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tory. We are told we must change even if 
for the wors1;-just to change from our pres
ent system. 

One such plan receiving much publicity is 
the Nixon Administration plan known as 
"Na.tiona.I Health Insurance Partnership 
Act" introduced in the Sens.te on April 22. 
The esti.mated cost is about 5.5 billion dol
lars a year to the federal taxpayers plus far 
larger but still unestima.ted costs by con
tributions from employers and workers. The 
government's payments for health care would 
be on graduated basis--covering all or nearly 
all of the bill for poor people and paying a. 
lessening portion of the bill as people move 
into higher income brackets. The more taxes 
you pay, the less you'd get back on medical 
expenses. 

Another plan known as the "Health Se
curity Act" was introduced in the Senate. 
Exverybody would be covered from cradle to 
grave. The estimated cost 01! this plan is con
servatively placed at from 44 to 77 billion 
dollars a year. Hal:! of the costs would come 
from general revenue of the government and 
half from social security taxes. In other 
words, the working people would pay the 
doctor bills of the non-workers. The federal 
burooucra.ts would operate the entire pro
gram through a Health Security Board, 
which would set standard charges and pre
pay the bills. Performance of doctors, hospi
tals, and others would be checked by im
partial professionals such as we have ex
perienced by Equal Employment Opportu
nity and Civil Rights experts. 

A look at the quality of health care in 
countries which have undertaken equal med
ical car~ialized medicine-should raise 
serious questions as to abandoning our pres
ent workable system for an inferior program 
in the U.S. 

When England embarked on socialized 
medical care in 1944, the estimated cost was 
$500 million per year. In the first year the 
cost was double that and is now seven times 
what its promoters thought it would be. 
Discounting inflation the cost is still about 
three times its original estimate. And peo
ple complain about waiting lines and imper
sonal attention more than before. 

Doctor Lloyd Dawe, one of the many Brit
ish physicians who have in recent years im
migrated to the U.S., commented as follows 
on his experience with the National Health 
Service: 

"As an int ern in a London hospit al and 
later in general practice there, I witnessed 
an unbelievable wast e , interference, and bu
reaucratic regimentation that have accom
;panied Britain's unwieldly social experi
;ment. I paid governmen t imposed fines for 
prescribing the best medicine for my pa
tients. I spent anxious hours in search of 
hospital space for the critically ill. I saw 
hospital grants frivously spent .... Practice 

under the National He~th Service soon be
came intolerable for me, as it has for thou
sands of British and European doctors who 
have left their countries to practice in 
America ... .'' 

In England which has had socialized 
medicine since 1944, it is reported that the 
average wait for non-urgent operations is 
22 weeks, and the waiting period may stretch 
to years. People have to wait up to seven 
years for treatment of hernias or varicose 
veins. But in jolly old England you have 
equal medical treatment for all--equal wait
ing. 

The August 10, 1970 issue of U.S. News & 
World Report comments on the cost of the 
French system, where the average worker 
now pays 33%-1/S---of his wages for health 
services by the government. It supports a. lot 
of dead head doctors who otherwise couldn't 
make a. 11 ving practicing: 

"In France, where the government pays 
about 80% of the fees of physicians co
operating in the national health plan, deficits 
are getting out of hand. The social security 
system's health fund wm be about 165 mil
lion dollars in the red this year. If present 
trends continue, the deficit would rise to 
1.8 billion by 1975.'' 

Commenting on socialized medicine in 
Sweden, a U.S. News & World Report for 
Jan. 24, 1966 states: 

"The average patient here finds his situ
ation has worsened rather than improved. 
It is more diffi.cult for him to get a. doctor. 
He must wait longer to get into a hospital, 
and he may be forced to leave the hospital 
before he is medically ready for discharge ... 
Overburdened doctors must turn away 
thousands of patients annually-many of 
them old people who badly need medical 
care ... Waiting periods for special treatment 
are sometimes so long that patients become 
incurably ill, even die, before they can get 
adequate care. 

"Gravely ill patients, in need of immediate 
treatment, had to be turned away from 
hospital emergency rooms. There were not 
enough medical personnel on hand to take 
care of them." 

In Quebec province of Canada, the system 
of socialized medicine grew so bad that an 
estimated 3,000 medical specialists deserted
left-moving mainly to Ontario and to the 
U.S. Whereupon, the government of Quebec 
in October of last year, passed a law requir
ing all medical specialists to return to work 
on minimum notice. Those not returning 
were liable to a fine of $200 to $500 per day 
plus possibility of a one month jail sentence. 

The Canadian's emergency policy included 
doctors who had, during the previous three 
m on t hs, moved to other provinces or to other 
countries. They could be fined even though 
they were permanently practicing in other 
provinces or nations. Penalty could include 

confiscation of any property they might st111 
own in Quebec. Tha,t's what Uberty under law 
has deteriorated to in socialist Canada.. 

The experience of other nations with 
socialized medicine should serve as a. stark 
warning to the U.S. to beware on embarking 
on such a course for political promises to 
get the votes of the poor and disgruntled. 

The enactment into law of a. national 
health plan would necessitate payrolling a. 
whole new layer of bureaucrats to admin
ister the program-to draft guidelines and 
to spy on doctors. The administrative cos1 
of Medicare and Medicaid is estimated to be 
greater than the doctor cost, whereas the 
administrative cost of private insurance pro
grams is only about 30% of the premium. 
So the current propaganda. about the high 
cost of medicine as an argument for nation
alizing health services simply doesn't hold 
water. Under socialized medicine the costs 
would go up and the quality of service would 
go down. 

A minor factor never mentioned by the 
leadership of either of the two major poli
tical parties is that any national health 
care program is clearly unconstitutional. The 
sovereign states did not delegate the power 
of providing health care to the federal gov
ernment. This power belongs therefore to 
the States and the people thereof in accord
ance with the 9th and lOth amendments
that is if the States and the people think 
they can improve medical treatment by 
hurting doctors and providing inferior treat
ment at higher cost. 

In Louisiana health services are provided 
by doctors in a free enterprise system. The 
doctors themselves, as well as patients, fam
ilies, relatives, friends, some churches, and 
other charitable groups, help the less for
tunate. In addition, our state of Louisiana. 
has for many years operated charity hos
itals to provide medical aid to the indigent. 
Our system may not be perfect, but it's 
superior and far ahead of any example sug
gested. 

If the Nixon Administration really wants 
to return power to the people, why not allow 
the States and local governments to retain 
a certain percentage of the income taxes their 
citizens pay to Washington, say about 20% 
or 30 % or even more. The State and local 
governments could then provide more and 
better services, including health care if their 
people prefer it that way. 

When you want a doctor, you want one. 
You want him to be your doctor and not 
working for the Washington crowd. You 
know the man who pays the bills is always 
the one who is sought to be satisfied. And 
when it comes to you and your family and 
your doctor, you don't want Uncle Sam, 
federal judges, H.E.W., the Justice Depart
ment the U.N., or even the President look
ing over his shoulder. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Friday, June 4, 1971 
The House met at 10 o'clock a.m. 
Rabbi Israel 0. Goldberg, Ahavas 

Sholom Agudas Achim Anshe Sphard, 
Randallstown Synagogue Center, Ran
dallstown, Md., offered the following 
prayer: 

Almighty G-d, Sovereign of the Uni
verse, we invoke Thy blessings upon this 
convention of Representatives of the 
U.S. Congress. 

We pray to Thee, to grant our chosen 
Representatives the wisdom and guid
ance, so that they may ever pursue the 
paths of justice, democracy, and brother
hood. 

Enable them to be the instruments in 

eradicating intolerance, prejudice, and 
malice from th.e midst of our great Na
tion. 

Guard our beloved country from every 
enemy, pestilence, and sorrow; from dis
tress, ang"..lish, and gloom. Secure our 
borders to be free from totalitarian ideol
ogies, pagan ph.losophies, and the anti
democratic principles. 

Grant that our country may forever 
serve as a beacon light for liberty-loving 
people throughout the world. 

May we in concert with all peoples who 
cherish freedom, achieve speedily the 
triumph of Thy kingdom of peace and 
good will on earth. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House his 
approval thereof. 

Without objection, the Journal stands 
approved. 

There was no objection. 

RABBI ISRAEL 0. GOLDBERG 

(Mr. BYRON asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 minute 
and to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased that Rabbi Israel 0. Goldberg 
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could be with us today to offer the pray
er. Rabbi Goldberg is a distinguished reli
gious and e<>mmunity leader in Randalls
town, Md., and he has a background 
of interesting and challenging positions. 

Rabbi Goldberg was born in New 
York City and ·received his ordination in 
1960 from the Jacob Joseph Theological 
Seminary. He received his bachelor of 
arts degree from Brooklyn College and 
his master's from Yeshiva University 
where he is currently working on his doc
torate. 

He has served as J'labbi of the Young 
Israel of New Rochelle, N.Y., for 4 years 
where he originated the Hebrew Heritage 
program. Rabbi Goldberg was also one 
of the founders of the Ohr Hameir Theo
logical Seminary of New Rochelle. 

In 1965 Rabbi Goldberg moved to Bos
ton to· become leader of Congregation 
Agudath Israel, Boston's largest ortho
dox synagogue. While there, Rabbi 
Goldberg served as treasurer of the rab
binical council of Massachusetts, a per
manent member of the Bet Din of the 
Hawa'ad Harabbanim of Massachusetts, 
a member of the advisory committee to 
the Boston Housing Authority, and chap
lain of two hospitals as well as Boston's 
penal institutions. 

Rabbi Goldberg became the spiritual 
leader of the Randallstown Synagogue 
Center in the summer of 1970. He is the 
secretary of the Rabbinical Council of 
America, Maryland Region and liaison 
ra:bbi to the Council of Orthodox Syna
gogues of Baltimore. 

I again want to thank Rabbi Goldberg 
for being here today and hope he can re
turn again. 

UNDERSTANDING, GOOD wn.L JOIN 
BE'I'HLEHEM, PA., AND TANDABA
YASill, JAPAN-SISTER "CHRIST
MAS CITIES" 
(Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania asked 

and was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
his remarks and to include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I feel privileged and proud to 
call the attention of my colleagues to 
an act of international understanding 
and good will which has evolved from 
the "sister city" relationship which links 
the people of Bethlehem, Pa., with the 
people of Tandabayashi, Japan. · 

In 1959, moving to participate in the 
sister city program which had been initi
ated 3 years earlier by the late President 

· Dwight D. Eisenhower, the city of 
Bethlehem, · known as the "Christmas 
City of the United States," extended an 
invitation to the city of Tandabayashi, 
known as the "Christmas City of Japan," 
to become "sister cities." 

Through the years, the bonds of inter
national friendship between the citizens 
of the two cities have strengthened as 
the communities themselves, public offi
cials, private citizens, and civic organi
zations participated in exchange of gifts, 
visits, and information about their re
spective history, industries, government, 
and culture. 

Then, last fall, in an extraordinary 
gesture of good will, Yoshinage Sakon, 

a landscape artist from Tandabayashi, 
flew to Bethlehem at his own expense 
to design and develop the "Japanese 
Garden of Serenity" for the new Bethle
hem City Center, a complex of city gov
ernment office buildings, town hall and 
public library. 

On May 15, the garden of serenity 
was dedicated in the presence of Mr. 
Sakon with the Japanese Ambassador to 
the United States, His Excellency H. E. 
Nobuhiko Ushiba, as guest and principal 
speaker. The final touch to the garden, a 
delicately shaped Japanese lantern, was 
presented as a gift from the mayor of 
Tandabayashi. 

Mayor H. Gordon Payrow, Jr., of 
Bethlehem, expressing the city's grati
tude, told the Japanese guests: 

This has meant more to the people of 
Bethlehem in understanding the customs 
and people of Japan than anything that 
could be gotten from books. 

The international good will is con
tinuing as the people of Bethlehem re
ciprocate with a shipment of exhibits 
and complete furnishings for a "Bethle
hem Room" to be established in T.anda
bayashi. 
_ Mr. Speaker, I am plea.sed to invite 
the attention of my colleagues, to the 
remarks which I will insert in the Ex
tensions of Remarks, of Ambassador 
Ushiba and to several articles which de
scribe more fully the great good which 
is emerging from the sister city relation
ship which links Bethlehem and Tanda
bayashi. 

MORATORIUM SHOULD BE DE
CLARED ON CONSTRUCTION OF 
FURTHER BUilDINGS IN THE DIS
TRICT OF COLUMBIA 
<Mr. RONCALIO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and to include extraneous matter.) 

AND NOW SKYSCRAPERS 

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker, I note 
by the papers that balloons will be 
floated from the top of the buildings in 
downtown Washington this we'ekend so 
that we can see how high the skyscrapers 
will be in the future. Also I note that 
legislation has been introduced relating 
to the Antietam battlefield, to preserve 
that most significant battleground from 
commercial or residential development. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I see that we want 
to build additional buildings on Capitol 
Hill as recommended by the leadership 
on both sides of the rotunda. 

Mr. Speaker, if this keeps up the Dis· 
trict of Columbia will be an uninhabit· 
able place for a seat of government with
in a matter of a few years. 

I believe it is time that the leadership 
ask a moratorium on the planning and 
construction of any Federal public build
ings in the District of Columbia if not 
for 75 years for at least 10 years. There 
is no more obvious, pressing national 
need in Washington today. Poverty, 
schools, crime, pollution, all of it hinges 
on the need for order out of disorder 
in this building mania. 

ELECTION OF MEMBER TO 
COMMITI'EE 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I offer a priv:ileged resolution <H. Res. 
464) and ask for its immediate consid
eration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as 
follows: 

H. RES. 464 
Resolved, That William 0. Mills of Mary

land be, and he is hereby, elected a member 
of the standing committees of the House 
of Representatives on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries and on Post Office and · Civil 
Service. 

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

table. 

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1972 

Mr ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the consid
eration of the bill (H.R. 8825) making 
appropriations for the legislative branch 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, 
and for other purposes; and pending that 
motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that general debate be limited 
to 2 hours, the time to be equally divided 
and controlled by the gentleman from 
Ohio <Mr. Bow) and myself. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H.R. 8825, with Mr. 
MURPHY of New York in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first 

reading of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani

mous-consent agreement, the gentleman 
from Alabama <Mr. ANDREWS) will be 
recognized for 1 hour, and the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. Bow) will be recognized 
for 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the usual annual 
appropriation bill for the legislative 
branch of the Government for the next 
fiscal year. It includes funds for the 
operation of the ·House, various joint 
activities of the Congress, as well as 
related activities such as the Library of 
Congress, the Government Printing 
Office, and the General Accounting 
Office. 

Conforming to long practice, the funds 
for the operation of the Senate are not 
included but are left for the decision and 
insertion by that body. 

