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SENATE—Friday, November 14, 1980

(Legislative day of Thursday, June 12, 1980)

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by Hon. Davip L. Boren, a Sen-
ator from the State of Oklahoma.

PRAYER

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

O God, our Father, whose mercies are
new every morning, we thank Thee for
colleagues and friends who help us on
life’s way and who, in some small way,
we may help. Thanks be to Thee for
those who have given us guidance,
counsel, and good example, for those
whom it is a joy to be with and in whose
company the hours pass all too quickly.
We thank Thee for moments of success
which inspire new endeavors and for
times of failure which keer us humble
and make us to remember how much we
need Thee.

May Thy grace descend upon all who
labor in this place that daily we may
grow stronger, purer, kinder. Help us
to shed old faults and to gain new virtues
until, by Thy grace, life becomes al-
together new and we are enabled to set
forward Thy kingdom on Earth.

Hear this, our morning prayer, in Thy
holy name. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. MAGNUSON) .

The legislative clerk read the following

letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., November 14, 1980.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable Davin L. BOREN, &
Senator from the State of Oklahoma, to per-
form the dutles of the Chalr.

WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
President pro tempore.

Mr. BOREN thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
majority leader, the Senator from West
Virginia, is recognized.

THE JOURNAL

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the
Journal of the proceedings be approved
to date.

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

THE UNITED STATES SENATE

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
from time to time when the budget is
being debated and election campaigns
are being waged, we hear talk of the
“billion dollar Congress.” The implica-
tion of this expression is that the work-
ings of Congress cost the taxpayers a bil-
lion dollars a year. Of course, there is
some legerdemain involved in this argu-
ment, for the billion dollar figure also
includes appropriations for several sup-
port agencies, such as the Government
Printing Office, General Accounting
Office, and Library of Congress. These
essential agencies provide valuable as-
sistance to Congress, but they also per-
form services for the Executive and Ju-
dicial Branches, and for the general
public.

Recently, in my continuing series of
statements on the history and develop-
ment of the Senate, I spoke at length
about the Library of Congress, one of
our most important supporting agen-
cies. Today I would like to direct my
colleagues’ attention to the development
of the Government Printing Office which
was established more than a century ago
in 1861.

Before discussing this agency, let me
point out that there are several other
significant support agencies of more re-
cent vintage. The Office of Technology
Assessment was established in 1972 to
help us anticipate the long range effects
of technology on the lives of Americans.
It and the Congressional Budget Office,
created six years ago, are familiar to all
of us. As both agencies are relatively
new, there is little by way of their his-
tory for me to recount. Accordingly, I
shall pass them by, not out of want of
appreciation for their fine work, but
rather to allow a decent interval to pass
so that their accomplishments can be
seen in the fullest historical perspective.

THE GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

Mr. President, members of the public
would be amazed at the amount of
printed material that crosses a senator’s
desk each day. The Congressional
Record, and Federal Register, the bills,
the hearings, the calendars, the reports,
are just a few of these items.

I am told by the Government Printing
Office that congressional printing is still
a slow and tedious process, notwith-
standing the many and diversified tech-
nological improvements which have de-
veloped to facilitate the rapid production
of our printed material. Few persons out-
side of the Government Printing Office,
or those having daily business with the
printers, have any idea of the numerous
processes through which written matter

must pass before it becomes a finished,
printed, publication. Yet we have cer-
tainly come a long way in public print-
ing since the early days of our Republic.

Printing has always been a necessity
of our democratic government. The Con-
tinental Congress had its printing done
by the publishers of newspapers in the
states where sessions of Congress were
held. In 1777, owing to the repeated
changes in the seat of government, Con-
gress found itself without the means of
publishing its acts or printing its Jour-
nals. In October of that year a resolu-
tion was adopted authorizing the “Com-
mittee of Intelligence" to take speedy ac-
tion for erecting a printing press in
Yorktown, “for the purpose of conveying
to the public the intelligence that Con-
gress may from time to time receive.”

A decade later, in 1787, when delegates
from the states assembled in Philadel-
phia to draft our Constitution, James
Wilson of Pennsylvania argued that “the
people have a right to know what their
Agents are doing or have done, and it
should not be in the option of the Legis-
lature to conceal their proceedings.”
From this declaration we date our belief
that government business is nublic busi-
ness, for “the people have a right to
know.”

The first mention of public printing in
the Annals of Congress related to print-
ing the laws. Early in the first session of
the First Congress, Peter Silvester of
New York introduced a resolution recom-
mending that proposals be invited for
“printing the laws and other proceed-
ings" of Congress. The First Congress
commenced doing its printing by per-
mitting each bill or other document to
be printed by special resolution passed
by whichever House desired the printing.
This was soon found impracticable and
the subject was referred to a special
joint committee. The following report of
that committee was finally adopted by
both Houses:

That it would be proper that it should be
left to the Secretary of the Senate and the
Clerk of the House of Representatives to
contract with such persons as shall engage
to execute the printing and binding business
on the most reasonable terms, the paper be-
fng furnished by the sald Secretary and
Clerk to such person at the public expense;
that such person as they shall contract with
shall be obligated to render a statement of
his accounts qumerly.

Under the operation of this report the
public printing of the First Congress was
executed. The estimate for Senate
printing, including stationery, printing,
bookbinding, and all contingent and in-
cidental expenses of the first session was
$2,300. The Senate Journal of the first
session made 172 folio pages, including
the index, and was printed by Thomas
Greenleaf, proprietor of the Advertiser.

In 1804, the Senate empowered its
Secretary to advertise for proposals for
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printing, stationery, and fuel for the
next Congress, and to award the con-
tract to the lowest bidder. This assump-
tion, on the part of each expiring
Congress, was acquiesced in, and so long
as there was nothing in the state of po-
lical parties which might render the
printers chosen by one Congress unac-
ceptable to the next, no one complained.
But before long this method became
wholly impractical.

The system of giving the public print-
ing to the lowest bidder prevailed until
1819. The work done under that system
was unsatisfactory, and excited, from
time to time, an endless amount of un-
favorable criticism, especially over the
delays and inaccuracies in the finished
product. In 1819 a special joint commit-
tee made the first proposal for a national
printing office, stating that public print-
ing “might all be done here at much less
expense were a national printing office
established.”

On the same day that the committee's
proposal was enacted, Joseph Gales, Jr.
and Willlam W. Seaton were elected
printers to the Senate and House. I have
spoken of these two men, in their capaci-
ties as the publishers of the National
Intelligencer, and as early stenographers
of congressional proceedings, in my ear-
lier remarks on the official reporters of
debate. They held their position with
the House through the late 1830's, but
lost their posts as printers to the Sen-
ate in 1829, after a long and bitter fight,
to Duff Green. The debates at that time
show that public printing was regarded
as patronage to be used by the party in
power to support its favored news
“organ”.

The abuse of this patronage system
became so flagrant that in 1828 the House
ordered an investigation into the sub-
ject of public printing. This investigation
exposed shocking conditions which led to
reform. The report, for example, claimed
that “Large documents are directed to be
printed which in fact are altogether use-
less, and the evil is greatly Increased
when the numerous copies are ordered,
which in many cases swell the profits of
the printer without corresponding bene-
fits to the country.”

Despite these criticisms, public print-
ing continued on a patronage basis for
another thirty years. In 1831 the Globe,
a semi-weekly newspaper owned by Fran-
cis P. Blair, began to report the debates
of Congress. Blair had come to Wash-
ington from Kentucky at the invitation
of President Andrew Jackson to publish
a paper dedicated to the administration.
Shortly afterwards, Jackson introduced
Blair to John C. Rives, a Treasury clerk
and also a Kentuckian.

Rives was a little larger than our cur-
rent Sergeant at Arms in the Senate
as far as height was concerned. Rives
stood 7 feet tall and weighed 240 pounds.
With his weight, he was a somewhat
smaller man than our good Sergeant at
Arms, Nordy Hoffman.

Rives was an excellent writer. The
firm of Blair and Rives was formed and
entered the field of reporting and pub-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

lishing the proceedings of Congress in
book form—a field which for years had
been monopolized by Gales and Seaton.

On December 7, 1833, the first issue of
the Congressional Globe made its ap-
pearance as a weekly with full reports
of Senate and House activities. The firm
of Blair and Rives, and its successors,
remained in business as printers of the
Congressional Globe until 1873, when the
Government Printing Office assumed the
printing of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

By the 1840's and 1850's it became ap-
parent that private enterprise was not
working as a suitable medium for public
printing. Congress became alarmed at
the swollen profits and poor products of
the private printers and began exploring
means of reform. In 1852 a new law pro-
vided for a Superintendent of Public
Printing to supervise the contracting of
printing jobs. But, because the govern-
ment's printing needs were growing rap-
idly, there was no single print shop in
Washington capable of handling all the
orders. As a result, work done in many
different shops created a wide variety of
styles in government documents. In 1856
Cornelius Wendell built a large private
printing plant on H and North Capitol
Streets, which somewhat relieved these
problems—but Wendell was still compet-
ing with other printers for orders and
could not be assured of the bulk of gov-
ernment contracts.

In 1860 the Congress debated the
merits of establishing a government
printing office. Proponents of the bill
argued that it would produce public
printing efficiently and economically
without enriching private and often
partisan printers. Opponents believed
that the new government bureau would
only add “great additional expendi-
ture ... and God only knows where it will
end.” But on June 23, 1860, Joint Resolu-
tion 25 was adopted, and on March 4,
1861, in one of his last official acts,
President James Buchanan signed it,
thus creating the Government Printing
Office.

President Lincoln appointed John D.
Defrees as Superintendent of Public
Printing for the first Government Print-
ing Office, and for $135,000 the govern-
ment purchased Wendell’s large printing
plant on North Capitol Street. This was
a neighborhood known as “Swampoodle.”
The Government Printing Office is still
located at that address, just a few blocks
from the Capitol, and many of us pass
its red brick buildings on our way to
work. It was with some amusement,
therefore, that I read the following ac-
count of the site at the time the Govern-
ment Printing Office moved in: “Mak-
ing a straight way from Capitol Hill
across Tiber Creek, which you will cross
by stepping-stones deposited in its basin,
and taking a footpath across lots where
geese and pigs browse upon plentiful bar-
renness, you will reach the printing-
house in 10 or 15 minutes, and hear the
hum of its machinery.”

Swampoodle, a corruption of “swamp
puddle,” then lacked such amenities as
paved streets or street lighting, and was
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always in danger of flooding by the Tiber
Creek (known as an “indescribable cess-
pool”) until the creek was finally
diverted into underground pipes in 1876.
The new Government Printing Office al-
s0 purchased one wagon and two horses
for its delivery rounds.

Those first days were hectic as the
Civil War began just a few weeks later.
Government Printing Office printers set
type day and night, and also drilled as
soldiers to protect the city and the build-
ing. Government printing orders mush-
roomed; the cost of paper doubled and
tripled until it became almost unobtain-
able at any price. The war created a
scarcity of paper and printing ink, and
paper makers issued frantic appeals for
rags and other materials to turn into
paper. As inflation hit the Civil War
capital, the workers at the Government
printing plant struck in 1863 for higher
wages and a reduction of work hours.
Settled amicably, this was the first and
last strike at the Government Printing
Office. A threatened strike in 1866, how-
ever, did win an eight hour day for the
workers.

In 1873, as I mentioned earlier, the
Government Printing Office took over
printing the proceeding of Congress, and
the first Congressional Record appeared
on March 5, 1873. The Government
Printing Office also established some
stylistic reforms in the printing of the
Record, which won widespread approval.
Later in March, the New York Times car-
ried the following report: “Those who
have been accustomed to read the Con-
gressional Globe in the form in which it
was furnished during the sessions of Con-
gress will remember how ungainly and
inconvenient it was. The Congressional
Record . . . is a great improvement . . .
each page is divided into two broad col-
umbhs; the type is clear and full; and the
sheets are stitched together. The work is
creditable to the Government Printing
Office.” The format of the 1873 Record is
actually quite similar to that of the Rec-
ord we know today, although now it is
printed in three columns to a page rather
than two.

During the nineteenth century the
Government Printing Office steadily
modernized, adding new linotype ma-
chines, larger presses, and, in 1882, elec-
tric power. By the turn of the century,
newspapers were calling GPO the
“World's Greatest Printing Office.” At
the same time the Government Printing
Office was building new headquarters,
that familiar red brick structure still in
use today. Also in this period the Super-
intendent of Documents reported that
his division had built a library of histori-
cal and contemporary government pub-
lications, which totaled some 82,000
documents and maps. Today that collec-
tion, many times increased, has been do-
nated to the National Archives and is the
core of its immensely rich and valuable
Printed Records Division—containing a
copy of nearly every document ever
printed by the Government Printing Of-
fice.

The growth of both the federal gov-
ernment and the Government Printing
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Office continued apace, and by 1929 it
became necessary for Congress to au-
thorize the Printing Office to purchase
some printing from outside sources. At
first this was limited to tabulating cards,
maps, and other speciality work. This
authority was later expanded fo meet the
tremendous needs of World War II. Com-
mercial printers, who lost great amounts
of their private work during the war time
economy, appealed for a share of the
public printing and the great expansion
of military and civilian printing easily
accommodated their demands. Just as
one example of the emergency require-
ments on the Government Printing Of-
fice in those days, when American troops
crossed the Rhine river, they built a
bridge assembled from instructions in a
manual which the Government Printing
Office was given only ten days to pro-
duce.

The intense and rapid growth in the
volume of government printing led to a
tremendous increase in the amount of
commercial printing procured by the
Government Printing Office. This volume
of commercial printing declined after
World War II, but within a short time it
increased again substantially. Over the
last twenty years, the volume of govern-
ment printing has increased more rap-
idly than the production capacity of the
Government Printing Office. As a result
of the commercial procurement program,
the percentage of total government
printing handled in-house by the Gov-
ernment Printing Office has declined even
though its work for the Congress had
increased.

In 1960, thirty-nine percent of the dol-
lar volume of government printing was
obtained commercially and sixty-one
percent produced by the Government
Printing Office. By the mid-1970’s, that
pattern was reversed, In 1974, sixty-four
percent was procured commercially, with
thirty-six percent done by the Govern-
ment Printing Office. This trend of pur-
chasing about two-thirds of the Govern-
ment Printing Office’s requirement has
been in keeping with federal printing
procurement policy that the government
should not perform printing work that
could be obtained commercially. The
Joint Committee on Printing has also
required that printing be done nearest
the point of origin of the document, or
where the product is to be distributed.
This decentralization of printing has fur-
thered the movement toward commercial
printing of government documents.

Fourteen regional printing procure-
ment offices are now operated by the
Government Printing Office and the ma-
jority of agency printing is purchased
from the private sector through these
field offices and the central Washington
office.

The workload of the Government
Printing Office has also been facilitated
by the introduction of electronic photo-
composition and advanced electronic
text processing systems. These new sys-
tems enable the Government Printing
Office to turn out government documents
at an incredible rate. Last year alone,
the Superintendent of Documents
shipped over 19,500,000 documents to
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the nationwide system of 1,329 deposi-
tory litraries. In addition, the Govern-
ment Printing Office operates twenty-
five bookstores which, in 1978, sold
publications worth more than six million
dollars.

An average of 80,000 mail requests per
week are received at the Government
Printing Office’s Pueblo, Colorado Dis-
tribution Center. In the fiscal year 1978,
the Center mailed ten million catalogs of
federal publications and 151,000 Spanish-
language catalogs, primarily in response
to written request. In addition, each
member of Congress is allotted 35,000
consumer information catalogs for dis-
tribution to his or her constituency.
Finally, the availability of these catalogs
is advertised nationally to alert citizens.

I think it would be quite instructive
to add here a list of the all-time best
selling government publications still in
the Government Printing Office’s active
sales inventory:

Total sales
17, 401, 652
11, 840, 126
8, 039, 256
3,497,114

. Infant Care

. Prenatal Care

. Your Child From 1 to 6

. Your Child From 6 to 12

. Rescue Breathing (wallet-
slze card)

. Metrlc Conversion

2,002, 648
(wallet-
2, 594, 900
. Beptlc Tank Care 2, 125, 526
. United States
Stamps
. Federal Benefits for
erans and Dependents
. United States Government
Manual
. Adult Physical Fitness
. Adolescent in Your Home____
. Removing Stalns
Fabrics

Other
include:
Backyard Mechanic, Volume 1.
Backyard Mechanic, Volume 2.
Dictionary of Occupational Titles,
Edition.
Handbook of Mathematical Functions.
How to Identify and Resolve Radio-TV
Interference.
In the Bank ... Or Up the Chimney?
Occupational Outlook Handbook, 1980-81.
United States Industrial Outlook, 1980.
Citizens Band Radio Service Rules, Part
95, Subpart D.

Mr. President, I think these lists viv-
idly illustrate that, while the Govern-
ment Printing Office is considered a con-
gressional support agency, it serves not
only the Congress but the public as a
whole.

But, certainly, the Congressional Rec-
ord remains the Government Printing
Office’s most important product and its
more remarkable service to the Congress
and the nation. As one computer trade
journal, the Seybold Report, commented
on the Congressional Record in Janu-
ary of this year:

Not even the Sunday New York Times
produces such a flow of words, and cer-
tainly is not called upon to do so every day
of the week that Congress convenes—and
with no foreknowledge of whether the pro-
ceedings will run a mere thirty-two pages,
or a hefty 384 pages.

To give some idea of the demanding
schedule that printing of the Record
imposes, let me list the normal deadlines
for each stage of production: by 7:00

1, 620, 137
1, 696, 612
1, 399, 730
1,351, 024
1, 271, 559
1, 240, 292

frequently requested titles

4th
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pm., all tabular material must be sub-
mitted to the Government Printing
Office. Manuscript copy of so-called
“straight material” is due by 9:00 p.m.
Speech material must be received by
midnight. By 1:15 a.m., typesetting is
completed. By 2:30 a.m., proofreading is
completed. By the way, there could be
better proofreading in the Government
Printing Office. By 3:30 a.m. page
makeup is completed. By 4:45 a.m., the
last plate goes to press. By 5:15 a.m., the
first copies reach the collating and bind-
ing division. And by 6:00 a.m., the first
delivery to Congress is ready.

Because of the demanding nature of
overnight production, and the unpredict-
able size of each issue of the Record,
the Government Printing Office still
uses hot metal linotype presses, rather
than computerized photocomposition. To
date, only printing of the “Extension of
Remarks"” section of the Congressional
Record has been automated. However,
the Government Printing Office antic-
ipates some rather significant changes in
future production. Expanded use of the
computer will speed production of the
Record and result in a savings in cost, as
the more than one hundred linotype
machines are retired from service in the
cavernous Government Printing Office
building—still located at its “Swam-
poodle” address.

To keep abreast of the new technology,
the Joint Committee on Printing, which
oversees the operation of the Govern-
ment Printing Office, has appointed an
advisory committee on Automation and
Standardization of Congressional Pub-
lications. This advisory committee, com-
posed of staff members from the Senate
Committee on Rules and Administration,
the House Administration Committee,
the Library of Congress, the Congres-
sional Research Service, the Government
Printing Office, and the Joint Committee
on Printing, has since 1977 been studying
ways of reducing costs and improving
the timeliness of congressional docu-
ments. As a result of their studies, the
Joint Committee has approved the ac-
quisition of computers, phototypesetters,
and other electronic composition equip-
ment. The equipment is now installed
and operational in the Government
Printing Office.

Mr. President, the Government Print-
ing Office today, under the direction of
the Acting Public Printer Samuel Saylor,
does a commendable job for the Senate.
We are all indebted to the Government
Printing Office for its usual promptness
and proficiency, generally, in producing
the daily Congressional Record, the pub-
lished committee hearings, the reports,
bills, and other documents which are the
staple of our everyday reading here, on
Capitol Hill,

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
minority leader is recognized.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair. I have no requirement for my
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time this morning; I have no request for
time, and I yield it back.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I yield back my time.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that there be a
brief period for the transaction of rou-
tine morning business and Senators may
speak therein, and that the period not
exceed 25 minutes.

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

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning business?
If not, morning business is closed.

RECESS UNTIL 10 AM.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I believe the managers of the bill will be
prepared to begin debate thereon at 10
o'clock today. As a matter of fact, under
the order the time on the amendment by
Mr. PrREsSLER begins running at 10 o'clock.

80, unless the distinguished minority
leader has other plans at the moment, I
think I will ask unanimous consent that
the Senate stand in recess until 10 o’clock
this morning.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 9:34 am, recessed until 10 am.:
whereupon, the Senate reassembled when
called to order by the Presiding Officer
(Mr. HEFLIN) .

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the distinguished manager of the
bill yield me 30 seconds?

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Yes, I yield.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE TODAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
to avoid the possibility that some Sena-
tors may be under the impression that
the session will not be a long one today,
we have plenty of work to do. We hope
to complete action on all amendments
to the Interior appropriations bill with
the exception of the amendment that
was carried over by Mr. BrabLEY until
Monday. I anticipate that we shall be in
session until that work is done if we can
possibly achieve it. That means 5:30, 6,
6:30, or 7, whatever.

I hope that Senators will not come
during the middle of the afternoon and
say, “Well, I understood that there
would be no more rollcall votes.” I should
like to put that to rest right at this
moment.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1981

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of the pending
gtl'xasti;less, H.R. 7724, which the clerk will
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The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bill (HR. T724) making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencles for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1981, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 2620

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is an amendment by
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
PressLER) on which there will be a 30-
minute time limitation.

Who yields time?

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, my
amendment is at the desk. I might say
I am cosponsoring this amendment with
Senators BipEN, STEWART, HEFLIN, RAN-
DOLPH, PRYOR, McGoOVERN, DoLe, CocH-
RAN, WaLLopP, DOMENICI, THURMOND, PELL,
StENNIS, and Sareanes. We offer this
amendment to the fiscal year 1981 Inte-
rior and related agencies appropriations
bill in order to stop the trend toward
elimination of the rural fire prevention
and control program.

Mr. President, Senator STEnnis and
Senator HerLIN have joined in support
of this amendment and will have state-
ments to that effect.

The amendment adds $6.62 million for
this program to the committee bill. That
increment would put the total available
for the program in fiscal year 1981 at the
fiscal year 1979 level. Thus, we do not
seek an expansion of the rural fire pre-
vention and control program, as much
as we feel that such an expansion would
be warranted. We are budget realists.

Last year, the Senate adopted my
amendment to add $15.56 million to the
House-passed funding for this program.
Unfortunately, the conferees then split
the difference in the House's favor, leav-
ing the fiscal year 1980 program with 22
percent less in actual dollars and about
40 percent less with infiation factored in.

If this program goes into conference
with the Senate Committee’s figure, and
the conferees split the difference in the
House's favor again, the program will
end up with an enormous cut—not only
from the fiscal year 1979 level, but also
from the fiscal year 1980 level. This
would be a mistake for several reasons.

First, 1980 has been a year of tremen-
dous fire losses from coast to coast. The
recordbreaking heat and drought con-
ditions throughout the Nation brought
about recordbreaking numbers of fires
everywhere. In South Dakota alone, 90
percent of the State is listed under the
disaster area designation. In several
States, the incidence of fire on forest
lands and wildlands has doubled over the
previous year.

South Dakota has experienced wild-
fires and dollar losses from those fires
at a level far above the average losses.
To date this year, South Dakota has ex-
perienced 1,110 fires on forest and range-
lands. This is almost double the aver-
age fire incidence level of 585 fires in
normal years—42,500 acres have been
burned this year, compared to the av-
erage of 19,600 acres burned in previous
years. These losses translate into a min-
imum dollar loss of $10 million. One
must wonder how many millions of dol-
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lars of fire losses could have been pre-
vented if the rural fire prevention and
control program had been adequately
funded during 1980. Insurance pre-
miums, too, are likely to increase if the
States’ ability to carry out fire protec-
tion decreases through a decline in sup-
port for the rural fire prevention and
control program.

Second, hundreds of millions of acres
of State and private forests and wild-
lands qualify for protection under this
program. This year, the Federal funds in
this program account for about 14 per-
cent of all the funds spent to protect
and to fight fires on these acres. But, in
many States the percentage is much
higher. Because of inflation and lower-
than-expected revenues due to recession,
these States are suffering an actual loss
of fire protection and do not deserve a
further reduction in the rural fire pre-
vention and control program. South Da-
kota is a big State with about 26 million
acres of land that qualify for protection
under the program. Yet, we are a fairly
sparsely populated State, and this makes
fire protection a very costly and difficult
effort. The same is true in many other
States.

Mr. President, earlier this year, I
joined with several other Senators in re-
questing that the President include $39
million for this program in his fiscal year
1981 budget request. But only $13.94 mil-
lion was requested by the President, thus
continuing the administration’s plan to
terminate the program. Their rationale
for eliminating the program seems to be
very weak. They say that the program
has accomplished its purposes and should
therefore be eliminated. With the dis-
tinct possibility that tens of millions of
acres of valuable producing lands—
which heretofore had been protected—
would no longer be protected if this pro-
gram ends, it is indeed strange reason-
ing to argue that the program has ac-
complished its purposes.

A third reason, Mr. President, for
adopting this modest amendment is that
there continues to be a strong national
interest in having an effective coopera-
tive relationship between the Federal
Government and the States in providing
protection against fire on the more than
800 million acres covered by the existing
authority. Ever since the Weeks Act of
1911 first recognized a Federal respon-
sibility in this area, cooperation between
the two levels of government in this
area has produced great benefits for
both. To the extent that a reduction of
this program—through inflation losses
that are not made up by higher appro-
priations or an outright canceling of the
program—reduces the ability of the
States to protect State and private wild-
lands, that reduction also diminishes the
capacity of the States to assist Federal
fire authorities in protecting Federal
forest and rangelands. Over the past 70
years, a very cooperative and mutually
beneficial relationship has developed. It
would be a tragedy if we permitted this
sharing and cooperation in the protec-
tion of wildlands to end.

A fourth reason for maintaining and
strengthening this program above the fis-
cal year 1980 level, but still below the
fiscal year 1978 and 1979 levels, is to sup-
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port the hundreds of thousands of volun-
teer fire personnel who provide the only
firefighting and fire prevention available
throughout rural and much of suburban
America. These dedicated people work
to protect their communities and sur-
rounding wildlands at no pay—oiten
risking their lives to protect the lives and
property of others. These dedicated peo-
ple set the highest possible democratic
example as unpaid public servants, and
they agree to be on call at all times no
matter what their private duties and
problems might be. Besides volunteering
their time and their lives in what is often
extremely dangerous work, they actively
support fire protection and prevention by
conducting fund-raising drives to raise
the money needed for volunteer fire de-
partment operating expenses.

The Nation owes these people the min-
imal increase in support which we are
asking through this amendment. These
local fire departments depend heavily on
rural fire prevention and control funds
to equip and train volunteer fire person-
nel.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that three items be
printed in the Recorp immediately fol-
lowing my remarks. The first item is a
fact sheet prepared by the South Dakota
State Forestry Division Director, Mr.
James D. Verville, explaining the great
contribution of the rural fire prevention
and cortrol program during fiscal year
1980 in South Dakota.

The second and third items are articles
from two leading weekly newspapers in
South Dakota, describing the fierce strug-
gles experienced this past summer in
fighting fires in South Dakota. These ar-
ticles were repeated in countless other
daily and weekly papers throughout the
State this year. I hope that the Senate
will vote for, and protect through the
conference process, the amount included
in this amendment so that next year the
people of South Dakota and rural and
suburban America will not be reading the
same horrible stories of severe fire de-
struction.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

FiscaL YEArR 1980 UTiLizZATION OF RURAL FIRE
PREVENTION AND CoNTROL FUNDS IN SoUTH
DAKOTA
In FY '80 the Federal Rural Fire Preven-

tion and Control funds were utilized to pro-

vide the following services:

1. Respond and take action on fifty (50)
wildfires within the Black Hills.

2. The Fire Dispatch Center and one fire
lookout tower were manned 7 days/week
from April 1 to November 1, to assist local
fire departments In the suppression of wild-
fires within the Black Hills.

3. Major repairs were made on one hundred
and forty-two (142) of the three hundred
and thirty-three (333) fire units located with
local fire departments.

4. In the fire equipment program, we pro-
vided thirty-one (31) fire units to fire de-
partments throughout the state to assist
them in their rural fire suppression effort.

5. The Rangeland Fire Danger system was
put into operation this year to assist in no-
tifying the public In times of high fire dan-
ger.

6. Thirty-six (36) fire departments received
two thousand seven hundred (2700) man-
hours of basic wildfire training.
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7. One hundred and twenty (120) inserv-
ice personnel received one thousand fve
hundred (1500) man-hours of advanced wild-
fire training.

8. Assistance was provided in the establish-
ment of two (2) county fire advisory boards.

9. Twenty (20) fire departments received
two hundred (200) man-hours of advanced
wildfire training.

10. There were eighty thousand (80,000)
pleces of fire prevention literature distributed
to the pudille.

11. One hundred and thirty-elght (138)
prevention program assists were given to local
schools or in parades with the use of Smokey
the Bear and the Puppet Show.

12. There were twenty-elght (28) news re-
leases provided to the public during high
fire danger time of the year.

13. Aerial detection was flown over the
Black Hills during times of high potential
fire starts.

14, There were one thousand two hundred
(1200) acres of prescribed burning done
within the Black Hills on privately owned
lands.

15. Ninety-two (92) acres of fuel treat-
ment were done on private land within the
Black Hills. This consisted of piling hazard-
ous fuels and constructing fuel breaks
around areas of high resource value.

Source: South Dakota Division of Forestry.

[Nation's Center News, Buffalo, 8. Dak.,
July 17, 1980]

DroucHT INCREASES FiRE DanceEr: FIRE DEe-
PARTMENTS KEPT BUSY WITH SEVERAL SMALL
FIRES

(By Mrs. Bill Hollister)

FIRE!—that was the dreaded word In
Harding County this past Thursday and
Friday, and still is! Extreme heat, high
winds, low humidity, and dry, dry conditions
just right for fires—and when electrical
storms pass through llke the one this past
Thursday—FIRE is the terrible result.

We had been home just a couple hours on
Thursday when & severe storm came up cre-
ating much lightning and fires all over
Harding County. We had our share here In
the Redlg area too! At about 3:30 p.m,,
smoke was spotted south southeast of our
place and we left taking the Redig fire truck,
to locate the fire. It was about two miles
south of the Mike Fox ranch on the Brugge-
man land now being leased by Gary
Schmaltz. The small shower (.2 at the Junek
Ranch) had doused it, but it wasn't long
until high winds had fanned it and it was
burning out of control! Bill, Jeanne, Milke
Fox and I were not enough fighters, so I
headed to the Mike Fox home and Roberta
and I started calling in all directions, only
to find that there were numerous fires all
over Harding County. Despite this fact, re-
sponse from all over was great! A fire truck
from Buffalo was down here In record time
and help came from every direction. The
blaze was brought under control and we ate
supper at Foxes about midnight, coming
home about one a.m. to try to get some rest.
At about 3 a.m. the phone rang and we got
the word that the fire was raging out of
control again! The wind was blowlng a very
strong gale. When we arrived at the fire it
was traveling south quite rapidly and flames
were shooting high into the air—a danger-
ous situation! People, fire trucks and pick-
ups with sprayers were everywhere. It is
really wonderful how people turn out to
help at a time like that.

Bill, Mike and Doug Olson “baby-sat” the
fire on Friday almost all day, putting out
spot fires caused by smouldering cow chips
and sage brush, fanned by the ever changing
hot wind. We ladies took them lunch and
dinner. About 4:30 p.m. we headed home to
once again try to get some rest! The fire had
covered somewhere between 200-250 acres of
prairie and pasture land.
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It was about two hours later at 6:30 p.m.
when the phone again rang—the word was
again, FIRE! This time it was a little farther
south at the Doug Johnson ranch and was
also lightning caused—this time in a hay
corral. Lightning must have struck the hay
on Thursday and smouldered until bursting
into flames on Friday evening, nearly 24
hours later. It burned eleven of the so-called
“bread-loaf” haystacks. It was a very hot
fire and stack movers were brought from the
neighbors to move the unburned hay. Cables
and a Harding County road grader were used
to pull the stacks apart. Fire fighters worked
until well after midnight making a mighty
long day for some of them. The wind became
calm and the skies were free from thunder
clouds so It was easler to relax, tho with the
hot windy weather it is hard not to be just a
little jumpy when that phone rings!

[From the Murdo (S. Dak.) Coyote, Aug. 7,
1980]
FIrRES AND MoRe FIRes

Fires, fires and more fires plagued the area
over the weekend. Firemen would no sooner
put out one fire, and another one would start
almost instantly. The fires were a result of
tinder-dry conditions throughout this area
and a lightning storm which passed through
on Friday afternoon.

Prairie fires were reported in all directlons.
More than 20 fires in the area burned thou-
sands of acres of much needed pasture land.
No estimate in dollars has yet been assessed.
The rash of fires proved to be too much for
one fire department and the call was put out
to nelghboring fire departments and local
volunteers. Kennebec, Presho, Draper, Rose-
bud, Murdo, White River, Misslon, Kadoka,
Midland, Belvidere, Vivian and Ft. Plerre fire
departments were all fighting fires in the
area. On PFriday afterncon, employees of the
Okaton State Bank could count 11 fires
burning south of Okaton. Fires reported to
this office were on the following places:
Frank Brost and Cal Smith, Leroy Stotts,
Bud Manke, Ted Englands, Ollle Iwan, Jack
Roghalr, the old Dykstra place, Ted Richard-
sons, Bob Wilsons, Don Hight, Daum Broth-
ers, and the Sletto and Seaman farms be-
tween Draper and Vivian—plus, many more
places that were not reported to us.

The fire which started at the Seamans
farm south of Draper burned all the way to
Interstate 90. It also destroyed all of the
buildings except for one shed at the Ray
Volmer place, Including a house and furni-
ture. The fire was close to the Donald Vol-
mer place, but a large dam prevented 1t
from going further.

Greg Boyle who farms in that area, was
on the way to help fight the fire and was
injured when his pickup rolled over on &
country road. He was taken to St. Mary's
Hospital via ambulance and was reported
to have broken ribs and back Injuries.

The fire south of Stamford on the Iwan
and England ranches burned east and al-
most reached the Bill Jensen place west of
White River. It 1s an estimated 15 mliles
from Iwans to Jensens.

Changing winds hampered the fire fighting
efforts. The fire-fighters would have a fire
put out return to town and then changing
winds would blow smoldering cactus or
“cow chips" Into the pasture and a full-scale
fire would be blazing again. Tn Murdo, it was
dificult to find any more men to fight the
fires, as every avallable volunteer was already
out someplace fighting. This reporter went
out early Friday afternoon to take some plec-
tures, and auickly discovered that volunteers
were needed more than reporters, I returned
to town and caught a passing pickup loaded
with volunteers and headed for the Richard-
son ranch. It was the wee hours of the morn-
ing before anv of us got to bed.

A story of this magnitude is dificult to re-
port. We can only report that thousands of
acres of land were burned and many farm-
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ers are faced with the problem of what to
do with their cattle. At todays prices, it is
economically unfeasible to buy feed and so
many face the prospect of selling herds that
they have built-up over a long period of time.
The federal government doesn’t think that
this area should be declared a disaster area.
Many local people wish that they would
come down from their “ivory palaces” in
Washington, D.C. and see the conditions
that many area farmers and ranchers are
facing.

The saddest thing about the whole week-
end, is that the thunder and lightning
storms didn't bring any moisture to the
parched prairie and high temperatures
throughout the week only increase the fire
danger in the area.

A grateful group of local ranchers and
the local fire department wishes to thank
all those neighboring fire departments and
local volunteers who donated their time
and equipment to help put out the fires. And
also to the ladies who made sandwiches
and furnished drinks to the hot and tired
fire fighters. Times like these make us all
proud to be living in such a community,
where in times of trouble, people band to-
gether and help each other out,

In closing, we ask everyone to be especially
careful. Be carefu! with fires, cigarettes and
especially careful driving across the parched
prairie. And, tonight before you go to sleep,
pause and ask God to send the rain.

RURAL FIRE PREVENTION AND CONTROL PROGRAM

@ Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I would
like to urge my colleagues in the Senate
to support this amendment which will
provide funds for the rural fire preven-
tion and control program. This program
provides Federal assistance to the States
for fighting and preventing fires on non-
Federal, State, and private lands. The
funds provided by this appropriation are
used to provide fire control training
courses for volunteer firemen, firefight-
ing tools and equipment, and very im-
portantly, it provides technical assist-
ance in developing new and better ways
to fight and control fires. Now for any-
one who has lived around forests all
their life the way I have, forest fires are
a terrible thing. To see thousands and
thousands of trees burned away and
charred black over acres of land has a
lasting impact.

This particular program, which con-
centrates on private lands and non-Fed-
eral lands, is very important and is an
important supplement to the fire pre-
vention and control program provided
by the States and locally. The majority
of our forest products come from private
lands. These forest products provide us
with hundreds of useful items that fill
our daily lives—chemicals, soaps, paper,
the wood in our homes, furniture. Liter-
ally hundreds of items come from our
forests. Trees take decades to grow to
maturity, and for me it has always been
a heartbreak to see trees destroyed by
the ravages of a forest fire. In my State
of Mississippi there are 20 million acres
of forest lands which are protected by
this joint program. Under this joint pro-
tection, in 1978 fire destroyed only 123,-
000 acres of land. I am convinced that
this good record was due to the joint ef-
forts of the State and local programs as
well as this rural fire prevention and
control program, and my concern is that
the level of funding which has been pro-
posed in this legislation that is 45 per-
cent below the fiscal year 1979 level and
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38 percent below the fiscal year 1980
level falls to short of the requirement
for proper protection. What is at stake
here is a small program which is of great
importance to the private and State for-
est lands of our Nation. Without proper
fire control, we can expect a great in-
crease in the loss of trees, private prop-
erty, homes, and animal life. I urge that
my colleagues support this program. I
believe that it is of a high enough pri-
ority that the funding level requested by
this amendment of $30.5 million is a
small price to pay for a great return to
our national economy.®

® Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I speak
in support of the amendment offered by
the Senator from South Dakota relat-
ing to the rural fire prevention and con-
trol program. I am pleased to be a co-
sponsor of this important amendment.

Mr. President, I am deeply concerned
about the future protection and man-
agement of our Nation's forest lands.
This amendment will add $6.66 million
to the program, bringing it up to its
fiscal year 1979 funding level of $30.56
million. The House recommended only
$13.9 million for rural fire protection
and control. As you know, the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee recom-
mended $23.9 million. It is my belief
that any reduction in funds for this im-
portant program would deal a crippling
blow to my State of Alabama and to
the entire Nation.

During 1979, over 3 million acres of
land were burned by more than 163,000
forest fires across our Nation. To re-
store those lands, at today's rate of in-
flation, we would need $410 million.

Although forest fires were down by
approximately 35 percent in my State,
thanks to the dedicated efforts of Ala-
bama firefighting personnel and fire-
fighters from other States, the 5,000 fires
that did occur resulted in a loss to the
economy of Alabama of more than $45
million. This escalation of fire related
costs, nationwide, makes it imperative
for the Senate to pass an appropriation
that will enable State and local authori-
ties the opportunity to maintain services
needed throughout each State.

Through cooperative programs with
State and local governments, forest in-
dustries, and private landowners, the
Forest Service helps to protect and man-
age 726 million acres of forest and asso-
ciated watershed land. Technical and
financial assistance is offered to im-
prove fire, insect, and disease control;
improve harvesting, processing, and
monitoring of forest products; and to
stimulate reforestation and timber
stand improvement.

As has been pointed out by my col-
league from South Dakota, Senator
PressLER, over 90 percent of firefighting
personnel in the United States are vol-
unteers who receive no compensation for
risking their lives to protect the lives
and property of others.

To cut back funding for this program
would, in my judgment, be a mistake.
The States are simply not in a position
to pick up the cost of running the rural
fire protection program. Mr. President,
I call on my colleagues today to ap-
prove this amendment and continue
funding for this program at its current
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level, $30.56 million. This would be in
our best interest and is absolutely neces-
sary if we are to meet further demands
for forest resources.

I submit two letters by Senafor
PressLER for the RECORD.

The letters follow:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., September 22, 1980.
Re rural fire prevention and control.

Dear CoLLEAGUE: Last October, you jolned
us in successfully amending the FY 1980 In-
terior Appropriation bill to restore the ap-
propriation for the Rural Fire Preven-
tion and Control (RFPC) program to its
FY 1879 funding level of $30.56 million. The
conference agreement then set the program
at $22.4 million for the current fiscal year—
26 per cent below FY 1979 funding.

We apprepriate your help last year and
hope that you will support a similar amend-
ment this year when the Senate considers
H.R. 7724, the Interior Appropriations for
FY 1981.

The House version of this bill contains
only $13.9 million for Rural Fire Pre-
vention and Control. The BSenate Ap-
propriation Subcommittee added £10 million,
which would still leave the program funding
22 per cent below the level of two years ago.
If inflation is factored in, the $23.9 million
recommended by the Subcommittee Is only
63 per cent of the amount available in FY
1979,

We will offer an amendment to add $6.66
million to the recommendation, thus restor-
ing the program to the 1979 level. Fires
caused by the severe heat and drought over
most of the nation this year make it impera-
tive that the Senate pass an appropriation
which ensures that the conference commit-
tee leaves enough funding to facilitate state
and local efforts to deal with their substan-
tial increase in fire-related costs.

Over 90 per cent of firefighting personnel
in the U.S, are volunteers who recelve no
compensation for risking their lives to pro-
tect the lives and property of others. At a
time when state revenue sharing and other
program cuts are hurting the essential serv-
ices provided by those governments, Congress
should show its support for volunteer fire
control efforts by setting RFPC funding at
£30.56 million for FY 1981.

We invite your cosponsorship of this
amendment. Let us continue a program
which has effectively contributed to fire pro-
tection and control on millions of acres of
state and private forest lands.

Attached is a fact sheet on the Rural Fire
Prevention and Control program. If addi-
tional information is needed, please contact
Doug Miller of Senator Pressler's staff (4—
1648) or Richard Nugent of Senator Biden's
staff (5-5042).

Sincerely,
JosepH R. BmEN, Jr.,
U.S. Senator.
Larry PRESSLER,
U.S. Senator.

RuraL FIRE PREVENTION AND CONTROL FaCT
SHEET

The existence of the Rural Fire Prevention
and Control program can be traced back to
the Weeks Act of 1911 which authorized the
Secretary of Agriculture to enter into agree-
ments with the states to '‘cooperate in the
organization and maintenance of a system
of fire protection on any private or state for-
est lands” located upon a watershed of a
navigable river.

RFPC is a proven and effective program.
Funds distributed through state foresters
have helped to strengthen local response ca-
pabilities, minimizing costly losses In acreage,
property and human life.

The need for this program has not dimin-




29636

hed. The language of Section 7 of the Co-
{l;parstl\fe Fores%try Assistance Act otl 1978 (PL
95-313) specifically addresses today’s need:

(3) Notwithstanding the accomplishments
and progress that have been made, fire pre-
vention and control on rural lands and in
rural communities are of continuing high
priority to protect human lives, agricultural
crops and livestock, property and other im-
provements, and material resources.

(4) The effective cooperative relationship
between the Secretary and the states regard-
ing fire prevention and control on rural lands
and in rural communities should be retained
and improved.

It was this legislation which combined the
Cooperation in Forest Fire Control Program
and Rural Community Fire Prevention Pro-
gram into the Rural Fire Prevention and
Control Program. Unfortunately, the budget
for the program has not matched the com-
mitment expressed in the Cooperative For-
estry Act; 1980 has been a year of unusually
high fire destruction throughout the rural
United States, brought about by severe heat
and drought conditions. In South Dakota
alone, wildfires this year are running over
50 percent above normal; over 6,000 acres
have been destroyed at a loss of millions of
dollars. Eastern states also have experlenced
fire conditions which have not existed for
years.

Without the proposed $30.56 milllon fund-
ing level, there is a strong llkellhood that
the number of acres burned by wildfires In
1881 will exceed 1.8 milllon acres. The RFPC
program is insurance to help protect the sub-
stantial federal interest in effective state and
private forest management. Natlonal goals of
ample food and fiber production, outdoor
recreation, wildlife conservation and develp-
ment, soll conservation, and stable water
ylelds are all protected by this Inexpensive
program.

U.S. BENATE,

Washington, D.C., November 11, 1980.

HR. 7724—Interlor appropriations
“Rural Fire Prevention and Control.”

Dear CorrEacur: The recent recess may
have reduced the visibility of the last “Dear
Colleague” letter we sent out concerning the
Rural Fire Prevention and Control (RFPC)
program amendment which we will offer to
the FY 1981 Interlor Appropriations bill.
Thus, this second letter is being sent as a
reminder and an updating of the previous
message.

During the past few weeks, the following
Senators have been added as cosponsors of
the amendment: Stewart, Heflin, Pryor, Mc-
Govern, Dole, Cochran, Wallop, and Dome-
nicl. A total of ten Senators now cosponsor
the amendment, and the addition of your
name as a cosponsor would be welcomed by
all of us.

Last year the Senate approved—by a §5-38
vote (agalnst tabling) —the same amount for
the RFPC program which is included in the
amendment being offered again this year.
Unfortunately, conferees last year cut the
Senate-passed funding for this program by
26 percent. This year the House bill proposes
a further 38 percent cut from the FY 1980
level. The Senate committee bill provides $10
milllon more than the House verslon, but
the proposed funding would still be a sig-
nificant 45 percent below the FY 1979 level
for this program with inflation factored in.

What Is at stake here is the very survival
of a small program which, despite its rela-
tively small size, is extremely Important to
state and local governments in combating
fire destruction on state and private forest
lands. 1980 has been a year of great fire
destruction throughout the United States.
Many States have experlenced a 30 to 40 per-
cent increase In the number of wildfires, and
similar percentage Increases in the dollar
value of property losses. These losses have

Re:
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been accompanled by dramatic increases to
States and localitles In the costs of fighting
and preventing fires.

At a time when State revenue sharing and
other program cuts are hurting the essentlal
services provided by those governments, Con-
gress should show 1its support for volunteer
fire control efforts by setting RFPC funding
for FY 1981 at £30.56 million.

Attached 1s a fact sheet on the rural fire
prevention and control program. If addi-
tlonal information is needed, please contact
Doug Miller of Senator Pressler's staff
(4-1648) or Richard Nugent of Senator
Biden's stafl (4-5042).

Sincerely,
JosepH R. Broew, Jr.,
U.S. Senator,
LARRY PRESSLER,
U.S. Senator.

RuRAL FIRE PREVENTION AND CONTROL FACT
SHEET

The existence of the Rural Fire Preventlon
and Control program can be traced back to
the Weeks Act of 1911 which authorized the
Secretary of Agriculture to enter into agree-
ments with the states to '‘cooperate In the
organization and maintenance of a system of
fire protection on any private or state forest
lands" located upon a watershed of naviga-
ble river.

RFPC is a proven and effective program.
Funds distributed through state foresters
have helped to strengthen local response ca-
pabilities, minimizing costly losses in acreage,
property and human life.

The need for this program has not dimin-
Ished. The language of Section 7 of the Co-
operative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (PL
85-313) specifically addresses today's need:

(3) Notwithstanding the accomplishments
and progress that have been made, fire pre-
vention and control on rural lands and in
rural communities are of continuing high
priority to protect human lives, agricultural
crops and livestock, property and other im-
provements, and material resources.

(4) The effective cooperative relationships
between the Secretary and the states regard-
Ing fire prevention and control on rural lands
and in rural communities should be retained
and improved.

It was this legislation which combined the
Cooperation In Forest Fire Control Program
and Rural Community Fire Prevention Pro-
gram into the Rural Fire Prevention and
Control Program. Unfortunately, the budget
for the program has not matched the com-
mitment expressed in the Cooperative For-
estry Act.

1980 has been a year of unusually high fire
destruction throughout the rural United
States, brought about by severe heat and
drought conditions. In South Dakota alone,
wildfires this year are running over 50 per-
cent above normal; over 6,000 acres have been
destroyed at a loss of milllons of dollars.
Eastern states also have experienced fire con-
ditions which have not existed for years.

Without the proposed $30.56 million fund-
Ing level, there Is & strong llkellhood that the
number of acres burned by wildfires in 1981
willl exceed 1.8 million acres. The RFPC pro-
gram s insurance to help protect the sub-
stantial federal Interest In effective state
and private forest management. Natlonal
goals of ample food and fiber production,
outdoor recreation, wildlife conservation and
development, soll conservation, and stable
water ylelds are all protected by this inex-
pensive program.g@

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, Sena-
tor BipEn wishes to speak. He is caught
in traffic. Perhaps I might have the re-
mainder of my time after the Senator
from Kentucky finishes his statement,
and that would be best,
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator SarBANES be added as a
COSpONSor.

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

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining? \

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six min-
utes and twenty-seven seconds.

Mr. PRESSLER. I reserve that for Sen-
ator BipEN when he comes.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Dakota has proposed to
increase the funding level that has been
provided in this bill for the rural fire con-
trol program by $6.6 million.

The subcommittee and the full Ap-
propriations Committee are well aware
of the importance of this program and
they have been sympathetic to it. We had
a budget request of $13.9 million pre-
sented to us. The House acted on that
specific amount, and $13.9 million is what
came to us from the House. The Senate
committee added $10 million to that re-
quest, making our figure $23.9 million.
Last year the expenditure was $22.4 mil-
lion. So we are up $1.5 million over last
year.

All of us would like to see all possible
help provided for the various rural fire
operations around this whole United
States. But the distinguished Senator
from South Dakota said he was a budget
realist. He also has been one of the per-
sistent advocates of a balanced budget,
of restrained Federal spending.

If he is a realist, he knows we cannot
restrain Federal spending and certainly
cannot balance the budget if we continue
add-on after add-on to every program
that comes before us here in the U.S.
Senate. The only way to cut Federal ex-
penditures and the only way to balance
the budget is to cut programs.

We are already at the allocation we
have for outlays in the Interior bill that
we are now considering. That is based on
the anticipated second concurrent reso-
lution outlay.

We have anticipated all of the addi-
tional requirements we will have in this
area. In trying to accommodate the
many interests that are reflected here in
the Senate and accommodate our col-
leagues on valuable and essential pro-
grams, we have reached that limit. Every
dollar we add will now exceed that
allocation.

So the question is, very simply, not
whether we like the rural fire program,
not whether we support it. The question
is whether we want the U.S. Government
to have a more balanced budget, whether
we are going on record as a Senate for
restrained spending or for unlimited
spending. While this program may be
important to some Senators, there are
other programs that are just as im-
portant to other Senators, and they are
going to want those programs expanded.

When we accommodate everybody,
then, of course, we will be totally out of
control again, with no semblance of a
balanced budget or of restrained
spending.

I believe that the people of America
indicated, and have been indicating for
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a number of years, but certainly last
week did so in a very certain and very
emphatic way, that they believe the Fed-
eral Government is too big, that they be-
lieve it is spending too much of their
money, and they want to cut back.

I do not know how we are going to cut
back if we increase every program up to
the level we think is desirable, even
though we have already added $10 mil-
lion over what the budget request was.
We have to exercise, in my judgment,
some fiscal restraint even on popular
programs if there is going to be an ef-
fective effort to balance the budget.

So for that reason, have I to oppose the
amendment. It is not easy for me to do.
I am from a rural State. We have rural
fire control districts in my State. Right
at this very moment we have thousands
of acres that are in flames.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. One more minute,

We have thousands of acres with fire-
fighters right now trying to do something
about it. If it does not rain this weekend,
it will be worse in Kentucky and West
Virginia. So I recognize that they can
use all the help they can get.

But serving on the Appropriations
Committee and serving on the Interior
Subcommittee, I recognize, too, that we
have an obligation to somehow bring this
massive Federal Government into line
fiscally so that we do not have the tre-
mendous deficits we have been having.

This is the only way to do it. Any
other way, continuing to add $6 million
here, or $7 million there, or $40 billion
here, which we will be confronted with
throughout the day, just will not get
that job done.

All these programs have been carefully
considered by the subcommittee, the
money placed on a priorty basis where
the need is greatest. For that reason, we
think we ought to stick with the figure
the committee has.

Mr. President, the Senator from South
Dakota expresses concern about what
will happen in the conference. I, of
course, cannot give any guarantee on
what the conference action will be. But
just looking from past history, this pro-
gram is popular in the House, too, even
though they agreed to a figure $10 mil-
lion below the Senate figure. I think we
have an excellent opportunity of holding
the Senate figure in conference. There-
fore, we will have a $23.9 million pro-
gram. That is $1.5 million over last
year.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator yield
to me?

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is with
great reluctance that I oppose the
amendment offered by my good friend
from South Dakota.

We have, as the majority manager of
the bill stated, provided more money
than even the original request or the 1980
level, according to my figures. We had a
request of $13.9 million. The House
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granted that, and we are, in this bill, $10
million over the House action and the
budget request for 1981.

No one has a State with a greater prob-
lem in this regard than I. I wish we had
money available to triple the amount.

But I do not see any way to do it with-
out also going back to some 140 increases
that were suggested in the committee
and denied by us. This is a meritorious
amendment, but it is an amendment we
cannot take because of the floodgates it
would open in terms of the requests for
increase in the amounts we have pro-
vided in this bill through our subcommit-
tee and committee efforts.

So I hope my good friend understands
that, while probably my State would get
a great deal more of this money, if it
were added, than his State would, I can-
not support the amendment.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President,
how much time do we have remaining
on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty sec-
onds and five minutes.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Fifty seconds and
five minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-six
seconds and five minutes.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I am prepared to
yield back our time. I think the Senator
from South Dakota may want to wait.

Mr. PRESSLER. I am prepared to yield
back my time. I believe the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and there prob-
ably will be a motion to table.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the amend-
ment which Senators PRESSLER, STEWART,
RAnpoLPH, DOMENICI, STENNIS, THUR-
MOND, SARBANES, McGoVERN, DoLE, HEF-
LIN, PRYOR, COCHRAN, WALLOP, and I now
offer is an effort to stem the further ero-
sion of Federal support for rural fire
prevention and control.

While the creation of the U.S. Fire
Administration in 1974 and the opening
earlier this year ot the national fire acad-
emy'’s campus point to a growing Federal
recognition of its responsibility to par-
ticipate in fire prevention activities, I am
concerned by the Congress failure to
adequately fund the rural fire preven-
tion and control program. This program,
administered by the U.S. Forest Service,
has for quite some time successfully
channeled both technical and financial
assistance to rural fire companies
through the forestry agencies of the in-
dividual States.

Unfortunately, over the last 2 years
the effectiveness of the rural fire preven-
tion and control program has been
threatened by a substantial reduction in
its appropriated spending levels, at just
the time when inflation has been making
serious inroads into its operating funds.
Our amendment would reverse this trend
and insure the continuing effectiveness
of this program.

Its speedy adoption is especially im-
portant this year, when serious drought
throughout the Nation has placed 1,801
counties in 34 States on the list of natu-
ral disaster areas, including all three
counties in my own State of Delaware.
This year’s severe drought has signifi-
cantly increased the likelihood of major
wildland fire losses all over the country.
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For instance, Pennsylvania is experi-
encing its second worst fire season on
record. Losses in Indiana this year are
the worst since 1973. The States of Ar-
kansas, North Carolina, Florida, and
Georgia are having similar crises, and
the situation nationwide is getting worse.
Last weekend 35,000 acres in Kentucky
were destroyed—compared to a total of
39,000 acres during the entire year of
1978. I understand that right now, in
both Tennessee and Kentucky, fires are
burning uncombatted because the fire-
fighting resources of these States have
been exhausted. In West Virginia, 267
fires have destroyed a total of 24,000
acres—T75 percent of the total acreage
loss in 1978—in just the last 6 days.

And in my own State of Delaware, this
year's acreage losses have already ex-
ceeded last year's by 147 percent—and
incidents are up by 165 percent.

I want to emphasize, in these budget-
conscious times, that our amendment
does not expand the rural fire preven-
tion program, it merely restores its fund-
ing to the fiscal year 1979 level of $30.56
million—the level voted by the Senate
last year, but later reduced in confer-
ence. Because of inflation, even with the
adoption of our amendment and the res-
toration of the $6.62 million, the pro-
gram's real spending level will be 22
percent lower than in 1979. I would have
preferred to see a higher appropriation
than $30.56 million, but as a member of
the Senate Budget Committee I am well
aware that there are budgetary restraints
that must be taken into account.

The rural fire prevention and control
program provides for Federal participa-
tion in the cooperative efforts of State
and local governments, rural fire com-
panies and the private sector to prevent
the outbreak of fires on non-Federal
rural lands and to fight them when they
do occur. Nationally, there are 868 mil-
lion acres that qualify for protection un-
der this program—from half a million
acres in Rhode Island and Delaware to
more than 50 million acres in Montana.
Presently, 89 percent of these lands, or
774 million acres, are protected through
this program.

In fiscal year 1978, the Federal share
of this cooperative effort amounted to 14
percent of the total funds expended by
both the public and the private sectors
to protect these lands.

The rural fire prevention and control
program enables the Forest Service to
provide both technical and financial as-
sistance to each State's forestry depart-
ment. This aid covers data collection and
reporting, as well as support of training
programs for volunteer firemen, the de-
velopment and acquisition of firefighting
tools and equipment, and fire prevention
activities with an emphasis on non-Fed-
eral forested lands.

The aid that this program provides is
all the more vital because the companies
that benefit are, In most cases, small
volunteer companies. In my own State
of Delaware, for example, there are 61
fire companies—but only the city of Wil-
mington has a paid, professional fire de-

partment.
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The other 60 companies, that provide
protection to every other town and com-
munity throughout the State, are staffed
by volunteers. The fire department of the
city of Wilmington pays 250 employees—
but the small rural companies have a
combined roll of 6,840 firefighters and
none of them gets a cent for their hard
and dangerous work. Every resident of
the small cities and towns from Yorklyn
to Fenwick Island has cause to be grate-
ful to these volunteers many times over.

The rural fire prevention program 1s
not a new one. Its beginnings can be
traced back to the Weeks Act of 191_1.
which authorized the Secretary of Agri-
culture to enter into agreements with
the States to “cooperate in the organi-
zation and maintenance of a system of
fire protection on any private or State
forest lands” located on a watershed of a
navigable river.

Neither is this an unproven program.
The financial and technical support pro-
vided through this program has helped
to strengthen local response capabilities,
thus averting much more costly and
tragic losses in acreage, developed prop-
erty and human life. Statistics gathered
by the U.S. Forest Service chart a steady
reduction in State and private acreage
losses over the past 30 years.

For instance, an average of 8 million
acres a year were lost to fire in the
1950’s; in the next decade, annual losses
were reduced to 3.7 million acres; and in
the 1970’s the annual figure continued
to drop, to an average of 2.3 million acres
over the decade. This reduction has
meant a savings in land, property and
lives that far exceeds the program's fi-
nancial costs.

More importantly, however, the need
for this program has not diminished.
The accomplishments I have just set
forth can all foo easily be reversed. Fire
prevention activities must continually
be maintained and strengthened. To sug-
gest that the Federal Government’s com-
mitment to this cooperative effort can
now be set aside because of past achieve-
ments is a short-sighted policy, provid-
ing monetary savings at best and having
tremendous and tragic hidden costs.

The National Commission on Fire Pre-
vention and Control identified the
unique problems in providing fire pro-
tection to rural communities. Current
statistics gathered by the National Fire
Data Center continue to show rural fire
losses exceeding the national average—
which in itself is shockingly high. Esti-
mates that as many as 20,000 rural com-
munities lack dependable fire protection.

Not only does this lead to greater losses
of life and property when fire does strike,
but it also often translates into higher
insurance rates for rural residents.

Congress has recognized our rural
communities’ problems with fire preven-
tion and control. The Cooperative For-
estry Assistance Act of 1978 (Public Law
95-313) included the following language
in section 7, entitled “rural fire preven-
tion and control':

(3) Notwithstanding the accomplishments
and progress that has been made, fire pre-

vention and control on rural lands and in
rural communities are of continuing high

priority to protect human lives, agricultural
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crops and livestock, property and other im-
provements, and natural resources:

(4) The efTective cooperative relationships
between the secretary and the states regard-
ing fire prevention and control on rural
lands and in rural communities should be
retained and improved.

Unfortunately, Federal spending has
not matched this legislative commit-
ment. In fiscal year 1979, the program’s
appropriation totaled $30.565 million, of
which 90 percent or $27.585 million was
directly allocated to the States.

Last year, the House-passed version
of the fiscal year 1980 Interior appropri-
ations bill provided a $15.5 million spend-
ing level—which would have cut the pro-
gram'’s funding nearly in half. The Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee reported
that bill to the Senate floor with the
House-passed figure, and it took a 56-37
vote on the Senate floor to restore the
program’s funding to the 1979 level. The
conference agreement compromised on
$22.4 million—an increase over the
House amount, but still a 22-percent re-
duction from 1979.

This year, the House version of the
fiscal year 1981 Interior appropriations
bill contained only $13.9 million for the
rural fire prevention and control pro-
gram. The Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee has recommended $23.9 million.
This figure may represent a slight in-
crease over the 1980 amount, but it still
leaves the program with 22 percent less
funding than it had just 2 years ago.
And after infilation is factored in, the
$23.9 million recommended by the Ap-
propriations Committee is only 63 per-
cent of the real amount available in fis-
cal year 1979,

Mr. President, the amendment we are
offering today would add $6.66 million to
the committee's recommendation. It
would restore the funding level of the
rural fire prevention and control pro-
gram to its 1979 level—$30.56 million. It
would reverse the disturbing trend to-
ward reducing the Federal commitment
to rural fire prevention and control ef-
forts as envisioned just 2 years ago in
the Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act
of 1978.

At a time when the Federal Govern-
ment has finally begun to recognize its
responsibility to work with State and
local governments to reduce the costly
and tragic losses which occur from fire,
we should not short-sightedly reduce
this program’s proven effectiveness.

In my own State of Delaware, I have
seen at first hand how important this
program can be to rural communities.
Delawareans, like all other Americans,
depend on their volunteer fire companies
day, night and holidays. These men and
women are highly trained firefighters, on
call at any hour, and dedicated to the
safety and security of their friends and
neighbors. They have a fierce pride in
their companies, their comrades and
themselves.

But firefighters who are volunteers
have an added burden. They must get
the personnel, equipment and training
they need to safely battle the fires that
threaten land, property and lives in their
community with only the resources that
they themselves can raise. We have a
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responsibility to these men and women,
who volunteer their work and their
lives—and on whom the great majority
of American communities depend.

This country’'s volunteer firefighters
are in one sense ordinary people. They
live among us, work among us, run the
same risk of fire that we all do.

But they are also professionals of ex-
traordinary dedication and community
feeling. They go through rigorous train-
ing, on their own personal time, to mas-
ter the techniques and the tools that our
lives and property depend on. They must
be prepared, every day, at work or at
home, to drop their own concerns and
answer to the alarm that signals dan-
ger for someone else. And they must do
this, over and over, every day and every
year, without any reward—except their
own pride and the grateful thanks of
their communities. Some of them will be
injured, and some of them will die—and
sometimes, despite their best efforts, they
will lose a friend or a neighbor. But they
kerep fighting—and that keeps all of us
safe.

More than this service, for which we
cannot ever stop being grateful, there is
the community role of the local fire com-
pany—working for fire prevention, edu-
cating the public about how to keep fire
from starting or spreading. Not many
realize that the mere presence of the
local fire company saves the community
hundreds or thousands of dollars a year
in fire insurance premiums.

But almost everyone is aware of the
fire company as an active leader in the
life of their community—social, civie, po-
litical. I think the character of the local
volunteer fire companies around the
country accurately reflects the charac-
ter of the men and women who make up
those companies—dedicated, concerned,
involved, unselfish. There is not an
American who does not owe them more
than we can pay. That is why the Fed-
eral commitment to the rural fire pre-
vention and control program must be
maintained.

I urge the Senate to adopt this amend-
ment.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am
pleased today to rise in support of the
amendment offered by my distinguished
colleague from South Dakota.

The rural fire prevention and control
program is of vital importance to local
governments in combating forest wild-
fires. In my State of South Carolina
alone, there are 13,289,000 acres of State
and private forest lands which are pro-
tected by this program. In 1978, 41,196
acres of this land was destroyed by fire.
Without the funding level provided for
in this amendment, millions of acres of
State and private forest lands may not
receive the protection necessary to in-
sure their continued survival and growth.

The only purpose of this amendment,
which I am pleased to cosponsor, is to
restore the program to its 1979 funding
level, not to seek an increase. It is sel-
dom that I seek additional funds for any
bill, because I am a strong believer in
the concept of fiscal restraint. However,
this is a program which has worked and
one which is worthy of continued
funding.
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Mr. President, I hope the Senate will
adopt this amendment in order that our
Nation’s forestlands can continue to re-
ceive the protection they need.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a statement by
Senator SareBaNes be printed in the
Recorp before the vote.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT By MR. SARBANES

1 support the amendment offered by
Senator Pressler and Senator Biden. As
one who joined in supporting a similar
amendment to the FY 1980 Interior Appro-
priations, I am pleased to have the oppor-
tunity to co-sponsor this proposal.

The Rural Fire Prevention and Control
Act dates back to 1911. Since that time, the
federal, state, and local governments have
Joined in a partnership to combat the threat
of rural fires which ravage our natural re-
sources. In 1978 the federal government re-
newed this commitment by enacting the Co-
operative Forestry Assistance Act. In order
to fulfill the terms of this commitment, it is
our responsibility to provide sufficient fund-
ing to carry this program forward.

This amendment raises to $30.5 million
the level of federal support for rural fire pro-
tection. This funding level is in part a
recognition of the unusually severe degree of
fire destruction during the past year. The
additional funds secured by this amendment
could save an estimated 1.8 million acres of
land subject to wildfires during the coming
year.

As one who 1s very familiar with the out-
standing work of fire departments through-
out the State of Maryland, I know that it
is vital that sufficlent resources be committed
to assist these groups In thelr arduous tasks.
I therefore urge the adoption of this very
important amendment.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

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

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
move to table the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

Mr. PRESSLER. The yeas and nays
were ordered yesterday, and I ask for the
yeas and nays on the motion to table, if
necessary.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President,
have the yeas and nays been ordered on
the motion to table?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second on the request for the
yeas and nays on the motion to table?
There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion to
table the amendment of the Senator
from South Dakota. On this question the
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Bayn), the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. BRADLEY) , the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CanNoN), the Senator from Florida
(Mr. CuiLEs), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CuurcH), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator from
New Hampshire (Mr. Durkin), the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the Sen-
ator from South Carolina (Mr. HoL-
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LINGS), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INnouvyE), the Senator from Vermont (Mr.
LeEany), the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. Long), the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. MacNusoN), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. MaTtsunaca), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN),
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Ris1-
coFF), the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
SarBaNES) , the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. StenNis), and the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON) are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CannoN) would vote “nay.”

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from New York (Mr.

Javirs), the Senator from Kansas (Mrs.
Kassesaum), the Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. MaTHIAS), the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. PErcY), the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. Warror), and the Sen-
(Mr.

ator from Nevada LaxavrT) are

necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
any Senator in the Chamber desiring to
vote?

The result was announced—yeas 19,
nays 55, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 467 Leg.|

YEAS—19

Glenn

Hart
Huddlestcn
Johnston
Metzenbaum
Morgan
Nelson

NAYS—556

Hatch
Hatfleld
Hayakawa
Heflin
Heinz

Proxmire
Sasser
Stevens
Talmadge
Tsongas
Willlams

Bentsen
Bumpers
Byrd,

Harry F., Jr.
Chafee
DeConeini
Eagleton

Pressler
Pryor
Randolph
Riegle
Roth
Schmitt
Schweiker
Simpson
Stafford

Armstrong
Baker
Baucus
Biden
Boren
Boschwitz Helms
Burdick Humphrey
Byrd, Robert C. Jackson
Cochran Jepsen
Cchen Kennedy
Culver Levin
Danforth Lugar
Dole McClure
Domenicet Melcher
Durenberger  Mitchell
Exon Moynihan
Ford Nunn
Garn Packwood
Goldwater Pell

NOT VOTING—26

Hollings Matsunaga
Inouye McGovern
Javits Percy
Cannon Kassebaum Riblecoff
Chiles Laxalt Sarbanes
Church Leahy Stennis
Cranston Long Stevenson
Durkin Magnuson Wallop
Gravel Mathlas

So the motion to lay on the table Mr.
PressLER's amendment No. 2620 was
rejected.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the yeas and nays on the amendment
by the Senator from South Dakota be
vitiated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Hearing no objection, it is so
ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. PRESSLER) .

