned by arsonists
on Memorial Day, County Human Relations
Commission consultant John C. Hamby says:

“This 1s really a positive thing. Some of
the Mexican-Americans have been a little
reluctant, because they've been so isolated,
but they're beginning to see that if they work
together they'll get ahead.

“Amazingly, these kids ‘have a lot of ideas.
They've just never been in situsations before
to bring them out. They're very ' crea-
tive ., !

REMOVE' TAX  ON  REIMBURSED
MOVING EXPENSES

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
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from Connecticut [Mr. MONAGAN] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Isthere
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
introduced legislation (H.R. 17012) to re-
move the taxpayer's inequitable burden
of reporting certain reimbursed moving
expenses as income. Under the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 an employee must
report as income the entire amount he
received from his employer as reim-
bursement for indirect moving expenses.
While the code provides that direct mov-
ing expenses are not reportable as
income, certain costs such as house-
hunting trips, expenses in the sale and
purchase of a home, and costs incurred
for hotels and motels while awaiting oc-
cupancy in the new residence are taxed
as income. I am convinced that these
“indirect” costs are as much a business
expense, when related to a transfer in the
principal place of work, as “direct”

expenses.

My bill sets forth guidelines, limita-
tions, and qualifications, and is designed
to offer a legitimate tax deduction. Fur-
ther its construction prevents the devel-
opment of undesirable tax loopholes for
reimbursement ‘which are truly income.
It is my intention in filing this bill to re-
move the existing inequities, and indeed
I am certain that this will be concurred
in by the Congress when this legislation
comes before the Members.

LET US MEET OUR RESPONSIBILI-
TIES—LET US MEET THE NEED
FOR TAX REFORM

MT. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Towa [Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REcorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER. Mr. Speaker,
as a part of my continuing analysis of
our Federal tax system, I would like to
recommend to my colleagues an excel-
lent article on tax reform by Joseph A.
Pechman, of the Brookings Institution,
which appeared in the April 10, 1966,
issue of the Washington Post. I believe
Mr. Pechman has pointed out clearly the
need for a thorough reform of our Fed-
eral tax system.

I am firmly convinced that Congress
has a sober responsibility to take prompt
action to return integrity and equality
to our tax system of the many proposals
for reform which I, and others, have
made. Ibelieve a most appropriate place
to start is with the oil depletion allow-
ance. As Mr. Pechman correctly states,
this “giveway” to the large oil companies
means 'that percéntage depletion can—
and does—exceed the original amount
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invested by a substantial amount. The
time for ending this loophole and the
many others which are totally inconsist-
ent with our democratic principles is
long overdue.

The article follows:

Tax SysTeEm Goop, Bur Neeps KEY REFORMS
(By Joseph A. Pechman)

(Note,—Joseph A. Pechman, one of the
country’s noted tax experts, is Director of
Eeonomic Studies for the Brookings Institu-
tion. Pechman's views as expressed In this
article are his own, and are not necessarily
presented as the views of Brookings. His
book, “Federal Tax Policy,” will be published
later this year.)

The taxpayer's reluctance to part with his
hard-earned money is perfectly understand-
able, but much of the grumbling heard
around April 15 is not only intemperate but
wrong. The fact is that the United States
has one of the best tax systems in the world—
if not the best.

It rates high by all main criteria: produc-
tivity, fairness, consistency with economic
goals, and ease of compliance and adminis-
tration,

No one can question the system's produc-
tivity. Last year, federal, state, and local gov-
ernment revenues amounted to about $185
billion.

Yet our taxes are by no means the world's
highest. Taxes range between 30 and 35 per
cent of gross national product In Germany,
France, Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden, and
the United Eingdom as compared with about
27 per cent for the United States.

Judgments about falrness are highly per-
sonal, and there is disagreement on this
point. Our system places great weight on
individual and corporation income taxes
which are progressive, that is, they place the
largest burden on those who have the great-
est ability to pay. The major criticism of the
system is that it provides special advantages
that reduce taxes for some people and busi-
nesses and not for others in the same eco-
nomic cireumstances.

The economic potency of the tax system
can hardly be disputed. In 1964, the Federal
Government reduced taxes by 11 billion ($15
billlon at present income levels) in a suc-
cessful attempt to stimuate private spend-
ing. If needed, taxes will be raised this year
or next to reduce spending and help avold

Such heavy reliance on income taxes
would be impossible without good compli-
ance and administration., Few countries can
equal our record in this respect. Out of ev-
ery Federal individual income tax return
filed, 3 out of every 4 have no errors. Only
about 6 per cent of the income that should
be reported does not show up on tax re-
turns, and the Internal Revenue Service picks
up quite a bit of this unreported income.
The entire Federal tax machinery costs less
than 1 per cent of the amount collected.
State and local tax administration is not as
good as Federal, but it is improving.