I will give the Members a few high
lights of the bill. We had extensive hear· 
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ings, and made a pretty complete record 
Copies of the hearings are available if 
you are interested. We recommend a 
total of $449,739,605. The budget request 
considered a total of $455,744,595. The 
reduction recommended is $6,004,990. 
The net increase over the 1971 appro ... 
priation is $79,836,710 due mainly to the 
following: 

Included in the bill is $71,090,000 for 
the Library of Congress James Madison 
Memorial Building, a net increase of 
$55,480,000 over 1971. The cost of Federal 
pay increases is over $12 million. The 
impact of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act accounts for over $4 million. The 
cost of various House resolutions ap
proved by the House for special and 
select committees and additional allow
ances for Members of the House is over 
$3 million. In connection with increased 
workload there is an increase of over $3 
million for official mail costs due to addi
tional costs and an increase in the vol
ume of mail handled. This includes out
going mail for both the House and Sen
ate. An additional $6 million is to cover 
increased cost .and volume of the con
gressional printing and binding. Four 
million dollars is in the bill for additional 
workload at the Library of Congress. 

Mr. Chairma111 and members of the 
committee, some of these increases are 
for money-making activities such as the 
Copyright Office and the distribution of 
catalog card program in the Library of 
Congress, and the sale of books and 
publications by the Supe-rintendent of 
Documents. Estimated revenues from 
these and other special activities are ex
pected to total almost $21 million in 
1972. 

There is nothing too special to note as 
to the appropriations for the House. One 
million dollars is included for the instal
lation of the electronic voting systems in 
the House Chamber. 'lb.is comes under 
the direction of the Committee on House 
Administration. No specific amount has 
been earmarked for the operation of the 
House restaurants. The House has ap
proved the transfer of the overall juris
diction from the Architect of the Capitol 
to the Committee on House Administra
tion, and I feel it is in good hands. 

An announcement was made yester
day for the first time, I believe, in his
tory, at least in recent years, that a 
profit was realized from the operation of 
the two cafeterias on Capitol Hill. 

An increase has been included for the 
Office of the Legislative Counsel. 

The Legislative Reorganization Act in
cluded provisions to strengthen that of
fice. The committee did not approve cer
tain technical amendments to the Legis
lative Reorganization Act !Tequested in
formally by the Legislative Counsel feel
ing that they should be presented to the 
legislative committee having jurisdiction. 

However, I understand amendments 
will be offered today to incorporate them 
in this bill. I have discussed the matter 
with the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
Bow) and we are prepared to accept 
those technical amendments. 

As to the joint items, I would point out 
only three. 

Four hundred twenty-five thousand 
dollars has been provided for the new 

Joint Committee on Congressional Oper
ations which was created by the Legisla
tive Reorganization Act. No funds are in
cluded for the expanded police force or 
for overtime. 

The House acted on the resolution ex
panding the police force the day before 
yesterday and that resolution provides 
for the use of the contingent fund until 
otherwise provided by law. No doubt a 
supplemental request will be submitted 
for our consideration at a later date. 

Three hundred twenty-eight thousand 
dollars has been provided for the new 
Capitol guide force with a limitation of 
24 personnel. 

The major item under the Architect of 
the Capitol is, of course, the appropria
tion of $71,090,000 for the construction 
of the superstructure of the Library of 
Congress James Madison Memorial 
Building. An architectural rendering of 
how this new building will look when it 
is completed is available in our com
mittee room which is just outside the 
Chamber. 

This building is badly needed and has 
been needed for a number of years. 
Rental costs alone have risen to over $2.2 
million a year to house those various ac
tivities which cannot be accommodated 
in the present building. The plans for 
the new building have been approved by 
the various commissions and committees 
vested by law with control over the proj
ect. 

Other items for the Architect of the 
Capitol are for routine maintenance and 
operation of the various buildings. Funds 
are included for cleaning, caulking, 
pointing, and birdproofing the Cannon 
Office Building and also to replace the 
old elevators in the Longworth House 
Office Building, which we are told are in 
an almost dangerous condition at this 
time. They are so old that replacement 
parts are not available. 

An increase of over $14 million has 
been allowed for the operation of the 
Library of Congress-primarily to cover 
the costs of the general pay increases 
and to meet the increased workloads. 

The Legislative Reorganization Act re
named the old Legislative Reference 
Service as the Congressional Research 
Service as well as authorized a consid
erable expansion. 

The budget proposed 209 additional 
positions and the committee recommends 
37 which will provide the ORS with a 
total of 400 positions for the fiscal year 
1972. 

As to congressional printing and bind
ing, this item continues to grow and, as I 
mentioned earlier, an increase of $6 mil
lion has been provided for the Govern
ment Printing Office to cover the in
creased cost of the volume of printing, 
generally, for the Congress. An example 
of the increased cost of congressional 
printing is the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

In 1965, the cost per page was $108.50. 
In 1971, it is $128 per page. For 1972, it is 
estimated to cost $140 per page. 

When I say "per page" I mean one side 
of the sheet in the RECORD. 

The Legislative Reorganization Act 
added to the workload of the General 
Accounting Office. The committee has 
provided an increase of over $6 million 

to fund this impact, as well as other in
creases in workload, and also the cost of 
the overall Federal pay increase. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I have 
tried to touch the most significant mat
ters in the bill. The report covers them 
in more detail, as do the printed hear
ings. We will try to answer any questions 
Members might have. 

Mr. Chairman, before closing, I want 
to note the excellent cooperation from 
all concerned during the conduct of the 
hearings and in developing information 
on the various items in this bill. I have 
in mind the Clerk of the House, Mr. Jen
nings; and other House officers and offi
cials; Mr. White, the new Architect of 
the Capitol; Dr. Mumford, the Librarian 
of Congress; Mr. Spence, the new Public 
Printer; and the Comptroller General, 
Mr. Staats. They and their staffs have 
cooperated fully in every way. I believe 
the record of the committee hearings 
bears witness that the various items were 
generally well documented and well pre
sented. We always appreciate full coop
eration and in securing orderly consid
eration and dispatch of the many items 
dealt with. I mentioned staff. Many of 
the staff on Capitol Hill have served for 
long periods of time. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to pay a person
al tribute to one of them, an old friend, 
Tom Clancy, who retired from the Archi
tect's Office on May 31, 1971, after nearly 
35 years of service to the Congress. 

Mr. Clancy began his service with the 
Architect in 1935, and, at the time of his 
retirement, he was serving as Supervising 
Engineer of the Capitol, in which capac
ity he had been serving since 1951. He 
appeared before the legislative subcom
mittee for a number of years as a wit
ness on the varied and complex prob
lems dealing with the structural and me
chanical care of the Capitol Building and 
his extensive knowledge about this great 
building was invaluable to the Appropria
tions Committee, and to the Congress. 

It has been a pleasure for me to work 
with an individual as dedicated to his 
work as Tom Clancy was, and I wish for 
him the best of everything in his retire
ment years. 

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

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I yield to 
my friend from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Do I correctly understand that this 
proposed appropriation bill calls for 
the spending of $80 million more than 
last year or a total of $449 million for 
the same general purposes? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The gen
tleman is approximately correct. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman a few 
moments ago mentioned some added ex
penditures to come later through a sup
plemental appropriation bill. Would he 
have any estimate of the extent of the 
supplemental appropriations? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The only 
item I had in mind was the resolution 
adopted a few days ago increasing the 
number of policemen on the Capitol 
Police Force and also providing for the 
payment of overtime. That will cost a 
little over $2 million. 
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Mr. GROSS. I would say to the gentle

man, if he will -permit an observation 
that it is becoming interesting to see 
appropriation bills brought to the :floor 
of the House with a claim of economy 
for them, and then to get, as we did a 
week or so ago, a $7 billion supplemental 
appropriation bill. 

I wonder when this fiarce of pretended 
economy will end? This is not attribut
able exclusively to the Appropriations 
Committee, but when are we going to 
end this farce of $7 billion supplementals 
that are add-ons to bills that were sup
posed to be holding the line on expendi
tures? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The gen
tleman's guess as to when that time will 
come is just about as good as mine, or 
better. 

I will say this to my friend: So long as 
this Congress continues to authorize 
more and more programs the money will 
have to be appropriated. I am sure the 
gentleman has not been a party to the 
exceeding of the budgets of the past. 

Mr. GROSS. But that scarcely corrects 
the situation in which we find ourselves 
around here these days. 

As the gentleman well knows, the 
deficit in the first 10 months of this 
fiscal year is $21.6 billion. That is the 
deficit. I do not know what it will be at 
the end of the next 2 or 3 weeks, which 
will •be the end of the fiscal year, but it 
will be somewhere in the neighborhood 
of $20 billion. Yet Congress continues to 
spend in the billions as .though money 
was going out of style in this country. 
Perhaps it is. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The gen
tleman may .be right. 

Mr. GROSS. Here we have a bill that 
is up $80 million for housekeeping pur
poses on the part of Members of Con
gress. 

Of course, one of the big items is the 
new library -building. The gentleman's 
committee has voted to continue that, 
rather than to turn to a House office 
building, as I understand the situation? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The gen
tleman is correct. Money is in the bill 
that will exhaust the present authoriza
tion of the James Madison Li-brary. The 
original authorization was $75 million 
which was later increased to $90 mil
lion. I am frank to say to the gentleman 
that in my opinion it will be necessary 
to have another increase in the authori
zation. 

Mr. GROSS. I was afraid of that. 
Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. If such 

happens there will be need for an in
creased appropriation. This committee 
feels very strongly that we need this Li
brary building, and this committee has 
funded that Library program over a 
period of the past 4 or ·5 years. 

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I see the hole is being dug 
for the purpose of construction of the 
Library. I would suggest that some of 
those who are voting for these tremen
dous expenditures; who are -voting .to 
continue committee staffs that are blown 
up out of all proportion-and I can name 
a couple, because I serve on them-are 
going to welcome a hole in the ground 

CXVII--1134-Part 14 

that they can pull in after them when Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. We were 
they appear before their taxpayers. told it was the Garage Committee. 

I hope that before action on this bill Mr. GROSS. So far as I know, that is 
is completed that someone will offer an the only headquarters for the committee. 
amendment to strike out the library. I Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. They told 
do not think we have any business build- us it was the Garage Committee, and we 
ing that $100 million structure at this did not object to the use of ·the money, 
time, with the Treasury of the United beoause we knew the gentleman would 
States in the condition that it is. not make a request unless it was needed. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. If the Mr. GROSS. How much did you give 
gentleman will permit me to make an thecommittee? 
observation, I think it is economically Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama.. I will say 
sound to build or finish the annex. The it was not much. If I remember correctly, 
Library of Congress continues to grow it was about $3,600. 
and it will always grow if it continues Mr. GROSS. About $3,600? 
to be, as it is today, the greatest library Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Yes. 
in the world. They are having to rent Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
space in the city of Washington or in tleman yield? 
the suburbs at 11 ditferent places at a Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I yield to 
yearly cost of $2.2 million just to meet the gentlemaal from California. 
the needs today. We are told that this Mr. SISK. Due to the fact that this dis
new building will serve the needs of the cussion oame up in connection with the 
Library of Congress for the next quar- Garage Committee, let me say that we 
ter of a century. . operated for 4 or 5 years, as my good 

Mr. GROSS. How would that compare friend well knows, without any quarters 
with the interest on the $100 million or whatsoever and without 3!l1 office for the 
$120 million that is going to be ex- manager or for anyone else. 
pended on the library.? We did ask for and I might say I be-

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I do not lieve we received· either $3,600 or $3,700 
know. I have not figured that out. But to provide for office space for the garage 
the need for space is increasing every superintendent and for a very small office 
year. I might say in connection with that for 

Mr. GROSS. Of course it is increasing the committee. 
because, as I just said, we have subcom- Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Our com
mittees and committees that we do not mittee felt that your Garage Committee 
need. There was a reorganization just needed good quarters. 
before I came to the Congress which was Mr. SISK. We appreciate it and as I 
supposed to reduce the number of com- said, I think the amount was about $3,600 
mittees and the payroll of the Congress. or $3,700-$3,700 I am told not to pro
Now it has ballooned out of all propor- vide elaborate quarters but for quarters 
tion again. Space is at a premium around where there 'is room for the three of us 
here. The Periodical Gallery was taken to meet together. 
away from the press. I do not know who Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. It is not 
has the space now or where the former plush, but we did not object to the $3,700, 
occupants went. I am not carrying a because we did want the gentleman from 
torch for the press, but someone took Iowa and the members on the committee 
over that space, and it is being taken to have adequate quarters. 
over all over Capitol Hill. Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, if the 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Well, I gentleman will yield further, if I under
do not want to argue with the gentleman stand what the gentleman is talking 
about the need for space around here. I about it is a garage waiting room that 
agree with you that there are too many never should have 'been built. There are 
subcommittees and select committees, four or five waiting rooms that no one 
but this Congress creates every one of ever uses in the garage. 
them. I did not want to say this to my Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. If your 
friend, but since you brought up the sub- Committee on the Garage wants to give 
ject, I will say to you that there is mon- up its space, that is all right with me. 
ey in this bill to freshen up and refurbish Mr. GROSS. Well, I am operating out 
the room for your Committee on the Ga- of my own office as I have for 23 years 
rage-the Select Committee on Parking. and will continue to do so. I want others 

Mr. GROSS. To refurbish it? to do the same thing. 
Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. To do Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-

something to it. self such t-ime as I may consume. 
Mr. GROSS. I do not know what you Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 

are going to refurbish down there other Alabama has certainly adequately de
than to change the location of the office scribed this bill. The subcommittee mem
for the manager of the garage. bers on this side of the aisle are in full 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I under- agreement with the gentleman from 
stand the P.arking Committee has quar- Alabama. I think it is a good bill and 
ters or headquarters and money is being I think the bill should pass as it is sub
used to do some kind of work on them. mitted here to the Committee of the 

Mr. GROSS. I do not have any qua,r- Whole House on the State of the Union. 
ters, I will say to the gentlem81Il. I shall not impose upon the time of the 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Your Members by repeating some of the state
committee does not have any? Your ments made by our distinguished sub-
Garage or Parking Committee? committee chairman. 

Mr. GROSS. I said I do not have .any. Mr. Chairman, at this time I yield 5 
There are quarters for the manager, of minutes to the gentleman from Iowa <Mr. 
course. GRoss>. 
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I wonder oil, tires, and as I said the salary of the 
about this item of $222,350 for the Speak- chauffeur. We had a request for more 
er's office. than we allowed. 