The amendment (No. 2620) was agreed

Stewart
Stone
Thurmond
Tower
Warner
Welcker
Young
Zorinsky

Bayh
Beilmon
Bradley
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Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 1
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I wish to express the hope that Senators
who have amendments will be prepared
to call them up. The leadership hopes
that all action can be completed on all
amendments to this bill, with the excep-
tion of the one amendment by Mr. Brap-
LEYy which is being ecarried ¢ r until
Monday. We do not have much time to
waste. There are many amendments. It
is 5 minutes until 11 o'clock. We have a
long day ahead of us.

We will not be checking out at 2:30
today, or 3:30, or 4:30, or 5:30, unless
we can finish our work.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished majority leader
for that admonition. I hope that we will
have those who have amendments ready
to present them as rapidly as possible,
bearing in mind that the committee feels
very strongly about its responsibility to
try to maintain the fiscal responsibility
of this piece of legislation.

We recognize it is the only game in
town right now, and many who hav
been expecting to get favored amend-
ments on some piece of legislation may
be looking at this particular vehicle. But
we have to be very careful about the
outlays and the budget allocation that
we have.

Mr. President, I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan (Mr.
LEvVIN.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I com-
mend the committee’s decision adding
$7 million to the advanced gas turbine
project which allows a third competi-
tive contractor. While this amount is
only half of what the other two con-
tractors will receive, it does represent
a commitment by the committee for a
strong competitive program with three
contractors.

Since budgetary restraints preclude
comparable funding for the third con-
tractor, the committee added language
advising the Department of Energy to
structure a program having the same
development path as the other two con-
tractors and to request the necessary
supplemental funding.

I am afraid the startup delay and ini-
tial funding restraints impose severe
difficulties on the third contractor pur-
suing the same development path as
the other two contractors. Supplemental
funding requests could easily inject ad-
ditional uncertainties and delays.

Consequently, I urge the Senate con-
ferees to support language in the con-
ference report which instructs DOE to
structure a program which maintains
the overall goals of the project and to
consider minor adjustments. A different
development path would be structured
but the final date and objectives would
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be retained. Finally, the Departmer}t
would prepare an estimate of total proj-
ect cost based on the selected develop-
ment approach and request appropria-
tion fund:ng in the annual report. X

DOE and the third contractor are in
agreement on this approach. I feel the
language allows the third contractor
to proceed expeditiously without a sup-
plemental budget request. As a result,
the goals of the gas turbine program
can be met as scheduled by all three
contractors.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President,
we welcome the suggestion of the Sen-
ator from Michigan. His proposal is in
keeping with the committee recom-
mendation and because it proposes few-
er generations of turbine technology de-
velopment, the overall cost of developing
the third gas turbine engine may be re-
duced by 20 percent. We will be happy
to support language of this kind during
conference negotiations with the House.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the sug-
gested conference committee wording is
as follows:

The Committee recommends an increase
of 87 million for continued development of
a third gas turbine engine. In structuring
such a program, the Department should
maintain the overall goals of increased fuel
economy, low emissions and multi-fuel capa-
bility consistent with the bill; however, in
view of the reduced funding for the third
contract in 1980 and 1981 as compared with
the other two teams (a) the Department
should give consideration to minor adjust-
ments in numerical values of goals, a re-
duction in the number of generations of*
engines and a different development path
so long as the final date and objectives are
retained (b) the Department should pre-

pare an estimate of total project cost based
on the selected development approach and
request appropriation funding in the Ad-
ministration's annual submittal.

Mr. President, I thank my friend from
EKentucky for his support and his work
relative to this matter.

Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Michigan.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 1750
(Purpose: To increase Department of the

Interior appropriations for the Boundary

Waters Canoe Area Wilderness)

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Minnesota (Mr. BoscH-

wiITz) proposed an unprinted amendment
numbered 1750.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that further
rejs:ging of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 38, line 21, strike “'$872,114,000"
and “$201,462,000" and insert “$873.864,000"
and “$203,212,000",

On page 38, at the end of line 25, add the
following new sentence: "“Of the funds ap-
propriated for reforestation not less tha;.n

$1,990,000 shall be used for the Boundary
Waters Cance Area Wilderness.”,
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On page 39, line 4, strike “$354,336,000"

and insert “'$355,226,000".

On page 39, line 5, strike *'$21,229,000" and
insert “'$22,629.000".

On page 39, line 6, after “facilities” and be-
fore the semicolon, add the following: “of
which not less than $1,500,000 is to be used
for road maintenance In the Boundary
Waters Canoe Area Wilderness.”.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, this
amendment adds $2.85 million to the
fiscal year 1981 Interior appropriations
bill for the purpose of carrying out the
Federal commitments included in the
Boundary Waters Canoe Area Act of
1978.

This amendment not only addresses
the funding requirements necessary to
modify the economic impact on the
northern part of the State of Minnesota
caused by the passage of the BWCA bill,
but also will serve to restore some con-
fidence and trust in the Federal Govern-
ment in northern Minnesota.

It is hard to realize, without having
actually experienced it, the intensity and
bitterness of the debate which took place
in Minnesota between residents, forestry
interests, resort owners, and environ-
mentalists during the consideration of
the BWCA Act. However, Mr. President,
to the credit of each of these groups, and
the entire State of Minnesota, a com-
promise was worked out and the BWCA
Authorization Act was signed into law
on October 21, 1978.

The BWCA act designated 1,075,000
acres, which run along the Minnesota-
Canadian border, as wilderness. The act
established the BWCA as the largest unit
of the National Wilderness Preservation
System east of the Rocky Mountains, and
the second largest unit in the entire
system. It is our Nation’s only lake-land
canoe wilderness—a network of more
than 1,000 lakes linked by hundreds of
miles of streams and creeks which his-
torically served as the higshway of fur
traders who followed water routes pio-
neered by Sioux and Chippewa Indians.

Mr. President, the act clearly defined
the BWCA as a wilderness area. Mining
and mineral exploration were prohibited
within the wilderness area. All timber
sales contracts were terminated as of
October 21, 1979. Snowmobiling was pro-
hibited within the wilderness area, except
for two paths leading to Canada. Motor-
boating was to be reduced 50 percent by
the end of 1983 and is generally pro-
hibited, except in specified areas.

Mr. President, the agreement reached
in the BWCA Wilderness Act was based
on compensations and assistance to the
timber, recreation, and resort interests
of northern Minnesota, as specified in
the provisions of the act. Without that
clear intent stated in the bill, it is doubt-
ful that a compromise would have been
reached.

Since the passage of the Boundary
Waters Canoe Area Wilderness Act, the
fear of the Federal Government not up-
holding their end of the bargain has
greatly increased. The citizens of north-
ern Minnesota continuously ask whether
we will keep our contract—whether we
will act in *‘good faith.”

To underscore the concern among the
residents of northern Minnesota, let me
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read to you an excerpt from an editorial
which appeared in the April 8, 1979 issue
of the Duluth News Tribune:

What is happening in and around Ely,
Minnesota, is the stuff from which revolu-
tions are made. The situation might best be
understood by using an example from medi-
cine, like a heart transplant. In a way, the
Federal Government is changing—or trans-
planting—the commercia] heart of Ely and
other communities near the Boundary Waters
Canoe Area.

In a new Federal law enacted last October,
Congress in effect took an old commercial
heart out of northeastern Minnesota, with
the promise that a new heart would be im-
planted, in the form of new financial alds
to help the area adjust to the new legisla-
tion. In practical effect, however, the Fed-
eral Government has taken away the old
heart without being in any hurry to bring In
the new heart. So the commercial body of
northeastern Minnesota 1s left on the oper-
ating table, gasping for air and staying allve
on & wing and a prayer.

The new BWCA law is having an impact
primarily on two commercial areas: logging
and the resort-tourist industry. The law
ended logging in the BWCA, with the prom-
ise of the State and Federal governments
joining financial and land resources to
establish new timber stands outslde the
BWCA. The law has affected the resort In-
dustry—and the general tourist industry dl-
rectly related to resort use—by cutting back
the number of lakes on which motorized
boats may be used.

At the same time Federal legislation re-
duced motorized water travel in the BWCA,
that same legislation carried a promise of
the Federal government buying out any re-
sort owner who decided to end his business.

This Federal legislation was supported by
newspapers throughout the Nation, includ-
ing these. That support was based on Con-
gress’ promise to compensate both the log-
ging industry and resorters for their poten-
tial losses relating from this new law.

Government has some right—If serving the
public interest—to take property from pri-
vate citizens, or to put them out of business,
given that the government offers compensat-
ing cash, property or privileges. For the mo-
ment, the BWCA law Is only taking away
people’s rights to earn a lving, without
delivering any compensating pay-offs.

Can government do anything to make this
situation fairer? Yes. Congress can move
quickly to appropriate necessary money.

It's up to Congress and the Forest Service
to determine whether what Congress has
written is in fact a law, or only a license to
steal.

Mr. President, the Durenberger-
Boschwitz amendment attempts to ad-
dress this problem by adding $2.85 mil-
lion to the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee recommendation of $11.4 million
for the BWCA in 1981.

As my good friend, the senior Senator
from Minnesota, has already stated, this
additional money will be used to fund
four areas:

First, $500,000 will be used by the For-
est Service to meet the legal obligations
to the resort owners, as established under
the BWCA Wilderness Act of 1978.

Second, $1.75 million will be used for
additional reforestation activity in the
Superior and Chippewa National Forests.
Mr. President, unless adequate funding
is forthcoming from Congress, Federal
forest lands in Minnesota will never
reach the status required to replace the
40,000 acres of timberland that were
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withdrawn from multiple use through
passage of the BWCA Wilderness Act.

Third, an additional $400,000 would be
appropriated for road maintenance in
the Superior National Forest. After re-
viewing the road maintenance plan for
the Superior National Forest, it is my
opinion that the appropriation recom-
mended by the committee will not pro-
vide adequate funding to maintain Su-
perior's transportation system at a safe
and efficient level. This additional $400,-
000 to the road maintenance appropria-
tion would enable the Forest Service to
repair some of the hazardous roads in
the existing system.

Fourth, $200,000 will be included for
a wide range of wilderness education and
recreational construction programs. The
committee recommended a funding level
of $100,000 to be used for these programs.
This level is clearly insufficient to meet
the recreational provisions of the BWCA
Act.

Mr. President, it is important that the
Senate act on this amendment because
the confidence in the Federal Govern-
ment of residents of northeastern Min-
nesota is at stake. Without these addi-
tional funds, the citizens and business
interests of northeastern Minnesota will
truly feel that the Federal Government
has broken its promise.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wil-
derness Act, Public Law 95-45, passed in
October of 1978. It was the result of hard
fought negotiations on the part of the
citizens of Minnesota from the boundary
water area and those proposing wilder-
ness designation of 400,000 acres of na-
tional forest lands then in multiple use.

The act represents the contract arrived
at between the Federal Government and
people of northern Minnesota. The
funding provisions were the basis for
agreement and I believe these provisions
must be honored.

Of particular concern, as a result of
the committee passed bill, is the level of
funding for reforestation and timber
stand improvement. The removal of over
400,000 acres from the commercial forest
land base was particularly hard on the
timber interests of the area which made
plans and investments with the assur-
ance and expectation that this forest
resource would be available for timber
production. When the bill was passed,
an $8 million annual authorization was
established to extend from 1980-90. The
purpose of the authorization was to aug-
ment the budget of the Superior and
Chippewa Forests to enable them to
embark on a program of intensified for-
est management designed to replace the
soft woods that were withdrawn from
production by the BWCAWA.

I ‘am requesting an increase of $1.7
million over the $1.3 million committee
approved level for intensified forest man-
agement and reforestation in the Supe-
rior and Chippewa National Forests in
Minnesota. This is clearly an investment
in the future to insure renewal of a price-
less resource and stability for the forest
products economy which I believe will
become increasingly important national-
ly. This, coupled with the basic contract
the Congress made with the people and
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economy of the State of Minnesota
requires that I bring this matter to
the attention of the full Senate for
resolution.

There are people in my State who still
feel legally bound by a handshake, who
believe in the integrity of an agree-
ment—a contract. On behalf of the peo-
ple of my State, I would be remiss if I
did not urge the Senate to keep the com-
mitment and honor the contract that was
mutusliy agreed to.

Anything less erodes trust in govern-
ment and the faith of the people in gov-
ernment under law—a government that
has legal obligations as binding as those
placzd on individuals and organizations.

Following are the details of the in-
creases requested:

FOREST SERVICE—THE BOUNDARY WATERS

CANOE AREA WILDERNESS ACT
SECTION 5—THE RESORT BUYOUT PROVISION

The committee bill appropriates $3
million of the $3.5 million in the admin-
istration’s first budget request for fiscal
yvear 1981. The Minnesota congressional
delegation supported the $3.5 million
level of funding. The additional $500,000
is necessary to enable the Forest Service
to meet the legal obligation established
in Public Law 95-495 to the resort owners
covered under section 5. Certainly this
is a matter of deep concern to the af-
fected resort owners whose future plans
rest on the congressional appropriations
for this section.

SECTION S—REFORESTATION AND TIMBER STAND
IMPROVFMENT

The committee included $1,240,000 for
reforestation and timber stand improve-
ment in the Superior and Chippewa Na-
tional Forests according to information
compiled by the Superior National Forest
and the north central forest experiment
station, this level is grossly inadequate
and should be raised to a minimum fig-
ure of $3 million or an increase of $3.75
million.

On the Superior Forest alone there are
16,000 acres of upland high potential
nonstocked commercial forest. Approxi-
mately 6,000 acres are harvested on the
Superior each year. In addition, there are
roughly 65,000 acres of poorly stocked
upland high potential commercial forest
on the Superior and Chipvewa National
Forests which are in need on intensified
management to enable production of
commercially suitable timber.

The appropriation passed by the com-
mittee would provide approximately
$15.30 per acre for reforestation of these
high quality back log acres. This is clearlv
inadequate. It costs approximately $210
per acre to replant nonstocked forest
lands in the Superior National Forest,
and approximately $200 per acre to re-
generate poorly stocked forest lands. Tn
limited cases where sacrifying and direct
seeding are emploved rather than plant-
ing, the cost is roughly $60 per acre.
These costs are exclusive of administra-
tive overhead which is itself a substantial
cost factor.

In light of this information. a $3 mil-
lion appropriation for reforestation
would indeed be modest, and certainly
is justified by need.

Unless adeauate funding is forthcom-
ing from Congress, Federal forest lands
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in Minnesota will never achieve the
management status required to replace
soft wood supplies withdrawn from pro-
duction when over 400,000 acres were
withdrawn from multiple use and des-
ignated as wilderness through passage
of Public Law 95-495.

SECTION 6—ROAD CONSTRUCTION

MAINTENANCE

Under section 6(d) (1) the committee
included $1,100,000 for road mainte-
nance. This level should be raised to a
minimum of $1,500,000.

After reviewing the road maintenance
plan for the Superior National Forest, it
is my view that the appropriation passed
by the House will not provide adequate
funding to maintain the Superior's
transportation system at a level which
will enable safe and efficient use by all
types of forest road users, including log-
gers and recreation users. The road
maintenance plan identifies 1,556 miles
of roads in need of various maintenance
at anticipated funding levels based on
the House version. The addition of only
$409.000 to the road maintenance appro-
priation would enable the Forest Serv-
ice to repair some of the most glaring
and potentially hazardous deficiencies
in the existing road system.

The Forest Service indicated in August
of 1980 that—

The adequacy of road maintenance has
been discussed at several meetings and we
have agreed that more road maintenance Is
desirable . . . Because some of our roads are
in desperate need of resurfacing and drain-
age as you have pointed out over the short
run, we could spend greater amounts of
maintenance funds in a surface replace-
ment/reconstruction program.

SECTION 1B—CAMPGROUNDS,/TRAILS

Authorizes a wide range of programs
for wilderness education and recreation-
al construction. That construction has a
priority in Public Iaw 95-495. However,
fiscal year 1980 provided only $100,000
for recreational construction. The fiscal
vear 1981 committee passed bill is a sub-
stantial increase, but does not meet the
needs for t'mely action on this essential
comvoonent of the management of the
BWCA, Therefore, I urge the Senate to
add an additional $200,000 for construc-
tion of trails, campsites, boat landings
and trail heads.

DESIGN AND

SUMMARY

Increase
requested

Committee
report

Sec. 5: Resort buyout__..__._._._._ §3,000, 000 $500, 000
Sec. 6(D)1: Timber stand improve-
ment
Sec. 6(D)(1): Road maintenance_. -
Sec. 18: Campgrounds/trails...... .

Total additional appropriations
requested by the Senitor on
behalf of the congressional

delegation_ .. ____. 2, 850, €00

BWCA LANGUAGE ADDITION REQUESTED IN THE
COMMITTEE REPORT
SECTION 6—GRANTS TO THE STATE OF MINNE=-
SOTA FOR INTENSIFIED FOREST MANAGE-
MENT
I have recuested that the following
language be included in the committee
report:
The Committee directs that, consistent
with the Act—P.L. 95-495—funds appropri-
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ated by Sectlon 5(c)(2) should be distrib-
uted as an annual grant to the Staie of
Minne:ota, avallable until expended, con-
ditioned only upon the State of Minnesota
ro i¢ing annual matching funds of
$750,000.

In the past, the Forest Service has ad-
ministered these funds through its Broe-
mall, Pa., office, on a reimbursement
basis under the provisions of Public Law
95-313, the Cooperative Forestry Assist-
ance Act of 1978.

Further, although Public Law 95-495
authorizes Congress to appropriate
funds until expended, the fiscal year
1980 appropriation act, Public Law 95-
126 appropriated BWCA funds on an
annual basis.

I reflect the opinion of the Minnesota
congressional delegation which feels
that administration of the BWCAWA in
the foregoing manner is unduly oppres-
sive to the State of Minnesota. The
State's current fiscal policies and pro-
cedures effectively prohibit entering into
contracts or incurring other expenses,
unless funds are available in State ac-
counts. Yet the current Federal proce-
dures require the State to spend money it
does not have before it can receive funds
appropriated by Congress. Thus, the
State is literally being prohibited from
accomplishing the program objectives
under the current funding arrange-
ments. A letter of credit, suggested by
the Forest Service, would require a
special revision in Minnesota's fiscal
situation and procedures.

For these reasons, I strongly urge the
requested language be placed in the com-
mittee report.

SECTION 19—TECHNICAL/FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
TO THE COMMUNITIES/BUSINESSES ADJACENT
TO THE BWCA
This section provides direct technical

and financial assistance to the business

and communities of the area. In order
for the Forest Service to have the flexi-
bility necessary to administer this sec-
tion, we request the appropriation for
section 19 not be specified to subsection

19(a) or subsection 19(b) but rather for

section 19 as a total amount.

It is my understanding that the addi-
tional language pertaining to the admin-
istration of section 19 and section 6(c¢) (2)
will be accommodated in the committee
report and therefore is not part of the
amendment. I want to thank the com-
mittee for addressing these very impor-
tant points.

I strongly urge the Senate's favorable
consideration of the $2.8 million increase
in appropriations for the Boundary Wa-
ters Canoe Area Wilderness Act. Even in
times when restraint on Government
spending is of major importance, the
Senate cannot overlook its legal obliga-
tions to the people of this country.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield at this point?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I yield.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, as
the Senator knows, the committee has
provided an increase in this program,
making a total of $1.24 million available
for the coming year. Also included in the
committee bill is a general increase of
$10 million for reforestation in the For-
est Service. I would think that within

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

this amount $1 million more could be
made available for the Boundary Waters
Canoe Area, thus making a total of $2.2
miiiion for the fiscal year 1981. Would
the Senator agree with that?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I would. On that
basis, Mr. President, I will withdraw my
amendment, on the basis that an addi-
tional $1 million will be added for the
purposes outlined.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I feel certain that
we can accommodate the Senator's need
within the committee allowance. I appre-
ciate the Senator withdrawing the
amendment at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, would
the distinguished manager of the bill al-
low me to engage in a colloquy on two
items on which I believe we have reached
agreement?

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Yes.

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, the De-
partment of Energy submitted a request
for $2 million for advanced combustion
technology under their fossil energy re-
search and development program. I be-
lieve there has been some discussion con-
cerning under what budget line this ad-
vanced combustion technology program
should be funded.

It is my understanding that during
the last budget cycle, the subcommittee
requested that this program be funded
under the energy conservation account.
However, the Department of Energy con-
tinued to send up their request for this
activity under the fossil energy re-
search and development account.

The advanced combustion technology
program will examine the internal com-
bustion engine utilizing laser technology.
This technique, which has never been
used before, will help us understand the
relationship between fuel, air, and the
distribution of fuel inside the cylinder at
the time of ignition.

The results of this program should be
of tremendous value to our understand-
ing of how the internal combustion works
and what can be done to increase burn-
ing efficiency in this engine.

As I am sure our colleagues are aware,
the key for efficiency is lean burning and
uniform burning in these particular en-
gines, and we have a very difficult time
analyzing exactly what is going on in
the system.

At a time when we are struggling to
rebuild our injured automotive industry
and make our American product com-
petitive with those from other nations,
we desperately need the research that is
being done by this program.

To my knowledge the Subcommittee
also recognizes the value of this program
and the intent of the language in the
bill was not, to cut the program but rather
place it under a different account. I
hope to get the assurance from the chair-
man that the intent is to fully fund this
valuable program at the administra-
tion's request of $2 million.

I also understand the difficulty in actu-
ally making this designation because of
the confusion that has resulted from
the Department of Energy’s actions.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President,
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the committee concurs with the Senator
from New Mexico that the diesel re-
search beinz managed at Sandia is a
high priority effort. We believe, how-
ever, that the program should be
funded within the committee allowance
for diesel research in the conservation
account. I mizht add that the committee
has recommended nearly a three-iold
increase for diesel research in this bill.
With the Senator’'s agreement, I suggest
that we direct the Department of En-
ergy to provide for this research within
available funds.

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, that
certainly meets the concerns of the Sen-
ator from New Mexico. I thank the com-
mittee for their cooperation in this
matter.

Mr. President, both the Department of
Energy and the U.S. Geological Survey
are conducting work on offshore oil and
gas drilling technology. Although it has
been suggested that it is duplicative, I
have looked into the roles of both the
Department of Energy and the U.S. Geo-
logical Survey in these areas and do not
find their activities duplicative but
rather complementary.

The Department of Energy’s activities
in this area are directed toward provid-
ing geotechnical engineering research.
This program involves the development
of instrumentation for characterizing
the seabed.

In contrast, the U.S. Geological Survey
has the function of regulating offshore
oil and gas drilling, production, safety,
and environmental concerns, They do
not have the capability to develop the
technical equipment they would need to
assist them in their analytical functions.

The committee bill does reduce the
Department of Energy funding in this
area of offshore technology development
by $1.3 million because as the report says
“the seismic studies proposed by the De-
partment should be funded by the Geo-
logical Survey."”

In actuality, the Department of En-
ergy does not perform seismic studies but
rather develops the instrumentation to
measure seismic activity in the seabed in
earthquake-prone regions where oil de-
posits may exist. This information will
be of great value to the U.S. Geological
Survey for the design of oil production
platforms for which the U.S. Geological
Survey sets the standards. Again. I stress
that the U.S. Geological Survey has little
capability to develop these intricate
tools.

The following is a list of the work that
would be funded under the Department
of Energy’s program:

SEAFLOOR EARTHQUAKE MEASUREMENT SYSTEM
($175K)

The Seafloor Earthquake Measurement
System (SEMS) i= a device for measuring the
motion of soll during earthquakes. Three
SEMS units have been fabricated. The $1756K
programmed for FY B1 was to allow for In-
stallation of the three units in the Santa
Barbara (California) channel for a one year
final test program. There has been intense
industry and United States Geological Sur-
vey Interest in thls prozram. No other de-
vices of this kind are avallable. It will have
important application in the Arctic, West
Coast and other earthquake prone areas of
the world.
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GEOTECHNICALLY INSTRUMENTED SEAFLOOR
PROBE ($250K DOE;, $50 USGS)

The Geotechnically Instrumented Seafloor
Probe (GISP) is a pore pressure measure-
ment device. The $300K would allow for the
final construction of two prototypes and the
installation and testing of these units in the
Gulf of Mexico next spring. The United
States Geological Survey has identified an
area in the Gulf which has an extremely
unstable (shifting) seafloor. The data
gathered will be used to determine require-
ments for offshore drilling rig installations.

ACOUSTIC TELEMETRY ($220K)

The $220K budgeted for FY 81 would be
used to extend the range of a Department
of Energy previously developed acoustic
telemetry system from its 600 foot trans-
mission range through water capabllity to a
4000’ range and increase its data instrumen-
tation applications.

SHEAR/NORMAL FORCE GAUGE ($220K)

The shear/normal force gauge 1s a new
concept for measuring soil strength in situ—
applicable to deep water. The $220K would
cover the costs of developing and testing a
prototype instrument.

MARINE SEDIMENT PENETROMETER ($150K)

We have developed hardware for measur-
ing shear strength of seafloor solls and have
taken numerous sediment penetration read-
ings. The $150K authorization wlill be used
to model and perform detailed analysis of
the data to determine shear measurement
correlation data.

ADVANCED STUDIES ($135K)

$135K has been set aside to conduct ad-

vanced theoretical studies of fundamental

soll behavior In marine environments. This

actlvity will result in the ldentification of

key parameters related to subsea soll
characteristics.

ARCTIC TECHNOLOGY ($100K)

Due to estimated potential of up to 4 mil-

lion barrels/day of oll production (versus

1.5 million barrels/day of current produc-

tion) a program plan is being developed for
R&D effort.

Mr. President, I understand the com-~
mittee has further looked into this issue
and has seen that the work the Depart-
ment is doing is indeed part of the De-
partment of Energy's function, and I
hope the committee will consider this in
the conference with the House on this
issue, deferring to them in conference.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, the
Senator from New Mexico is correct. In-
formation provided by the Department
subsequent to committee action has con-
vinced us of the merits of this appropria-
tlon. We will be sympathetic with the
House position during the conference
negotiations. I thank the Senator from
New Mexico for bringing this matter to
the attention of the Senate.

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I thank
the managers of the bill for their cooper-
ation.

TP AMENDMENT NO. 1751

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PrYOR). The amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Montana (Mr. MELCHER)
proposes an unprinted amendment num-
bered 1751.

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place add the following:
That the Statement of Policy transmitted
by the President to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives and the President of the
Senate on June 19, 1980, as required under
section B of the Forest and Rangeland Re-
newable Resources Planning Act of 1974, is
revised and modified to read as follows:

STATEMENT OF POLICY
Basic Principles

It Is the policy of the United States—

(1) forests and rangeland, in all owner-
ships, should be managed to maximize their
net social and economic contributions to the
Nation's well being, In an environmentally
sound manner.

(2) the Nation's forested land, except such
public land that is determined by law or
policy to be maintained in its existing or
natural state, should be managed at levels
that reallze its capabllities to satisfy the
Natlon's need for food, fiber, energy, water,
soll stability, wildlife and flsh, recreation,
and esthetic values.

(3) the productivity of suitable forested
land, In all ownerships, should be maintained
and enhanced to minimize the inflatlonary
Impacts of wood product prices on the do-
mestic economy and permit a net export of
forest products by the year 2030.

(4) In order to achleve this goal, it is recog-
nized that in the major timber growing re-
glons most of the commercial timber lands
will have to be brought to and maintalned,
where possible, at 90 percent of their poten-
tial level of growth, consistent with the pro-
visions of the Natlonal Forest Management
Act of 1976 on Federal lands, so that all re-
sources are utilized in the combination that
will best meet the needs of the American
people.

(5) forest and rangeland protection pro-
grams should be improved to more ade-
quately protect forest and rangeland re-
sources from fire, erosion, insects, disease,
and the Introduction or spread of noxious
weeds, insects, and animals.

(6) the Federal agencies carrying out the
policles contained in this Statement will co-
operate and coordinate thelr efforts to accom-
plish the goals contained in this Statement
and will consult, coordinate and cooperate
with the planning efforts of the States.

(7) In carrying out the Assessment and
the Program under the Forest and Range-
land Renewable Resources Planning Act of
1974 and the Appraisal and the Program un-
der the Soil and Water Resources Conserva-
tion Act of 1977, the Secretary of Agriculture
shall assure that resource and economic in-
formation and evaluation data will be con-
tinually improved so that the best possible
information is always avallable for use by
Federal agencies and the public.

Range Land Data Base and Its Improvement

The data on and understanding of the
cover and condition of rangelands is less re-
fined than the data on and understanding of
commercial forest land. Rangelands have sig-
nificant value in the production of water
and protection of watersheds; the production
of fish and wildlife food and habitat; recrea-
tion; and the production of llvestock forage.
An adequate data base on the cover and
condition of range lands should be developed
by the year 1990. Currently, cattle produc-
tion from these lands 1s annually estimated
at 213 million animal unit months of live-
stock forage. These lands should be main-
tained and enhanced, including their water
and other resource values, so that they can
annually provide 310 million animal units
months of forage by the year 2030, along
with other benefits.

General Acceptance of High-Bound Program

Congress generally accepts the *“high-
bound” program described on pages 7
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through 18 of the 1980 Report to Congress
on the Nation's Renewable Resources pre-
pared by the Secretary of Agriculture. How-
ever, Congress finds that the “high-bound”
prozram may not be sufficlent to accomplish
the goals contained in this Statement, par-
ticularly in the areas of range and water-
shed resources, State and private forest co-
operation and timber management.

State and Private Lands

States and owners of private forest and
rangelands will be encouraged, consistent
with their individual objectives, to manage
their land in support of this Statement of
Policy. The state and private forestry and
range programs of the Forest Service will be
essentlal to the furtherance of this State-
ment of Pollcy.

Funding the Goals

In order to accomplish the policy goals
contained In this Statement by the year 2030,
the Federal government should adequately
fund programs of research (including co-
operative research), extension, cooperative
forestry assistance and protection, and im-
proved management of the forest and range-
lands. The Secretary of Agriculture shall
continue his eflorts to evaluate the cost-
effectiveness of the renewable resource pro-
grams.

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I am
presenting for adoption, with the con-
currence of the members of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, a revised
statement of policy to be used as a guide
to formulating actions the Federal Gov-
ernment will be taking on programs for
America’s forest and rangelands. This is
required by the Forest and Rangelands
Renewable Resources Planning Act of
1974,

The reason for this action is that the
President was several months late in
meeting his statutory obligation to pre-
sent a proposed statement of policy to
the Congress. As soon as he did, the Com-
mittee on Agriculture held a hearing
which produced overwhelming testimony
from all segments of the conservation
community that the President’'s state-
ment was inadequate. In the intervening
period, Congress has been in recess. The
Senate Committee on Appropriations
cited the failure of the President to sub-
mit his statement in time for considera-
tion in the fiscal year 1981 appropriation
bill. This is an additional reason that this
bill is a reasonable one to use to assure
that an updated statement of policy is
adopted.

The proposed statement submitted by
the President failed to describe a recom-
mended program level. It sent us a
range. It also failed to set any specific
targets for forest and rangeland man-
agement that would guide Federal ac-
tions on the lands it manages, guide Fed-
eral programs that affect private lands
and provide the private sector with a way
to focus actions it proposes to undertake.

The statement of policy we have de-
veloped here in the Senate corrects these
shortcomings while providing the Presi-
dent with flexibility over the next 4
vears, while it is in effect, so that he can
act with prudence.

I cite one example—the target or goal
we have suggested be the guide to forest
land productivity. Now our private and
public forests are growing wood at barely
60 percent of their capacity. While this
represents some improvement over the
past, it is a level too low to meet future
needs. We have set a target at a level
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which will provide the community re-
sources while also providing all of the
vital noncommodity amenities. We gave
careful consideration to what should be
our objectives. We are the world’s lead-
ing importer of wood. We import about
30 percent of the amount we use. We
should be able to grow not only enough
to meet our growing domestic demands
but the fertility and productivity of our
forest land is great enough that we
should be able to grow enough wood so
that we can be a net exporter. Our pri-
vate and public forests can do this while
also providing protection to our water-
sheds and soil; habitat for our wildlife;
opportunities for wilderness; and an
overall healthy forest land base con-
tributing to a strong America. This is, in
essence, the policy that we are recom-
mending.

The President’s statement of policy
supports what we believe to be an in-
adequate program for management of
Forest Service grazing lands.

There are 789 million acres of land
within the contiguous United States that
has high value for commercial grazing
and wildlife habitat as well as important
soil and watershed values. This range-
land acreage will undoubtedly bear the
brunt of anticipated large demands for
outputs of red meat in the future. Most
of this land is in the West, and two-thirds
of it is privately owned.

The demand for range grazing is ex-
pected to reach or exceed 300 million
animal unit months by the year 2030.
Based on the assessment, the capacity of
rangeland to produce forage for livestock
and wildlife is 365 million animal unit
months. This figure is based on a mid-
level demand projection.

Our concern now is that in putting
together the 1980 program, the admin-
istration has said that the major share
of the increased demand for range graz-
ing will have to be satisfied by increases
from private lands. At the present time,
the National Forest System provides
about 5 percent of the 213 million animal
unit months of grazing calculated for the
base year of 1976.

For the 5 years ending in 1985, the
program for the Forest Service reflects a
very minor increase at the high level and
an equally minor increase by the year
2030. The assessment’s medium level pro-
jection shows a 4l-percent increase in
the demand for range grazing by the
year 2030, yet national forest grazing in
the recommended program anticipates
an increase of only about 8 percent by
the year 2030.

I believe the Forest Service did less
than an adequate job when it put to-
gether the short- and long-range pro-
gram proposals for grazing on the Na-
tional Forest System. Congress expects
the National Forest System to meet its
share of the increasing demand for range
grazing and, therefore, its share of the
range grazing targets provided for in the
amended statement of policy.

Congress seriously questions the eco-
nomic analysis used in evaluating the
range grazing program for the national
forests and some of the basic assump-
tions portrayed in the recommended
program.
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Some of the improvements expected
in a reevaluation of the rangeland graz-
ing program include more analysis of the
livestock operators’' dependency on Na-
tional Forest System grazing permits on
the western ranges.

In carrying out a more efficient eco-
nomic analysis, more evaluation and
credit should be given to the other mul-
tiple-use benefits that accrue from in-
vestments in range improvements. Ade-
quate credit must be provided for
investments grazing permittees put into
financing and maintaining range
improvements.

Finally, more effort and emphasis must
be taken by the Forest Service in in-
creasing grazing programs in the East-
ern United States where production po-
tential is high and current management
direction is causing underutilization of
this vital resource.

Under this statement of policy, the
President will have a full opportunity to
consider the fiscal and other actions that
he desires to take each year in a way
that permits him to foecus on both short-
run exigencies and long-run national
needs.

This is a bipartisan statement, devel-
oped in full consultation with a wide
range of people. It is germane to this
bill, which funds so much of the con-
servation work that is performed by the
Federal Government.

Mr. President, very simply this is an
amendment which would revise the
statement of policy for the resource pro-
gram. It is necessary if we are going to
move forward with better planning than
was presented by the policy that was
sent up to us a few months ago. I think
it is a necessary change, and I hope the
Senate will concur.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President,
does the Senator from Idaho wish to
speak on this amendment?

Mr. McCLURE. Yes, Mr. President.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I yield to the
Senator.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, first I
want to congratulate the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MeLcHER) for bringing
this sense of the Senate resolution about
the RPA before us today. There have
been problems with the RPA, and this
moves us in the direction of a policy re-
view that is going on, must continue to
go on, and will go on throughout the
next year. I support the amendment. I
commend the Senator for having offered
it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may be added as a cosponsor.

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

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, let me
indicate very briefly, as I have, that this
is not a change in law; it is a statement
of the sense of the Senate. It will move
us toward the review of the policies,
which must be reviewed and will be re-
viewed in the next Congress, because
this is not the end of a line by any means.
I believe it does set us on an affirmative
course and says to this administration
and signajs to the next one that the Sen-
ate is concerned and will remain con-
cerned with what is done under the Re-
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source Planning Act. I commend the
Senator from Montana for presenting it.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
this amendment.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, as
floor manager of this bill, we are willing
to accept this amendment and take it to
conference. I think the record should be
clear, however, that the committee itself
has not reviewed this policy statement
and may not necessarily agree with it.
It is an Agriculture Committee proposal
and I think we should recognize that
and regard it as such. However, as I say,
we are willing to accept it at this point.
I move the adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (UP No. 1751) was
agreed to.

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McCLURE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I rise to
comment on H.R. 7724, the Department
of the Interior and related agencies ap-
propriation bill for 1981. These com-
ments address the health care needs of
five bands of Paiute Indians in Utah.

Public Law 96-227 was signed on
April 3, 1980. The purpose of this act
is to restore to the Shivwits, Kanosh,
Koosharem, and Indian Peaks Bands of
Paiute Indians of Utah, and with respect
to the Cedar City Band of Paiute In-
dians of Utah, to restore or confirm the
Federal trust relationship, to restore to
members of such bands those Federal
services and benefits furnished to Ameri-
can Indian tribes by reason of such trust
relationships, and for other purposes.

Health care is one of the Federal serv-
ices furnished to American Indian tribes
by reason of the Federal trust relation-
ship; however, health care services are
provided in two ways to such Indian
tribes. These are first, through Indian
Health Service and tribal health delivery
system (direct care) and second, through
contract health care provided by private
physicians and health facilities. The In-
dian Health Service operates some 48
hospitals, 101 health centers and over
300 smaller health stations and satellite
clinics. Tribes and tribal organizations
operate 3 hospitals and 201 clinics and
many other health stations such as
mobile clinics and other small units de-
livering health care. Specialized health
care and general health care in areas
where no IHS or tribal delivery system
is available are provided throueh con-
tracts with private health providers.

The five newly restored bands of
Paiutes in Utah may now receive health
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care at THS or tribal facilities, but there
are no such facilities within 211 miles of
either of the bands. The only viable
health care option for these bands is
contract health care. The problem arises
in that contract health services cannot
be provided until such time as appro-
priated funds are available for the
Paiutes.

For this purpose, Mr. President, I have
risen to enter into a colloquy which will
establish that the Paiutes should have
access to the funds appropriated in this
bill for Indian contract health services.
I am given to understand by staff that
the Indian Health Services conclude that
sufficient money is provided under this
bill whereby contract health services
could be initiated for the Paiutes.

It is clearly the case that this health
care is needed. The Indian Health Serv-
ice has documented the levels of defi-
ciency for each eligible tribe and non-
tribal-specific entity based on a com-
parison of total required resources and
known available resources. The Utah
Paiute Bands have been documented as
level V, defined as 81 to 100 percent defi-
cient in health services for their people.
Given that the average per capita income
for the Paiutes in 1979 was $1,968 while
the estimated per capita income for
Utah citizens in general was $7,004, I do
not believe that individual Paiute citizens
can pay for their own health care locally.
Nor do I believe that they can find trans-
portation to the existing IHS or tribal
health facilities where they could now
receive whatever services are available
there. In effect, if some provision is not
made in this appropriation bill for the
Paiutes, they will be without health serv-
ices until fiscal year 1982. At that time
the IHS will include them in its budget
estimate and the President will include
them in his budget sent to Congress. It
should be noted that the Interim Coun-
cil of the Paiute Bands has made acquisi-
tion of health services the top tribal
priority.

My inquiry to the floor manager, Mr.
President, is summarized as follows:
Since it has been determined sufficient
funds are available under the Indian
contract health services appropriation
contained in this bill to initiate contract
care for the Utah Bands of Paiute In-
dians, and since the Paiutes have recent-
ly been restored to Federal recognition
(with health care being one of the serv-
ices furnished to tribes by reason of the
Federal trust relationship), and since the
Paiutes clearly stand in urgent need of
improved health care. Is it therefore the
intent of the Senate that the Utah
Paiute Indian Bands have claim to the
designated funds appropriated in this
bill in order to begin provision of con-
tract health care services to their tribal
members?

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Yes, Mr. Presi-
dent. The committee has provided an
equity fund to help establish adequate
health care for all eligible Indians, and
we certainly intend that sufficient funds
should be available to the newly eligible
Paijute tribes in Utah.
® Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise to
support the statement of my colleague
from Utah regarding the necessity for
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health care services to be provided to
the Cedar City, Shivwits, Kanosh, Koo-
sharem, and Indian Peaks Bands of
Paiute Indians of Utah during fiscal year
1981.

1 introduced S. 1273, the bill considered
by this body this year which restored to
these bands of Paiute Indians the Fed-
eral trust relationship and which re-
stored to the members of the bands
those Federal services and benefits fur-
nished to American Indian tribes by rea-
son of the trust relationship. Probably
the Federal services most needed by the
Paiutes are health care services. Cer-
tainly, the interim council, the current
elected representative body for the
bands, has indicated that the top pri-
ority is the acquisition of health services
for their people.

Mr. President, Members of this body
may wonder why we have to engage in
a discussion of this matter on the Sen-
ate floor when S. 1273 and the public
law it became (Public Law 96-227) re-
stored Federal Indian health services to
the Paiutes on April 3, 1980, when the bill
was signed into law. However, the ad-
ministration has indicated that provi-
sion of health care services under this
act would be dependent on congressional
action providing the necessary funds.
The Indian Health Service has deter-
mined that no contract health services
can be provided until such time as funds
are appropriated. As indicated in Sena-
tor GaArN's statement, the only viable
health care option for these people is
contract health care.

Public Law 96-227 was signed into law
after the President’s budget had been
sent to the Congress and after many, if
not all, of the hearings had been held
on the Interior and Related Agencies
fiscal year 1981 budget. The health needs
of the Utah Paiutes were not considered.
However, I understand that there is suffi-
cient money in the contract health care
category of the IHS budget to initiate
health services to the Paiutes. But be-
cause their needs had not been originally
considered in the preparation of that
budget, they cannot participate in con-
tract health care services without this
indication by the Congress that it indeed
intends for contract health care dollars
to be spent on the health needs of the
Paiutes. Mr. President, it is imperative
that the Senate give the Indian Health
Service the authority to obligate some of
its contract health service funds to assist
these Bands of Paiute Indians.

If such authorization were not pro-
vided, it would be fiscal year 1982, when
the Paiutes will be included in the budget
sent to Congress, before any meaningful
health services could be provided. No
supplemental request by the Indian
Health Service for additional moneys to
initiate services for a newly recognized
or newly restored tribe has cleared the
Office of Management and Budget and
come up to the Congress, so we cannot
expect this need to surface in the fiscal
year 1981 supplemental. I believe that
now is the time to make it clear that if
this body passes a law to restore Federal
Indian services to a previously termi-
nated tribe we also provide at our earliest
opportunity the funding to actually pro-
vide such services.®@
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Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

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

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

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

UP AMENDMENT NO. 1752

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will stale the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS)
proposes an unprinted amendment num-
bered 1752:

At the end of the bill add the followlng
new section:

Sec. 313. None of the funds contained in
this Act shall be used to demolish shelters
erected on federal lands owned or managed
by the federal government where no other
shelter exists within a five mile radius.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment would add a general provi-
sion to the bill which would prohibit the
Department of the Interior or the Forest
Service from carrying out efforts sys-
tematically to remove shelters and
cabins from Federal lands in the West,
and in Alaska particularly. Mr. Presi-
dent, this is not a frivolous amendment.
In my State, particularly, these shelters
can make the difference between life and
death, Most are located in very remote
areas and are used during the winter
months by pilots forced to land or hunt-
ers or backpackers caught unexpectedly
by bad weather. These shelters are even
marked on the maps carried by pilots,
and are used extensively.

In trying to reduce public use of Fed-
eral lands, many of these cabins have
been demolished without regard to life
and safety, or notice to the people in-
volved. Should the Department develop
a rational plan for these shelters and pre-
sent it to the committee, I would be will-
ing to delete this provision from next
yvear's Interior appropriations bill, if the
Senate will adopt this amendment now.

But, Mr. President, as I say, this is
not frivolous. If someone in an aircraft
is forced down in my State, and it
happens every day, the first thing they
do is look for the nearest shelter,

We are a State with 50 percent of the
Federal lands in the United States. It is
a vast area, one-fifth the size of the
United States.

When a person is forced down, or runs
into bad weather—they automatically
go to the nearest shelter.

Unfortunately, the policy of destroy-
ing these shelters, without any notice to
anybody, has left us in the position
where people have been forced down, or
forced to seek shelter, and they find the
shelter is gone.

There is no reason for it. These shel-
ters were built in Alaska during the days
of the great use of dog teams, and some
of them are cabins that have survived
from the days of the great gold rush be-
cause of the policies and traditions of
Alaska.
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One such incident, if anyone cares to
remember it, is noted in John McPhee’s
“Coming Into the Country’ where a
pilot 1torced down during World War II,
used one of these shelters and felt com-
pelled to go back and restock the shelter
after the war so there would be food and
provisions for anyone who would face
the same situation in the future.

There is a great tradition in my State,
if one ever uses something from a shel-
ter, it is his problem to replace it for
those in the future.

To have the Federal Government
develop the attitude that those shelters
and cabins should be removed because
they are an incentive to use Federal
lands is a misguided policy.

I hope the Senate will adopt this
amendment. It will prohibit the system-
atic destruction of these shelters and
cabins in the future, unless there is a
rational plan, particularly a plan for
notification to the public for the de-
struction. It would prevent the destruc-
tion of a cabin in any situation where
there is no similar shelter within 5 miles.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
think the distinguished Senator from
Alaska has made the case for this par-
ticular amendment. We have had some
advance notice of this and the commit-
tee has had time to review the policy
change he is suggesting.

We concur with the Senator from
Alaska. I would recommend from this
side of the aisle that the amendment be
accepted.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
the adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Alaska,

The amendment (UP No. 1752) was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

UP AMENDMENT NO. 1753

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I have
an amendment at the desk, and I ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Montana (Mr, MELCHER)

proposes an unprinted amendment num-
bered 1753.

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
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At the appropriate place In the bill add
the following; “None of the funds provided
in this act to the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment may be expended to determine suitabil-
ity or nonsuitability for wilderness or for
any wilderness study area designation as
directed in 43 USC, 1782 of the FLPMA Act
of the lands withdrawn by the Executive
Order No, 3767 of December 19, 1922 to be
used by the United States Department of
Agriculture for a sheep experiment station.”

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, this
amendment will settle a dispute between
the Department of Agriculture and the
Department of Interior regarding ad-
ministration of certain lands on the
Montana-Idaho border that are being
used for a sheep experiment station run
by the Science and Education Adminis-
tration of USDA.

What we are going to do with the
amendment is just freeze in place what
is going on now in the sheep experiment
station. I do not think we want to dis-
turb that. This amendment will accom-
plish that.

The lands in question were withdrawn
by Executive order of President Harding
to be used for the sheep experiment sta-
tion. The Bureau of Land Management
now proposes to inventory and possibly
study the lands as to suitability or non-
suitability for inclusion in the national
wilderness system.

Any future decision to designate the
lands as wilderness will require either
substantial curtailment of the experi-
ment station’s work, or else generally
undesirable exceptions to activities pro-
hibited in wilderness elsewhere. No one
argues that the land is being abused or
endangered by the sheep experiment
station's activities, so wilderness desig-
nation is not needed for protection of the
lands.

That being the case, the BLM should
be relieved of their perceived responsi-
bility under FLPMA to inventory the
lands, and possibly designate them as
part of the Centennial Mountains Wil-
derness Study Area. Unless Congress
wants to reverse its half-century record
of support for the sheep experiment sta-
tion, my amendment provides the sim-
plest and most productive resolution of
the conflict between the agencies.

I yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be added
as a cosponsor to the amendment.

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

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Montana is correct. There is
a management dispute going on now be-
tween two Federal agencies that affects
the sheep experiment station and the
range that has been used in connection
with that on the Idaho-Montana border.

This amendment would resolve that
question and allow us to seek a resolution
of it in a more orderly manner next year.

I support the amendment and urge its
adoption.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President,
this again, of course, is legislation, and
it is a matter which the committee has
not reviewed and not considered. We are
just not in a position to say whether this
is the proper way to go, in all deference
to our very esteemed colleagues.
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However, I think we can accept this
amendment with the understanding that
between now and the conference time
we will have a time to review this partic-
ular issue and be in a position to take the
appropriate action at that time.

Mr. MELCHER. I thank the Senator.

Mr. McCLURE. I move adoption of the
amendment,

The amendment (UP No. 1753) was
agreed to.

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from North
Carolina.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, I have
an amendment to this bill which I may
or may not send up. I wish to make my
statement with regard to it and then
have a colloquy with the distinguished
floor managers, and it may be that we
can clear up this matter without the
necessity of actually offering the
amendment.

This amendment would add $3.1 mil-
lion to the fossil energy research and de-
velopment account for the initial design
and engineering work on a peat project.
This project, a demonstration electric
generating plant fueled by the direct
burning of solid peat, has already been
authorized in the 1981 DOE authoriza-
tion bill, which passed the Senate in late
July.

It has long seemed to me that the
United States should take a lesson from
the Europeans about the direct burning
of peat. Finland, Sweden, and Ireland
nave been producing electricity from
peat for years. So has the Soviet Union.
Peat is found in abundance in the east-
ern part of my State, yet North Carolina
holds only 2 percent of the Nation’s re-
serve. In fact, it has been estimated that
the amount of peat in the United States
holds the energy equivalent of up to 250
billion barrels of oil, or to put it in
plainer language, the equivalent of
Saudi Arabia's oil reserves. This resource
must be developed in a careful manner,
but I do believe that we have ignored this
important energy source for too long.
We especially need to cut back on our
consumption of foreign oil.

A demonstration generating plant
fueled by peat would provide our country
with some important and essential in-
formation. It would both test the latest
available eauipment and measure the
environmental effects of harvesting and
burning peat. These environmental
effects need to be fully documented, but
the early signs are encouraging, For ex-
ample, peat's sulfur content is even less
than that of Western coal, and its burn
is even cooler than coal, which suggests
that other pollutants would be less of a
problem. The land that peat would be
harvested from can be reclaimed as pro-
ductive farmland, based on the Euro-
pean experience. Also, the projected
cost of producing electricity with peat,
once the developmental costs are out of
the way, is competitive with coal and nu-
clear energy.




November 14, 1980

It is the case that utilities are not rush-
ing into the development of peat fueied
plants on their own, and this seems
largely because of the new equipment
that will have to be developed in the
United States. However, in my own
State, the North Carolina Electric Mem-
bership Corp., representing 28 rural con-
sumer-owned cooperatives, has invested
time and money to study the feasibility
of such a plant. Still, my amendment
specifies neither the site nor the industry
to receive Federal support. I want any
award made strictly on a competitive
basis.

In short, work has started, and there
are many eager to move ahead with the
direct burning of peat. It is time for the
Federal Government to seize the initia-
tive and put incentives in place to spur
the use of this abundant iuel. We have
authorized some $20 billion in the syn-
thetic fuels bill to encourage the produc-
tion of new fuels. My amendment would
be a very small addition to that enter-
prise.

Mr. President, while the REcorD can-
not reflect this, I do hold up to the Sen-
ate a map from a book entitled “Peat
Prospectus” issued by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture in July 1979, page
51, on which are shown in areas in blue
the substantial portions of peat located
around the country.

Having prepared this amendment and
talked with the distinguished floor
lezder about offering it, I understand
the difficulties and ramifications about
adding a particular amendment to this
bill at this late date in the session. I
understand there are other amend-
ments that will probably be offered. We
are all trying to hold the budget down.

I do understand, and I would ask my
distinguished colleague from Kentucky if
he could join with me in trying to make
this abundantly clear, that in passing
the continuing resolution previously be-
fore we adjourned that the alternative
fuel production provisions were enacted
in such a way as to make combustible
fuel projects, such as this peat project,
eligible for competition with the funds
that have already been appropriated.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. The Senator is
correct. The language was devised in that
manner and with that intention. We be-
lieve it has been enacted in such a way
that it extends the eligibility for $30
million in feasibility studies and coopera-
tive agreements in direct combustion
projects, including peat combustion.

We feel that projects such as the one
the Senator referred to are eligible. A
solicitation has gone out. as a matter of
fact, for competitive applications for di-
rect combustion facilities, including peat.
We think this kind of project is impor-
tant, that it offers great promise, and
that it can be handled within the exist-
ing program and within the existing
funds that we have made available. That
is our intention, and we will certainly
join with the Senator from North Caro-
lina in making sure that the authorities
understand that that is the method by
which we believe this project should
proceed.

Mr. MORGAN. I thank my distin-
guished colleague. I think that would
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solve the problem and there would be no
need for my amendment, which would
add something over $3 million to it, and
it would be superfluous.

Of course, we would be delighted to
have more money. But even in my
amendment we did not seek to designate
for a North Carolina project.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I understand.

Mr. MORGAN. But there had been or
seemed to be in the Department of En-
ergy from my information some ques-
tion as to whether peat projects would
be eligible to participate.

I think the Senator has made it
abundantly clear that it was the inten-
tion of Congress that such projects as
the very one I have spoken on would be
eligible for competition.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. MORGAN. I thank my distin-
guished colleague.

In light of that, Mr. President, I will
not offer the amendment which I had
prepared. So that the record will not be
vague as to what I was talking about,
I will simply say the amendment which
I was planning to offer, had proposed to
offer, would simply have increased the
appropriation on page 46, line 5, from
$639,300.000 to $692.400,000.

I will not offer that amendment. I
think the record is clear, and I think the
project in my State is a good one, and if
it is, as I have been led to believe that
it is, we ought to be able to compete and
obtain the kind of money that is neces-
sary to build a pilot project.

I thank my colleague.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I thank the Sen-
ator for withdrawing his amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the will of the Senate?

DEPAFTMENT OF THE INTERIOR'S FISH AND WILD-
LIFC SERVICE LABORATORY IN HILO

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, during
markup of the Interior appropriations
bill by the full Senate Appropriations
Committee, I did not raise the issue of
funding for the Animal Damage Con-
trol Field Station in the State of Hawaii
because I had been led to believe by the
Department of the Interior that the
funding level for the station in Hawaii
would be adequate to maintain existing
programs.

The field station in Hilo, Hawaii has
macle a valuable contribution to Hawaii’s
important sugar cane and macadamia
nut industry. Without this station's as-
sistance large sums of money would have
been lost by these two industries due to
crop damage.

Unfortunately, it has today been
brought to my attention, that continued
success of the Hawaii program lies in
jeopardy due to inadequate funding.

Given our strong desire to bring great-
er fiscal restraint into cur budget, I do
not want to suzgest an add-on to the
budget. Instead I would request that the
Department of the Interior find addi-
tional funding within its approved budget
to insure continuation of rrograms al-
ready underway at the Hilo station. I
think this is a modest request.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I certainly under-
stand your frustration in not being given
a clear picture of the impact this year's
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funding level would have on the animal
damage control program in the State of
rawaii. The Senate Interior Appropri-
ations Subcommittee does not review the
station-byv-station funding of the animal
damage control program. Given the fact
that there is to be a continuation of level
funding of the animal damage control
program it was the committee’s under-
standing that existing programs, such
as those at the Hilo station would be
maintained. I think your request is a
reasonable one that should be granted.

Mr. INOUYE. Thank you for your con-
sideration and support on this matter.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

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

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

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

TUP AMENDMENT NO. 1754
(Purpose: To provide for the prudent and
equitable management of the Colorado

River within the Grand Canyon Natlonal

Park and other purposes)

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Utah (Mr. HatcH), for
himself, Mr. GoLpwWATER and Mr. GARN, pro-
1;;)5525 an unprinted amendment numbered

On page 37 of the act, add the following
new section:

Sec. 112 (a) None of the funds appropri-
ated in this Act shall be used for the im-
plementation of any management plan for
the Colorado River within the Grand Can-
yon National Park which reduces the num-
ber of user days or passenger-launches for
commercial motorized watercraft excursions,
for the preferred use perlod, from all cur-
rent launch points below that which was
available for the same period of use in the
calendar year 1978.

(b) for the purposes of this section “pre-
ferred use period” denotes the period May 1
through September 30, inclusive.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, a recent
decision of the U.S. Park Service has
seriously jeopardized the availability of
one of the highest quality and rewarding
outdoor experiences available today.

I am referring to provisions on the new
Colorado River Management Plan for the
Grand Canyon National Park which will
eliminate motorized white-water excur-
sions through the canyon by 1985.

Until this plan was adopted over 80
percent of the approximately 12,000 peo-
ple who make the river trip annually
have chosen the motorized option. In a
large raft steered by a 20-horsepower
outboard motor, a citizen can enjoy a
4- or 5-day river trip at relatively modest
cost, in the range of $500. When the
Colorado River Management Plan is in
full effect (1985) and all available ex-
cursions are by oar, it will be almost im-
possible for the average American to
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make the Colorado River trip in less
than 10 or 12 days; and at a cost of
60 to 70 percent more. And, I might add,
under more dangerous circumstances. At
today’s price, under the new manage-
ment plan, it would cost a family of
four close to $3,000 in 1985.

The Park Service, whose decision to
phase out motorized boats is being im-
plemented this year, has characterized
the Colorado River whitewater trip as
the epitome of a wilderness experience on
a river in America.

They have repeatedly asserted that all
they are trying to do is “provide the pub-
lic with a high-quality whitewater expe-
rience at a reasonable price.” What they
are in fact doing with this management
plan is imposing their own personal idea
of a “high-quality’’ experience on an un-
willing and often unknowing public
without regard to the cost. The result of
the plan will certainly be to deprive all
but the hardy, young, wealthy elite of
any hope of ever sharing the awesome
grandeur of the canyon from inside the
gorge.

The only justification that the Service
has proffered for this unfortunate deci-
sion is that “it seeks to perpetuate a
wilderness river-running experience in
which the natural sounds and silence of
the canyon can be experienced, relaxed
conversation is possible, and the river
experienced on its own terms."” While we
might agree with the thrust of the ob-
jective, the decision to eliminate motor-
ized trips is hardly necessary to meet it.
1 ask my colleagues to consider the fol-
lowing:

First, At the present time, 80 percent
of the trips through Grand Canyon are
motorized.

Second. Government studies clearly
establish that no measurable environ-
mental impact is caused by motors.

Let me repeat that. Government stud-
ies clearly establish that no measurable
environmental impact is caused by
motors.

Third. Ninety-one percent of all river
travelers currently define their trip as
a wilderness experience and most do not
perceive the canyon as crowded.

Fourth. The present use patterns of
the river result in visitor satisfaction
with 85 percent of the visitors rating
their experience as “excellent” or ‘‘per-
fect.”

Clearly, Mr. President, the problem
which the Park Service seeks to resolve
with this action is mostly a figment of
the imaginations of National Park Serv-
ice personnel. Moreover, it is my belief
that the proposed solution constitutes
an improper imposition of largely sub-
jective value judgments onto the pub-
lic which are purely the values of Park
Service policymakers and an extremely
limited number of “wilderness activists”
outside government. I find no justifica-
tion for this action in law or in reason.
I find no reasonable justification for re-
moving the obvious public preference
from availability. The public has the
right to a choice anytime that the alter-
natives do not portend some overwhelm-
ingly negative consequence. In one of the
most reprehensible public statements
that I have ever heard attributed to a
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senior public official, Mr. William
Whalen, former director of the Service,
explained the Service’s sentiments with
regard to the public’s right to choose
their preierence. He said:

I resent a little bit your terms, “freedom
of cholce,” sort of llke the choice between
democracy and communism. They (the pub-
lic) will have the choice to go down the
river (without motors) or not to go down
the river.

Quite simply, Mr. President, my
amendment would restore the public's
“freedom to choose” and hopefully send
a message to the U.S. Park Service that
the Congress does not recognize this kind
of rationale as an appropriate interpre-
tation of their lawful mandate.

It is not my intent to rescind the
whole river management plan with this
amendment. I will acknowledge that
other aspects of the plan related to
whitewater recreation have merit and
clearly contribute to the preservation of
the river environment and the quality of
the recreation experiences available on
it.

I am simply asking—or should I say
we, because Senator GOLDWATER, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arizona, Sen-
ator GarN, my distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Utah, and I are cosponsors of
this amendment—we are simply asking
the Senate to concur in curtailing one
offensive aspect of that particular river
management plan.

Beyond the question of providing for
motorized access, the only other effect
which this amendment would have on
the current way that the river is man-
aged involves the maximum level of use
that the river environment can sustain
without significant negative effects. The
amendment restores both the pattern
and level of use which was available in
1978. I consider this a necessary step be-
cause the current management plan
seeks to functionally reduce total access
to the river below the figure which the
analysis in the management planning
effort supported.

Specifically, the total number of user-
days which NPS analysis deemed appro-
priate for the river annually, was origi-
nally determined assuming a preferred
use period hetween May 1 and September
30, as provided in my amendment. In the
final management plan, however, the Na-
tional Park Service has spread that num-
ber of users over an unrealistically ex-
tended summer season. Few visitors
want to take a river trip in April or Octo-
ber, often chilly months with unpredict-
able weather and hazardously low river
flow. The fact that the service has arbi-
tarily assigned a significant number of
the annual allotments to these unsea-
sonable times will reduce the actual uti-
lization of the river to well below the
figures indicated appropriate in the plan-
ning analysis.

In this light, I would like to point out
that the demand for trips has exceeded
availability by 12,000 interested and will-
ing patrons per year for the last couple
of years. This unnecessary cutback in
use will cause an even larger number of
disappointments among our constituents.

Beyond that, Mr. President, let us look
at the actual scenario which the current
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plan will create. Under the plan 16 row-
ing rigs will be launched per day with
six passengers each plus a guide equalling
192 small poats on the river 12 days after
the plan is put into efiect. This works
out to 1.2 boats per mile throughout the
225-mile stretch between Lees Ferry and
Diamond Creek, creating serious conges-
tion and impossible camping conditions.
Boats will bunch up in the lower end of
the canyon, creating a veritable trafiic
jam because they do not have the motor-
ized capability of making adjustments
up-stream, which are absolutely neces-
sary due to unpredictable river flow and
d.fferent rates of travel.

with the level and pattern of use in
1978 five to seven motorized rafts launch-
ings per day were able to carry the same
number of passengers per day and adjust
to occasional overcrowding and main-
tain overall trip flexibility.

On top of that, I add again that this
is not considered an environmental haz-
ard, risk, or even impact, of any conse-
quence by the people at the Park Service
themselves.

In summary Mr. President, I ask that
in the interest of precisely the motive ex-
pressed by the Park Service, to provide
the public with an economical, high-
quality experience on the river, that the
Senate adopt our amendment. I ask that
my colleagues concur with us that it is
the right of the user-public to determine
just what a “high-quality, economical ex-
perience” is by exercising their judg-
ment through free choices rather than
its being the prerogative of Federal bu-
reaucrats to define those choices and im-
pose these choices upon them against
their expressed wishes.

I am deeply grateful to have one of
the people who has worked very hard
throughout our area, throughout the
Colorado experiences through much of
this century, my fellow Senator, Senator
GOLDWATER, and, of course, Senator GARN,
working with us on this amendment. I
hope our colleagues will give us consid-
eration and vote with us on this because
it is a travesty if we allow it to be any
other way.

Mr. President, I yield the floor to the
distinguished Senator from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
thank my good friend from Utah for
vielding. I thank him also for introduc-
ing this now badly needed amendment.

I would hope that the chairman of the
full committee would pay some attention
because I am going to speak more from
the standpoint of an environmentalist
than from any practical position. I do
this because I have always said if I had
a mistress in this life, it would be the
Grand Canyon. I doubt that there is a
living person who knows the canyon as
I do, who has been through every trail
as often as I have, or has been up and
down that river so many times. So I have
more than just a passing interest in
keeping that Grand Canvon a beautiful
thing. I want to keep everything beauti-
ful. But in this particular effort, I do not
think environmentalism enters into it at
all, and I think I can prove it as I go
along.

Mr. President, it is a very interesting
thing to note that the Colorado River
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svstem drains one-twelfth of the entire
United States. It was first traveled in
1869 by a one-armed Civil War veteran
named John Wesley Powell, who later
became the first director of the Smith-
sonian Institute. He went down these
waters with no knowledge of what he
would run into. There were reports of
tremendous waterfalls, of water going
through tunnels. Not even the Indians
would go near the river because they
were superstitious of it, except for the
Hopi Indians who went then and go now
to a particular point from which they
obtain the salt they use in their religious
ceremonies.

Mr. President, it was a very strange
thing. From 1869 until 1940 is around 70
years. In 1940, I made my first trip
through the Grand Canyon on the Colo-
rado River and I was the 70th person to
ever make that trip. So it was not an
extremely popular trip at that time,
mainly because boats were not adequate,
boats were not available. In fact, we
made our own wooden boats to make the
trip.

Then following the end of World War
II, the neoprene boats that we had con-
structed for beach landings became
available and these boats in varying sizes,
being able to accommodate from 6 up
to 50 persons, began to appear on the
river. Aided with motors to steer them
and to help them avoid rapids and large
rocks, the trip became increasingly and
increasingly popular until it reached the
point that we were taking as many as
16,000 people a year through either the
complete trip, which takes now about 10
days to go 250-odd miles, or 3 days, to go
the 90 miles from Lee’s Ferry to Phantom
Ranch, which many Americans have seen
or have been to at the bottom of the
canyon, at the bottom of Bright Angel
Canyon, going right down from the
hotel.

Mr. President, let me say that for all
the years that the Grand Canyon Na-
tional Park has been endeavoring to get
some kind of a formula to allow all types
of boats and craft to be used that would
be safe, I have leaned toward helping
the Grand Canyon. I have stood beside
Mr. Stitt when he was head of the Grand
Canyon National Park. I attempted to
fight his battles, trying to bring the two
sides together, the motorized and the
nonmotorized groups. We were con-
stantly promised by the National Park
Service, “We are studying this. We are
going to come up with a solution.”

Well, Mr. President, when the final so-
lution came down just a few months ago
that motors were going to be disallowed
within a few years, this was without any
adequate consultation with anybody in-
terested in the river, other than a study
that I have yet to see that was sup-
posedly done by the University of Ari-
zona.

Mr. President, I got mad about that.
I got mad because a Government agency
had been telling me lies. I do not like to
be lied to, particularly by my Govern-
ment. I was perfectly willing to go to bat
for these people. I wanted to see an ami-
cable agreement reached whereby the
people who wanted to go down the river
but could not afford the oar trip—which
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would probably run, even today, as much
as $2,000 a trip—but could afford the
$400, $500, or $800 to be paid for going
through on rubber boats, could choose
that means. If we restrict travel to noth-
ing but oar-powered boats—which, I
have to say, is a delightful way to go
through, because it is quiet, you do not
have the smell of gasoline, you do not
have the roar of outboard motors—we
restrict the number of people who are
allowed to go through and see this beau-
tiful country.

Mr. President, I think of other rivers
in this country, like the middle fork of
the Salmon River in Idaho, which I have
gone through on maybe six different
trips, without any motors. It was won-
derful. It was wonderful before the Gov-
ernment got their hands on it and start-
ed this environmental business. If there
is a faster way to destroy a beautiful
piece of scenery than to make a wildlife
preservation out of it or to get an en-
vironmentalist group into it. I do not
know what it could be. But that is be-
side the point of the Grand Canyon.