If the tax system scores so well, why does
it generate so much controversy, dissatis-
faction, and emotion? Part of the grum-
bling reflects the natural distaste for paying
taxes, but there are also real and deep-seated
differences of opinion about tax policy.

The issues involve difficult, technical ques-
tions of law, accounting, and economies,
with important implications for the welfare
of every citizen and for the vitality of the
economy.

The Natlon’s biggest and best source of
revenue is the Individual income tax. The
close assoclation between a man’s taxpaying
ability and his income 18 commonly acecepted.
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The main trouble with the present tax Is
that large amounts of income have been al-
lowed to escape taxation by means of various
special provisions and deductions.

The accompanying chart shows the practi-
cal effect of erosion. If the total income re-
ported by taxpayers were subject to the
statutory rates, taxes would begin at 14 per
cent on the first dollar of income and rise
to 70 per cent in the top brackets. But no-
body pays these rates. After allowing for all
special provisions, the maximum average
rate in any income class is less than 30 per
cent. i

Exemptions are most important in the
lowest classes, deductions at the top. The
capital gains provisions are also most impor-
tant at the top, while income splitting gives
the largest benefits to persons with incomes
between $20,000 and $100,000.

An ideal personal income tax is easy to
define, but unlikely to be enacted. Every
modification would touch a tender nerve.
Some who would scream the loudest are not
the “fatcats” caricatured In the cartoons;
many of the most expensive eroding features
of the law favor the lower and middle-income
classes. Nevertheless, reforms that broaden-
ed the base of taxation would make it pos-
sible to reduce tax rates for all and improve
the fairness of the tax.

The most irrational and expensive pro-
visions are the deductions for contributions,
interest, medical expenses, taxes, and other
personal expenditures that cut out billions
of dollars from the tax base.

Deductions for state income taxes protect
taxpayers agalnst excessive rates. There is
also some justification for continuing the
deduction for sales and Income taxes as a
device to encourage further state use of
these taxes to raise the revenues they des-
perately need. But there 1s no excuse for
deducting gasoline taxes, which are levied
to pay for benefits received by highway
users.

The present method of computing the
deduction for charitable contributions is
highly questionable. Limiting the deduction
to contributions in excess of, say 2 or 3
per cent of income would encourage larger
than average gifts to charity and save close
to $2 billlon of revenue each year.

Revision of capital gains treatment is the
most urgent business on the tax reform
agenda. Profits from sale of assets held
more than 6 months are taxed at only half
the regular rates up to a maximum of 25
per cent, but even this tax may be avolded
indefinitely if the assets are transferred from
one generation to another through bequests.
In the case of gifts, capital gains are taxed
only if the assets are later sold by the re-
cipient. As a resulf, billions of doliars of
capital gains are subject to low rates or are
never taxed. :

Capital gains receive favored treatment for
two reasons: First, full taxation of a large
realized gain accumulated over many years
would be unfair unless the impact of the
graduated rates were moderated; second, too
high a rate on capital gains might lock
most security holders into' their present
portfolios. The first of these problems could
be solved by averaging capital gains over
the period they were held. The “lock-in"
effect would be moderated by such an aver-
aging provislon and also by taxing capital
gains when assets are transferred, either by
gift or at death. Both changes would re-
duce the advantages of holding onto assets
whose values had risen.

The tax exemption of interest on state and
local government securities is unfair because
it benefits only the wealthy, and inefficient
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because the interest saved by the states and
local governments is only about 60 percent
of the §1 billion annual revenue loss to the
Federal Government. If state-local bond in-
terest were taxed, the revenue could be used
directly to help the states and local govern-
ments.

The Federal income tax has been particu-
larly solicitous of the aged. Taxpayers over
65 years of age have an additional exemption
of $600, pay no tax on thelr social security
or rallroad retirement pensions, and receive
& tax crédit on other retirement income (if
their earnings are below $1524).

There is every reason to help the aged
through public programs, but the tax system
is a bad way to do this. It would be better
to eliminate these deductions and use the
revenue to increase social security benefits
for all aged persons.

Some needed income tax reforms would re-
duce Federal revenues. The most important
are an increase in exemptions and the intro-
duction of a negative income tax.

The present $600 per capita exemption has
not been altered since 1948, when consumer
prices were 25 percent lower. In 1964, a min-
imum standard deduction was added, pro-
viding $300 for the taxpayer and $100 for
each additional exemption up to a maximum
of $1000, but the starting levels of taxation
are still below the officlal poverty levels.

Policy makers hesitate to raise exemptions
because this would be expensive. An in-
crease from $600 to $700 per caplta would
cost $3 billion per year; an increase to $800
would cost $5.5 billion. An alternative might
be to double the minimum standard dedue-
tion, which would help those in greatest
need at an annual cost of 1953 than $2 bil-
lon.