As I understand it, $187,350 was made Mr. GROSS. Is this not, in each in-
available to the Speaker last year. This stance, an increase of more than $2,000 
appears to be an increase of about over last year? 
$40,000. Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Part of it 

Can the gentleman give me some rea- is the pay increase to the driver. The 
son for this kind of an increase? driver is a Federal employee. When the 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. Congress increases salaries, he is eligible 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? for an increase. 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I am glad to yield. Mr. GROSS. I want to say to the gen-
Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The tleman from Alabama that I am asking 

Speaker requested it and said he needed these questions because of the bind in. 
it, that he needed more of an office force, which we find ourselves throughout the 
and we agreed to it. Federal Government in the matter of 

Mr. GROSS. Is there authorization for funds. We are borrowing billions of dol-
this increase? lars--altogether too many dollars. We 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. No, there are spending money that we do not have 
is no authorization for this additional for too many things we do not need. 
amount. I cannot think of a better place--

Mr. GROSS. On pages 6 and 7, for in- The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
stance, telephone and telegraph allow- tleman from Iowa has expired. 
ances, line 19, there is stated that the · Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
provisions of House Resolution 418, 92d additional minutes to the gentleman 
Congress, shall be the permanent law from Iowa. 
with respect thereto. Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

I take it that is legislation on an ap- the gentleman for yielding me this ad
propriation bill and the same thing would ditional time. 
be true in all similar instances in which As I started to say, I cannot think of 
that language is used. a better place to set an example of econ-

By permitting this language to be ap- omy than right here in the House of 
proved by the House would it apply in Representatives. 
any way in any instance to provide for Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I could 
economy in the Federal Government or not agree with the gentleman more. But 
any more efficiency in the House of I must point out to the gentleman that 
Representatives? most of the increase in this bill over 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Will the last year's bill is due to the salary 
gentleman from Iowa restate his ques- increases voted by the Congress. Now, 
tion? I do not know whether the gentleman 

Mr. GROSS. Yes. Would this language realizes it or not, but the Federal 
to which I have referred lend itself to employees have had two salary increases 
any more economy, efficiency, or any since January 1, 1970, and each of them 
benefit to the House of Representatives if was for 6 percent. 
it is left in the bill? Mr. GROSS. Of course, the gentleman 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. It de- from Alabama well knows that I did 
pends upon the use that Members make what I could to put an end to some of 
of their telephone and telegraph allow- this. 
ance. The House passed a resolution in- Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. And so 
creasing the units available to Members. did I. 
Many Members use more than their units Mr. GROSS. Including the 40-percent 
and many Members do not use half of increase to the Members of the Congress. 
them. Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I voted 

Mr. GROSS. The question is whether against that also, and I voted against 
making it permanent by way of legisla- the Federal employee salary increases. 
tion brought to the :floor of the House by Mr. GROSS. And I repeat that this is 
the Appropriations Committee, which a good time to put a stop to this kind 
can only properly apply limitations on of spending. 
appropriation bills, adds anything by way Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. But this 
of economy or efficiency in operating the Congress voted for these increases. 
House? Mr. GROSS. Here is a good place to 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. We did it start. 
at the request of the House Administra- Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Yes, but 
tion Committee and we have done it there are 435 Members of the House of 
through the years and I assume will con- Representatives, and when a majority 
tinue to do it. of them vote, as you well know, they 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I notice voted for the salary increases---
in this rather plush housekeeping bill Mr. GROSS. I say that this is a good 
that there are automobiles for the lead- place and a good time to start to put 
ership at a price tag of $17,930 a copy. a stop t•) some of the spending, including 
What does this entail, may I ask the the $71 million in this bill for an annex 
gentleman? to the Library of Congress. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The driver Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I might 
or the chauffeur. The automobile. The say to the gentleman from Iowa, if the 
automobile is rented. gentleman will yield further--

Mr. GROSS. I beg the gentleman's Mr. GROSS. Of course. 
pardon? Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. If the 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. These gentleman will look at the requests made 
automobiles are rented at $1,000 a year. for additional employees and look at the 
Also there is the expense of gasoline, number that this committee allowed, 

I th!nk the gentleman would say that 
this little committee has done something 
to bring about that Utopian day that 
the gentleman from Iowa is hoping for. 

Mr. GROSS. I doubt that anyone 
expects to see any Utopia in this matter. 
But we can stop packing employees into 
the Federal Government and up here on 
Capitol Hill. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. And the 
Congress is doing it. 

Mr. GROSS. Yes. There is no question 
about that. But when is it proposed to 
stop? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I do not 
know. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has again expired. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say that the 
gentleman from Iowa always makes an 
excellent presentation, but it would seem 
to me that these arguments that are be
ing made at this time could better be 
made when the bills are authorized to 
spend these amounts of money by the 
Congress, and when the Committee on 
House Administration brings in some of 
their bills. 

I might also point out that when the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice, of which the gentleman from Iowa 
is a Member, brings in these big spending 
bills that that is a good time to defeat 
them, in the authorizing of them, and 
that is when the majority of the House 
approves these bills. It seems to me that 
we try our best in this committee to make 
reductions where we think they are 
proper, but we cannot thwart the will of 
the House when they have voted on these 
bills. 

Further, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to just try to clarify this parking garage 
situation, and in order to do so, I would 
like to read from the hearings of the 
committee. 

I was speaking on some of these i terns, 
and I said: 

Mr. Bow. One catches my eye here. Im
provement of House Parking Committee's 
quarters in the Rayburn Building. 

Mr. CAMPIOLI. We were requested to pro
vide a subdivision of the lounge in the G-2 
level on the First Street side for use by the 
Parking Committee. It has been subdivided 
into three spaces, two offices and a. commit
tee room. That work is under construction 
right now. The walls are up and we are in 
the process of completing the work. 

Mr. Bow. As you come in the G-3 level of 
the Rayburn Building, there is a large, nicely 
furnished room which I have never seen any
body use. Are we going to put more rooms 
simila-r to t hart one, in the G-3 level? What 
is it going to cost to provide the House Park
Ing Committee With the subdivision they 
requested? 

Mr. CAMPIOLI. We estimated that work at 
$3 ,600 I believe. 

Mr. ANDREWS. In other words, you are going 
to have a committee room for the garage 
committee? 

Mr. CAMPIOLI. A committee room and office 
!or the Parking Committee. 

Then the gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. ANDREWS ) asked an addit ional ques
tion. 

But it seems to me, this shows the type 
of thing. That is only 3,600 of these piled 
up. 

I did want to clear that for the RECORD 
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because it was thought that this was for 
the manager of the parking space-but 
it is not--it is for a committee room. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Our com

mittee was unanimous in our decision 
that the garage committee was entitled 
to a committee room. 

Mr. BOW. I do not know whether we 
went into the question of whether they 
were entitled to it or not. They did not 
ask to appropriate for it be:::au'5e it came 
out of the other funds. But it did catch 
my eye here that it was not a garage we 
were setting up but a committee room, 
and I thought perhaps the committee 
could have met without a speeial com
mittee room. 

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

Mr. BOW. Well, I am a little afraid to 
because the gentleman's questions are 
sometimes so penetrating. But I am glad 
to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. GROSS. I just do not understand 
the gentleman's timidity on this occasion. 

Mr. BOW. You know when I look at 
that glint in the gentleman's eye and see 
him move his hand back to throw the 
spear, I tremble but I will yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. GROSS. As to this magnificent 
committee room that you are talking 
about, I thought it was to be an o!Iice for 
the garage manager. I would ask the 
gentleman-what is the progress report 
on it? 

Mr. BOW. They are building it as they 
state in the RECORD here. It is under con
struction at this time. There were two 
offices-a committee room. I suppose they 
may put some orange crates in there at 
sometime in the future for you to sit dur
ing your meetings-it will probably not 
be a luxurious suite. 

Mr. GROSS. I will say to the gentle
man that we of the committee transact 
most of our business in the Committee of 
the Whole on the floor of the House. The 
Committee is composed of the gentleman 
from California, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. HAYS), and myself. But I would 
like to take a trip to the garage with the 
distinguished gentleman from Ohio to 
see this plush new $3,000 hearing room. 

Mr. BOW. I did not say it was a plush 
room, I said it probably would not be a 
luxurious room and would probably put 
some orange crates or something of that 
kind for you to sit on because they know 
the gentleman's position on these things 
and I would not think they would make 
it too luxurious. 

But I would like at this time, while I 
am on my feet, to say that in spite of 
this colloquy about this committee room, 
I think they deserve it because that com
mittee on that garage is well run and well 
operated and I think it is a great asset to 
this Congress to have it. 

I would like to say that Mr. Mike Pre
lob has done an excellent job as manager 
of the garage. I have no objection to this 
little committee room. 

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

Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. GROSS. Being the shrinking violet 

that I am, I am not so sure that I deserve 
such plaudits. From what I have heard 
this morning, I am somewhat surprised 
that the Appropriations Committee voted 
as it did to approve a meeting room in 
the garage. 

Mr. BOW. We did not approve it. It 
was just in there. They s·aid they were 
building it and the money was coming 
out of, I think, the contingent fund or 
something of that kind. We did not put 
the money in for it. I am afraid that if 
there was a request for the money for it, 
we might have looked at it a little dif
ferently. 

Mr. GROSS. I can think of some Mem
bers of the House of Representatives, at 
least of one Member who has four offices, 
and I can think of several others who 
have an office in the Capitol as well as in 
the office building. 

Mr. BOW. I think that is right. There 
is no question about that. But I was not 
discussing that. I was discussing the com
mittee room. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no further re
quests for time on this side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 
consumed 7 minutes. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. SisK) . 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
distinguished gentleman from Alabama 
for yielding me 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I might say I am not 
taking this time to defend the parking 
committee. I appreciate the colloquy that 
occurred. Frankly, I think the parking 
committee would be very happy to sub
mit its total budget over the years in
cluding the staff and other facilities to 
compare it with any committee in the 
House. The facns are that we have had 
no staff, no office space and no com
mittee room, so we do appreciate the 
small space now allowed us. 

I have asked for this time, Mr. Chair
man, to discuss a matter which I think 
should be of concem to this Congress 
and I would hope that the Members 
would give us a few moments of their 
attention to d.itscuss where we are going 
in connection with what the Committee 
on Rules thought was one of the most 
important parts of the legislative reorga
nization act. 

I recognize that Congress has a habit 
of going up hill and down hill, so that 
is not really an unusual procedure. But 
certainly that is exactly what we are 
faced with this moming, in taking ac
tion here which I would interpret as a 
complete veto and a complete backing 
away from what this Congress did only 
8 months a.go by an overwhelming vote 
of some 326 to 19. Only 19 Members op
posed that Reorganization Act. 

What many of us felt was one of the 
most important parts of the Reorganiza
tion Act was the establishment of the 
Congressional Research Service. The 
Congressional Research Service was 
brought into being, as I say, through the 
act, to render a special type of service to 
the Congress and specifically to the com
mittees of the Oongress. 

I want to call attention to the Reorga
nization Act, Part 2, titled "Congres
sional Research Service." 

Most Members were here last fall 
when we took final action, after having 
spent a good part of the summer debat
ing a legislative reorganization bill. In 
that a.ct section 203 starts out: 

The Legislative Reference Service in the 
Library of Congress is hereby continued as 
a separate department in the Library of 
Congress and is redesignated the "Congres
sional Research Service". 

It is the policy of Congress that-

Then we proceed to outline a long se
ries of responsibilities and duties and 
obligations of the new Congressional Re
search Service, through some two or 
three or four pages of the basic law. 

Again, I do not desire to criticize any
one. In fact, to some extent I criticize 
myself, possibly, for not having called 
the committee and requested an oppor
tunity to appear before it. At least, some 
of us who were concemed with carrying 
out what Congress did some 8 months ago 
probably should have appeared there 
and made statements. 

I refer to the very excellent statement 
made by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
Bow) just a few moments ago, with ref
erence to the time when we should be 
concerned about increasing costs, which 
is at the time of the authorization. I 
agree with the gentleman from Ohio on 
this, because that is the time. Once the 
Congress has authorized, then of course 
the Appropriations Committee, in my 
opinion at least, has no recourse but to 
go ahead and appropriate money to meet 
the requirements of the authorization so 
passed by the Congress. 

That is the issue we are talking about 
today. Only 8 months ago we authorized 
the creation of the Congressional Re
search Service to do a specific job. Un
fortunately, the committee saw fit to 
veto tha-t effort by a failure to appro
priate the funds and to make the addi
tional spots available for personnel. 

As I say, I am not being unduly criti
cal. I have been attempting to read the 
RECORD to find out why the committee 
reached that kind of a decision because 
in essence, as I say, this is going back 
down the hill and in a sense repudiat
ing what the Congress did last year. 

In order to fulfill the vast amount of 
obligations spelled out in the law, the 
Service asked for an increase of approxi
mately $4 million and for 209 positions, 
to begin to meet the requirements and 
obligations and duties of the Congres
sional Research Service. The committee 
instead saw fit to merely authorize 
enough increase in personnel to meet the 
increased workload of the old Legislative 
Reference Service. According to the testi
mony offered by the Library people, that 
requirement had increased slightly over 
10 percent. The com,mittee saw fit to in
crease the personnel by approximately 10 
percent and the funding by an equal 
amount. completely eliminating, then, 
the amounts required to meet the obliga
tions of the new Service and their new 
requirements. 

So far as I am personally concerned, 
this means absolutely nothing to me per
sonally any more than I feel it should to 
any other Member of the Congress. 

But, after some years of study and 
after 18 months of work by a subcommit-
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tee and by the Committee on Rules, and 
because of bills introduced by over 200 
Members of this body concerned with 
getting more information to Members 
and members of a committee, in order to 
meet their responsibilities to the Amer
ican people, it was determined that this 
kind of service, to give us the kind of ex
pertise, to give us the knowledge, to give 
us the understanding, to give us alterna
tives to the programs proposed by the 
executive branch of the Government, 
was needed. 

If it was needed just 8 months ago, 
is it not still needed? Or are we today 
prepared to say, "No. Let us go back to 
the same old routine; let us go back to 
relying on the same old situation we have 
been faced with." 

When I discussed this matter briefly 
with a member or two of the committee, 
they raised the question, "My gosh. You 
are going to have as many people in the 
Congressional Research Service as Mem
bers of Congress. You will have more 
than 400 people." Well. for goodness 
sakes, whenever an executive agency of 
the Government comes down here before 
any committee of the House, in back of 
it is the Office of Management and Budg
et, with how many people in it--1,200, 
1,500, 2,000? I have no idea how many. 
Plus hundreds of back-up people in each 
department of the Government. And the 
150-plus Members of Congress who ap
peared before our committee asking for 
the reorganization plan and for the very 
thing that the Congress authorized last 
yea,r said that the Congress is totally 
out-gunned and out-matched; we do not 
have the expertise, we do not have the 
knowledge, and we do not have the man
power to meet the need and to give us 
an understanding about what these pro
posals are and come up with alternatives 
and come up possibly with better ways 
so that Congress might act ra.ther than 
simply react to what is proposed by the 
executive branch of the Government. 