On this environmental business, Mr.
President, I have made it a practice for
about the last 12 years, more or less.
every vear, at a time when I could, to fly
a helicopter to the bottom of the canyon,
and take a picture where I had taken one
back in 1940, find the exact spot from
which I took that picture, and take an-
other picture of the same scene; then go
back, develop the picture, and, micro-
scopically, try to see what the difference
might be. Mr. President, outside of the
fact that when we completed the con-
struction of Glen Canyon Dam, it sub-
stantially stopped the big floods of the
Colorado River and resulted in fewer
beaches being replenished every year,
there has been no change in the bottom
of that river.

Frankly, I would have preferred not to
see that Glen Canyon Dam. I voted for it,
but all my life I shall probably carry a
little bit of regret for it, because it did
dam up a beautiful part of that beautiful
stream. But we could depend, Mr. Presi-
dent, on floods—this is hard to believe—
as high as 350,000 second-feet. That
means that every second, 350,000 cubic
feet of water—each cubic foot has 60
gallons—would pass a certain point. I
have seen one rock up in Marble Canyon
that stands 60 feet above the river. I have
passed that several times when there
would be driftwood piled on top of it.
That means that the waters at one time
reached 60 feet there. We, of course,
would delight in climbing up that rock
and setting fire to the driftwood. That
was part of the sport of going down the
river. To try to keep the river clean, we
would burn all the driftwood we could.
But because of Glen Canyon Dam, we do
not have much driftwood anymore, but
we do have a very stable flow in the
river.

I remember going down that river one
time. We got as low as 6,000 second-feet.
That makes it almost impossible to take
any boat through any kind of rapid. Now
the average flow is around 24,000 second-
feet, controlled by the need for electricity
developed by Glen Canyon Dam. That
is about the ideal amount of water for
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anybody, as we say, to shoot the river
with.

It goes up and it goes down, but the
river is no longer filled with driftwood
and it no longer brings down new silt and
new sand fo replenish the beaches that
we once depended upon for camping.
What we find, Mr. President, is about 16
good campsites left where you can de-
pend on camping. When I first went
through that river, you could literally
stop any place the boat would touch the
shore and put your bedrolls down and
establish camp; 16 campsites require
some regulation. It requires complete
cooperation between the various com-
panies that operate these river trips, and
they do a beautiful job on this, a beauti-
ful job.

Let me remind my colleagues that the
Colorado River is now cutting through
the oldest rocks known to man, the rock
that we call the metamorphic schist. At
one time, these rocks were the base of a
mountain chain higher than the present
Alps. But that old river is sawing this
range down there. This rock is so hard
that you cannot drill holes in it. You can-
not dig what we commonly call cess-
pools to dispose of human waste. But
what has to be done? Whether we like it
or not—and we do not like it—human
waste has to be carried through on each
trip. And it is done and the river is kept
clean. I have to tell you when I went
through, we did not carry anything with
us.
As to garbage that is caused as a result
of food, there is no place to put it so it
has to be carried through the entire trip.
We have talked about using helicopters
to make daily clean-ups of the campsites,
but that expense would be prohibitive,
both to the Government and to the users
themselves.

Mr. President, I can say without any
hesitancy that there has been no en-
vironmental change in the bottom of the
Grand Canyon as the result of thousands
and thousands of Americans having gone
down that river. I wish Americans would
keep every campsite and every beautiful
spot in this country as clean as they have
kept that very, very remote, inaccessible
part of the United States. I think we can
give the operators of the system, those
who operate both motor boats and oar-
driven boats, the whole credit for this,
because they have voluntarily taken on
the job of keeping that canyon clean.
And I can say that they have done a
wonderful, wonderful job.

Mr. President, I shall continue to
examine the bottom of the canyon each
year by helicopter. My practice is to take
a different picture each year, come home,
and see if I can honestly say there has
been a change.

The only change I have been able to
detect, as I have said before, is the fact
that some campsites that we used to call
quite lush—that is, we could sleep on the
sand instead of sleeping on rocks and
scorpions and, once in a while, a nice
tender rattlesnake—have not beep re-
plenished to the extent we would like to
have them replenished.

Mr. President, I think this amendment
is a very vitally needed thing. As I said
at the outset, I have been trying my best,
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through years and vears of effort, to help
them reach an agreement, to force them
into an agreement. As I say, I have
finally had enough of it. I finally ended
my patience with the parks department.
As much as I hate to see the Federal
Government meddle with this kind of
thing, I think it has to be done. Because
here is another thing we have not talked
about: This will have a disastrous eco-
nomic impact on about 50 different
groups—it may be a few more or a few
less—those groups who operate the boats
and take the people through on trips.
They do not know what to do. They do
not know if they can plan for next year.
They do not know when to plan.

The Park Service has acted as if the
temperature at the bottom of the Grand
Canyon is the delightful temperature of
Phoenix, Ariz., all year round. Let me say,
it is not. I have seen ice on that river in
the middle of the winter, and I have been
down there when the Sun temperature
reached 150. So there is no particular
time to go down it and find it extremely
comfortable. But the scenery, I have to
tell you, Mr. President, is unequalled in
the many parts of the world I have
visited.

Mr. President, I have no more to say at
this time. I know the argument is going
to be made that we cannot allow this to
happen: It will dirty up the place. I can
say, as one who probably knows more
about that river and the bottom of the
canyon than any living person, “it just
ain’t so.” I hope my colleagues will sup-
port this amendment.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
believe there are some other Members in
the Chamber who want to comment on
this amendment. Without commenting
on the merits of it, I say, as floor man-
ager of this bill, that here again we are
confronted with legislation on this ap-
propriations bill that more appropriately
should have been considered by the au-
thorizing committee.

As I say, this is not unusual as far as
the Senate of the United States is con-
cerned. It does give us complications
when we go to conference on some of
these particular issues. But that is a
major consideration of our attitude to-
ward this particular amendment and
how it should be disposed of.

Does the Senator from Oregon wish to
be heard at this particular time?

Mr. HATFIELD. Yes.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I must
oppose the amendment offered by the
_Senator from Utah (Mr. Hatce) because
its effect could stop the implementation
of the National Park Service's river
management plan for the Colorado
River in the Grand Canyon National
Park and I do not think the Utah and
Arizona delegation mean to do that.

The problem is that portions of the
plan are essential to protect the resource
and to provide for visitor enjoyment on
that river. The implementation of the
sanitation and environmental require-
ments is necessary on a public health
and safety basis. It takes personnel and
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money to guarantee that these goals be
met.

The issue of whether there should be
all rowing trips and no motors in the
canyon is not connected to the environ-
mental and public health issues. The
commercial use of the river by the con-
cessioners should be and is regulated by
law by the National Park Service.

It is my understanding that in a meet-
ing held in the last few days, nearly all
of the concessioners object to the present
plan, on the basis of a planned phase-
out of motors on the Colorado River.

Mr. President, my concern is that if
motors versus oars is an issue, that
money and personnel remain intact for
the enivornmental and public safety
provisions of the plan. The amendment,
as proposed, and if subject to a point of
order, could result in a denial of funds
for the implementation of any manage-
ment plan for the Colorado River in the
Grand Canyon National Park.

I recognize there is also honest dis-
agreement over the carrying capacity of
the river and I would like to see these
issues reconciled. But the fact remains
that both commercial and private use
is increasing and we cannot risk the
denial of funds for what is really not
controversial in the river management
program. I would hope that the sponsors
of the amendment would consider modifi-
cation of the amendment to assure ap-
propriation for essential protection of
the river. I would also suggest that the
issue be addressed in the committee of
proper jurisdiction—the Energy and
Natural Resources Committee. I would
assure the sponsors of the amendment
that I would do what I can to bring this
issue to a successful resolution in the
97th Congress.

Mr. President, I rise to oppose the
amendment offered at this point, not be-
cause the amendment is without merit,
there is merit in the amendment. But,
rather, I would like to suggest a proce-
dure that I think can accomplish the
same purpose as the amendment and, at
the same time, provide the Senate with
an opportunity to move on to other mat-
ters.

I would like to suggest, and the Sen-
ator from Utah (Mr. HatrcH) has very
legitimately expressed the concerns here
of the people of his State, as well as the
Senator from Arizona having expressed
the concerns of the people of his State,
and the people of the region, generally,
that the Committee on Parks, or the
subcommittee of the Energy and Natural
Resources Committee chaired by the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. BUMPERS),
on which I serve as the ranking minority
member at this present moment, that we
assure the Senators from Utah and Ari-
zona that we will hold hearings on this
whole question that has been raised in
this amendment.

The committee has not had a chance,
as the Senator knows, to go over these
matters. I feel very strongly that any of
these management programs should have
the input of Members of Congress, should
have the prospective and dimension of
our interests in those programs. There-
fore, we would assure the Senators of
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this hearing very quickly after the or-
ganization of the new Senate in the next
session.

In the meantime, I discussed the mat-
ter with my colleague on the Appropria-
tions Committee. I am privileged to serve
with Senator HuppLEsTON on that Ap-
propriations subcommittee.

If we accept the amendment it is as
a basic signal to the agency downtown
that we have accepted this amendment
as one body of the Congress and we will
discuss it with our colleagues in the
House when we go to conference. But
more especially, and whether it survives
that or not, the fact that we will hold
hearings, and by accepting the amend-
ment we are sending a signal to them, to
the agency downtown. I think that could,
perhaps, get us out of this situation and
move us on to other issues.

Mr. HATCH. If the distinguished Sen-
ator will yield, I am very grateful to the
distinguished Senator from Oregon and
also to the Senator from Arkansas and
my good friend from Kentucky. I think
this may be a reasonable way of resolv-
ing the problem because, to us who love
the Colorado River, to the motorized
companies who have developed the sys-
tem, and those who are descendants,
primarily, from pioneer families who ex-
plored and opened up the river, this is
an important issue.

To have the Senator's commitment to
conduct hearings, whether or not this
amendment is held in conference, is a
tremendous and wonderful concession on
the Senator's part.

It means a great deal to our party in
the Colorado River area. I am, person-
ally, very grateful to the Senator.

Mr. HATFIELD. Will the Senator
vield?

Mr. HATCH. Yes.

Mr. HATFIELD. For the record, let us
be fully clear that the Senator’s con-
cern is on the motorized vehicles on this
river and this would not in any way at-
tempt to estop the other program man-
agement activities that would proceed.

Mr. HATCH. There are questions about
acceptable volume, as well. But we believe
the Colorado River plan has much merit
in other respects, and, other than those
two areas, our amendment applies to
those two areas.

In the hearings, I think a good case
can be made for our side on this matter.

Mr. HATFIELD. But we would be mov-
ing on the basis of the Senator's basic
concern on the motorized question, or the
question of the motorized vehicle.

Mr. HATCH. That is correct, and I
hope it would include the volume, as well,
which automatically would, I am sure,
be part of it.

Mr. HATFIELD. I offer that as a sug-
gestion. I am not attempting to commit
any other Senator on the floor. But I
have discussed the matter with each of
the chairmen, the chairman of our Ap-
propriations subcommittee and the
chairman of our Energy and Natural Re-
sources subcommittee on Parks (Mr.
Bumpers and Mr. HUDDLESTON) .

Mr. GOLDWATER. Will the Senator
yield for a ouestion?

Mr. HATFIELD. Yes.
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Mr. GOLDWATER. I have to admit
that the germaneness of this amendment
might be questioned. But I want to point
out the reason for offering this amend-
ment did not exist 2 months ago.

We were under the complete assurance
of the Grand Canyon National Park peo-
ple that this problem would be resolved,
and it would be resolved fairly. We are
not talking so much about whether we
will have motors or oars or rubber boats.
We are talking about user days and how
those days will be allocated.

As a result of the Grand Canyon people
doing a complete switch and being dis-
honest with us, we were faced with the
necessity of getting some kind of legisla-
tive expression because they are now
meeting in Flagstaff, Ariz., hopefully, to
reach some decision that would alleviate
the problem facing the river trip man-
Aagers.

Briefly, I can say that these trips are
planned. I have one planned for my 10
grandchildren that will probably take
place 5 years from now. I have had to
make my reservation that far ahead. But
that particular man canaot tell me now
that I can take my 10 grandchildren
down the river when the youngest one
learns how to swim because he does not
know whether he will have the alloca-
tion of the day.

Mr. HATFIELD. The Senator might
have 20 by that time.

Mr. GOLDWATER. No, I will not have
20. I have a bunch of inactive children.
I think the fact that they are Republican
makes them nonproductive, but I do not
know.

I am so grateful that my friend from
Oregon recognizes this problem, because
it 1s not something we like to do in the
way we have been forced to do it. We
would much prefer to have had the
Grand Canyon National Park authorities
reach an agreement with the operators
in an honest way and come up with a
formula that they could say, “Look, boys,
we have talked to you, we have talked
to both sides, we have talked to the
public, we know what is happening on
the river. we know how many people it
will handle, and this is our answer.”

But the only answer they come up
with is that there will be no boats on
that river with a motor on it after 1985,
As much as I like the quiet of that river
and love to row a boat, I do not want to
see American people denied the oppor-
tunity to see that part any more than
my friend from Oregon would want to
see the Rogue River denied to those who
enjov it, including my grandchildren,
who have been down it.

So I think the proposition the Senator
makes, if he is willing to word it strongly
enough so that the present people meet-
Ing in Arizona can get the message that

they e‘ther do it now or they are going ,

to do it nevt year, whether they like it
or not, I think that is the best thing
we can do.

Mr. HATFIELD. I think the Senator
makes his roint well.

One of _the parts of this proposal is
that we, in accepting this amendment
today, at the time they are meeting, does
give them about the strongest signal we
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could give them. It may not be possible
to survive in the committee on this very
point of germaneness with the House
conferees, but the point is that today
they are going to get a very strong mes-
sage. I think that wil be helpful, fol-
lowed by the hearing in the next session.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I join my colleague
in that.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I again
express my grat'tude to all Sznators in
the Chamber for the consideration of our
problems and the consideration of our
needs in this maiter and the kindness
which has been shown today.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I just
wish to make a couple of comments on
this matter.

First, the Senator from Oregon al-
ready has made it clear that this amend-
ment will go only to the prohibition of
implementing that part of the plan that
deals with the prohibition against
motorized craft on the river. The Sena-
tor from Arizona has said that there is
a great deal of merit in the plan itself.
The amendment of the Senator from
Utah was not quite as erystal clear on
that point as I would like, but he said
in his opening statement what I believe
I am stating now.

Is that correct?

Mr. HATCH. I believe that is true.

Mr. BUMPERS. Second, I am very
happy with this arrangement. I intended
originally to oppose it and to ask for the
yeas and nays. But we will have hear-
ings as soon after the first of the year
as we can. We will bring the Park Serv-
ice In and let them justify this.

I hope there might be some happy
meeting of the minds on the combina-
tion of rowed craft and motorized craft.
We had a situation in Arkansas, on the
Buffalo River, where there was nothing
but canoeing; but there is a great eco-
nomic interest by the people who control
those concessions. Finally, after 3 years
of meetings, where people of goodwill
and good intentions met, we resolved
that program, and I believe everybody
down there is happy now.

A similar situation, as the Senator will
recall, existed in the Boundary Water
Canoe area of Minnesota, one of the
most controversial problems we have
ever faced—that is, whether we are go-
ing to allow motorized boats on the lakes
in that area. We worked that out by
compromise. Now they are both there
and can accommodate each other, and
I believe the same thing can be done
here.

I just wanted to make the point that
I was a little concerned about just a
carte blanche prohihition of the imple-
mentation of this plan, with no hear-
ings before my committee, no advance
warning of this. Of course, this is legis-
lation on an appropriation bill, and I
believe everybody recognizes that. I al-
ways have some strong reservations
about that—unless it is my amendment.
[Laughter.]

Having said that, I want the record to
be clear that we have a meeting of the
minds now as to where we are headed
with respect to this amendment.

Mr. HATCH. Just to make it clear, we
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are not really approaching any other
aspects of the plan, other than the mo-
torized question, the volume on the river,
which is part of the motorized question;
and I have raised in my statement our
concerns about the time they are allo-
cating for people to come down, some
of which is in the wrong part of the
yvear and really takes away from the
people the opportunity for utilization.

Mr. BUMPERS. One of the things the
Senator from Utah said in his opening
statement which leads me to believe that
an absolute prohibition is not in order
is that only the wealthiest and the stur-
diest of us can row a canoce, particularly
down a river that is often very rapid,
such as the Colorado. There are many
people who cannot do that and who de-
serve the right to enjoy the fruits of an
esthetic experience such as that.

So it occurs to me that, regardless of
how any of us feel, some motorized craft
will have to be used there to accommo-
date those people.
® Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I wish
to associate myself with the remarks of
Senators HatcH and GOLDWATER on this
amendment to preserve the motorized
raft trip option on the Colorado River.

The Park Service proposal to eliminate
motorized raft trips will impose an
unnecessary burden on many of my con-
stituents and others throughout the Na-
tion who simply do not have adequate
time and resources to take the longer,
more expensive nonmotorized trips. The
Park Service has proposed to extend the
season to provide more of these non-
motorized trips but that will not elim-
inate the increased costs or provide the
trips during the more favorable raft-
ing months.

I hope the Senate will approve this
amendment of the Senator from
Utah.e®

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, if it is all
right with the manager of the hill, I move
the adoption of the amendment at this
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (UP No. 1754) was
agreed to.

Mr. HATCH. I move to reconsider the
vote by which the amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

TUP AMENDMENT NO. 1755
(Purpose: To provide $2,000,000 for the mi-
gratory bird conservation account)

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Arkansas (Mr. PRYOR),
for himself and Mr. BUMPERS, proposes an
unprinted amendment numbered 1755:

On page 12, after line 16 add the follow-
ing new section:

MIGRATORY BIRD CONSERVATION ACCOUNT

For an advance to the migratory bird con-
servation account, as authorized by the Act
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of October 4, 1971, as amended (16 US.C.
715k 3, 5), 82 000,000, to remain avallable
until expended.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, this
amendment to the appropriations bill
for the Department of the Interior for
fiscal 1981 is a simple amendment affect-
ing only the migratory bird conserva-
tion account in the budget for the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. It is cospon-
sored by my distinguished colleague from
Arkansas, Senator BUMPERS.

At this time, I am completing my first
year as an appointed member of the Mi-
gratory Bird Conservation Commission.
In my year on the Commission, I have
come to understand to a much greater
degree the serious problems that this
country faces annually in protecting and
preserving our valuable natural resources
and wildlife habitat.

The migratory bird conservation ac-
count is a nonoperational account which
is used to advance money to the Fish and
Wildlife Service for the purpose of ac-
quisition of land for refuges. The money
is then repaid through revenue gener-
ated by the sale of duck stamps to hunt-
ers in later years. It is, of course, impos-
sible to project accurately just how
much money will be generated in any
given year by the sale of duck stamps,
and this account serves to balance out
any shortfalls that may occur, and,
thereby, keep our acquisition program on
a level track.

The administration originally pro-
posed $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1981 for
this account, and that was a decrease of
$5,000,000 over fiscal year 1980. Then, in
his revised budget this past spring, the
President proposed deleting all of the
money for this purpose. According to
Department of the Interior estimates,
this would leave only $16,500,000 from
expected receipts to continue the import-
ant work of this refuge program. Mr.
President, this amount of money simply
will not permit the Department to pur-
sue very many of the backlogged ap-
proved refuge projects which the Com-
mission has acted on in the last couple
of years.

The House has acted to provide $2,-
000,000 in its version of this bill, and
my amendment would merely place the
Senate in agreement with the House,
and, thereby, insure a minimum level of
funding for a program that I think is
worthwhile. I know many of my col-
leagues come from States where wildlife
habitat is important, and, of course,
many States have ongoing acquisition
projects underway now. I hope that we
will have one in every State before this
work is done. My amendment keeps the
level of this program to less than one-
third of what it was last year.

I urge my colleagues to agree with me,
and vote for my amendment. I yield now
to any questions or comments that the
distinguished floor manager and major-
ity leader may have.

Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. President, T am
pleased to support the amendment
offered by my colleague from Arkansas
(Mr. Pryor) to the fiscal year 1981
Department of Interior and Related
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Agencies appropriation bill. The pro-
posed $2 million increase in the Migra-
tory Bird Conservation account will pro-
vide a fiscal year 1981 funding level of
$18.5 million when the $16.5 million
duck stamp receipts are added. This
money is extremely important in pur-
chasing and preserving rapidly dimin-
ishing habitat for our waterfowl.

Mr. President, over the past few
decades, bottomland hardwood forests
have been cleared at an average rate of
some 165,000 acres per year as a result
of more and more acres being cleared to
be placed into agricultural production.
Estimates have shown that by 1985, less
than 5 million of the Lower Mississippi
River Delta’s original 24 million forested
acres will still be in existence. This habi-
tat loss is extremely alarming to me and
preservation of our existing resources
must be one of our highest priorities.

Recently, the Migratory Bird Conser-
vation Commission approved a wildlife
habitat refuge in my State of Arkansas
called Overflow Bottoms. This refuge, to
be located in southeast Arkansas, will
contain in excess of 10,000 acres and
will be the winter home of some 20,000
waterfowl. This area will be very impor-
tant to many of the residents of my
State as well as other States who enjoy
hunting, fishing, and other outdoor
activities. Therefore, Mr. President, I
am pleased to support the amendment.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President,
here, again, we have a case in which the
committee has tried to exercise some
fiscal restraint.

We understand that $19 million to $20
million will be available for this purpose
through the duck stamp program that
is in effect. The House has appropriated
$2 million for this purpose. I hope that
the Senator from Arkansas will allow us
to maintain our present position and go
to the conference with a sympathetic
view, perhaps, toward the House figure
and give us time to solidify our position
on this issue.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr, President, I first say
how much I appreciate the understand-
ing of this challenge that we have and
especially by that of my colleague from
Kentucky, Senator HUDDLESTON.

I also remind my colleagues that this
is a loan that is to be repaid through the
sale of duck stamps. It is an advance
and it will enable the Department of the
Interior, through the actions of this
Commission, to continue forward in
some of the commitments that we feel
that we have made.

But in view of private conversations
with the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky, the handler of this legislation,
I will ask at this time that my amend-
ment be withdrawn and with the under-
standing that those who deal with the
other body on this issue will be sympa-
thetic to this cause.

Mr. President, I ask that my amend-
ment be withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas.
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UP AMENDMENT NO. 1756

(Purpose: To provide that appropriations for
maintenance and improvement of roads
within the Indiana Dunes National Lake-
shore shall be avallable for such purposes
without regard to whether title to such
road rights-of-way 1s in the United States)

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
send to the desk on behalf of the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. BAyH) an amend-
ment and ask for its consideration at
this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Kentucky (Mr. HuobpLE-
STON) for Mr. BaYH proposes an unprinted
amendment numbered 1756:

On page 15, line 8, delete the perlod (.).
and insert the following: “: Provided further,
That appropriations for malntenance and
improvement of roads within the boundary
of Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore, as
provided hereln shall be avallable for such
purposes without regard to whether title to
such road rights-of-way is in the United
States.”.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President,
this amendment reaffirms what the Sen-
ate has already done. It is within exist-
ing funds and has no additional dollars
connected with it. It has been cleared
all around, and I move adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Kentucky.

The amendment (UP No. 1756) was
agreed to.
~ Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I be-
lieve during the 97th Congress one of
the central issues the Energy and Nat-
ural Resource Committee should focus
upon is the need for development of a
balanced public land policy. I also be-
lieve that it would be necessary to con-
sider the impact of such legislation on
the individuals and communities in-
volved. I bring this to the attention of my
colleagues here today because of my
awareness of possible administrative
designations of five California rivers to
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System.

Under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act,
rivers may be added to the national sys-
tem by Federal legislation and by the
Secretary of the Interior for State-pro-
tected rivers. This latter process of ad-
ministrative designation has not been
widely used. However, last Julyv Gover-
nor Brown of California asked the Sec-
retary of the Interior for inclusion of five
California rivers in the national system.
A majority of the members of the Cali-
fornia Legislature, 72 percent, have
stated their opposition to the proposed
designation.

The Forest Service projected a 225
million board feet adverse impact on the
potential yield of the Six Rivers Na-
tional Forest alone if the State's pro-
posal is approved. At current bid rates
this would result in a loss of revenue of
almost $10 million, of which about $2
million would be the 25-percent share
returned to the counties. Also, the in-
clusion of approximately 460,000 acres
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of privately owned timberland contain-
ing over 8 billion board feet of tim-
ber has not been adequately studied.
Certainly the estimated impact on tim-
ber harvest of at least 20,000 board feet
annually is a questionable estimate and
one that needs to be assessed in depth.

The cumulative impacts of land dis-
position actions taken or proposed to
be taken in the area affect not only the
stability of the timber industry but also
the local and State economy as well.
The north coast area has already lost
nearly 2,300 jobs as a result of the Red-
wood Park expansion.

Time for review and assessment is es-
sential. The normal time frame for com-
pleting an impact study on areas affect-
ing five rivers with 4,000 miles of
shoreline and adjacent lands of public
and private ownership is 18 months. The
study for this proposal was done in 3
months.

Unemployment, loss of tax base, loss
of funds to counties from timber sales,
location of potential strategic minerals,
timber supply availability and local com-
munity stability are all at stake. The
impact of these losses to the local and
State economies and the impact to ulti-
mately the Nation, are issues that need
to be addressed carefully at the Federal
level before any further administrative
decisions are made or excutive actions
taken. I hope that during the present
administration's term, precipitate action
would not be taken. I repeat that this
is an issue which must be carefully re-
viewed. We cannot afford to let piece-
n_)ea! legislative and administrative ac-
tions diminish this country’s ability to
balance all uses of our natural resources.

~Mr. President, I do not seek legisla-
tive action at this time on this bill, but
I do want by this means to call attention
to the problem in the hope that the ad-
ministration will withhold precipitate ac-
tion and will give it the kind of study
that it does require to come to a balanced
and reasonable conclusion to the issues
which are raised by the proposal.

Mr. President, I am happy to yield to
the Senator from California (Mr. Hava-
KAWA) .

Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, I
fully agree with the distinguished Sena-
tor from Idaho in his assessment of the
severe economic hardship that would re-
sult from the inclusion of five California
rivers in the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System.

Gov. Jerry Brown'’s proposal simply
has not been subject to the extensive
review that a proposal of this nature
reguires.

The Senator from Idaho is, as usual,
eminently correct in his analysis of the
cumulative impact of land disposition
actions such as, for example, the Red-
wood Park expansion and the designation
of _wilderness areas in the north coast
region. These have impacted seriously
upon the areas around Eureka, Crescent
City, Arcata. All that northern coastal
area of California has suffered disastrous
economic consequences as a result of
this, shall I say, greedy expansion of
Redwood Park and wilderness areas that
were the economic basis of that region.
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By reducing the timber industry’'s
land base, these actions have resulted
in a loss of jobs that will only be ex-
acerbated by the inclusion of even more
land in the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System.

Unemployment in that area, which is
already soaring high above the national
average, is not the only consequence and
only hardship forced upon the north
coast region. The loss of tax base and
county revenues from timber sales are
other impacts to be considered.

I, too, hope the present administra-
tion will help set the stage for a more
balanced public land policy by resisting
the temptation to lock up even more of
our Nation's resources in the next few
weeks. We desperately need the type of
land policy review that has been pre-
scribed by the distinguished Senator
from Idaho.

I wish to associate myself with his re-
marks and his point of view.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from California.

As I said in my initial remarks, our
purpose of bringing this matter to the
floor today is to attempt through this
means to focus attention on the problem
in the expectation that the administra-
tion will take note that there is a prob-
lem, that there are numbers of us here
who are concerned with the decision
that may be made and have the con-
fident expectation that having done it in
this manner, without attempting to leg-
islate, will at least indicate to them that
we think they should move slowly and
make sure that the foundation of their
actions is based upon adequate infor-
mation.

I thank the Senator from California
for his concern as well as supporting my
own.

TP AMENDMENT NO. 1757
(Purpose: To provide £1 million for the com-
memoration of the 200th anniversary of the
battle of Yorktown)

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an unprinted amendment and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated. The legisla-
tive clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Virginia (Mr. WARNER)
proposes an unprinted amendment num-
bered 1757:

On page 15, line B, insert after “purposes”:
“: Provided jurther, That not to exceed $1,-
000,000 shall be available for commemora-
tion of the 200th anniversary of the Battle
of Yorktown at Colonial National Historlcal
Park.".

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have
discussed this proposed amendment with
the respective managers of the bill, and
it is my understanding that they are pre-
pared to accept it.

In substance, the amendment which I
offer will insure another appropriate and
fitting chapter in our Nation’s bicenten-
nial observances.

The American victory at Yorktown on
October 19, 1781, signaled the end of our
military struggle for independence.

Through the years succeeding genera-
tions of Americans have found it im-
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portant to renew their faith in honoring
the great victory at Yorktown.

The first major national celebration
of the victory came in 1824 when Gen-
eral Lafayette made a pilgrimage to the
battlefield for ceremonies attended by
15,000 people.

At the centennial observance in 1881,
which included a naval review of Ameri-
can and French warships, President
Chester A. Arthur was the main speaker.

The sesquicentennial celebration in
1931 was a 4-day program highlighted by
a speech by President Herbert Hoover,
with a military and naval review ob-
served by General Pershing and Mar-
shal Petain. Even though our Nation
was gripped by an economic depression,
Congress courageously appropriated
nearly a half million dollars to insure a
dignified fitting commemoration.

Each time Congress has provided the
funds needed to insure the success of
these historic commemorations.

The proposed 1981 commemoration is
planned to be comparable to the celebra-
tion in 1931.

The program at Yorktown during the
4-day commemoration period next Octo-
ber will hopefully include such activities
as:

A major address by the President of
the United States;

Participation by the heads of state of
France and other countries that assisted
our struggle for independence;

Military and naval reviews, concerts,
reenactment of the siege, and bicen-
tennial fair exhibits; and

An encampment of period military
units specializing in living history.

At the 1931 observance 300,000 visitors
attended; at least that many are ex-
pected to attend in 1981.

The State of Virginia and national
volunteer groups are raising supplemen-
tal funds to help finance the program.
The funds requested of Congress will be
used to rehabilitate and improve the
interpretive exhibits at the national
park, to provide facilities for visitors
at the park during the program, and to
permit other agencies and departments
of the Federal Government to assist and
take part in the program.

I believe this Nation will want to com-
memorate this victory which concluded
our fight for independence in a manner
befitting the debt we all owe those gal-
lant men and women who gave the last
full measure of devotion, that we might
stand here today as a continuing symbol
to all mankind of the strength and dig-
nity of the individual and his desire to
live in freedom.

It is imperative that Congress act now,
as a part of the fiscal 1981 budget for the
Park Service, and appropriate the sum
requested in my amendment so that the
Federal planning can be started now. To
delay funding would jeopardize Federal
participation since the commemoration

"is less than 1 year away. The sum re-

quested represents only one-half of the
preliminary estimate submitted by the
Department of the Interior.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorD &
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table of the Department of the Interior
estimates for bicentennial expenditures.
There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR ESTIMATES
FOR BICENTENNIAL EXPENDITURES
Interpretation:
Interpretive Literature, etc
Information Centers (extra stafl-
ing and overtime)
Interpretive Signs
Wayslde Exhibits
Museum-Rehabilitation
Nelson House
Radlos

23,200
12, 500
20, 000
50, 000
49, 100

3, 000

175, 800

Protection:

Rangers from other parks, over-
time

Supplies, Fuel, etc

Transportation of rangers from
other parks

Per Diem for Rangers..--c-----==

88, 000
20, 000

24, 000
20, 000

152, 000

Maintenance:
Field preparation
Road Surrender Field
Parking area preparation
Chair Rental
Grandstand (25,000 X 20)
Breakers, control panels, etc
Stages
Von

59, 000
41, 000
4, 000
2,000
500, 000
6, 000
6, 200
Steuben’s Fleld turn-a-
1, 500
Dralnage
Camp
Trash pleck-up
Waterline to Von Steuben Field_.
Recreated Military Units Encamp-

5, 000
10, 000
3, 600

8, 000
646, 300

Additional Cost Factors:
Chemical Tollets
C & P Telephone Company 50, 000
75, 000
10, 000
10, 000
25, 000

Press Facllitles (Trallers)
Concessions
Pireworks (NPS share)

370, 000

Sub-Total 1, 516, 900

Inflation Factor—30 percent of all
totals (15% X 2 years)
1,971, 970

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, we
have reviewed the amendment by the
Senator from Virginia. We recognize that
this is a one-time proposition or at least
one time within the next 100 years or so
and that it can be handled within the
existing funds available.

We recommend that the amendment
be agreed to.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I con-
cur in the remarks of the Senator from
Kentucky. I think the Park Service has
made no analysis of what their plans
will be. They have not arrived at a dollar
figure. I think that the Senator from
Virginia has done us a service and cer-
tainly the commemoration will be fo-
cused upon in a better way because of
his attention to this detail.

By the time we get to the conference
the Park Service may have developed a
better figure if indeed a better figure is
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needed, but at least a more concrete
figure.

We are happy at this time to accept
the amendment with the assurance to
the Senator from Virginia that we will
work with him in making certain that
enough of these funds are available and
are used for that purpose.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleagues from Ken-
tucky and Idaho.

As stated by Senator McCLURE, by the
time of the conference they will have the
preliminary estimates needed.

Action is needed now so that planning
can go forward early in calendar year
1981 so as to assure that Federal par-
ticipation is in place by October of that
year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further discussion on the amendment?
The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Vir-
ginia.

The amendment (UP No. 1757) was
agreed to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

(Mr. MITCHELL assumed the chair.)

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

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I understand that further action on the
bill will be delayed for about 30 minutes
while the managers take a bit of time
for other duties.

That being the case, I will proceed
with my 26th statement in a series of
statements on the U.S. Senate. If any
Senator wishes recognition, I will be
glad to yield him time, because I will
not utilize the time for this purpose while
business can be transacted or while other
Senators wish to speak.

(The remarks of Mr. Rosert C. BYRD
at this point in connection with the
U.S. Senate are printed earlier in today's
Recorp, by unanimous consent.)

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the aksence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I wish to
express my concern regarding a decision
by the Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee to reduce funding for the high Btu
coal gasification demonstration plant
program contained in the Department
of Energy's fossil energy research and
development provision in the fiscal year
1981 Interior appropriations.

The committee reduced the funding in
fiscal year 1981 for the high Btu coal
gasification demonstration project un-
der the designation 76-1-b from the
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President's budget request of $55 mil-
lion to $2 million. The committee be-
lieves this figure to be adequate because
of the decision by the Department of
Energy to continue the competition be-
tween the two competing proposals un-
til July 1981, a decision by the Depart-
ment that I disagree with very strongly.
Moreover, the committee, in its report
accompanying the bill endorsed the con-
tinuation of the project competition.

I strongly disagree with the commit-
tee's decision to advocate the continua-
tion of the current DOE high Btu coal
gasification competition, and I urge the
Senate conferees to recede to the House
position which proposes an end of the
competition. The House Appropriations
Committee stated in its report accompa-
nying the fiscal year 1981 Interior ap-
propriations bill that—

It recommends that the Department [of
Energy] proceed to construct both of the
competing high Btu gasification demonstra-
tion plants . . . Testimony has confirmed that
both processes are technically feasible, and
that a cholce between them 1s likely to be
only on financial grounds and not on clear
technological superiority . , . [T]he Com-
mittee belleves that continuing to support
a selection of only one process will result
In endless delays.

Mr. President, I agree very strongly
with that statement from the House Ap-
propriations Committee.

In order to fund both projects, the
Senate Appropriations Committee re-
duced the figure for project des'gnation
76-1-b by $53 million and allocated that
amount to the other high Btu coal gasi-
fication project designation 77-1-b. I
believe the House action to be the pre-
ferred course.

The two competing proposals presently
under consideration include one offered
by the Conoco Coal Development Co. and
one offered by the Illinois Coal Gasifica-
tion Group (ICGG). The Conoco pro-
posal is to build a 1,200-ton-per-day high
Btu coal gasification plant in Noble
County, Ohio, utilizing the slagging Brit-
ish Gas/Lurgi gasification process. The
ICGG proposal is to build a 2,200-ton-
per-day plant in Perry County, Ill., uti-
lizing the fluidized bed Cogas gasification
process. Both processes show consider-
able promise in successfully demonstrat-
ing the gasification of high-sulfur east-
ern coals.

I stress that point because we have
abundant coal reserves in the Appalach-
ian area, but too many are high sulfur
in nature, which has limited use. This is
one way we can use that high sulfur coal.

Funding both proposals would not in-
volve a duplication of effort because they
are des‘gned to demonstrate substan-
tially different technologies. Rather than
selecting one or the other proposal, we
should encourage the development of di-
verse promising technologies. That phi-
losophv was central to the formulation of
the Synthetic Fuels Corporation.

Construction of both plants could pro-
vide enormous benefits to Ohio and Illi-
nois. As we all agree, we must reduce our
dependence upon foreign sources of en-
ergy as quickly as possible. In order to
achieve this goal, we must rely more
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heavily on our abundant coal resources
such as deposits in the Appalachian area.
High Btu coal gasification technology
promises to be one of the most effective
means of utilizing high sulfur eastern
coal in an environmentally safe way
while producing natural gas which could
be utilized to displace oil and thus help
to reduce imports. Locating the plants
in Ohio and Illinois could assist in mak-
ing both States more energy self-suffi-
cient. This can help to stimulate badly
needed industrial growth by contributing
to more stable sources of energy. It can
also provide direct economic stimulation
of the coal mining industry and put coal
miners back to work.

There are substantial energy, environ-
mental and economic benefits which
would result if both projects are con-
structed. Continuing the competition at
this point is not serving a useful purpose
and the unnecessary delay will only add
to the costs. Both projects should be
given the go-ahead and the schedules
accelerated. That would have the bene-
ficial effect of saving the taxpayers
money and getting the plants operational
at the earliest possible time.

Mr. President, I add to that statement
that I think that one area in the whole
energy field where we have been defi-
cient, both in the Congress and the cur-
rent administration itself, is that of not
putting nearly enough money into re-
search into alternative fuels that can
supplement our dwindling supplies of oil
and gas—not only here, but around the
world—and make us less dependent on
importing oil from overseas.

Compared to the problem, we have
spent a mere pittance on research that
could possibly give us energy independ-
ence 5, 8, or 10 years down the road.

This coal gasification demonstration
plant program fits directly in that mold.
We have not done nearly enough. In-
stead of the Department of Energy
quibbling over whether we will have one
or two gasification plants, or trying to
select one process over the other, it is
my opinion we should have two or three
plants using each process, so we could
prove out the technology, and assess the
difficulties or advantages just as rapidly
as we possibly can.

Unfortunately, we have taken the
other approach, that is, that until one or
the other is proven, we will not fund
either.

Compared to the energy problems we
face in this country, it seems to me that
is a ridiculous approach to take to this
situation. So I hope the committee can
see fit to agree with the House in their
efforts in this regard.

I call once again, as I have in the past,
for the Department of Energy not to wait
until July 1981 to make a decision, but to
get going and let us have more than one
plant on each process, so we can prove
out the technology as fast as we pos-
sibly can.

HIGH-BTU DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
COMPETITION

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, the
Department of Energy has been conduct-
ing a design competition for the high
Btu demonstration project for the last
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3 years. Two proposals are being con-
sidered, one from the Continental Oil Co.
and the second from the Illinois Coal
Gasification Group. The Department re-
quested $55 million to continue this com-
petition until a selection could be made
in March of 1981. The House has recom-
mended that the Department drop the
competition and proceed to build both
projects at the present time. The House
added no money for the immediate con-
struction of both projects because sub-
stantial unobligated funds exist from
prior years. The committee recommenda-
tion was that the Department continue
design competition. However, the com-
mittee reduced the request by $53 million
because DOE now indicates that a selec-
tion would not be made until July and
therefore long lead procurement money
would not be necessary.

It should be noted that while the
House added no money to the President’s
budget request, its decision to construct
both plants will require an additional
$500 million to be expended over the next
3 years. It should also be recognized that
the Senate committee recommendation
does not preclude the option to build both
plants at some later date. It simply does
not make the decision to do so at this
time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I wish to
express my disagreement with the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee'’s decision
to eliminate $10 million from the House
version of this bill for the Department
of Energy's (DOE's) fossil energy re-
search and development combustion sys-
tems activity for fiscal year 1981. As a re-
sult of this action, a program of cost-
shared industrial demonstrations of
atmospheric fluidized bed technology has
been placed in limbo. This technology of-
fers us a tremendous opportunity to sub-
stitute our abundant domestic coal re-
sources for imported oil.

Fluidized bed combustion (FBC) tech-
nology provides a potentially economic,
efficient, and environmentally sound al-
ternative to the conventional methods of
burning coal. The General Accounting
Office (GAO), in a report issued this past
November, cited no less than five major
advantages of fluidized bed combustion
of coal over conventional coal combus-
tion with scrubbers:

First. There is a much higher potential
for using the waste product. The FBC
process gives off a dry waste product that

* can probably be used as a soil condi-

tioner, building material; soil stabilizer
for road beds, and as a stable land fill.
Second. The FBC process results in
much lower emissions of nitric oxides be-
cause of the lower combustion tempera-
tures—temperatures below the melting
point of ash. This also means that high-
ash coal can be used since the ash will
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not melt and plug and scale the boiler
as in a conventional system.

Third. FBC offers the ability to use a
wide variety of fuels; everything from
anthracite to high-sulfur coal to munic-
ipal refuse can be used without major
boiler modifications.

Fourth. FBC systems do not use water
to control sulfur emissions as do conven-
tional systems. This can result in water
savings of 7 to 10 percent.

Fifth. FBC should result in lower op-
erating and maintenance costs. For ex-
ample, the Tennessee Valley Authority
estimates that up to 50 additional trained
personnel are required to operate and
maintain a serubber. In addition, scrub-
bers can consume as much as 5 percent
of the power generated so that additional
generating capacity has to be installed
to compensate for the loss.

GAO declared that FBC’s “basic con-
cept is sound and it works. Small scale
units have been operating successfully
for years. But in order to commercialize
the technology, its reliability under in-
dustrial and utility loads must be dem-
onstrated.” This program will provide
for the demonstration of industrial fea-
sibility, a demonstration which I believe
is a logical and prudent next step.

FBC technology provides the oppor-
tunity for industry and utilities to substi-
tute coal for oil and natural gas for many
applications. The potential for oil sav-
ings is huge. Direct oil consumption by
industry and utilities has averaged about
5.1 million barrels per day for the first 5
months of this year—about 1.2 million
barrels per day for utilities and 3.9 mil-
lion barrels per day for industry. This
amount of oil represents nearly 73 per-
cent of the approximately 7 million bar-
rels of oil we are importing each day and,
in addition, represents an oil import bill
of over $60 billion.

Mr. President, the statistics I have
just cited show that industry uses over
three times the amount of oil that utili-
ties consume, yet it seems as though
this target of opportunity for oil savings
has been rejected.

Just this past June 24, the Senate,
by a vote of 86 to 7, passed S. 2074, the
Powerplant Fuels Conservation Act of
1980. This act, which I was proud to
cosponsor with so many of my col-
leagues, authorizes $3.6 billion to assist
80 utility powerplants to convert from
oi] to coal. In addition, $600 million was
provided to help nonconverting power-
plants control sulfur emissions result-
ing from the increased use of high sul-
fur coal. This legislation, which I hope
will be enacted this session of Congress,
will enable us to save 250,000 to 300,000
barrels of oil per day—savings in the
range of 25 percent of current utility oil
consumption. If we could achieve com-
parable savings in industry, we could
save nearly an additional 1 million bar-
rels of oil per day—savings which could
reduce our oil import bill by over $12
billion annually at today's prices. I be-
lieve that such savings are possible by
speeding the industrial utilization of
fluidized bed combustion technology,
which is what this program will accom-
plish.

Mr. President, this is a program which
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has been carefully developed by the De-
partment of Energy; a program which
had its genesis in the cogeneration tech-
nology alternatives study (CTAS).
CTAS, began in fiscal year 1977 under
the Energy Research and Development
Administration, studied six major in-
dustries representing almost 80 percent
of industrial energy consumption. Nine
potential energy conversion systems were
examined from the standpoint of energy
savings, economics and environmental
quality. The atmospheric fluidized bed
combustor coupled to a steam or gas tur-
bine emerged as the most attractive in-
dustrial cogeneration option, having the
potential for saving up to 50 percent
more energy than current cogeneration
techniques.

Based upon the CTAS and other study
results, the DOE developed a cost-
shared, industrial demonstration pro-
gram to achieve industrial acceptance of
FBC as a reliable technique. Congress
appropriated $4.3 million for this pro-
gram in fiscal year 1980, anticipating a
total funding of about $25 million over
3 fiscal years as the Government's share
of the cost of up to four industrial FBC
boiler plants.

As a result of this funding, in March
1979, DOE issued a competitive solicita-
tion for industrial participation on a true
cost-sharing basis. This solicitation drew
a considerable number of outstanding
proposals. The Department’'s plan was
to select the winners this past Decem-
ber so that the paperwork could have
been completed by March of this year
and the projects launched. Unfortu-
nately the Office of Management and
Budget denied DOE's request of $10 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1981 for the program;
funds which were restored by the House
in their version of this appropriation bill
and very wisely so, I think.

Unfortunately, the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee has decided not to fol-
low the House's lead with regard to this
program, while noting the House action
and stating that—

While the Committee favors demonstra-
tions of this technology, no additional funds
are recommended here since language Is rec-
ommended to make these projects ellgible for
funding under the Alternative Fuels account.

Indeed, the continuing resolution,
(H.J. Res. 610) passed on September 30,
provided $30 million for “* * * energy
feasibility studies and cooperative agree-
ments for direct combustion * * *.»
Howgver, there is no guarantee that this
particular program will be funded and,
in any event, initiation of individual
projects could well be delayed.

Mr. President, I think that the recent
events in the Middle East should serve
to remind us yet once again of our ex-
treme vulnerability to oil imports. We
simply do not have the luxury of dally-
ing for months in launching our efforts.
I urge the Senate conferees to recede to
the House’s position which provides $10
gm]llon for this program of cost-shared
industrial demonstrations of atmos-
pheric fluidized bed technology. This
program will help to demonstrate a new

oil-saving technology at a relatively
modest cost.,
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Mr. President, I reiterate once again
that this is one technology that will let
us use high sulfur eastern coal. Ohio,
West Virginia, and Kentucky have abun-
dant coal of this type. We do have prob-
lems with EPA and with EPA require-
ments as far as using that coal, We al-
ready have suits filed against our State
of Ohio by New York and Pennsylvania
regarding the acid rain problem, and
that stems back to the high sulfur coal
that they charge is causing some of the
acid rain. But the fluidized bed technol-
ogy is one way that we can use that high
sulfur coal. I think it mav be penny
wise and pound foolish to think that we
are saving money in the long run when
we set out to establish a $20 billion or so
synfuels program and then not do the
relatively inexpensive things on technol-
ogy and with regard to development of
new alternate energy sources that we
should be doing in this country.

Electrical energy storage is another
area needing more emphasis. But elec-
trical energy storage technology and
fluidized bed technology and coal gasifi-
cation technology, that I spoke about
earlier today, are things that we are not
funding adequately. These have great po-
tential of letting us use our existing en-
ergy sources and cutting our imports of
oil.

So I hope the committee can see fit to
make every effort to recede to the House
in conference so we can get this $10 mil-
lion and get on with the fluidized bed
technology demonstrations.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. GLENN. I yvield.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, T
commend the Senator from Ohio for his
excellent presentation on this particular
technology.

Being from the Nation'’s No. 1 coal-
producing State, T have a great appre-
ciation for and a great interest in facili-
tating the direct use of coal and what
it means to the energy needs of this
country at this particular time.

We have embarked upon a great syn-
thetic fuels program, and I think it of-
fers great promise to us. But in the short
term, the greatest usable asset that we
have, is coal directly burned. These
kinds of processes that enable coal to
be used without the pollution problem
that is attendant to it certainly would
facilitate a greater use.

We have been very interested in all
of the processes that involve the use of
coal both in direct burning and con-
version to oil and to gas, as the Sen-
ator from Ohio has. He has correctly
pointed out a great percentage of the
coal reserves in this country are the high
ash coal that was referred to by the
Senator and any process that can utilize
that type of coal becomes particularly
significant at this time.

Our committee has not been blind to
these needs, and I think we have demon-
strated a sufficient amount of interest
in trying to move ahead as rapidly as
we can.

The Senator from Ohio is correct that
the House of Representatives added $10
million back in July for these partic-
ular processes. But then we came along

President,
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in September and led the way to an ap-
propriation of $30 million through the
Department of Energy for the direct
combustion applications under the al-
ternative fuels program which this cate-
gory falls under and which they are
eligible for.

So we have provided an opportunity
to move in this direction very aggres-
sively with the money that has been
made available to them.

As has already been pointed out, our
committee is right up against our ceil-
ings from the concurrent budget res-
olution as far as our outlays are con-
cerned.

I can assure the Senator from Ohio
that we look very favorably on this pro-
posal. If we are given the leeway in the
next concurrent resolution or if we have
within the conference itself the maneu-
vering room to accept the House posi-
tion on this, the Senator can be assured
that we will make every effort to ac-
complish that.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I hope
that in the conference, there will be a
careiul survey of the longer term, multi-
billion programs to see if we cannot find
the additional $10 million required for
this program.

We have the mines sitting there, some
of them vacant and not operating right
now, as the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky knows—I am not telling him
anything new because he has mines not
working now and miners unemployed
just as we do in the southeastern part of
my State of Ohio. They are ready to go,
ready to produce energy. All we need is
the means to let us use high sulfur
coal, and this is one way of doing it. For
lack of $10 million, I would hate to see
fluidized bed combustion demonstrations
held up for an indefinite period of time.

I appreciate that another $30 million
was provided for direct combustion under
the alternate fuels account, and we hope
some of that can go to fluidized bed proj-
ects. However, when the Senator gets to
conference on this, I think the interests
of the Nation could be well served by
looking very closely at some of these
many billion dollar acecounts that will be
dealt with there to find the very paltry
$10 million needed for this program—a
program that could be life or death for
fluidized bed technology demonstrations
for some time to come.

Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator and I
assure him we will be trying to achieve
that objective.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 1758

I send to the desk an amendment and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bau-
cus) . The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read as

follows:
The Senator from Kentucky (Mr, HuppLE-
sToN| pronnses an unprinted amendment

numbered 1758.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 1
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 45, strike lines 14 through 21.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President,
this is part of the committee amend-
ments we adopted yesterday. There was
some confusion yesterday apparently ex-
isting over this part of it. This amend-
ment simply deletes a paragraph from
the committee bill that has already been
enacted in the continuing resolution. I
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. STEVENS. 1 the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Kentucky.

The amendment (UP No. 1758) was
agreed to.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 1759

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KENNEDY) proposes an unprinted amend-
ment numbered 1759.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 14, line 14, strike "'440,328,000" and
insert In lleu thereof ''$440,743,000.”

Mz_n KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am
offering an amendment to the 1981 De-
partment of Interior appropriations bill
to add $415,000 for the National Park
Service to acquire the Frederick Law
lested archival collection. This acqui-
sition was authorized last year in Public
Law 96-87 which established the Fred-
g:_‘ick Law Olmsted National Historic

ite.

When I first introduced legislation to
establish the Frederick Law Olmsted
National Historic Site in 1973, we were
celebrating the 150th anniversary of
Olmsted’s birth. Since that time we have
seen a renewed interest in preserving the
r_ecord of his work for all future genera-
tions of Americans. And we have gone
far in accomplishing this goal. Last year
we were successful in designating the
Ogmsted home and office as a National
Historic Site, and work has already be-
gun to restore the property.

Now, we must begin the task of pre-
serving the extraordinary archival col-
lectlo_n which contains Olmsted’s prints,
drawings and photographs. Already
thousands of drawings have been de-
stroyed and unless we act now addition-
al portions of this priceless collection
will be lost forever.

If this were to occur, it would repre-
sent a §igniﬂcant loss for all Americans.
Frederick Law Olmsted played an out-

standing role in improving the i
] g ualit
of life in our urban centers. As thctla "J]E‘a{

ther of Landscape Architecture,” Olm-

support
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sted is remembered across the United
States as the creator of many of our Na-
tion's most beautiful urban parks. In
Boston, we know him as the designer of
the Emerald Necklace. New York knows
him as the planner of Central Park. And
here in the District of Columbia, the
Capitol Grounds provide an example of
his genius. None of these places would
be the same without the beauty of the
green space Olmsted left us.

Perhaps the most important compo-
nent of the Olmsted legacy is the archi-
val collection, housed in Brookline, Mass.
In addition to its value as a record of
Olmsted’s great achievements, the col-
lection has significant practical value. It
can be used as a reference by States, mu-
nicipalities, and institutions for rehabili-
tating their existing landscapes. And it is
an invaluable educational resource for
students of architecture who seek a bet-
ter understanding of landscape architec-
ture and urban park planning. In its 1978
study of the Frederick Law Olmsted
home and office, the National Park Serv-
ice noted the importance of the collec-
tion in referring to it as ‘“one of the
single most important sources of infor-
mation on the history of environmental
design today."”

Mr. President, we cannot wait any
longer to begin the process of preserving
and restoring this national treasure.

Recently, the Park Service used ap-
proximately $98,500 in discretionary
funds to purchase a number of items be-
cause they were in urgent need of atten-
tion. However, additional funds must be
made available if the remaining items
are to receive adequate protection.

In 1979, Congress authorized $514,500
for the National Park Service to pur-
chase the archival collection, represent-
ing the appraised value of the items. As
I mentioned, $98,500 has recently been
spent for this purpose. Therefore, $415,-
000 needs to be appropriated in order to
complete the purchase and begin the
work necessary to preserve the remain-
der of the collection.

Mr. President, Frederick Law Olmsted
brought to this Nation the gift of na-
tural landscapes within our cities. Each
day, millions of Americans enjoy the
simple beauty of the parks which Olm-
sted designed. Now, we have the oppor-
tunity to insure that future generations
have the chance to gain insight into
Olmsted's extraordinary genius, embod-
ied in his archival collection. I urge my
colleagues to suport me in this effort.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, we
appreciate the Senator from Massachu-
setts bringing this matter to our atten-
tion in a timely manner,

There is a question of time involved
here because of the special circumstances
concerning some archives, if you call
them that, which would be very valu-
able to us for all future generations.

We are agreeable on this side to ac-
cepting this amendment and we urge its
adoption.

Mr. STEVENS. We accept it.

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Massachusetts.

The amendment (UP No. 1759)
agreed to.

was
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AMENDMENT NO. 2618

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator referring to amendment No.
26187

Mr. PRESSLER. Yes, 2618.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
PrRESSLER) for himself and Mr. McGOVERN
proposes an amendment numbered 2618.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 8, after line 2, Insert
following:

RURAL WATER TREATMENT AND DISTRIBUTION

SYSTEM

For expenses for initial planning and con-
struction of a rural water treatment and
distribution system pursuant to section 8 of
the Rural Development and Policy Act of
1980, $1,900,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there is a time agree-
ment on this amendment.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I am
seeking a $1.9 million appropriation for
the purpose of beginning work on the
WEB water pipeline in South Dakota.

Had the South Dakota congressional
delegation been able to get a firm ex-
pression of support from the Secre-
tary before the passage of the energy
and water development appropriations
measure, we would have sought funds
for WEB under that bill. However, we
now have the full support of the Secre-
tary of the Interior for this small
amount of money which will go toward
improving the quality and supply of
water to South Dakota towns.

Although a new administration may
change the Department of the Interior's
agreement with the South Dakota con-
gressional delegation to seek alternatives
to the Oahe unit, which was placed on
President Carter’s water project *hit
list" 4 yvears ago, I am sure support and
commitment to the WEB pipeline project
will continue.

The South Dakota congressional dele-
gation has received a commitment from
the Secretary of the Interior to support
initial fiscal year 1981 funding for the
WEB project. This amendment is offered
based on the Secretary’s commitment to
us to give up the previous authorization.

I have a letter from the U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior, which letter is
dated November 14, 1980, which indi-
cates the Department's support for this
particular project, which is in pursuance
of the agreement that we would deau-
thorize the existing Oahe project in
exchange for other projects. That letter
came over today at our request, but we
had had previous correspondence and
previous letters with the Interior De-
partment, which has sought a deauthori-
zation of Oahe, the large irrigation
project.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp this

the
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letter of support from Daniel Beard,
Acting Assistant Secretary, addressed to
me.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, D.C., November 14, 1980.
Hon. LARRY PRESSLER,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SemNaTtorR PreEssLER: You have re-
quested clarification of the Administration’s
position on the amendment to the Interlor
Appropriations bill to provide first year con-
struction funding for the WEB pipeline
project. WEB. {s a rural drinking water
treatn.ent and distribution system of the
type normally funded by the Farmers Home
Administration. However, pursuant to legis-
latlon authorlzing WEB, the project is to be
financed through funds transferred from the
Department of the Interior.

This is to notify you that the Adminls-
tration would support an amendment pro-
viding $1.9 milllon in FY 1981 for the
project.

Sincerely,
DANIEL BEARD,
Acting Assistant Secretary.

Mr. PRESSLER. The proposed WEB
project would supply domestic water to
over 30,000 persons in an area covering
portions of 10 counties in north-central
South Dakota, comprising 8 percent of
the State's land area. The development
of the WEB project would improve do-
mestic water supplies in an area plagued
with poor quality water supplies. Com-
ponents of the domestic water system
include an intake at Lake Oahe, a treat-
ment plant, a network of underground
pipelines and appurtenances.

Water quality data available for 34
out of 51 municipal systems to be served
by WEB indicates that certain chemical
properties in these existing public water
sources exceed the maximum contami-
nant level (MCL) of the interim pri-
mary and secondary water quality reg-
ulations promulegated pursuant to the
Safe Drinking Water Act. Violations of
the primary MCL for fluoride are found
in 12 systems, serving 5,841 persons (33
percent of the population within these
systems). The MCL's for chloride, man-
ganese sulfate and total dissolved solids
are exceeded in a number of instances.
Excessive hardness and sodium are also
common undesirable characteristics
found in existing supplies. All 34 com-
munity supplies surveyed to date have at
least three and a majority have more of
these undesirable constituents in their
existing water supplies.

The $1.9 million being requested will
be used for final construction design and
construction of facilities, including land
purchases, borings and aerial photo-
grammetry. The WEB board has con-
sidered construction of advanced fea-
tures of the project, such as storage that
would supplement already critical water
supplies of communities waiting for WEB
water. These features could aid towns
like Groton, Redfield, and Hoven in tem-
porarily meeting water supply problems
until the pipeline can be constructed.
These structures would be designed as
part of the WEB system and would serve
rural residents in addition to these towns
after the pipeline is completed.
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So, Mr. President, in conclusion, we
are not asking for money to construct a
massive project. We simply seek the
funds promised to us by the Secretary
of the Interior to finish the final design
work on the project and to assist towns
in the area with their critical water sup-
ply and quality problems.

I would ask my colleagues to adopt
this amendment.

In addition, Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed a state-
ment by Senator McGOVERN.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MCGOVERN

I offer this amendment to H.R. 7724 Iln an
effort to keep South Dakota water resource
development "on track.” While I realize the
committee s not interested in Initiating
“new starts” under this proposed budget, I
hasten to peint out the authorization for
this project is not of a traditional sort and as
such does not represent the kind of new start
to which the committee may be opposed.

This appropriation deals with the WEB
Water Development Assoclation pipeline in
South Dakota. The WEB pipeline Involves
transportation of Missourl River water east-
ward In northcentral South Dakota to serve
people living on farms, in small rural com-
munities and In larger municipalities, 30,000
South Dakotans would be served by the proj-
ect.

In essence, the WEB pipellne Is a rural
water system “main trunk line” off of which
smaller rural and domestic water systems
will feed. That is why this amendment makes
reference to Section 9 of the Rural Develop-
ment Policy Act of 1980.

Under arrangements made with the Office
of the Secretary of the Interior and with the
approval of the Office of Management and
Budget, $1.9-million of the President's pro-
posed Interior appropriation could be repro-
gramed for this purpose. I have chosen—
along with my colleague from South Dakota
(Mr. PRESSLER) to instead offer this amend-
ment for a line-ltem appropriation.

The WEB authorization—which has al-
ready been approved by this body and the
House of Representatives—allows for a first-
year appropriation of this kind on the con-
dition that the congressionally-authorized
Initial Stage, Oahe Unit be deauthorlzed by
September 30, 1981. If for any reason Oahe
is not deauthorized, the authorization for
the WEB plpeline will automatically lapse.
So this, Mr. President, s not a "traditional”
new start.

WEB's authorization is different in other
ways as well. The Department of the Interlor
will not be directly involved in the construc-
tion of the plpellne. Rather, the Depart-
ment will divert funds to the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture’s Farmers Home Ad-
ministration for the purpose of being di-
rected to the WEB Association. This is tak-
ing place at the request of local project
sponsors and to capltalize upon their “'spe-
clal relationship” with the Department of
the Interlor due to the untimely declsion
to stop construction of South Dakota’s major
water development effort until the time the
Carter Administration made that decision—
and Congress concurred—the Initlal Stage,
Oahe Unit.

We in South Dakota belleve the WEB
project to tbe worthwhile as partlal settle-
ment of the outstanding debt we are owed
for Oahe's demise. That is what this effort
is all about. If we can find a package of
water project authorizations and project
feasibility studies which will help meet our
needs In the decades to come, we will agree
to Oahe’s deauthorization, thus allowing us
to regaln our water development momen-
tum.

Tt is precisely because we recoghize the
Administration and Congress' objection to
continued work on Oahe that we have linked
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the future of WEB and South Dakota water
development to Oahe’s eventual deauthoriza-
tion.

It may be argued that this $1.9-milllon in-
vestment in our water development efforts
may not be successfully used to continue
further development of the project. That well
may be. But, I regard this as a very modest
investment in our water development fu-
ture—especlally when one recogulzes we have
sacrificed a $370-milllon project to get to
this point In asking for about & percent
of that entitlement.

I request favorable consideration of this
amendment from my colleagues.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr, President, I have
completed my presentation of the argu-
ment, and if I have time remaining I may
have some additional responses to ques-
tions.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President,
this is a rather unique kind of project
and a unique way of funding. At first
blush, our judgment was that it was not
proper in our particular bill. Normally,
this kind of project would be financed
through the Farmers Home Administra-
tion through the Department of Agri-
culture appropriations, and that may still
be the most proper way to do it.

The Senator from South Dakota has
explained how he and Senator McGOVERN
and the other members of the congres-
sional delegation from that State have
worked with the Department of Interior
and the Department of Agriculture in
developing this particular plan of
financing.

As I said, we have not had appropria-
tions hearings on this particular project
or this plan. Hearings, presumably, were
held in the authorizing committee and it
has been authorized.

But we are taking the position that
while we can accept this $1.9 million ex-
penditure, we do not think it ought to be
included within the limits that are al-
located for our particular committee and
its functions. We can go to conference
with this particular figure and do the
best we can there, after looking into it
further from the standpoint of its appro-
priateness.

I suggest to the Senator from South
Dakota that staff counsel suggests that
this might better be inserted on page 33
of the bill, after line 15, rather than at
the place it is indicated at the present
time.

Would the Senator take a look at that
suggestion and see whether or not we
should make that modification?

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Kentucky for his re-
marks. That would be agreeable to us.
Would that fall under the chapter Youth
Conservation Corps?

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Actually, it is
under the office of the Secretary. It
would be just under that paragraph.

Mr. PRESSLER. Yes, I see,

Mr. President, T thank the Senator and
his staff for that very appropriate
change.

The PRESIDING OFFTCER. Does the
Senator wish to modify his amendment?
If he does, it would require unanimous
consent.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I wish
to modify the amendment to that effect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
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objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
move the adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER Do the
Senators yield back their time?

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Yes, I yield back
my time.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, did I
understand the Senator to say that he is
prepared to accept it or shall I ask for
the yeas and nays?

Mr. HUDDLESTON. We will accept it.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time. I thank
the Senator from Kentucky and the
Senator from Alaska and their respec-
tive staffs for their support and con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. PRESSLER).

The amendment (No. 2618) was agreed
to.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a guorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

UP AMENDMENT NO. 1760
({Purpose: To provide $45,000,000 to carry
out the provisions of the Urban Park and

Recreation Recovery Act of 1878)

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The ESenator from Ohio (Mr. METZEN-
BaUuM), for himself, Mr. HaTFIELD, Mr. WiL-
rrams, Mr. Hemnz, and Mr. MOYNIHAN, pro-
poses an unprinted amendment numbered
1760:

On page 8, after line 8 add the following
new section:

URBAN PARK AND RECREATION FUND

For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the Urban Park and Recreation
Recovery Act of 1978 (title X of Public Law
95-625), $45,000,000, to remain available un-
til expended.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
this amendment relates to the entire
question of the continuation of the ur-
ban parks prozram. It would provide the
same amount of funding as that which is
presently contained in the House bill.
The whole urban parks concept has been
a development of recent years. Orizinal
legislation which I authored in the Sen-
ate was signed into law by President
Ford, and appropriately so because it
had been a subject to which he had ad-
dressed himself and indicated strong
support.

In the early 1970's. Coneress. led by
Senator Jacksow, instructed Interior to
do a major study of “the needs, problems,
and opportunities associated with urban
recreation in highly populated regions.”
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That study, which was completed in
1978, was the predecessor of this legisla-
tion. When it was enacted into law it was
cosponsored by Senators HATFIELD,
WEICKER, CRANSTON, WILLIAMS, JAVITS,
RieicorFF, KENNEDY, CHAFEE, CULVER,
RiIEGLE, HEINZ, MOYNIHAN, STONE, Ma-
THIAS, SARBANES, and BavH.

The bill at that time had the support
of 34 major organizations including the
National Governors Conference, the
League of Cities, the Conference of
Mayors, the National Association of
Counties, the National Urban League,
the National Urban Coalition, and the
National Parks and Recreation Asso-
ciation.

This amendment which I have sent to
the desk is cosponsored by Senators Hat-
FIELD, WiLL1aMs, HEINZ, and MOYNIHAN,

The original bill also had strong sup-
port—and I have not inquired of them
but I am certain that the amendment
would have support of such groups as the
national board of the YMCA, Girl Scouts
of the U.S.A., Boys Clubs of America,
Children’s Foundation, and the League of
Women Voters.

WHY TRBAN PARKS?

Seventy percent of Americans live in
cities.

Unemployment up to 60 percent for
minority youth in some cities. Too many
live in hopelessness.

This gives them some opportunity to
be involved, to participate in parks and
recreation programs.

In June 1978, I chaired an urban
parks hearing of the Subcommittee on
Parks and Recreation. Two of our wit-
nesses were Willie Mays and Wes Unseld,
great athletes who have devoted their
time to working with young people in the
cities.

Wes Unseld had this to say about his
own work in the city of Baltimore in
connection with this program:

I have been invelved in programs in that
area. I worked extensively with one called
the Nelghborhood Basketball League, which
I think is now Iin 13 or 15 different cities
across the country. We can see we have 30,000
or 40,000 young men and women involved
in sports during the summer. We know even
though it is barely financed, it is there. Also,
being involved in this program I get a chance
to go out and talk to people, If I can relate
one thing to this committee which I think
wlill summarize what I am trying to say, it
is that I talked to the principal of a junior
high school one summer. I think it was 6 or
7 o'clock at night, must have been 98° and
we had 3 or 4 games going on the asphalt
outside, and he told me one thing that
stayed with me all along. I guess it has kept
my involvement in this program.

He sald: "For the first time in this school's
history, they will not have to replace the
windows in the school because the kids in
the neighborhood had something else to do
that summer,” I would hope if anything
this would bring the point across for the
need for this bill. Thank yvou. Thanks for
letting me be here, If I can help—Iif there is
anything else I can do, let me do it.

That was Wes Unseld speaking, that
was he addressing himself to the issue of
the kids on our streets.