The negative lnc.oma tax 1s a new subject of
public discussion, although it has been dis-
cussed by economists and soclal welfare ex-
perts for many years. An Individual would
add up his income and subtract his exemp-
tions and deductions: if the result were neg-
ative, he would be entitled to a payment
from the Government.

Because the varlous Government and pri-
vate welfare programs do not reach all the
poor, the negative income tax would be an
excellent method of supplementing them.
Its major advantage is that it would not dis-
courage the poor from seeking income-earn-
ing activitles as much as present welfare pro-
grams often do.

Many people still !egard the negative in-
come tax as a radical innovation, and a
number of difficult problems need to be
resolved before it becomes feasible. Not the
least of these is its relationship with the
positive income tax, and with the present
welfare programs. However, the concept is
worth serious attention and is belng given
close study in Washington.

The corporation income tax produces a
large amount of revenue (about $30 billion
this year) that would be hard to replace with
any other tax. Without it, a substantial part
of the Individual income would be per-
manently lost from the tax base through re-
tention of earnings by corporations.

Opponents contend that it reduces cor-
porate saving, encourages debt at the ex-
pense of equity financing, and discourages
the use of corporate capital. However, the
share of the national income originating in
the corporate sector has risen from 58 per
cent in 1929 to almost 70 percent in recent
years, :

The so-called double taxation of dividends
is a baffling lssue. In theory, Income earned
by corporations is taxed under the corpora-
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tion income tax and agaln under the in-
dividual income tax when it is pald out in
dividends. This double taxation exists only
if the corporation income tax is not shifted
in the form of higher prices.

Even if it is agreed that double taxation
exists, there is no easy solution. Curren
individuals are not taxed on the first $100 o.t
dividend income, but this is a makeshift ar-
rangement which satisfies no one. The best
solution would be to lower corporation In-
come tax rates when circumstances permit.
This would automatically reduce the double
taxation of dividends equally for all stock-
holders regardless of their other incomes, and
would not complicate the tax law.

The toughest issue involves percentage
depletion for oil, gas, and other minerals in-
dustries. These allowances are similar in
many respects to depreciation. The differ-
ence is that the amounts written off as
depreclation are limited to the cost of the
asset, but percentage depletion can—and
does—exceed the amount invested by sub-
stantial amounts. In addition, an immediate
write-off is permitted for certain capital costs
incurred in exploration and development,
providing a double deduction for capital in-
vested In these industries. Most economists
who have studied the matter have concluded
that present allowances are too generous.

Consumption taxes are not popular in the
United States, General sales taxes are used
by state and local governments, but even
when they are taken into account, consump-
tion taxes are less unpor&antherethahany-
where else In the world.

The Federal Government has relled exclu-
sively on selective excises for consumption
tax revenues. These taxes are among the
first to be raised in a natlonal emergency,
and they linger on and do considerable
damage to the economy for years afterward.
Excises are bad taxes because they dis-
criminate arbitrarily against consumption
of the taxed commodities. The only defen-
sible excises are sumptuary taxes, which help
offset the social costs of certain articles of
consumption, like liquor and tobacco, and
user charges, which compensate for special
identifiable benefits received by individuals
and firms from public services.

If consumption taxes are needed for rev-
enue purposes, a general tax such as the
retail sales tax would make more sense than
selective excises. But consumption taxes
are most burdensome  for low-income tax-
payers and have less automatic flexibility
than the income tax.

A new method of consumption that
has attracted interest of late is the value
added tax, which is imposed at a flat rate on
the “value added” by each firm (gross
receipts less the cost of materials purchased
from other firms). It is similar to a retail
sales tax, except that it 1s collected plece-
meal as the commodity makes Its way
through the channels of production and dis-
tribution.

Basically the issue is the degree of pro-
gression in the tax system. Proponents of a
Federal sales tax or of a value added tax
wish to reduce progression. My own view
1s that the general consumption tax should
not be used by the Federal Government
unless the potential of the income taxes has
been exhausted, which is unlikely if the base
is broadened and the rates are further
reduced.

Payroll taxes were introduced during the
1930s to pave the way for the soclal security
system. The tax for old age, survivors, dis-
ability, and hospital insurance now amounts
to 4.2 per cent each on employers and em-
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ployes on earnings up to $6,000, and will
reach 5.65 per cent by 1987. This type of tax
was used to emphasize the element of “con-
tribution” by the employe.

Soclal security is a tremendous achieve-
ment, but the use of payroll taxes to finance
It 1s Increasingly being questioned. These
taxes, which now exceed $20 billlon a year,
are regressive and discourage the use of
labor.