My friends, as I say, this means noth
ing to me personally any more than it 
should mean to any Member of the 
House, but many people have worked 
very hard to bring about this reorganiza
tion plan and to try to give to us more 
knowledge and better knowledge and 
more expertise to meet the demands of 
the age in which we live. I simply feel 
that Congress should recognize what we 
are doing. 

A little bit later, when an opportunity 
presents itself, we will offer an amend
ment not to go for the full $4 million 
but simply increase it by $1.5 million at 
least and take a step in the direction of 
beginning to augment and to make pos
sible meeting the responsibilities on the 
part of the Congressional Research Serv
ice, with the employment of about 100 
persons additional rather than 209. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. SISK. I am glad to yield to my 
good friend from Ohio. 

Mr. BOW. I should like to refer the 
gentleman to the Committee on Rules' 
own report on this subject when the Re
organization Act was adopted. I quote: 

A sudden large expansion staff is probably 
inadvisable and perhaps even impossible, 
given the difficulties of recruiting expert re-

search personnel. The resources of both agen
cies will therefore develop gradually. We 
nevertheless expect the buildup of those re
sources to be substantially completed within 
5 years. 

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

Mr. BOW. I yield the gentleman 3 ad
ditional minutes. 

Mr. SISK. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. BOW. The gentleman has stated 

that this was 8 months ago that this re
organization plan was adopted. 

Mr. SISK. The gentleman is right. 
Mr. BOW. So, this is a rather gradual 

thing. This was 5 years ago under the 
mandate of the Committee on Rules. 
They do suggest to us there that a sud
den large expansion of the staff is prob
ably inadvisable and impossible. So it 
seems to me that the committee has done 
pretty well. 

Will the gentleman yield for one fur
ther observation? 

Mr. SISK. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. BOW. The gentleman has sug

gested that this is a change in the 
approach in the reorganization plan and 
there should be no change in the plan 
adopted by the Congress and the Com
mittee on Rules, but I recall the first 
vote in this Congress was to change the 
reorganization plan that had been 
adopted by the full Congress. That reor
ganization plan permitted the minority 
to have staffing, and the very first vote 
that came along changed that reorgani
zation plan. So I do not believe that the 
gentleman should complain about the 
possibility that there might be some de
viation from the plan as it came in, since 
the first vote here was a change in that 
reorganization plan. 

Mr. SISK. I appreciate that well, I will 
say to my good friend from Ohio, and I 
have objected to some of the changes in 
the reorganization plan. I would hope 
that we will know what we are doing and 
the issue should be brought out clearly 
and precisely on the matter of changing 
the legislative authorization. I am sure 
and in fact there are now pending some 
additional changes in the legislative reor
ganization plan. The Lord knows it is not 
perfect, in spite of all of the work that 
was done on it and all of the work on 
the part of all of the Members. I am 
sure that perfecting of the work will go 
on. 

And, I have no objection to that. I 
would hope, though. that we would do 
it under the legislative rules and by au-
thorization. . 

I recognize that there are problems 
involved and I recognize the time it took 
to bring about a change of procedures. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I would hope we 
would do it legislatively rather than what 
we have here as a veto by the Committee 
on Appropriations, but to appropriate 
according to the needs. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman 
will agree with me that the testimony was 
to the effect that the workload had in
creased over 10 percent and the com
mittee actually funded a 10-percent in
crease in personnel which in essence 
would not carry out what we felt to be 
an obligation on the Appropriations 
Committee to meet the requirements of 
Public Law 91-510. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 

Chairman, I have no further request for 
time. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from California <Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Chair
man, I want to concur in the remarks 
which have been made by the distin
guished gentleman from California <Mr. 
SISK) . I think that probably my record 
over the 14 years I have been here is 
about as conservative as the record of 
anyone else in this Chamber. I do not 
recall ever taking the floor and asking 
for an increase in appropriations or for 
funds for any facility located in my dis
trict. I think I have supported the Ap
propriations Committee and the distin
guished ranking minority member of the 
Appropriations Committee <Mr. Bow) on 
every proposal that he has brought to the 
floor of the House, whether it be a 5-
percent across-the-board cut, or what
ever it happened to be. But it looks to me 
like we will either have to do one thing 
or the other. We overwhelmingly passed 
a reorganization bill last year. I would 
like to read some of the provisions we 
did place in the bill as to the intent of 
the Congress, if we are going to have this 
Legislative Reference Service and if we 
are going to expand it, we should pro
vide the funds with which to do it. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no intention of 
arguing or in any way attempting to re
fute the statement of the distinguished 
gentleman from Alabama <Mr. ANDREWS) 
and the distinguished gentleman from 
Ohio CM.r. Bow) that we do not want 
this service to get into a greaJt big ex
panded monstrous situation. I do not 
want that either. But I think we ought 
to give them the necessary people and 
the funds with which to do what we have 
told them we wanted done. 

Mr. Chairman, the workload has been 
increased by 10 percent and we are with
out any funds to permit them to carry on 
the responsibilities which we have as
signed to them in the Legislative Reor
ganization Act. 

Let me read some of the language 
which we enacted when we expanded 
section 2{)3 <d) U) : 

(1) Section 203(d) (1) expands the duty 
of the Service in existing law to advise and 
assist committees of the House of Representa
tives and Senate, and joint committees of 
the Congress, in the analysts, appraisal, and 
evaluation of legislative proposals and rec
ommendations, by ·prescribing three addi
tional duties and objectives: (A) to assist 
committees in determining the advlsrublllty 
of enacting particular proposals or recom
mendations; (B) to assist committees ln esti
mating the probable results that would 
follow enactment of such proposals, as well 
as the probable results that would follow 
enactment of alternatives to such proposals; 
and (C) to assist committees in evaluating 
alternative methods of accompUshlng the 
results those proposals seek to achieve. 

(2) Section 203 (d) (1) expands the duty of 
the Congressional Research Service other
wise to assist in furnishing committees. with 
a basis for the proper evaluation and deter
mination of legislative proposals and recom
mendations, which in effect is provided for 
in existing law, by directing the Service to 
provide committees with such other il'esearch 
and analytical services as those committees 
consider a.ppropriate. 

Fourth, section 203(d) (4) provides that, 
upon appropriate request or upon its own 
initiative ln anticipation of requests, the 
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Congressional Research Service will collect, 
classify, and analyze, in the form of trans
lations, indexes, digests, compilations, bul
letins, reports and otherwise data having a 
bearing on legislation and will make such 
data availaJble and serviceable to committees 
and Members of the Senate and 'House and 
joint committees of the Congress. 

Fifth, section 203(d) (5) provides that, 
upon appropriate request or upon its own 
initiative in anticipation of requests, the 
Congressional Research Service wlll prepare 
and provide information, research, and refer
ence materials and services to committees 
and Members of the Senate and House, and 
to joint committees of Congress, to assist 
them both in their legislative and in their 
representative functions. 

Mr. Chairman, if we are going to 
place all of this additional responsibility 
upon them which we did by a very big 
vote in this House, we ought to give 
them something with which to work. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to join in 
supporting an amendment which will be 
offered to increase this amount by $1.5 
million, not by $4 million. An increase 
that will give them 100 employees, none 
of which will be supergrades. We have a 
list of each and every one of them and 
what they will do. We attempted to work 
this out with them based upon the re
sponsibilities we have placed upon them. 
If we require them based upon the re
sponsibilities we have placed upon them, 
if we require them to do this, then I 
think we should give them some funding 
with which to do it. 

Mr. Chairman, I use the Library of 
Congress very, very little. Some people 
say we should first determine What they 
have done. However, based upon the con
tacts which I have had with them, which 
has been a very few times when I have 
used them, their services have been very, 
very satisfactory to me. 

I am inclined to think from the testi
mony we heard before the Reorganiza
tion Commission that they get all kinds 
of requests over there, some of which 
are almost unbelievable. I think they do 
a fine job under the circumstances. 

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

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 ad
ditional minutes to the gentleman from 
California. 

Mr. SMITH of California. I thank the 
gentleman for the additional time. I am 
not trying to upset the appropriation 
bill, and I will state to the distinguished 
chairman of the full commitee, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. MAHON), 
that I have never done that in my 14 
years and, indeed, this is the 15th year 
that I have been here. I have supported 
the gentleman wholeheartedly, but I 
think the Committee has an obligation 
to support us a little bit and to give us 
some additional funding. Do not cut us 
off completely and say you cannot have 
anything. Give us a few more, Mr. MA
HON, so we can see how it works, .and 
then next year if you do not think it 
is working out satisfactorily, then recom
mend a change. We have voted that they 
should do these things, and they cannot 
do it if we do not permit them to do so, 
and without them doing so, we cannot 
establish what they can do unless we 
give them some personnel to work with. 

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

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

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I am im
pressed with what the gentleman from 
California is saying. I feel that we do 
need an effective and efficient research 
group in connection with the work of the 
Congress and the Congressional Re
search Service in the Library of Congress. 
However, the committee felt we ought to 
move a little more slowly and carefully 
than was proposed in the 'budget esti
mate, so that we would not ibuild up a. 
bulging bureaucracy. If it develops later 
on in the year that there is a real need 
for more, and that competent people are 
available, then we could bring in a sup
plemental. But I would hope that the 
House today would stand pat with the 
committee and not move any more rap
idly in this direction than the committee 
proposes. And that is the position of the 
committee and the chairman of the sub
committee (Mr. ANDREws of AlaJbama) , 
and the ranking minority member, the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Bow). We 
are all interested in doing whatever is 
appropriate. But, as I said, we thought 
it best to move slowly and carefully in 
this matter. 

Mr. SMITH of California. The law pro
vides that the people have the approval 
for employment. I agree with what the 
gentleman from Texas says about going 
slowly. I completely agree with that, ibut 
if we do not move at all, then we are 
definitely moving too slowly. So why do 
we not give them just a little bit to start 
carrying out the obligations that we have 
placed upon them rather than waiting 2 
or 3 more months and then saying we 
have got to have more money to carry 
out the program. Give us a little, so we 
can get started on this program. 

The CHlAlRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from California has again ex
pired. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I oppose 
this amendment to strike the $71 million 
sought for the Library of Congress' new 
James Madison Memorial Building. 
Abandoning this building now-after 
years of painstaking planning to make 
sure it answers the Library's most press
ing needs, after months of excavation 
work to make the site ready for construc
tion-would be nothing short of absurd. 
Millions have already been spent on 
this project. And $2 million more, hard
ly a trifling sum, would be simply squan
dered to pay cancellation costs for the 
building. 

The Library's need for more space is 
beyond dispute. Driven to renting ster
age space at high rates, the Library 
spends more than $2.2 million each year 
in renta~ costs. Other costs-these for 
leasing space to maintain routine op
erating activities-now approach about 
$350,000 a year. In economic terms alone, 
Mr. Chairman, the new building is more 
than warranted. · 

Without it, the Library simply cannot 
carry out its responsibilities to the Con
gress and the public at large. 

One alternative is possible, but 1t is 
chilling to contemplate. It would mean 

eastward expansion from the Library's 
present site-a move that would threat
en the Folger Library, housing a Shake
spearean collection celebrated the world 
over; St. Mark's Episcopal Church, a 
historical landmark in the District of 
Columbia; and scores of private town
houses restored to their original beauty. 

The only rationale for abandoning the . 
new library building-at least the only 
one I have heard--contends the site 
should be reserved for a fourth House 
office building. Yet, to my knowledge, no 
convincing evidence exists to support 
this argument. In any case, other sites 
for such an office building are readily 
available on Capitol Hill-to cite just one 
example, the sites of the underground 
garages, heralded when first constructed 
as inviting locations for any new office 
buildings. 

The following letter-from Lilliam 
Bradshaw, president of the American 
Library Association-points out the "ab
solute necessity" of the James Madison 
Building: 

AMERICAN LmRARY AsSOCIATION, 
Chicago, Ill., June 1, 1971. 

Hon. EDWARD P. BOLAND, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. BoLAND: As President of the 
American Library Association, I am writing 
to urge your active support for retention of 
the fuhds requested for construction of the 
James Madison Memorial Library Building 
in the FY 1972 Legislative Appropriations 
Bill to be considered in executive session 
of the House Appropriations Committee this 
afternoon at 3 p.m. 

Association members throughout the coun
try, working for continuing improvement of 
11Jbrary services for citizens in all walks of 
life, are appalled to learn through news
paper, radio and TV accounts that a halt to 
work has been called for on the new third 
building of the Library of Congress. This 
news is particularly shocking considering 
that plans for the building have been several 
years in the making and that excavation 1s 
now actually underway. 

Additional space is an absolute necessity if 
the Library of Congress is to continue to 
properly assist the Congress, other libraries, 
and the publics that they serve. 

We respecti!ully urge your assistance so 
that the construction of the James Madison 
Memorial Library Building can move ahead 
as quickly as possible on the present site be
tween 1st and 2nd Streets and Independence 
Avenue and C Street, S.E. 

Respectfully yours, 
. Ln.LIAN BRADSHAW, 

Pres,dent, American Library Association. 

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman I 
joined in the debate against the so-called 
Library of Congress James Madison 
Memorial Building appropriation of $71 
million as provided on page 18 of H.R. 
8825, not because I enjoy being negative 
b~t rather because I am completely con
vmced that the time has come to clamp 
the brakes on all construction that pro
ceeds piecemeal here on Capitol Hill 
without the benefit of any plan or pia~ 
which carefully delineate not only needs 
for the near future but needs for the dis
tant future. 

Space on Capitol Hill is precious. It is 
priceless. The square block under con
sideration is one of the last remaining 
plots of ground that is close enough to 
the Capitol to serve the future needs for 
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any type of housing directly connected 
with the legislative process. Please pay 
special attention to the fact that I used 
the word "housing" connected with the 
legislative process, and that I made no 
reference to a fourth House office build
ing. There is quite a difference. There is 
also a vast difference between using this 
precious, priceless land for a warehouse 
for books, which is what is proposed, 
when in fact such a warehouse could be 
located anywhere between here and 
Richmond on the south, or here and 
Baltimore on the north just as well as 
here on Capitol Hill. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not necessarily 
enjoy being cast in the role of a Devil's 
Advocate. As I look back I see that I 
could have improved my advocacy many
fold had I been privileged to have had 
access to the content of a certain report 
at the time I used my 5 minutes to speak 
in support of my amendment to strike all 
of the appropriation bill that sets up 
the money for the superstructure of the 
third Library of Congress. As I pointed 
out during my earlier remarks it seemed 
rather unusual that there was no archi
tect's drawing or even a picture of the 
building sitting in the well. As soon as I 
made that comment someone rushed in 
an architect's drawing and set it on an 
easel. I welcomed the privilege to see a 
picture of the structure which was un
doubtedly made available at the personal 
request of the genial gentleman from 
Alabama and the able chairman of the 
subcommittee, Mr. ANDREWS. But when I 
took my first look at the drawing I was 
forced to react with the comment, "It 
has no windows. It looks like a beautiful 
mausoleum.'' 