But it is not just a matter of keeping
the kids off the streets. As one writer has
so aptly put it:
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Recreation is an expression of man’s need
for man. It is not a panacea for all social ills;
it is not a substitute for jobs with decent
pay or safe and sanitary housing, or a rele-
vant educational system, or a meaningful
role for the elderly in soclety. But it is an
important way to learn democratic human
relations, leisure skills and interests, creative
expression, and to promote physical, mental
and social growth. These are not inconse-
quential benefits.

Surveys have shown beyond doubt that
urban residents want and value the
benefits of a creative, functioning and
well-rounded recreational program. The
urban parks program, which will die un-
less this amendment is adopted, has
funded 254 projects in 41 States.

The number 254 represents just half of
the cities that want to participate. Over
500 have prepared action plans. And this
year, cities have requested six times the
money that is available.

The program has involved people. All
over the country the adopt a park pro-
gram has brought in community volun-
teers—church programs, neighborhood
residents, community organizations—to
repair and refurbish existing recrea-
tional facilities.

Programs in Florida, Mississippi, New
York, and Maine have been developed
specially for the elderly and the handi-
capped.

Illinois, New Jersey, North Carolina,
California, and Washington have land
recycling programs.

As a matter of fact, I have before me
a list of the States in which these pro-
grams are presently working. It is my
understanding it includes all 50 States of
the Union.

Many programs are phased develop-
ments. To cut off the Federal share, as
this bill would do, could waste millions
and leave projects unfinished.

Finally, let us not forget that park
programs are cost effective.

In Boston, it has been estimated that
for every person using two major down-
town parks, the cost of overall mainte-
nance and equipment is approximately
$1 per person. And that is a dollar no
matter how many times a given individ-
ual comes back.

And parks can and do make a differ-
ence. The city of Detroit spent $10 mil-
lion a few years ago to upgrade Belle Isle
Park. A spokesman for Mayor Coleman
Young said this about the impaect:

Previously, the park had been poorly main-
tained for an B-10 year perfod. Attendance
dropped dramtically and Belle Isle became
known as a “poor folks park.” Now, large
numbers of people representing every eth-
nic and income group from ADC mothers to
corporate presidents can be found enjoying
this beautiful island.

authorization bill provides for
$150 million. I am not asking for $150

The

million. I am asking only for $45
million, the same figure that the House
has in its legislation. Although the argu-
raent may be made that there is still
some money left from a previous year's
appropriation, on that basis I suppose we
cught to eliminate any further funding
in almost any department of Govern-
ment, including the Department of De-
fense. But nobody would ke so absurd as
to suggest that. There is probably an-
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other $20 million that is unexrended of
$45 million that still remains in this pro-
gram from a previous appropriation.

1 would say, Mr. President, that I ap-
preciate the difficulties that the chair-
man of this committee has in connection
with this amendment. I appreciate the
fact that he, himself, has been a sup-
porter of this program. But I would urge
as strongly as I know how that I think
that this is the kind of program that the
American people want their money spent
on and that we should not cut back this
$45 million. We should not go to the con-
ference committee with a zero figure to
offer them. I think this is needed and I
hope that the acting chairman of the
Appropriations Committee can see fit to
accept this amendment in its present
form.

Mr. Fresident, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. President, I
certainly do not dispute anything that
the Senator from Ohio said relating to
the value of urban parks and urban rec-
reation facilities to the well being of cit-
izens in this country.

We are confronted here, as we have
been, with many valuable and worth-
while p-ograms, with a simple position
of whether we are going to exercise fiscal
restraint, whether we are going to re-
spond to the very emphatic and obvious
statement by the people of this country
that we ought to exercise some fiscal re-
straint and achieve something close to
a balanced budget or at least live within
the budget allocations that are assigned
to each of our committees and subcom-
mittees of the Senate.

This particular program, as the Sena-
tor has mentioned, does have some $45
million available to it for this fiscal year.
The budget request was zero. Congress
had to rescind $15 million of the fiscal
year 1980 appropriation and defer an-
other $45 million. So it seems to me that
the program is continuing with the de-
ferred $45 million. It would be fiscally
unwise now to appropriate another large
sum of money and come up again next
year with a need to pull back funding
when we are confronted with other
budget constraints and again have to
face a rescission or a deferral message
which may very well come to us from the
President.

Mr. President, our subcommittee does
recognize this program as one of some
value. When we get to conference we do
have some maneuvering room with the
House since they have included an ap-
propriation. We will know by then, of
course, what the second concurrent reso-
lution will prescribe specifically for this
committee. We will be in a much better
position to weigh all of these factors
against the other budget and spending
requirements that we have, making the
necessary judgment as to where the pri-
orities ought to be.

I say again, Mr. President, that no
matter how good our intentions are as
far as fiscal restraint and a balanced
budget are concerned we shall accom-
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plish nothing until we are willing to bite
the bullet on programs that we consider
to be very good programs and very valu-
able programs, because there is no other
way to eliminate the deficit. We cannot
wish it away, we cannot hope that it will
disappear. It will not happen until we
are able in this body, by a majority vote,
to reduce programs that we believe to
be very good programs.

This undoubtedly falls into that cate-
gory with most of our Members here. But
in the interest of holding the line on
expenditures and exercising appropriate
fiscal restraint, we oppose, at this time,
adding the appropriation that is sug-
gested in the amendment by the Senator
from Ohio.

Mr. President, I yield to my colleague
from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I share
the feeling of the Senator from Ken-
tucky. Despite my firm support for this
program, I feel that we cannot take
amendments like this. The House bill
has the $45 million in it and that matter
will be in conference. We do have some
items in our bill that are not in the
House bill which will also be subject
to negotiation.

We added $78 million to the State
grant portion of the land and water
conservation fund. That was, in our
opinion, of a higher priority than this
program. It is something that was very
much sought after by many Members of
the Senate. The figure is $78,745,000 over
the budget.

If the amendment of the Senator from
Ohio is not tabled, I shall feel con-
strained to offer an amendment to re-
duce that add-on by $45 miliion, as we
are currently slightly above our present
outlay ceiling.

Mr. President, I join the Senator from
Kentucky in urging the Senate to table
this amendment. I do so with full knowl-
edge that, in terms of the programs that
we thought had the highest priority, the
Senate selected the land and water
conservation fund rather than the ur-
ban parks area. We actually added s78
million which does overlap in some way
with the urban parks program.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield, he is making a
good point there. He did not go quite far
enough.

While all of these programs that the
Senator from Ohio indicated are, I think,
important, this particular program is
not the only one which is available for
cities for developing recreational facili-
ties. As a matter of fact, this is a very
new program. It has only been funded
1 year. If you are looking down the
road and trying to head off growing
expenditures, this is a pretty good time
to direct your attention to this particu-
lar program.

The Land and Water Conservation
Fund that the Senator from Alaska has
referred to also provides substantial fi-
nancing available to cities for developing
recreational facilities. The Department
of Housing and Urban Development also
has a considerable amount of funding
available that is used by the cities in de-
veloping recreational facilities of the
nature that we have been referring to.
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And there are others. So, Mr. President,
we are not cutting off Federal participa-
tion in the development of recreational
facilities and parks within the cities of
our country at all by this particular move.
We do, as the Senator from Alaska said,
have our budgetary restraints that we
have to take into account and we simply
have to make judgments and set priori-
ties as to how we distribute that money
that is available to us.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
should like to point out to both my friend
from Alaska and my friend from Ken-
tucky that there is $394 million in the
Land and Water Conservation FFund and,
although it may be possible to use those
funds for urban recreation and parks
programs, it is my understanding that,
as a matter of practice, it is not done.

The bill also confains $225 million for
the Fish and Wildlife Service. I do not
rise to challenge the $225 million for Fish
and Wildlife Service, but I think that if
we can spend five times the amount of my
amendment for fish and wildlife, we can
spend $45 million for the kids we need to
take off the streets before they wreak
havoe in American cities.

Mr. President, this is not a problem or
program that is localized; it is a program
that has been used throughout the Na-
tion. I am as concerned as any Member
of the Senate about exercising fiscal re-
straint, but I feel that economies can be
effected in other parts of the budget
when we are talking about a sum which
is certainly not a munificent one, $45
million.

Mr. President, my friend from Alaska
says that if the motion to table is not
agreed to, he would be inclined to offer
an amendment thereafter to reduce the
figure. Let me say to the distinguished
assistant minority leader—soon to be as-
sistant majority leader; I had to get that
correct—that, rather than do that, the
Senator from Ohio would be receptive to
learning from the Senator from Alaska
what the lower figure is that he would be
inclined to use from the standpoint of
an amendment. I should like to see if
there could not be some way of effectuat-
ing a compromise before we take the
matter to a vote.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, with due
appreciation for the ability of my friend
to put a tough question, I think we have
the bottom line in the bill now—at least
until after the motion to table.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
am ready for the motion to table unless
Senator HATFIELD, Senator HEINZ, or Sen-
ator MoynNI1nAN, as indicated, are ready
to come to the floor. If not, I am prepared
to vote.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
move to lay the amendment on the table.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to lay

the amendment of the Senator from Ohio
on the table. The yeas and nays have

been ordered. The clerk will call the roll.
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The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr., CRANSTON. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH), the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BOREN),
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. BrRAD-
LEY), the Senator from Florida (Mr.
CuILES), the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH) , the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GrAVEL), the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. HoLLINGS), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY ), the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. Leany), the
Senator from Washington (Mr. MAGNU-
soN), the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. McGoverN) , the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. Risicorr), the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. StexnNis), and the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON)
are necessarily absent.

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from New York (Mr. JaviTs),
the Senator from Kansas (Mrs. KASSE-
BAUM), the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MATHIAS) , the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
Percy), and the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. WaLLOP) are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LEvIN). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber who wish to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 54,

nays 26—as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 468 Leg.]

YEAS—54

Ford

Garn
Glenn
Goldwater
Hart
Hatch

Nunn
Packwood
Proxmire
Pryor
Randolph
Roth
Schmitt
Schweliker
Simpson
Stafford
Stevens
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Warner
Young
Zorinsky

Armstrong
Baker
Baucus
Bentsen
Beschwitz
Bumpers
Byrd, Hayakawsa
Harry F., Jr. Heflin
Byrd, Robert C. Helms
Cannon Hudd'eston
Cochran Humphrey
Cohen Inouye
Cranston Jepsen
Danforth Johnston
DeConcinl Laxalt
Dole Ling
Domenici Lugar
Eagleton McClure
Exon Mitchell

NAYS—26

Levin
Matsunaga
Melcher
Metzenbaum
Morgan
Moynihan
Nelson

Pell

Pressler

NOT VOTING—20

Hollings McGovern
Javits Percy
Kassebaum Ribicoff
Kennedy Stennis
Leahy Stevenson
Magnuson Wallop
Mathias

Biden
Burdick
Chafee
Culver
Durenberger
Durkin
Hatfleld
Heinz
Jackson

Riegle
Sarbanes
Sasser
Stewart
Stone
Tsongas
Weicker
Willlams

Bayh
Bellmon
Boren
Bradley
Chiles
Church
Gravel

So the motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion to table was agreed to.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, at

this time I yield to the Senator from
Arizona.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I wish
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to inquire of the distinguished floor
manager his understanding of the intent
of the Senate report language concern-
ing contract health care as administered
by the Indian Health Service Depart-
ment of Health and Human Service.

The Senate report No. 96-935 indi-
cates on page 85:

The addition of $2 million to provide in-
creased services to Arizona Indians.

Is it the understanding of the floor
manager that this amendment includes
sufficient funds for the development of
an adequate health service plan for the
Pasqua Yaqui Indians of Arizona?

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President,
the Senator is correct. Our answer is
affirmative to that. It is our understand-
ing and our expectation.

Mr. DECONCINI. I thank the chair-
man very much.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
vield to the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky.

The 1981 budget for forestry research
reflected an acceleration of research as
envisioned by the Resources Planning
Act.

It was a program budget developed in
consultation with nearly 1,000 users of
forest and range resources, representing
a broad range of interests.

The budget reflected the view that
research was one of the most important
strategies for increasing the supply of
goods and services from our natural re-
sources, and also reflected the view the
research can reduce the conflicts sur-
rounding the use of those resources.

Mr. MELCHER. I would agree with
that. Unfortunately, while the House
supported this approach, the Senate bill
recommends a reduction in the research
budget of the Forest Service of $4.4 mil-
lion. In addition, specific project ear-
marking in the bill distorts carefully ar-
rived at research priorities. This ear-
marking creates both a program distor-
tion and a regional imbalance in Forest
Service research activities.

Mr., COCHRAN. That is a good point.
I do not question the committee's deci-
sion concerning the amount of money to
be appropriated. That can be worked out
in the conference. But it is clear that if
the Resources Planning Act is to be suc-
cessful, the priorities established in it
for research by scientists and other users
of research should not be rearranged at
this point. I hope that in conference the
Senate conferees will follow the lead of
the House in sticking to the RPA priori-
ties for forest and range research.

Mr. MELCHER. I am in total agree-
ment with my colleague.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 1761
To insure air safety, no funds

(Purpose:
shall be used for implementation or en-
forcement of a noise abatement plan at
Jackson Hole Airport, Wyoming, prior to
construction of an air traffic control tower)

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
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The Senator from Wyoming (Mr. SIMPSON)
for himself and Mr. WALLOP, proposes an un-
printed amendment numbered 1761.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 16, line 22, strike the period and
insert in lieu thereof the following: *: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds ap-
progriated to the National Park Service shall
be used to implement or enforce any com-
ponent of the National Park Service's Noise
Abatement Plan for Grand Teton National
Park or any other proposed regulations to ap-
ply to the Jackson Hole Airport, to include
any adjustment of landing or takeoff pat-
terns, prior to the construction and opera-
tion of the planned permanent air traffic
control tower at said airport facility.”

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I join
my colleague Mr. WaLror in the intro-
duction of UP amendment No. 1761 to
H.R. 7724, the Interior appropriations
bill.

Mr. President, the amendment seeks to
preclude a very extremely dangerous air
traffic situation from developing in the
vicinity of Jackson Hole, Wyo.

The Jackson Hole Airport, located
within the boundaries of Grand Teton
National Park, operates under the au-
thority granted in a special use permit
from the Department of the Interior.
The permit is valid until 1995. On last
renewal of that permit, it was specified
that the Jackson Hole Airport board, in
conjunction with the National Park
Service, would prepare and implement a
noise abatement plan which would be
designed to minimize the noise impact of
aireraft movements in that area of west~
ern Wyoming. .

During preparation of the plan a dis-
agreement developed between the air-
port board and the National Park Serv-
ice regarding the maximum noise levels
that might be produced by any particu-
lar aircraft, and as a result of that dis-
agreement the Interior Department now
seeks to forcefully implement its version
of the plan.

Any implementation of this plan—or
any type of plan like that—within the
next 11 months would create a most
dangerous situation for the following
reason: A provision of this plan requires,
weather permitting, that aircraft land-
ings and takeoffs be made from the south
to avoid overflight of Grand Teton Park
on the north. That requirement alone
would set up a very dangerous “head on”
movement of traffic separation. The plan
also calls for the completion of construc-
tion of an FAA control tower to safely
senarate those movements of aircraft
operating in this otherwise dangerous
manner. According to the FAA, construc-
tion of the control tower is not scheduled
before October 1981 at the earliest.
Therefore, implementation of this noise
abatement plan rrior to the construction
of the control tower—which the Depart-
ment of Interior is attempting to do—
would obviously endanger the flying
public.

Mr. President. it is obvious that the
Department of Interior is in a hellbent
rush to implement this noise abatement
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plan because it would effectively ban
most commercial, private, and general
aviation jets irom the airport at Jackson.
which has been a stated goal of that
Department regardless of congressional
intent. The noise abatement plan also
seeks to establish operating procedures
which are in direct violation of estab-
lished Federal Aviation Administration
{FAA) operating procedures, but for the
purpose of debate today in the briefest
form I am not here to argue the clearly
arbitrary nature of the noise limitation
imposed by this plan—or even to illus-
trate the tremendous inconvenience and
the economic impact that implementa-
tion of this plan would have on the
traveling public and the economy of this
part of the country, or even to cry “foul”
as the Department of the Interior at-
tempts to implement the plan without
any concurrence by the airport operator
if the Senators can believe that. The air-
port's proprietor, which is the Jackson
Hole Airport board of directors, does not
even have the courtesy of input, and I
will not even argue that there is not a
need to operate that airport in the most
environmentally acceptable manner pos-
sible. That is important. But I am here to
say that the excessive zeal, arrogant, and
arbitrary rulemaking—without benefit
of public comment—on the part of Park
Service and the Devartment of Interior
in their mad. enthused, and punitive
push to implement this plan before the
proper safeguards are in place will only
set up a situation whereby commercial
and private aviation pilots and pas-
sengers will be placed in an extremely
danzerous and unnecessary situation.

This amendment then will delay im-
plementation only until a control tower
is present to carry out whatever rules
that might be promulgated by the
agencies.

I ask for adoption of the amendment.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr, President,
while the committee has not had any op-
portunity to conduct any sort of hearing
on this particular problem, we do recog-
nize that the rroblems exist as indicated
by the distinguished Senator from
Wyvoming.

We think that we can aceept this
amendment with the understanding we
will have time to look into the matter
further and be in a position to take an
appropriate position during the confer-
ence session between the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate on this bill.

Mr. STMPSON. Mr. President, I thank
the floor manager of the legislation. I
think it will be determined that this
waiting period will not be detrimental,
and that certainly no regulation should
be in place until a control tower is there
to administer the traffic pattern. That is
what I am seeking through this amend-
ment.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I understand.

I move the adoption of the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Wyoming.

The amendment (UP No. 1761) was
agreed to.
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UP AMENDMENT NO. 1762

Mr., SIMPSON. Mr. President, I send
to the desk another amendment and re-
quest that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Wyoming (Mr. SiMp-
soN), for himself, and Mr. WaLLOP, proposes
an unprinted amendment numbered 1762.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment to dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 11, line 23, strike: "$225,224,000"
and insert in lieu thereof, "$225,424.000".

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, this
amendment that we are introducing pro-
vides $200,000 for the Fish and Wildlife
Service to undertake a detailed study of
the endangered Colorado River fishes in
the Yampa River.

These studies will, I hope, help facili-
tate the construction of the Cheyenne
Water Supply project (CWSP) in Wyo-
ming. The project, which is the second
phase of a 3-phase project, involves the
transmission of up to 27,500 acre-feet of
water from the Little Snake River drain-
age, a portion of the Colorado River
Basin, across the Continental Divide into
the North Platte River drainage. This
water would be used as replacement wa-
ter for up to 27,500 acre-feet of water
which would be taken from Douglas
Creek—we call that “crick” and not
“creek” in Wyoming, I want you to
know—in the North Platte River Basin
and transported to Cheyenne, Wyo.,
through a pipeline and Middle Crow
Creek. When completed, the CWSP will
supply water for approximately 60,000
residents of Chevenne and its environs.

Because the pipeline will cross lands
of the Medicine Bow National Forest, a
permit from the Forest Service is re-
quired. It appears, however, that the
project may impact three endangered
fishes, the Colorado River Squawfish, the
humpback chub, and the bonytail chub—
interesting species in themselves, at least
by nomenclature. While the CWSP would
not result in large water depletions com-
pared to average flows, even these low
level depletions may be significant for
required fishery habitat. Therefore, the
Endangered Species Act provides that the
Forest Service may not issue the permit
until the Fish and Wildlife Service can
determine that the project is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of
these fish.

Unfortunately—and here the problem
lies—there is an absolute dearth of in-
formation concerning the habitat needs
of these fish, particularly in terms of
what flows are needed to maintain the
essential habitats utilized in the Yampna.
Furthermore, their critical habitat has
not even been defined.

In order to develop this information,
which will be critical in determining
impacts of the CWSP on the fish, the
Fish and Wildlife Service is proposing
to initiate immediately a field study in
the Yampa. This would be an expansion
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of an ongoing study of these fishes in
the Green and Colorado Rivers. The
results of this study could be used not
only in the case of the Cheyenne project,
but also for other projects located on
the Yampa River and Upper Green
River.

In order to determine the significance
of the river habitat at the various life
stages of the fishes, a 1-year study must
be conducted. The Service would like to
have begun gathering field data last
October, with the full field effort to
commence in April 1981 and to be com-
pleted by October 1981. A final report
would be issued by December 15, 1981.

The Service proposed initiating the
study in October so as to minimize delay
in the construction of the Cheyenne
project. However, the Service’s budget
to Congress does not contain the neces-
sary $200,000 because the need for this
study has only recently been identified,
ever since the budget process has come
about.

To wait until the next budget cycle or
for a reprograming or supplemental
action to provide the necessary funds
would further delay initiation of the
studies and conseauently further delay
construction on the CWSP, which has
been on the drawing board for over 10
years.

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to
support this addition to the Service's
requirements.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President,
we have examined the proposal of the
Senator from Wyoming and it is essen-
tially as he has indicated. The budget
for this particular agency is very tight.
They could not perform the services
without this additional funding. It is
not that substantial an amount, so we
are prepared to accept the amendment
of the Senator from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Wyoming.

The amendment (UP No. 1762) was
agreed to.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
send to the desk an amendment and ask
that it be stated.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr, President, if my
good colleague from Ohio will yield, I
have one additional colloouy on behalf
of my colleague from Wyoming and my-
self, and I will then conclude.

Mr. METZENBAUM, Without losing
my right to the fioor I yield to the Sena-
tor from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wyoming.

SHERIDAN FIELD STATION, SHERIDAN, WYO.

Mr. SIMPSON. In a very few weeks I
will do that with dispatch on our side, I
assure the Senator.

The Sheridan Field Station, which is
part of the Denver Wildlife Research
Center, has been working jointly for the

last 5 years with coal companies, State
game and fish departments, and other

Federal agencies to evaluate the signifi-
cance of coal development on important
wildlife species in northern Wyom'ng and
southeastern Montana. Biologists have
tagged deer, antelope, and birds of prey
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includ'ng endangered species to measure
the effects of coal mining on the animals’
behavior and to determine appropriate
relocation and mitigation measures. This
information is shared with the Wyoming
Office of Surface Mining, thec Montana
Department of State Lands, BLM, and
private industry for use in the coal leas-
ing program and in developing suitable
reclamation plans.

Research at the Sheridan Fish and
wildlife unit was scheduled to be com-
pleted in fiscal year 1980, and the Carter
administration requested no funding for
it in the fiscal year 1981 budget. This is
most unfortunate, as closure of this fa-
cility will terminate the only Federal re-
search into the effects of coal develop-
ment on wildlife species in this Nation.
The Powder River Basin in Wyoming and
Montana contains 40 percent of the
United State's surface mineable coal re-
serves, and is slated for intensive coal
development as well as possible synfuels
and other energy growth. The Federal
Government has in the Surface Mining
Control and Reclamation Act, the Clean
Water Act, the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act, the Endangered Species
Act, NEPA, and other Federal laws and
policies set out stringent reguirements
for protecting the environment and wild-
life species and for energy production,
and it is therefore incumbent on the
Federal Government to assess mining-
wildlife impacts and help determine
proper m:tigation measures. However,
the ability to provide this information
cannot be accomplished by temporary
visits by Federal personnel. Familiarity
with the Powder River Basin, together
with ongoing research and interaction
with other private and government par-
ties involved, is crucial to provide the
necessary combination of expertise. Es-
pecially at a time when dealing with the
complex Federal and State regulatory
maze has become a nightmare, the Sher-
idan Field Station has been lauded by
industry and State and Federal agencies
as a valuable, accessible, on-the-ground
asset in satisfying the rigorous require-
ments of current environmental law and
regulation.

Mr. President in response to a num-
ber of cuestions and problems which
have surfaced during the last 5 years of
research, the Sheridan Field Station has
prepared a prospectus proposing to ex-
pand its work in a broader geographic
region. This expanded research would
continue to study energy development
and reclamation effects on wildlife
species, provide recommendations for
development of BTCA (best technology
currently available) to minimize harm
to wildlife, and develop the ability to
predict impact to wildlife populations on
other areas being considered for coal de-
velopment.

In the past funding for this project
was provided under the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service biological services and
then transferred to the Sheridan Field
Station. Funding was supposed to
amount to $165,000 annually for the last
5 years, but actually fell short of that
goal during the first and fifth years. The
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Senate should know that when the sta-
tion only received $35,000 in fiscal year
1980, a number of coal companies con-
tributed substantial amounts to the sta-
tion for these cooperative studies. We
think this shows an admirable spirit of
industry-Government cooperation which
should be commended.

This year the House has added
$855,000 to the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice budget for its coal program. One
would assume that funds from this ad-
dition could be used for the Sheridan
Station, but the coal program money
does not go toward active field research.
It goes two places, to a western and to
an eastern energy and land use team,
which each use their funds for computer
mapping and modeling based on existing
research work and literature.

We suggest, Mr. President, that
apparently there are some folks in the
Fish and Wildlife Service who do not
think there is any further need for field
research because they have gathered all
the information they need and the Fish
and Wildlife Service should not be
research-oriented. We disagree, and so
do the Fish and Wildlife Service re-
gional directors and many other profes-
sional biologists. It is obvious that we
need to continue doing at least some
active research as coal extraction in-
creases, and we would ask the dis-
tinguished floor managers of the bill if
they would support the inclusion of
language in the conference report in the
fiscal year 1981 Interior appropriations
bill which would direct the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service to make $165,000 avail-
able to the Sheridan Field Station to
continue its research efforts and handle
the matter on that basis with the in-
clusion within the conference report.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
respond to the Senator from Wyoming
that we are willing to seek the language
that he indicates in conference. We be-
lieve this funding can be made available
within existing funds and we think it is
an important avenue of operation.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate: the cooperation of the floor
manager. I appreciate his courtesies and
attention.

I yield the floor to my colleague from
Ohio, Senator METZENBAUM.

Mr., METZENBAUM addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Harry F. Byrp, Jr.). The Senator from
Ohio, Mr. METZENBAUM.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 1763
(Purpose: To provide $8,000.000 for the Cuy-
ahoga Valley National Recreation area)

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
call up an amendment that I have sent
to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. METZENBATUM)

proposes an unprinted amendment num-
bered 1763.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 8, line 25, strike “$351,368,000"
and insert *'$354,368,000",

On page 9, line 7, strike "'$59,421,000" and
insert “'$62,421,000".

On page 9, line 8, after “service” and be-
fore the colon ins:rt "of which 7,000,000
shall be available for the Cuyahoga Valley
National Recreation Area'.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
the purpose of this amendment is to in-
crease from $5 million to $/ million the
amount appropriated for the Cuyahoga
Valley Recreation Area. The House has
already anproved $7 mill’on.

These funds are needed because rising
property values have substantially in-
creased the cost of acquiring land for
the park.

Already, the National Park Service
has entered into purchase agreements
that total nearly $10 million, or twice
what we recommended in the committee
bill. The $8 million figure that I pro-
pose, a figure that remains below the
ceil'ng authorized for Cuyahoga in 1981,
is a realistic adjustment that will per-
mit the Park Service to hold to its land
acquisition and management plan.

Mr. President, Cuyahoga is a truly
unique national recreation area. Unlike
most of our national parks, Cuyahoga is
located in a heavily urbanized region
that includes the cities of Cleveland,
Akron, and Canton. It is a natural area
in the midst of one of America’s great
centers of industry—nearly 5 million
people live within an hour’s drive.

By any standard, Cuyahoga has been
a smashing sueccess. Public use of the
park has increased significantly each
year since the Congress created the park
in 1974. In 1981 at least 5 million visitors
are expected to use Cuyahoga’s facilities.

Cuyahoga serves a real public need.
It is a place close to home where families
can spend a quiet afternoon in the coun-
tryside, it is an idea that works.

And I should also note, Mr. President,
that the land acquisition plan for Cuya-
hoga has been developed with broad pub-
lic support and after numerous public
hearings.

For the past 6 years, over 86 civic or-
ganizations have actively supported the
program. They have worked to carry out
the intent of Congress to preserve and
protect the historic, natural, and recrea-
tional realities and potentials of the
valley. The $2 million in additional funds
that I am proposing today is a recogni-
tion of what the House has already rec-
ognized—namely, that a small Federal
investment can make a big difference in
the lives of millions of Americans. Op-
portunities like this are rare—and we
should seize them when we have the
chance.

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. METZENBAUM) .

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I did
have an indication that one of the Sen-
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ators on this side wanted to address
this question.

I would ask the Senator from Oregon
for what purpose he seeks the floor. Is it
on another amendment?

Mr. HATFIELD. Yes;
amendment. ;

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, may I
ask my friend from Ohio—I do not know
for certain that there will be an opposi-
tion, but there was an indication that
one Senator wanted to speak on this
amendment and he is not present. Would
the Senator from Ohio consent to tem-
porarily set aside his amendment so the
Senator from Oregon may commence?

Mr. METZENBBAUM. Mr. President,
I am trying to catch a 4:50 plane. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
my amendment be set aside for not in
excess of 10 minutes and I will yield the
floor to the Senator from Oregon for
10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The Senator from Oregon is recog-
nized.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, does
the Senator from Montana wish me to
yield?

Mr. MELCHER. Will the Senator yield
for 1 minute?

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I am
under a time limitation, but I will be
happy to yield part of my time to the
Senator.

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I will
take only about 15 seconds.

Mr. President, in this bill, the Indian
health manpower for fiscal year 1981 is
below the amount that has been recom-
mended by the House. It is $2 million
below. I would like to ask the chairman
of the subcommittee, the manager of
the bill, if he feels that during confer-
ence we can reach a $6,688,000 figure that
is the approximate amount for the pro-
gram that is expected to be funded un-
der the House-passed version?

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
would certainly be very sympathetic as
Wwe go to conference. We are still waiting
to see what the second concurrent reso-
lution will do to our budget allotment. I
say to the Senator that if we have the
room to maneuver in that direction, we
may be able to accomplish his purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, has the
Senafor completed?

Mr. MEL.CHER. Mr. President, it is my
understand'ng that the Senator from
Kentucky believes it is likely that the $2
millien difference will be made up in
conference?

Mr. ;—IU_DDLEISTON. The Senator be-
lieves it is possible, depending on the
allocations that we are finally saddled
Ev.l:)t: from the second concurrent resolu-

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, T thank
the Senator and I thank the Senator
from O_ree‘an for yielding.

Mr. EATFIELD. Mr. President. T would
like to address a question to the floor
managers of the bill regarding the en-

I have an
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ergy extension service in the Depart-
ment of Energy.

Does it remain the committee’s intent
to request a 25 percent State match for
participation in the EES (Energy Exten-
sion Service) program for fiscal year
19817 It has come to my attention that
at this late date only three States,
Alaska, Wyoming, and Virginia, could
secure & cash match and that only 11
States could obtain an in-kind match.
The net effect of the match require-
ment would be to halt the entire EES
program in 36 States until next fiscal
year.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. The committee
recommendation proposes $20 million for
the energy extension service and report
language is included which requires a 25-
percent match by the States participat-
ing in the program. Because of the late
passage of this appropriation bill I be-
lieve it would be proper to permit the De-
pariment to delay the matching require-
ment until fiscal 1982. This agreement
would not increase the level of Federal
funding for the current fiscal year; how-
ever, 0 the overall program level would
be reduced.

UM AMENDMENT NO. 1764
(Purpose: To provide $722,000 for the fund-
ing of the Holocaust Memorial Council)

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oregon (Mr. HatFIELD),
for himself, Mr. DANFORTH, Mr, JaAcKsoN, Mr.
BoscHWITZ, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. CRANSTON,
Mr. PELL, Mr. LEvIN, and Mr. JAVITS, proposes
an unprinted amendment numbered 1764.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 63. between line 19 and line 20,
add the following new account:

HOLOCAUST

For expenses necessary to carry out the
Holocaust Memorial Counci] upon the enact-
ment of the Act entitled “An Act to establish
the United States Holocaust Memorial Coun-
cil”, §722,000.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr, President, this
amendment is simply to pick up a slack
in the progress that has been established
for the establishment of a holocaust me-
morial. The President appointed a Com-
miss‘on. This Commission made its rec-
ommendations and a council was then
appointed to set up a design for the Holo-
caust Memorial.

Unfortunately, the authorization for
the Holocaust Memorial was not acted
upon hefore the appropriation matters
were comnrleted on the Interior bill.

My understanding is that the House
Members, including the chairman of the
Appropriations Subcommittee on the De-
partment of the Interior, has agreed to
this amendment. This amendment is of-
fered on behalf of Senators DANFORTH,
JACKSON, BOSCHWITZ, METZENBAUM,
CRrANSTON, PELL, and LEVIN.

MEMORIAL COUNCIL
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Mr. President, this is an amendment
to appropriate $722,000 for 1 year only
and it is for the completion of the de-
sign for the memorial and, therefore, to
complete the commitment we have made
to develop this memorial,

I would ask the committee to accept
it. I know the committee understands
the purpose of this amendment and the
leaders have indicated their willingness
to accept it.

Mr. President, I understand this
amendment has the support also of OMB
and Chairman Yates of the House In-
terior Appropriations Subcommittee.

‘o summar..e, the purpose of the
amendment is to appropriate $722,000 for
fiscal year 1981 for the U.S. Holocaust
Memorial Council. This is the funding
level authorized in H.R. 8081, which has
now passed the House and Senate by
unanimous consent and is expected to be
signed by the President shortly. This
measure had 40 Senate cosponsors.

The Holocaust Council has come
about at the recommendation of the
President’s Commission on the Holocaust
Memorial. The Senate representatives
ably serving on the Commission include
Senators DANFORTH, JACKSON, PELL,
StroNE and BosCHWITZ.

Mr. President, there is no way to undo
the tragedies of modern history’s darkest
days nor can we bring back the nearly
11 million human beings who were mur-
dered under the Nazi reign of terror. To
the families and friends of all the vic-
tims, and especially to the world’s Jew-
ish community, who were the largest
single target of annihilation and ethnic
extermination, few words of comfort can
be offered to ease the overwhelming sense
of loss felt even 40 years later.

Our responsibility now lies in keeping
alive the memory of those who suffered
and perished and to learn the lessons of
the past so they will never again be re-
peated.

The Holocaust Commission recom-
mended to the President and the Con-
gress the need for a living museum/
memorial in our Nation's Capital. The
Council, therefore, will be established to
plan and oversee the design and con-
struction of a permanent museum to the
victims of the holocaust. It is altogeth-
er fitting for this memorial to be in
the Capital of the country where so many
of the survivors fled and established new
lives. The United States. too, should be
recognized for the siznificant role it
plaved in the final liberation of the death
camps.

The second mandated purpose of the
council is to ass'st in the development
of an annual observance of the Days of
Remembrance of the victims of the holo-
caust. A number of synagogues, church-
es, and community groups have initiated
their own meaningful observances and
the Holocaust Memorial will be charged
with the ongoing responsibility of de-
veloping and encouraging wavs to com-
memorate these Davs of Remembrance.
This mandate is an extremely important
part of the memorial.

Another significant aspect of the
Council is its task to generate significant
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private sector support for the memorial
Government. The Commission noted in
in a public-private partnership with the
its report that it believes extensive sup-
port from the American people will be
forthcoming.

Mr. President, this small funding
measure will begin a long overdue effort
on the part of the United States to honor
the memories of the victims of this gen-
ocide. It is important to point out that
we are the only nation in the ecivilized
world without an official Holocaust
Memorial.

As the philosopher George Santavana
so appropriately noted in 1905, “Those
that cannot remember the past are con-
demned to repeat it.” Let us proceed, Mr.
President, with the mission of the
Council and the education of future gen-
erations of American citizens in the
tragedy of the holocaust.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, we
have examined this proposal of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon and
have no objection to it on this side of
the aisle.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with the distinguished
manager of the bill in accepting this
amendment.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I move
its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oregon.

The amendment (UP No. 1764)
agreed to.

TP AMENDMENT NO. 1765

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I send
an additional amendment to the desk
and ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD)
proposes an unprinted amendment num-
bered 1765.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 10, after line 18, insert the fol-
lowing:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Secretary is authorized and shall
seek to acquire the lands described in Sec-
tion E05(a) of the Act of November 10, 1978
(92 Stat. 3467) by first acquiring federal sur-
plus lands of equivalent value from the
General Services Administration and then
exchanging such surplus lands for the lands
described in Section F05(a) of that Act with
the land owners. Exchanges shall be on the
basis of equal value, and any party to the
exchange may pay or accept cash in order to
equalize the value of the property ex-
changed.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, this is
one of those very interesting situations
where we are trying to correct an inequi-
ty that exists at this time. The Congress
of the United States authorized the es-
tablishment of a park in Hawaii and
this park was to be developed out of a
large parcel of private ownership. The
only problem is that the Government has

not had the appropriations to make this

was
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purchase, and it has now been appraised
at about $60 million.

The owners of this property are peo-
ple of modest income, of increasing age.
In fact, I believe the owner is now near
70.

They realize that, for the first time,
if they should die their heirs would be
thrust into a very untenable position of
havingz to pay inheritance tax on estate
ownership, including this $60 million ap-
praised value land.

They have asked for relief in this situ-
ation. The GSA and the Forest Service
have agreed that there is land in Hawaii
that they could easily exchange and
thereby create a fluid landholding as
against this one buyer market situation
they face.

All this does is to give, in effect, au-
thorization to the GSA and the Forest
Service under existing rules, regulations,
and laws to proceed to redress this par-
ticular hardship that has been placed
upon these innocent people.

I have talked to the managers of the
bill and they have indicated an under-
standing of this. I believe they are willing
to accept this amendment. Therefore, I
yield to the manager of the bill.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, the
Senator is correct. We have examined
this amendment and we are willing to
accept the amendment proposed by the
Senator.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we have
no objection to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (UP No. 1765) was
agreed to.

Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. President, I thank
the leadership for yielding for this pur-
pose and for the willingness of Senator
MeTzENBAUM to set aside his pending
amendment and permit me to take up
these two amendments.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, there
will be a Member here to speak in a
moment. I might say to my friend from
Oh’o that I must oppose his amendment
because of the other amendments that
deal with national parks and land acqui-
sit'on which we face. We are now com-
mitted to opposing, for instance, the two
amendments to be offered perhaps by the
Senator from Wyoming and the amend-
ment to be offered, perhaps, by the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. They are all
geared to the suggested amendment.

Since we have taken the position that
no further amendments should be agreed
to because we are in excess of our budget
otlay ceiling, and we are just bouncing
under the budzet authorization ceiling,
we do not feel we can make an exception.

I point out to my friend from Ohio
that he is in a different situation than
the other Senators with their amend-
ments because the money he sceks is
actually in conference. It is in the House
bill and will be in conference. These other
Senators are trying to put items into the
bill to go to conference.

I have indiceted to the Senator from
Kentu-ky my irtention to try to main-
tain a position with him of opposing any
amendments which would increase this
bill to the point that we would bte in
serious difficulty. I am afraid the amend-
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ment of the Senator from Ohio would
start to tear down that position.

Unless someone wants to speak, Mr.
Presid:-nt. I intend to put in a quorum
call until the other Senators arrive.

Mr. METZENBAUM, Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. STEVENS. Yes.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Is the Senator
from Alaska representing to the Senator
from Ohio that he intends to oppose any
amendments of a similar nature which
would increase the funding for specific
projects such as this?

Mr. STEVENS. I will state to the Sen-
ator that we have not supported any
amendments for increases in this type of
situation. We azecspted only one that I
know of. It is my intention, and I have
notified the other Senators both on my
side of the aisle and the other side of the
aisle, that the S nator from Kentucky
and I would oppose any amendment in-
creasing land aquisition accounts.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
appr:ciate the response of the Senator
from Alaska.

I wou'd like to inquire of the Senator
from Kentucky with respect to this mat-
ter, which he knows is a matter of great
personal concern to constituents in my
State.

It is not a major amount of money.
It is &5 million in the bill and the House
has put $7 million in. This is very impor-
tant to our communities. This park runs
between Akron and Cleveland. There will
be millions of people who will have access
to it. It is the only ma or urban park
other than those laocated in San Francisco
and New York, and other than some that
have been talked about in recent years.

In view of the fact that there is the
$7 million in the House bill, may I ob-
tain the point of view of the Senator
from Kentucky as to how he would re-
act to the possibility of yielding to the
House on this issue?

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
will say to the Senator from Ohio that
we certainly are aware of this particular
project and his interest in it. Within
the constraints we will have placed upon
us in the second concurrent budget
resolution, we will cerfainly give every
consideration to the House figure when
we go to conference on this bill.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Under those cir-
cumstances, Mr. President, in view of
the faect that I understand the circum-
stance that the amendment might be a
precedent, and in view of the fact that
there has been a representation that this
bill will be opposed, the Senator from
Ohio will withdraw his amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Ohio is
withdrawn.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I thank the Sena-
tor very much.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I
reserve my right to reintroduce that
amendment should another amendment
of a similar nature be adopted. How-
ever, in view of the representations of
the Senators from Alaska and Kentueky
that they are not going to accept any
other amendments, I feel it may not be
necessary to reserve that right.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the
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Senator would have that right anyway,
I might say.

Mr. METZENBAUM. This Senator so
understands.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 1
vield to the Senator from Alaska. I be-
lieve he has a matter to present.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll. ]

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, on behalf
of my distinguished colleague (Mrs.
Kassepaum), I ask unanimous consent
that her statement in support of the
Interior appropriations measure be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

STATEMENT By SENATOR KASSEBAUM

The appropriations measure we Are con-
sldering today makes important commit-
ments to preserving and enhancing our na-
tion's lands and resources. At the same time,
we are provided a unigue opportunity to
support research which can utilize our nat-
ural resources to make a special contribu-
tion to our natlon’s energy securlty. Within
the Energy Conservation area of that portion
of the Department of Energy, which Is
funded in this bill, we can emphasize promis-
ing new research on alternative agricultural
Eenergy sources.

American farmers have actively sought

ways In which to lessen our dependence on
foreign sources of oil. as demonstrated most
dramatically by the tremendous popular in-
terest in production of gasohol. We In Con-

gress have strongly registered our support
for aleohol fuel production.

I believe that we have only begun to uti-
lize the potential of American agriculture to
help provide for our nation's energy needs.
In addition to gasohol, there are other means
of using blomass and agricultural resources
which have shown promise, yet which need
additional research that is not funded else-
where.

For example, there is considerable poten-
tial in the gasification of agricultural wastes
such as crop residues to fuel certain on-
farm practices. Under thls system, farmers
would be able to harvest the crop of grain
and then process the straw or stover remain-
ing on the field into low and medium BTU
gas. The grain itself would still be available
for marketing and human consumption. The
type of fuel produced would be particularly
useful for fueling irrigation pumps and grain
dryers, two of the most energy-intensive
practices on the farm. Seclentists belleve a
fluldized bed gasifier should be tested with
various types of agricultural residues to de-
termine which would be preferable.

Another idea with great potentlal is the
use of vegetable oil as fuel for diesel engines.
Increasingly, modern agriculture s operating
with equipment powered by dlesel rather
than gasoline engines. Several states have
indicated that vegetable olls. such as from
soybeans or sunflowers, may be able to meet
a portion of this Increasing demand.

As these ideas are tested and evaluated, the
results can be integrated into existine farm
systems, and we can enhance the efficlency
of these processes on the farm. I am hopeful
that the DOE will recognize the importance
of this research and support it through an
appropriate channel, such as the Agriculture
and Food Processing Branch of Industrial
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Process Efficlency within Energy Conserva-
tion.

I hope that the conference report which
accompanies H.R. 7724 will include encour-
agement to the Department of Energy to rec-
ognize these priorities, and I believe funds
within the amount now appropriated should
be used. Such action would be an important
step toward the more efficient utilization of
our nation's natural resources, which shouild
be beneficial for all Americans.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 1766
(Purpose: Grant legislative approval of com-
pleted environmental studles in NPR-A as

having met NEPA requirements)

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Alaska (Mr, STEVENS)

proposes an unprinted amendment numbered
1766.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that further reading be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On pagze 20, after line 19, insert the fol-
lowing:

The detalled environmental studies and
assessments that have been conducted on the
exploration program and the comprehensive
land-use studies carried out in response to
Sections 105 (b) and (¢) of Public Law 94—
258 shall be deemed to have fulfilled the re-
quirements of Section 102(2) (c) of the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act (Public
Law 91-190), with regard to the first two oil
and gas lease sales in the National Petroleum
Reserve—Alaska: Provided, That not more
than a total of two million acres may be
leased in these two sales: Provided further,
that any exploration or production under-
taken pursuant to this section shall be in
accordance with Section 104(b) of the Naval
Petroleum Reserves Production Act of 1976
(90 Stat. 30; U.S.C. 6504).

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, both the
House and Senate versions of the fiscal
1981 Interior appropriations bill contain
language authorizing private exploration
and drilling in the National Petroleum
Reserve-Alaska. It is estimated that 20
months will be needed following enact-
ment of this bill before the first lease
sale can be held. Most of this time will
be spent in administrative work neces-
sary to comply with the provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act.

A limited Federal drilling program has
been underway in NPR-A for years, and
each vear, in addition to providing funds
for the actual drilling operation, Con-
gress has also appropriated large sums
of money for environmental studies and
restoration. To date, more than $12 mil-
lion has been spent in NPR-A to gather
environmental data.

Mr. President, we can ill-afford fur-
ther delays in developing this promising
oil and gas area.

The amendment I am offering would
allow the Department of the Interior to
proceed with a lease sale without filing a
final environmental impact statement.
Environmental assessments would still
be conducted on those sites to be offered
in a lease sale, but these would not be
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s0 time consuming nor so costly as the
EIS. This amendment would apply only
to the first two lease sales in NPR-A and
not more than 2 million acres could be
leased in those sales, so what we are
asking is a very limited exemption which
should be granted in view of the exten-
sive environmental data we have col-
lected in NPR-A.

Mr. President, so that there is no mis-
understanding, I point out that the De-
partment will have to offer more than 2
million acres for lease in order to be
assured of an actual sale of 2 million
acres. It is our intention that the Bu-
reau of Land Management offer tracts
in several different areas so that we can
better determine interest in diverse areas
of NPR-A rather than concentrating all
the tracts in one or two areas.

Mr. President, I have discussed this
matter with the Energy Committee, with
the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana, the chairman of the legislation sub-
committee of jurisdiction (Mr. JoHN-
sTOoN). He asked that he be made a co-
sponsor of this legislation. I ask unani-
mous consent to that effect.

The FRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. This amendment has
been discussed with the chairman and
the staff of the Energy Committee. The
chairman does not cosponsor the amend-
ment, but to my knowledge, there is
no objection to this final version of the
amendment.

It will mean, Mr. President, that an
area that has been set aside now since
the Harding administration as an oil
and gas reserve can, in fact, be opened
as quickly as possible, consistent with
the existing laws, to leasing. The one
thing we are asking is that, because en-
vironmental studies have been completed
pursuant to another law, they not have
to be done again pursuant to the Na-
tional Environmental Protection Act.

Mr, President. I ask that this amend-
ment be given consideration.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, on
this side of the aisle, we agree with the
statement made by the Senator from
Alaska; and, we will not object to the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (UP No. 1766) was
agreed to.

TP AMENDMENT NO. 1767
(Purpose: Clarification of Congressional
intent)

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS)
;;\;ggoses an unprinted amendment numbered

On page 18, line 8. after “Acts,"” Insert
the following: “notwithstanding any other
provision of law and”.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this is
really a technical amendment.

Public Law 94-258 prohibited develop-
ment and production of oil and gas in
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NPR-A unless specifically provided in a
subsequent act of Congress.

As language is included in this bill to
establish a leasing program for oil and
gas development in NPR-A, and that is
in the House bill also, that prohibition
is effectively rescinded. To insure that
our intent is clear, however, the words
“notwithstanding any other provision of
law" should be included in the language
now contained in the Interior bill to
make certain that the amendment al-
ready in the bill will be effective in view
of the provisions of Public Law 94-258.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Alaska.

The amendment (UP No. 1767
agreed to.

TANANA CHIEFS INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE

PROPOSAL

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I would
like to seek clarification from the floor
manager concerning an Indian Health
Service facility in Alaska. The commit-
tee did not provide the additional $500,-
000 I had requested to provide for transi-
tion expenses and increased contract
care services associated with a proposal
from the Tanana Chiefs Conference to
close the PHS hospital in Tanana, Alas-
ka. The hospital is now only serving
about eight patients a day and the
Tanana Chiefs seek to take over the fa-
cility and convert it to long-term care
using the Fairbanks Memorial Hospital
as their primary source of inpatient care.

Am I correct in assuming that al-
though we have not provided additional
funds for this activity, the Indian Health
Service could make an administrative
decision to close this facility and make
it available to the Tanana chiefs for
long-term care so long as th's could be
accomplished within the funds otherwise
available to them?

Mr. HUDDLESTON. As the Senator
knows, we are concerned about some of
the long-term cost implications asso-
ciated with proposals which seek to move
from direct service in Indian health fa-
cilities to contract care. If there were
sufficient savings from the closure of the
Tanana PHS hospital to cover the other
costs associated with the plan, we would
have no objection so long as the commit-
tee received notification from the Indian
Health Service. I would emphasize, how-
ever, that we cannot commit Federal
funds to the operation of a long-term
care facility.

Mr. STEVENS. I understand that and
will inform the Tanana chiefs that while
we would not obiect to the facility’s being
used for long-term care, funds for its
support must come from State, local, or
third-party payments.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I would
like to call the Senate’s attention to the
necessity for the National Park Service
to provide an adeguate facility for the
National Center for Therapeutic Riding
in Rock Creek Park in Washington, D.C.
The need arises because of the National
Park Service's plan to demolish the Rock
Creek horse barn, where the therapeutic

was
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riding program serves handicapped chil-
dren of the District of Columbia public
schools and other metropolitan Wash-
ington area groups and individuals. If a
facility is no longer available for this
unique therapy program, then hundreds
of handicapped children now enrolled
will be forced to abandon the program.
Therapeutic riding has proven a vital
method in both physical and psychologi-
cal therapy for handicapped people. I
understand that the National Park Serv-
ice, because of budgetary constraints, is
hesitant to provide the necessary funds
for a temporary facility.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I agree that this
is a matter warranting immediate atten-
tion. With respect to the National Park
Service budget for fiscal year 1981, I
would like to point out that the commit-
tee has included an increase in appropri-
ations of $16.5 million for the mainte-
nance of Park Service property. Within
that context, I would expect the Park
Service to make projects such as this one
a priority.

Mr. MATHIAS. I am bringing up the
need for support now because I do not
think that the National Park Service is
giving the project the attention it de-
serves. I cannot overemphasize the im-
portance of the therapeutic riding pro-
gram for handicapped children. I am
worried that the harm to these children
would be immeasurable unless a way can
be found to maintain the program in an
adequate facility and at an optimal level.

Anyone who is familiar with the pro-
gram would attest that it has been highly
successful for the past 6 years. In fact,
it is so successful that the center has
given much thought, as you point out, to

the possibility of expanding the program
to include 1,000 children and to train
instructors for similar programs across
the country and abroad. Moreover,
Washington is a logical site for the head-
quarters of a national and international
effort to educate the public about these

valuable technigques for helping the
handicapped.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I understand that
approximately $500,000 is estimated for
a temporary facility.

Mr. MATHIAS. Yes, that amount will
at least provide a temporary facility to
continue the program. But, in looking
down the road, the center believes that
a new facility is necessary with the ex-
pansion of the program.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. The committee
agrees this is an important project. With
the additional NPS maintenance funds
I mentioned a moment ago, projects of
th's kind should be given a high priority.
This exchange should serve as a clear
guide of the Senate’s legislative intent
in that respect. However, the committee
will expect the Park Service to hold down
the renovation costs involved. The esti-
mated cost is, in our judgment, highly
excessive.

Mr. MATHIAS. I appreciate your sup-
port. With the International Year of the
Disabled taking place in 1981, it would be
unfortunate and ironic to find ourselves
observing it by not saving such an out-
standing and, in the long run, cost-effec-
tive program.
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WHY THE INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APFPROPRIA-
TIONS BILL IS TOO HIGH

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Interior Department appropriations bill
is too high. That is why I am voting
against it.

It is true the bill is $1.079 billion below
the budget estimates and $17.9 billion
below last year. This latter figure is de-
ceiving because it is due almost entirely
to the fact that last year we appropriated
almost $20 billion for the energy secu-
rity reserve, a one-time and nonrecur-
ring item.

However, the committee should get
credit for the more than $1 billion cut
below the President’s budget estimates.

This year there should be a balanced
budget. We have double digit inflation.
Interest rates are in the double digit
range. The real income of the American
people has declined because of those
facts.

In these circumstances we must cut
the budget more than we have. Spend-
ing must be cut, cut, and cut.

The Office of Management and Budget
almost 6 months ago estimated a fiscal
vear 1981 budget deficit of $30 billion.
That was the last official estimate and it
is now no doubt very much higher—bil-
lions of dollars higher.

My vote against this bill reflects my
belief that we must do more. If a major-
ity of Senators voted “no” this bill and
other appropriations bills would go back
to the committee for further cuts until
finally we achieved a balanced budget or
surplus for fiscal year 1981.

If that were done then such a tighten-
ing of the fiscal belt along with the pres-
ent strict monetary policy would bring
about a major decrease in the inflation
rate.

We cannot continue to have a budget
which is $30 billion or more out of bal-
ance in a year of double digit inflation
and expect the situation to improve.

My vote of “no” on this bill is a pro-
test against an unbelanced budget in a
year of roaring inflation.

We must do more if the number one
economic problem of this country is to
have any chance of solution.

GLADE PARK

® Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I
would like to thank the Appropriations
Committee for including language in the
Interior Avoprorriations Committee re-
port which insures that the National
Park Service will continue to escort over-
sized vehicles on the Glade Park Road in
Co'orado National Monument during the
1981 fiscal year.

Glade Park is a rapidly growing com-
munitv 10 miles from Grand Junction,
Colo. The only all-weather road between
the two, the Glade Park Road, traverses
45 miles of the Colorado National
Monument and has a series of dangerous
hairpin curves. Large vehicles which
would not ordinarily require a warning
escort, cannot mnegotiate these curves
while staying entirely within their own
lane. A hazard to all users of the road
has thus existed from the time the road
was built.

The monument was created by Presi-
dent Taft in 1911. In 1913, Mesa County




29668

provided assistance to the NPS for con-
struction of Glade Park Road. The resi-
dents themselves contributed money and
labor to the project. The road was sub-
sequently abandoned to the National
Park Service. but the historical right-of-
way has continued to be exercised by the
residents of Glade Park. Mesa County
continues to maintain all but that por-
tion of the road within the monument
boundaries. For all pract'cal purposes,
the Glade Park Road is an integral part
of the county network—for the benefit
of the county and its residents, as well as
for monument visitors. Glade Park resi-
dents and commercial traffic serving the
community have used this road for 67
years, as have the timber and grazing
interests located bevond Glade Park on
the Uncompaghre Plateau.

Because of the rapid growth of Glade
Park, in 1974 NPS became concerned
about the increasing hazard posed to the
general public by the increasing volume
of commercial traffic. The NPS requested
that drivers of large rigs (mostly live-
stock and timber haulers) agree to ac-
cept a pilot vehicle, provided and driven
by monument personnel, to escort them
through the monument; in the interest
of public safety, the commercial users
acquiesced in this arrangement.

In 1979, the NPS threatened to ban
commercial traffic altogether. As a result
of this action, the Mesa County Com-
missioners met with the Park Service in
order to resolve this issue. The county
commissioners have worked very dili-
gently with the NPS to insure that the
concerns and safety of the residents of
Glade Park, Grand Junction, and visitors
to the monument were preserved. The
commissioners and the National Park
Service have agreed that the long-term
solution of commercial traffic inside the
monument will be solved when the Little
Park Road which runs outside the monu-
ment is uograded to handle large vehicle
traffic. To construct this alternative
road, Mesa County has pledged itself to
an expenditure in excess of $600.000 for
the construction of one half of the road:
the National Park Service has pledged to
join the county in investigating several
funding possibilities for the other half.

However, in order to protect the resi-
dents of Glade Park and visitors to the
monument, it is essential that the Park
Service continue to escort oversized ve-
hicles through the monument until im-
provements have been made on the Little
Park Road. The inclusion of this provi-
sion in the Interior Appropriations Com-
mittee report insures that the Park Serv-
ice will continue to escort oversized vehi-
cles through the monument during fis-
cal year 1981.

Mr. President, I have recently received
a letter from the Mesa County Commis-
sioners which describes the continued
need for National Park Service escort of
oversized vehicles within the Colorado
National Monument until improvements
have been completed on the alternative
road. I believe this letter clearly demon-
strates the county’s commitment to re-
solve the problem of safe and convenient
access to the Glade Park and monument
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area. I would like to submit this letter
for inclusion in the Recorp. I would also
like to thank the Appropriations Com-
mittee for its prompt attention and ac-
tion on this important problem to the
residents of western Colorado.

The letter follows:

MESA COUNTY COMMISSIONERS,
Grand Junction, Colo., Sept. 29, 1980.

Hon. WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONG,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR ARMSTRONG: This Is to Inform
you that the Mesa County Commissioners
and the Regional Office of the National Park
Service have worked very closely in trying
to resolve a very pressing problem of safe
and convenient access to the Glade Park
area. Resolution of this problem has both
long term and short term components.

In the long term, which is to say over the
next few years, we have agreed that an alter-
native all-weather access road must be bullt.
This will achieve a mutually desirable goal—
access to the rapldly growing Glade Park
area will be enhanced for those who live there
and for the necessary commercial traffic that
serves the area, and such traffic can he wholly
diverted from one of the most beautiful
Natlonal Parks in Colorado. To construct this
alternative road, Mesa County has pledged
itself to an expenditure in excess of $600,000
for construction of one half of the road; the
National Park Service has pledged to join
with us in investigating several funding pos-
sibilities for the other half.

In the short term, commercial traffic must
continue to pass through the Colorado Na-
tional Monument. In this regard, the County
Commissioners support the addition of lan-
guage in the Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee Report which will continue to provide
escorts for commercial traffic in the Colo-
rado National Monument. It is essential that
this language be retained in the Conference
Report In order to ensure the safety of the
residents of Glade Park and of visitors to
the Monument.

We belleve that the additlon of this lan-
guage represents a practical resolution of the
short term problem while work proceeds on
an alternative all-weather road. Anything
you can do to further this goal will be greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,
RICK ENSTROM,
Chairman, Mesa County Commissioners.g
KANSAS INDIAN FUNDING

® Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, T would like
to engage the floor manager of this hill
in a brief colloquy on a matter of concern
to the Indians of Kansas.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs office in
Anadarko, Okla., distributes Indian funds
to 23 tribes in both Oklahoma and Kan-
sas. Nineteen of these tribes are in Okla-
homa. The remaining four tribes—the
Kickapoo, Potawatomi, Iowa, and Sac-
Fox—are in Kansas.

We are all aware of the rich history
of the Oklahoma Indian tribes. Both
their numbers and their needs are great.
However, the Indians of Kansas are fear-
ful that they are being ignored and short-
changed in this two-State area.

Specifically, the formula for distribut-
ing Indian funds appears to discriminate
against Kansas Indians. As in many Fed-
eral programs, the number of residents
determines the number of dollars. But,
the formulas used in this two-State area
have the effect of counting a greater
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proportion of Oklahoma Indians than
Kansas Indians.

As I understand it, the Oklahoma
formula provides for counting enrolled
members of tribes living within the
former reservation area. The Kansas
formula only allows counting those
Indians within the actual present reser-
vation boundary, a much smaller area
than the former reservation area. If
Kansas tribes were allowed to count
Indians living within the former res-
ervation area, as in Oklahoma, their
numbers would be greater, and they
would receive a more appropriate share
of Federal funds.

I understand the complexities of
counting tribal members, and I am sure
that there may be historical reasons for
these differences. But, I am not sure this
is justified. It seems to me that the tribes
in each State should be counted by the
same method, so that Indians in one
State receive the same proportionate
share of funds as Indians in another
State. In this case, it happens to hurt
Kansas Indians. It may also harm other
tribes in other States.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Your point is
valid. We should not, by the use of dif-
fering statistical formulas, give an un-
due benefit to the Indians of one State
over another. Because of its vastly
greater number of Indians, Oklahoma
should receive more funding than
Kansas. But, the Kansas tribes should
receive their proportional share based on
a fair counting of the total number of
Indians in the State. We will expect the
Bureau of Indian Affairs to look into this
matter and see to it that these four
Kansas tribes are treated fairly. I will
also urge that the equal allocation of
BIA resources be a subject of the fiscal
1982 budget hearings.®

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Tsoncas) . The clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the gquorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered.

TIME LIMITATION AGREEMENT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, T have a time agreement on the
pending measure, the Interior appro-
priations bill, which has been worked out
between Mr. HvuppLEsTON and Mr.
STEVENS, the manager and ranking mi-
nor'ty manager. and other Senators.
This has been cleared with the leader-
ship on the other side of the aisle,
specifically, with Mr. Baker and Mr.
STEVENS, and with Senators on this side
of the aisle, including Mr. HUDDLESTON.

Mr. President, there is an agreement
already with respect to the amendment
by Mr. BrRapLEY to the pending measure.
There is also an agreement with respect
to the State, Justice appropriation
amendments.

Without in any way altering those
agreements, I make the following re-
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quest: That further debate on the De-
partment of the Interior appropriation
bill be limited to 1 hour to be equally
divided between Mr. HuppLESTON and
Mr. Stevens; that that hour not start
running until Monday; provided further,
that on Monday no other amendments
to the Interior appropriations bill, with
the exception of the Bradley amendment
and amendments thereto as previously
ordered, be in order, with the following
exceptions: two amendments by Mr.
Heinz—one, a printed amendment No.
2614 providing $4 million for the Valley
Forge National Park with 1 hour equally
divided on that amendment in accord-
ance with the usual form; the second
amendment by Mr. Heinz, which pro-
vides $5.7 million for the Forest Service
aerial logging vehicles with 1 hour
equally divided on that amendment.
Provided further, that there be 1 hour
equally divided on an amendment by
Mr. BELLMON, to be offered by Mr. BELL~
MoN or Mr. DoMmeNICI, on budget outlay
control; two amendments by Mr. WAL-
rLor—one amendment providing $6.9
million for the Yellowstone National
Park, and one which provides $5.3 mil-
lion for a national elk refuge, on which
there would be 1 hour egually divided in
accordance with the usual form; one
amendment by Mr. MELCHER to increase
the appropriation for Department of
Energy fossil energy research and devel-
opment account, with 1 hour on that
amendment to be equally divided in ac-
cordance with the usual form.
Provided further, that all amend-
ments in the second degree to any of
the aforementioned amendments, with
the exception of the amendment by Mr.

BrapLey, which has already been taken
care of under a previous order, must be
germane to the underlying amendment,
and debate on such amendments in the
second degree be limited to 30 minutes
equally divided in accordance with the
usual form.

Provided further, that upon the dispo-
sition of the aforementioned amend-
ments, if they are all called up, that the
Senate proceed immediately to third
reading, and immediately to final pas-
sage; and that upon disposition of the
bill there be no time for debate on any
motion to reconsider.

Provided further, that—with that ex-
ception—or any debatable motion or ap-
peal or point of order, if such be sub-
mitted to the Senate by the Chair, that
there be a 20-minute time limitation to
be equally divided in accordance with
the usual form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

The text of the agreement follows:

Ordered, That on Monday, November 17,
1980, at the hour of 10:00 a.m., the Senate
resume consideration of the pending busl-
ness, HR. 7724, the Department of Interior
Appropriations Act, with no amendment in
the first degree to be in order except the
following: a Bradley amendment, which is
the pending question, on which there shall
be 40 minutes; two Heinz amendments, No.
2614 and a $5.7 million logging amendment,
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on each of which there shall be 1 hour; a
Bellmon or Domenicli amendment on budget
outlays, on which there shall be 1 hour; two
Wallop amendments, one a $6.9 million Yel-
ilowstone and the other a $5.3 million Na-
tional Elk Refuge amendment, on each of
which there shall be 1 hour; and a Melcher
amendment on fossil research and develop-
ment, on which there shall be 1 hour: Pro-
vided, That the time on these amendments
shall be equally divided and controlled by
the mover of such and the manager of the
bill.

Ordered, That no amendment in the second
degree shall be in order unless germane to
the underlying first degree amendment, and
that time on any such second degree amend-
ment shall be limited to 30 minutes; except
oa any second degree amendment to the
Bradley amendment, on which there shall
be 20 minutes.

Ordered, That debate on any debatable mo-
tion, appeal or point of order shall be lim-
ited to 20 minutes, and that there shall be
no time for debate on any motion to re-
consider.

Ordered, That upon the disposition of
the above mentioned amendments, the Sen-
ate immediately proceed to third reading of
the bill, and then immediately to final
passage.

Ordered, That on the question of final pas-
saze of the bill, time for debate shall be
limited to 1 hour, to be equally divided and
controlled, respectively, by the Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. Huddleston) and the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. Stevens).

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I congratulate Mr. HuppLEsTON and Mr.
STEVENS not only for working out the
agreement but also for the progress that
has been made on the bill up to this
point. It is my understanding that there
may be one more amendment offered to-
day. There will be no more rollcall votes
ordered today.

Mr. STEVENS. That is correct. It is
my understanding that the Senator from
New Mexico will not seek a rollcall vote
on his amendment. I know of no other
amendments. It is my understanding
that the consent agreement will prevent
any amendments being offered except
those specified after the close of business
today.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes, There
will be no more rollcall votes today be-
cause of the agreement by Mr. DoMENICI
that no rollcall vote will be requested on
his amendment.

I thank Mr. HupprEsToN and Mr.
STeEVENS and I congratulate them, and
the Senate is in their debt.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 1768
(Purpose: To permit non-Indians to utllize
the Zuni-Ramah Indian Health Service

Unit in Zuni, New Mexico, on a fee-for-

service basis and allowing those fees col-

lected to be returned to the Indian Health
Bervice.)

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. A parliamentary in-
quiry

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. DOMENICI. Is an amendment in
order at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICERS. An
amendment is in order.
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Mr DOMENICI. I send an unprinted
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
DoMENICI) proposes an unprinted amend-
ment numbered 1768:

On line 24, page 54, after “Tallhina Hos-
pital in Talihina, Oklahoma," add “and the
Zuni-Ramah Indian Health Service Unit in
Zuni, New Mexico.”

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
a prepared statement that explains the
need for this amendment and explains
the fact that this is not a precedent. The
bill that is before us does the same thing
for an Indian hospital in Oklahoma that
I seek to do for an Indian hospital in
New Mexico.

Mr. President, Gov. Robert E. Lewis of
the Pueblo of Zuni in New Mexico has
done an excellent job of documenting the
need for and the benefits from allowing
non-Indian residents to pay for their
health care at the Zuni-Ramah Indian
Health Service Hospital.

There are about 400 to 700 non-Indians
living in the area who must now travel at
least 40 miles to Gallup, N. Mex., to re-
ceive nonemergency care. Many of these
non-Indians are employed by tribal
health, education, and administrative
operations. There is a high rate of attri-
tion due largely to the lack of readily
available health care which, under ex-
isting legislation, can only be offered
in an emergency situation.

The Zuni-Ramah IHS Hospital is a
45-bed facility with 7 phvsicians and
3 physician assistants available on a full-
time basis. The non-Indian population
is too small to support a single full-time
physician or an attendant facility. It
makes good sense to use the existing
facilities and services by allowing the
Zuni-Ramah Hospital to accept non-
Indians on a fee-for-service basis. My
amendment makes this provision, and it
allows the collected fees to be returned
to the Zuni-Ramah facility. This is the
same approach aceepted by the Interior
Subcommittee of the Appropriations
Committee for the Talihina Indian Hos-
pital in Oklahoma. We also have the full
support of the Indian Health Service.

The benefits of this approach, Mr.
President, are clear when we realize that
we are meeting a rural health need while
allowing the Indian hospitals in question
to expand their income base which will
be used to improve services. I applaud
the Zuni nation and their Governor for
this innovative idea that will retain
more non-Indian employees by offering
convenient and profitable health services.