__'The simplest method of me of
the ty would be to raise the limit on
earnings subject to tax and eventually to
remove it entirely. The tax would then be
a flat percentage of earnings, which would
still be regressive with respect to total in-
come but much less than under present law.
A second method would be to blanket em-
ployee contributions into the individual in-
come tax, either directly or through a credit
for payroll tax against income. A third
method would be to halt further increases
in the payroll taxes and pay for future bene-
fit increases from the general fund.

Unemployment insurance is financed by a
8.1 per cent tax on payrolls of employers of
4 or more persons up to $3000 per employee.
State trust funds are set up from which ben-
efits are paid, but these funds are inade-
quate in some states during recessions. Pro-
vision should be made for Federal assistance
to extend benefits automatically when un-
employment becomes serious. This can be
accomplished through Increases in the Fed-
eral tax or through contributions from the
general fund. Preferably, the entire system
should be financeéd out of genera] taxes be=
cause indlvidual firms have little control
over employment.

The Federal Government levies an estate
tax with rates that go up to 77 per cent and
a gift tax which is set at three quarters of
the estate tax rates. The exemptions are
$60,000 under the estate tax and $30,000 for
all gifts during an individual’s lifetime plus
$3000 per donee per year.

In theory, estate and gift taxes are excel-
lent taxes. In practice, thelr yleld is dis-
appointing—only a little over 2 per cent of
Federal cash recelpts—and they have little
effect on the distribution of wealth. They
can be avolded by distributing gifts at the
lower gift tax rates, by setting up trusts, and
by other methods.

The estate and gift tax rates are high
enough: a complete overhaul is needed to
eliminate the avenues of escape and to tax
equal amounts of transfers equally.

The State and local segment of the na-
tional tax structure is its most dynamic ele-
ment. Before the Vietnam buildup, State and
local expenditures were 60 per cent of Federal
cash expenditures and more than twice as
much as nondefense expenditures. Whereas
the Federal Government reduced tax rates
15 per cent between 1961 and 1965, state and
looslbaxmtaslnmasedaharplyandm
continuing to go up. State and local govern-
ments will continue to be hard-pressed as
their financial needs continue to grow.

Most of the additional revenue will be
raised by the states and local governments
themselves. Long-standing traditions
agalnst moderate Income and sales taxes are
breaking down, and 26 states now have both,
The recent adoption in three states of a
credit against the income tax for sales tax
paid suggests that regressivity of the sales
tax can be moderated effectively. Deducti-
bility from the Federal income tax should
make income taxation at the state level more
acceptable. However, states that permit the
deduction of Federal taxes from their own
state income tax bases lose much more reye-
nue than their taxpayers save.
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The crisis in city finances 1s dramatically
illustrated by the plight of New York City.
Cities will have to raise their own taxes, but
they will also need all the help they can get
from the state and Federal governments.
In many parts of the country, administration
of the property tax—the mailnstay of local
tax systems—remains weak; but experience
has shown that state governments, if they
take a strong hand, can force improvements
in the quality of local assessment practices
and procedures.

Whatever their own efforts, st.a.t-es and local
governments will continue to rely on Federal
assistance which already provides 15 per cent
of their revenues. Most of this aid comes
from conditional grants for welfare, housing,
urban renewal, pollution control, and other
programs in which the Federal Government
has a vital interest. But additional ald will
be required to close the gap between thelr
growing needs and their fiscal capacity.

General purpose grants to the states have
been suggested as a means of providing addi-
tional Federal help. Detall of the proposals
differ, but in general they would return a
fixed percentage of the Federal individual in-
come tax base to the states, with the under-
standing that these growing revenues would
be shared with the local governments. The
funds would be disbursed on a per capita
basis, with a small percentage reserved for
special distribution to the poorest states.

Such general purpose grants are strongly
opposed by those who wish to control the
allocation of Federal funds in great detail
because they have little faith in the willing-
ness or ability of state governments to use
the funds wisely. However, in a tax system
which restricts the states and local govern-
ments to the least desirable and responsive
tax sources, & general-purpose Federal grant
system makes good sense as a supplement to
conditional grants.

I reserve for last a discussion of the rela-
tionship between tax reform and the new
economics. The basic proposition of the new
economics is that fiscal pollcy—which in-
cludes both tax and expenditure policy—
must be used vigorously and promptly to
achleve the basic goals of full employment, a
high rate of economic growth, and stable
prices.

The most serious obstacle to the use of
fiscal policy in this way has been the legisla-
tive process. Passage of major tax bills may
take the better part of a year or longer.
Many tax experts and nonpartisan citizens
groups have recommended that the Presi-
dent be authorized to make temporary
changes in tax rates. Presidents Kennedy
and Johnson made such a proposal (limited
to tax cuts), but Congress has resisted any
such infringement on its constitutional tax-
ing powers. It is clear, in the current situa-
tion, that if the power had been glven, the
FPresident might well have used it already to
fight inflation.