Now it has been suggested that the 
real issue here this afternoon, whether 
the money for the superstructure of the 
Madison Library is appropriated or not, 
has something to do with a fourth House 
office building. The minority leader 
stated that if one votes to knock out this 
money, he is voting for a fourth House 
office building. I am sure he must know 
that is not true. I am sure he knows, that 
he is advancing a deceptive, specious 
argument. While we are on the subject of 
an office building I think it is a fair 
appraisal to conclude that the building 
which is proposed is neither a warehouse 
for books nor an office building, but a 
sort of monumental type structure which 
seems to have a little bit of everything 
in it in an effort to try to please every 
occupant. 

When I upbraided my good friend, the 
chairman of the subcommittee, as to why 
he had not made available the beautiful 
blue brochure entitled "Report and Rec
ommendations of the James Madison 
Memorial Building" his reply was, "You 
did not ask for it." I suppose he was 
right. I did not learn the content of 
that report until the roll was being called 
on final passage. During these moments 
I walked over on the minority side and 
talked to a member of the Appropria
tions COmmittee. He was good enough 
to suggest that I get the report and then 
take a look at volwne 1, page III-9 dated 
April 1967. 

Immediately thereafter I asked the 
committee staff on our side of the aisle 
for a copy of that report. I proceeded to 

turn to the specified page. To my utter 
amazement I found that this proposed 
structure which has an admitted price 
tag of $100 million, and before it is 
finished will cost $150 million or maybe 
twice its estimated cost for a total turn
key price of $200 million-here is what 
I found: 

In this mammoth structure I found 
there is a total of 1,660,700 square feet but 
only 693,100 feet of that total is what is 
described as "collections and stcrage fa
cilities." That leaves a total of 967,600 
square feet which, according to the plans 
is assigned to "work and public func
tions." I was curious as to what this last 
assignment of space really meant but it 
did not take long for me to find out. Very 
quickly I found out that there w~s a plan 
for an assembly room for 200 persons. 
The plans call for a cafeteria to seat 
1,000. There is space which is marked 
"private dining rooms," and in another 
place the plans call for "snack rooms and 
lounges." Another item called for in the 
plans is what is called a "staff lounge." 
Still other space is assigned to what is 
called "health room." Now I do not know 
whether this later space means a gym
nasium, or a kind of an indoor spa, or 
whether it is a clinic of some kind or 
maybe a first aid station or just exactly 
what? If we vote this money today, I 
predict none of us will ever be privileged 
to find out until the building is com
pleted. 

No, a look at the blue brochure will re
veal the building that is proposed is much 
more than a warehouse for books. The 
report which I referred to a while ago 
provides that 5,600 employees wlll be 
housed in the building. It provides anal
most unlimited number of offices to be 
filled up with GS-10's, most of whom will 
have to have their own secretaries, under 
the operation of Parkinson's law. A most 
interesting item called for in the report 
is space for a "welfare and recreation 
association," and not omitted is an office 
for a credit union. 

Mr. Chairman, the items included in 
the plans which I have enumerated point 
out very conclusively that this may very 
well be an office building, but it is cer
tainly not just an ordinary office building 
but certainly much more than a. ware
house for books. 

Remember it is proposed to build this 
kind of windowless mixture on land so 
close to the Capitol that it cannot be 
duplicated anywhere else-here on this 
unique piece of real estate-if we pass 
this appropriation bill with this item of 
$71 million, we will be starting some
thing that will likely run $200 million be
force we are through. 

The report and recommendations is 
contained in a beautiful blue brochure 
where I learned all I needed to know in 
volume I, page III-9. There I learned 
enough to alert me to raise the :flag of 
caution that the auditorium, cafeteria, 
staff lounges, snack lounges, health 
rooms, Welfare and Recreation Associa
tion offices, Credit Union offices are not 
just conveniences but are luxuries we 
cannot afford in this year of 1971 when 
our deficit may run as high as $20 billion 
and when our national debt stands at 
nearly $400 billion. 

I am not sure that these luxuries should 

ever be included in a so-called ware
house for books but I am most certain 
that we cannot afford these unnecessary 
luxuries at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, as we come to a vote 
on this amendment, the issue is not a 
fourth House office building. Rather, the 
issue is whether we close off all of our 
options, or whether we keep our alterna
tives and options open. This choice piece 
of real estate cannot be duplicated any
where else on earth because there is only 
one Capitol in the United States, and 
this is the only piece of real estate ad
jacent to the present complex of House 
office buildings. 

The plans as revealed by that beauti
ful blue brochure indicate that we are 
not really erecting a repository for books 
but are we erecting a building that at 
some future time can be converted into 
a House office building? The photograph 
on the easel in the well of the House 
shows that it is a monumental structure 
but one that has very few windows on 
either of its four sides. Certainly the cost 
to try to adapt it for a House office build
ing in the future would be prohibitive. 

Not only should we keep our options 
open but we should hope before too long 
there will be some kind of long range 
plan for the future expansion of Capitol 
Hill. There is a lot of space elsewhere 
for books. We have an outstanding 
Architect of the Capitol. While I have 
not met him personally I understand he 
is well qualified. He has said to stop this 
construction. One does not ordinarily 
hire a lawyer and then disregard his ad
vice. If we have to find a place to store 
books there is a lot of Government 
owned property nearby. One area would 
be the Navy Yard in Southeast Washing
ton, not very far away. All the weight of 
logic is on the side of holding up on 
construction of this third library at this 
time. 

In the final analysis, Mr. Chairman, 
to go ahead with this library in my 
judgment of several others who spoke in 
favor of this amendment is a terrible 
mistake. I predict those who vote to go 
ahead with the James Madison Library 
today will regret it in the future. We all 
recall with pleasant memories our good 
friend from Virginia, the former chair
man of the Rules Committee who was so 
intent on the establishment of this li
brary. If there are those who still feel a 
compulsion to vote for these funds as 
memorial for the gentleman from Vir
ginia, Judge Smith, then of course that 
is their prerogative. But let us make no 
mistake about it, it is not intended to be 
a memorial to James Madison. 

The plans shows it may not even be a 
good library when only about 60 percent 
of the space is for storage facilities and 
40 percent of the space is for such so
called administrative facilities, other 
than shelving, which I have painstak
ingly described in detail right out the 
blue brochure known as the report and 
recommendations booklet. 

One final prediction is that if the lux
uries that are called for in this new 
building are carried through to comple-
tion and if the plans are not some way 
curtailed it will not take $100 million or 
$150 million but it will take at least $200 
million before it is finished. 
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Mr. Chairman, there are a lot better 

places to put a repository for books than 
on Capitol Hill. This monumental build
ing is without windows but is replete with 
luxuries. It will make life much easier 
and better for employees who are to be 
housed in this building, but it will add 
little to the basic fundamental purpose 
and objective of the Library of Congress 
which is to serve Members of Congress 
themselves in their daily needs and then 
the students and the general public who 
use the library for reference and re
search. No, a careful review of the plans 
will reveal we are building neither a re
pository for books nor an office building 
but a poor combination of both which 
includes a lot of luxuries we cannot 
afford. 

Mr. RARJCK. Mr. Chairman, the bill, 
H.R. 8825, under consideration, is en
titled "Making appropriations for the 
legislative branch for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1972, and for other pur
poses." 

At first blush, one assumes that legisla
tive appropriations consist of appropriat
ing moneys for Members and their staffs. 
It is the "for other purposes" taking up 
some 27 pages of the bill that reveals the 
high cost of Government by delegated 
powers to a congressional bureaucracy. 

The compensation of the 435 Mem
bers and the Resident Commissioner 
from Puerto Rico and the nonvoting Del
egate from the District of Washington, 
D.C. is given as $20,262,420, but this is 
just the start. 

As we go down the list, we see that 
such nonlegislative bodies as the House 
Democratic steering committee and the 
House Republican conference are to re
ceive $62,990 each; the majority floor 
leader, $144,220; the minority floor 
leader, $128,465; and the Republican and 
Democratic Party whips, $104,075 each; 
the Office of the Speaker, $222,350; mile
age, Members and Speaker's expense al
lowance, $200,000; the Parliamentarian, 
$178,080; Chaplain, $19,770; Office of the 
Attending Physician, $92,900; Sergeant 
at Arms, $3,737,615; Doorkeeper, 
$2,953,180; Clerk, $2,852,030. 

None of these allowances includes 
staffs of the Members at $55,320,000, 
committee employees which are listed at 
$8,162,000 and elsewhere at $1,219,000, 
the contingent furniture fund at $587,-
000, the miscellaneous items of salary, 
automobile hire, and so forth, at $7,325,-
000 nor special and select committees at 
$10,770,000. The bill earmarks for tele
phone and telegraph expenses $4,000,-
000; for stationery, $1,529,500; and al
lows each Member and official to have a 
separate postage stamp allowance in ad
dition to the frank totaling $324,000. 

It provides an allowance for the pur
chase, and maintenance of limousines 
and chauffeurs for the Speaker, majority 
leader, and minority leader at $17,930 
each, or totaling $53,790. 

Then follow lists of such appropria
tions a.s joint committees between the 
House and Senate, the Architect of the 
Capitol and his staff, $1,095,700; and the 
Architect's contingent "unforeseen" ex
pense fund of $50,000. 

I pass over the controversial new 

James Madison Memorial Library of 
Congress at $71,090,000; and the Botanic 
Garden at $738,540. 

In short, the bill, considered by many 
as paying the salaries of the Congress
men and staffs, has been turned into a 
literal Christmas tree bearing gifts for 
all on Capitol Hill. I am certain that the 
members of the committee have done 
their best to protect the taxpayers, 
otherwise the asking prices would have 
been much higher, but we all know what 
tremendous pressures our colleagues who 
scrutinize money bills operate under
always to continue existing programs 
and to enlarge them for more effective
ness. The bureaucracies of Congress 
have now become so large and powerful 
that the tail is now wagging the dog. 

But I feel confident that the majority 
of the people who sent me up here to 
represent them would examine these 
astronomical figures and side benefits 
with raised eyebrows. Especially is this 
true as they examine the ever-increasing 
national debt and consider the certainty 
of additional income taxes. I do not hesi
tate to vote against the bill merely be
cause it contains my salary, including the 
42-percent increase. Had we been given 
a chance to vote against the salary raise 
when it was first authorized, I would 
have done so at that time. 

I cannot see that time has changed the 
issue. 

I must, therefore, cast my people's vote 
against H.R. 8825. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, we have no further requests 
for time on our side. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, we have no 
further requests for time on our side. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

OFFICE OF THE SPEAKER 

For the Office of the Speaker, $222,350. 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise to a 
point oi order on page 2, and to point out 
to the Chairman that I was on my feet 
when that portion was read, and I am 
referring to line 18. I rise to a point of 
order on that as having been unauthor
ized, and it is, therefore, legislation in 
an appropriation bill, and .that specif
ically the increase of $40,000 is not only 
unauthorized and therefore legislation as 
an appropriation bill, but that it is 
against the Reorganization Act of 1970, 
which sets a ceiling on this office which 
is exceeded here by $40,000. ' 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Alabama desire to be heard on the 
point of order raised by the gentleman 
from Missouri? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, we concede the point of order, 
and we shall offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is 
conceded and is therefore sustained. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. As I un
derstand it, the point of order is to the 
$40,000. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I will state 
for the benefit of the gentleman from 
Alabama, as set forth on page 23 of the 
report, in the table, and in the bill, it is 
line 18. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, my parliamentary inquiry is 
this, is the point of order to all of line 
18 on page 2 of the bill, or to the $40,000? 

Mr. HALL. The point of order is to all 
the language, it has to be, Mr. Chair
man, I will state, and the amendment, 
obviously eliminates only the unauthor
ized $40,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 
to the gentleman from Missouri that 
the Chair agrees with the gentleman. All 
of the language on line 18 has been 
stricken by the point of order, which has 
been conceded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ANDREWS 

OF ALABAMA 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ANDREWS of 

Ala.ba.ma: On page 2, line 18, insert: "For the 
Office of the Speaker $182,350." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to pro

pound a question to any member of the 
Committee on Appropriations with refer
ence to the use of the limousines that 
were referred to by the gentleman from 
Iowa. 

I wonder if any Member, or perhaps 
the gentleman from Alabama who is rich 
in his knowledge of American history, or 
any member of the Committee on Appro
priations can say for the record at what 
point in history four leaders of the House 
and the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives began to be afforded chaf
feur-driven carriages or automobiles. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I do not 
know. But there is an old saying in the 
law-"since the memory of man runneth · 
not to the contrary." 

Mr. JACOBS. Well, you see, somebody's 
memory runneth to the contrary. I re
member that when Thomas Jefferson was 
sworn in as President of the United States 
that he had a breakfast in his boarding
house close by over here and walked to 
his inauguration. So the memory of man 
runs to the point where the President of 
the United States, being a public ser
vant, was able to walk to work. I realize 
that maybe for security reasons that has 
changed somewhat but I wonder why it 
is that a floor leader or the Speaker of 
the House, who really do not have any 
place to go except right here in this 
Chamber to perform their duties. 

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

Mr. JACOBS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. RONCALIO. I do not know about 

this memory of man insofar as this ap
propriation is concerned, but I do not 
object to the House of Representatives 
providing its leadership with these three 
automobiles. I submit that unless the 
Representatives in this Congress have 
the courage to face up to the mammoth 
growth problem that has been taking 
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place in this area, pretty soon you will 
have to accommodate our leaders with 
helicopters--never mind Cadillacs--if 
you intend them to get to work on time 
because unless we quit building in this 
area, and help reduce congestion and 
sprawl, it is going to be an uninhabitable 
capital in maybe the next 15 years. 

Mr. JACOBS. Well-how in the world 
do the rest of us get to work on time? 
I have always wondered why public serv
ants should be served by servants. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am just amazed at the 
statement that the gentleman just made 
in the well of the House. Every bureau
crat -downtown has a car and he has a 
driver, if he is in any kind of position 
of importance in the executive bureau 
where they have hundreds of cars at their 
beck and call of the people who need it 
for transportation, or who claim they 
need it. Here we are, the greatest legisla
tive body in the world, advised to deny 
our leadership an automobile and a 
driver. How penny pinching can you get? 
These men are leaders of the .House and 
they have positions of prestige and dig
nity which has been conferred upon 
them by the full membership of the 
House of Representatives. They have ob
ligations to go to places and they need 
a man to drive their automobile while 
they go into an office. Their time is valu-
8.1ble. It is inconvenient for me many times 
to go down to one of the agencies for a 30-
minute or 15-minute interview with some 
top official. I usually have someone in my 
office drive the car and stand by because 
you frequently cannot find a place to 
park in lots of places. I think it is getting 
pretty bad when the House of Represent
atives does not think enough of its 
leadership to give ·them the prestige that 
you give to a low-level division leader 
down in one of the executive depart
ments. I just do not go along with that 
kind of denegration of the dignity of the 
leaders of the House of Representatives. 