For these reasons, I urge my colleagues
to accept my amendment.

Mr. President, I have a letter from the
Pueblo of Zuni authored by its Governor,
Robert E. Lewis and I ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the letter

was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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PUEBLO OF ZUNI,
Zuni, N. Mex., September 22, 1980.
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR SENATOR DOMENICI: Attached here-
with is our proposal to assist the non-Indian
residents of our community to receive much
needed health care.

The proposal is in keeping with our Tribal
Specific Health Plan which was formulated
under the provisions of P.L. 94-437, the In-
dian Health Care Improvement Act. In the
Pueblo of Zuni Tribal Specific Health Plan
is the identification of the need to have
health care services for the non-Indian resi-
dents of the area.

Because of isolation, the non-Indian resi-
dents of the Zuni area have to travel long
distances to seek health care services. Health
care at the Zuni Comprehensive Community
Health Center is available only on an emer-
gency basis for non-Indians.

We earnestly request your assistance and
support in the affirmative realization of the
proposal and of the Pueblo of Zuni Tribal
Specific Health Plan.

Sincerely,
Rosert E. LEwis,
Governor, Pueblo of Zuni,

Mr. DOMENICI. It is my understand-
ing that the floor managers have agreed
to accept this amendment. If that is the
case I have nothing further to add except
to ask for the adoption of the amend-
ment.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
happy to see this amendment and I hope
it will survive conference. As a result
of this amendment perhaps the Indian
Health Service will give us some guid-
ance on the use of facilities in other
States. I understand the Senator has a
special problem in this one area and I
would like to see this particular amend-
ment agreed to. I would like to see the
report of the Indian Health Service as
to what the experience is at Zuni.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank my good
friend.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. We agree on this
side of the aisle that the amendment is
acceptable. We will, of course, go to con-
ference with it; and we will do what we
can there to secure its approval.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from New Mexico.

The amendment (UP No. 1768)
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank my good
friends.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a ruorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent. I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

was
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EXTENSION OF ROUTINE MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the period
for routine morning business be extended
for 30 minutes and resume at this time,
and that Senators may speak therein.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

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

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

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

THE GRAIN EMBARGO IS WORKING

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
new Reagan administration will be faced
very soon with a key decision on the sale
of grain to the Soviet Union. Russian ag-
gression in Afghanistan continues; if
anything, it has gotten worse. The evi-
dence also continues to grow that Presi-
dent Carter’'s embargo on additional
grain sales is hurting the Russians. Rus-
sian meat preduction was down in Sep-
tember 1980 by 7 percent from what it
was in September 1979. So far in 1980
production is 15 percent below 1979.

But the big news is that Russian grain
production for 1980 is likely to be about
as poor this year as last year. Each new
projection is lower than the last. Dr.
Marshall Goldman of the Russian Re-
search Center at Harvard University now
estimates the Soviet grain crop for 1980
to be around 180 million tons, compared
to the 235 million tons the Russians had
hoped to harvest.

The Russians are having two terrible
harvest years in a row. They will be
desperately trying to buy grain. What
should the United States do? Should we,
as the Republican Party platform pro-
posed, the platform on which Mr. Rea-
gan ran, drop the embargo and sell the
Russians all the grain they want? To do
so would sacrifice our principles, just as
the Russians are really hurting, and
without any foreign policy advantage.

Mr. President, I hope that Mr. Reagan
as President-elect will feel free to reject
the extreme positions his party adopted
during the election campaign. The Rus-
sians should not be led to believe that
the United States will sell them all the
grain they want without regard to the
aggressive foreign and military policies
they are pursuing. The embargo should
continue until the Russians withdraw
from Afghanistan.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for a short article by Professor
Goldman which appeared in the Rus-
sian Research Center newsletter of No-
vember 7, 1980, to be printed in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the article

November 14, 1980

was ordered to be printed in the ReEcorbp,
as follows:

PRELIMINARY REPORTS ON GRAIN INDICATE
SERIOUS PROBLEMS FOR THE SOVIETS

Although the final calculations have not
yvet been made, preliminary estimates indicate
that the Soviets have had a very bad grain
crop this year. Indeed, by the time the final
field is harvested, the crop may not exceed
that of 1979, which was particularly bad.
The harvest in 1979 of all grain crops was 179
million tons, and the figure for 1980 is ex-
pected to be about 180 million tons. This is
& significant shortfall from the expected 235
or s0 million tons that the Soviets had hoped
to harvest, and the 205 million tons that the
U.S. Department of Agriculture was predict-
ing until recently.

Undoubtedly the shortfall is due to the
very wet weather experienced in the western
part of the Soviet Union. The reports of seri-
ous flooding in the Ukraine suggested to some
observers outside the Department of Agricul-
ture that the Soviets were In very serlous
trouble.

This shortfall in Soviet production raises
some important policy questions for the
United States. First, do we sell the Soviets
the additional grain they will desperately
need? If they found it necessary to enter
into contracts with the U.8. for the 1979-80
harvest year of 25 million tons (at least until
their invasion of Afghanistan provoked us to
embargo all but 8 million tons of such sales),
thelr needs this year will be even higher. Be-
cause they could not obtain all the grain they
needed this past year, they were forced to
dip into their reserves. This year, the likeli-
hood is that they will have few if any such
reserves to fall back on. In addition, the har-
vest situation in countries like Canada, Aus-
tralia, and Argentina is not as good as it was
previously. It Is unlikely that the Soviets
will be able to turn elsewhere, or at least find
countries who will be willing to sell the So-
viets as much grain as they need. Canada and
Australia have indicated that they would not
sell the Soviets more than they had prior to
1879,

This puts the United States in a very im-
portant bargaining position. In addition, we
have just signed an agreement with the Chi-
nese which will require them to purchase 6-8
million tons of grain a year for four years.
This is almost like the previous agreement we
had with the Soviets, which required the
Russians to buy 6-8 million tons for five
years. This new Chinese agreement will go a
long way towards providing American farm-
ers with the orders they need—iIn the same
way that the Soviet agreement did before—
and will reduce the internal political pressure
within the U.S. to sell to the Soviets.

The gquestion is, therefore, what do we do
with the Soviets? Their five year agreement
to purchase grain from the United States
expires this year. Do we renew that, or do
we say that we will not sign such an agree-
ment nor sell them the grain they need this
year until they withdraw from Afghanistan?

It has often been argued that such em-
bargoes do not work. In the past, that has
been true at least partially. But this may be
a different year. It is most rare that the So-
viets find themselves with two bad harvests
in a row. Usunally it occurs once every four
vears. More than that, there seems to be no
one else they can turn to. On top of every-
thing else, the embargo this year seems to
have had an impact on Soviet meat produc-
tion. The Soviet Union is located too far
north to allow for the production of much
corn, and they are therefore very dependent
on the importation of corn from the United
States or Argentina. Because they have not
been able to buy as much corn as they need
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to feed all thelr livestock, they were forced
to hold a distress slaughtering in January
and February of this year. Meat production
temporarily went up, but now they are pay-
Ing the consequences of that action. Meat
production is currently about 15 percent
below what it was last year at this tlme. Not
surprisingly, therefore, meat, milk, and dairy
products are in even shorter supply than
usual.

How will the present harvest affect the
Soviet's position in Eastern Europe? Tradi-
tionally the USSR has shipped some of its
surplus grain to several East European coun-
tries to help them supplement local grain
production. Its inabllity to provide this un-
usual help this past year undoubtedly ex-
acerbated the food situation in Poland and
in turn was probably one of the factors pre-
cipitating the strikes there. For that matter,
in May there were reports that food short-
ages caused work stoppages In the USSR.
It may be more than coincidental that So-
viet auto production fell 6 percent in August,
the first time this has happened in owver
20 years. Potentially, the Soviets have a seri-
ous crisis on their hands. In the interim,
without some foreign help available to them
the situation will undoubtedly be even more
serious next year at this time, and may ex-
tend to not only shortages of meat, but
conceivably of bread as well.

This provides us with a golden oppor-
tunity, It is true that if our position is pre-
sented in too crass or confrontational terms
the Soviets will pull back and boast that if
they could withstand a thousand day seige
of Leningrad, they can do the same thing
now. Nonetheless, the Soviets will have some
serious political internal difficulties if they
aren’t able to supply their population with
adequate supplies of food. That should cer-
tainly give them some “‘food” for thought
about their foreign stance, and it may very
well be that in order to obtain the necessary
food supplies, they may decide to reexamine
their position and their heretofore rigid
attitude about Afghanistan.

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM LANDS,
COLORADO AND SOUTH DAKOTA

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, T ask
that the Chair lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representa-
tives on H.R. 5487, a bill to designate cer-
tain National Forest System lands in the
State of Colorado as wilderness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (MTr.
HarrY F. Byrp, Jr.) laid before the Sen-
ate a message from the House of Repre-
sentatives announcing its disagreement
to the amendments of the Senate to the
bill (H.R. 5487) to designate certain Na-
tional Forest System lands in the States
of Colorado and South Dakota for inclu-
sion in the National Wilderness Preser-
vation System, and for other purposes,
and requesting a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate insist upon its amend-
ments and agree to the request of the
House for a conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon. and
that the Chair be authorized to appoint
the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to: and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. J ACKSON,
Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. MELCHER, Mr. HAT-
FIELD, and Mr, McCLURE conferees on the
part of the Senate.
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RESIGNATION OF BERNARD (BOB)
SHAPIRO AND MARK McCONAGHY

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it was pub-
licly announced yesterday that Bob
Shapiro and Mark MeCeonaghy, the chief
and deputy chief of the Joint Commit-
tee on Taxation, plan to leave their posi-
tions at the end of this Congress. These
resignations will be a loss to the Congress,
and particularly to those of us who sit
on the tax-writing committees.

Bob Shapiro has served with distine-
tion since he assumed the position of
chief of staff of the Joint Committee on
Taxation in 1977. He was asked to fill
some big shoes, taking over from Dr.
Laurence Woodworth. Bob grew into
those shoes and steered the committees
through a number of difficult legisla-
tive battles. Mark McConaghy signifi-
cantly contributed to the quality of the
service provided by the joint committee
during that time.

There is no doubt the service of these
two dedicated staff members will be
missed. These men have been serving us
s0 well on the Senate Finance Commit-
tee and the Joint Tax Committee. Based
on longtime plans, they are leaving pub-
lic service to go into the private sector.
They will be missed by those of us on the
Senate Finance Committee and the Joint
Tax Committee and they will be missed
by many people who have never had the
privilege of working with them. They will
be a great asset to the private sector. I
wish them well.

THE FOURTH REICH? INATTENTION
SPELLS DOOM

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, an
article appeared in the Washington Post
in October entitled “West Germans Fear
Rightist Extremism.” It discussed the
implications of the Oktoberfest bombing
in Munich, believed by police to have
been committed by a member of a neo-
Nazi group. According to the article, neo-
Nazi terrorism has been steadily increas-
ing in the past 4 years, and member-
ship in such organizations has more than
tripled in the last year:

More than 1,000 neo-Na=i offenses were re-
corded last year, including desecration of
Jewish graves, disturbing the peace, and
painting racist slogans.

Last month six radical rightists were ar-
rested and charged with a serles of bomb-
ings and arson attacks this year agalnst
homes for political refugees and foreign
workers all over the country.

Does the ghost of Adolph walk again?

But there is something about what the
article implied that is even more chilling
than the facts themselves. It is the lack
of attention that is being paid to neo-
Nazi activity today. Of all people, one
would expect that the Germans would be
particularly watchful of reemerging
Nazi groups. On the contrary, the Post
reports that:

More often than not, German authorities
have not really bothered with right-wing
groups, hoping that if police and press alike
ignore them, they would go away.

The September 26 bombing and the
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rising number of neo-Nazi ecrimes in the
past year should be more than adequate
proof that they will not simply go away.
Thirty-five years after the end of World
War II, the Nazi movement is experienc-
ing a resurgence. And riding on the crest
of their new vitality, the neo-Nazis bring
with them the specter of the most hide-
ous crime known to man: Genocide.

Perhaps my colleagues think I over-
react. Perhaps they think I exaggerate.
In reply, I would remind them of the
words of Bertold Brecht in the epilog
of the play, “The Resistable Rise of
Arturo Ui™:

If we could learn to look instead of gawk-
ing, We'd see the horror in the heart of
farce . . . This was the thing that nearly had
us mastered; Don't yet rejoice in his defeat,
you men! Although the world stood up and
stopped the bastard, the bitch that bore him
is in heat again.

Eighty-five nations have stood up to
stop genocide—every major nation in
the world but one. I appeal to the U.S.
Senate: Rise to the occasion, ratify the
Genocide Convention before it is too late.

INDUSTRY AND GOVERNMENT CO-
OPERATION URGED BY SENATOR
RANDOLPH

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, re-
cently, when Congress was in recess, T
addressed the leaders of the coke and
coal chemicals industry. The occasion
was the annual meeting of the American
Coke and Coal Chemicals Institute which
was held for the 31st consecutive year,
from October 18 through 22, at the
Greenbrier in White Sulphur Springs,
W. Va.

The informative and educational
meeting was hosted by Lawrence Nagel
from the Koppers Co., president of the
institute and Col. Lucian Ferguson,
the institute’s executive director and
general counsel. In addition to myself
and the leaders of this vital national in-
dustry, remarks were delivered by several
authorities in the energy field.

Laurance Fuller, president of Amoco
Oil Co., one of our Nation’s primary
energy companies outlined the “long
range energy options for the United
States.” He underscored the urgency of
accelerating utilization of our most
abundant fossil fuel, coal, in the immedi-
ate future. The mutual concerns of the
automobile industry and the merchant
coke industry were discussed by George
Ditzhazy, purchasing manager for the
General Motors Corp. (GM). An inter-
national perspective was contributed by
Dr. Peter Pichbeck, managing director
of the British Steel Corp., Ltd., who ad-
dressed issues involving coal tar, one of
the valuable byproducts of the coking
process.

Mr. President, I underscored our en-
ergy and industrial problems. I cited the
Steel Tripartite Committee to illustrate
the positive action which results from
jo'nt cooperation by industry, labor, and
government and stressed the need to en-
gage in similar constructive efforts on a
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broad front as we engage the challenges
of the eighties.

Our Nation is at a critical point in our
economic development. We must work
together—all of us, from all sectors of
society, to move forward into a second
industrial revolution which will secure
our economic stability, preserve our key
industries, and provide meaningful work
opportunities.

The leaders of the coke and coal
chemicals industry with whom I met are
eager to participate in this effort. I en-
vourage Americans to join the effort.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of my address at this
meeting be printed in the Recorp fol-
lowing these remarks.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

REMARKS OF SENATOR JENNINGS RANDOLPH

INDUSTRY AND GOVERNMENT COOPERATION

You are at home In the autumn tinted
hills of West Virginia.

A welcome to our beautiful area may not
be totally appropriate because, I am told, the
American Coke and Coal Chemicals Institute
has chosen to meet here, at the Greenbrier,
for the past 31 consecutive years. I congratu-
late you on your choice of thls location,
America’s finest resort and convention Hotel.

Beveral years ago an advertisement was
run in National periodicals. The name of the
advertiser is not important but the message
was, then and now. The brief saying reflected
the philosophy which has separated our eco-
nomlc system from many others in the
World. Our generally sustained prosperity for
many years is, In great part, a result of ad-
herence to it.

Many Americans took exception to the
message. Their noble interest in promoting
social reform and a more equal distribution
of wealth clouded their vision. They were af-
flicted by myopia, both in looking back and
looking forward.

The message was short and direct. It must
be understood by all Americans if we are to
continue to prosper. It was "Profit is not a
4-Letter Word.”

Over 200 years ago—In the year our Nation
declared its Independence—The year the
most successful experiment in social and
ceonomic reform the World has known was
begun—aA treatise was published which pro-
foundly impacted and provided the philo-
sophical underpinning for Western economic
thought.

An enlightened and perceptive individual
wrote—

“It is not from the benevolence of the
Butcher, the Brewer, or the Baker that we
expect our dinner, but from their regard to
thelr self-interest.

“Every indlvidual endeavors to employ his
caplital so that its produce may be of great-
est value. He generally neither intends to
promote the public interest, nor knows how
much he Is promoting it. He intends only his
own security, only his own gain. And he is
in this led by an Invisible hand to promote
an end which has no part of his intention.
By pursuing his own interest he frequently
promotes that of Society more effectually
than when he really intends to promote it.”

The Author—Adam Smith; the Treatise—
“A Wealth of Nations".

It is with a firm belief in this basic tenet
of our Industrialized Democracy that we
must aggressively move forward over the re-
mainder of the 20th Century.

Without prosperity for some, there can
never be prosperity for all.

Following the soclal upheaval of the 60's,
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we, as a Nation, have moved through a 10
year period of reflection and evaluation. A
new awareness of, and concern for, the
critical inter-dependence of the compon2nts
of our socio-economic system resulted in a
redefinition of our goals. The path to im-
proving the quality of life for all Americans
took new directions.

The effort to ameliorate the negative im-
pacts which had been identified necessitated
a period of adjustment and seeming insta-
bility.

All Americans, I belleve, support the
worthy objectives which were advanced—
clean air; clean water; safe and healthful
workplaces, and the right of every Indi-
vidual to have the opportunity to improve
their position in life.

We must not retreat from those commit-
ments. We can, however, explore and define
the most efficacious means to accomplish
these ends while simultaneously promoting
an economy with sufficlent strength to per-
mit thelr attalnment.

In this light, a new sense of teamwork
must be developed in our Nation. We must
strive to obtain a consensus on how best to
promote an enhanced quality of life for all.

Industry, Labor and Government—in its
representative function for all sectors of
society—do have shared goals within which a
consensus can be formed., The adversary
philosophy, which has oftentimes prevailed,
and led only to conflict rather than resolu-
tion among them, must be abandoned. They
must look beyond short term considerations
and focus on long term improvement. They
must be forthright and objective in their
interaction. A partnership must be formed

In the words of our Nation's leader who led
us out of our most destructive period, Abra-
ham Lincoln, "We must act anew, we must
think anew."

Although our economy continues to ex-
pand—its vitallty is being sapped—our an-
nual rate of growth continues to decrease.
In the 1970's the United States lost 23 per-
cent of its share of the World Market fol-
lowing a 16 percent decline in the 1960's.
This occurred in spite of a 40 percent de-
preciation in the value of the dollar which
made our exports cheaper and forelgn im-
ports more expensive,

Domestic manufacturers’ share of the U.S.
market for metal-working machinery, for
example, has declined from 97 percent In
1960 to 74 percent today. The plight of our
steel and auto industries is apparent to all.

Over the same period spending for re-
search and development has declined from a
1964 high of 2.1 percent of gross natlonal
product to 1.6 percent in 1978. Investment in
th2 United States Is 10 percent of gross na-
tional product compared to 15 percent In
Germany and 20 percent in Japan.

Personal savings as a percentage of dis-
posable income has averaged approximately
6 percent over the past 10 years and has
dropped to a low of 3.8 percent this past year.
The average savings rate in Japan Is 20
percent—in Germany, 14 percent.

Decreased spending for research and de-
velopment and low savings is considered to
be a substantial contributing factor to the
decrease In our rate of increase in produc-
tivity from 3.2 percent for 1968 through 1973
to 0.7 percent this past year.

Industry, Labor, and Government must
work torcether to reverse these alarming
trends. Existing policies and future decisions
must be scrutinized closely with resvect to
whether they will hinder or advance in-
creased economic growth. A range of alterna-
tives must be explored to arrive at an op-
timum course of action. An acceptable bal-
ance must be found.

Such cooperation is reflected in the Presi-

November 14, 1980

dent's recent announcement of a program for
the American steel industry, its workers and
communities. This comprehensive steel pol-
icy was the outgrowth of two years of work
by the Steel Tripartite Committee composed
of representatives from the Industry and
Labor and chalred by Secretaries Klutznick
and Marshall.

The program provides for ald to the steel
industry through tax breaks to encourage
investment and modernization, protection
from unfair import competition, and relax-
ation of requirements of the Clean Air Act.

As chairman of the Senate Steel Caucus, a
bipartisan group formed in 1977 and com-
pozed of 39 States, I have been closely In-
volved in the development of the Program
and am convinced—that when seeming ad-
versary groups identify their common in-
terest and make genuine effort to work to-
gether—great progress will be forthcoming.

The steel program is testimony to a grow-
ing National consensus that we cannot, and
must not, permit our critical industries to
fall. If we will allow the United States to
become dependent on the importation of
forelgn steel, our National security will be
Jjeopardized. As with oil, we would be sub-
ject to the price whims of foreign cartels.

Recently, an American Firm, the Northern
Berder Pipeline Company, signed contracts
for the purchase of 581,000 tons of steel
pipe. Although It desired to “buy American,”
American producers could supply only 60
percent of the required pilpe within the
time schedule. Factors contributing to events
as this must be reverszed.

The most pressing economic and political
dilemma facing our Natlon is cur danger-
ous dependence on Imported oil. The accel-
erating cost of energy and the threat of a
cut-off of oil supplies from the Persian Guif
underscore this multifaceted threat to our
National security.

To assist in combating this crisis, the
Congress enacted and the President signed
into Law this past July, the Energy Security
Act. Under this Law, 88 billion dollars will
be invested by the Synthetic Fuels Cor-
poration over the next 10 years in a joint
effort with the private sector to develop a
synfuels industry capable of producing 2.2
million barrels of alternative fuels per day.
The cost may appear large, but when one
considers that the United States will spend
80 billicn dollars in 1980 alone for im-
ported oll, the cost becomes relatively in-
significant.

Your speaker sponsored and shepherded
through legislation to create such an In-
dustry as a Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives in 1943. Unfortunately, the influx
of cheap oil in the post-war years permitted
our Nation to fall into a sense of false se-
curity, and the Program was permitted to
expire.

Synthetic fuel production alone, however,
will not be adequate to extricate ourselves
from the energy stranglehold which threat-
ens to choke our economy. All alternatives
to lessen dependence on oil and conserve
energy must be aggressively pursued.

Coal, our most abundant fossil fuel, in ad-
dition to being a feedstock for synthetic
fuels, must be utilized to replace oil and
natural gas in our Nation's utility boilers.
Legislation to accelerate the rate of replace-
ment of oil and natural gas with coal was
approved this past summer by the Senate.

In so doing, the Senate was able to work
out an acceptable balance of competing in-
terests to formulate a plan for action. Abso-
lutists. who want all or nothing, have es-
sentially killed this critical le<islation in the
House for this Congress. Destructive attli-
tudes as this must be modified. Otherwise,
the prospects for economic progress are slim.

The 1980’s will be a perlod of reindustriall-
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zation, Cooperation will be required from all
segments of society to generate the required
expansion. We must bury the hatchet and
work together.

Government will be called on to provide
an economic climate to facilitate growth.
Our tax laws, will be modified to encourage
savings, capital formation, investment, re-
search and development, and energy devel-
opment, and conservation. The impact of
Federal regulatory programs and proposals
will likely be scrutinized by cost-benefit
analysis. Pinancial incentives for greater ex-
ports will be implemented.

Industry will be called on to allocate more
funding for research and development In
new technology and for modernization of
facilities. The conservative investment cli-
mate that has characterized the past 15
years will give way to greater risk taking
and longer term investments. Increased real
profits will be necessary to generate the fi-
nancial climate for funding the expansion.

Labor will be called on to forego inflation-
depleted wage gains in exchange for job se-
curity, long term growth, and increased em-
ployment opportunities. Labor and Manage-
ment will work together to eliminate re-
strictive and unnecessary work practices and
to implement programs to increase produc-
tivity.

The American economy is premised upon
continuing growth. It is a policy which has
served us well In the past, and will serve us
and our children well in the future.

THE NATIONAL NAVAL MEDICAL
CENTER

Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, I
shall read for the ReEcorp a letter that I
received from Ms. Coni Manders of Sac-
ramento, Calif.

SACRAMENTO, CALIF.,
September 10, 1980.
Hon. S. 1. HATAKAWA,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR HAYAxAwA: For a number of
months, I have wanted to pay public tribute
to & most special person in my family's life.
This person is a unigque, compassionate in-
dividual who not only helped save my fa-
ther's life, but saved the “life"” and dynamics
of my family as well.

Michael J. Higgins, MD, is a Navy resident
in neurosurgery at the National Naval Med-
ical Center (NNMC) in Bethesda, Maryland.
Without his medical expertise and that of
his colleagues, as well as his deep reservoir of
personal compassion, we would never be able
to tolerate the tragedy we face.

That tragedy began on May 10, 1979 when
my father, Willlam G. Manders, a man In
perfect health (regardless of his richt leg
above-the-knee amvoutation as a result of a
WWII combat injury) passed out, etiology
unknown. The result of his fall onto a tile
floor was a right basular skull fracture and
contra-coupe damage to the left hemisphere
of his brain. My father was not expected to
live through that day, and my family was
notified in California of this devastating
event. We immediately flew east to find my
father in very critical conditlon and coma-
tose . . . a heartbreaking reality that I could
percelve only as a nightmare. As a result of
an alert accepting resident, Dr. Lynn Lilly,
and other neurosurgery devartment doctors
and staff at NNMC, as well as my father's
history of good health, Dad was able to sur-
vive one night. The following days, though
tenuous, showed marked improvement, until
after a week. Dad pulled out of the coma,

As 1t became aprnarent that Dad would
most likely survive, although with signif-
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fcant deficlts, we trled to grasp for some
semblance of logic and rationalization of the
situation that confronted us then and would
in the future. Dr. Higgins stepped into the
picture at this point by asking a simple but
remarkably thoughtful question of “How are
you all holding up?” That question opened
up the door to an incredibly unique and car-
ing relationship between a doctor, patient,
and patient family. There was not a question
we had that Dr. Higgins wouldn't try to an-
swer nor & time he would refuse us (and
other families) conversation if he had the
time to give us.

The result of my father's accldent to date
1s bittersweet. It is another one of life's great
Ironies that my father, a lawyer who was
fluent in five languages, was hit hardest in
the speech/language center of the brain and
no longer has full use of these facilities. It
is heartbreaking to know the suffering he
has endured and that a great mind has been
reduced for inexplicable reasons. And yet,
the sight of my father first opening his eyes
as he was regaining consclousness was an
event that makes me forever thankful and
I feel that if he had never taken another
breath, I would be grateful for the grace of
God which let us see each other one more
time.

Regardless of the outcome, without the
opportunity to communicate with a doctor
as intelligent and as compassionate as Mi-
chael Higgins while living through those un-
predictable, stressful days, we would have
been a devastated, bitter family. As a result
of his medical and personal attention, we are
instead still a thriving family, and one step
closer to understanding the beauty in the
beast, and the true precious meaning of life.

I feel it is of sad consequence that most
families do not have a more humane rela-
tionship with their doctors, and vice-versa.
The lack of communication between the two
parties is perhaps as tragic as the circum-
stance that improved communication might
help to appease. I sincerely believe that an
effective, communicative relationship be-
tween a doctor and a patient’'s family can
make a medical tragedy somewhat more
tolerable because communication is condu-
cive to the understanding and acceptance of
an apparently “impossible” situation.

For this reason, I ask that you print this
letter in The Congressional Record in the
hopes it will encourage better doctor/family
relationships in the future.

Thank you for your consideration.

Very sincerely yours,
Ms. CoNI MANDERS.

I always enjoy getting letters such as
Ms. Manders and would like to take this
opportunity to share it with my col-
leagues. Ms. Manders praises the care
and sensitivity shown to her family by
Dr. Michael Higgins, a resident at the
Naval Medical Center in Bethesda, when
her father was taken seriously ill. Her
letter should serve as a reminder to all
medical personnel of the importance of
displaying kindness and understanding
to the families of patients. Needless to
say, a little compassion can go a long
way.

SOVIET OPPOSITTON TO HUMAN
RIGHTS

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, today, in
his opening speech at the Madrid Con-
ference to review the implementation of
the 1975 Helsinki Accords, American del-
egation Chairman Griffin Bell assailed
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the “brutal repression’ of human rights
in the Soviet Union and asserted that
“the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan cast
a dark shadow over East-West relations
which no meeting, no pronouncement,
nothing in fact but the total withdrawal
of Soviet troops can dispel.”” As we all
well know, the Helsinki Accords, and the
review conferences bu’lf into them, pro-
vide us with an important opportunity
to call the Soviet Union to account for
their blatant disregard of human rights.

Because the Soviet Union joined 34
other nations in these commitments to
respect the fundamental liberties of
thought, expression, and religion, to re-
spect the right of different peoples to
determine their own futures, and to re-
spect the principle of nonintervention
of states, the Soviets have a strong re-
sponsibility to participate in full discus-
sions of the implementation of these
agreements. Because of Helsinki, the So-
viets should not be able to dismiss in-
quiries about human rights through the
lame excuse that this is a matter of
“internal affairs.”

Yet, from reports from Madrid, we
know that the Soviet delegation has been
adamantly opposed to allowing the open
discussion of fundamental freedoms and
human rights which are called for in the
accords. The Soviets desire that the con-
ference only deal briefly with the human
rights questions and focus mainly on new
proposals relating to security issues. The
United States, and many of our Western
allies, have rightly resisted these Soviet
efforts to shorten the human rights re-
view portion of the conference.

For the Helsinki process to remain
credible and effective, the American po-
sit’on must remain strong. We should
insist that the Helsinki process be com-
plete and the implementation of all of
the baskets of the agreements be openly
reviewed. There can be little credibility
in an agreement which cannot be re-
viewed as called for in the agreement
itself.

We must continue to demand that the
Soviets allow the Madrid review confer-
ence to proceed with a full discussion of
the implementation of the human rights
portions of the agreements. And for the
Helsinki Accords to remain a positive
facilitator of East-West dialog on se-
curity, cultural, educational, and human
rights issues, the Soviets must agree to
a future review conference. There must
always be a process by which Russia can
be held accountable for its broken prom-
ises and by which the matters of human
rights, family reunification, national
self-determination and other fundamen-
tal freedoms can be openly discussed.

There is no more important proof that
these discussions must continue than the
news that yesterday, Victor Brailovsky,
a noted Soviet scientist who has been
denied permission to emigrate from the
Soviet Union to Israel, was arrested.

I had the honor of meeting Victor
Brailovsky when I was in Moscow in
August 1979. He told me then that he and
his wife applied for permission to leave
the Soviet Union in 1972 and that they
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have been refused that permission many
times since then. He told me of the
harassment he faced then, including
brief arrests, detentions, and apartment
searches. After he applied to emigrate,
Vietor Brailovsky, like thousands of other
Soviet refuseniks, lost his job. Since then,
he has been active in the Moscow re-
fusenik community and has led regular
scientific seminars with other Jewish
refusenik scientists.

Brailovsky was arrested yesterday in
his home. He was charged with violation
of article 190-1 of the Soviet criminal
code, “dissemination of fabricated mate-
rials known to be false and slanderous
of the Soviet Union." In April of this
year, Brailovsky was arrested and de-
tained for almost a week because of his
active involvement in the publication of
the Samizdat journal “Jews in the
USSR, of which he is the chief editor.
The Soviet authorities have sought to
suppress this historical publication which
deals with research into Jewish life in
Russia, Jewish prose and poetry, and
other topics which relate to the Jewish
culture in the Soviet Union. Its last issue
appeared in June 1979. Another editor of
“Jews in the USSR," Igor Guberman, was
arrested last year and sentenced to a long
prison term in April of this year.

There is no doubt that the arrest of
Brailovsky was politically inspired. And
there is no doubt that his arrest is an-
other of the many examples of the So-
viet's disrespect for the freedoms agreed
to in the Helsinki Accords.

In the New York Times yesterday, An-
thonv Lewis remarked on the “Stakes in
Madrid.” I ask that the column be re-
printed at the end of my statement.

And on another sad note, I would like
to briefly mention the death of Andrei
Amalrik, one of the earliest Soviet dis-
sident writers and activists. Amalrik, who
had been living in exile in France, died
in an automobile accident as he was driv-
ing to attend the Madrid review meeting
of the Conference on Security and Co-
operation in Europe. He will be missed.
I ask that an article on his life and his
achievements, published in yesterday's
Washington Post be printed in the
RECORD.

The article follows:
[From the New York Times, Nov. 13, 1980]
THE STAKES IN MADRID
(By Anthony Lewis)

WasHINGTON, November 12.—If any of us
safe in the West can imagine being a victim
of Soviet re~ression, one of the most terrify-
ing possibilities today would be confinement
in a mental hospital. The K.GB. has done
that to many dissidents. Diagnosed as dis-
turbed, they are treated with disabling drugs
and physically brutalized.

The only defense against the monstrous
practice has been the courage of a few So-
viet victims and rsychiatrists who spoke out
against it. The outside world began to notice,
and some of these brave people set up an
unofficial Commission to Investivate the Use
of Psychiatry for Political Purposes. But now
the volces are being silenced.

In Seotember, Vyacheslay Bakhmin, a 33-
year-old computer operator who helped
found the commission, was sentenced to
three vears of forced labor for “slandering
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the Soviet system.” At his trial he asked
the court to hear defense witnesses who
would support what he had sald about the
perversion of psychiatry. The witnesses were
not allowed to testify.

Other members of the commission face
repression. Two doctors, Alexander Podrabi-
nek and Leonard Ternovsky, and another
computer specialist, Irina Grivnina, are
awaiting trial.

The attack on those protesting the misuse
of psychiatry is just one part of a massive
Soviet purge of dissidents this year. It began
before the Olympic Games, when Western
specialists thought the object was to pre-
vent contacts between dissidents and people
visiting Moscow for the Games. But the
crackdown has continued since the Olym-
pics ended in August.

All kinds of groups have been swept up
in the systematic K.G.B. effort. They include
editors of underground journals, nationalists
from the Ukraine and the Baltic states, reli-
glous leaders and people working for human
rights.

The latest arrests and trials have not
evoked widespread protests abroad. That may
be because better-known dissidents are al-
ready silenced: Andrel Sakharov in exile in
Gorky; Yuri Orlov, founder of the Helsink!
monitoring group, and Anatoly Scharansky
and Ida Nudel, activists for Jewish emigra-
tion, in prison.

But whatever the reason for the tepid
Western resconse, there is no doubt of its
effect. The failure of governments and pri-
vate groups to express their outrage has en-
couraged the K.G.B. to intensify the repres-
sion.

All this points up the importance, in both
human and political terms, of the current
Madrid conference to review imilementa-
tion of the 1975 Helsinki accords. And it also
makes clear why Soviet diplomats have
fought so hard to limit discussion in Madrid
of the Helsinki provisions on human rights.

In the five years since Helsinki, the
Soviets have made a mockery of their
promises to respect “human contacts,”
“freer movement of peoples” and “the right
of the Individual to know and act upon his
rights.” There could hardly be a more cyni-
cal act—to pick just one example—than to
repress a group whose only purpcse was to
monitor compliance with those pledges.

Soviet disregard of the human rights un-
dertakings has led some right-wing voices in
America to suggest that the United States
simply denounce the Helsinki accords. But
that would surely be cutting off our nose to
spite our face.

The Soviets' desperate effort to avoid be-
ing called to account at Madrid shows that
such international shame bothers them. Why
should we give up the opportunity to point
to their cynicism and brutality? Why should
we disagree with the Soviet victims who
want the West to stand firm on Helsink1?
For example, Vaclav Havel, the imprisoned
Czech playright, and two colleagues recently
managed to get out a letter urging action
on human rights at Madrid.

The Helsinki accords give the West an im-
portant opportunity—and obligation. The
Soviets cannot legitimately complain about
intervention in internal affairs” when they
have signed an agreement making human
rights a matter of international concern, and
providing for periodic conferences to review
compliance.

The obligation that Helisinki imposes on
us is twofold. We have a duty, first, to do
what we can for the victims of state tyranny,
in the Soviet Union and elsewhere. And sec-
ond, we have a duty to make our values
clear to the world; to save our own souls.

President-elect Reagan is the man on
whom those obligations especlally rest., He
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has been cool in the past to the whole idea
of Helsinkl, but there are indications now
that he appreciates the value of its human
rights provisions. The Madrid conference can
have a useful effect only if Mr. Reagan sends
a clear signal that he intends to carry on
the Helsinkl review process—and hold the
Soviet Union accountable for its broken
promises.

After the Carter Administration’s experi-
ence, no one can pretend that there is a
simple way to improve respect for human
rights in the world. But it has made a differ-
ence, to the victims and to us, when we have
shown ourselves unwilling to close our eyes
to evil.

|From the Washington Post, Nov. 13, 1980]

Sovier DissipENT Ficure KILLED IN
HIGHWAY ACCIDENT NEAR MADRID
(By Dusko Doder)

Andrei Amalrik, one of the first human
rights activists in the postwar Soviet Union
and a man who suffered years of imprison-
ment and exile before emigrating to the
West, died yesterday in an automobile acci-
dent near Madrid. He was 42,

A historian and a polemicist—author of
the celebrated essay "“Will the Soviet Union
Survive Until 19847"—Mr. Amalrik was a
central figure in the disparate group of
Soviet citizens that came to be known as the
Democratic Movement in the late 1960s.

He was the first dissident actively to seek
out American correspondents in Moscow in
the mid-1960s, foreshadowing a relationship
that subsequently evolved between Soviet
political dissidents and Western journalists
that led to wide distribution of dissident
views via Western broadcasts to Russia.

He was pressured to leave the Soviet
Union in 1976 and has since lectured at uni-
versities in the Netherlands and the United
States, including Harvard and George Wash-
ington University.

Mr. Amalrik was on his way to the Spanish
capital to attend a meeting of Soviet human
rights activists staged to coincide with the
current follow-up conference on European
sezurity and cooperation when his car went
out of control and collided with a truck.

Hospital officlals sald he was apparently
killed by a piece of metal from the truck
that pierced his neck. His wife, Gyuzel, a
painter, and two fellow dissidents traveling
with them all escaped injuries.

Mr. Amalrik's latest book, “Notes of a
Revolutionary,” has just been translated
and is scheduled to be published by Alfred
A. Enopf next fall. His editor, Ashbel Green,
described the work as a memolr dealing
largely with Mr. Amalrik’s experiences in the
decade just before he left the Soviet Union.

A frail but feisty man, Mr. Amalrik be-
came a symbol of opposition in the Soviet
Union long before such figures as Andrel
Sakharov and Alexander Solzhenitsyn. He
was expelled from Moscow University in
1963 because his dissertation advanced un-
orthodox views about early Russian history.
Mr. Amalrik maintained that the Vikings
played a decisive influence in civilizing
Slavic tribes in Russia—a view that went
against the grain of the officlal interpreta-
tion of Russian history.

He subsequently declded to become a
writer and wrote several plays. He also came
to know many avant garde Moscow artists
and in 1965 was tried on charges of belng a
“social parasite” because he had no perma-
nent job. Underlying the charge was appar-
ent official concern that he was facilitating
contacts between artists and foreign jour-
nalists and diplomats.

After two months in prison, he spent just
over a year in Siberian exile. Afterwards he
wrote his “Involuntary Journev to Siberia™
in which he described his experiences.
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He became a celebrity in the West follow-
ing his apocalyptic essay “Will the Soviet
Unlon Survive Until 19847" The Book-of-
the-Month Club thought the 112-page book
so important that it sent a free copy to all
its members and to every college and uni-
versity library in North Amerlca.

In the book, he forecast a military show-
down between the Soviet Union and China
that would help trigger an internal collapse
in the Soviet Union between 1980 and 1985.
Years later, he conceded that his doomsday
scenario may be inaccurate and that he had
underestimated the Kremlin's flexibility and
overestimated China’s ability to build a mod-
ern army.

In May 1970, he was arrested and charged
with slandering the Soviet state. He spent
three years In prison and two years in Siberla
before returning to Moscow in 1975.

Refusing to take part in court proceedings,
Mr. Amalrik pleaded innocent in a written
statement that said: “I think the truth or
falseness of publicly expressed views can be
ascertained by free and open discvssion, not
by a judicial investigation. No criminal court
has the moral right to try anyone for the
views he has expressed.

“To sentence ideas to criminal punish-
ment, whether they be true or false, seems
to me to be a crime In itself.”

Mr, Amalrik was a unirue figerre in Mos-
cow's dissident community. He was a loner
with a strong philosophical bent. The strug-
gle for human richts in Russia, he once =aid,
is difficult because of the absence of a tradi-
tion of freedom. This, in turn, frequently
pitted human rights activists not only
against the government but also against the
people for whom these rizhts are sought.

In his solitary protests he was joined only
by his wife. Otherwise, he was a self-con-
tained man, or as he described himself once,
“the first complete dis=ident. a person really
outside the sy=tem.” For this reason he felt
that he irritated the authorities, and they
continued to harass him until he decided
to leave the country.

Mr. Amalrlk was driving overnight from
Marseilles to Madrid when the accident oc-
curred near the provincial city of Guadala-
jara early yesterday. Apart from his wife, the
passengers In the car were identified as fel-
low dissidents Viktor Feinburg and Vladimir
Borisov.

Robert Bernstein, chairman of the US.
Helsinki Watch Committee, sald in a state-
ment that “it is both tragic and ironic that
Andrei died at this time, on his way to Mad-
rid. where he planned to speak out once
again about human rights abuses in his
country. He will be remembered for his un-
breakable spirit, as a man who always spoke
his mind."”

It was not immediately known where Mr.
Amalrik will be burled.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his secre-
taries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United States
submitting sundry nominations, which
were referred to the Committee on
Armed Services.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)
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WORLD WEATHER PROGRAM
PLAN—PM 265

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United States,
together with an accompanying report;
which was referred to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am pleased to transmit to Congress,
in accordance with the Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 67 (1968), the World
Weather Frogram Plan. The plan details
the activities of Federal agencies in FY
1980 and 1981 toward developing im-
proved world-wide weather observations
and services and the United States effort
to conduct a comprehensive program of
research to further the development of
the World Weather Program.

Our ability to forecast the weather and
understand the dynamics of climate is
an important aspect of developing and
executing effective policies in many areas
of national endeavor. Events over the
last year have demonstrated how inter-
woven are our national goals with those
of other countries. This is essentially
true with respect to international mete-
orology. The World Weather Program
was formulated so that the United States
could join with other countries to estab-
lish goals to better understand and fore-
cast the global weather. The sharing of
resources data and ideas to attain these
goals is accomplished through the Glo-
bal Atmosvheric Research Programs
sponsored by the World Meteorological
Organization and the International
Council of Seientific Unions and the op-
eration of the World Weather Watch.

I commend to your attention and re-
view this important plan.

JIMMY CARTER.

THE WHITE House, November 14, 1980.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, tozether with ac-
companying papers, reports, and docu-
ments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-4828. A communlication from the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
a violation of the Anti-Deficiency Act; to
the Committee on Appropriations.

EC-4829. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Air Force (Research,
Development, and Logistics), transmitting,
pursuant to law, notice of a study with re-
spect to converting the military family
housing maintenance function at Hickam
Alr Force Base, Hawail, and the decision
that performance under contract is the most
cost-effective method of accomplishment; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-4830. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Air Force (Research,
Development, and Logistics), transmitting,
pursuant to law, notice of a study with re-
spect to converting the family housing
maintenance function at Eielson Air Force
Base, Alaska, and the decision that per-
formance under contract is the most cost-
eflective method of accomplishment; to the
Committee on Armed Services.
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EC-4831. A communlication from the
Deputy Secretary of Defense, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the Army plan to reduce
XM1/XMIE! baseline cost differential esti-
mate by $600 million; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC-4832. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Army (Manpower
and Reserve Affalrs), transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to Increase the
monthly basic pay of a certain officer of
the Armed Forces and to make sub-
sequent increases in pay and allowances for
such officer reflective of changes in the Con-
sumer Price Index; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC-4833. A communication from the
Frincipal Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Alr Force (Research, Development, and
Logistics), transmitting, pursuant to law,
notice that a study has been conducted with
respect to converting the military family
housing maintenance function at Seymour
Johnson Alr Force Base, North Carolina, and
the declision that performance under con-
tract is the most cost-effective method of
accomplishment; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC-4834. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Alr Force (Research,
Development, and Logistics), transmitting,
pursuant to law, notice of a study with re-
spect to converting the commissary shelf
stocking and custodial services function at
Hill Air Force Base, Utah, and the decislon
that performance under contract is the most
cost effective method of accomplishment; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-4835. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Air Force (research,
Development, and Loglstics), transmitting,
pursuant to law, notice of a study with re-
spect to converting the commissary shelf-
stocking and custodial services function at
Dover Air Force Base, Delaware, and the de-
cision that performance under contract is
the most cost effectlve method of accom-
plishment; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC-4836. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Air Force (Research,
Development, and Logistics), transmitting,
pursuant to law, notice of a study with re-
spect to converting the refuse collection
function at Barksdale Alr Force Base, Loulsi-
ana, and the decision that performance un-
der contract is the most -cost-effective
method of accomplishment; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

EC-4837. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Navy, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to amend Title 37,
United States Code, to increase the Special
Pay of nuclear qualified officers and the Nu-
clear Career Accession Bonus; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

EC-4838. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Navy, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to amend section 305a
of title 37, United States Code, to increase
the rates of career sea pay; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

EC-4839. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Navy, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to amend title 37, United
States Code, to increase the rate of Officer
and Enlisted Submarine Duty Incentive Pay
and to extend continuous entitlement of
Submarine Duty Incentive Pay to officers on
shore duty when certain requirements are
met; to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-4840. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Alr Force (Research,
Development, and Logistics), transmitting,
pursuant to law, notice of a study with re-
spect to converting the transient alert alr-
craft maintenance function at Malmstrom
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Alr Force Base, Montana, and the decision
that performance under contract is the most
cost-effective method of accomplishment; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-4841, A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Alr Force (Research,
Development, and Logistics), transmitting,
pursuant to law, notice of a study with re-
spect to converting the duplicating services
function at Mountain Home Air Force Base,
Idaho, and the decision that performance
under contract is the most cost-effective
method of accomplishment; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

EC-4842. A communication from the Fiscal
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the
actual amount of revenues deposited in the
Panama Canal Commission Fund during fis-
cal year 1980; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC—4843. A communication from the Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a table comparing the Presi-
dent's FY 1981 budget request for clvillan
strength with the initial allocation of the
statutory civilian authorization; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

EC—4844. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Defense Security Assistance
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port concerning the Department of the
Army's proposed letter of offer to a NATO or-
ganization for defense articles estimated to
cost In excess of $25 milllon; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

EC-4845. A communlcation from a Staff
Officer of the Office of Legzislative Affairs, De-
partment of the Navy, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, notice of the intention of the
Department of the Navy to donate certaln
surplus property to the Charleston, South
Carolina, Chapter of the National Rallway
Historical Society; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC-4846. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary of Defense (In-
stallations and Housing), transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report of 12 construction
projects to be undertaken by the Naval and
Marine Corps Reserve; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC-4847. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installa-
tions and Housing), transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report on 15 construction projects
to be undertaken by the Air Force Reserve;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-4848. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Ailr Force (Research,
Development, and Logistics), transmitting,
pursuant to law, notice of a study with re-
spect to converting the commissary shelf-
stocking and custodial services function at
Tinker Ailr Force Base, Oklahoma, and the
decislon that performance under contract is
the most cost effective method of accom-
plishment; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC-4849. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Air Force (Research,
Development, and Logistics), transmitting,
pursuant to law, notice of a study with
respect to converting the transient aircraft
alert maintenance function at Tyndall Air
Force Base, Filcrida, and the decision that
performance under contract is the most cost-
effective method of accomplishment; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

EC-4850. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Navy (Manpower, Re-
serve Affairs, and Logistics), transmitting,
pursuant to law, notice of the intent of the
Department of the Navy to study the con-
version to commercial contract relating to
certain vessels; to the Committee on Armed
Services,

EC-4851. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Energy for Conservation and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

Solar Energy, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the curreat schedule for Issuing final regula-
tions establishing a methodology for cal-
culating the equivalent petro.eum-ba.ed
e_onomy of electric vehicles; to the Commit-
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-4852. A communlication from the Presi-
dent and Chairman cf the Export-Import
Bank of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report with respect to a trans-
actlon involving U.S. exports to Japan; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs.

EC-4853. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report entitled “Mississippi
River Bridge Diversion Study"; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation.

EC-4854. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting pur-
suant to law, a prospectus which describes
the proposed construction of a new Technical
Support Facility at the Technical Center
located near Atlantic City, New Jersey; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-4855. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the annual report on the adminis-
tration of the Marine Mammal Protection
Act for the period ending March 31, 1980:
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-4856. A communication from the Secre-
tary of the Interstate Commerce Commis-
slon, transmitting, pursuant to law, notice
that the Commission is unable to render a
final decision in docket No. 37409, Aggre-
gate Volume Rate on Coal; Acco Utah, to
Moapa, Nev. within the initially specified 7
month period; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Sclence, and Transportation.

EC-4857. A communication from the Comp-~
troller General of the United States, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled
“There Is No Shortage of Freight Cars—
Railroads Must Make Better Use of What
They Have"; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-4858. A communication from the Vice
President for Government Affairs, National
Rallroad Passenger Corporation, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report on total item-
ized revenues and expenses and revenues and
expenses of each train operated by the Cor-
poration for July 1980; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-4859. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Federal Trade Commission,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the ninth re-
port of the Commission concerning the im-
pact on competition and on small businesses
of the development and implementation of
voluntary agreements and plans of action to
carry out provisions of the International
Energy Program; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

EC-4860. A communication from the Chalr-
man of the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, reg-
ulations which would exempt mechanical co-
generation facilities from the incremental
pricing program required under the Natural
Gas Policy Act; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

EC-4861. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Interlor, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, notice of a project
proposal from the Roosevelt Irrigation Dis-
trict, Arizona, under the Small Reclamation
Projects Act; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

EC-4862. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a semiannual report on the amount
of money exvended by the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, the City of Lowell, and non-
profit entitles for certain activities relating
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to historic preservation; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-4863. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant
to law, notice of the repayment of excess
royalties to Norcen Energy Hesources Limited
under lease OCS-G 2591, offshore Louisiana;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources.

EC—4864. A communication from the Pro-
fessional Audit Review Team, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report on the activities of
the Energy Information Administration; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC-4865. A communication from the Act-
ing Deputy Secretary of Energy, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report entitled “Fed-
eral and State Programs for Encouraging
Biomass Energy and Alcohol Fuel Production
and Use'; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

EC-4868. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report entitled “Effects of
Alrport Noise on a Neighboring State’’; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC-4867. A communication from the
Comptroller General of the United States,
transmitting, pursuant to law, & report en-
titled “EPA Is Slow To Carry Out Its Re-
sponsibility To Control Harmful Chemi-
cals”; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works,

EC-4868. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, for the information of the Sen-
ate, notice that since no grants were made
under section 27 of the Toxic Substances
Act during the past year, there will be no
annual report submitted; to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works.

EC-4869. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Admin-
Istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
proposed prospectus for alterations to Fed-
eral Building 8, Washington, D.C.; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC-4870. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Senate, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a statement of the receipts
and expenditures of the Senate, showing in
detail the items of exrense under proper
aporopriations, the aggregate thereof, and
exhibiting the exact condition of all public
monevs re~eived. pald out. and remalning in
his possession from Avril 1, 1980, through
September 30, 1980: which was ordered to lle
on the table and be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. HOLLINGS, from the Committee
on the Budeet, without amendment:

S. Res. 52%4. Re=olution walving section
402(a) of the Congressional Budeet Act of
1974 with respect to the consideration of
8. 2734; and

S. Res. 528. Resclution waiving section
402(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
18974 with respect to the consideration of
8. 2574.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. HAYAKAWA (for himself, Mr.
BayH, and Mr. CRANSTON) :

5. 3199, A bill to direct the Army Board for

Correction of Military Records to review the
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application of Herman Miller for the Con-
gressional Medal of Honor; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

S. 3200. A bill to amend the Clean Air Act
to repeal the requirement that State imple-
mentation plans provide for periodic inspec-
tion and testing of motor vehicles; to the
Committee on Environment and FPubilc
Works.

By Mr. HEINZ (for himself and Mr.
MOYNIHAN).

S. 3201. A bill to amend section 504 of the
Trade Act of 1974 to establish certain limita-
tions with respect to the Generalized Sys-
tem of Preferences; to the Cominitiee on
Finance.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

S. 3202. A bill for the relief of Somusa
Ratanarak; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. HAYAKAWA (for himself

Mr. BayH, and Mr. CRANSTON) :

S. 3199. A bill to direct the Army Board

for Correction of Military Records to

review the application of Herman Miller

for the Congressional Medal of Honor;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

REVIEW OF CONGRESSIONAL MEDAL OF HONOR

APPLICATION

Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, to-
day I am introducing a bill on behalf
of myself, Mr. BAyH, and Mr. CRANSTON,
that directs the Army Board for Correc-
tion of Military Records to review the
application of Mr. Herman Miller of
Oceanside, Calif,, for consideration of
the Congressional Medal of Honor. In
determining Mr. Miller’s eligibility, the
Board will apply the standards for such
an award as were in effect on April 16,
1900.

Mr. Miller is the oldest living veteran
of the Spanish-American War. At the
age of 101 he continues his struggle to
receive the Congressional Medal of
Honor for which he was recommended
in 1900 by his commanding officer after
distinguishing himself at the Battle of
Batac in the Philippines. Over the past
80 years he has tried unsuccessiully to
receive the medal for his heroic action
on April 16, 1900, when he and 28 other
men found themselves surrounded by
some 800 Filipino insurgents.

It is our contention that had Mr. Mil-
ler been judged by the criteria that was
in effect at the time that he was recom-
mended for the medal, he would have
qualified. Therefore, this legislation di-
rects that he be considered under the
criteria in effect in 1900.

Mr. President, I ask that my colleagues
give serious and timely consideration to
this bill as Mr. Miller has been patient
for far too long.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

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

8. 3199

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
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President shall direct the Army Board for
Correction of Military Records to review the
appucation of Mr., Herman Miller of Ocean-
side, California for consideration of being
awarded the Congressional Medal of Honor.
‘n conducting such review and determining
the eliglbility of Mr, Miller for such award
the Army Board for Correction of Military
Hecorsds shall apply the standards for such
an award as were in effect on April 16,
1900.

By Mr. HAYAKAWA:

S. 3200. A bill to amend the Clean
Air Act to repeal the requirement that
State implementation plans provide for
periodic inspection and testing of motor
vehicles; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

AMENDMENT OF CLEAN AIR ACT

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

The Clean Air Act requires each State
to submit to the EPA an implementation
plan which provides for the attainment
of national ambient air quality stand-
ards by December 31, 1982. However, in
recognizing that attainment may not be
possible in some areas by that deadline,
the act also provides that a State which
demonstrates that it is unable to attain
the national standards for ozone or car-
bon monoxide prior to December 31,
1982 may provide in its implementation
plan for attainment of those standards
no later than December 31, 1987. But
there is a catch. In order to take ad-
vantage of this extension, the State must
establish a specific schedule for imple-
mentation of a vehicle emission control
inspection and maintenance program. I
believe this catch or this requirement is
a deviation from the overall philosophy
of the Clean Air Act under which the
States are generally free to choose the
control measures which they believe to
be appropriate.

The legislation which I am introducing
allows the States to choose the programs
bg which they will attain the National
Alr Quality Standards. It does not alter
air quality standards, and it does not
alter the deadlines by which they must
be achieved. Specifically, this legislation
would delete the requirement that forces
a State which cannot meet the national
standards for photochemical oxidants
(ozone) or carbon monoxide by the 1982
deadline to “establish a specific schedule
for implementation of a vehicle emission
control inspection and maintenance pro-
gram.”

'Ifhus. a State would be required to have
an inspection and maintenance program
only to the extent to which it found such
a program to be necessary and practica-
ble. Moreover, this bill would add a new
section to the Clean Air Act which would
provide that: first, the Administrator of
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the EPA could not require an inspection
ar_ld maintenance program as a condition
ol approval for any State implementa-
tion plan. second if the Admun.strator,
rather than the State, promulgates an
implementation plan it may not require
an inspection and maintenance program,
and third any State may revise its im-
plementation plan to eliminate an in-
spection and maintenance program.

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

The total cost to all of the States sub-
ject to the inspection and maintenance
requirements would be in the range of
$300 to $800 million a year. One must
ask the question, “Are the projected
benefits worth an investment of this
magnitude?” Other factors will signifi-
cantly influence automotive emissions in
future years. The dominant influence
will be the changing composition of the
automotive fleet. As newer, low-emission
cars replace older cars. total emissions
will fall, regardless of whether inspection
and maintenance is required. More relia-
ble emissions control technology and a
=eduction in total mileage driven as a re-
sult of higher gasoline prices can also be
exnected to have a significant impact. I
believe the determination of how much
an inspection and maintenance program
will enhance these factors and the deci-
sion to invest in such a program should
be left to Fe made hv each State.

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




29678

to coerce. The Clean Air Act seemingly
gives the EPA the power to use this form
of coercion; therefore, the Clean Air Act
must be corrected.

Nobody opposes clean air. But more
and more people are demanding that
flexibility and commonsense be exercised
in our pursuit of air quality goals. This
is evident in the current administration’s
own steel revitalization program, and I
suspect it will be evident in the next ad-
ministration’s economic revitalization
programs. Passage of this legislation will
help to insure that the Environmental
Protection Agency will lead the States
toward the attainment of national air
quality standards through commonsense
and flexibility, and will help put a stop
to the type of “arm twisting' tactics that
are currently being employed by the
EPA against the State of California.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

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

5. 3200

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
Americe in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 110(a) (2)(G) of the Clean Air Act
is amended by inserting "“found to be' after
“extent” and by inserting “by the State”
after “practicable”.

(b) Section 172(b)(11) of such Act Is
amended by inserting “and" after the semi-
colon In subparagraph (A), by striking out
subparagraph (B), and by striking out “(C)"
and inserting in lleu thereof " (B)".

(c) Section 110(a) of the Clean Air Act is
amended by adding the following new para-
graph at the end thereof:

*{7) The Administrator may not require as
a condition of approval of any implementa-
tion plan under this section that such plan
contain any requirement relating to the
periodic Inspection and testing of motor ve-
hicles. No plan promulgated by the Admin-
istrator under subsection (c), whether pro-
mulgated before or after the date of the en-
actment of this paragraph, may include any
such periodic inspection and testing of motor
vehicles. Any State may revise any applicable
implementation plan approved or submitted
under this subsection before the date of the
enactment of this paragraph to eliminate
any such pericdic inspection and testing of
motor vehicles.”.

(d) Sectlon 110(a)(2)(B) of such Act is
amended by inserting the following before
the semicolon at the end thereof: ", except
that no such other measures may require
any periodic Inspection and testing of motor
vehicles".

Mr. HEINZ (for himself and Mr.
MOYNIHAN) :

S. 3201, A bill to amend section 504 of
the Trade Act of 1974 to establish cer-
tain limitations with respect to the gen-
eralized system of preferences; to the
Committee on Finance.

LIMITATIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE GENERAL-
IZED SYSTEM OF PREFERENCES
® Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, as part of
the Trade Act of 1974, Congress and the
executive branch established the gen-
eralized system of preferences (GSP) to
assist developing countries in participat-
ing more fully in the international trad-
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ing system by providing for duty-free
entry of a wide variety of products.
Other industrialized nations have adopt-
ed similar programs.

After 5 years of operation, however,
there is considerable question as to
whether the program fully meets the in-
tent of Congress. It has become appar-
ent that GSP is helping most the coun-
tries which need it least—those which
have developed the most, in areas where
they need it the least, and that it helps
least the lesser developed nations who
need it most.

In 1979, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and
Korea accounted for 50 percent of all
GSP imports, and Brazil and Mexico for
another 20 percent. With these five
countries taking up 70 percent of GSP
imports, little benefit from the program
goes to the other 130 lesser developed
countries. It is also clear that the GSP
program is failing to graduate the most
advanced developing countries when the
volume of their exports makes clear they
are now fully competitive in particular
econom'ec sectors. The following table
demonstrates the extent of concentra-
tion of benefits among a few more de-
veloped nations:

GSP DuTy-FREE IMPORTS
1978 Share of Total (percent)

Hong Kong
Brazil - _.._
Mexico

Second 5

Israel
Singapore
Yugoslavia
Argentina

Third 5

Portugal
Philippines
Uruguay

Other

The administration’s recent 5-year re-
port on the GSP system affirms this in-
equity:

The distribution of GSP benefits among
developing countries . . . has been uneven.
Those high income beneficiaries which are
the United States’ main trading partners also
are the major beneficiaries of the U.S.
scheme.

To deal more effectively with the need
to encourage trade with the poorest
countries, Senator MoyNIHAN, and I are
introducing legislation to distribute GSP
benefits more equitably. This proposal
was initially suggested by LICIT, the
Labor-Industry Coalition for Interna-
tional Trade. It provides for an indexing/
graduation system based on country and
standard industrial classification (SIC)
codes. Under the bill, a country would no
longer receive GSP benefits for a prod-
uct sector if its exports to the United

November 14, 1980

States in that sector exceeded $100 mil-
lion in 1 year—this figure to be indexed
as in present law. The term “product sec-
tpr“ is defined as the appropriate two-
digit SIC code, which is referred to in
the SIC manual as a “major group.”

Classification by this means would
eliminate GSP treatment for the ad-
vanced sectors of an economy which are
internationally competitive, yet retain
GSP eligibility for a nation for other sec-
tors of its economy, thus retaining intact
the principle that the benefit of duty-free
importation should be concentrated in
areas that are not yet able to compete
with industrial economies on equal terms.

The legislation, however, specifically
excludes food and agricultural prod-
ucts—major groups 01 and 20—from
coverage, since an ability to compete in
one product, for example coffee, has little
significance for production in other agri-
cultural areas, for example cotton or
bananas.

The following table indicates how the
enactment of this provision of the hill
would affect current imports:

Impact of $100 million cutoff rule in 1979—
Country; GSP duty-free imports in 1979
|In millions of dollars|

SIC category:
24 (lumber and wood) :

25 (furniture and fixtures):
30 (rubber and plastics) :

34 (fabricated metal products) ;
Korea

35 (machinery ex. elec.):

36 (electrical machinery):
Singapore

Hong Kong
39 (miscellaneous manufacturing) :

Hong Kong
Taiwan

It is important to note at this point
that the graduation concept does not, by
itself, necessarily lead to reductions in
imports of the graduated products. If one
examines product categories for the top
seven suppliers which were graduated by
the existing competitive need formula in
1978, one finds that in those categories
those countries’ imports still grew by 6.5
percent per year from 1977 to 1979, de-
spite the graduation.

At the same time, however, imports of
those products from other developing
countries over the same period increased
23.3 percent per year. The obyious con-
clusion is that graduation can, indeed,
lead to the focusing of benefits on the
poorer nations because it “makes room"
for LDC imports currently crowded out
by imports from the more advanced de-
veloping nations. Our proposal would
carry this concept further.

One of the other serious problems with
the present GEP system is the difficulty
of removing items because of import
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sensitivity. Although a number of the
most import-sensitive products are ex-
cluded from GSP by statute, many others
are not, and it has become apparent that
the administration seldom deletes an ar-
ticle from the GSP list because of import
sensitivity.

According to data presented in the
Federal Register of August 20, 1979, since
the program’s inception 82 products had
been added to the preference list and
only 19 removed from it. In the case of
leather wearing apparel, for example, it
took 3 years for the domestic industry to
convince the Government that this item
should be removed from the list, even
though import penetration had reached
£0 percent and was still growing.

Ironically, in this same case, the in-
dustry has now twice been the victim of
administration inaction, as Fresident
Carter decided earlier this year not to
accept the International Trade Commis-
sion's recommendation for 3 years of in-
creased tariffs after finding injury in the
industry’s escape clause case. The reluc-
tance of the administration to act on
import-sensitive GSP items is in marked
contrast to the intentions of Congress in
creating the program. Section 501 of the
Trade Act of 1974 specified that in h's
consideration of whether to provide
duty-free treatment for an article, the
President should consider, “the antici-
pated impact of such action on the U.S.
producers of like or directly competitive
products.”

Present law provides for exclusion
from GSP for articles that are subject to
a section 201 import relief action or a
section 232 national security action. Our
legislation expands these exclusions by
adding to them articles subject to out-
standing countervailing or antidumping
duties. That circumstance would occur
after a final injury finding and after a
final finding of either dumping or a sub-
sidy, as the case mav be. This further
limitation would make clear our commit-
ment to enforcing our laws against un-
fair trade practices and to make sure
that such enforcement is well coordi-
nated with overall trade policy.

Otherwise, we face the circumstance
where countervailing duties might be im-
posed on a subsidized product entering
the United States at the same time the
U.S. Trade Representative is deciding to
provide duty-free treatment for the same
article. The GEP system is designed to
provide benefits for developing countries,
and within certain limits the United
States is prepared to absorb increased
imports at some risk of injury to domes-
tic industries.

It goes too far, however, to suggest
that our policy should extend to accept-
ing imports that are the product of
unfair trade practices by others. Prod-
ucts which are dumped or subsidized—
and which are injuring American pro-
ducers—have no place in a true free
trade system and should be attacked at
every opportunity. If we are ever going
to have an established set of rules for the
international marketplace, we must in-
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sist on full adherence to existing rules,
however inadequate they may be, even on
the part of developing nations just en-
tering into international competition.
While the industrialized States should
temper their protectionist responses to
imports that are competitive in order to
encourage further LDC development,
they should nonetheless insist on firm
standards with respect to unfairly traded
goods. Our bill meets that standard.

Mr. President, after 5 years experience
with the generalized system of prefer-
ences we believe it is clear that it is time
for an overhaul. The administration
has already proposed to undertake some
procedural changes which can be imple-
mented without additional legislation. In
our judgment that is not enough. A com-
plete reevaluation of the GSP program is
needed to determine how it can best meet
the needs of lesser developed countries,
and how we can avoid having all the
benefits of the program consumed by the
more developed countries. This is not
to suggest that the latter countries no
longer need our support or assistance.

Rather it suggests that the GSP pro-
gram, conceived for LDC's, is not the
proper place for support to the relatively
advanced newly industrializing countries
(NIC's). While committed to our pro-
posals, we are also bringing them forward
at this time to stimulate discussion and
consideration of the GSP program, hope-
fully with hearings, so that early next
vear the Finance Committee can consider
this legislation and report appropriate
revisions in the program.

Mr. President, T ask that the text of
the bill appear at the conclusion of our
remarks,

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

S. 3201

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
504 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2464)
is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (d) and
(e) as subsections (g) and (h), respectively;

(2) by striking out paragraph (3) of sub-
section (¢); and

(3) by adding immediately after subsec-
tion (c) the following new subsections:

“(d) (1) Whenever the President deter-
mines that any country has exported (di-
rectly or indirectly) to the United States
during a calendar year a quantity of articles
within any Maior Group (as defined in the
Standard Industrial Classification Manual
most recently issued by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget), other than Major
Groups 01 and 20, having an appralsed value
In excess of an amount which bears the same
ratio to $100,000.000 as the gross national
product of the United States for the preced-
ing calendar year (as determined by the De-
partment of Commerce) bears to the gross
national produet of the United States for
calendar year 1980, then, not later than 90
days after the close of the calendar year in
which such exports occurred, such country
shall not be treated as a beneficlary develop-
ing country with respect to all articles within
such Major Group.
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*(e) For purposes of subsections (c) and
(d), the term ‘country’ does not include an
association of countries which is treated as
one country under section 502(a) (3), but
does include a country which is a member of
any such association.

“(f) Whenever the importation of any
merchandise from any country is the sub-
ject of an affirmative final determination by
the United States International Trade Com-
mission under sectlon 303, 705, or 735 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, such merchandise from
that country shall not be eligible for duty-
free treatment under this title during the
period in which any duties imposed on that
merchandise under section 303, 708, or 736
of such Act are in effect.”

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, today
Senator Heinz and I are introducing a
bill to reform the generalized system of
preferences, a part of our international
trade laws designed to assist developing
countries. GSP, as it is known, is a valu-
able but flawed scheme, and our inten-
tion is to bring the GSP program more
closely in line with its original purposes.