The United States tax system s & good
one, as tax systems go, but substantial re-
forms are needed. Such reforms would make
the system more equitable and also permit a
significant reduction in tax rates for all tax-
payers, - For example, individual income tax
rates could be lowered by at least a third if
a broad definition of taxable income were
adopted. Such reforms would pave the way
for more vigorous and effective use of tax
policy to maintain full employment, price
stabllity, and dynamic economic growth.

URGENT NEED FOR TAX REFORM

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, T ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
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from Iowa [Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

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

. There was no objection.

Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER,. Mr. Speaker,
on numerous occasions in the past year
I have presented factual evidence sup-
porting my proposal to begin reform of
our Federal tax system by lowering the
oil depletion allowance. Today, I want
to call to the attention of the Members
of the House an excellent article on this
subject by George Spencer, editor of the
Gasoline Letter which is a weekly pub-
lication for small businessmen in petro-
leum marketing. The article points out
that in 1965, 20 major U.S. oil firms had
an average U.S. tax rate of 6.3 percent
and several paid nothing at all in spite
of expanding profits. This giant give-
away to wealthy corporations is con-
trary to the basic principle of equality
in our democratic system.

It is contrary to our democratic sys-
tem, when the hard working farmers,
workers, and small businessmen each
year pay in taxes a higher percentage of
their money than do vast corporate orga-
nizations.

I want to commend Mr. Spencer for
standing up to these powerful corporate
interest groups and I urge my colleagues
to join me ‘in eliminating privilege from
our tax system.

This evidence once again illustrates
the need for prompt passage of my bill,
H.R. 12993, to lower the oil depletion al-
lowance. I might add, that this is not
the only area where tax reform is needed,
but it is the most urgent.

The above-mentioned article follows:

Twenty majors had 6.8 percent U.S. tax
rate in 10656 SEC figures show—some pald
nothing at all despite big net incomes.

U.S. income taxes of 20 largest oil firms
last year rose to $360 million or 6.3 percent
of their income before taxes.

In 1964 and 1962 the rate was 4 percent and
5 percent in 1963.

The federal corporate tax rate 1s 48 per-
cent.

Official figures reveal that the 20 largest
firms together pald federal Income taxes
totaling less than 28 percent of the largest
company's income before taxes.

Beveral big companies were able to skip
paying federal taxes completely despite big
profits,

In that happy group were Union (Pure),
Sinclair, possibly Marathon and Atlantic
(Richfield).

The tax figures show dramatically the
value of the 1965 mergers of four big re-
finers. ;

‘A Union Oll executive told security ana-
lysts that the Union-Pufe merger benefitted
from the synergistic effect, two plus two
equalled four.

For three years before the merger Union
had paid 13, 18, and 15pu-centocr1tamme
as federal income tax.

Pure Oil had $2:5 million, $1.5 million and
$629,000 tax credits in the same years.

The year before the merger Union made
$87.6 million and Pure $£32.2 million while
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last year the combined income before taxes
was only $119 million or about the same
as the two made a year earlier.

But after taxes in 1964 the two had a net
profit of $98.6 million while last year the
figure jumped to $123 million with Union
racking up a juicy $3.8 million tax credit in-
stead of having to pay Uncle Sam taxes on
its $119,214,000 profit.

Considering the $3.8 million bonus, Union’s
after taxes profits gained to 103 percent of
the income before taxes. This is not in any
way to slight the job done by Sunray DX.

Although Sunray’s federal tax dropped
from a $7.1 million bonus credit in 1964 to a
whopping U.S. tax bill of #353,000 or 0.8%
of its profit, Sunray still ended up with a
$38.6 million profit after taxes or 989% re-
tained after taxes.

ATLANTIC-RICHFIELD CITED

But all other companies have to stand back
in awe of Atlantic-Richfield, the tax masters.

For at least three years before the merger,
Atlantie had paid no federal income tax de-
spite profit before taxes of $61 million, $56
million and $61 million.

Richfield had pald $6 million (16.6%), $1.3
million and gained a $629,000 credit in 1964.

But here’s where the synergistic effect
threw the clover over the wedded bliss:

PROFITS OF MARRIAGE

The year before the knot was tied, the two
raked in a combined income before taxes of
$87 million.

Together they took in $105 million in 1965,

But the after tax comparison is more
enlightening. 7

The 1964 after tax total was $68.5 million.
The 1965 profits after taxes had mushroomed
to $90.1 million.

BIG TABLE NEXT WEEK

More comparisons like this will be avail-
able next week when TGL publishes the com-
bined taxes and profit figures for 1962-1065
in one table.

In case you're wondering about those oil
industry figures that show the refiners pay
almost as much taxes as other manufactur-
ing companies, the refiners combine foreign
and U.S. taxes and simply call the figure “pro-
vision for income taxes.”