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

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

Mr. JACOBS. The gentleman asked a 
question-how penny pinching can you 
get--

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is exactly what 
I asked. 

Mr. JACOBS. I do not know, but I do 
not have many constituents who regard 
limousines and chauffeurs as being in 
the penny pinching category. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I doubt if your con
stituents have public officials who have 
the dignity and leadership and respon
sibility of the leaders of the House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. J'ACOBS. I thank the gentleman 
very much for his compliment to my 
people. A man is dignified, not accord
ing to his car and servant, but accord
ing to how he behaves-not according to 
what he has-at taxpayer's expense-
but a{!cording to what he is. 

I have a bill to do away with nearly 
all servant-driven Federal cars. To say 
downtown bureaucrats have such autos 
does not excuse our having them. Two 
wrongs do not make a right. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

OFFICE OF THE CHAPLAIN 

For the Office of the Chaplain, $19,770. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise to attempt to as
certain what is the purpose of the Ap
propriations Committee with regard to 
the Congressional Research Service? 

First I should like to :find out whether 
the statement of the chairman of the 
Subcommittee of the Rules Committee on 
Reorganization <Mr. SisK) is accurate 
with regard to the amount of money 
provided, I guess, to what was called in 
the bill the Legislative Reference Serv
ice. The chairman <Mr. SISK) who spent 
many, many hours dealing with this 
problem of reorganization, has stated 
that as he understood the situation the 
Appropriations Subcommittee and full 
committee recommends to the House an 
increase in funding which will provide 
in essence for the increase in workload. 

I should like to have the chairman of 
the Appropriations Subcommittee advise 
me as to what the facts are as he sees 
them. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. We did 
not specify what the positions were. We 
gave them 37 new positions. 

Mr. BOLLING. What is the relation
ship of the 37 people to the request made 
by the Legislative Reference Service? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Well, now 
they have a wide discTetion aJbout how 
they use employees. We are funding 400 
employees for that service. They request
ed 209 additional. As against the 209 we 
gave them 37, bringing the total up to 
400. 

Mr. BOLLING. Is it possible to answer 
my questi:on? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Not for 
me to answer it. 

Mr. BOLLING. The gentleman does not 
have any information as to how the work
load increased, and the relationship? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. They say 
the workload has increased. 

Mr. BOLLING. What did they say it 
had increased? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Approxi
mately 10 percent. 

Mr. BOLLING. Apparently the gentle
man from California is essentially cor
rect. The increase provided is essentially 
the same ·as that of the increase in the 
workload. 

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

Mr. BOLLING. I am delighted to yield 
to the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. RHODES. I will say that workloads 
are always a matter of opinion. It was 
the opinion of the Appropriations Sub
committee that the workload of the leg
islative counsel would be increased be· 
cause of the Reorganization Act, but we 
did not believe it would increase as pre
cipitately as the budget request indicated 
it might. 

Also, we are not sure in this period of 
time it is possible to get employees who 
would be adequate employees to staff such 
a large increase as was requested. It was 
our opinion that the 37 new positions in 
the bill would be completely adequate. 

Mr. BOLLING. I believe I have estab-

lished the preliminary brush clearing I 
was interested in. Now I should like to 
ask a specific question. 

What is the intent of the Subcommittee 
on Appropriations and its members, its 
chairman and ranking minority member. 
with regard to funding the program pro
vided by the Congress to change the Leg
islative Reference Service to the Con
gressional Research Service? 

One who has worked on this for a very 
long time has one view if this is only a 
gradual step in the direction of comply
ing with the law just passed and another 
view if it is a deliberate effort to cut off 
this baJby early in its life. 

I have been here long enough-and 
so have most other member--so that I 
have seen the Appropriations Committee 
come in many times, shortly after a mat
ter was enacted, shortly after the public 
was advised that the Congress had done 
this or that, to eliminate that particular 
provision. No doubt everybody in the 
Congress has understoood what was 
going on. No doubt the public understood 
that the Congress just changed its mind 
from one year to the next. But I believe 
it is very important to estabUsh here 
what is going on. 

We passed the Reorganization Act 8 
months ago overwhelmingly. Did we 
mean it, or are we merely going through 
some motions to placate the people who 
do not think that up to that time we 
were working very well? 

The question of intent is a very impor
tant question, and I hope that the gen
tlemen either on my time, if they choose 
to get me more time, or on theirs, will 
explain what is the intent. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri has expired. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Missouri <Mr. BoLLING) asked questions 
of the ranking minority member I shall 
attempt to answer. 

Mr. BOLLING. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BOW. I have been asked what the 
intent of the ranking minority member 
is on this question. I want to point out 
before I give that intent that this brings 
this research group up to 400 members. 
Now, let us not be fooled by the 37 in
crease. There are now 400 bodies on 
board in this Congressional Research 
Service. We have taken ·the mandate of 
the Committee on Rules-! will read it 
again, although the gentleman did not 
want to hear it-in which the Committee 
on Rules commented with regard to this 
reorganization plan. 

Mr. BOLLING. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BOW. I will not yield at this time. 
The Committee on Rules said as fol

lows: 
A sudden large expansion of staff is prob

ably inadvisable and perhaps even impos
sible, given the difficulties of recruiting ex
pert research personnel. The resources o! 
both agencies will therefore develop gradu
ally. We nevertheless expect the buildup of 
those resources to be substantially com
pleted within 5 years. 

Now, we have followed that mandate. 
We are going slow to start with. We will 
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begin to examine where there are quali
fied people to fill these positions up to 
572 if they are necessary. It is the intent 
of this Member each year to get the 
testimony of the Congressional Research 
Service and I would think the testimony 
of Members of the House who could come 
in before the committee and testify as to 
the need for the increase and if that in
crease is necessary. If they make a case 
up to 572 over a period of 5 years, then 
certainly it ought to be funded. How
ever, I agree with the Committee on 
Rules that it would be a mistake just sud
denly to go in and give them what ·they 
ask for, 572 members, which is an in
crease of several hundred. They could 
not have done it and could not have got
ten qualified people to come in. It is the 
intent of this Member on the evidence 
submitted to the committee by Members 
of ·the House and by the Congressional 
Research Service to evaluate this. 

It would seem to me to be a mistake for 
this committee today and this House to
day to go in and put in all of these mem
bers or even the amount that the gentle
man from California has suggested he 
will offer an amendment for later in com
mittee. 

Again I want to point out the gentle
man (Mr. BoLLING) talks about this over
whelming vote on the reorganiza-tion 
plan with a very few votes against it. 
It was adopted, however, that is true, but 
Mr. BoLLING was one of those who came 
in on the very first vote in this Congress 
and amended the Reorganization Act in 
order to take the staffing away from the 
minority. So there can be changes that 
can be looked at. 

I further want to point out to the gen
tleman that the Reorganization Act may 
have some good things in it, but it is one 
of the most expensive things that has 
happened around Congress for a long 
time. Even with the small increases that 
we have made in this bill today, _the Re
organization Act calls for an increase of 
over $4 million in the cost of this bill. If 
we go ahead with all of the building up 
of personnel, we will get up to about $10 
million or $15 million in additional cost 
because of the reorganization, and the 
minority still does not have the staff that 
they were promised when the bill passed 
originally. 

Now I am glad to yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. BOLLING. I am delighted that the 
gentleman is prepared to yield, because 
you ' heard me explain that I could not 
yield to you before because my time ran 
out. 

The fact is I could not have yielded 
because my time ran out. I think it is 
important to be a little factual. There 
has not been any answer to the question. 

Mr. BOW. I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

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

I would like to ask a question I neg
lected to ask earlier. Is there any provi
sion in this bill for the hiring of elevator 
operators in the Rayburn Building? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Will ' the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I am delighted to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Not to my 
knowledge. 

Mr. GROSS. Now, let me turn to page 
23. 

Could the gentleman give me a brief 
explanation of the meaning of the lan
guage beginning on page 22 dealing with 
"Not to exceed 10 positions in the 
Library of Congress" and with partic
uLar reference to the language on page 
23 dealing with the Foreign Book Serv
ice, single employees in the Foreign 
Service, and so on and so forth. 

What is the meaning of all that? 
Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 

Chairman, if the gentleman will yield, 
these people are paid in foreign curren
cies, but the Americans who serve over
seas and who administer the programs 
are paid in American dollars. 

Mr. GROSS. Are these foreigners em
ployed in this country? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. No. 
Mr. GROSS. These are foreigners em

ployed overseas? 
Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. That is 

correct; wherever the country has a for
eign exchange program. But the posi
tions you are referring to are only for 
the single employees who work for the 
Library of Congress. However, those 
who work overseas in the foreign coun
tries where the foreign library books 
programs of acquisition is carried 
out---

Mr. GROSS. Well, most of this is un
questionably legislation on an appro
priation bill. But I would like to know 
whether the gentleman can make a case 
for it on the basis of equity, on the basis 
of economy or efficiency, or anything 
else? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I will say 
to the gentleman from Iowa that this 
program has been underway for a long 
time and there is a tremendous amount 
of interest in this program throughout 
the entire country on the part of the 
library researchers, and so forth. We had. 
as you know, foreign currency stacked 
up--

Mr. GROSS. In some places. 
Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. These are 

the points where the Library does this 
book exchange work. Now, you have got 
to have employees in the country where 
they are collecting the books. All of the 
employees, except in management, are 
foreigners or natives of the country, but 
the library managers so to speak are not. 

Mr. GROSS. Do I understand that 
this language permits payment in for
eign currency and counterpart funds? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. For the 
acquisition of books and for the employ
ment of natives of the country. 

Mr. GROSS. I see. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. BENNET!'. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of my tak
ing this time is to refer to the language 
which appears on page 15 of the bill 
where it says, "for necessary expendi
tures for the Capitol Building and elec
trical substations of the Senate and 
House office buildings, under the juris
diction of the Architect of the Capitol, 
including improvements, maintenance, 
repair. equipment, supplies," and so 
forth. 

The purpose of my taking this time is 
to inquire of the committee, what I think 
is clear, but I want to make some legisla
tive history on the subject, there is noth
ing contained in this bill oo allow for any 
step forward or any beginning of con
struction on the west front of the 
Capitol? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Al1aJbama. That is 
correct. As a maJtter of fact, the Archi
tect has not come up with his recom
mendations for the Commission on the 
Extension of the Capitol, as to whether it 
should be restoration or otherwise. 

Mr. BENNETT. I am sure the chair
man of this committee would do every
thing within his power to see that if any 
effort is made to make a new front on 
this Capitol, that Members of Congress 
will be fully advised and will have full 
opportunity to debate it and it will not 
be slipped in through some language 
tucked away in the bill? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. That is 
correct. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

OFFICE OF THE LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL 

For salaries and expenses of the Office of 
the Legislative Counsel of the House $739 -
160. , • 

Mr. ~'KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the pomt of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. 

Ninety-five Members are present, not 
a quorum. The Clerk will call the roll. 
~e Clerk called the roll, and the fol

loWing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Abourezk 
Alexan der 
An derson, 

Til. 
Anderson, 

Ten n . 
Annunzio 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Ba dillo 
Baring 
Barrett 
Bell 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Biest er 
Bingham 
Blanton 
Blat nik 
Bra y 
Broomfield 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Bu rleson, Tex. 
Byron 
Carey, N.Y. 
Carney 
Celler 
Chamberla in 
Chappell 
Clark 
Clawson, Del 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Collins, Til. 
Colmer 
Conte 
Conyers 
Culver 
Daniels, N.J. 
Delaney 
Denh olm 
Dent 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Diggs 
Dorn 
Drinan 
Dulski 
Dwyer 
Eckhardt 

[Roll No. 118) 
Edmondson 
Edwards, La. 
Erlenborn 
Evins, Tenn. 
Fish 
Flowers 
Flynt 
Frelinghuysen 
Fulton, Tenn. 
Gallagher 
Gettys 
Giaimo 
Goldwat er 
Halpern 
Hanna 
Hansen, Idaho 
Ha r vey 
Hawkins 
Hays 
Hebert 
Heckler, Mass. 
Henderson 
Hicks, Mass. 
Hillis 
Horton 
Howard 
Hungate 
Hunt 
! chord 
Jarman 
Karth 
Kemp 
Kluczynski 
Landrum 
Long, La. 
McClory 
McCloskey 
McCulloch 
McDade 
McDonald, 

M ich. 
McM.lllan 
Mathis, Ga. 
Metcalfe 
Michel 
Mills, Ark. 
Mink 
Nelsen 
Passman 
Pat man 
Pepper 

Peyser 
Podell 
Price, Tex. 
Pryor, Ark. 
Pucinski 
Purcell 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Rangel 
Reid, N.Y. 
Reuss 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roy 
Runnels 
Ruppe 
StGermain 
Schmitz 
Schwengel 
Sebelius 
Shipley 
Shoup 
Sikes 
Spence 
Stafford 
Staggers 
Steed 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stokes 
St ubblefield 
St uckey 
Symington 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thom pson, 

N.J . 
Thone 
Waldie 
Ware 
Whalen 
Wh alley 
White 
Whitehurst 
Widnall 
Wiggin s 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Wyatt 
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Accordingly the Committee rose; a1_1d 
the Speaker having resumed t~e Chau, 
Mr. MuRPHY of New York, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con
sideration the bill H.R. 8825, and fin~
ing itself without a quorum, he had di
rected the roll to be called, when 286 
Members responded to their na~es, a 
quorum, and he submitted herewith the 
names of the absentees to be spread upon 
the Journal. . . . 

The Committee resumed Its sittmg. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Committee will 

rise informally in order that the House 
may receive a message. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

The Speaker resumed the Ch~ir · . 
The SPEAKER. The Chair Will receive 

a message. . 
A message in writing from the Pres~

dent of the United States was communi
cated to the House by Mr. ~eonard, one 
of his secretaries, who also mformed the 
House that on the following dates the 
President approved and signed bills of 
the House of the following titles: 

on May 18, 1971: 
H.R. 4246. An act to extend certain laws 

relating to the payment of interest on time 
and savings deposits and economic stabili
zation, and !or other purposes. 

On May 21, 1971: 
H.R. 7500. An act to provide for the place

ment of Lt. Gen. Keith B. McCutcheon, U.S. 
Marine corps, when retired, on the retired 
list in the grade of general. 

On May 25, 1971: 
H.R. 8190. An act making supplemental 

appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1971, and for other purposes. 