Trade preferences for developing
countries can be traced back at least to
the 1964 UNCTAD meeting, at which
Raul Prebisch promoted it. The sugges-
tion was that by reducing tariff barriers
facing developing countries, the richer
nations could aid poorer in increasing
their exports and integrating their eco-
nomics into the international trading
system.

Twenty-three industrialized countries
now have GSP programs, the earliest
having become operative in 1971. For the
United States, GSP was established by
the Trade Act of 1974 to promote eco-
nomic progress in underdeveloped coun-
tries without causing harm to American
industry. It gives products of developing
countries preferential access to the U.S.
market: While products from industrial-
ized countries pay the applicable tariff,
goods from beneficiary developing coun-
tries enter the U.S. duty free. In 1979,
approximately $6 billion in merchandise
entered the U.S. duty free under GSP.

While the goal of GSP was to help de-
veloping countries compete in the inter-
national system, after 5 years of opera-
tion it is clear that this goal is not being
met. Most developing countries are get-
ting few or no benefits from the GSP
program, while a few of the richest and
most competitive developing countries
receive all the benefits. Taiwan, Hong
Kong, and South Korea account for 50
percent of all imports under GSP, and
Brazil, and Mexico for another 20 per-
cent. Thus there is a disproportionate
benefit to the most advanced countries,
which need GSP least, and practically no
benefit to the poorer countries which
need GSP most.

This conclusion emerges clearly from
the administration's own review of GSP,
in its “Report to the Congress on the
First Five Years' Operation of the U.S.
Generalized System of Preferences,”
transmitted to Congress on Avpril 17,
1980—House Ways and Means Commit-
tee Print 96-58. The data is presented in
the following table, taken from the
report:
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GSP DUTY-FREE IMPORTS BY BENEFICIARY DEVELOPING COUNTRY (BDC) GROUPING

|Dollar amounts in millions]

Share of
total 1978

BDC group (percent)

1977 BDC group

Share of
total 1978

(percent) 1977

£1 [ O e, oD YRS 100.0

3,878

BY REGION

Y e

Mexico..

1,119
205 2d5...
234

2,177 L P 1 i S
4

143 Singapore. ... .coono-.

BY LEVEL OF DEVELOPMENT!

Advanced developing countries.
Mid-level developing countries.
Less developed developing count

Yugosiavia_
Argentina. .

3, 301
444
132

1

FEIWEN. .ot e s
Kores, . o...cocciiiaiiaen

I For purposes of this analysis, countries were divided on the basis of per capita GNP into ad-
vanced developing countries (over §1,100), mid-level developing countiies (330051 100), and less
developed developing countries (below $300). See app. VIL.D. for listing of beneficiary developing

countries by per capita GNP ranking.

The GSP program does contain safe-
guards designed to provide some protec-
tion for U.S. producers and insure that
all GSP benefits do not go to the most
advanced developing countries. Products
are ineligible for GSP treatment if they
are the subject of an “import relief” ac-
tion under section 201 of the Trade Act
of 1974; and imports of a product from
a particular country become ineligible
for GSP if they surpass “competitive
need” limitations. These limitations sus-
pend GSP treatment if imports of the
product from the country in gquestion
exceed 50 percent of all imports of the
product in that year, or exceed in in-
dexed dollar amount, now $42 million, in
value.

It is evident from the data that GSP
is not working as it was designed to work.
The levels of concentration of benefits
in the most advanced, richest, and most
competitive developing nations are ex-
cessive, and the benefits derived by the
vast majority of developing nations are
slim or nonexistent. And for these rea-
sons, the GSP system is not properly pro-
viding protection to American industry
and American workers.

GSP was recently the subject of House
Trade Subcommittee hearings, now pub-
lished as “Oversight of the Generalized
System of Preferences,” serial 96-96, May
8, 1980. Among the witnesses that day
were Amory Houghton, Jr., chairman of
Corning Glass, and Howard D. Samuel,
president of the Industrial Union Depart-
ment of the AFL-CIO. They testified as
cochairman of LICIT, the Labor Indus-
try Coalition For International Trade, a
group of unions and corporations which
have joined together on trade policy is-
sues. In their testimony they outlined a
plan which is the basis for the legislation
Senator Hemwz and I am introducing
today.

We propose two reforms of the GSP

Commission.

system, which would provide greater pro-
tection for U.S. producers and would re-
duce the concentration of GSP henefits
in a few relatively advanced countries.
First, we believe that when a product
has been the subject of an unfair trade
practice determination by the U.S. Gov-
ernment—a finding of either dumping or
subsidization—it should no longer receive
GSP benefits. Those who engage in un-
fair trade practices in violation of U.S.
and international law should lose their
preferential access to the U.S. market.

Second, we believe the competitive
need limitation should be extended from
particular products to product sectors.
We propose that when GSP imports from
a country in a product sector—such as
electronics, or heavy machinery—exceed
$100 million, the country should lose GSP
benefits for that sector. One hundred
million dollars in exports to the United
States indicates that in that entire sec-
tor, the country has become internation-
ally competitive. We would make an ex-
ception for agricultural products, for the
fact that a country has a one-crop econ-
omy coes not indicate that it is interna-
tionally competitive with respect to other
crops it may export.

We believe these reforms will help
achieve the aims of the GSP program
and will reduce the seriousness of some of
the problems of which I spoke earlier.®

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 211

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN)
was added as a cosponsor of Senate
Joint Resolution 211, a joint resolution
designating the week beginning March
8, 1981, as “Women's History Week.”

AMENDMENT NO. 2620

At the request of Mr. PrRESSLER, the

Senator from West Virginia (Mr. Ran-

486
344

=
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Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding.
Source: Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, and the U.S, International Trade

poLpH), the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PELL), and the Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. SArRBaNES) were added as co-
sponsors of amendment No. 2620 pro-
posed to H.R. 7724, a bill making appro-
priations for the Department of the In-
terior and related agencies for the fiscal
yvear ending September 30, 1981, and for
cther purposes.

NOTICES OF HEARINGS
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. MELCHER. Mr, President, I wish
to announce that the Select Committee
on Indian Affairs will hold a conference
meeting on S. 2728, an original bill to
amend the Indian Health Care Improve-
ment Act and the Public Health Service
Act with respect to Indian health care,
and for other purposes, on November 20,
1980 at 1 p.m. in room S-206 of the
Capitol.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

DEVELOPMENTS IN POLAND

© Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wel-
come the recent decision by Polish au-
thorities and union leaders to avoid a
confrontation which could have set back
the recent historic gains of the “Solidar-
ity union movement.

The supreme court of Poland overruled
a lower court requirement that the char-
ter of Solidarity recognizes the leading
role of the Communist Party. Such a re-
quirement would have violated the his-
toric government-worker agreement
reached at Gdansk. and would have cast
doubt over solidarity’s future integrity
and independence.

At the same time, solidarity has agreed
to adopt an annex to its charter which
both recognizes the party’s role and in-
corporates the clauses of the Interna-
tional Labor Organization Convention,
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tified by Poland in 1956, which guar-
;;t.ee trag{e union rights and define rela-
tions between employers and gmployees.
I believe that these clauses will help to
reinforce the economic and political
rights already achieved by Polish work-
ers.

I commend both the union movement
and the authorities of Poland for ex-
hibiting foresight and strength In
achieving this compromise. And I am
pleased that the Polish Govemmept has
agreed to permit Western journan;ts to
continue to cover the extraordinary
events in that country.

While a crisis has successfully been
avoided, we must recognize that other
important issues—such as wage scales,
national labor legislation and media ac-
cess—have yet to be resolved. All friends
of Poland should now make clear that
they favor the peaceful resolution of
these and other outstanding issues. In
this regard, I welcome the Polish Gov-
ernment’s renewed expression of its in-
tention to work with the unions “in seri-
ous partnership and cooperation.”

Clearly a major challenge facing both
the government and the unions is the
strengthening of Poland’s economy. The
union leaders have indicated their will-
ingless to share economic responsibility
with the Polish Government. A true so-
lution to Poland’s economic problems
will also require the Polish Government
to seriously consider economic decen-
tralization and other bold economic
measures which have worked in other
countries such as Hungary.

As the unions and authorities work
together to address Poland's serious
problems, I continue to believe that the
Polish people must be able to count upon
their friends and supporters for eco-
nomic assistance. Today I reaffirm my
strong support for additional economic
assistance that will benefit the people of
Poland, in the context of continued im-
plementation of the Gdansk agreement.
This assistance should be provided not
only by the United States, but by all
nations which wish Poland well in the
critical years ahead.

Mr. President, I ask that a thoughtful
editorial in the Washington Post, entitled
“The Polish Revolution,” be inserted in
the Recorb.

The editorial follows:

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 12, 19801
THE POLISH REVOLUTION

A fundamental new soclal contract has
been ratified in Poland. It exists only in out-
line form and has yvet to be put into practice
and has not passed the test of time. Yet the
authorities have agreed to share power with
the new union movement, and the workers
have agreed to work—not simply to suspend
their strike threat but to accept their share
of responsibility for the economy. Nothing
like this has ever happened in a communist
country.

Ostensibly, the latest dispute concerned
the terms on which the Solidarity union
movement would register with the govern-
ment-run courts. Warning of further strikes,
Solidarity had rejected the official demand
that it acknowledge in its charter the leading
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role of the Communist Party: this would
have compromised the independence that is
its reason for being and the basis of its mass
appeal. In a well-scripted courtroom show-
down, the government then withdrew the
demand that the acknowledgement be in the
charter and the union offered to make it In
an “annex."

Leaving the courtroom, Lech Walesa, the
union leader, underlined the real trade-off:
“Everyone has to go to work and work hard."
This is the basis on which the Polish party
and government leaders had gained condl-
tional Soviet acquiescence in their intent to
grant the union a measure of power. The
authorities’ argument was that the country
is too poor to offer adequate pay and bene-
fits in order to enlist alienated Polish workers
in repairing the shipwrezked Polish econ-
omy—a job that will require years of hard
work and that will mean years of austerity
as well. The leadership finally decided it had
no choice but to offer the workers political
autonomy or, to use the more discreet term,
union independence, instead. It did so, by
the way. in the name of honoring its long-
standing (and long-ignored) commitment to
the workers’ rights inscribed by the Interna-
tional Labor Organization, a useful outfit to
have around.

Real economic decentralization will also be
necessary, and it will be bitterly resisted by a
bureaucratic power structure already split
over the wisdom of political relaxation. Such
economic reform is also bound to be viewed
darkly in the Kremlin and in the more
Stalinist quarters of Eastern Europe. This
makes it impossible for the Poles to relax:
Soviet tanks could yet roll. For the moment,
however, the momentous quality of events
in Warsaw must be recognized. Union and
official leaders alike have shown steadiness
and vision. They need time and qulet to
make their peaceful revolution work.@

BROKEN PROMISES ON A SMOOTH
TRANSITION—THE OME CONNEC-
TION

® Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, it is
with great disappointment that I report
to my colleagues broken faith by this
admin’stration in its promises for a
smooth and cooperative transition of
government.

I have learned that today, by decision
of Director MecIntyre and recomenda-
tion of Program Assistant Director Schir-
mer (formerly with the White House),
the Office of Management and Budget
has recommended budget cuts so deep in
the energy research budget as to ham-
string the incoming administration. The
scorched earth policy adopted by OMB
in slashing the coal research budget di-
rectly countermands President Carter's
assurances of a fully cooperative transi-
tion effort.

The fiscal year 1982 budget request by
the Energy Department was gutted by
OMB from $2.7 billion to approximately
$700 million. While Republican problems
with the bloated Department of Energy
abound, I am sure my colleagues on both
sides of the a‘sle will agree that funding
cuts of this magnitude, at this time are
petulent and politically motivated to em-
barrass the incoming administration and
sabotage an orderly budget transition.

While solar funding is scheduled to in-
crease because of today's OMB decision,
fossil energy research—that is, coal re-
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search—is scheduled for a cut of 74 per-
cent.

SRC 1, the Kentucky coal project was
cut out of the 1982 budget completely—
a decrease of $507 million. SRC 1 may or
may not be a valuable project, but OMB
it seems to me had several years worth
of chances to terminate SRC 1 but failed
to make the move until after an unsuc-
cessful November bid to retain control.
Is that evidence of a promise not to boo-
bytrap the budget?

Other coal research budget cuts de-
cided today included: A decrease of $90
million from the West Virginia SRC II
coal liquefaction project: a $160 million
cut and elimination of the Memphis me-
dium Btu gas project—a positive proj-
ect, by the way—a decrease of $108 mil-
lion for high Btu gas projects; and, I
am sure the Eenator from Montana, Sen-
ator MeLcHER, will be interested in this,
a decrease of $8 million in MHD mag-
neto-hydrodynamics.

This gutting of the fossil energy re-
search budget and retention or increase
of noncoal research programs has sev-
eral negative results:

First, research money expended over
the last several years goes to waste with
the sudden dissolution of the project.
Perhaps some of these projects should
rot have been funded from the beginning
by the Federal Government, but budget
slashing of this type surely means a to-
tal waste of funds.

Second, with a time bomb like this
ticking in the energy research budget,
(a) where else have we been conjoled
into what appeared to be an orderly
transition, and (b) the Reagan admin-
istration's options appear to be severely
restricted by these OMB actions.

Third, companies affected by the rad-
ical OMB cuts will no doubt bang loudly
at the door of President Reagan asking
that he restore the Department of En-
ergy’'s budget—a rather unfortunate
position for the new President to find
himself in.

Fourth, given the very limited review
time the new administration will have to
analyze where the fat remains and where
the scorched earth policy has been ap-
plied, an imbalanced budget, not in the
public interest, may result.

Again, I must profess my disappoint-
ment at what appears to be broken faith
in the transition efforts by OMB. And,
I call upon the President to apply more
vigorously his clearly intended objective
of a smooth transition.e

TAX CUT LEGISLATION

® Mr. DOLE. Mr. Pres‘dent, I am ex-
tremely disappointed by the decision of
the Democratic leadership in both
Houses to block any tax cut legislation
during the lameduck session. It seems
that the current leadershio in the Sen-
ate, the House and the White House is
allowing partisan politics to override
the nat‘onal interest. If there was any
mandate from the recently completed
landslide election, it was that Congress
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should be reducing both taxation and
Government spending. We should be try-
ing to get Government off the backs of
our citizens. I am afraid that message is
still not beng heard by many of our
leaders in Washington.

ECONOMY NEEDS A TAX CUT

Mr. President, this Senator has vigor-
ously sought enactment of a tax cut be-
cause he sincerely believes the economy
needs one. Inflation is still raging at
about 13 percent. Although the economy
has shown some signs of improvement
recently, most experts predict at best
we will have a sluggish economic recov-
ery. The unemployment rate went up
again last month and interest rates are
again shooting for the stratosphere. I
believe that things will get worse before
they get better.

Experts who testified before the Fi-
nance Committee, including former
Chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisors in both Demoeratic and Repub-
lican administrations, supported enact-
ment of a tax cut now to be effective on
January 1. The analysis of Nobel laurate
Dr. Lawrence Klein demonstrated to the
cominittee that a tax cut will signifi-
cantly reduce inflation and unemploy-
ment, and boost economic growth when
compared with doing nothing. Thus, I
fear that the leadership’s current pos-
ture will simply further aggravate our
economic woes.

FINANCE COMMITTEE BILL

Mr. President, I strongly believe that
the Finance Committee bill is balanced
and responsible legislation. It contains
much-needed individual relief, as well as

productivity oriented changes.

It is the result of much work ovér many
months. The bill was developed in a re-
markable exercise of bipartisan unity. It
was reported from the Finance Commit-
tee by a 19 to 1 vote. While this is a good
bill, I am not flexibly committed to all
of its provisions. I am quite willing to
work with the House or any other group
to achieve a bill that is acceptable to all
factions.

Mr. President, this Senator and his
Republican colleagues have made every
effort to provide tax relief to the Ameri-
can people. On June 25 we introduced our
own tax cut package and twice sought
Senate approval of the measure by offer-
ing it as a floor amendment on other
legislation. Twice we were blocked by the
Democratic majority. After the leader-
ship refused to bring the Finance Com-
mittee bill to the floor, the Republicans
again tried on their own only to again
be thwarted.

OFFERED AS AN AMENDMENT

Mr. President, this Senator is not yet
willing to throw in the towel and wait
until next year for a tax cut. If we wait
it is unlikely that a bill will be signed
into a tax cut law until June or July.
Such relief will be too late to be of much
he!p in the economic recovery. Taxes are
Eoing up on January 1. That is when the
American people need relief,

Mr. President, I intend to pursue this
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matter by offering the Finance Commit-
tee tax cut bill as an amendment to any
appropriate vehicle during this lameduck
session. While this startegy may only
have a slim chance of succeeding, I be-
lieve that I owe it to the American people
to keep trying as long as Congress is in
session.®

TRIBUTE TO JOSEFH D. KEENAN

® Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, last
evening I had the honor of joining in an
evening of tribute to a great American—
Joseph D. Keenan, perhaps the greatest
labor statesman of our time.

Joe Keenan is a man whose only inter-
est all his life has been making our Na-
tion and world a bettor place in which to
live. His contributions to labor, govern-
ment and industry are enormous. All of
our lives have been enriched by his
service.

The dinner last night was to especially
recognize Joe's service as president of
Americans for Energy Independence. I
had the pleasure of making a tribute to
Jos Keenan which I would like to share
with other Members of the Senate.

I submit the text of my remarks for
the RECORD.

The remarks follow:

ADDRESS BY SENATOR JACKSON

We meet here tonight to honor Joe
Keenan—one of the greatest labor statesmen
of our time—and to advance the important
work of Americans for energy independence.

I have known Joe from the time I was a
junior member of the House—that was a few
years ago and I was just a small-town bcy
from Everett, Washington then. Already Joe
was advising presidents and was in the midst
of a distinguished career in labor and public
service.

Joe's always been a litt'e like the old fire-
house. The bell rings and he's off. Joe's that
way when he sees a problem, He immediately
jumps in, envisions a solution and works to
resolve thie problem. He's been doing that all
his life.

No one should have been surprised there-
fore, when five years ago Joe b2came presl-
dent of Americans for energy independence.
He's been coming to the Nation's rescue for
more years than any of us care to remember.

During World War II, he jumped in—first
serving as AFL member of the National De-
fense Council and then as associate director
of the War Production Board. At the end of
the war, President Truman dispatched Joe
to Germany to reorganize labor and to help
get Europe back on its feet.

Joe's a no-nonsense, practical approach
guy. He seeks reasonable solutions to prob-
lems. He has a “can do" attitude. During the
war, he worked out agreements between
labor, industry and government to get the
economy on track. For his achievements,
President Truman rewarded him with the
highest civilian award, the Medal for Merit.
Joe's efforts in Germany won him the Medal
of Freedom Award.

Joe's greatest asset, of course, are his an-
cestors. He was fortunate in picking good
Irish parents who raised him among other
turn of the century immigrant families on
Chicago's near west side.

The “Chicago education—learning about
people—has aided him to this day. Joe's

November 14, 1980

never forgotten his beginnings nor the
dreams of working men and women.

He began as an apprentice with Local
Union No. 134 of the IBEW and worked his
way up over the years to become director of
Labor's League for Political Education in the
AFL; then secretary-treasurer of the Build-
ing and Construction Trades; and the inter-
national secretary of the International
Erotherhood of Electrical Workers—an orga-
nization of more than 1,000,000 workers. He
was a member of the executive council of the
AFL-CIO and president of the union label
and service trades department.

Joe has served on so many labor and gov-
ernment boards, commissions and commit-
tees that I could stand here all night just
mentioning each one.

The point is, as I mentioned earlier, Joe
EKeenan always has been around—ready to go
to work, to do anything he possibly could to
help his country and to help working men
and women.

My only wish is that we had more like him
around today. I'd put Joe Keenan in charge
of the Energy Mobilization Board—if we had
one—or the Synthetic Fuels Corporation. Or
the Democratic National Committee.

He understands people, institutions and
knows how to make them work.

When the energy crisis came upon us al-
most 10 years ago, Joe Keenan got to work.
As president of the AEI, he has been ex-
tremely helpful to me in the Senate on the
programs we are advancing.

The campaign is over and a new adminis-
tration is moving towards Washington. And
when it comes, the Reagan administration
will quickly confront the overriding issue of
energy.

The realities of energy are more obvious
and more painful than four years ago when
President Carter came to office. We are en-
tering the 1980s with heavy dependence on
foreign oil—and little hope that this de-
pendence will end in the near future. Our
economy is hemorrhaging with dollars for
oll imports—more than 500 billion dollars
between now and 1985. And our access to
vital oil supplies is more and more threatened
by events beyond our control, like the con-
tinuing war between Iran and Iraq.

We are now in the extraordinary situation
where the success of our foreign policies will
determine whether we get enough oil to keep
our economy growing. In fact, there is a close
link between our economic problems, our
energy problems and our security problems.
Our access to oll imports will rest in no small
part on the strength and credibility of our
defense. Our abllity to maintain a strong
defense depends on the strength of our eco-
nomy and our industrial base. And the key to
restoring a strong economy is an urgent na-
tional effort to reduce oil imports.

On the fore'gn policy front, we must make
every effort to assure every nation access to
world ofl for its basic needs. Providing for
our own needs is not enough. Prolonged oil
shortages in any nation will not only impose
serious hardshios, but also threaten stable
international relationships.

For the foreseeable future, the Middle East
remains the key to our precarious oil supply
position. It accounts for 40 percent of world
oil production and 60 percent of the world's
proven reserves.

The threats to Middle East oil in general,
Persian Gulf oil in particular, are substantial
and real, The instabllity of leaders and in-
stitutions in this area is legendary. The po-
tential for disruptive terrorism is enormous.
The Russian presence—and the opportunities
for extending Soviet influence—cannot be
minimized.
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Obviously other nations share our cruclal
stake in the security of Middle East oll. But
the fact is that there are no reliable regional
security arrangements within the gulf re-
gion, The new administration must give high
priority to creating such arrangements as
soon as possible.

It is also essentlal that we strengthen our
own military posture to be prepared to re-
spond effectively where access to oll is
threatened. We must concentrate in partic-
ular on our ability to deal with threats to
Middle East supplies.

Like it or not, it seems clear that the
United States will have to assert its power
and prestige to protect access to world oil, in
the Middle East and elsewhere. Our ability
to do this is part of the larger problem of
our world-wide military posture.

The serious and continuing shifts in the
military balance between the United States
and the Soviets may well affect our ability to
deal with a crisis in oil supply. Equally im-
portant, it could influence the conduct of
other nations who percelve us as being un-
able to cope with such a crisis. We may ex-
pect the Soviets to exploit their military
capabilities for possible advantage in the
struggle for access to vital oil supplies. We
must therefore evaluate our own military
posture in light of this challenge.

To & large exteit the success of our in-
ternational energy policies will depend on
the world's perception of our domestic en-
ergy programs. We cannot expect to influ-
ence the course of events in world oil unless
other natlons believe we are making ur-
gent efforts to develop our own resources
and control our own use of oil.

The Carter administration made a na-
tional commitment to energy conservation,
and conservation remains the surest, quick-
est way to reduce oil imports. It would be
folly for the new administration to aban-
don this effort.

But the Reagan administration must also
make a national commitment to energy pro-
ductlon in every form of energy—nuclear,
coal, oll and gas.

This will not be easy. The mere removal
of burdensome controls or regulations will
not, by itself, create a massive production
effort. Priority must be given to the resolu-
tion of long-standing problems like the
storage of nuclear waste. We must deal in a
coherent way with all the economic and
regulatory restraints on coal use—including
the clean alr act. We must accelerate federal
leasing programs where significant energy
potential is involved. And we must deal fully
and fairly with the legitimate concerns of
states over the impacts of energy develop-
ment.

What has been sadly lacking during all
recent administrations has been a govern-
ment which was an advocate for energy
production—a government which was will-
ing to work with industry to get permits
issued and plants bullt. The proposed en-
ergy mobilization board could help assert
this role for the federal government.

But organizational changes are not enough.
We need a new partnership between govern-
ment, Industry and labor to meet the chal-
lenge of freeing our economy from the tyr-
anny of OPEC. We need the kind of relation-
ships that are forged In wartime situations,
focusing on this common goal of reducing
imports.

There is no more important priority for
the new administration than this effort.
And nothing will do as much to create new
lm?pe and new jobs for the American people,
We can give cur economy a massive boost In
the process of reducing energy demand and
developing new energy supplies.
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We must make millions of homes more
energy-efficient—and that means jobs.

We imust build millions of new cars that
use less gas—and that means jobs. A pas-
senger car fleet that drove 30 miles to the
gallon would cut our oil imports in half.
We can do it.

We must open new coal mines and bulld
transporation systems to serve domestic and
foreign markets—and that means jobs.

We must build new power plants and new
synfuel plants to meet future needs—and
that means jobs.

The fact is that we have the greatest enes"gy
resources of any nation In the world. We
have enough coal for hundreds of years. We
have uranium to fuel dozens more nuclear
plants. We have billions of barrels of ofl in
shale. And we have the scientific and tech-
nical skills to develop new energy sources.

What has been lacking 1s the leadership
and the will to do the jo. What has been
lacking is the sense of urgency which our
situation requires. The new administration
must provide that leadership—and instill
that sense of urgency—Iin confronting the
energy issue.g@

—————

THE TEMPORARY VISA:
THE ANSWER?

® Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, in his
“Southwind” series dealing with the
problems of the Mexican migrant to the
United States, Richard Louv of the San
Diego Union in his ninth article focused
on what many believe is part of the solu-
tion to this complex problem. This pro-
posed solution is the creation of a tempo-
ary worker program such as proposed in
S. 1427, the United States-Mexico Good
Neighbor Act, which I have introduced.
Hopefully such a proposal will be among
the recommendations of the Select Com-
mission on Immigration and Refugee
Policy when it makes its report next year.

S. 1427, which I encourage my col-
leagues to support, is based on modern
studies such as those conducted by Dr.
Wayne Cornelius, now of the University
of California at San Diego. His studies
have demonstrated that the typical
Mexican undocumented worker is a
young male who is not here permanently
but works in the United States tempo-
rarily. Most of these workers are paid at
or above the minimum wage rate: and
they are taking jobs that, although
necessary to our economy, are normally
not filled by U.S. workers because they
do not need to or because they offer little
opportunity for advancement.

Due to population pressures in Mexi-
co, it can be reasonably foreseen that
these migrants will continue to seek en-
ployment here unless we place a “Tortilla
Curtain” on our southern border. Clear-
ly, our strategic interests should favor a
strong Mexico which, when developed,
can employ its population gainfully: but
until then, we should offer these persons
legal employment that is needed in our
economy.

The benefits of S.
among them:

The number of visas would relate di-
rectly to the availability of jobs.

The workers are not tied by contract
to a particular employer and thus the
opportunity for exploitation is reduced.

PART OF
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Having a legal status, the workers will
be able to work to improve their work-
ing conditions and also draw upon pri-
vate and public services they would be
otherwise entitled to.

By learning job skills, they will be
more employable at home and help de-
velop Mexico herself.

Mr. President, I ask that Mr. Louv's
article be printed in the RECORD.

The article follows:
9. THE TEMPORARY VIsSA: PART OF THE ANSWER

Pressure Is building for the federal gov-
ernment to do something about illegal im-
migration.

S0, once each month in Washington, D.C.,
the members of the Senate Select Commis-
sion on Immigration and Refugee Policy sit
down to talk about it, over dinner.

Sometimes, the commissioners—including
Cabinet members, congressmen, and the
president of Notre Dame Unlversity—even
venture beyond the Potomac, out into the
hinterlands to take the public’s pulse, which
is racing.

At well-publicized hearings, zero-popula-
tion lobbyists, supporters of Howard Jarvis’
initlatives, labor leaders, law enforcement
officials and professors rall against illegal
aliens.

Legal defense groups, church organizations,
Hispanics and other professors speak to the
rights of the undocumented—and to their
contributions to society; and they warn that
cracking down on illegal aliens would lead
to discrimination against Hispanies.

No one—even within each faction—can
find much to agree on.

So the commissioners return to Washing-
ton, to try to sort out the confusion, over
dinner.

“Nobody thinks much will come of all
this,” comvlains Joe Razo, a labor inspector
for the state of California who has spent a
frustrating year trying to enforce labor
standards in industries frequented by illegal
allens.

“Commissions are established as lightning
rods,” he says. “If lightning strikes, it strikes
the commission instead of Congress or the
President. Commissions siphon off public
frustration, but they don’t accomplish much.
Some of us are getting sick and tired of all
the catharsis.”

Quietly, slowly, change Is coming though—
brought about not by the commission itself,
but by a combination of congealing forces.

For years, any reform attempts were bot-
tled up by Sen. James Eastland, chairman
of the Judiciary Committee, whose powerful
agribusiness constituents in the South
thought things were just fine the way they
were.

President Carter’s reform proposals (which
included penalties for employers who hire 11-
legal allens increased immigration quotas for
Mexico, amnesty for undocumented allens,
living in the United States, a beefed-up Bor-
der Patrol and foreign aid) have languished
since 1977—partly because of Eastland and
partly because of the opposition of Hispanic
groups who feared what they considered the
“anti-alien hysteria” sweeping the country.

Now, however, Eastland is gone, replaced
by Sen. Edward Kennedy, who has no strings
to agribusiness and has influence with His-
panics and organized labor.

Much of the hysteria, at least in Congress,
has disslpated.

There is a growing sense that lllegals are
not the root of all economic evil; that they
may, in fact, be giving to the economy far
more than they're taking; that, because of
changing demographics, their labor may be
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sorely needed in the future; and that noth-
ing short of a militarized border, with elec-
trified fencing and gun turrets, could keep
all of them out,

Moreover, there is growing evidence that
the migration is small enough to be regu-
lated. Several studies have dropped the esti-
mated number of undocumented aliens from
12 million to around three million.

“We still don't know for certain how many
are here. Everybody is waliting for release of
the Colegio de Mexico's Cenlet study, which
is by far the largest study to date,” says the
Rev. Lydio Thomasi, executive director of the
Center for Migration Studies in New York
and publisher of the highly respected Inter-
national Migration Review.

“The Ceniet study’s methodology is highly
respected” says Thomasi, who maintains a
fairly neutral voice in the immigration de-
bate. “As far as we can tell, it's credible. Its
effect on the debate depends on whether the
results are accepted.”

The results are surprising: the lowest esti-
mate yet. While these figures have never been
released to the American press—and are not
due out until Fall, 1980—they were presented
to the select commission In a recent meet-
ing in Guadalajara.

According to a source at the meeting,
Ceniet estimates that the number of undocu-
mented Mexicans in the United States at
any one time fluctuates between 450,000 and
1.2 million, dependingz on the growing season.

Of these migrants, about five percent stay
on permanently in the United States.

To arrive at these figures the Ceniet re-
searchers spent more than a million dollars
over two and a half years, interviewing 62,.-
000 Mexican households—almost a half mil-
lion perscns are lisied oy name.,

The results of this huge study. funded by
the Mexican government, likely will be met
with skepticism north of the border, but
they Iindicate how seriously the Mexican

government takes this issue, and they under-
score the growing perception that the mi-

gration is manageable.

Most of the debate, so far, has focused on
such Issues as amnesty and employer sanc-
tions, but there has been little progress in
any direction.

Lately, the focus has been shifting to the
possibility of some kind of temporary worker
permit. This would allow the migrants to
come and go legally.

Much of the lobbying for such a program
has come from agribusiness, and slightly
varying versions have been proposed by Cali-
fornia’s Lt. Gov. Mike Curb and Rep. Clair
Burgener, R-La Jolla.

Curb's proposal is based loosely on a Swiss
“guestworker" program, but it closely re-
sembles the “bracero” contract-labor pro-
gram operated by the U.S. and Mexican gov-
ernments between 1942 and 1964. At its peak,
the bracero program was recrulting 400.000
Mexican temporary agricultural laborers
yearly.

However, the sins of the bracero program
were many.

Braceros were, in effect, Indentured serv-
ants bound to specific employers, jobs and
geographic reglons. While many ranchers
treated their braceros well, many did not.

In 1962, for examnle, the California Grow-
ers Assoclation instructed its members, by
memo, to report to the Border Patrol any
workers who ouestioned the rules under
which they worked, or their living conditions
or wages. These workers, considered trouble-
makers, were then denorted.

Afraid of devortation, most braceros did
not complain when they were herded into
disease-ridden camps. or used as strike break-
ers when Mexican-American farmworkers at-
temoted to organize.

While the program stipulated emplovers
could use braceros only If U.S, citizens were
not avalilable to work, many growers rigged
the system so local workers could not get
the jobs.
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Burgener's bill, in part, calls for an expan-
sion oi the so-called “H-2" visa sa.us—
which is the only contract labor provision
still available for employers who want to
hire foreign, unskiled laborers.

Adopted during World War II to bring
Caribbean workers into the United States,
the H-2 program is avallable to U.S. employ-
ers who can demonstrate that U.S. citizens
won't take certain jobs.

The program is limited, though. Especially
in the Southwest employers have to wade
through months of red tape and frustration.
More H-2 visas are granted yearly, for in-
stance, to residents of the tiny Caribbean
island of St. Lucia than for all of Mexico.

A powerful coalition of organized labor and
church groups convinced Congress to kill the
bracero program in the mid-1960s. Most ob-
servers say they feel that this coalition also
would obstruct the adoption of any approach
that smacked of a return to the bracero pro-
gram, or an expansion of the H-2 contract
labor provision.

That does not mean, however,
temporary worker idea is dead.

“Something new Is happening,” says
Thomasi. “Religious groups and labor unions
are beginning to express cautious curiosity
about the possibility of a temporary worker
visa—not a rehash of the bracero program,
but a simple permit that would allow Mexi-
can migrants into the United States for short
periods of time, while protecting their hu-
man rights.™

The key would be that these workers would
not be bound to particular employers, geo-
graphic areas, or to agriculture—an Impor-
tant factor, since illegals have increasingly
moved into urban jobs.

Unions would be encouraged to recruit
them. This approach could please human
rights activists as well as union organizers—
who are increasingly interested in recruiting
Mexican workers to shore up sagging union
memberships.

“The recent interest in this idea is remark-
able, considering how vehemently opposed
religion and labor have been to anything
that even looked like a bracero program,”
says Thomasl. “They're realizing they can't
just be obstructionists. A temporary worker
visa just might open the door to compro-
mises on other issues.”

Several plans for a temporary worker visa
have been suggested, the most noteworthy
ones by Charles Keely of the Population
Council, and Dr. Wayne Cornellus, director of
USCD's Program in United States-Mexican
studies.

Keely's and Cornelius’ plans are basically
identical. A bill based on Cornelius' proposal
has been introduced in the U.S. Senate by
Sen. Harrison Schmitt. R-N.M.

A temporary approach would work some-
thing like this,

U.S. consulates in Mexico would issue spe-
cial visas permitting employment north of
the border for up to six months (not neces-
sarily consecutive) each year.

The U.S. Government would set the celling
on the number of these visas high enough to
legalize much of the presently illegal migra-
tion. One number that has been suggested,
for the first year, would be 800,000 visas. That
number would be flexible, based on the rate
of unemployment in the United States and
Mexico.

Special consular offices would be set up In
the regions of Mexico that traditionally
have sent most of the seasonal migrants
north, The number of visas Issued each
month would go up and down, depending on
the growing season.

These efforts would help preserve the sea-
sonal nature of Mexico migration—instead
of encouraging a continuous flow. (Even
some urban jobs, especially in the auto In-
dustry, are seasonal.)

To avold a plle-up of visa seekers in towns
such as Juarez and Tijuana, no temporary
visas would be issued at the border.

that the
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So, the Mexican worker—say his name is
Sanchez—would have a clear cholce. During
the dry season, when he usually sets forth to
the United States in order to support his
family, he could go to one of the consular
offices to pick up & temporary visa.

For Sanchez, this would be an extremely
attractive option—no meore nighttime border
crossings; no more brutal (and expensive)
coyotes; no more hiding in a strange land,
or running from Border Patrol helicopters.

He would travel north, his visa would be
stamped at the border, and he would work
for several months—roughly the same period
that he worked here last year and the year
before.

Sanchez would not have to slgn a contract
with a speclific employer to get a visa—as his
father had to as a bracero. Nor would he be
restricted as to where he worked.

In order to keep these privileges, Sanchez
would in all likelihood follow the rules: To
maintain a valid visa, he would have to leave
the United States for at least six months each
year.

If he overstayed his visa, he would not be
able to get a new one for at least five years—
and he would face deportation.

(Likewise, if Sanchez’ brother, Juan—who
ls not quite so sensible—tried to cross the
border without a temporary visa, and got
caught, Juan would not be able to obtain a
temporary visa for 10 years, The temporary
visa probably would relleve pressure on the
Border Patrol, since they could concentrate
on catching Juan, and forget Sanchez.)

Like most Mexican migrants, Sanchez
would want to go home anyway, since his
famlly and his roots are there. Like many
migrants, he also has a tiny plot of land
that needs tending during the rainy season.

Like most migrants, he does not want to
immigrate permanently to the strange land
to the north.

There probably would be other stipulations
to the temporary visa program,

Sanchez would not be able to bring his
family with him; he would be eligible for
health care—possibly Medi-Cal—but not for
food stamps or welfare.

While his working conditions would be
monitored by the Labor Department,
through the same apparatus through which
other workers are protected, Sanchez possi-
bly would be recruited into & union. The
union, then, would help protect Sanchez
against unscrupulous employers.

Sanchez could gualify for union health in-
surance (relieving the burden on hospitals)
and possibly a union pension plan.

By recruiting Sanchez, the union would
be protecting the wage scales and working
condition of U.S. citizens.

Not everyone, of course, is enthralled with
this proposal.

“It’s being sold as a panacea, & sugar-coated
pill, but it's not what it appears, argues
Dr. Vernon Briggs, a Cornell University labor
economist and a leading voice for a more
restrictive border policy.

“Call it what you will, the temporary
worker visa is no different, in its long-term
effects, thin the bracero program—or the
disastrous experience Europe had with the
so-called 'guestworker’ programs,” he con-
tends.

Briggs says he believes that providing
temporary visas to Mexican workers would
open the door wider to illegal aliens.

The bracero program did, in fact, stimu-
late much of today’s illegal flow, but Cor-
nellus maintains the damage already has
been done.

“You can't turn the clock back and pre-
tend the bracero program didn’t exist" he
says. Most of the major migratory patterns
have already been established. The bracero
program, in large part, established those pat-
terns.

“What we have now is an ‘underground
bracero program.' Legalizing this flow is not
golng to significantly increase the number of
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migrants, The barn door is already open; you
can't close it magically, short of shooting
people at the border."

In fact, a growing body of evidence shows
the United States may be encouraging per-
manent illegal immigration by tightening
the screws on the border. With no legal
avenue of entry, an increasing number of
migrants are choosing to move permanently
north of the border, melting into the citles,
since traveling back and forth across the
border is getting more difficult.

By making it easier for Sanchez to come
to work In the United States, we would also
be making it easier for him to go home.

Indeed, a temporary visa approach would
be a recognition of reality.

Not only is the Mexican migration firmly
woven into the fabric of both countries, but
it now appears that the United States, to
malntain its economic health, needs Mexican
labor.

Several studles have shown that the United
States is headed into a period of labor short-
ages, due to changing demographics.

Better that Mexican labor should be here
legally than Iillegally—better not only for
Sanchez, but also for our own labor force
and our national conscience.

Cornelius insists this approach would de-
mand no huge, new enforcement bureauc-
racy.

Some observers, though, say the tempor-
ary visa could be the centerpiece in an immi-
gration package containing something for
everyone. The temporary visa could, in fact,
be the magnet to pull the various factions
together.

For instance, to constituencles on the left,
some Chicano activists, for instance, a tem-
porary visa would be the next best thing to
an “open border’ policy, similar to the bor-
der policy between the United States and
Canada. (No one glves the “open border" ap-
proach much of a political chance. Even the
Mexican government opposes the idea, since
it would aggravate the “skin-drain.")

To restrictionist pressure groups, a tem-
porary visa provislon might be attached to
legislation to beef up the Border Patrol—
which, on its own, has little change of pas-

e.

Legalizing much of the illegal flow also
would, to a lesser extent, make employer
sanctlons and counterfeit-proof identifica-
tlon ecards more politically palatable. (Al-
though most pundits give cards and sanc-
tlons virtually no chance of passage, with or
without a temporary visa program.)

To agribusiness. a temporary visa would be
an acceptable alternative to a reheated bra-
cero program—which also has no chance of
passage.

The final elements in this package would
be amnesty for illegals now living perma-
nently in the United States and an increased
immigration guota for Mexicans.

Taken together, several of these approaches
would go a long way toward regulating the
flow of undocumented workers into the
United States.

Movement toward this goal, however, is
sluggish. One reason is that so few people are
working full-time to find solutions, and an-
other reason Is that commissions rarely solve
what politiclans refuse to face.

The Select Commission will issue its final
recommendations next December—conven-
lently a month after the presidential elec-
tion.

In the long run, no proposals will succeed
unless they are accompanied by economie
development programs in Mexico. The ulti-
mate solutions lle to the south, where the
wind begins.

There are those who say neither Mexico
nor the United States has the will to deal
with this issue creatively. And there are
those who believe the present system is just
fine.
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“Why should we push for anything dif-
ferent," asked one grower recently, walking
through his lush avocado groves. “I mean,
we've got all the workers we need. They
don’t cause any trouble. They sleep out there
under the trees.

“We provide the best of them with a little
housing. We put up windbreaks so the
Border Patrol can't find them. You know,
some of the other growers charge them rent
just for sleeping out in the groves.

“But not us. We're humane. I don't see
much need for change.”

THE EUROFEAN EXPERIENCE

Several European countries have had a
long experience with temporary worker
programs.

The results were mixed,

Following World War II, Northern and
Western Europe's cities were in ruins, its
work force depleted and its birth rates cut
severely. At the same time, Southern Europe,
Iberia and North Africa were experiencing
massive unemployment.

A marriage of convenience was worked
out: countries such as France, Switzerland
and Germany recruited foreigners to work in
temporary jobs. The guestworkers would
not, it was thought, require any significant
social services, and they would return home
when the labor shortage disappeared.

The guestworkers helped rebuild the citles.
Many economilsts agree that Europe's eco-
nomic boom of the 1960s and 1970s would
not have been possible without them.

But there were problems.

Guestworkers were contract-laborers,
bound to the employer and the job, and
consequently highly exploitable. They were
more like indentured servants than guests.
In this, they resembled Mexican braceras
working in the United States from the 1940s
to the 1960s.

The European guestworker programs were
different from the bracero program, in that
some nations, like France, actually encour-
aged the guestworkers to stay as permanent
residents—and immigrate their familles as
well.

Other countries stipulated that the guest-
workers return home after a year or so—but
applied only casual enforcement.

At the peak of the European experience,
between 1960 and 1975, more than 15 million
workers and their dependents migrated
legally to Northern and Western Europe. In
several nations, up to half of the guest-
workers became permanent residents.

In the beginning, host countries benefitted
from the fact that guestworkers—mostly
young, single males—demanded few social
services, but as a growing number began to
settle permanently and immigrate their
wives and children, the costs rose.

In 1975, Germany had almost one million
foreign children in 1its school system. The
immigrant populations, often underprivi-
leged, tended to settle in urban ghettos.

Their presence aggravated racial and poli-
tical tensions. Switzerland became so con-
cerned about “overforeignization™ in the late
1970's that it held several national referen-
dums on the subject of expelling immi-
grants—who now constitute 15 percent of
the population.

Following the oil crunch and world reces-
sion in the mid 1970's, Europe began to close
the door to guestworkers.

Dr. Vernon Briggs of Cornell University, a
leading voice for a restrictionist U.S. immi-
gration poliey, says he belleves the United
States will be headed down the same road
should it adopt a temporary worker program.

"Just as In the bracero program, the im-
ported workers would be exploited." he says,
“and they would end up staying here perma-
nently, as well.”

Not so. insists Dr. Wayne Cornelius, UCSD’s
migration expert.

“We could devise a policy that would be
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quite different from either the European or
bracero programs,” he says.

Cornelius calls for a temporary worker visa,
which would allow a Mexican laborer to work
in the United States a few months at a time.
The laborer would not be bound to any em-
ployer or geographic region and therefore
would be less exploitable.

He would not be able to bring his family.
To get his visa renewed, he would have to re-
turn to Mexico, and stay there, for six
months of every year.

“To generalize from the European experi-
ence is unfair,” Cornellus insists. “For in-
stance, it's far easier for a Mexican to return
to Mexico from this country than it is for a
Turk or an Algerian to go home from
France."

Further, there was no long-term tradition
of back-and-forth migration in Europe, as
there clearly Is between Mexico and the
United States.

“It shows a poverty of the Imagination to
say America has to choose between a bracero
or European-style program and nothing at
all," Cornelius adds.

“What we need is a brand new approach.”

A POLITICAL PACKAGE

A temporary worker visa, which would
allow Mexican laborers to work in the United
States for a few months each year, may be
the key to future immigration reform—
especlally if its proponents can guarantee
that the sins of the bracero program would
not be repeated.

Politically, however, the temporary visa
idea has little chance of being adopted on
its own.

Likely, it would be the centerpiece of a re-
form package designed to leagilze much of
the back and forth migration between Mexico
and the Trited States and, at the same time,
improve borc °r rnforcement. An added ele-
ment might bz vne punishment of employers
who. stlll insist on biring illegal aliens.

The package could include some or all of
the following:

A higher Mexican legal immigration quota

Current law allows 20,000 Mexican legal
immigrants per year. Most experts—includ-
ing those who favor a highly restrictive im-
migration policy—agree that the quota
should be higher.

For political reasons, in 1976, the quota
was dropped from 70,000 a year to 20,000.
This change ignored nearly a century of
population movement. Suddenly, only the
rich could immigrate. Husbands could not
immigrate their wives; families could not
immigrate their children. So they crossed
the border anyway, illegally.

The quota should be returned to the 70,000
level, and possibly as high as 100,000. This
would allow the reunification of families. It
would help clean up the waiting list, which
now, in some categories, Is séven years long.

Adjustment of status

This is the official phrase for “amnesty.”
The Carter administration proposes that un-
documented workers who have lived in the
United States since before Jan. 1, 1870, be
allowed to adjust their status to that of
permanent resident aliens, with the chance
to become U.S. citizens within five years.

The provision is favored by various groups
including some restrictionists who view it as
a “recognition of reality."

The chief controversy over amnesty is how
to enforce it: How, for instance, should an
alien prove his long-term residence? With
rent receipts? Check stubs?

Some critics contend that the cutoff should
be later—say 1976—in order to legalize a
greater proportion of the permanent settlers
ltving here illegally.

Dr. Vernon Briggs of Cornell University, a
restrictionist, suggests 1972, since after Jan.
1 of that year, citizenship or legal residency
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had to be proved before Soclal
cards were issued.

The issue of amnesty, so far, raises more
questions than it answers. These guestions
will have to be answered soon, though.
Politically, amnesty will have to be a part
of any immigration reform package.

A Beefed-Up Border Patrol.

While critics of this proposal contend that
stopping the illegal flow is Impossible, no
matter how many Border Patrol officers are
sent out on duty, proponents point out that
there are only 2.000 Border Patrolmen in the
entire United States. On any given day, there
are no more than 350 Border Patrolmen on
any given shift.

U.S. Attorney Mike Walsh contends that
such an ‘imbalance between the number of
officers and the number of arrests has an
explosive potential:

“The bottom line Is that f{rustration can
lead to over-reaction by the officers. If 400,-
000 arrests are being made in the Chula
Vista sector each year, and you have a vio-
lent incident in only one percent of those
arrests, you'd have 4,000 incidents! Having
so few men arrest to many illegal allens is
ust asking for violence.”

point out that, were a temporary
worker visa adopted. the Border Patrol would
not be apprehending anywhere near as many
lllegals. Walsh agrees. but he insists that
more agents still would be needed.

Homero Reyes. a consultant to Baja Gov.
Roberto de la Madrid, and a stafler of San
Diego State’s Border Area Resource Center,
points out:

“The pressures in Tijuana, and other bor-
der cities, aren't going to go away. Tijuana
has tripled in size in the last 10 years, and
unemploymen continues to grow. The
tremendous migration to Mexico's northern
cities can't be ignored. Many of these people
are going to continue to try to cross over—
with or without a visa.”

Employer Sanctions and a Counterfeit-
proof Tdentification System.

"Nothing makes sense unless yvou make It
illegal to hire the illegal,” says Briggs. “Un-
less that is done, nobody should take our
government seriously when it worries about
legal aliens. What is most important is that
doine this will set a moral tone and end the
hypocrisy of hounding the illegal, but cod-
dling the employer.”

Critics point out that, short of some kind
of indelible, counterfeit-proof worker ID card,
employers would have no wayv of telling if a
prospective emoloyee is undocumented or
not. This could lead to widespread job dis-
crimination against Hispanies, since employ-
ers would turn them away, fearing they
might be illegal aliens.

Crities also doubt that such a card could
be manufactured, since just about anvthing
can be counterfeited.

“If American Express can make a card that
you can use to withdraw money from the
bank,” insists Briegs. “we can make a fool-
proof Social Security card.”

"We've had a guy here trying to sell us on
an idea that sounds pretty good.” says an
aide to Rep. Burgener. “It's a prototype card
that shatters when you tamper with {t! An-
other card that has been proposed is made
of several layers of laminated plastic, which
fit together to make an optical refraction or
something . . ."

The implications of these cards have politi-
cal conservatives. Hispanics and the Ameri-
can Civil Liberties upset. The most frequently
suggested card would be a permanent Social
Security card that evervone would have to
carry and present at job applications. Should
a reoressive government come to power, con-
tends the ACLU, citizens could be perse-
cuted—merely by taking away their cards,
which would mean no jobs.

With a temporary visa approach, though,
employer sanctions and worker IDs might not
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be needed. Employers would have much less
incentive to hire the undocumented, since
Mexican laborers would be here legally. Cer-
tainly there would be some permanent, illegal
settlement, but probably not enough to jus-
tify a whole new law enforcement superstrue-
ture, which would cost taxpayers millions of
dollars.

A better idea would be to step up the en-
forcement of labor laws presently on the
books, to Improve working conditions and
protect the minimum wage.

“Congressmen are talking about everything
from $1,000 fines to jail terms for employers
who hire illegal aliens,” sald one labor in-
spector recently. “The day they start throw-
ing small businessmen in jail for hiring poor
people will be a sorry one indeed.”

Most political observers give the cards and
sanctions little chance of passage.

Improved border enforcement, amnesty and
a higher Mexican immigration quota do have
a good chance of being accepted by Congress
especlally if attached to a temporary visa
proposal.@

AMERICAN ASSEMBLY STATEMENT
ON MEXICAN-AMERICAN RELA-
TIONS

© Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
American Assembly at Columbia Uni-
versity recently held a unique binational
conference at Arden House on Mexican-
American relations. The assembly
brought together 65 residents of Mexico
and the United States from diverse
backgrounds, representing government,
business, organized labor, education,
communications, and other professions,
to review the important ties between our
two neighboring countries.

As they have noted in their final re-
port, recent events—both worldwide as
well as within our own region—have fo-
cused renewed attention on the impor-
tance of United States-Mexican rela-
tions. They have also altered our rela-
tions in some significant ways.

This was the thrust of the conference
held by the American Assembly, and I
commend to the attention of my col-
leagues the final report issued by the
participants just a few weeks ago. I be-
lieve it provides a thoughtful review of
the many issues that both strengthen as
well as challenge our good relations with
Mexico.

Mr. President, I ask that the text of
this report be printed in the REcCORD.

The report follows:

THE BINATIONAL AMERICAN ASSEMBLY ON
MEXICAN-AMERICAN RELATIONS
PREFACE

On October 30, 1980, a group of sixty-five
residents of Mexico and the United States,
representing government, business. educa-
tion, communications, organized labor, and
other professions from both countries met at
Arden House for the Binational American As-
sembly on Merxican-American Relations. For
three days, they discussed a broad agenda,
touching on all the major areas of political,
economie, and social interrelations between
Mexico and the United States.

The Hon. Robert H. McBride, former am-
bassador of the United States to Mexico,
acted as director for this Assembly program
and supervised the preparation of papers
which were used as background reading by
the participants. Authors and titles of these
papers. which will be complled and pub-
lished as an American Assembly book. were
as follows:

November 14, 1980

Robert H. McBride—United States and
Mezico: The Shape of the Relationship.

Juan Eibenschutz—Energy Issues 1in
Merico.

Laura Randall—Mezrican
Eflects Upon U.S. Trade.

Al R, Wichtrich—Mezxican-American Com-
merctal Relations.

Wayne A. Cornelius—Immigration, Meri-
can Development Policy, and the Future of
U.S.-Mexican Relations.

Guido Belsasso—Undocumented Mexicans
in the U.S.: A Mexlcan View,

David D. Gregory—A U.S.-Mexican Tem-
porary Workers Program: The Search for Co-
determination.

Willlam B. Cobb—Tourism as a Positive
Factor in the Mexican Economy and in Mexi-
can Foreign Relations.

Speakers during the Assembly were H. E.
Hugo B. Margain, Ambassador of Mexico to
the United States; The Hon. Viron P. Vaky,
former U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for
Latin-American Affairs; and Lic. Adrian La-
Jous, Director-General, Banco Naclonal de
Comierclo Exterior, S.A. of Mexico.

On November 2, following their discussions,
the participants produced this report, which
is being circulated in both Spanish and Eng-
lish texts, and which contalns both assess-
ments and recommendations. The American
Assembly, a national, nonpartisan education-
al Institution in the United States, takes no
official stand on subjects it presents for pub-
lic discussion, and the participants spoke
for themselves rather than for the institu-
tions with which they were affiliated.

WiLLiam H. SULLIVAN,
President, The American Assembly.
FINAL REPORT OF THE BINATIONAL AMERICAN
ASSEMBLY ON MEXICAN-AMERICAN RELATIONS

At the close of their discussions the par-
ticipants in the Binational American As-
sembly on Mexican-American Relations, at
Arden House, Harriman, New York, October
30-November 2, 1980. reviewed as a group the
following statement. This statement repre-
sents viewpoints expressed; however, no one
was asked to slgn it. Furthermore, it should
not be assumed that every participant sub-
scribes to every recommendation.

Introduction

Events, worldwide and regional, have en-
hanced the significance of Mexlco-U.S, rela-
tions in the past decade and have also
changed them. These trends will continue.
Intellectually, the alteration in the mnature
of the relationship is understood. Perhaps
popularly in the U.8., however, the growth
of Mexican economic and political influence
is not yet fully realized. The speclfic 1ssues
examined later in this report—energy, trade,
immigration—have all developed so as to
assume major imoortance for both countries.

Both countries are engaged in major re-
examinations of their basic national eco-
nomic policles. Mexico is in a situation where
the trade deficit in the nonoil economy poses
a threat to Its development and increases
pressures on migration to the U.S. The U.S.
is in a situation where endemic trade deficits
and balance of payments deficits have created
difficulties on a worldwide basis (even though
the trade balance with Mexico is still slightly
favorable despite Mexican oll sales to the
U.s.).

The 2000 miles of land border create a
single region on both sides that is sui generis.
Those who live in that part of Mexico or the
U.S. can testify to its distinctiveness, to the
very large-scale economic Interpenetration
existing there, to the close relationships be-
tween citizens of two nationalities, and to
the problems which the border itself creates.

Tn any discussion, the role of U.S. citizens
and residents of Mexican origin cannot be
ignored. Currently, this ro'e is becoming even
more important because of thelir growing in-
fluenice in the US., not only in the tradi-
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tional areas of the border states, but else-
wherc.

Mexico-U.S. relations are sensitive and
subject to misunderstandings. Additional
efforts are required to take into account the
dissimilar groups within each nation in order
to maximize attempts at mutual understand-
ing. Also, these relations are subject to the
stresses of outside events not under the
control of either of the two governments.

Participants felt relatlons between our two
countries are enhanced by meetings of this
type.

Energy

This group believes that although there
are different interests and perceptions in
both countries concerning energy, there is
not a serious problem at the present time
between the United States and Mexico on
this subject.

The maln elements to be considered In
Mexican energy policy are: internal require-
ments, levels of production, exports, and the
uses of resulting revenues, The primary goal
of Mexican policy is to exploit reserves ra-
tionally in order to supply domestic needs
while exporting only in amounts conslistent
with sound economic and developing policy.
In addition, diversification of petroleum
sales to countries other than the US—
which now recelves approximately 70 percent
of Mexican exports—is being sought. Never-
theless. oil exports from Mexico to the U.S.
save transportation costs and thus are finan-
clally beneficial to both countries.

Mexico is exploiting its oll reserves at a
pace consonant with its interests and is try-
ing to avoid the dangers of overheating the
economy or becoming an oil-oriented coun-
try. There may be short-term disagreements
as both countries move toward a more com-
plex trauding relationship. It is anticipated
that price and other normal market factors
can have the effect of reducing the potential
for disagreement.

The United States cannot assume any sub-
stantially increased purchases from Mexico.
The participants endorse the U.S, govern-
ment’s acceptance of Mexico's energy policy
decisions. They encourage the U.S. to im-
plement its energy policy, which includes
conservation in use of energy, increased ex-
ploitation of U.S. fossil fuels, support for in-
creased energy resources in developing coun-
tries, as well as utilization of synthetic fuels,
nuclear energy, and alternative energy
sources. It would be an error for the U.S.
to consider Mexico as an energy reserve.

Trade

The important relatlonships concerning
trade and Investment cannot be based upon
a paternalistic and outdated concept of a
“special relationship”™ between Mexico and
the U.S. What is needed is a recognition of
the uniqueness of this relationship, a clearer
understanding of the factors that define our
mutual self-interests, and the interdepend-
ent character, however imbalanced, of the
two economies. In particular, the trade pol-
icles of each country have markedly different
effects in the other due to the unequal role
one country plays in the other's overall trade.
Nevertheless, Mexican policies will have an
Increasingly significant impact on sectors of
the American economy. Mexican exports to
the U.S. presently emphasize oil, agricul-
tural commodities, and increasing amounts
of manufactured goods. Mexican imports are
in the areas of capital goods, agricultural
commodities, and high technology.

In the course of this year the rate of in-
crease of nonolil exports from Mexico has de-
clined. This is due to one or more of the fol-
lowing causes:

(a) the lack of exportable surpluses be-
cause of the growth of domestic demand,

(b) the difficulty of obtaining raw mate-
rials and components,

(c) recession and protectionism abroad,
and
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(d) increased production costs due to In-
flation.

Many of the trade factors are, of course,
beyond governmental control. They stem
from important geographic and other fac-
tors not subject to planning. This does not
mean, however, that both governments
should not endeavor to minimize frictions
that may occur in the trade relationship
wherever feasible. To date there is no over-
all bilateral trade agreement. The U.S. and
Mexico, however, have generally discussed
the desirability of entering into consulta-
tion and prior notification procedures even
though no new structure to carry them out
is needed. The Trade Working Group of the
Consultative Mechanism already exists.

Trade might be fostered in new directions
so that it contributes to the development
of labor-intensive activities as well as se-
lected intensive capital goods Industries in
Mexico. Joint ventures and the border in-
dustries program are areas for Increased
successful economic cooperation. Converting
border industries into true productlon-shar-
ing programs might be pursued. Certain ad-
justment in the U.S. would have to be made
to assist workers who would suffer from tem-
porary dislocations.

The importance of the development of the
border region cannot be overemphasized.
‘fhe participants encourage policies loriiu-
lated in Mexico City and Washington to re-
flect unique border developments and to fa-
cilitate rather than impede economic ex-
changes in this important area.

It was recognized that trade and industrial
policies, which some may consider essential,
were llkely to cause reciprocal difficulties
and recriminations in both countries. Mu-
tually beneficial trade negotiations could
help offset such difficulties.

I'mmigration

Public pressures are mounting for a solu-
tion for the problems created by undocu-
mented Mexicans in the U.S. Until further
information becomes available, it would be
premature to make a definitive policy choice
from among the range of options considered
by the participants. However, there is recog-
nition that the question of migration be-
tween Mexico and the U.S. is a matter of bi-
lateral relations and should not be addressed
slmply as a domestic issue in the U.S.

There was a general recognition among the
participants that undocumented immigra-
tion from Mexico has been historically a
phenomenon caused by factors originating
on both sides of the frontier. It is influenced
by an international labor market involving
both the United States and Mexico. In spite
of the bilateral nature of the phenomenon,
it is not perceived in the same manner in the
political context of the two countries., In
the United States, it is a gignificant issue
with cultural, social, and economic dimen-
sions.

In the United States there 1s a widespread
but unsubstantiated belief that Mexican
immigration is a cause of:

(a) higher rates of unemployment.

(b) a threat to U.S. standards of living
constrained by an increasing imbalance be-
tween population growth and natural re-
fources.

(c) a tax burden on the U.S. economy
derived from the inability of Mexico to cope
with population growth and unemployment,
and

(d) that continued large-scale immigration
from Mexico could alter fundamentally U.S.
culture in ways harmful to U.S. societv.

There is little evidence to support any of
these common perceptions. Nevertheless, de-
spite the better data now avallable, these
percentions still predominate in the U.8.
The participants recognize the need to sep-
arate economics of migration (the facts)
from politics of migration (the fears). In
Mexico the perception is different. There is
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a preoccupation with the human rights of
the immigrants in the U.S.

The general view was that there are costs
and benefits for the two countries and for
the people involved. The benefits for the
United States, however, have not teen recog-
nized by the American public and the costs
to the U.S. are subject to exaggeration. The
long-range costs to Mexico have been largely
ignored. Furthermore, it would be an error
to think of Mexico as a permanent labor
reserve for the U.S. These views have re-
sulted in emotional overtones which have
made it difficult to educate public opinion
to a degree where a responsible solution
might be reached.

The participants recognized that there has
been significant progress in dispslling myths
and stereotypes about undocumented immi-
grant workers. Progress points to the desir-
abllity for closer attention to the inevitable
need of the labor market for the migrant,
and to the consequent necessity of first en-
suring that human and labor rights that
result from present condltlons are adequately
safeguarded. As a corollary, equal attention
must be paid to adjusting where necessary
for the pos-ible effect that the migrant may
cause among specific US. labor sectors. A
common goal for the two countries resulting
from this trend is the rationalization and the
practical acceptance of U.S. needs for foreign
labor and Mexican needs for jobs abroad
based on the possibility for the migrant
worker to erercise his or her rights for equal
treatment as a worker and as a member of
the soclety to which he contributes.

Additional conclusions

There is an abundance of cultural histori-
cal, and economic information available on
both the U.S. and Mexico. This abundance
has not been widely disseminated nor fos-
tered a great deal of comprehension. This
general lack of knowledge of each other's
values, priorities, and objectives leads the
public into drawing incorrect conclusions
and forming biased perceptions. Starting
from the narrow selectivity of the educa-
tional curriculum there is a multiplier effect
that reaches into all levels of soclety to the
point where the image of each country is
influenced by stereotyres distorted by edu-
cational blases and media exaggerations.

Educational material In both countries
needs attention to assure that our mutual
history is deplcted with objectivity and fair-
ness.

Cultural and educational exchanges, of a
noncommercial character, should be In-
creased greatly. They might include:

(a) an expansion of high-level Fulbright
and Lincoln-Juarez type scholarship pro-
grams in both directions, and

(b) more generalized short-term teacher
training programs emphasizing Iimproved
teaching of Enclish and Spanish as second
languages and greater knowledge of the
other country's culture.

Language understanding is fundamental
to deal effectively with another culture and
its people. The participants encourage the
learning of Spanish and English in both
countries.

The participants viewed as very positive
the continuing contribution to improved re-
lations by the binational business assocla-
tions in Mexico, New York, Washington, D.C.,
and along the border. Increased communica-
tion and tles between Mexican and U.8. busi-
ness communities are examples of effective
relations, which might serve as a useful
model for other sectors.

In matters that have bilateral imniications
there are groups which, notwithstanding
that thelr interests are very much affected,
have limited or no communication with their
counterparts in the other country. A recog-
nition was made of the need of these groups
also to be included in the decision-making
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process. A particular emphasls was made
upon the need to improve the bilateral com-
munications between labor organizations of
the two countries.

It is felt that officlals of both governments
should give more constant and sensitive at-
tentlon to differences in the style and
structure of the other country.@

FISCAL YEAR 1981 PAYMENTS IN
LIEU OF TAXES FUNDING LEVELS

@ Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I
am sure that I speak for the delegations
of all the Western States when I say that
the Appropriations Committee's decision
to restore almost full funding to the
pavments in lieu of taxes program
(PILT) for fiscal year 1981 is greatly
appreciated by all of us. Because of the
committee’s action, I believe we can ex-
pect quick passage on the Senate floor.
Public Law 94-565. the Payments in
Lieu of Taxes Act (PILT), was passed
by Congress in 1976. Under this act. the
Federal Government makes payments to
local governments to partiallv compen-
sate them for the tax immunity of Bu-
reau of Land Management, National
Forest, National Park, Army Corps of
Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation
lands, wildlife refuges, inactive Army
Reserve lands, wilderness and other fed-
erally owned national resource lands
contained within each individual county.
The program does not include active
military lands or Indian reservations.
Under this PILT program, more than
1,500 counties receive payments based
on the population and the amount of
Federal land within the county. These
payments are reduced by the amount of

mineral, timber, and other pavments ac-
tually received by the respective coun-
ties.

Most counties place these payments in
their general funds for law enforcement,
roads, county administration, public fa-
cilities and health programs and other
uses. Reductions in the PILT program
would thus mean a corresponding rise in
property taxes or a reduction in services,
since the counties ecannot turn to an-
other, lower level of Government, to pass
on the fiscal burden of balancing their
budgets.

These payments are especially impor-
tant in manv of the Western States,
where the Federal Government owns
and controls vast expanses of land. In
the western half of mv own State. for
example, public landholdings account
for over 60 percent of the total land
area. In Hinsdale and Mineral Counties,
the Federal Government actually owns
more than 99 percent of the land area.
All together, 37 percent of mv State is
under Federal control—a situation you
will not find anywhere east of Colorado.

Large holdings of tax-exempt Federal
lands obviously deprive public land
counties of a viable tax base—partic-
ularly where property taxes can be as-
sessed on less than 1 percent of the land.
The situation becomes even worse when
much of the Federal land is placed in
wilderness, wilderness studv. and other
restrictive land use categories. In Hins-
dale County, for examnle, over 50 per-
cent of the total land area of the county
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is already in wilderness, targeted for
wilderness designation this year, or cur-
rently undergoing wilderness reviews.

Unfortunately, efforts are becoming
more and more intense every year to gut
the PILT program and reduce payments
to counties entitled to those payments
under the Federal Land Policy and Man-
agement Act and the Payments in lieu of
Taxes Act.

For example, the House Appropriations
Committee approved a $15 million de-
ferral for fiscal year 1980. This came on
top of the 12-percent reduction ($12 mil-
lion) suffered by recipient counties in
payments for fiscal year 1979. This year
the House voted only $85 million under
the total payments in lieu rrogram for
fiscal year 1981; this is $26 million (20
percent) less than provided for under the
PILT formula.

The Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee has acted much more responsibly, by
approving $108 million, plus reinstate-
ment of the $5 million deferred during
fiscal year 1980.

I believe the funding level provided by
the House is completely inadequate. It
also constitutes an abandonment of com-
mitments made to the counties in which
these lands are located, and of the prin-
ciple of fairness to those counties, which
the House would tell should shoulder the
burdens of maintaining lands which all
Americans can enjoy. Those commit-
ments were made just 4 years ago, under
the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act and the Payments in Lieu of
Taxes Act, and should not be abandoned
now.