HOW SECRET IS KEPT

This deception taken to its extreme gives
Standard Oil (N.J.), the world’s largest oil
company, the appearance of paying $423 mil-
lion in 1962 when in fact Uncle Sam only got
$8 million and the rest went to other nations
and a few states. {

But when the companies make detalled re-
ports to the Securitles and Exchange Com-
misaion they have to break down their U.S.
and foreign taxes,

Only Marathon Oil has been able to avoid
this breakdown, for reasons TGL was not
able to establish,

MARATHON PLAYS COY

We know that Marathon, like other Lybian
operators, was hit with a big tax there last
year (note.the effect on Conoco’s taxes).

Thus we list.all of Marathon’s taxes as for-
elgn since it deesn’t reveal its U.S. tax figures.

The last year in which records are available
(1862) show Marathon won a $2.2 million
bonus credit (no tax and the credit appli-
cable back three years or ahead five) on a
£36 million profit.

We can only assume Marathon's shyness is
based on very low or no income taxes to the
federal government.

MEANING FOR MARKETERS?

The significance of these figures—in mar-
keting at least—is that some marketers clalm
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Following are the figures for 11965, pub-
lished—as far as we know—for the first time:
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“cost” sales.

the low taxes on’ big international refiners ing service stations and on occasion below
wads of tax-free cash for overbulld- ;

20 largest oil companies Federal tax, 1962-65

« Marathon is the only large ofl company that has been able to conceal its domestic

income taxes in the Becurities and Exchan
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, It's

secret the smallness of its foreign taxes

Commission files, We phoned Girard
figures, but he said it's a secret.

Marathon's incoma taxes are listed as forelgn.

robably doesn’t want to kael‘p
U.8. tax is small and all o!

he

b

Marathon's tax chiel and asked the

firm

Jetton
the
assumed

1 $7,000,000 investment credit.
000 credit.

i Credit.
L) .'M' least $9,500,
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TRAFFIC AND HIGHWAY SAFETY
LEGISLATION '

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the chair
recognizes the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. CULVER].

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, the
House of Representatives will consider
legislation this week which has been de-
signed to help bring a halt to the most
shameful waste of human and economic
resources in our Nation.

The trafic and highway safety meas-
ures on the calendar are a result of pro-
posals introduced by a number of Mem-
bers of Congress from every area of the
country, without partisan consideration,
and they represent months of concen-
trated effort by individual members and
the respective committees.

The widespread support in Congress
for a coordinated Federal-State program
aimed at the rapid increase in automo-
bile deaths on our highways is evidence
of the growing concern of the American
people about this critical problem.

More than 70,000 men, women, and
children, including almost 1,300 in my
own State of Iowa, have suffered violent
death in traffic accidents since the 89th
Congress convened on January 9, 1965,
and we cannot neglect our responsibil-
ity to take action now to reverse these
tragic trends.

These accidents are costing the Amer-
jean people well over $8 billion a year—
more than the total expenditures of the
Federal Government last year for all
health, welfare, and manpower programs
combined, including the economic op-
portunity program.

And those figures do not include the
incalculable losses in terms of the value
of human lives. Traffic accidents are the
most common causes of death in the age
group from 5 to 30, and it is this age
group that possesses the greatest poten-
tial for contributing to our economy and
our society.

We are spending millions on public
health programs—research, treatment,
prevention, and hospital construction—
as well we should. Yet the 1,700,000 in-
dividuals injured in traffic accidents since
1964 equal the number of total beds in
all U.S. hospitals for the same year—a
tremendous public health problem.

We are increasingly concerned about
air safety—as well we should be. The
727 has occupied national attention over
the past several years, yet if a 727 fully
loaded, crashed every day, the number
killed in a year would be 20,000 less than
the traffic toll for 1965. We spend $100,-
000 per victim to investigate air crashes.
We spend 5 cents per victim to investi-
gate auto crashes.

We are concerned about the safety of
our servicemen in conflict and spend bil-
lions to protect and support them—as we
must. Yet in a period from January
1961 to January 1965, while approxi-
mately 2,000 military men were killed in
combat in Vietnam, more than 6,900
servicemen were killed in motor vehicle
accidents on the public roads.

These shocking statistics are sad evi-
dence of the fact that we can no longer
hesitate to focus national attention on
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automobile and traffic safety and to di-
rect the best national leadership and
coordination ability to stemming the toll
of destruection and tragedy on our high-

WAays.

It Is for this reason that I introduced
legislation at the beginning of this ses-
sion of Congress to facilitate a greater
coordination of information and activ-
ities related to traffic safety, to insure
the widespread application of existing
knowledge in the area, and to promote
a more uniform acceptance of proven
safety standards throughout the Nation.