On June 1, 1971: 
H.R. 5352. An act to amend the act to 

authorize appropriations for the fiscal year 
1971 for certain maritime programs of the 
Department of Commerce. 

The SPEAKER. The Committee will 
resume its sitting. 

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1972 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SISK 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SISK: Page 4, 

after line 23, insert: 
"Section 522(b) of the Legislative Reorga

nization Act o.f I970 (PubHc Law 91-510; 2 
u.s.c. 282a(b)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"'(b) (1) Ona of the attorneys appointed 
under subsecti::m (a) shall be designated by 
the Legislative Counsel as Deputy Legisla
tive Counsel. During the absence or disabil
ity of the Leg isla ti ve Counsel,_ or when the 
office is vacant, the Deputy Legtslative Coun
sel shall perform the functions of the Legis
lative Counsel. 

"• (2) The Legislative Counsel may dele
gate to the Deputy Legislat ive Counsel and 
to other employees appointed under sub
section (a) such of his functicns as he con
siders necessary cr appropriate.' 

"Section 525 of the Legislative Reorgani
zation Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-510; 2 
U.S.C. 282d) is amended to read as follows: 

"'OFFICIAL MAIL MATTER 

"'Sec. 525. The Legislative Counsel may 
send the official mail matter of the Office as 
franked mail under seotion 32'10 of title 39, 
United States Code.' " 

Section 3210 of title 39, United States Code 
(Public Law 91-375), is amended-

" ' ( 1) by inserting "and the Legislative 
Counsel of the House of Representatives," 
immediately after "terms of office," in the 
fivst sentence; and 

"'(2) by striking out "or Sergeant at Arrns 
of the House of Represen tatives," in the sec
ond sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Sergeant at Arms of the House of Repre
sentatives, or Legislative Counsel of the 
House of Representatives,'. 

"Section 3Z16(a) of title 39, United States 
Code, Ls amended by striking out 'and the 
Sergeant at Arm of the House of Representa
tives,' and inserting in lieu thereof 'Serg~nt 
at Arms of the House <Yf Representat ives, 
and Legislative Counsel Of the House of Rep
resentatives,'." 

Mr. SISK <during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

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

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, and I should also like 
to make a point of order against the 
amendment and will reserve the point 
of order against the amendment to ask 
if the gentleman from California will let 
us know what the purpose of this amend
ment is since it is quite obviously legis
lation on an appropriation bill. 

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

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 
point of order against the amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from 
Ohio <Mr. Bow) reserves a point of order 
against the amendment. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman from Ohio yield? 

Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, it is my 

understanding, of course, that this 
amendment had been cleared with both 
sides of the aisle and I will try very 
briefly to explain it. 

Mr. BOW. There was a suggestion that 
there would be a change in the name of 
the deputy. But as the amendment was 
being read, I see that there is a great 
deal more than simply a change in the 
name of deputy. I have not seen the 
amendment. The amendment was not 
submitted to us, and that is the reason I 
would like to have the gentleman explain 
the amendment to us. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

what was omitted through some inad
vertency in connection with the office in 
the legislative counsel. That is really all 
it does. 

Mr. Chairman, as I say, and I hope i! 
I might get a copy to the gentleman so 
that he could see the amendment. As I 
said, I understood the gentleman dia 
have copies. 

The first part of the amendment deals 
with the matter of placing in the law 
the fact that during the absence or dis
ability of the legislative counsel, the 
deputy counsel should perform those 
functions. That is merely a technical 
matter. There was some thought that this 
could be handled administratively and 
at present it is being done. But this does 
make it official. 

The second part of the amendment 
deals with permitting the legislative 
counsel to have the franking privilege 
as other officers of the House such as the 
Sergeant at Arms have, subject, of course, 
to other limitations of law. 

In other words, that is the require
ment that the franking privilege be used 
only for official business. 

Let me say that in the consideration 
of this request before the gentleman's 
committee, I notice reference made to 
it in the report to the subcommittee of 
the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. Bow), 
that this matter would be left open with
out any intent to be against the situ
ation subject to the approval of the legis
lative committee. The legislative com
mittee in this case, first, will be the Com
mittee on Rules and the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service in connec
tion with the second. 

My understanding is that the first 
part has the full approval of the Com
mittee on Rules and as to the second 
part, I believe, by the action only yester
day of the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service, and I will be glad to yield 
either to the gentleman from Iowa <Mr. 
GRoss). or the gentleman from Arizona 
<Mr. UDALL) to comment on this. They 
also approved the use of the franking 
privilege for the legislative counsel's 
office. 

That is what this amendment does. 
Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I would like 

to ask the distinguished gentleman with 
reference to the second page of his 
amendment. 

'' (2) by striking out 'or Sergeant at 
Arms of the House of Representatives' 
and other changes apparently of respon
sibility." Just what does that do? . 

Mr. SISK. That in no sense changes 
the authority of the Sergeant at Arms 
in connection with this use of the frank. 

Mr. BOW. I am delighted to yield 
the gentleman. 

This is merely a technical change re
to quired by law in combining the Ser

geant at Arms of the House of Represent
atives and the legislative counsel of the 
House of Representatives. It is a tech-

Mr. SISK. First, let me apologize to 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Ohio. I am very sorry. It was my under-
standing that copies of the amendment 
and an explanation of it had been de
livered to the gentleman and to his staff. 
I certainly do apologize. But I was ap
parently misinformed. 

The purpose of this, actually, is re~lly 
to provide two amendments, puttmg 
them together in the legislative counsel's 
office and the purpose was to perfect 

nical matter fitting in the legislative 
counsel along with the Sergeant at Arms 
in connection with the use of the frank. 

Mr. BOW. It does not change the re
sponsibility of the Sergeant at Arms? 

Mr. SISK. Not one whit. 
Mr. BOW. As I understand this amend

ment, and correct me if I am wrong, it 
simply provides for a deputy legislative 



June 4, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 18039 
connsel and gives to the legislative coun
sel the right of the franking privilege. 

Mr. SISK. That is correct. 
Mr. BOW. Those are the two things 

being done. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman 

from Iowa. 
Mr. GROSS. With respect to the frank

ing privilege, it was represented to us 
yesterday that the cost for postage is 
approximately $50 a year. In ttsing 
penalty mail, the costs as represented to 
us are several times $50 because of the 
necessity to file forms and keep certain 
acconnts. 

Mr. BOW. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BOW. I yield to my distinguished 

chairman. 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I should 

like to say that I have had some occasion 
to look into this matter, and I agree 
with the position of the gentleman from 
California and the gentleman from Iowa. 
I believe the amendment should be ap
proved. It appears to be in the best in
terest of the operation of the office of 
the Legislative Counsel. 

I believe that this amendment is on 
solid ground and is well supported by all 
those who are most familiar with it. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I concur 
in what the chairman of the committee 
says. So far as I am concerned, it is 
agreeable. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw 
my reservation. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. SrsK) in support of his amendment. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I simply ask 
for a vote on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California <Mr. SrsK). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

GOVERNMENT CONTRIBUTIONS 

For contributions to employees life insur
ance fund, retirement fund, and health 
benefits fund, as authorized by law, $5,245,-
000, and in addition, such amount as may be 
necessary may be transferred from the pre
ceding appropriation for "miscellaneous 
items". 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the language to be 
found on page 6, line 7, after the figures 
"$5,245,000." It is this language: 

And in addition, such amount as may be 
necessary may be transferred from the pre
ceding appropriation for "miscellaneous 
items". 

Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against this language on the grounds 
that it is legislation on an appropriation 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Alabama desire to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, I will say to the gentleman 
from Iowa this is merely a facilitating 
provision. This is an amount that must 
be paid. It is subject to a point of order, 
but it is going to be paid one way or the 
other, because it is provided by law for 
Government contributions. We have no 
way of determining precisely what 
amount will be needed. 

Some Members have 15 employees. 
Some have 16. Some have four or five. 
Regardless of the amount, it has to be 
paid. 

Mr. GROSS. Then I submit, Mr. Chair
man, the Members of the House have no 
way of knowing what constitutes "mis
cellaneous items." 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. It refers 
to the "preceding appropriation for 'mis
cellaneous items'." This is transfer au
thority. That is what it amounts to. 

Does the gentleman insist on his point 
of order? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, Mr. Chairman; I in
sist on the point of order. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, we concede the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Alabama concede the point of 
order? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. We do, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of orde- is 
sustained. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

SPECIAL AND SELECT COMMITrEES 

For salaries and expenses of special and 
select committees authorized by the House, 
$10,770,000. 

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

Mr. Chairman, in the legislative ap
propriation bill I would hope that funds 
could be found for travel expenses 
to Europe for several of the Members 
of Congress who fought so hard and so 
successfully in killing the American 
supersonic transport program. I am 
thinking particularly of the senior Sena
tor from Wisconsin <Mr. PROX:MIRE) and 
the gentleman from lllinois <Mr. YATES) 

In this body 2 years ago, our late Clu

league L. Mendel Rivers eloquently ex
plained what the SST meant to America's 
aviation industry. And, he spoke of the 
coming competition from the Russians 
and from the British-French consortium 
which has built the Concorde. Yet, his 
prophecy fell on many deaf ears. 

While the gentleman from South Caro
lina was warning us nJt to develop my
opia over the pending competition, the 
gentleman from lllinois <Mr. YATES) was 
responding. saying: 

I am not sure there will be competition ... 
we do not know now whether the British or 
the French plane will fly . 

And, in the other body, Senator PRox
MIRE was making an equally sh<1rt-range 
observation, saying we were touting the 
SST -"To provide unneeded protection 
for our thriving aviation industry-and 
our nation'll prestige again: t the grossly 

overblown threat to an overrated foreign 
competitor, the Concorde." 

May I say, Mr. Chairman, that the 
last week in Paris has set the record 
straight as to whether or not these two 
gentlemen were mistaken. 

The Concorde is fiying as we said it 
would. And, several U.S. airlines now are 
negotiating with officials of this Anglo
French company on specifications and 
guarantees which would lead to pur
chases of the faster than sound com
mercia! jet. 

Our Secretary of Transportation, 
Senator GoLDWATER, and reporters 
who have ridden in the Concorde have 
praised it and predicted it will suc
ceed. 

Likewise, there were voices of scorn 
when we said there was pending compe
tition from the Russian TU-144. Now, it 
is reported from Paris that the Soviet 
counterpart to the Concorde is quieter 
and cleaner, and experts who saw the 
Russian craft land said that it apparent
ly could meet the United States new 
standards for noise, and that it emitted 
no smoke. 

I take no satisfaction in saying I was 
right and they were wrong, but I do 
say a trip abroad for the most vocal op
ponents of a U.S. SST would be a most 
justified expenditure. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re.a d. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TFLEGRAPH AND TELEPHONE 

For telegraph and telephone service, ex
clusive of personal services, $4,000,000: Pro
vided, That the provisions of House Resolu
tion 418, Ninety-second Congress, shall be 
the permanent law with respect thereto. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. HALL. Mr Chairman, I make a 
point of order against lines 19 and 20 on 
page 6, under the gen~ral heading of 
"Telegraph and Telephone". After the 
proviso in the paragraph it states: "shall 
be the permanent law with respect 
thereto." 

I make the point of order that this is 
legislation on an appropriation bill. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, do I understand the gentleman 
from Missouri as including in his point of 
order the language on page 6, line 18, 
after the "$4,000,000: Provided," and all 
from there tc the end of line 20? 

Mr. HALL. That is correct, Mr. Chair
man. I do not believe that we should 
have a proviso which is obviously legis
lation in an appropriation bill. I do net 
believe that this law should be perma
nentized in this manner, and I make the 
point of order that it is legislation in an 
appropriation bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
make a point of order only against the 
proviso? 

Mr. HALL. That is correct, Mr. Chair
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Alabama wish to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. This is 
an old practice that has been followed 
by this committee at the request of com
mittees for many, many years and is in 
accordance with the intent of the Con
gress. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
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from Alabama concede the point of 
order? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. We do. 
The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is 

sustained and the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

POSTAGE STAMP ALLOWANCES 

Postage stamp allowances for the second 
session of the Ninety-second Congress, as 
follows: Clerk, $1,120; Sergeant at Arms, 
$840; Doorkeeper, $700; Postmaster, $560; 
each Member, the Speaker, the majority and 
minority leaders, the majority and minority 
whips, a.nd each standing committee, as au
thorized by law; $321,090: Provided, That the 
provisions of House Resolution 420, Ninety
second Congress, shall be the permanent law 
with respect thereto. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the language to 
be found on page 7, line 7, which states 
as follows: 

Provided, That the provisions of House 
Resolution 420, Ninety-second Congress shall 
be the penn.anent law with respect thereto. 

I make a point of order against that 
language on the ground that it is legis
lation in an appropriation bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will in
quire of the gentleman from Alabama if 
he wishes to be heard on the point of 
order. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Again we 
were following the inteDJt of the House 
and a custom which is established. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
concede the point of order? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. We do. 
The CHAIRMAN. The point of order 

against the proviso is sustained, and the 
Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS JAMES MADISON 

MEMORIAL BUILDING 

For a.n additional amount for "Library of 
Congress James Madison Memoria.! Building", 
$71,090,000, authorized by the Act of Oc
tober 19, 1965 (79 Stat. 986-987), as amended 
by the Act of Ma.rch 16, 1970 (84 Stat. 69), 
to rema.in available until expended. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RANDALL 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RANDALL: On 

page 18, strike all of line 10 through line 
16. 

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman. my 
amendment should not be difficult to un
derstand. It provides no more or less 
than to eliminate the funding for a third 
library, known as the James Madison 
Library, at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, let me repeat a.gain, 
or once more emphasiz~at this time. 
When there is so much construction go
ing on all over town, including the Metro, 
the FBI building, and many other proj
ects. there is created a demand for con
struction workers which I am reliably 
informed has caused construction work
ers to be imported to Washington from 
several hundred miles away. I ask you 
to think what this adds to the inflation
ary spiral in this area. 

Let me say to the members of the 
Committee of the Whole, that the ground 
or real estate of the proposed library, 
if the superstructure is not built, will still 
be preserved. I would suggest you Walk a 

block east at this time. A few days ago 
you would have seen a vacant square of 
land. Our options up to that point had 
been presenred. The land was cleared. It 
wrus not going to suddenly disappear. But 
now, if you go a block east you will see 
at this moment piledrivers and bull
dozers. I suppose funds for the founda
tions have been duly appropriated, and 
there is no way to stop that work. But 
remember that foundation when com
pleted can be adapted to any one of a 
number of other uses or purposes for 
which there may be a demand or need· 
in the future and which might or could 
have a much higher priority than that 
library. 

I know we have talked about building 
a library for a long time. I am not now 
suggesting the construction of a fourth 
House office building. But I do submit 
that one of the mOISt urgent needs when 
our constituents come to the Capitol area 
is for parking facilities. Certainly, these 
visitors--who are our constituents--here 
to see Members of Congress, cannot park 
any place except on this Hill. 