The legislative history on FLPMA and
the PILT Act, as well as the reports of
the Public Land Law Review Commis-
sion, clearly reflect the consensus that
the PILT program establishes a legal and
ethical obligation for the Federal Gov-
ernment to mave rayments in lieu of
property taxes. This is not a categorical
grant program. It is an oblication by the
Federal Government to pav its taxes just
like any other property owner within a
county.

I often hear it said that these reduc-
tions are necessary if we are to balance
the Federal budget, that everyone will
have to make sacrifices in order to have
the Federal budget balanced. However,
I know of no other instance in which a
property owner is permitted to balance
his or her budget by refusing to pay
property taxes.

As anvone who has heard of the Sage-
brush Rebellion or this decade’s discus-
sion of “States rights” can attest, there
is a lot of anger among many westerners
over the many restrictive land-use pol-
icies that affect management of Federal
lands (and therefore State and privately
owned lands as well).

The most commonly heard justifica-
tion for these restrictive policies is that
these public or Federal lands belong to
all the American people and, therefore,
all Americans should have a voice in how
they will be managed—including
whether they will be placed in wilderness
or some other restrictive land use clas-
sification. If these lands belong to all
Americans, then all Americans have an
obligation to help pay to maintain them
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in public ownership and manage them
under various restrictive policies. The
burden should not fall on the shoulders
of the western counties in which these
lands happen to be located.

It is a very basic rule of thumb that
rights always carry obligations. The large
number of Americans who visit and en-
joy these public lands every year, who
gain a measure of spiritual satisfaction
from knowing these lands exist, and who
heavily influence decisions on how the
lands are managed and used, have an
obligation to pay fair and reasonable
proverty taxes on those lands.

This obligation to make payments in
lieu of property taxes becomes even
heavier when the various land withdraw-
al programs are taken into account. Re-
cent Federal, academic and private
studies have repeatedly stated that 50 to
75 percent of all the Federal lands in the
United States have been withdrawn from
energy and mineral exploration and de-
velopment. Similar figures apply for tim-
ber cutting and many other activities, in-
cluding even grazing, watershed develop-
ment and nonwilderness recreation.

These wilderness, refuge and other
land withdrawal decisions are also justi-
fied by the argument that the Federal
lands belong to all Americans. However,
these land withdrawals mean a cor-
responding loss of potential income
(from jobs, raw materials development,
royalties, and various taxes) to States
and counties in which these Federal lands
lie.

On a national average, counties re-
ceive only approximately 15 cents per
acre for the 700 million acres of eligi-
ble entitlement lands. Excluding Alaska,
where 96 percent of the land is owned
by the Federal Government and where
the boroughs are subject to the popula-
tion lim‘ts in the PILT formula, counties
average approximately only 29 cents per
acre of entitlement lands.

It is certainly an understatement to
say that this is not a very high prop-
erty tax for any landowner to pay—par-
ticularly in counties where that land-
owner owns well over 50 percent of the
total land base and exerts enormous in-
fluence over his own land and, therefore,
over the intermingled non-Federal lands.

At the very least, the United States
has an obligation to make these in lieu
of property tax payments in full. If these
lands belong to all Americans, then all
Americans have a legal and ethical obli-
gation to help pay the heavy burden of
keeping those lands in Federal owner-
ship.

Right now, however, even at the full
75 cents per acre allowed under the pay-
ments in lieu of taxes act, payments to
the western counties do not even come
close to those which would be realized
were the lands in private ownership. In
Colorado, even grazing land is assessed
at $4.50 per acre; other lands are assessed
at anvthing from $47 to $663 per acre;
29 cents an acre (the average paid to
counties in the United States under the
PILT program) is certainly not too much
to ask.

Moreover, these very small payments
in lieu of property taxes do in no way
make up for the royalties, severance
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taxes, jobs, income taxes and raw ma-
ter.als lossed when these publicly owned
lands are withdrawn from mineral en-
try, timber cutting, recreational develop-
ment and various other uses.

The payments in lieu of taxes pro-
gram is one of the most successful pro-
grams ever enacted by a Congress. It
operates with an overhead rate of less
than 0.3 percent, does not require lengthy
application procedures, and provides for
local control of funds with no redtape.
Any reduction in the payments-in-lieu-
of-taxes program will impede counties in
their overall fight against inflation and
socioeconomic impacts related to energy
and other development.

I urge the Senate to vote for full fund-
ing of the payments in lieu of taxes pro-
gram for fiscal year 1981, and to rein-
state the $5 million payment that was
deferred in fiscal year 1980.

Thank you very much.@

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION
PROPOSED ARMS SALES

® Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on behalf
of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH)
I wish to announce that section 36(b)
of the Arms Export Control Act requires
that Congress receive advance notifica-
tion of proposed arms sales under that
act in excess of $25 million or, in the
case of major defense equipment as de-
fined in the act, those in excess of §7
million. Upon receipt of such notifica-
tion, the Congress has 30 calendar days
during which the sale may be prohibited
by means of a concurrent resolution. The
provision stipulates that, in the Senate,
the notification of proposed sale shall be
sent to the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee.

Pursuant to an informal understand-
ing, the Department of Defense has
agreed to provide the committee with
a preliminary notification 20 days be-
fore transmittal of the official notifica-
tion. The official notifications will be
printed in the ReEcorp in accordance with
previous practice.

I wish to inform Members of the Sen-
ate that two notifications were received
on October 24, 1980 and November 3,
1980.

Interested Senators may inquire as to
the details of this preliminary notifica-
tion at the offices of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, room S-116 in the
Capitol.

The notifications follow:

DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE
AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., October 22, 1980.
Dr. HANS BINNENDIJK,
Deputy Stajf Director, Committee on Foreign
Relations, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Dr. BINNENDITK: By letter dated 18
February 1976, the Director, Defense Secu-
rity Assistance Agency, indicated that you
would be advised of possible transmittals to
Congress of information as required by Sec-
tlon 36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act.
At the instruction of the Department of
State, I wish to provide the following ad-
vance notification.

The Department of State is considering
an offer to & NATO country for major defense
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equipment tentatively estimated to cost in
excess of 87 million.
Sincerely,
ERNEST GRAVES,
Director.
DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE
AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., November 3, 1980.
Dr, HaNS BINNENDIJK,
Deputy Staff Director, Committee on Foreign
Relations, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
Dear De. BINNENDITK: By letter dated 18
February 1976, the Director, Defense Secu-
rity Assistance Agency, indicated that you
would be advised of possible transmittals to
Congress of information as required by Sec-
tion 36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act.
At the iInstructlon of the Department of
State, I wish to provide the following ad-
vance notification.
" The Department of State is considering
an offer to a Southeast Aslan country for
major defense equipment tentatively esti-
mated to cost in excess of $7 million.
Sincerely,
EricH F. VoN MARBOD,
Acting Director.g

PROTECTIONISM III

® Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I continue
today with my presentation of materials
discussing various aspects of protection-
ism. Today's article is entitled: “Inter-
national Environment in the Post Multi-
lateral Trade and Tariff Negotiations
Period"” which appeared in International
Perspectives, November/December 1979.

Focusing on the “fundamental medi-
um-term structural issues which will
condition the international trading en-
vironment in the post-MTN period, and
on the major trade-policy issues which
flow from them,” the article maintains
that judicious use of rrotective measures
can be a legitimate response to the in-
jurious effects of imports.

Such measures are not means of mere-
ly deferring economic adjustment or
safeguarding employment. Under the
GATT, producers can and should be pro-
tected from actions such as dumping,
governmental subsidization or predatory
pricing practices. As Mr. Clark states in
his article:

Protective measures, both ongoing and
temporary, are provided for in GATT and
are not regarded per se as necessarily un-
wise or undesirable . , . application of tem-
porary and reasonable protective instruments
can be a legitimate response to the injurious
effects of imports whose disruptive impact
overwhelms the absorptive capacity of the
receiving economy at the time.

Clearly it must be understood that
protective measures, as provided for in
the GATT should not be viewed in a
pejorative sense. Worthwhile protective
measures can be established so as to buy
time for our domestic industries to ad-
just to the imracts of foreign compe-
tition, especially during an era where
advanced industrial economies are forced
to adjust to increasing energy costs. con-
tinued inflationary pressures, and re-
duced growth rates. Mr. President I ask
that this informative article by Mr. Clark
appear in the RECORD,

The article follows:
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INTERNATIONAL TRADE ENVIRONMENT IN THE
PosT-MTN PERIOD
(By Robert G. Clark)

The Tokyo Round may have been the last
and most ambitious multilateral trade and
tariff negotiations (MTN) to be conducted
on a comprehensive and global basis. The
initialling of the results also marks the flrst
time that any major GATT trade negotiation
has been concluded during a protracted pe-
riod of slow growth in the world economy. At
the four economic Summits held from 1975
through 1978, leaders sought to give Impetus
to an early and satisfactory conclusion of the
GATT negotiations then in progress. At the
Tokyo Summit leaders drew attention to the
MTN achievement, and pledged commitment
to the “early and faithful implementation"
of the MTN agreements. Now, attention can
be focused still more closely on the funda-
mental medium-term structural issues
which will condition the international trad-
ing environment in the post-MTN period,
and on the major trade-policy issues which
flow from them.

SLOW GROWTH

The advanced industrial econoinies are
having to adjust to sharp increases in the
cost of energy, persistent inflationary pres-
sures and reduced growth rates. In these cir-
cumstances industrial economies are having
to cope with slow productivity growth,
fundamental demographic shifts, significant
changes in demand and supply trends, tech-
nological changes, the effects of aging capital
stock and the emergence of competition in
some sectors from a number of developing
countries. These structural phenomena
(which have been exacerbated by cyclical
overcapacity in some sectors) have been re-
flected in lagging domestic investment, un-
satisfactory rates of unemployment and, ex-
ternally, In large International-payments
disequilibria and attendant periods of
disorderly exchange market conditions. Do-
mestically, these developments have led to
pressures for increased government interven-
tion, almed particularly at stimulating in-
vestment and export earnings and protecting
threatened industries from import
competition.

While there has been a moderate economic
recovery since the 1974-75 recession, current
prospects are for little appreciable rate of
increase in world trade or production for
1879 over 1978, and In particular Illttle
change is projected for real GNP growth in
the industrial countries as a group (which
averaged about 3.5 per cent in 1978). Looking
further ahead, whether one accepts the
“slow-growth" scenario or a more optimistic
estimate, it seems generally agreed that the
world will not soon return to the sustained
growth rates characteristic of the pre-1873
quarter century. Among the many factors
cited for this, is that tariffs have now been
reduced in the West to the point where fur-
ther reductions beyond those agreed in the
MTN would be unlikely to lead to a signifi-
cant expansion in international trade.

Thus, while constituting a signal success
in present economic circumstances—a world-
wide reduction in tariffs of about one-~third,
agreement on a serles of significant non=-
tariff codes, and strengthened procedures for
surveillance, consultation and dispute set-
tlement—the MTN achievement is unfinish-
ed. It will be important to carry out the im-
plementation of the MTN results through a)
bringing domestic legislation and regulatory
practices into conformity with the newly
negotiated codes where necessary, and b)
giving force to the codes through their ef-
fective administration in GATT. This will
entail an enhanced management and admin-
istrative capacity for GATT. It will also likely
require the development of a trade-policy
role for the organization, possibly evolving
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from the existing Consultative Group of 18,
which might be given a mandate to ensure
that the spirit and intent of the MTN codes
are fulfilled and trade-policy issues are ad-
dressed in a timely and coherent manner.
Without determined follow-through, the
MTN results might not be rigorously applied,
increasing the risk of escalating trade-re-
strictive measures which the last six years of
MTN negotiations have helped to avoid.

While the MTN result that has emerged is
better than could reasonably have been ex-
pected wunder the circumstances, it can
neither substitute nor lessen the need for
fundamental adjustments in the world econ-
omy to the underlying structural changes
which are now taking place. Moreover, given
the degree of structural problems perceived
and the lack of public support for freer
trade, pressure to maintain protective mech-
anisms may rise in proportion as the pace of
adjustment threatens to exceed domestic
tolerance. Protectionism and adjustment thus
confront trade policy makers with a basic
two-edged Issue which must be faced square-
ly If the MTN results are not to be endan-
gered by the Implementation of more so-
phisticated beggar-thy-neighbour policies. To
reinforce their endorsement of the MTN re-
sults and any impetus given to their imple-
mentation, leaders at the Tokyo Summit
made public their concern to manage the
medium-term lssues of adjustment and pro-
tectionlism.

PROTECTIONISM

Protective measures, both ongoing and
temporary, are provided for in GATT and
are not rezarded per s= as necessarily unwise
or undesirable. Judicious application of
temporary and reasonable protective instru-
ments can be a legitimate response to the
injurious effects of imports whose disruptive
impact overwhelms the absorptive capacity
of the receiving economy at the time. Legiti-
mate protective measures can be used to buy
time for a domestic industry to adjust to

foreign competition by becoming more com-
petitive or to “adjust out” of an industry
in a manner which minimizes hardship on
the workforce. As sanctioned by GATT, they
also protect producers from unfair injurious
import competition arising from such meas-

ures as dumping, government subsidiza-
tion or predatory pricing practices, However,
especlally in perlods of slow growth, the dan-
ger is that protectilve measures will be used
only as means of deferring adjustment and
safeguarding employment—as palliatives
treating Immediate symptoms rather than as
remedial actions aimed at underlying causes.

While often politically more attractive in
the short term, protective action which does
little more than prop up weak Industries
usually creates vested interests in continued
protection, often attracts new investment to
the least dynamic sectors of the economy,
and thus contributes to inflexibilities in the
economy which lock in labour and capital
to their least dynamiec uses. In the long run,
this will involve loss of hicher-income, high-
er-productivity fobs In those sectors with
the most growth potential. Moreover, the
real danger that protectionism would spread
through examnle and retaliation cannot be
underestimated in a sustained period of slow
growth.

It is against this background that the
OECD Trade Pledee (to avold trade-restric-
tive measures for balance of nayments pur-
poses) was renewed at the OECD Ministerial
Council Meeting In June. Artificially de-
pressed demand in both the developed and
developing economies through restricted
market access would ageravate existing
structural difficulties and result in a major
impediment to any hope of a sustained world
economic recovery. Equally. an undiscinlined
proliferation of exvort subsidies and invest-
ment incentives would lead to exageerated
distortions in capital and trade flows in re-
lation to market signals.
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ADJUSTMENT

The phenomenon of structural change and
adjustment is not new. The post-war revival
of Europe and the emergence in the 1960s
of Japan and Italy were accoupanied by
pressures to accommodate new technologles
and new patterns of consumption and trade
flows. The western industrialized system has,
by and large, been receptive to and has bene-
fited from this dynamic change, acting from
the premise that liberalized flows of trade
and investment and the law of comparative
advantage work to the benefit of the inter-
national community. What is new is current
growth, serlous structural problems and the
rapid, export-led emergence of the upper-
income developing countries as highly com-
petitive producers particularly in standard-
technology, labour-intensive industries.

The trade liberalization embodied in the
MTN result will, if anything, accelerate the
need for adjustment to structural change.
At the same time, increased competition in
domestic and third markets will mean that
conditions are least favourable for positive
adjustment policies in domestic decision-
making. The time would seem ripe, thera-
fore, for a concerted approach to the phe-
nomenon of structural adjustment which
will lend some element of predictability and
market confidence with respect to legitimate
“positive” adjustment, and at the same time,
minimize the possibility that the adjust-
ment process will become transformed Into
a negative-sum exercise whereby all govern-
ments would manoeuvre to shift the burden
of adjustment to their trading partners. It
Is against this background that the OECD
bas undertaken an intensive examination
into the difficulties encountered in shifting
to more positive adjustment policies, includ-
ing a clarification of some of the general
Issues ralsed, to assist pollicy-makers in their
consideration of adjustment problems.

The OECD study recognizes that adjust-
ment policies can be directed towards eco-
nomic ends (encouraging the most efficlent
allocation of capital and labour) and non-
economic ends (encouraging social goals
through regional development and farm
policies, income redistribution programs, etc.,
or mitigating the impact of severe economic
dislocation). Adjustment policies are also
viewed as integral to the achievement of
sustained non-inflationary gzgrowth. Henea»
the OECD study points in the direction of
choosing adjustment policies aimed at ac-
complishing the various socio-economic
goals of governments with minimum dis-
tortion to the marketplace and by means
that are compatible with economic efficlency.

It may be argued that the central chal-
lenge for policy-makers in the post-MTN
environment will be to create an interna-
tional climate of confidence—based on the
reasonable expectation of mutual disel-
pline—respecting structural adjustment.
Otherwise, governments around the world,
caught up in an escalating competition in-
volving actions which retard adjustment,
will find themselves running faster to stay
in the same place relative to their trading
partners, with each resistance to adjustment
doing further harm to the cause of genu-
inely improving domestlc economies. Thus,
it was In this light that the Tokyo Summit
leaders drew attention to the need to im-
prove the long-term productive efficlency
and flexibility of their economies.

INTERDEPENDENCE

A central feature of the trading environ-
ment during the 1980s will be the evolution-
ary integration of a growing humber of de-
veloping countries into the international
economie system. The extent to which East-
ern European centrally-planned economies
may share in this integration, and the im-
pact they may have, is uncertain, Equally
uncertain is whether the Chinese growth
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targets are obtainable, and If so, what will
be the implications for the West of a billion
people in that country becoming moderately
more wealthy by the year 2000, Neverthe-
less, the principal issue posed by the emer-
gen.e of the so-called “newly industrializing
countries” is: what conditions should gov-
ern their entry as full particlpants into the
world economic system? For it is no longer
debated whether the prospects for accel-
erated growth in developing economies are
a welcome development from the point of
view of the industrialized economies.

There 1s a clear marriage of interest in
favour of a mutual expansion of trads bassd
on comparative advantage. The middle-
income developing countries provide mar-
kets for the speclalized, technologically in-
novative products and “know-how" services
of the developed economies, while providing
consumer goods at lower cost. Investment
capital from the industrialized countries is
used to finance development plans In
ILDC’s—including the development of raw
materials and energy—and In turn, {rees up
export earnings for the purchase of imported
goods sourced from developed countries. In
periods of weakened investment demand in
the developed countries, the developing
countries have also provided a welcome coun-
tercycllical outlet for investment. Growth in
the developing world, for example, ame-
llorated the 1974-75 recession in the devel-
oped countries,

However, particularly in the wake of the
1974-75 recession, market penetration by
low-cost imports in sensitive sectors of devel-
oped-country economlies has brought pres-
sures for relief for the threatened industrles
and a growing, sometimes exaggerated, con-
cern generally about the implications of im-
port competition from dsveloping countries.
Conversely, the developing countries per-
celve the existing International system as
biased against them in terms of trade, access
to private capital markets and control over
resource development, and accordingly, they
have called for fuller and more effective par-
ticipation in all decisionmaking concerning
the international economy. More particular-
1y, during the Tokyo Round tariff negotla-
tions, the desveloping countries pressed for
speclal and differential treatment in the form
of desper-than-Most-Favoured-Nation for-
mula cuts; faster or slower staging of tariff
reduction, shallower MFN tariff reductions for
items covered by the Generalized System of
Preferences (GSP) to minimize the erosion of
their GSP preference; binding of preferential
concessions and margins, and varlous Ilm-
provements in the GSP. In the negotiations
of non-tariff codes as well, developing coun-
tries sought the incorporation into the codes
of svecial and differential provisions. While
MTN negotiations with a number of
LDC's continue, they have already reg-
istered their dissatisfaction with the
MTN results and the conduct of the ne=oti-
ations, most recently at the UNCTAD V
meeting in Manila in May.

While it is true that progress in meeting
a number of the preoccupations of develop-
ing countries fell short of LDC expectations,
the MTN negotiations provided deve'oping
countries with specific gains, in addition to
the benefits accruing to them on an MFN
basls from the concessions exchanged In the
negotiations. These eains include a firmer
legal basis for the GSP and for preferential
trade arrangements among developing coun-
tries, the advance implementation of non-
reciprocal tariff concessions on a range of
tropical products, and provisions for speclal
and differential treatment in the various
non-tariff codes. The code provisions are par-
ticularly noteworthy, both in themselves and
in the sense that they represent a departure
from the Most-Favoured-Nation principle of
GATT i{n order to respond to the interests of
developing countries.

Whatever the perceptions of the MTN out-
come, and its likely impact on trade, one
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{ssue which will be significant in influencing
the evolution of trade relations between de-
veloped and developing countries in the post-
MTN period is the need for the more ad-
vanced developing countries to assume
greater obligations and to take measures
of liberalization commensurate with their
state of economic development. At issue here
are the implications for both the developed
and developing countries of not reaching
agreement on the difficult question of “grad-
uation”, and of prolonging a trading system
wherein the benefits of speclal and differen-
tial treatment accrue to those developing
countries which increasingly need it least.

As the most advanced of the developing
countries continue to gain in economic
strength, and as others joln their ranks, the
impact from their having derived dispropor-
tionate preferential benefits will increase for
developed and developing countries alike.
With respect to the latter, the advanced de-
veloping countries will likely attract invest-
ment away from lesser developed countries,
will dominate intra-LDC trade, and, to the
extent that developing countries maintain
their solidarity in the North-South dialogue,
may well have a dampening effect on the fu-
ture willingness of the developed countries to
accede to the demands of the LDC's as a
group. As regards the developed countries,
and especially their need to adjust construc-
tively to the emergence of the newly indus-
trializing countries, this will be more difficult
politically if domestic interests perceive
themselves as having to adjust not only to a
change in comparative advantage, but to im-
port competition which unfairly benefits
from unwarranted preferential treatment.

As part of an attempt to encourage busi-
ness confidence, and as a signal to both the
lesser- and most-developed of the developing
countries that "differentiation' is an issue
with far-reaching implications, the interna-
tional community will want to examine ap-
propriate means of ensuring that all coun-
tries assume international trade obligations
commensurate with their state of economic
development.

JAPAN'S ROLE

During discussions on structural adjust-
ment and the alignment of macro-economic
policies at the Tokyo Summit, the role of the
Japanese economy came under implicit
scrutiny. Japan's global trade surplus, ex-
ceeding $25 billion, has resulted in strong
pressures from both the EC and the U.S.
for an increased contribution from Japan
towards the achievement of greater bilateral
and international equilibrium. The emphasis
has been on securing more effective Japa-
nese stimulation of domestic demand, to-
gether with greater liberalization of the
Japanese market.

While the Japanese growth rate has fallen
short of their undertaking at the Bonn Sum-
mit, the main concern of Japan's major
trading partners, including Canada, has been
market access, without which increased do-
mestic demand in Japan loses its relevance.
The Japanese in turn point to: steps they
have already taken to meet others' concerns;
the domestic political constraints upon the
degree of flexibility they can be expected to
show: the tradition of hard work and so-
phisticated marketing to which they credit
their success; and (implicitly) the present
and future vulnerability of their resource-
dependent economy to external forces be-
yond their control. Although Canada places
a high priority on obtaining market access
in Jazan for a higher proportion of processed
and manufactured exports, its over-all trade
surplus with Japan places it in a different
position from the other Summit participants.

The Tokyo Summit was neither the time
nor place to single out one Summit partici-
pant for attention or to nress bilateral mat-
ters. It offered an opportunity, on the other
hand, to stress the need for avolding basic
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structural imbalances in the economic sys-
tem, to welcome any contributions Summit
countries might make to that end, and to
reflect concern for the international system
as a whole if it must sustain for much longer
the maladjustments to which it is currently
subject. It was also an occasion to recall
that unilateral action by a Summit partici-
pant to restrict another's imports would be
unfortunate politically as well as econom-
ically for both parties, and would likely en-
tail adversze consequences for third parties
through trade diversion.

CANADIAN INTERESTS

Given the nature of the Canadian econ-
omy, our position relative to the “Big Three”
trading entities, and the emergence of newly
industrializing countries with a growing ca-
pacity to compete with us domestically as
well as in third markets, Canadian interests
are served by an open internationsal trading
environment characterized by effective multi-
lateral disciplines and non-discriminatory
trade rules which work. This affords the best
means of advancing Canada's basic trade in-
terests, namely: the expansion of export op-
portunities for Canadian high-technology
goods and processed industrial materials; the
promotion of long-term and stable primary
export markets on an internationally com-
petitive basis; and the development of a
competitive domestic economy with scope for
an appropriate mix of access to and protec-
tion from imports to reflect Canada's par-
ticular circumstances.

Consistent with the above trade interests,
there would be advantage for us in a post-
MTN international trade environment which
included the following major elements:

(a) Implementation of the MTN results
through bringing national legislation and
practices where necessary into conformity
with the various GATT non-tarifl codes:

(b) Strengthening of the GATT Institu-
tional framework to ensure that the letter
and intent of the codes are fulfilled, and that
major trade-policy lssues are addressed in a
timely and coherent manner;

(c) A common political conviction that
with the MTN negotiations concluded, pro-
tectionism must be resisted in both devel-
oped and developing countries in the univer-
sal interest of continued economic recovery;

(d) Endorsement of a positive approach to
structural adjustment, in both developed and
developing countries, so that socio-economic
goals of governments are achieved with min-
imum disruption to the efficient reallocation
of resources both domestically and interna-
tionally;

(e) The gradual assumption by the more
advanced developing countries of obligations
and measures of liberalization commensu-
rate with their state of economic develop-
ment; and,

(f) More generally, engagement of the de-
veloping countries on a broad range of trade-
policy issues subsequent to the MTN and
UNCTAD V, involving a coherent approach to
the contributions to be made in discussions
in GATT, the OECD and UNCTAD.@

PROPOSED ARMS SALES

® Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on behalf
of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH)
I announce that section 36(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act requires that
Congress receive advance notification of
proposed arms sales under that act in
excess of $25 million or, in the case of
major defense equipment as defined in
the act, those in excess of $7 million.
Upon such notification, the Congress has
30 calendar days during which the sale
may be prohibited by means of a con-
current resolution. The provision stipu-
lates that, in the Senate, the notification
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of a proposed sale shall be sent to the

chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-

mittee.

In keeping with my intention to see
that such information is immediately
available to the full Senate, I submit for
the Recorp the notification I have re-
ceived.

The notification follows:

DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE AGENCY,

Washington, D.C., October 27, 1980.

Hon, FRANK CHURCH,

Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Sectlon 36(b) of
the Arms Export Control Act, we are forward-
ing herewith Transmittal No. 81-01, con-
cerning the Department of the Army's pro-
posed Letter of Offer to Greece for defense
articles and services estimated to cost $14
million. Shortly after this letter is delivered
to your office, we plan to notify the news
media,

You will also find attached a certification
as required by Section 620C(d) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, that
this action is consistent with Section
620C(b) of that statute.

Sincerely,
ERNEST GRAVES,
Director.
[Transmittal No. 81-01]

NoTICE OF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OFrFeER PURSUANT TO SEcTION 36(b) OF THE
Arms ExXPORT CONTROL ACT
(1) Prospective Purchaser: Greece.

(ii) Total Estimated Value:

[In milllons]

Major Defense Equipment*

*As included in the U.S. Munitions List, a
part of the International Traffic in Arms
Regulations (ITAR).

(411) Description of Articles or Services Of-
fered: Twenty thousand rounds of 8-inch
high explosive artillery ammunition.

(iv) Military Department: Army (WIT).

(v) Sales Commission, Fee, etc. Pald, Of-
fered or Agreed to be Paid: None.

(vl) Sensitivity of Technology Contained
in the Defense Articles or Defense Services
Proposed to be Sold: None.

(vil) Section 28 Report: Included in re-
port for quarter ending 30 September 1980.

(viil) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
October 27, 1980.@

MAYOR KOCH'S CONFESSIONS

© Mr. GARN. Mr. President, since com-
ing to the Senate 6 years ago, I have said,
on the floor here, perhaps 100
times, that the country would be better
off if more Senators had been local gov-
ernment officials. As a former mayor, I
think that the mayoral experience is
particularly useful in preparing one for
the task of fashioning national legisla-
tion.

A recent article in the Public Interest
confirms that belief. It is written by a
man who reversed the process I have so
often suggested. Edward Koch was a
Congressman who later became mayor of
New York City. He now faces the task of
struggling to work with the programs he
helped to create while he was in Con-
gress. It has been an enlightening ex-
perience for him.

I cannot tell you, Mr. President, how
gratifying it is to read words like these:
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As a Member of Congress I voted for many
of the laws I will discuss, and did so with
every confidence that we were enacting sen-
sible, permanent so.utions to critical prob-
lems. it took a plunge into the Mayors job
to drive home how misgulded my congres-
sional outlook had been.

I can sympathize so well with those
feelings, because I was a mayor, trying
to deal with those same programs. I
tried to tell Washington that many of
its programs, while embodying great
ideas, were inflexible and unworkable. I
found, as Mayor Koch is finding, that
Washington does not Listen.

As a matter of fact, Mr. President,
when I was mayor, Ed Koch was a Mem-
ber of Congress. Now that he is mayor, I
am in Congress and, thanks to the good
sense of the voters of this country, I will
be chairman of a committee that is of
particular interest to Mayor Koch. I
pledge to him that I will endeavor to be
more responsive to his complaints about
bureaucratic and legislative ineptitude
than he was about mine.

In the meantime, Mr. President, every
Senator and Member of Congress could
profit from a close reading of Mayor
Koch's confessions. I ask that they be
placed in the Recorp at this point, and
I recommend them to my colleagues.

The material follows:

THE MANDATE MILLSTONE
(By Edward I. Koch)

Over the past decade, a maze of complex
statutory and administrative directives has
come to threaten both the initiative and the
financial health of local governments
throughout the country. My concern is not
with the broad policy objectives that such
mandates are meant to serve, but rather
with what I perceive as the lack of compre-
hension by those who write them as to the
cumulative impact on a single city, and even
the nation.

I want to emphasize that my criticism is
directed at the shortcomings of a system
that has evolved over the course of many
years. This is not the fault of particular
individuals nor of today’s leadership; it is
rather an inheritance from the work of
eeveral administrations and Congresses, in-
cluding some in which I served.

The City of New York, as an example, is
driven by 47 federal and state mandates. The
total cost to the city of meeting these re-
quirements over the next four years will be
8711 million In capital expenditures, $6.25
billion In expense-budget dollars, and $1.66
billion in lost revenue.

On the federal level, the current crop of
mandated programs is really the second stage
in the evolutionary process of activist law-
making exhibited by the Congress. First, In
the 1960's came the Great Soclety programs.
The nation’'s citles could choose from &
bountiful catalog of federal grants which
offered to foot £0, 90, or even 100 percent of
the cost of enormously ambitious programs.
In a time of unprecedented prosperity, with
only higher expectations ahead, local gov-
ernments eagerly went after federal funds
even, at times, at the expense of compre-
hensive planning.

Left unnoticed in the cities' rush to real-
locate their budgets so as to draw down
maximum categorical aid were the basic
service-delivery programs taken for granted
by the Great Society architects. New roads,
bridges, and subway routes were an exciting
commitment to the future, but they were
launched at the expense of routine mainte-
nance to the unglamorous, but essential, in-
frastructure of the existing systems. Further,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

the enticement of federal ald drew cities into
new soclal service commitments that were
S004a o monopolize their buagets.

Lhe 186u’'s left a bitter legacy tor cities in
two respects. As prosperity fell hostage to
inflation, and then stagflation, the bright
promises or programs s0 bolaly launched
with feaeral aid collapsed unaer esponential
cost overruns. Projects under construction,
such as New York's Second Avenue subway,
had to be abandoned, and the now-concealed
but still-remembered excavation serves to re-
mind the public of how easily government
can fall victim to monumental folly.

Perhaps more damaging was the shift in
the 1970's in the legislative approach, par-
ticularly in Congress, to the grand commit-
ments of the 19.0's. Sweeping solutions to
social ills were still in vogue, but this time
the public purse had a bottom to it, and its
guardians became adept at fending off the
claims of local governments. The result has
been an ever widening gulf separating the
programmatic demands of an activist Con-
gress from its concurrent fiscal conservatism.
By the close of the 1870's, the cities found
themselves under the guns of dozens of fed-
eral laws Imposing increasingly draconian
mandates, From the perspective of local
government the mandate mandarins who
write these laws appear to be guided by cer-
taln disturbing maxims, such as:

1. Mandates solve problems, particularly
those in which you are not involved. The
federal government, for example, has shown
no reluctance in ordering sweeping changes,
the Impact of which it will never have to
face since it does not hold the final service-
delivery responsibilities in such areas as ed-
ucation, transportation, and sewage disposal.

2. Mandates need not be tempered by the
lessons of local experience. Frequently a
statutory directive will impose a single na-
tlonwide solution to a perceived problem,
such as sewage treatment, that has been
cevelcped in the isolation of a consultants
office and rarely, if ever, exposed to real world
conditions in the affected regions.

3. Mandates will spontaneously generate
the technology regquired to achieve them.
Congress has shown a disturbing penchant
for prohibitions on existing approaches to
problems such as ocean dumping, for which
no practical replacement has been developed.

4. The price tag of the lofty aspiration to
be served by a mandate should never deter
its imposition upon others. Statutory com-
mands are rarely accompanied by adequate
financial assistance. Most extreme in this in-
stance is the accessibility mandate for tran-
sit systems and the requirements relating to
the education of the handicapped.

I do not for a moment claim immunity
from the mandate fever of the 1970's. As a
member of Congress I voted for many of the
laws which I will discuss, and did so with
every confidence that we were enacting sen-
sible permanent solutions to critical prob-
lems. It took a plunge into the Mayor’'s job
to drive home how misguided my coneres-
sional outlook had been. The bills I voted for
in Washington came to the House floor in a
form that compelled approval. After all, who
can vote agalnst clean air and water, or better
access and education for the handicapped?
But as I look back it is hard to belleve I could
bhave been taken in by the simplicity of what
the Congress was doing and by the filmsy
empirical support—often no more than a
carefully orchestrated hearing record or a
single consultant’'s report—offered to per-
suade the members that the proposed solu-
tion could work throughout the country. The
prooosals I offer address this problem by in-
creasing the level of scrutiny apolied to both
the cost and feasibility of mandates directed
at local governments.

Let me now turn to the case histories of
some of the more onerous mandates faced by
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New York City. I use my city as an example
because [ know its prouiems pest. ‘the proo-
lems we face, of course, occur tnrougnout the
United States. The numoers may be larger in
New York out tnese wmandates have an
equally significant impact on the nuaget and
local autonomy of every city.

TRANSPORTATION AND EDUCATION FOR THE
HANDICAPFED

An example of a mandate that may
totally skew capital spending nationwide in
the 1980's at all levels of government is the
handicapped-access program required by reg-
ulations promulgated in response to Section
504 of the Rehawuilltation Act of 1973.

No one would argue that we need not com-
mit funds to make transit systems and build-
ings accessible to the handicapped. But one
also has to deal with the limitations—both
financial and physical——that exist in the real
world beyond the printed page of the Federal
Register.

The Departments of Transportation and
Health and Human Services (the erstwhile
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare), have issued regulations that set as a
mandate total accessibility for the handi-
capped to transit systems, instead of deal-
ing with the jfunction of transportation:
mobility. In rejecting numerous appeals for
modest exemptions and waivers, these regu-
lations impose a restrictive and inflexible in-
terpretation of the basic mandate of Section
504. Ironically, in focusing on accessibility
the regulations fall to benefit a significant
portion of the severely disabled. Subways and
buses may ultimately be made fully accessi-
ble, but a disabled person may not be able
to get to the system to enjoy its accessibility.

In this instance, alternatives are available.
New York City has a far more extensive and
flexible bus system than subway system.
Given the numbers of handicapped people
affected—some 22,800 in wheelchairs and
110.000 semi-ambulatory for a system that
carries about 5.2 million people on a week-
day—a more reasonable approach can be for-
mulated to meet the transportation needs of
the disabled. The City of New York has pro-
posed making its buses accesslble and pro-
viding a paratransit system for the most
severely disabled. Paratransit will provide
door-to-door service and can make the dif-
ference between a handicapped person being
a prisoner in his or her home or a mobile
member of the community. Similar para-
transit services are in planning or underway
in other cities.

The DOT regulations presently proposed
do not accept the alternative of a bus and
paratransit mix. Beyond bus accessibility,
the regulations appear to demand accessi-
bility in 53 percent of our subway stations
within 30 years. at a cost in today's dollars
of some £1.3 billion. Add to this will be at
least £50 million in recurring annual operat-
ing expenses. And the regulations make no
affirmative provision for meeting the handi-
capned community's mvriad difficulties in
getting to buses and subways.

It would be cheaper for us to provide every
severely disahled person with taxi service
then make 255 of our subway stations acces-
sible. Tndeed, the Congressional Budget
Office. in its remort of November 1979 on
“Urban Transportation for Handlcapped Per-
sons; Alternative Federal Opbtions,” esti-
mated that the cost of implementing the
Section 504 reculations, when spread over the
1limited number of wheelchair users and se-
verely disabled passeneers will be $38 per
trin. In contrast, transit trips by the general
public cost, on the average, about 85 cents.

Should we somehow achieve the prescribed
level of systemwlide rapid transit accessibility,
T believe that even the most courageous will
test it only once to satisfy themselves that
they are able to ride the subways and that
few will ride them on a regular basis.
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The history of this mandate points up a
basic fallacy in the process leading to its
promulgation: unrealistic projections by
federal agencies of the cost of realizing man-
dated goals. When the Department of Trans-
portation issued its preliminary nationwide
regulations for public review and comment
in early 1978, it used a figure of §1.8 billion
for the contemporary cost of making all
transportation systems accessible. This was
clearly an unrealistic estimate and implied
an unwillingness by the Department to face
up to the magnitude of the course they were
proposing to require. The Congress acknowl-
edged this credibility gap and in 1978 ordered
the Department to submit by early 1980 a
report on the costs of accessibility, based on
a survey of all rail-transit operators.

Finally, the Section 504 regulations are
crippled by the lack of avallable technolcgy
to achieve the mandated standard of acces-
sibility. Bus lifts have yet to be developed
that operate without frequent breakdowns;
no American bus manufacturer would even
bid to build the Transbus; and people are
just starting to think about devices that can
span the distance between a rapid-transit
vehicle and the passenger-boarding platform.

The Issue of transit accessibility is one
that the Department of Transportation must
deal with quickly. If an affirmative policy
decision is not made to bring the demands
of Section 504 in line with the practical lim-
its on compliance efforts, transit subsidies in
the 1980's will be severely distorted—making
systems accessible to several thousand peo-
ple, while forsaking improvements needed
on the total system. The cost in operating
reliability will very likely reduce the quality
of service avallable to both current users and
those who should benefit from improved ac-
cessibility, We may, in fact, bulld a system
under the Section 504 mandate which most
handicapped people won't be able to use
because of the barriers still remaining, and
which, if they do manage to board, breaks
down far more frequently.

While the Congress may have been
thoughtless or arbitrary in compelling uni-
versal access for the handicapped without
sufficlent consideration of the real world
constralnts on localities, it has been alinost
cynical in its implementation of the direc-
tive that all handicapped children be pro-
vided “a free and appropriate education.” It
is iImpossible to attack the virtues of this
objective. Yet the structure of the program
enacted to accomplish it not only dooms
the compliance efforts of local school dis-
triets, but also jeopardizes the overall quali-
ty of education that can be offered to all
children.

The federal law contains three fundamen-
tal defects. First, the formula by which ac-
companying federal assistance is measured
looks to the national average cost of educat-
ing a non-handicapped child and thus com-
pletely overlooks the far broader scope of
services that are needed to bring the promise
of the mandate to the actual population it
was designed to benefit. The formula con-
tains a second fallacy In its use of a single
nationwide average cost. It deprives school
districts with high education costs and high
concentrations of handicapped puplls of any
recognition of the greater costs and speciall
problems they face in designing compliance
programs. Jn New York City we have had to
budget $8,180 per handlcapped pupil, nearly
three times the cost of educating a non-
handicapped child. This compares to the
national average figure of $1,400 per non-
handicapped child employed by the federal
ggvern?xent to determine the level of assist-

ce for educational ro|
handicapped. programs for the

Third, and most disturbing, has been the
consistent failure by Congress even to ap-
propriate the full measure of assistance au-
thorized by an already restrictive formula,
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Here we have the Congress implicitly re-
neging on the delivery of an already meager
federal share of the cost of meeting its own
national mandate. The shortfall in appro-
priations has grown over the past two years
to the point where less than half of the au-
thorized amount has been distributed to
afilected school districts. The act authorized
an appropriation in fiscal year 1880 of 20
percent of the understated federal calcula-
tion of national costs; the appropriation,
however, was only 12 percent. In short, first
they underestimate the costs and then they
underfund the underestimate. New TYork
City is receiving only $8.5 million in federal
aid while spending an estimated $221 million
in tax-levy dollars for special education in

scal year 1880. Our commitment will grow
to at least 8278 million in fiscal year 1981
and we can only hope that the Congress will
keep pace.

This mandate, ccmbined with an inade-
quate level of federal funds for its fulfill-
ment, has compelled the diversion of in-
creasingly scarce local resources from the
education of the rest of the school popula-
tion, And as in Eection 504, the absolute
terms of the mandate discourage any efforts
at the lccal level to develop alternative ap-
proaches to the statutory objective—such
as the use of =pecial facilities providing in-
tensive attention to the needs of handi-
capped children—which might ease the
enormous financial burden imposed by the
program.

OCEAN DUMPING—A MANDATE GONE HAYWIRE

Perhaps the most graphic example of a
mandate gone haywire is the prohibition,
efiective on December 31, 1981, c¢I current
ocean-dumping programs, Including New
York’'s, for the disposition of sewage sludge.
In the face of an absolute command to shut
down ocean dumping we must look for al-
ternate technology. It would seem elemen-
tary that the planet earth, reduced to its
most basic elements, offers us only land and
water and what cannot be dumped in the
ocean must be deposited on land. Incred-
ibly, the Congress and the Environmental
Protection Agency have imposzed the ban out
of concern for water quality, in the absence
of reliable land-disposal technolcgy.

Every way the City turns with its sludge
it encounters another federal regulation.
Banned from the ocean, the alternative we
must use—dewatering and composting—will
create an end product ladened with heavy
metals, the disposal of which may come into
conflict with anticipated landfill rezulations,
permanently rob the landfill of future agri-
cultural use and endanger the area’s water-
table. The dewatering and composting of
sludge will require a 250 million capital in-
vestment and £35 million in annual operat-
Ing costs. The federal government will pro-
vide 75 percent of the capital costs; but New
York City must shoulder at least 75 percent
of the operating costs with the State as-
suming the remaining 25 percent. This will
be only an intermediate step toward an as-
yet-undeveloped permanent replacement for
the existing ocean-dumping program. It is
anticipated that a permanent replacement
will be avallable in ten years, at which time
we will be forced to abandon $150 million of
the capital investment in the interim solu-
tion because of the potential health and en-
vironmental hazards it poses. This is what
you might call a classic example of planned
obsolescence—all for an imperceptible altera-
tion in water quality for a brief period of
time.

While we are covering our land with sludge
contaminated by toxic materials, full com-
pliance with yet another EPA regulation. ad-
ministered jointly with the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, may result in the cessation of
all commerce in the Port of New York. This
commerce annually produces more than $32
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billion in foreign cargo trade and generates
£1.5 billlon in personal and business income
for New York City's economy. To accommo-
date the large contalner vessels that have
become the standard vehicle for moving
goods by water, the natural depths of New
York Harbor must be continually dredged.
We have secured a three year extension of
the ban on ocean dumping of dredged ma-
terial. The extension does not, however, re-
lieve us from the obligation to perform the
costly bioaccumulation tests required by
EPA's ocean-dumping criteria, which are
subject to evaluation by both EPA and the
Corps of Engineers. The interpretation of
these tests by the two agencies can be in-
consistent, so that they may be judged to
be within permissible parameters by the
Corps of Engineers but not EPA.

Thke disposition of dredge spoil is plagued
by yet another arbitrary standard: the re-
cuirement that locallitles assess seven alter-
natives for the disposal of the material. The
review of seven “possibilities” is reguired
even though only three practical options
appear to be available: ocean disposal, con-
tained wupland disposal, and use of sub-
agueous burrow pits.

While the standard laid down by the ocean-
dumping mandate is currently unrealistic,
another federal standard compels the City of
New York to operate its sewage-treatment
plants at secondary-treatment capacity, even
though area water quality does not require
this level of treatment year round. It may
be hard to argue against pure waters, but
this standard will force the City of New
York to spend $10 million in FY 1981 for
superfiuous secondary treatment. I might add
that while the federal government con-
tributes 756 percent of the cost of construct-
ing sewage plants, it leaves to the locality
the full cost of their operation. Furthermore,
the federal government tells us how to
operate and man the plants. New York State
has used Its interpretation of the federal
regulations as an excuse to deny its 25-
percent share of operating costs. We are now
having to sue the State of New York over
the denial of the City's application for
reimbursement in the amount of $6 million
withheld in FY 1977.

Ban Francisco, Hke New York City, plans
to build new secondary-treatment facilities.
It also contends that full secondary treat-
ment is not necessary on a year-round basis.
Consequently, San Francisco has asked EPA
to allow it to operate the plant at the
primary-treatment level during the winter
months. Other localities such as Los Angeles
and Boston have filed applications with EPA
in an effort to obtailn complete exemptlons
from the secondary-treatment requirements.

My concern is not simply with the needless
expenditure of local dollars, but also with
the federal dollars committed to these pro-
grams in amounts that, considered in the
context of overall urban needs, are des-
perately required by other urban programs.
We must respond to the fiscal and public-
policy di'emma that is created by the cumu-
lative im-act of courses that individual
mandates are blindly propelling us down.
Mandates obscure priorities and encumber
comprehensive planning.

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE—STRANGE THINKING AND
SKEWED FORMULAS

Another example of a federal statutory
mandate that frustrates local efforts to ad-
minister vital programs is the ceiling placed
on the use of restricted public-assistance
payments. In New York State, the Ald to
Families with Dependent Children program
(AFDC) is structured to Include a sevarate
shelter allowance for welfare recipients. The
total grant palid to each reciplent is difffer-
ent depending on his or her rent expenses.
The Congress mandates that these monles
be included in the recipient's grant and
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not be pald directly to the landlord. The
ostensible rationale for this measure is to
preserve the tenant's basic freedom of choice
in allocating his check to food, housing, and
clothing in a manner consistent with his
priorities. Exceptions to this policy are made
only if a recipient is found to have misman-
aged the federal funds. Historically, non-
payment of rent for more than a month has
satisfied the mismanagement test.

New York is faced with an accelerating
syndrome of insolvency and abandonment
by landlords who provide many of the lower-
income rental units to AFDC reciplents, usu-
ally because monthly rent collections fall far
behind costs. These bullding owners have
repeatedly approached the City seeking rellef
In the form of “two-party" welfare rent
checks which would be issued to tenants who
recelve public assistance but require co-sig-
nature by their landlord before cashing. The
City has made a strong effort to implement
& two-party check program in areas espe-
clally hard hit by urban blight.

Our efforts to improve the situation have
been blocked by a federal law that limits to
20 percent of the caseload the number of
welfare clients who can be placed on re-
stricted two-party payments. If we exceed
this limit we are subject to federal and state
disallowances that could result in the with-
holding of the 75 percent federal and state
share of restricted rents exceeding the 20
percent ceiling. A flat 20 percent limit is un~
reallstlc given the magnitude of the problem
in New York City. In August 1979 restricted
grants reached a level of 18.8 percent of total
grant recipients. This required the launch-
ing of a crash effort last October to remove
clients from two-party rent restrictions be-
fore we could recoup the funds advanced to
prevent their eviction for non-payment of
rent. We are now at a level of 17 percent of
the overall caseload.

Our problems in this area could be com-
pounded further. The Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS) has alred a reg-
ulation that would prohibit placing a welfare
reciplent on the restricted-payment proce-
dure solely for not paying rent on time,

HHS argues that fallure to pay the rent
may not be sufficlent evidence of mismanage-
ment. When pressed to provide an accept-
able definition of mismanagement, HHS sug-
gests that the City would, in every individual
case, have to show a diversion of rental
funds to such things as vacations, drugs, or
liquor. Using rent money for items such as
food and clothing would not be deemed evi-
denca of m'‘smanacement, desoite the fact
that the landlord will come up short in rent
collections, and even though each recipient
recelves a special amount for rent, as well
as food and clothing allowances.

The HHS answer to the loss of housing
caused by non-payment of rent would apoear
o require the City to publlclze counseling
services to clients who have difficulty man-
aging thelr budgets. HHS has even suggested
that the Clity’'s soclal-service staff make home
visits to clients to provide the counseling.
This latter suggestion from Washington bu-
reaucrats is particularly nalve when it Is
made to a City saddled with an AFDC popu-
latlon of 736.000. The administrative cost of
such a system would be enormous and its
effectiveness a matter of speculation.

Fortunately, wiser heads appear to be pre-
valling. HHS officials are now discussing with
State and City officials a more realistic ap-
proach to the problems assoclated with the
definition of mismanagement. I am hopeful
that this will yleld an administratively prac-
tical way of protecting the interest of fam-
illes, while not contributing to further de-
terioration of our housing stock.

1Tn May 1980 officlals of HHS agreed to re-
vised procedures for the definitlon of mis-
management that are acceptable to the City.
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The most severe impact of the restrictions
imposed on the two-party check program is
the loss of an important component of the
City's housing-preservation efforts. Of far
more Immediate concern to our overall finan-
cial condition, however, is the statutory for-
mula setting ceilings on the federal share of
total AFDC and Medicaid programs. The
underlying design of both programs directs
that the City provide assistance to a poten-
tially unlimited number of recipients, but
allows little local control over the benefit
levels or eligibility standards which deter-
mine their total cost. Having Imposed these
enormous expenditure commitments, the
Congress then restricts its participation by a
cost-sharing formula that has long been
obsolete.

Enacted in the 1940's, the federal-share
formula links the relmbursable percentage of
program costs to the per capita income of
each state. As much as 65 percent of AFDC
and T0 percent of Medicald benefits will be
absorbed by the US. Treasury In states
which rank lowest by this single measure-
ment. New York, with one of the highest per
capita incomes in the nation, is limited to
the minimum 50 percent contribution for
each program. The authors of the formula
may have thought thelr index accurately
measured the capacity of state and local
government to generate the revenues needed
to cover their share of the total costs of an
open-ended program. But per capita income,
in isolation, cannot reflect two other critical
determinants: cost of living and the size of
the overall tax burden that a state or city is
asking its citlzens to shoulder. Since New
York ranks at or near the top of these cri-
teria, the ability of its taxpayers to carry
steadily-increasing public-assistance costs is,
in fact, no greater than that of taxpayers
from states enjoying the ald of the higher
federal reimbursement rates.

COURT AND STATE MANDATES: NOT TO BE
OUTDONE!

In addition to the federal statutory and
administrative mandates reviewed so far, the
City must also cope with the staggering im-
pact that decizsions of the federal courts, in-
terpreting and applying the sweeping man-
dates of federal law, can have on the fiscal
stability of localities and on their ability to
govern with some minimum degree of flexi-
bility. In New York City, for example, a pro-
gram was initiated in conjunction with a
planned new hiring of entry-level officers
aimed at increasing the total number of
minorities on the police force. The Police
Department spent $250,000 conducting an
intensive recruiting campaign amonz minor-
ity groups. and arranged for test preparation
classes at locations throughout the City that
were readily accessible to candidates from
minority communities. The City designed a
civil service examination, with the aid of
outside experts, that would produce the
largest possible number of eligible candidates
from all ethnic groups. Minority applicants
represented 30 percent of those taking the
test. When the Civil Service appointment
list was prepared from the results of the test,
13.000 candidates—the number sought as the
pool needed for hiring—had obtalned a grade
of 94 or better. When an ethnic survey dis-
closed that of the 13,000 placed on the list
only approximately 15 percent were black
or hispanic, a federal judze found not only
statistical discrimination from the test re-
sults, but went further and held that the
results were evidence that the City had prac-
ticed intentional discrimination. He then
directed that a quota be used In hiring from
the list, requiring 50 percent of new hires be
black or hispanic candidates, until at least
30 percent of the total police force was black
or hispanic. The net effect is that the courts
are no longer examining the fairness of the
test; they are examining the results. And if
the test does not turn out the way the judge
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wants, he imposes the result that is con-
sistent with his personal, political viewpoint.

I believe that the judge in the police case
is simply wrong on the finding of intent, and
the facts and the law.” But the real threat
to the City from this decision is that under
federal law, unless the City enters into a
compliance agreement with the Office of
Revenue Sharing in the Treasury Department
imposing some kind of quota or affirmative
action program—and, I might add, thereby
violates our Civil Service obligations under
the State Constitution—the City's unre-
stricted revenue-sharing funds, approxi-
mately $300 million per year, could be with-
held by the federal government. That situa-
tion is simply intolerable and affects not only
New York but every state and city in this
country.

The problems posed by the self-styled al-
truism of the federal mandates reviewed
thus far are compounded by equally and In
some cases more arbitrary dictates of state
government. The unique size and density of
New York City usually precludes our legisla-
ture from using the shleld of uniformity
to cloak an infiexible directive. That has not,
however, prevented Albany from Iimposing
its own onerous requirements on the Clity.

The state, with local concurrence, has as-
sumed since 1976 responsibility for the ad-
ministration of the judiciary at all levels.
The generosity of this arrangement has been
tempered in large degree by legislation a
year later which restored the local obliga-
tion to finance all maintenance, improve-
ment, and expansion programs required to
support an adequate level of caseload ca-
pacity. Thus reduced to the status of a silent
partner, we face escalating annual local-tax-
levy commitments to the state-run court
system that will reach $23 million by fiscal
year 1982,

The state public-housing program offers a
second example of the serious fiscal Im-
plications of an imposed local partnership.
Prior to 1861 New York State made separate
payments to each state housing project.
Then, the legislature consolidated its sub-
sidy payments, and froze the state share at
844 million. This has left the City's budget
as the bank of last resort for the chronic defi-
cits experienced in metropolitan-area proj-
ects. With rents kept down to assure an ade-
quate housing supply for lower-income ten-
ants, and maintenance costs increased by in-
flation and the facilities of age, the City must
increase Its subsidy to this program by an
average of 17 percent each yvear. We will be
spending $£13 million by Fiscal Year 1983 to
comply with the state-mandated obligations.

An even more extreme example is the state
mandate that the City provide legal services
for indigent parties in the courts. This ex-
poses our budget to still another significant
and potentially unlimited expenditure re-
quirement that will amount to at least 89
million annually in the next three fiscal years.
The state’s contribution to this program is
Zero.

Perhaps the most unfalr type of state regu-
lation is that which holds out the promise of
fiscal relief but measures eligibllity by an
impossibly high standard. Public-assistance
recioients in New York who are not eligible
for the federal AFDC program are given Home
Relief benefits financed jolntly by the state
and the client’s locality. The state share of
these costs is normally 50 percent, but in-
creases from 50 percent to 60 percent for any

*The United States Court of Appeals re-
cently rejected the District Court's finding
of intentlonal discrimination, and held that
the test was job related. The Court of Ap-
peals also ruled, however, that hiring from
the list of successful candidates strictly by
test-score-rank order violated Title VII, and
that an affirmative hiring auota could be em-
ployed as a remedy. The City expects to ap-
peal this ruling to the U.S. Supreme Court.
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social service district that can demonstrate
an AFDC error rate of 4.5 percent or less. That
has not proved to be an overly difficult task
for upstate communities whose aggregate
caseload permits intensive monitoring. In
New York Clty, however, a marginal reduc-
tion-in-error rate is achieved only after enor-
mous investments in detection and preven-
tion programs which must survey a welfare
population of 736,000—larger than most
towns in New York State. We have made im-
pressive progress in this area, and can point
to an error-rate-reduction program that has
brought the City from the 1973 level of 18
percent to the current 7 percent rate. But we
are far from achieving the 4.5 percent rate
specified as a condition for a 60 percent state
share of program costs, and the $23.5 million
saving that would bring. It is quite possible
that a system as huge as New York City's can
never reduce errors to 4.5 percent, or could
do so only at a cost far beyond the proffered
fiscal incentive.

No review of state-lmposed mandates would
be complete without reference to the Heart
Law. This directive, first enacted in 1970, 1s
the most frustrating example of how the leg-
islature can tie the hands of local officials
charged with the responsibility of adminis-
tering a program in accordance with the best
interests of their community. The law de-
prives public pension-fund trustees of the
broad discretion traditionally given them, by
erecting what the unions claim is an abso-
lute presumption that every heart ailment
reported by a retiring police or fire depart-
ment employee was attributable to an “acci-
dent” in the course of his employment, Since
the underlying retirement program author-
izes a tax-free disability pension at three-
quarters pay for such a condition, the Heart
Law creates a huge potentlal loophole in the
half-pay ceiling placed on standard pension
benefits. The mandate reflects an overwhelm-
ing concern for the welfare of one group of
City workers, who can develop a heart condi-
tion on the job but may also do so behind
the lawn mower on a day off—a concern, I
might add, which does not extend to the job
title of Mayor, whose occupant routinely en-
counters stress throughout a far less pre-
dictable working day.

The Cilty believes that fully half of the
disability applications approved under the
law’s compulsion would not stand up under
a thorough medical analysis of the ailment's
actual cause. And while some may view the
law as generous, it is a measure of gener-
oslty—amounting to $12 million to date—
that the legislature did not choose to fund
and that the City can 111 afford.

NEEDED REMEDIES

By catalogulng these arbitrary, restrictive,
or counterproductive mandates I hope to
have demonstrated both the complex de-
mands confronting an urban chief executive
today and the need for comprehensive revi-
slons to the process by which such direc-
tives are formulated. A new mandate may
appear to its authors to be a bold experiment
in behavior meodification for a worthy goal.
But I do not think they view themselves as
accountable for the hardship they may in-
flict on a particular locality. A superior level
of government cannot, they would argue, be
expected to anticipate every nuance in a far-
reaching policy initlative. Indeed not—here
lies the very reason why federal mandates
must be flexible enough to accommodate
local circumstances.

As the Mayor to whom those who must
endure the hardship of {rresponsible man-
dates look for relief, I can no longer accept
the monotonous refrain that “it's up to
Washington to correct its errors.” It is long
past time for the system to become respon-
sive to the needs of those It purports to reg-
ulate, and for effective controls to be placed
on the mandate machinery.

I do not claim to offer more than a rough
outline for a modest measure of protection
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from the kinds of excesses now faced by a
city like New York, but urge that prompt
and careful consideration be given to the
following proposals:

1. All mandates should include waiver pro-
visions that afford an appropriate measure
to recognition of a locality's efforts to ad-
dress the objective through altéernate means,
or to integrate the required program with
competing or complementary policies. New
York, in several instances, commenced nego-
tiations seeking administrative relief only to
be met with an almost reflex hostility to
allowing the slightest relaxation or modifica-
tion of the mandate. This attitude may re-
flect a natural bureaucratic concern that the
first variance breeds a collection of excep-
tions that will carve the underlying statute
into an unworkable patchwork. But the ad-
ministrators of these laws must be directed,
by statute or Executive Order, to accommo-
date requests for waivers authorizing addi-
tional time or modified procedures from com-
munities who offer reasonable evidence of
an unfavorable impact.

2. Special consideration should be given to
citles whose local revenue-raising and ex-
penditure powers have come under the con-
trol of external authorities. It may be some
years before we can measure the success of
current efforts by all three levels of govern-
ment to insulate the American metropolis
from the twin cycles of declining revenues
and spiraling costs. It makes absolutely no
sense for the federal and state authoritles
to nullify their own ambitious urban assist-
ance programs through the inflexible appli-
cation of arbitrary mandates and the hor-
rendous price tags they carry.

3. Action on any proposed mandate should
be deferred until a report has been pre-
pared on both the potential impact it would
have on local government expenditures and
the state of existing or proposed technology
available to achieve timely comnliance. Azen-
cies such as the Congressional Budget
Office and the Office of Technology Assess-
ment are already in a position to perform
an objective analysls of this nature, which
could be summarized in the reports that
accompany legislative proposals brought to
the floors of Congress. Such a procedure
would assure that the mandate makers are
fully informed of the potential shock waves
their action may send throughout affected
communities.

4. No mandate should be imposed unless
alternative methods of compliance are of-
fered, with the final selection left to local
option. In the exceptional case, In whirh
mandates' authors are convinced that a sin-
gle standard and procedure must be im-
posed, they should authorize variations in
the timing of and approach to compliance
within appronriate parameters, proportional
to the degree of hardship or potentlal pro-
gram failure among affected communities.

5. Finally, it is of overriding importance
that every mandate be accompanied by fi-
nancial ald sufficlent to achieve comniiance.
The apgrevate tax-levy resources which must
be committed to all of the federal and state
mandates presently imposed on the City
amount to #9338 million at a time when we
must identifv %299 milion In net-expense
budret rednctions for fiscal vear 1981.

Throughont its historv. this nation bas
enconraged local Indenendence and diversity.
We cannot allow the prwerful diversity of
spirit that is a basic characteristic of our
federal svstem to he rrished under the grim
conformity that will be tha most enduring
legacy of the mandate millstone.@

SECTION 235 FUNDING IS NEEDED
NOW

® Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, 1980

has been one of the most difficult on rec-

ord for the housing industry. By the end

of 1980, only about 1.25 million housing
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starts—single and multifamily com-
bined—will be achieved, according to the
Federal Home Loan Bank Board, 500,000
below the 1.75 million starts tallied for
1979 and some 775,000 fewer than is gen-
erally believed necessary at a minimum
to accommodate a growing population
and to compensate for losses to the stock.

For thousands of builders and con-
struction workers dependent for their
livelihoods on a stable housing industry,
the fall-off in production has brought fi-
nancial ruin and unemployment. For
young families in search of a home they
can call their own, and for the poor or
the elderly looking for decent rental shel-
ter at an affordable price, opportunities
in today’s housing market have dwindled.
For the economy in general, the housing
recession has heightened the pressure on
the Federal deficit, due to decreased tax
revenues and increased transfer pay-
ments to those thrown out of work; and
it has meant greater inflation as insta-
bility and uncertainty in the industry
disrupt orderly production processes and
as already serious housing shortages
deepen.

Even though some gains in housing
starts have been posted since last spring’s
disastrously low levels, the situation is
still serious, and with interest rates push-
ing upward steadily we can expect unac-
ceptably low production levels into next
March, and perhaps even beyond.

Warning signals about an impending
housing crisis were sounded early in 1980,
and the Senate responded last April in
bipartisan fashion by passing a special
housing stimulus program based on the
section 235 homeownership assistance
program, which provides mortgage inter-
est subsidies to low- and moderate-in-
come persons who pay at least 20 per-
cent of their income toward their mort-
gages. The stimulus program was de-
signed to work in the same manner as
the standard section 235 program, but
with higher income eligibility ceilings,
a much shallower mortgage interest sub-
sidy, and opportunity for purchase of
sorewhat higher cost homes.

Particularly important, this stimulus
program was developed as a low-cost
alternat ve to the Brooke-Cranston
emergency homeownership assistance
program, which requires large up-front
outlays. The low-cost nature of the
stimulus program was based on its
planned use of already appropriated
funds earmarked for the standard sec-
tion 235 program, but which had gone
unused because of the program's low
level of activity. Aoproximately $165 mil-
lion in unused appropriations was esti-
mated to be available for both the stim-
ulus and the standard programs, with a
maximum of $135 million, or 75 percent
of the available funds, for the stimulus
program. The 25-percent share available
at a minimum for the standard program
was deemed sufficient to allow that pro-
gram to operate at its then current pace.
It was estimated that the two programs
together could assist up to 100,000 mort-
gages.

Desnite the early Senate passage of the
section 235 housing stimulus legislation,
final enactment did not occur until Presi-
dent Carter signed the 1980 Housing and
Community Development Act on October




29696

8, 1980. By that time, the funds which
the stimulus program was to use were
almost all depleted by the standard sec-
tion 235 program which, primarily be-
cause of low mortgage limits, worked in
a relatively few, though widely scattered,
areas of the country. Builders in areas
that could use the standard program
with its low mortgage limits had found
that it was the one vehicle that could
keep them in business during a period of
extraordinarily high interest rates, and
they flocked to it, causing a completely
unexpected commitment of the remain-
ing contract authority.

Now there is virtually no money left
for either the standard program or for
the stimulus program. As a result, many
areas unable to use the standard program
have had little relief from their housing
recessions, while areas benefiting from
the standard program face an uncertain
future. In some places, HUD encouraged
builders to construct houses under the
section 235 program, under the assump-
tion that mortgage interest subsidies for
the buyers th:y had lined up would be
available when the houses were finished.
Wi.h the depletion of the program’s
appropriations over the summer, these
builders cannot sell their homes, and
must shoulder the unanticipated and
substantial financial burden of maintain-
ing them until they can be sold.

Mr. President, the current situation is
totally at odds with the expressed in-
tent of the Congress. On four separate
occasions over the last 8 months, the
Senate voted to establish a housing stim-
ulus program that would be ready to
provide a helpful, though modest, boost
to housing markets unable to achieve
adequate recovery on their own. With its
planned funding gone, the program is
today only a paper promise. The Con-
gress also intended for the standard sec-
tion 235 program to continue to operate
uninterrupted. Now, for the first time in
6 years, the program is shut down.

On September 24, 1980, I introduced
legislation (S. 3145) to make $125 mil-
lion in recaptured contract authority
available for use by the section 235 stim-
ulus program, and by the standard sec-
tion 235 program. This legislation
currently has 12 cosponsors from hoth
sides of the aisle. Assuming that 75 per-
cent of the funds would go to the stimu-
lus program, the maximum share per-
mitted under the law, my legislation
could assist approximately 50,000 home
buyers. However, the Secretary has the
flexibility to increase the proportion of
the funds available for use by the stand-
ard program, which would tend to lower
the number of units assisted overall be-
cause the standard program carries a
deeper interest subsidy—down to 4 per-
cent as opposed to 915 percent under the
stimulus program. It should also be
noted that the standard section 235 pro-
gram could resume operations immedi-
ately upon the approval of additional
contract authority, while the stimulus
program would require the Secretary of
HUD to make a specific finding that
conditions in the housing market war-
rant its use.

Mr. President, my legislation was de-
signed to accomplish its objective with-
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out the scoring of new budget authority.
The House Budget Committee, in ap-
proving its version of the second concur-
rent resolution, decided to make room
for additional budget authority in the
amount of $3.75 billion, which is the
amount of contract authority—$125 mil-
lion—multiplied by the 30-year term of
the contract.

Whether or not new budget authority
is scored, the actual cost of the program
is very small; less than $380 million over
the 30-year term of the contracts, ac-
cording to Congressional Budget Office
assumptions, This results from the cer-
tainty that the average contract will ac-
tually be held for a far shorter term, and
from the law’s requirement that upon
sale or disposition of a section 235 dwell-
ing, the seller pay back to the Federal
Government the entire amount of inter-
est subsidy he received, or at least 50 per-
cent of the net appreciation in the value
of the house, whichever is less.

8. 3145 endorses one approach to mak-
ing the necessary contract authority
available. The House Budget Commit-
tee's action signals preference for a dif-
ferent approach, one that requires the
scoring of new budget authority and new
Appropriations Committee action. What-
ever route is pursued, the goal is the
same—to assure that the section 235
programs have the means to do their job
as Congress intended. I am hopeful that
my colleagues in the Senate will take spe-
cial note of the House Budget Commit-
tee’'s favorable action on section 235
funding.

During the next couple of weeks the
Senate will have the opportunity to lend
its support to this additional funding.
We must not let this opportunity slip
away.

Mr. President, I ask that at this point
in the REecorp there be printed several
recent articles underscoring the need for
rapid approval of additional contract
authority for the section 235 program.

The articles follow:

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 4, 1980]

HoUsING INDUSTRY'S MUCH-VAUNTED
“RECOVERY" SHORTEST ON RECORD
(By Gary Klott)

NEw YorK.—The beleaguered housing in-
dustry, seemingly on the road to recovery
this summer, is in trouble again.

The recent surge in interest rates has
pushed mortgage rates to 14 percent in most
parts of the country and forced hundreds of
thousands of would-be home buyers out of
the market.