The only way we can effectively meet
this critical problem is through the com-
bined efforts of Federal, State, and local
governments, private industry, and the
individual behind the wheel, and our ac-
tion here this week can mark a major
step forward in this mutual commit-
ment.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. KASTEN-
MEIER (at the request of Mr. Boges),
for the remainder of the week, on ac-
count of illness.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. ConTE (at the request of Mr.
Dox H. Cravusen), for 15 minutes, today;
to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.

Mr. Curver (at the request of Mr,
DE LA Garza), for 10 minutes, today; to
revise and extend his remarks and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. FuQua (at the request of Mr. pE
LA GaARrza), for 30 minutes, on August 17,
1966; to revise and extend his remarks
and to include extraneous matter.

Mr. HANNA (at the request of Mr. pE 1A
Garza), for 60 minutes, on August 24,
1966; to revise and extend his remarks
and to include extraneous matter.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks
was granted to:

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. Don H. Crausen) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. HOSMER.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. pE LA Garza) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. MINISH,

Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER.

Mr. FRASER.

Mr, DULSKI.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

B5.3484. An act to amend the act of June
8, 1966 (Public Law 89-441, 80 Stat. 192),
relating to the Great Salt Lake relicted lands.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 6 o'clock and 45 minutes p.m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, August 17, 1966, at 12 o’clock
noon,

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
I.he Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
OWS:

2646. A letter from the Acting Comptroller
General of the United States, transmitting a
report of review of manpower utilized to ad-
minister the military assistance program for
Japan, Department of Defense; to the
Committee on Government Operations,

2647. A letter from the Acting Comptroller
General of the United States, transmitting a
report of examination of financial statements
of Federal home loan banks supervised by
the Federal Home Loan Bank Board for the
year ended December 31, 1965 (H. Doc. No.
467); to the Committee on Government Op-
erations and ordered to be printed.

2648. A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-
islation to amend the Watershed Protection
and Flood Prevention Act, as amended; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

2649. A letter from the Acting Secretary
of State, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to authorize certain retired and
other personnel of the U.S. Government to
accept and wear decorations, presents, and
other things tendered them by certain for-
:Ig:;;ountrlea; to the Committee on Foreign

2650. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port of possible savings by discontinuing the
purchase of public liability insurance cover-
ing acquired property, Federal Housing Ad-
ministration, Department of Housing and
Urban Development; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

2651. A letter from the Acting Comptroller
General of the United States, transmitting a
report of savings available by using more
economical fuels for heating at certain fleld
statlons, Veterans' Administration; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

26562. A letter from the Director, US. In-
formation Agency, transmitting a report of
claims pald by the Agency during fiscal year
1966, pursuant to the provisions of 28 U.S.C.
2673; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

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. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Joint
PaOnmmltt-eI: onRDis;tposétion of Executive
pers. House o 0. 1853. Report
the disposition o?p certain papers of md‘:'?
executive departments. Ordered to be

printed,

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R.5392. A bill to termi-
nate the Indian Claims Commission, and
for other purposes; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1854). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R.7648. A bill to author-
ize long-term leases on the Papago Indian
Reservation; with amendment (Rept. No.
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1855). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr, COOLEY: Committee on Agriculture.
H.R. 15951. A bill to amend the Consoli-
dated Farmers Home Administration Act of
1961 ‘to authorize loans by the Secretary ol
Agriculture on leasehold interests in Hawaii,
and for other purposes; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1856). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ARENDS:

H.R. 17081. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr, CAHILL:

H.R.17082. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act in order to im-
prove and make more effective certain pro-
grams pursuant to such act; to the Commit-
tee on Public Works.

By Mr. FASCELL:

H.R. 17083. A bill to establish a U.S. Com-
mittee on Human Rights to prepare for par-
ticipation by the United States in the ob-
servance of the year 1968 as International
Human Rights Year, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Foreign Afiairs,

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN:

H.R. 17084, A bill to establish a U.S, Com-
mittee on Human Rights to prepare for par-
ticipation by the United States in the ob-
servance of the year 1968 as International
Human Rights Year, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Foreign Affalrs.