[After dropping to Just below 12 percent in
June, mortgage rates in the Washington area
climbed back to 14 this week, but lenders
sald they were getting few applications.

Local real estate sales had picked up during
the summer, but now they've slowed again.
reflecting the national trend. Homebuilders
have seen traffic at thelr developments drop
off by as much as 50 percent, ]

Buyers have been cancelling commitments,
leaving bulilders with a surplus of homes they
thought they had sold.

“This may very well be the shortest hous-
ing recovery on record,” sald Michael Sumi-
chrast, chief economist for the National
Association of Home Bullders.

[Rates swooped downward, then jumped
back up so quickly that most borrowers
didn't realize what had haopened, sald
Thomas Owen, president of Perpetual Fed-
eral Savings and Loan, the biggest mortgage-
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lender in Washington. There was a momen-
tary flutter of loan applications, he added,
then business fell off again as rates re-
bounded beyond the reach of most bor-
rowers, ]

As Sumichrast explained: ""You cannot sell
homes with 14 percent mortgage rates. Peo-
ple just don't qualify for loans.”

The mortgage rate adds $40 to the aver-
age monthly payment on the median-priced
home, pushes up income requirements for
the loan by nearly $1,500 and knocks an es-
timated one milllon U.S. home buyers out
of the market.

For example, on a $66,000 home with a 20
percent down payment, monthly mortgage
payments are $538 a month at 12 percent
interest and it takes an annual income of
about $23.000 to qualify.

But at 14 percent interest, the monthly
payments are 318 and the home buyer has
to earn $26,500 a yesar to gualify,

The housing industry &xperienced a strong
rebound from one of the sharpest slumps
on record when mortgage rates leveled off
in the 11 to 12 percent range during the
summer. Over the past three months, resl-
dential construction starts picked up by al-
mo=t 50 percent to an annual rate of 14
million units from the May low of 900,000
units.

But when home loan rates started climbing
again and prospective home buyers found
theselves priced out of the market, there was
almost a carbon-cooy replay of last spring
when rates soared to record high levels and
the housing market fell into its worst slump
in 39 vears.

Housing starts will probably fall off again
in the next few weeks, Peter Treadwell, chief
economist for the Federal National Mort-
gage Assoclation, predicted.

Homebulilders saw activity suddenly plunge
a few weeks ago when mortgage rates hit
13 percent.

“f think 13 percent is the magic number,"
said Ray Lacombe, chief economist at Ameri-
First Federal Savings and Loan Assoclation,
the bigpest mortgage lender in Florida. “Loan
applications drooped 30 percent when mort-
gage rates hit 13 percent."

“Loan demand is effectively shut off.” said
Richard Linyard, senior vice president for
loans et First Federal Savings and Loan As-
sociation of Chicago, where a severely de-
pressed real estate market has keot mortgage
activity 60 percent below a year ago. “The
same thing hapoened to us last spring,” said
Frederick Napolitano, a Virginia Beach, Va.,
builder and a vice rresident of the NAHB.
“The interest rate is knocking home buyers
out of the market.”

With trafic off some 50 percent and a
growing number of contract cancellations,
Napolitano said, "We're not going to bulld
any more homes until we get rid of the ones
we have."

(NAHB recently revised its fourth gquarter
housine start forecast to an annual rate of
1.2 million units from 1.35 million.)

With construction loans running two to
four percentage points above the prime lend-
ing rate, Napolitano said, it is nearly im-
possible for a builder to turn a profit, espe-
clally if he can't sell immediately. An unsold
home costs the builder anywhere from 8300
to £700 a month.

Industry officlals say the home market
could turn again if mortgage rates or home
prices were to reverse themselves. But few
expect mortgage rates to reach the mid-
summear levels of 11 and 12 percent anytime
soon, and home prices have continued to
soar even in the weakened market.

As Seul Klaman, president of the National
Association of Mutual Savings Banks, warned
busiress leaders in New York last week, "Un-
less inflation is slowed sienificantly or hous-
ing swbsidies broadened substantially, many
American families will never obtain home-
ownership.”
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[From the Wall Street J ournal, Oct. 29, 1980]

For THE FirsT-TiME HOME BUYER:
DESPAIR, SACRIFICE, COMPROMISES
(By Lawrence Rout)

Most people want to own their own homes.
But few can afford to buy that first one.
“The first-time home buyer is the real loser
today,” says Sid Green, a real estate agent in
Manchester, Conn. “With interest rates so
high, and houses so expensive, these kids are
really getting squeezed. How can they save
as much as they need?”’

They can't and so0 many have stopped
looking for homes. First-time home buyers
accounted for only 18% of the market last
year, down from 36% two years earlier,
according to a survey by the U.S. League of
Savings Associations. Those who buy often
do so only by borrowing from relatives and
forgoing many of life's luxuries. A few are
getting help from new types of mortgages
and relaxed lending standards.

The numbers are striking. Take a $70.000
house, which is just a shade above the aver-
age price for an existing home. With a 20%
down payment and a 30-year loan at a 1315 %
interest rate, annual mortgage payments
come to about $7,700. In 1977, the average
existing home cost $47,600. With a similar
loan but at the then prevalling 9% rate,
annual mortgage payments were about
$3,670.

“It's ridiculous. We can't afford to make
mortgage payments that are double what
we're paying for rent,” says Georgia Keiss,
31 years old, who lives with her husband
and two children In a two-bedroom apart-
ment in Evanston, Ill, “We'd love to have a
home, We're so tight in this place we've got
kids coming out of our ears. But if we bought
a house, we wouldn't eat for a year.”

Still, the desire to own is strong. A 1978
Louls Harris poll showed that 93% of the
prime first-tlme home buying group, those
aged 25 to 34, wanted thelr own homes. “I
think it has surprised everyone just how
much people have been willing to sacrifice
to get that first home,” says Bernard Frieden,
professor of urban studies and planning at
Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Part of that sacrifice, Mr. Frieden says, is
manifested In changing lifestyles. Couples
are having children later, allowing both part-
ners to work longer. They are returning to
the cities, he says, “not because they want
to live in cities, but because it's a first step
on the ladder of home ownership. City homes
are cheaper.”

Furthermore, says Robert Sheehan, an
economist with the National Association of
Home Bullders, first-time home buyers are
golng after more modest homes. He says
that the average square footage of living
space in new homes fell from 1,704 in 1979
third-quarter sales to 1,688 in the fourth
quarter to 1,667 in this year’'s first quarter,
the latest data available,

Derrell and Sherry Dunnagan of Rochester,
Wash., settled for less than they had hoped.
They were living with their three children
in a mobile home “when we decided we
wanted a real house,” the 23-year-old Mrs.
Dunnagan says. But new houses were out of
the question. “We were shocked,” she says.
“We would have to spend $70,000 for a new
house, and it wouldn't be anything special.”

So they recently settled for a $58,000, four-
bedroom house, built in the 1920s. “It isn't
a dream house,” Mrs. Dunnagan says, "but
it’s nice.”

It's also expensive. The couple put down
$14,000 cash, which was borrowed from Mr.
Dunnagan's parents. They borrowed the rest
from a bank, at 13 percent interest, which
translates into $423 a month in mortgage
payments. Mr. Dunnagan, a mechanic, takes
home about $1,000 a month. “Things are
awfully tight,” Mrs. Dunnagan says. “We
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don't go out; we don't buy new furniture.
But we have our house. It's worth it.”

Relatives also helped Mary Ann and Pat-
rick Phillips buy their first home in EKnox-
ville, Tenn. “It was the only way,” says Mrs.
Phillips, a nurse, “We couldn't have stashed
the down-payment away for years."

A new type of mortgage also helped. The
couple got a renegotiated rate mortgage,
whose rate is reviewed in three years, but for
those first three years it is an unusually low
1134 percent. “There wouldn't have been any
way we could have afforded the current
rates,” says Mrs. Phillips. She adds that she
and her husband, a city planner, probably
will put off having children anocther year
because of the burden of house payments.

Even if the desire and the willingness to
sacrifice are there, many people still can't get
that first house because they don't meet
lending standards. The traditional standard
is that housing payments can’t exceed 25 per-
cent of the borrower's gross income. On a
typical $56,000 mortgage at 131, percent, for
instance, the borrower must make more than
$35,689 a year to qualify.

But that rule may be changing, MGIC In-
vestment Corp., the nation's largest private
insurer of home mortgages, last month raised
that level to 33 percent. In the example
above, that would mean a person could make
$26,958 a year and still qualify.

Although most people agree that the re-
laxed standards will bring in more home-
seekers, some experts doubt that the effect
will be significant. “It's just a gimmick,”
says Ronald Barstow, chairman of Bell Fed-
eral Savings & Loan Assoclation in Chicago.
“We aren't turning people down because they
don't qualify. People aren't coming to us
because they know they can't afford a house.”

Mr. Frieden of MIT further warns that
some of the current strategles to buy the
first house may backfire. In particular, he
says that the two-income method may fall
prey to the high divorce rate and periods of
high unemployment. Besides, he adds, “prices
are getting so high that husbands may need
to go to polygamy to buy & house. They'l
need two working wives."

Energy costs are considered by three out
of five home-mortgage lenders when deciding
mortgage loan applications, according to a
survey by the Federal Home Loan Mortgage
Zorporation. The survey also found that two-
thirds of the lenders told their appraisers to
look at energy efficiency in evaluating houses.

[From the New York Post, Oct. 30, 1880]
MoRTGAGE VIEW: DiMm THROUGH '81

(By Stan Strachan)

A key federal banking regulator yesterday
offered a pessimistic outlook for morigage
rates

Speaking before the New York Financial
Writers Assn., Jay Janis, chairman of the
Federal Home Loan Bank Board, the agency
which supervises savings and loan assocla-
tions, predicted that mortgage rates may get
down to 11! percent next year, but that to
reach even that level the economy ‘‘would
need a good performance on inflation.”

Otherwise, mortgage rates could remain
well above 12 percent for all of 1981, he said.

Long-term rates, including those on mort-
gages, may have peaked for the current pe-
riod, Janis noted. But short-term rates, in-
cluding the prime lending rate, which yes-
terday bit 1415 percent, “still have a little
further to go" before starting down.

Short-term rates are likely to drop much
faster in 1981 than are long-term interest
costs, he told the financial writers.

Janlis also urged congressional action on
some form of tax incentives for savers. He
gald he supports the use of a certificate, the
interest on which would be tax-free to de-
positors.

This would give banks and S&Ls a chance
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to bring In deposits at a below-market rate.
Janis urged that funds in these accounts be
targeted for use in mortgages at rates below
those available through other means.

He sald this is the only method that might
allow the nation to meet its need for 22 mil-
lion new homes during the 1980's.

He said this year will end with about 1.25
million starts and predicted housing starts
next year of about 1.5-1.6 million,

|From the Baltimore Sun, Nov. 5, 1980]

INTEREST RATES EXPECTED To STaY HIGH

New Yorx.—Don't expect any bargains at
the loan counter. Bankers say that after
soaring and slumping earlier in the year, in-
terest rates are likely to continue higher for
& while longer.

S0 much for agreement. Economists re-
main split today on the impact of costly
money on consumers and the entire
ecoaomy.

Here are some questions and answers about
the interest-rate outlook:

Question: When will the current interest-
rate climb end?

Answer: That question may not be answer-
able, but econoniists are guessing nonethe-
less. Morgan Guaranty Trust Company, in
a new forecast, won't go beyond saying U.S.
interest rates “seem likely to remain high
for some time to come."

Bankers Trust Company is a little bit
more precise, forecasting *“higher interest
rates as the year comes to a close." And Mor-
gan Stanley & Co., Inc., the Wall Street
investment banker, sees interest rates peak-
ing by year end, then heading "downward
toward a . . . trough in the second or third
quarter of 1981."

Q: Why is there such a difference of
opinion?

A: Part of it has to do with disagreement
about forecasts for economiec growth. Fcon-
omist Irwin L. Kellner of Manufacturers
Hanover Trust Company believes Federal Re-
serve Board policies aimed at keeplng infla-
tion under control will “cause interest rates
to rise sooner than they otrerwise would in
an economic recovery.” That policy will
s'ow the recorery from this yvear’s recession
“by making it more difficult for businessmen
and iniividuals to borrow,” he says:

Edward E. Yardeni, an economist at the
broker E. P, Hutton & Co., Inc., has a different
outlook. He sees consumer s»ending on autos,
housing and services powering ‘an 2conomic
recovery not much different” from those In
the past. While high interest rates “will keep
economic activity from approaching the last
expansion’s highs,"” they ““won't abort the re-
covery,” Mr. Yardeni contends.

Mr. Yardeni says ‘“radical regulatory
changes In the mortgage market,"” allowing
hard-pressed homebuyers to obtain new
types of mortgages even in times of tight
money, and “'a reservoir of pent-up demand
for cars and houses" will spur the economy.

Q: What about interest rates during this
recovery?

A: Economists are split azain, Mr, Yardeni
says that even if money growth rates exceed
the Fed's targets, “the Fed would ¢eaerate
intense political heat in trying to control the
money supply by raising Interest rates while
the economy is recovering and inflatlon is
still moderate.”

[From the Daily News, Oct. 9, 1980]

BorrOWERS Go Ur 1N SMOKE AS MORTGAGES
Go THrROUGH RooF
(By James A. White)

The New York area residential mortgage
market is slowing to a crawl because mort-
gage seekers are balking at Interest rates now
more than 14% and still climbing, lenders
and other experts said today.

Yesterday, Citibank ralsed its mortgage
rate 1% to 1414 % for conventional loans and
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155, for co-op loans in an effort to get in line
with other area banks, But sources say there
are a few homebuyers shopping for money at
any rates.

And though pockets of mortgage money
still are available, the supply also is start-
ing to dry up.

“We are close to the point where we will
withdraw from the mortgage market,’” sald
Peter C. Underwood, senlor vice president and
chlef mortgage officer of the New York Bank
for Savings, the nation's fourth-largest mu-
tual savings bank. "It’s possible that we will
do it tomorrow."

The bank boosted residentlal mortgage
rates to 1414 % on Oct. 3, the same rate that
Citibank posted yesterday. Rates at most
other area lenders are hovering around 14%.

“You have to shop around a little but there
is mortgage money still out there if you're
willing to pay the price,” sald Underwood.
“When the rate goes over 13%, you really see
a fallofl in demand.”

Because mortgage rates no longer are con-
trolled by usury-law ceilings, lenders are free
to cnarge whatever they please on mortgages,
preventing a complete dry-up of the market.
But institutions also lose deposits with rate
rises and have to purchase costly reslace-
ment funds in money markets if they wish
to keep making mortgages.

Mortzage rates then climb, which in turn
reduces demand as consumers decide to wait
for a later decline or fail to qualify for the
higher payments.

“There {3 a crreat deal of consumer resist-
ance in New York state when mortgage rates
go about 1377 ," sald Brian Dittenhafer. exec-
ntie —i~e nresl“ent and e~onomist for the
New York Federal Home Loan Bank. "The
banks that have the money definitely want
to lend it because they would love to have a
137 mortgage out when rates decline,” he
sald.

While still losing deposits, major mortgage
lenders are in far better shape than In 1879.
Mutual savings banks in the state had a de-
posit outflow of 61 milllon In August, com-
pared with an average monthly loss of 8500
million a year ago.

“That's a very modest loss but It Is still
an outflow and more of it probably came in
New York City than upstate,” sald Monte
Radack, vice president of the state Savings
Bank Assoclation. He sald many mutual sav-
ings banks already have withdrawn from the
multinle-family mortgage market and more
will shut down their single-famlily business
as Interest rates continue thelr climb.

The experts say consumers can expect
mortgage rates to fluctuate more rapidly than
in the past since thev now are more closely
linked to money-market interest rates. And
while resistance remains strong to paying
anything more than 13% for a mortgage,
consumers have had experience with strato-
spheric rates as recently as last spring when
they ranged up to 17%.

“There is a learning curve phenomenon,"”
sald Dittenhafer of the Home Loan Bank,
which acts as a central bank for savings and
loan associations. “The longer the rates re=-
maln high, the more people are willing to ac-
cept them,” he sald.

[From the Dally News, Nov. 6, 1980]
INTEREST RATES R1SE ON MORTGAGES

WasmNcTON.—Home mortgage interest
rates rose in October for the second straleht
month after declining for four months, the
Federal Home Loan Bank Board said today.

Reporting on a survey taken during the
first week of October, the board sald the av-
erage interest rate at which conventional
mortgages on single-family homes were
closed increased to 12.647, compared with
12.377: a month earlier.

The October level was 1.37 percentace
points below the peak hit last May and 1.39
points above the October 1979 level.
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Another measure of interest rates—the
average rate quoted in early October for a
future 25-year mortgage on a new, single-
family home—was up to 13.847% . That com=-
pared with 13.23% in September, 16.597; last
April, and 11.62%; a year ago.

[From the Times-Picayune, Oct. 19, 1980]
FIFTEEN PERCENT RATE PEAK PREDICTED

Mortgage interest rates will peak in the 15
percent range late this year, but they'll prob-
ably fall back to no less than 13 percent, two
economists predict.

The forecast is by Kenneth J. Thygerson,
chief economist for the United States League
of Savings Associations, and James W. Chris-
tian, senior economist for the group.

“Surging short-term interest rates, weak
savings flows, saturated bond markets and
renewed inflationary expectations all are
major factors” which will force mortgage
rates back near historiz highs, the two econ-
omists sald.

The pair added that mortgage loan appli-
cations “will fall to a trickle” as loan rates
pass the 14 percent level,

Housing starts will remain essentially flat
because of high interest rates, they also
noted.

But the early 1981 outlook for home con-
struction and mortgage rates is somewhat
better, the economists added.

Housing starts this year should total 1.2
million, they estimated, making 1980 the
slowest housing construction year since 1975,
when starts totaled 1.16 million.@

L —————

ADDRESS BY DAVID B. WAGNER

© Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, during the
October recess, I had the honor and priv-
ilege of addressing the Sheet Metal and
Air Conditioning Contractors’ National
Association at their 37th annual conven-
tion in Atlanta, Ga. This organization is
made up almost exclusively of small busi-
nessmen. On the same program was the
incoming president of that organization,
David B. Wagner. Mr. Wagner's address
outlined the need to end the adversarial
role between Government and small bus-
iness and to replace it with a new part-
nership of understanding based on co-
operation.

I recommend Mr. Wagner's address to
my colleagues and ask that it be printed
in the RECORD.

The address follows:

ApprESS oF DAVID B. WAGNER

Like all of you, I am a sheet metal con-
tractor. And llke almost all of you, I am a
small businessman, according to the gov-
ernment's definition. This being the case,
probably none of us should be here—because
the problems we face are almost overwhelm-
ing.

We are under-financed. We are over-bur-
dened with federal, state and local paper-
work. We are not experts in the fine points
of tax manipulation. Time and time again,
we are bludgeoned by local labor conditions
that would seem to make It impossible to
show a profit.

Yet here we are . . . right in the middle
of another round of inflation and recession,
and we've turned out in larger numbers than
ever before. So somehow we're managing to
survive.

Yes, we are surviving, I think for a num-
ber of reasons. First, we are resourceful.
Second, we are adaptable, Third, we are not
afraid of hard work. Fourth, we are not
afraid to spend our own money to finance
our local, state and national associations,
80 we can improve our professionallsm and
our product.
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Finally, and most important, the pride
we take In our product and our industry—
pride which we've expressed by coming here
to Atlanta.

Taken together, these reasons underscore
our belief in the free enterprise system.

In fact, we in the construction industry
and the small business community are vir-
tually all that is left of the free enterprise
system in this country. And, as the free en-
terprise system, we are being challenged from
every country.

As I see it, our population today basically
is made up of three contending groups.

There are the have-nots, who are strug-
gling hard at this time to pull themselves
up, but who primarily are dependent on
people like us to foot the bill.

Then there are the very wealthy and the
glant corporations, who, with the talent and
resources they can command, avoid the fair
share of the tax burden.

And then there are you and me and our
employees, both union and non-union. We,
in deference to our location, are the peanut
butter holding the two pleces of bread to-
gether to form America’s economic sand-
wich. Without the peanut butter to give this
sandwich some substance, the two pieces of
bread soon would become stale and taste-
less.

I am reminded of an old story about a
plg who ate his fill of acorns under an oak
tree, and then started to root around the
trunk. A crow saw him and sald, “You
shouldn't do that. If you lay bare the roots,
the tree will wither away and die."

“Let it die,” sald the pig. "“"Who cares, as
long as there are acorns?"

What I am suggesting is that unless we
can change the attitude towards small busi-
ness in this country, there will be no oak
tree or acorns for that huge pig we call the
federal bureaucracy to live upon.

We are the roots of that tree, and we are
being gnawed away.

For example, we are now hearing a tre-
mendous hue and cry about declining pro-
ductivity in the United States. Everyone is
quick to blame someone else for the problem.

We, in management, say that labor won't
produce anymore and that restrictive work
rules are killing us. Labor answers by saying
management is doing a sloppy jJob and is not
sensitive to the needs of their employees.

Both labor and management accuse vari-
ous government agencies of Interfering In
their dally routines, thus slowing produc-
tivity.

And in turn, these agencies say both labor
and management are insensitive to con-
sumers, so that the interference is justified.

To some extent, everyone is correct in this
circular dispute. But because the dispute is
an antagonistic one, the problem doesn't
get solved.

All this certainly characterizes much of
the legislative and regulatory processes to-
day, where different groups are pitted against
one another, where each tries to grab what
it can for itself.

As a result, we are losing incentives, inno-
vation, and know-how, three fundamentals
of American enterprise. Not coincidentally,
these qualities also have typified small busl-
ness in the United, and have given us the
ability to adapt and change with the times.

Our industry has these qualities in abun-
dance. We can look back over the past
decade and take pride in the way we as sheet
metal contractors have responded to new
challenges in areas such as air pollution con-
trol and energy.

We've also been able to find new and bet-
ter ways to manufacture, install, and test
our products during this same period,

We are able to do this in large part be-
cause we are not far removed from what
goes on in our shops. There is no substitute
for this kind of experience and expertise.
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In any case, we cannot afford to rely on
batterles of lawyers and accountants to
make us look good in the short term with-
out paying attention to the future. Unlike
some corporate giants, we do not have the
luxury of the government bailing us out
when things get tough.

Instead, we are being forced today to
waste much of our time and resources to
cope with economic problems and regulatory
excesses that are destructive and debilitat-
ing to small business.

To end this situation of constant con-
frontation, I think management, labor and
government need to develop a new partner-
ship of understanding based on cooperation.

We need to begin working together to dif-
fuse the hostility with which we regard each
other's interests and seek solutions that
benefit all of us as members of a free society.

In such a partnership, small business
would ask only two things. First, that we be
given tax incentives to allow us to grow. Sec-
ond, that government stop trying to “help”
us in the every day management of our
businesses.

To put it another way, both labor and
government must allow us to make a profit.
They must come to grips with the fact that
the punitive tax structure in this country
makes it vitally impossible for us to expand
and increase productivity.

I challenge Messrs. Carter, Reagan and An-
derson to give us tax incentives for capital
expansion, jobs, and an end to "boom or
bust” economles In construction.

I say to these men that we have the in-
herent abllity to seize upon opportunities as
they present themselves, and can quickly
take advantage of them if we are given the
chance.

Gentlemen, give us the investment incen-
tives we need, and watch us work!

Governor Reagan recently advocated end-
ing the Inheritance taxes that are a death
knell for many family-owned businesses like
ours. I heartily endorse this position.

If President Carter is re-elected, I hope he
will follow up the recommendations he re-
ceived last year at the White House Con-
ference on Small Business with meaningful
incentives.

I strongly urge both these leaders, their
parties, and Congress to change government'’s
attitude towards us. If government worked
with us, instead of against us, there would be
no productlivity problem, and issues such as
environmental and consumer protection, and
workplace safety could be resolved without
our survival being called into guestion.

Further, we need labor's help and coop-
eration as well. The future of our industry
Is only as strong as our unity. I think this
statement is all the more true when we
consider how successfully we worked to-
gether to pass the ERISA legislation this
year. And it is all the more true when we
get the bargaining table and act as if our
Industry would last no longer than the
explration date of the contract we were
about to negotiate.

But how can we, as small businessmen,
and sheet metal contractors, make this part-
nership I've talked about a reality?

We can become involved in the process.

For many years, the small business com-
munity abdicated its responsibility to pro-
vide leadership In government at every
level—local, state and national. We turned
it over to labor, to professors, to lawyers—
groups that don't understand how we make
?tur money, but are all too happy to spend

Only In the past few years have we, as
business people, started to challenge the
actions of legislative and bureaucratic bodies
that so disrupt our ability to produce.

SMACNA's Government Affairs Committee
is only eight years old—SMAC-PAC only
four. Yet in this short time, both have made

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

an impact. The dues you pay and money
you donate to them helps get you Iin-
volved . but only somewhat involved.
There is more each of us can do.

We, as responsible business people, need
to become actively involved in both major
parties—both physically and financially.
The financial aspect can be done through
local and national political action commit-
tees. The physical part can be done only by
you.

I plead with you to become involved In
the elections that are only three weeks away.
Send to Washington people who are con-
vinced that the free enterprise system Is the
only system that can work for us.

SMACNA will continue to do its part. We
now are in the process of enlarging the Gov-
ernment Affairs staff so that we can have
even more impact in Washington. New goals
and programs will soon be put in place to
build on PAC. We are getting much broader
recognition in the agencies and in Congress,
but we need you to become involved.

We will not be afraid to try new and in-
novative approaches to problems. I am sure
we will make mistakes, but there will be
mistakes of commission, not omission. We
will not be afraid to fail . . . for the fear of
fallure results in no action being taken at
all.@

SUPERFUND LEGISLATION

® Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, there
has been a great deal of speculation in
the last few days that the so-called
superfund legislation is dead.

The purpose of my statement is to
make clear that, at least as far as this
Senator is concerned, that superfund
lives. In fact, I stil]l hold hope that it will
be enacted during this session of the
Congress.

The superfund legislation would
provide funds to compensate victims of
toxic substance sites and to clean up
those sites.

Surveys have indicated that 80 percent
of the American people support such leg-
islation. The Surgeon General of the
United States has said that toxic chemi-
cals pose perhaps the most serious
threat to health in the United States of
the coming decade.

Senator CULVER, other members of the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works, and I have worked on this legis-
lation for nearly 3 years. The product of
those efforts is S. 1480, a sound and
workable bill. It is a bill I continue to
support enthusiastically.

Unfortunately, my enthusiasm is not
shared by all of my colleagues, although
I believe that if S. 1480 were brought to
a vote on the floor of the Senate, it
would pass by a substantial margin.

Nevertheless, the reservations of some
Senators have been enough to delay the
progress of S. 1480. Some Senators and
many interest groups are extremely anx-
ious to have a bill enacted this year.
These are legitimate concerns, and, al-
though I believe S. 1480 is right for the
task, I stand willing to accommodate
others.

For this reason, on Monday, I will in-
troduce a proposed substitute for S. 1480
with Senator RANDOLPH.

I wish to emphasize that this proposed
substitute is not the best bill for the task.
S. 1480 is the best bill.

But, I believe this proposed substitute
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incorporates the provisions of three
bills—one in the Senate and two in the
House—on which their is broad consen-
sus. It should, I hope, therefore be ac-
ceptable to all concerned.

If there is no objection, I would ask
that a brief description of my proposed
substitute be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

STAFFORD-RANDOLPH SUPERFUND SUBSTITUTE

Will embody those features of S. 1480, H.R.
7020, and H.R. 85 on which there is a posi-
tive consensus. It will also eliminate those
features which have proven most con-
troversial.

SCOPE OF GOVERNMENT RESPONSE

The Government, using the Fund, will
respond to releases of hazardous substances
without regard to the medium or pathway.
People could be hospitalized, water supplies
could be replaced, and releases cleaned up
and contained without regard to whether the
release was a spill into a navigable water or
a release from an abandoned hazardous waste
site.

SCOPE OF LIABILITY

An express strict liability regime would in-
corporate the scope of HR. 85 plus H.R.
7020, releases from inactive sites; and, spills
into navigable waters. In addition, spills
onto land or spills affecting ground water
would be covered. Occupational exposure
would not be covered.

NATURE OF LIABILITY

Any references to joint and several liabili-
ty or proportionate liability would be elimi-
nated. The liability of join tort feasors
would be determined under other law, not
this bill. In addition, a third party defense
would be added. A third party cause of action
for damages, including medical expenses and
economic loss, would be eliminated.@

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL MON-
DAY, NOVEMBER 17, 1980, AT 9:45
AM.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in recess until the hour of 9:30
a.m. on Monday next.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the time
for convening on Monday be changed to
9:45 a.m. on Monday next.

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

e —

REVIEW OF CERTAIN DISABILITY
DETERMINATIONS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
1 ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar Order No. 1131.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2510) to amend title V, United
States Code, to permit Federal employees to
obtain review of certain disability deter-
minations made by the Office of Personnel
Management under the Clvil Service Retire-
ment and Disability System.

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill which had
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been reported from the Committee on
Governmental Affairs with an amend-
ment: On page 2, strike line 18, through
page 3, line 14.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to. :
© Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise in
support of H.R. 2510, to amend title 5,
United States Code, to permit Federgl
employees to obtain review of certain
disability determinations made by the
Office of Personnel Management under
the civil service retirement and disability
system.

Under current provisions of law, 5
U.S.C. 8347(c) the decisions of the Office
of Personnel Management concerning
questions of disability “are final and
conclusive and are not subject to re-
view.” H.R. 2510 would remove the bar
to judicial review of disability retirement
decisions only in those cases where the
finding of disability was made in re-
sponse to an application filed by an
agency for an employee’s involuntary
disability retirement and then only if
the finding of disability is based in whole
or in part, on the employee’s mental
condition. This change would make
OPM'’s decisions on such cases subiect to
review by Merit Systems Protection
Board under 5 U.S.C. 7701, and the
Board’s decision would become subiject
to review bv U.S. Court of Appeals or
the Court of Claims.

H.R. 2510, as amended, provides for
court review on the same basis as almost
all other appeals. Such review would be
bv a U.S. Court of Apveals or the Court
of Claims under 5 U.S.C. 7703 under
which the court is to set-aside any de-
cision that is arbitrary, capricious, and
abuse of discretion, otherwise not in ac-
cordance with law, obtained without re-
quired procedures, or unsupported by
substantial evidence.

In summary, this bill, as amended,
provides for appropriate review of de-
cisions affecting the lives and careers of
Federal employees and assures that their
rights are protected in such proceed-
ings.®

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be proposed,
the question is on the engrossment of the
amendment and third reading of the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed, and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read a third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass?

So the bill (H.R. 2510) was passed.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move to reconsider the vote by which
the bill was passed.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to lav that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND IN
SANDOVAL COUNTY, N. MEX.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
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proceed to the consideration of Calendar
Order No. 1133.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1762) to convey all interests
of the United States in certain real property
in Sandoval County, New Mexico, to Walter
Hernandez.

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is before the Senate and open to amend-
ment. If there be no amendment to be
offered, the question is on the third read-
ing and passage of the bill.

The bill (H.R. 1762) was ordered to a
third reading, was read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move to reconsider the vote by which
the bill was passed.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

ORDER TO POSTPONE INDEFI-
NITELY S. 2279

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that Calendar
Order No. 1129, S. 2279, be indefinitely
postponed.

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

RECESS UNTIL 9:45 AM. ON MON-
DAY, NOVEMBER 17, 1980

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move, in accordance
with the order previously entered, that
the Senate stand in recess until the hour
of 9:45 a.m. on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to and, at 5
p.m., the Senate recessed until Monday,
November 17, 1980, at 9:45 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate November 14, 1980:

IN THE AIR FORCE

The following officers for temporary ap-
pointment in the U.S. Air Force under the
provisions of chapter 839, title 10 of the
United States Code:

To be major general

Brig. Gen. Spence M. Armstrong,
23l 'R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Stanley C. Beck, ISR,
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Theodore D. Broadwater,

, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. James R. Brown, ISR,
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Richard A. Burpee,
B2 R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Melvin F. Chubb, Jr.,
P23 R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Neil L. Eddins e dlFR,
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Donald L. Evans, TSl R,
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. James L. Gardner, Jr., BReradl
P23 R, Regular Air Force.
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Brig. Gen. Harry A. Goodall,
, Regular Air Force.
Brig. Gen. Jack I. Gregory, IS dlF R,
Regular Air Force.
Brig. Gen. Titus C. Hall IS alrR,
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Stanley C. Kolodny,
" R, Regular Air Force, Medical.

Brig. Gen. William G. MacLaren, Jr.,
MR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Leo Marquez IS erralir R,
Rezular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Willlam E. Masterson, Eeral
B3R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Robert F. McCarthy,
B3R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Keith D. McCartney,
[Z®FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Marvin C. Patton JIFEreral
FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Milton R. Peterson, I erarcall
FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. James C. Pfautz el
FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John L. Pickitt ITSravdllF R,
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Winston D. Powers, el
FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Graham W. Rider Al
FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Albert G. Rogers, I Srerecall
FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Walter C. Schrupp, I Stacccdll
FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Carl R. Smith Syl R,
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Click D. Smith, Jr., el
FR, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Perry M. Smith I R,
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. James P. Smothermon,
I R. Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Casper T. Spangrud,
EZ3'R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Howard R. Unger, IS
FR, Regular Air Force., Medical.

I nominate the following officers for ap-
pointment in the Regular Air Force to the
grades indicated, under the provisions of
chapter 835, title 10 of the United States
Code:

To be major general

Maj. Gen. Christopher S. Adams, Jr.,
[PETEMFR, (brigadier general, Regular Air
Force) U.S. Air Force.

Lt. Gen. Charles C. Blanton, [EErEe
PX®MR, (brigadier general, Regular Alr
Force) U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Robert M. Bond IS llrR,
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force) U.S.
Air Force.

Maj. Gen. James R. Brickel, ISR atllF R,
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force) U.S.
Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Bruce K. Brown [ lES Sl R,
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force) U.S.
Air Force.

Maj. Gen. George M. Browning, Jr.,
P®8W'R, (brigadier general, Regular Air
Force) U.S. Air Force.

Maj Gen, Gerald J. Carey, Jr. ST all
FR, (brigadier general, Regular Air Force)
U.S. Air Force.

Mai Gen. Robert F. Coverdale, [raraven
P®®'R, (brigadier general, Regular Air
Force) U.S. Air Force.

Mai. Gen. Charles L. Donnelly, Jr.,
PR, (brigadier general, Regular Alr
Force) U.S. Air Force.

Mai Gen. Herbert L. Emanuel, [ESracal

'R, (brigadier general, Regular Air
Force) U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Billy B. Forsman ISyl
FR, (brigadier general, Regular Air Force)
U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. James L. Gardner, Jr., [E2teW

(brigadier general, Regular Air
Force) U.S. Air Force.

Lt. Gen. Philip C. Gast TSl R,
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(brigadier general, Regular Air Force) U.S.
Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Dewey K. K, Lowe, IEEZSrevrrall
FR, (brigadier general, Regular Air Force)
U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Waymond C. Nutt, EErecerall
FR, (brigadier general, Regular Air Force)
U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen, Earl T. O'Loughlin JIESrecccall
FR, (brigadier general, Regular Air Force)
U.S. Air Force.

Lt. Gen. Lawrence A. Skantze, IETStacccall
FR, (brigadier general, Regular Air Force)
U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Click D. Smith, Jr. IESrereall
FR, (brigadier general, Regular Air Force)
U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Herman O. Thomson, fRoreeey

R, (brigadier general, Regular Ailr
Force) U.S. Air Force.
Maj. Gen. Jasper A. Welch, B SO x-xx-xx.... |
R, (brigadier general, Regular Air
Force) U.S. Air Force.
To be brigadier general

Maj. Gen. James H. Ahmann, [atere
EZMFR, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S.
Air Force.

Maj. Gen. James I. Baginskl, [REeaeed
EZMFR, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Stanley C. Beck, IS errllF .
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Schuyler Bissell, IIESe il R,
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Richard T. Boverie,
[ZMMFR, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John A. Brashear, ERSroeed
EPMFR, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. William R. Brooksher,

, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force.

Maj. Gen. Bill V. Brown el R,
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Louis C. Buckman,
EZMFR, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Robert E. Chapman, BEErewen

R, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force.

Maj. Gen. James E. Dalton, Il R,
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Neil L. Eddins IS dlFR,
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Jay T. Edwards, III, Biececend
EZHFR, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Jack I. GregorylE ot tdlFR,
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. David M. Hall IS dlFR,
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Titus C. Hall FR,
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Richard D. Hansen, IS0 al
FR, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force, Medical.

Maj. Gen. Guy L. Hecker, Jr. I Staccil
FR, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force.

Maj. Gen. Robert T. Herres, IS el R,
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Avon C. James, ISl R,
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Charles W. Lamb, I Store
FR, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Leo Marquez IS llrR,
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. William E. Masterson,
F‘R, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air

'orce.

Brig. Gen. Robert F. McCarthy, FEaoaren
EZ3'R, (Colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Robert E. Messerli, I eraccdll
FR, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air

Force.

Brig. Gen. Horace W. Miller, IS acrcdll
FR, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Joseph D. Mirth, IETErSrdlF R,
Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Harry A. Morris, ISt llFR,
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Richard D. Murray,
E®R, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. James C. Pfautz, ISl R,
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Richard W. Phillips, Jr.,
2R, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Winston D. Powers,
cx-. (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force.

Lt. Gen. John S. Pustay e alr R,
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Robert H. Reed I dlFR,
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Walter C. Schrupp,
[ZFR, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force.

Brig. Gen. Jerry W. Tietge, IS dlFR,
(colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Edward L. Tixier, I dlFR,
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. William T. Twinting, Eiecacll
23R, (colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Howard R. Unger, ISl
FR, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force, Medical.

Brig. Gen. Thomas E. Wolters, I 2raccdll
FR, (colonel, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force.

IN THE NAvVY

The following-named commanders of the
U.S. Navy and Naval Reserve for temporary
promotion to the grade of captain in the vari-
ous staff corps, as indicated, pursuant to title
10, United States Code, sections 5773, 5791,
and 5793, subject to qualifications therefor as
provided by law:

MEDICAL CORPS

Amis, Edward S., Jr. Kennedy, Harry G.
Babka, John C. Klein, William J.
Borel, Sylvain A. Knight, Douglas R.
Bortz, Bernard J. Koenig, Harold M.
Boyle, Robert S. Lewis, Stephen B.
Branch, John W. Lichtman, David M.
Burnett, John R. Lomax, William R.
Burrows, William M. Luiken, George A.
Caldwell, Craig W. Lukens, Robert W.
Campbell, Corder C. Lynch, Thomas P.
Campbell, James A. MacDonald, Gordon R
Carlisle, John L. Margulies, Robert A.
Carlisle, John W. Martinson, Alice M.
Chandler, James L. McArtor, Robert D.
Chaney, Robert D. McDaniel, William J.
Christensen, Mahlon McLamb, James N.
F. McMillan, Donald M.
Collins, John T. Meinecke, Henry M.
Connor, Thomas M. Miller, John S, Jr.
Crafts, Robert, Jr. Mlynarczyk, Francis A.
Craver, William D. Muller, Steven A.
Edwards, Bruce G. Myster, Stuart H.
Ellwood, Leslie C. Navarro, Godofredo L.
Flynn, Edward T., Jr. Neal, David A.
Foote, D. D. Nelson, Richard A.
Getz, Lawrence G. Nowak, Gerald J.
Gonzalezliboy, O’Connel, Kevin J.
Gonzalo Moller, Dale W.
Gorske, Arnold L. Paul, Theodore O.
Grodin, Douglas M. Plaza, Jesus A.
Hall, James H. Pratt, Richard A.
Hallenbeck, John M. Pryor, Charles A., Jr.
Hardy, John S., Jr. Pryor, Norman D.
Harper, David G. Reinert, Carol G.
Holtzman, Garry L. Reinert, Charles M.
Houghton, James O. Rend, Charles A.
Houk, William M. Roelofs, Bruce A.
Mines, Mario B. Sanford, Frederic G.
Johnson, Ray M. Sawyer, Ralph A.
Judson, Preston L. Scher, Irwin
Kemp, David G. Scott, Hugh P.
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Scott, Kenneth N.
Shaw, Gerald L.
Shima, Boston S.
Spence, Clarence H.
Steele, Samuel M.
Stenberg, Michael D.
Stice, Richard B.
Tashchian, Agop
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Taylor, Emmett L., Jr.
Telesh, George G.
Vanderberry, Robert

C

Vasquez, Guillermo A.
Welch, William C.
Wilson, Richard L.
Zel, Gerald

SUPPLY CORPS

Arendell, Russell W.
Billings, Thomas H.
Carver, Roy E.
Clark, Paul D.
Collette, Royal G. C.
Cook, Bennie W.
Cooper, Donald R.
Daeschner, William E.
Dempsey, Robert J.
Dickinson, Robert A.
Dolina, John R.
Draper, Walter S., IV
Erickson, Roger C.
Ervine, Donald M.
Fava, Ernest E.
Fenick, Robert W.
Gear, James R,
Gibfried, Charles P.
Harms, Ralph J., Jr.
Jarman, Cecil A,, Jr.
Jones, Everett I. III
Kittock, Kenneth E.
Knapp, Emmett J.
Krieg, William C.
Ledwig, Donald E.
Lee, Richard H.

Leisenring, Richard P.
Mabie, Marshall L.
Marshall, Clyde M.
Moore, Robert M,
Morgart, James A.
Nissalke, Alan J.
Nopper, Donald N.
Paszly, Alexander K.,
Jr.
Russell, Joseph F. III
Sareeram, Ray R.
Shroeder, James A.
Selgelid, Larry C.
Straw, Edward M.
Sims, Thomas M., Jr.
Mellow, Edwin N.
Smith, Charles T.
Steidle, Robert E,
Straw, Edward M.
Swanson, John L.
Talbot, Patrick J., Jr.
Tempest, Edward H.
Verplaetse, Ronald A.
Walker, Samuel J.
Withrow, Edward W.,
Jr.

CHAPLAIN CORPS

Anderson, Philip D.
Antos, Paul J.
Boyette, Earl L.
Brock, David F.
Campbell, Eli H., Jr,
Clifford, William J.
Cunningham, Robert

Dowd, Patrick A.
Duke, Robert W.
Frates, Joseph H.
Frazier, Joseph R.
Graham, Jack D.
Hughes, Eward L.
Jayne, Edward E.

Koeneman, Alvin B
Krabbe, Donald L.
Libera, Angelo J.
Loughman, Kenneth
M.
Moor, James W,
Mowry, John J.
Pepera, Alfred S.
Perdew, James R.
Peters, Jack R.
Purdham, Aldon E.
Rice, Ben A.
Turner, Wallace B.
Witt, George R.

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS

Bell, Warren M.
Bolinger, Donald S.
Bonham, Paul W., Jr.
Briselden, Don J.
Carricato, Michael J.
Doebler, James C,
Eber, Richard D.
Emsley, Thomas H.
Falk, Norman D.
Forney, David L.
Frazier, William F.
Greenwald, James M.
Harmon, William H.
Horacek, Jerry L.
Lewis, Quentin E. D.

Maskell, Charles M.
Matthews, William G.
Monarch, Delmont
J., Jr.
Osborn, James H.
Patterson, Joe T., Jr.
Peechatka, Farley
Podbielski, Victor
Poole, Arthur S., Jr.
Robinson, George
R
Tucker, Tracy C.
Vasilik, Kenneth J.
Wilson, Eric R., Jr.

DENTAL CORPS

Bernhard, George K.

Boles, Michael E.

Campbell, Alvin D.

Coggashall, William
Y

JUDGE ADVOCATE

Caprio, Michael R., Jr.
Gaeta, Sebastian Jr.
Gormley, Matthew

J., III
Hunt, Roger W.
Michael, George L., III

Pfeifer, David L.
Sanders, Arthur R.
Sepe, Walter W.
Yavorsky, John D.

GENERAL’S CORPS
Trocki, Daniel B.
Vanderlugt, Robert W
Warwick, Howard

R, Jr.
Ziemniak, Daniel J.

NURSE CORPS

Blank, Norma J.
Johnston, Georgia F.
Flochte, Rose M.
Merrill, Shirley E.
Porter, Julia H.

Scherer, Carolyn E.
Sovich, Patricia A.
Spellman, Georgia E.
Stewart, Nicola J.
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IN THE Navy

The

following-named

lieutenant com-

manders of the U.S. Navy and Naval Reserve
for temporary promotions to the grade of
commander in the line, pursuant to title 10,
United States Code, sections §769 and 5791
subject to qualifications therefor as provided

by law:

LINE

Abbot, Charles 8.
Abraham, Michael III
Ackerson, Jeffrey T.
Alderink, James W.
Alexander, Samuel J.
Allman, John C., Jr.
Alvarez, Joseph A.
Ameel, Frederick D.
Amerault, James F.
Anderson, Gerald B.
Andrews, Roger M.
Arcarl, Joseph P.
Arendt, Steven M.
Arje, Andrew C.
Arluck, Richard M.
Armstrong, Douglas
M.
Arsuaga, Miguel J.
Ashby, Gary L.
Ashford, Ervin A.
Ashford. Richard
®., Jr.
Atkinson, Harvey
E. II1
Badger, Richard L.
Baggett, Donald W.
Bailie, James
Baird, Leo J. M.
Bandy, Robert F.
Banks, Bruce C.
Bardsley. George P.
Barkley, Stephen J.
Barr, Richard W.
Barry, Thomas J.
Bartel, Edward D.
Bartholomew, James
C.
Batcheller, Oliver A.
Bateman, James H.
Bates, George M.
Baumann, Dennlis C.
Bealrd, Perry W.
Beal, Robert E.
Beard. Timothy R.
Beattie, David J.
Beaty, Willlam E. ITT
Beck, Andrew C. IT
Becker, Frederick J..
Jr.
Beers, Charles J.. Jr.
Beeson, Thomas F.
Begbie, Albert J.
Bell, James K.
Berg, Ronald V.
Bergen, Laurence M.,
Jr.
Bernard, Alan C.
Berning. Ronald C.
Betts. Craig R.
Blen, Lyle G.
Bier, Gary L.
Bill, David S. III
Biller, Charles J.
Bird, Walter D.
Birkmaler, William
B., Jr.
Bixler, Paul W.
Black, Harold D,
Blockson, Roland D,,
Jr.
Boennighausen,
Roger P.
Bokesch. Willlam M.
Bond!, Robert C.
Bonewitz, Richard F.
Booth, Gregory S.
Borich, Michael S,
Bouck. Dudley C.
Bourland, Harry R. IT
Bowen, James L.
Bowers, William R.
Bowles, Hugh C.

Boyce, Brian F.
Boyd, John S.
Brennan, Nell M.
Bridges, Wilber E. IT
Eright, Philip G.
Brodsky, Robert G.
Bronaugh,
Welbourne F.
Broome, William H.
Brown, John E.
Brown, Michael E.
Brown, Robert L.
Brown, Robert D.
Brown, Stanley M. III
Brownley, Lawrence L,
Brunson, Richard A,
Bryant, Franklin S.
Buchanan, Richard A.
Bucher, Lawrence C.
Buckingham, James R.
Buege, Paul S.
Bunton, Ray L.
Burger James C.
Burhans, Nicholas P.
Burke, Jerome J., Jr.
Burkkhardt, James
R. I1
Burnett, Roger A.
Burnett, Willlam H.
Burns, Kenneth E.
Butler, George W.
Butterfield,
Richard S.
Byrd, Willlam J.
Cahill, William H.
Callaghan, James M.
Callahan, Patrick A,
Campbell, Darrell W.
Campbell, James G.
Canady, Brent A.
Cannon, Arthur B.
Capute, Joseph R.
Carey. Edwin F., Jr.
Carlson, David S.
Carlson, Edward J.
Carlson, James R.
Carlton, Kenneth M.
Carr, Terry A.
Carroll, James N.
Carter, William C.
Carver, Willlam E., Jr.
Cash, Ted E.
Casmer, Stephen B.
Castle, Willlam K., Jr.
Castor, Ralph J., Jr.
Cavanaugh, Francis P.
Chance, Logan O.
Chandler, Thomas H.
Chase, Robert W.
Cherry, Michael E,
Chiprany, Thomas A.
Chown, Donn M., IT
Clark, Richard A.
Clarke, Joseph D., IV
Clarke, Wayne A.
Clesen, Gerard F.
Clinton, John W.
Clothier, Thomas J.
Cloyes, Robert D., Jr.
Cohen, Jay M.
Colley, Donald V.
Collins, James P.
Collins, Wendell R,
Conley, William M., Jr.
Conn. George R. W.
Connell, Jack P.
Cook, Larry L.
Coon, James M.
Coovrey, Donald P.
Copeland, William W.,
Jr.

Corcoran, Gerald J.

Cordell, Jeryl W.
Courts, David P.
Covington, Donald K.,
IIs
Cox, Mariner G.
Crabtree, Carlton P.
Craig, Billy J., Jr.
Creighton, John O.
Crenshaw, William R.,
Jr.
Cripe, Paul L.
Crociata, Joseph P.
Cronyn, Brian S.
Cross, William V., IT
Crowell, Gary D.
Crowley, Jarrett H., I1
Cruser, Peter J.
Crutchfield, James C.,
kL
Cumings, Ronald A.
Cummings, David L.
Current, Max C.
Curtis, Stephen E.
Cwiklinski, Stanley F.
Davidson, Gary P.
Davie, Clinton W.
Davis, Charles J., Jr.
Davis, Ernest L.
Davis, Joseph W.
Davis, Kenneth J., Jr,
Dawson, Larry E.
Deal, Leonard J., Jr.
Dearth, Lawrence C.
Decker, Peter B.
Demarse, John P.
Denigro, Joseph ®
Dennis, Patrick J.
Denton, Richard J.
Devall, Roger R.
Diel, Harry A.
Diman, Willlam L.
Doane, Robert K.
Dolson, Richard C.
Donaldson, Paul H.
Donnelly, Robert J.
Donnelly, Walter P.,
Jr.
Dove, Curtis R., Jr.
Draper, John J., III
Driscoll, John R., Jr.
Dryer, Ross E.
Dudley, Scott B.
Dufly, James M.
Dufly, John F.
Dulin, James E.
Dunecan, Robert N.
Dvorak, James A.
Eaton, Paul N.
Eberle, Daniel J.
Ellington, James D.
Ellis, Charles E.
Ellis, Thomas C.
Emery, Robert H.
Engle, Ronald A.
Engle, Robert A.
Erickson, Paul R.
Ernst, Larry L.
Eshleman, Donald E.
Eubanks, Thomas I.
Evans, Kirk E.
Evans, Samuel H.
Ewing, Ward H.
Fahey, John M.
Fairchild, Lawrence V
Fallen, David L.
Falls, James S.
Farber, Donald J.
Farrell, Patrick F.
Farrell, Richard K.
Fears, John A.
Feichtinger, Willlam
M.
Felsinger, Richard C.
Felt, Robert Y.
Felty, Joseph W. R.
Fenn, Richard G.
Ferrell, Willlam M.
Field, Michael E.
Fielder, John R, Jr.
Findley, Joseph H., Jr.
Fisher, Dwight D,
Pitzgerald, John S.

Fitzglbbons, Thomas A
Flanagan, Richard J.
Flegel, Kenneth C.
Foltz, Stanley C.
Foote, Jerry L.
PFrance, Robert T.
Frantz, James J.
Franzitta, Anthony M.
Frederick, Jefirey C.
Frick, Kenneth E.
Friese, Laurence V.
Fuentez, Raymond M.
Fuller, Robert T.
Gabber, Wilhelm M.
Galbraith, Donald E.
I
Galvin, James J.
Garcla, Larkin E.
Garnar, George E.
Gary, Michael A.
Gautier, Willilam K.
Gay, Robert G.
Gebeaux, Robert J.
Gehr, Thomas R.
Gehrman, Fred H., Jr.
George, Harold W.
Giblin, James F., Jr.
Giles, Wayne H.
Gillard, James H.
Gladman, Dennis S.
Glevy, Daniel F.
Gnerlich, Charles H.
Gooding, Leroy A.
Gordon, Ian S.
Gouslin, William A.
Gragg, Richard V.
Grandon, Raymond
A, Jr.
Gray, WillL P.
Greenamyer, Richard

D.
Greenwell, William M.
Gregory, Cletis Jr.
Griffin, David M.
Grove, John A. II
Guarino, Kenneth R.
Hahn, Richard A.
Haley, James R.
Ham, Edward E., Jr.
Hand, James M.
Hanley, Wayne R.
Hanratty, Willlam J.
Hansen, Frederick D.
Hanson, Jeffery W.
Harbeson, Richard F.
Harford, Joseph L.
Harnes, James J., Jr.
Harp, Jerry W.
Harrison, Chester F.
Harsanyi, William S.
Hartung, Timothy R.
Hartwell, Charles M.
Harvey, Phillip L
Haskins, Michael D.
Hattan, Robert L.
Hawk, William H.
Hayes, Timothy J.
Hayes, Willlam S.
Helmsin, Francls K.,

Jr.
Henderson, Joseph

K.
Hendrickson, Larry

v g

Henry, Gary R.
Herranen, Peter A,
Herrera, Henry F.
Herrington, David L.
Hester, Willlam G.
Hewitt, Frank F.
Hewlett, Holden W.
Hill, Roger B.

Hill, Willlam F.
Hoberg, Raymond J.
Hodge, Jerome B.
Hoffman, Phillip S.
Holbrook, Robert S,
Holden, Harry F., Jr.
Holian, Francis K.
Holk, Frederick A., Jr.
Hollender, Edmund V.
Holzapfel, Jon D.

Hoover, Joseph G.
Horner, Timothy F.
Horst, Gary L.
Hough, James A.
Houser, Robert E.
Howe, Danliel B.
Howell, Buford F.
Howick, James F,
Hoxle, Stephen S.
Huber, Paul M.
Hudson, Warren P.
Huffman, Thomas B.
Hughes, James L.
Hughes, Kirby E. I1
Hulse, Richard L.
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Leverette, Ronald S.
Lewls, James C.
Lewnes, Christopher
Lichtenwalter,
James E.
Lightstone, Robert M.
Liner, Bennice L.
Lingo, Dennis R.
Lipfert, Ralph H.
Lockwood, Bruce W.
Loop, David E.
Lopacinski, James M.
Lorenz, William F.,
III
Love, Glendel D.

Humphreys, Thomas B Lovelady, David E.

Hunt, Andrew W., Jr.

Lowell, Robert L., Jr.

Hunter, William C., JrLubenow, Richard J.

Hutchinson, Thomas

Q.
Ihlenfeld, Davld L.
Ireland, Robert L.
Isban, Michael A.
Iselin, Robert A.
Jaccard, Michael D.
Jacka, Alan W.
Jackson, Earl J.
James, Gary D.

Lundberg, William D.
Lyons, John T., III
Lyons, Joseph E., Jr.
Mackenzie, Donald K.
MacPherson,

George W.
Mahlstedt, Paul W.
Mail, Alan D.
Malloch, Douglas C.
Mann, John E.

January, Paskell D., JrMarcely, James A.

Jewell, Charles N.
John, William H.
Johnson, Jay L.
Johnson, Jerry L.
Johnson, Paul N. T.
Johnston, Bruce A.
Jones, Arthur D. II1
Jones, Charles E. III
Jones, David M.
Jones, James W.
Jones, John P.
Jordan, Robert L.
Joslin, Leslie A.
Joyce, William J., Jr.
Judd, Steven E.
Julian, Benjamin E.
Kapernick, Robert E.
Kappel, Leslie G.
Kauffman, Gordon E.
Kauffmann, Carl F.
Kaufhold, Francis F.
Kearney, Michael E.
Kelser, Ronald L.
Kelly, Harold W.
Kelly, John T.
Kelsey, Robert J.
Kesson, Charles E,, IT
Kickhofel, George C.
Klidd, James S. L., Jr.
Kincaid, Joseph D.
Kincheloe, James
Klahr, Owen A.
Klimchak, Andrew J.,
Jr.
Klinkhamer, David J.
Knappe, Dougles G.
Knott, Gerald W.
Kobylk, Nicholal 8.
Korbet, Michael T.
Kowalick, Stephen
J., Jr.
Kraft, Charles M.,
Jr.
Kuhn, Richard C.
Kupka, Stephen G.
Kuykendall, George
I., Jr.
Labo, Larry G.
Labrecque, Robert J.
Lackey, Terry C.
Langknecht, John M.
Lash, Willlam J.
Lasswell, John D.
Lauzon, Gilbert P.
Lawhorn, Rcbert M.
Lawless, John M.

Lawson, Dunbar, Jr.
Lawver, Allen E.

Lee, Lynden D.
Leonard, Fred P., III
Lester, Edwin T.
Letter, Stephen P.

Marfiak, Thomas F.
Marnane, Michael J.
Marquez, Octavio J.
Martin, Port R.
Martineau, Paul W.,
Jr.
Martinek, Charles A.
Martinsen, Larry G.
Martus, Michael F.
Mason, James R., Jr.
Massicot, Willlam H.
Masters, Quentin S.
Mattis, David W.
Matton, Michael N.
Mattox, Walter C,, Jr.
Mayer, Martin J.
Maynard, James D.
McArthur, Donald M.,
Jr.
McClendon, Robert
P., Jr.
MeConathy, Donald
R., Jr.
MecCullough, Carl P.
McCumber, Ralph R.,
Jr.
MecCurdy, Philip D.
McDaniel, Edwin R.
McDonald, Gerald W.
McDonald, Jerry R.
McDowell, Elmer J.
McGann, Willlam H.
III
McGaughey, James
Ww., Jr.
MecGinlay, Thomas C.

McGovern, Patrick D.
McGufley, Artie T., Jr.
McKay, Ludwell H.
McKenney, Edward A.
McKinney, Ronald L.
McLaughlin, Charles
w.
McMahon, John S., Jr.
McMahon, John P,
McPherson, Thomas
L

McWhorter, John D.
Mears, Allen K.
Mears, Michael L.
Meler. Michael A.
Meloney, Michael B.
Messina, Edward F.
Michna, Kenneth R.
Miles, Robert J.
Miller. Randall H.
Miller, Roger L.
Miller, Ronald D.
Miller, Willlam C. III
Millward, John E.
Minor, Donald A.
Mitchell, John T.
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Mitchell, John T.
Mittendorff, Gerald E
Mobley, Joseph S.
Mockford, Martin D.
Mollet, Robert E.
Montgomery, Samuel
A III
Moore, Billy G.
Moore, Gregory R.
Morgan, Donald L.
Morris, Ralph R.
Moser, Robert D.
Muccla, Daniel R.
Muldeon, Patrick M.
Mushen, Robert L. II
Natter, Robert J.
Nebiker, Ralph R.
Nelson, Lauren E.
Nelson, Lawrence W,
Nesbit, Thomas B.
Nesbitt, Howard W.
Neville, William J., Jr.
Nichols, Loring B.
Nicholson, Samuel T.
Nick, John I.
Nick, Louls 8., Jr.
Nisbet, Robert E.
Nordgren, Robert C.
Nordman, Robert W.
Norton, Arthur E.
Nunno, Thomas
Oates. John S.
O'Brien, Michael F.
O'Connor, Joseph M.
O'Grady, James W., Jr.
O'Hearn, Michael S.
Ohlert, Edward J.

O'Keefe, Thomas S., Jr.

Olmstead, Allen J., Jr.
Olsen, Arthur E.
Olsen, Curtis W.
Olsen, Sven I.
O'Malley, John F.
Osborn, Eenneth E.
Osterhoudt, Robert R.
Ostheimer, William L.
Overton, Christopher
G.
Palmer, Burdette A.,
II1
Parker, Edward W,
Patch, David A.
Patton, Bernard W.
Paul, Thomas W.
Peirce, Gregory N.
Pelaez, Marc Y. E,
Pelensky, Mark
Percival, Robert C.
Pergler, Robert A.
Perrotta, Joseph W.,
Jr.
Perry, Albert K.
Pester, James L.
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Peszko, David A.

Peters, Robert K.

Peterson, Gordon I.,
Jr.

Pfaff, George L.

Pfeifer, Charles G.

Pfitzenmaier, Larry D.

Phelan, Joseph F.
Phillips, Glenn P.
Phipps, Jeffrey R.
Pickavance, William
W., Jr.
Pieper, Bruce A,
Pinz, Bradley A.
Piper, Jack L.
Pitman, Edgar L.
Plante, Robert J.
Ploeger, Robert B.
Plummer, David M.
Pocklington, Thomas
L3
Porter, Charles W.
Porter, Thomas J.
Powell, James M., Jr.
Price, Leland H.
Prout, James G., III
Prusaitis, Gerald J.
Pursley. Robert E., III
Queen, Stephen J.
Quigley, Michael D.
Quinn, Neal A., Jr.
Qurollo, James V., Jr.
Razz, Richard D.
Radican, William W.
Rahn, Donald F.
Rankin, Robert E.

Rawson, Warren A., Jr.

Raysbrook, Charles F.
Reass, Richard M.
Revenaugh, John T.
Reynolds, Felix M.
Reynolds, Tom H., Jr.
Rice, Theodore L.
Rich, John S.
Richards, Robert R.
Richardson, Terry A.
Richardson, Robert L.
Richmond, Steven A.
Riley, Michael D.
Ringwood, Paul

Rist, Austin M.
Rittenour, Harry T.
Roach, Charles A.
Robb, William 8., Jr.
Robbins, Charles B.
Roberts, Frank S, I1
Roberts, Malcolm W.
Robinson, Charles L.
Rockwell, John H,, I1I
Roland, John R., Jr.
Rollins, Richard E.
Roop, William A.
Rosendale, Burgess E,
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Ross, Alan L.
Roth, Milton D., Jr.
Rowe, Donald
Runyon, William E.
Ruppel, Jack C. L.
Ryan, James J.
Sadlier, Richard T.
Saffell, Charles R., Jr.
Sage, Fred W., 111
Salinas, Daniel, II
Sanders, Robert T.
Sandoz, John F.
Sansom, Edward L.
Scango, Patsy D.
Schaede, Harry R.
Schalk, Willlam H.
Scheerer, Raymond H.
Scheider, Sam M.
Schlein, Paul B.
Schmidt, William R.
Schneider, Edward T.
Schneider, Ronald D.
Scholl, Clifford W., Jr.
Schottle, Robert A.
Schuster, Michael A.
Scott, Robert P.
Scott, Willlam R.
Sears, Jay A,
Sears, Everett E,
Sears, Scott L.
Sego, Thomas E.
Sexton, Theodore C.
Shannon, James O.
Shaw, Herbert B. III
Shaylor, Stanley R.
Sheedy, Patrick J., Jr.
Shedlenberger,
Wilmont N.
Shelton, Leonard G.,
Jr.
Sherer, Wesley M.
Sherlock, James C.
Sherman, Marshall R.
Sherman, Michael T.
Shewell, Daniel J.
Shipe, Edwin E. ITT
Shong, John W., Jr.
Shumadine, William
A
Sigler, John F.
Singler, Charles W.
Siverling, Robert C.
Skaar, Gerhard E.
Skinner, Thomas R.
Skroch, Albert P., Jr.
Slaasted, Richard M.
Smith, James H.
Smith, Ronald E.
Smith, Thomas H.
Smith, Tracy W.
Snyder, John W., Jr.
Snyder, William T. D.

Solomon, William E.,
Jr.

Sasnicky, Andrew P.

Spayd, Steven H.

Speakman, Glendon C.

Speed, James G.
Spelbring, Daryl C.
Spikes, Clayton H.
Stakel, Robert W.
Standley, Cecil E.
Stanley, Robert R., Jr.
Steiner, Clifford
Sterling, Stroughton
111
Stevens, David M.
Stevenson, Robert W.
Stewart. John C.
Stewart, William C.

Stillmaker, Willlam J.

Storwick, Richard A.
Stout, Charles L., Jr.
Stoutamire, Stoney L.
Strada, Joseph A.
Strawn, William W.,
Jr.
Stumm, Albert F., Jr.
Sulfaro, John J.
Sullivan, Donald L.
Sullivan, George T,,
Jr.,

Sullivan, James V., Jr.

Sullivan, Michael J.
Sumnick, John M.
Swank, Jeffrey L.
Swientek, Francis M.
Taylor, Edward J.
Tedford, Timothy W.
Temme, Robert L., Jr.
Tennant, Donald A.
Terrill, Thomas J.
Tessada, Enrique A.,
Iv
Tetrick, Edward L.
Thomas, Willlam N.
Thompson, John R.
Thornton, Gary L.
Tickle, Harold J.
Tillman, Donald N.
Timmons, David R.
Tobin, Roy W.
Touve, Bruce N.
Transue, Michael J.
Tritten. James J.
Troy, Thomas G., Jr.
Truesdell, Willlam C.,
Jr.
Tryon, Frank H., Jr.
Tuck, Charles M.
Turner, Dean
Turner, Guy F., Jr.
Uelses, John H.
Thia, Richard J.. Jr.
Urbik, Lawrence W.

Valley, Bruce L.
Vanderpoel, Eric, I1
Vansaun, David
Vazquez, Frank X.
Verhoef, Thomas T.
Vidrine, David M.
Vinson, John E.
Vogt, Peter D.
Volkman, George C.,
II
Vonsuskil, James D.
Voshell, John E.
Votava, Charles F.,
II1
Waggoner, David T.
Wagner, James A.
Wahlig, Leonard O.
Waite, Robert C.
Walker, Bill
Walker, David M.
Walker, Robert J.
Walls, Willilam H.
Walsh, David P.
Walton, William L.
Warren, Edward O.
Waschbusch, John F.
Wassmer, Douglas H.
Waterman, Steven G.
Waterman, William L.
Watson, David
Webb, Stephen L,
Weber, Robert S.
Webster, Kirwin S.
Weeks, Floyston A.
Welch, James T.
Weller, Philip B.
Welsch, James E.
Welty, Robert W.
Wendt, Terrill J.
Wesh, Francis R.
Westerbuhr,
Norman L.
Whalen, Daniel P.
Wheeler, Howard A.
Wheeler, William R.
White, Allen H., Jr.
White, David O.
White, Peter L.
Whitehouse,
Theodore W.
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Whittemore,

Michael A. N.
Wied, Edwin M., Jr.
Wielandt, Frederick

M.

Wiese, Clifford A.
Wiggins, Joseph L., Jr.
Wilks, Robert E.
Williams, David M.
Williams, Gregory B.
Williams, James T.
Williams, John W., Jr.
Williams,

Thomas J., Jr.
Williams, Thomas R.
Williamson,

Francis T., Jr.
Wilson, John F.
Wirzburger, Allen T.
Witt, George S.
Wittenberg, Robert R.
Wolf, Edward J.
Wolfgang, Earl D.
Woltz, David R.
Wood, Bruce V.
Wood, Stephen C.
Wood, William A,
Woodson,

Walter B. III
Woolard, Richard T. P.
Woolrich, Raymond

D.

Worthington,

Richard O.
Wright, Clinton E.
Wright, John R.
Wrizht, Peter W.
Wyatt, James C. III
Wyman. Bruce D.
Yakeley, Jay B. III
Yarbrough, Earl C.
Yasutome,

EKenneth K.
Zahalka, Joseph

H., Jr.

Zettle, Charles E.
Zucker, Clayton G.
Zvacek, Robert D.
Zveare, Dennis L.

The following-named women lieutenant
commanders of the U.S. Navy for permanent
promotion to the grade of commander in the

line;

Code, sections 5771

pursuant to title 10, United States

and 5791, subject to

qualifications therefore as provided by law:

Anderson, Betty S.
Boling, Deanna I.
Byerly, Kathleen D.
Canfield, Susan B.
Kazanowska, Maria
Kilmer, Joyce E.

Eummer, Sandra I.
Lee. Patricia A.
McBride, Mary L.
Prose, Dorothy A.
Reilly, Christine M.
Tyler, Paula J.
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