By Mr. McCARTHY:

H.R.17085. A bill to provide that Colum-
bus Day shall be a legal holiday for officers
and employees of the United States in each
State In which such day is designated as a
legal State holiday; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. McDADE:

H.R.17086. A bill to amend title IT of the
Soclal Security Act to eliminate the reduc-
tion in disability insurance benefits which is
presently required in the case of an indi-
vidual receiving workmen's compensation
benefits; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. MCMILLAN:

H.R.17087. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954: to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H/R. 17088. A bill to exclude from income
certain reimbursed moving expenses; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R.17089. A bill to amend title XIX of
the Soclal Security Act to authorize assist-
ance, under State plans for medical assist-
ance, for certain persons who are not other-
wise eligible therefor but who provide care
or services essential to the well-being of
needy individuals receiving assistance under
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such plans; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
By Mr. SWEENEY :

H.R.17020. A bill to authorize the con-
struction of a Federal office bullding In
Mansfield, Ohio; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. ULLMAN:

H.R.17081. A bill to promote the domestic
and foreign commerce of the United States
by modernizing practices of the Federal
Government relating to the inspection of
persons, merchandise, and conveyances mov-
ing into, through, and out of the United
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr, BROYHILL of Virginia:

HR.17092. A bill to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide for cost-
of-living increases in the Dbenefits payable
thereunder; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

HR.17093. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to provide for cost-of-
living increases in the benefits payable there-
under; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CLARK:

HR.17094. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to authorize an in-
centive tax credit allowable with respect to
facilities to control water and air pollution,
to encourage the construction of such fa-
cilities, and to permit the amortization of the
cost of constructing such facilities within a
period of from 1 to § years; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN:

H.R. 17095. A bill to encourage the pre-
vention of air and water pollution by allow-
ing the cost of treatment works for the
abatement of air and stream pollution to be
amortized at an accelerated rate for income
tax purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HOLLAND:

H.R. 17006. A bill to exclude from income
certain relmbursed moving expenses; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MEEDS:

HR.17097. A bill to promote the domestic
and forelign commerce of the United States
by modernizing practices of the Federal Gov-
ernment relating to the inspection of per-
sons, merchandise, and conveyances moving
into, through, and out of the United States,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. MULTER:

HR.17098. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish the position
of Chief Veterinary Officer of the Service and
provide for the rank of Assistant Surgeon
General for sald position; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. MURPHY of Illinois:

HR.17099. A bill to exclude from income
certain reimbursed moving expenses; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.,

By Mr. PICELE:

H.R. 17100. A bill to exclude from income
certain reimbursed moving expenses; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,
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By Mr. ROYBAL:

H.R.17101. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act so as to authorize grants to air pollution
control agencies for maintenance of air pol-
lution control programs in addition to pres-
ent authority for grants to develop, estab-
lish, or improve such programs, make the
use of appropriations under the act more
fiexible by consclidating the appropriation
authorizations under the act, and deleting
the provision limiting the total of grants for
support of air pollution control programs to
20 percent of the total appropriation for any
year, extend the duration of the programs
authorized by the act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. WRIGHT:

H.R.17102. A bill to amend the Public
Buildings Act of 1959, as amended, to author-
ize a Federal parking system, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HARVEY of Michigan:

H. Con. Res. 880. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to the recognition of certain clvilians
who serve in Vietnam and other combat
areas; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. NIX:

H. Con. Res, 881. Concurrent resolution to
provide for a permanent United Nations
peacekeeping force; to the Committee on
Foreign Affalrs.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXIT,

406. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of Guam, relative to funds
for the Guam Economic Development Au-
thority for the implementation of Guam’s
economic development, which was referred
ioﬂ ::l;e Committee on Interior and Insular

8.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. COLLIER:

HR.17103. A bill for tka rellef of Wanda
Glowacka and her son, Ryszard Plotrowlak;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.17104. A bill for the rellef of Dimi-
trios Trakas; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. -

By Mr. FINO: « .

HR.17105. A bill for the relief of Blagio
Colatosti; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR. 17106. A bill for the relief of Natalino
Colatosti; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R.17107. A bill for the relief of Giovannt
;:mbumllo: to the Committee on the Judi-

ry.

By Mr. MAILLIARD: :
HR. 17108. A bill for the relief of Martina

Zubiri Gareia; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMAR

“No Progress” Report on the 200-Billion-
Electron-Volt Accelerator

EXTENSION OF REMARES

or
HON. CRAIG HOSMER
OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
_ Tuesday, August 16, 1966

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, although
the Atomic Energy Commission denies it

has reached its long delayed decision on
siting the 200 Bey. accelerator, I am con-
vinced that its five members already have
come to an informal consensus regarding
one of six sites they have been consider-
ing. T do not know which one it is and
there is likely to be more lengthy delay
before a formal decision is announced.
This is despite the fact that no more than
2 to 3 weeks’ last-minute checking is left
to do and a decision could be accom-
plished by the first part of September.

KS

Due to cost escalation from the delay
in siting and during construetion I esti-
mate the giant circular, 115 mile in cir-
cumference, atom smasher will cost 10
to 20 percent more than the $370 million
estimate being used by the AEC. The
cost could go as high as one-half billion
dollars. Other pertinent statistics on
this new scientifie tool for probing deep
into subatomic secrets are: Time to de-
sign and build, 6 to 8 years; operating
staff, 2,000 people; annual operating cost,
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