Before we go ahead with this monu
mental superstructure let us make a care
ful survey to see if we can house these 
books somewhere else besides Capitol 
Hill. 

My point, Mr. Chairman, is to suggest 
we wait until future needs can be more 
clearly determined. Why do we have to 
rush into this thing? Why do we have to 
hurry, hurry, hurry? Now, let me ennu
merate the reasons for my opposition to 
this superstructure. 

I have been advised by the committee 
staff a few moments ago that we are 
paying $2.2 million in rent for space 
to house books. It is true some of the 
books may be scattered into different 
areas. But they are not so far they can
not be made readily available or any 
Member cannot call for them or make 
use of them O'Il request. 

Now let us look at the economy aspect 
of this appropriation. The superstruc
ture is going to cost $100 million based 
upon present estimates, we know we are 
going to have overruns. We know we will 
never get out for $100 million. 

Let us, for example, take a rate of in
terest of 6 percent. That means a $6 mil
lion cost for debt service annually that 
is going to be paid from now O'Il. Then, 
what is it going to take to amortize the 
cost of this superstructure? Assuming 
a life of 30 years-this will mean an 
amortization figure of over $3 million a. 
year on the conservative side. What 
about operation and maintenance? You 
cannot get by on $1 million or $2 million 
per year when you begin to talk about 
the operation facet of the library. We 
must remember that every employee 
you hire over there as high as the grade 
of GS-10, is going to hrave to have a 
secretary. It is going to be hard to figure 
the ultimate cost of operation. 

To put the issue of economy into per
spective-it is much better to pay $2.2 
milliO'Il a year for space to store books 
than $4.0 million a year in debt service 
costs-and new operational costs that 
may go much higher. 

Mr. Chairman, we talk a lot in this 
House about decentralization. But, most 
unfortunately, there is a heavy concen-

tration of buildings and more buildings 
on Capitol Hill. It has been my expe
rience that books are available at any 
time. You can call and get a book when
ever you want it. I suspect that there are 
more books over there than any of us 
will ever be able to read-and enough 
now for all O'f our research needs. 

Mr. Chairman, my appeal to my fellow 
members is to adopt this amendment at 
this time. This way we can keep our 
options open. We can proceed with the 
foundation, but not beyond that. Let us 
leave the options open for the future for 
uses which, perhaps, we cannot even now 
anticipate. Then think a while and com
pare present costs of $2.2 million for 
space rental annually as compared to 
the new costs for interest amortization 
and operation of $10 million to $12 mil
lion a year, next year and every year 
thereafter. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I shall not use the full 
5 minutes, I will say to my colleagues, 
but I rise in support of this amendment. 
I support the Randall amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that the mo
ment of truth is fast approaching when 
we can no longer afford to willy-nilly 
pass appropriation bills without realiz
ing that the highest officials in free gov
ernment cannot set a standard or quality 
of life for others and not abide in them
selves. In other words, you cannot have 
accommodations more and more on the 
Hill. We have parking facilities for our
selves and for our staffs, more and more 
money and personnel who work in our 
offices, but we decry expenditures and 
growing bureaus downtown in the Fed
eral agencies. 

Mr. Chairman, yesterday I had two 
national leaders in the equestrian field 
come to see me in my offi.ce, but they 
were over 30 minutes late. They were late, 
because they could not find a place to 
park. You know who they were? TheY 
were taxpayers, common citizens, John 
Q. Citizen taxpayers, but no place to 
park their car on this Hill. There is 
plenty of room for me to park and for 
my staff and staff people and assistants 
to park all over this Capitol, but there is 
not room for the people to park whom 
we public servants are supposed to serve. 

I believe we should place plans for this 
new library building in abeyance. We do 
not need another new building on the 
Capitol Hill. Instead, let us put in some 
parking spaces for visiting groups of 
people who come to see their Congress
man and who also wish to visit the 
Library of Congress, the buildings that 
are already here. 

There are literally thousands upon 
thousands of books here that will never 
be read, let alone the others that are 
stored around the country. 

As the Members know, we are now in 
the day of instantaneous transmission. 
We can use instantaneous transmission 
to secure any page from a book with just 
a simple flick of our fingers. We do not 
have to have the books where we can 
get at them right away in this stage of 
our technology. Let us preserve the 
beauty of Washington and put in more 
parks, more grass, more trees, so that we 
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can preserve the beauty of the Capitol 
itself. 

The only way is to avoid congestion in 
our highways, in our buildings, so that 
the beauty of the environment of our 
Nation's Capital will be preserved. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words, and 
I rise in opposition to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. RANDALL). 

<Mr. BOW asked and was given per
mission to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. Chairman, the Congress is not 
acting willy-nilly or fast in constructing 
this Madison Memorial Library as a part 
of the Congressional Library for this has 
been authorized over the years. There 
was financing for this last year for the 
substructure, and now comes the ques
tion of the building itself. 

There has been talk about this two and 
a half million dollars for storage and 
·these volumes being available. That is 
not the fact. The fact is that the two 
and a half million dollars is used for 
storage in buildings all over this area 
where boxes are stored with important 
volumes in them that are not available, 
they are not indexed, so that the people 
can see them out in the library. These 
are for the students and the people who 
come to use the library. 

You know, when we speak of the Con
gressional Library, whether we like it or 
not, . the Congressional Library is the 
greatest library in the world. :tt does not 
only serve the Congress, but it serves 
the .entire academic world. Scholars 
from all over the world come here. It 
is one of the finest libraries in the world. 

I would feel that since the Congress 
has decided some time ago to go forward 
with this building that we should con
tinue with it. We now have 'built the sub
structure. If we were to cancel today, I 
am advised that it would cost us $2 mil
lion on cancellation alone. 

You talk about the prurking situation 
and the complaints on that score and 
wishing that we had ·places to park for 
the visitors, and the fact that we have 
parking available and our staff also. I 
do not object to those complaints. I 
would like to see some parking places 
available where visitors could park, such 
as the gentleman from Wyoming <Mr. 
RoNCALIO) just spoke about. And insofar 
as finding places to park, I might sug
gest that the Rayburn Building was 
built with an understructure wherein 
you can put four additional floors under
neath it. There is a place if you want to 
find parking places on Capitol Hill, we 
can go on and have the Library built and 
we can also have a garage built with 
four more floors under the Rayburn 
Building if you want it. 

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

Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I be
lieve that the gentleman from Ohio has 
brought out a point ,that I neglected to 
mention in my remarks. That is that the 
future changes on Capitol Hill are pro
ceeding without any plan. The gentle
man has pointed out .the fact that the 
real estate to the east is almost the only 

available space on Capitol Hill. We 
should all recognize there has been no 
overall plan for Capitol Hill. 

I read in the morning paper the fact 
that the other body on the nol'\th side 
of the Capitol are taking more land for 
a possible third Senate Office Building
but still there is no plan. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I might say 
to the gentleman from Missouri that 
when the original Capitol was put up 
here, there was a plan for development 
of the Capitol Hill. If the gentleman 
would care to go back in'to the history of 
Capitol Hill, he will find that the plan 
provides for a continuation of the Mall 
beybnd where the Library is, and the 
Capitol clear down to the river. There 
have ,been a number of plans. 

But some years ago the Memorial Li
brary was planned and action was taken 
by .the Congress, by the proper commit
tees of the Congress, authorizing its con
struction. It was funded last year. I 
might say to you that we have got to 
get some space. These books are not 
available to get at as .they are now, be
cause they are stored in these various 
buildings. Therefore, I would hope that 
you will support the subcommittee on 
this and vote to go forward with the 
building of the Memorial Library Build
ing. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words, and I rise in opposition 
to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we are not moving 
headlong into this proposition of build
ing the James Madison Memorial Li
brary, because this building has been in 
the planning stage for some 10 or 15 
years. It was authorized in 1965 ·and 
plans for it were made years before that. 
A total of $18,910,000 has been appropri
ated to date. The contract for excavation 
and sheeting, foundation, mat, and walls 
up to grade was let on April 23, 1971, 
and initial work is commencing 

As I stated earlier, we have a great 
library, the greatest in the world, and 
for a library to be great, it must grow. 

The library has outgrown its present 
facilities. It has been said, and I will 
repeat, that the library occupies space in 
this city beyond the library complex in 
some 11 different places and the yearly 
rental for those spaces is $2.2 million and 
is increasing every year. We have been 
talking about storing books but there 
will be other uses for this new building, 
such as offices for · the Patent Office 
rather the Copyright Office, the Admin
istrative Departments, the division for 
the blind and physically handicapped, 
the Congressional Research Service, as 
well as public space, and not to mention 
the James Madison Memorial hall. 

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

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I am de
lighted to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. RONCALIO. Would the gentleman 
give me one good reason why the U.S. 
Patent Office has to be in Washington, 
D.C.-just one reason? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. We are 
talking of the Copyright Office-r said 
the Patent Office in error. The Copyright 
Office is a part of the Library of Con
gress. 

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

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. RANDALL. By our chairman's last 
statement, it indicates that it is going 
to be used for that purpose rather than 
the library-as you just said. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. No, the 
Copyright Office has always been a part 
of the Li'brary of Congress. 

Mr. RANDALL. May I inquire now if 
this issue that has been raised about the 
$2 million, which I understand the chair
man confirms, that because at this time 
is only $2.2 million? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. That is 
right. It is growing every year. 

Mr. RANDALL. The interest certainly 
is growing every year and the cost of the 
building maintenance is growing every 
year. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alwbama. A former 
chairman of this commi t·tee, the late 
Clarence Cannon from the gentleman's 
home State, said many, many times that 
you cannot 'balance the Federal budget 
in the legislative appropriation lbill which 
includes 'the Library of Congress. Now 
I am told they will be paying $2.2 million 
for rent. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say in con
clusion if you want to know how much 
we need a new House office !building on 
Capitol Hill, which we need like a hole 
in our heads, vote for this amendment, 
and I will predict if anything is built on 
that site, it will be a House office build
ing. The issue is as clear as the noon day 
sun. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote on this 
amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I do not at this time 
rise in support of the amendment nor in 
opposition to the amendment. What I 
would like to do is to try to lay before 
the House certain facts relaJting to this 
problem. 

Mr. Chairman, it is true that the pop
ulation of this country is steadily grow
ing. The demands upon the House and 
the Senate and Members are also steadily 
growing. But if we permit the building of 
a third library building on this choice 
piece of ground--square 732-it will 
mean that to some extent we will have 
hemmed ourselves in, at least insofar as 
future expansion for House accommoda
tions is concerned. 

I agree with those who think that with
in this decade, let us say, we certainly do 
no.t need a fourth House office building. 
I would certainly oppose it. Whether or 
not we should reserve this particular lo
cation for the future use of the House is 
a question for the Congress to decide. I 
would not undertake to urge anyone to 
take any particular position on that ques
tion. But I would say that the Library is 
the creature of the Congress; that the 
Congress is not a creature of the Library; 
and that we should give considemtion to 
our potential long-range needs. 

Now, it may ·be that if a Library build
ing is built on square 732, and at some 
future date a fourth House office building 
were decided upon, it may be that with 
considerable expense the Library build
ing could be converted. I personally would 
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like to see the west front of the Capitol 
extended. I would al.sc think serious con
sideration could be given, when we need 
to, to building on top of the underground 
garages immediately south of the Ray
burn and Longworth Buildings. But I 
do think we need to give consideration to 
the problem that confronts us-a prob
lem that arose quite suddenly. 

The new Architect of the Capitol, Mr. 
White, who was appointed by President 
Nixon, was endorsed by the American In
stitute of Architects. He recently made a 
study of the physical resources of the 
Capitol and the space ,around the Ca;pitol 
at the request of the Speaker of the 
House. He made a report to the Speaker 
of the House that it would be ill-advised 
for the library building ·to go on this spot 
because this particular location ought to 
be reserved for the future use of the Con
gress itself. He was not at all in opposi
tion to the needs of the library, but he felt 
that some other spot ought to be made 
available for that purpose. 

The House Office Building Commission, 
which is made up of the Speaker of the 
House and two other Members, requested 
the Committee on Appropriations to 
withhold action on the $71 million appro
priation until this question of location 
could be further explored-not that any 
change would ultim'8Jtely be made-but 
that the matter might be further ex
plored. But by the time this request came 
to us, the subcommittee which handles 
the matter had already fixed its position 
with respect to itt and it was not con
sidered feasible to throw on the brakes 
and suddenly change the course. 

I am not now .asking that we change 
course. In the circumstances, I am sup
porting the committee in connection with 
this matter, but I do want to again point 
out that the Architect of the Capitol, who 
is a very eminent man in his field and 
who made this study, made the recom
mendation that this particular spot-
square 732-be reserved for the use of 
the House of Representatives. 

It wrus on that basis the issue arose. 
If we had had a few weeks to explore 
this matter further, the Committee on 
Appropriations might have made some 
different recommendations to the House 
today. 

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. RANDALL. The comments of the 
chairman point up the fact that the Ar
chitect of the Capitol indicated the pres
ent basis of the use by Congress itself. 
I ask if the Architect ever submitted a 
plan to the Appropriations Committee 
beyond this, showing plans for Capitol 
Hill? Certainly it is not suggested that 
we move in and tear down the new Capi
tol Hill Club, being built. That is the 
only place for expansion beyond that. 
I would suggest we might receive some 
opposition from the other side of the aisle 
on that. 

Mr. MAHON. I believe we should 
have-and we are in the process of hav
ing-a more exhaustive study made of 
the space requirements of the House of 
Representatives. 

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

<By unanimous consent, Mr. MAHON 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, the other 
body has to some extent allowed for its 
requirements by leaving itself available 
space to move toward the east. It was 
the thought of the Architect of the 
Capitol that we should preserve this 
contiguous property-square 732-for 
the use of the House of Representatives. 
Our legislative work must be in close 
proximity to the Capitol. Members and 
committees must be close to the House 
for the purpose of voting and otherwise. 

I thought I should make this state
ment for the benefit of Members who 
have not been in on the play-by-play 
developments, so to speak, of recent days. 

This is a matter of judgment and, I 
would add, to some extent a matter of 
emotion. I am supporting the committee, 
but with some reluctance. We may be 
making a mistake, but it is not feasible at 
this point to reverse the situation. Any 
changes would have to be made at a 
later date. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite num
ber of words. 

Mr. Chairman, there are certa.in 
factual circumstances which should be 
set forth at this time. 

First. According to the new Architect 
there is an absolute need and necessity 
for additional space for the various 
committees and for the Members of the 
House of Representatives and their 
staffs. The new Architect has made a 
very thorough space check on a per
sonal basis, and this was the conclusion 
he made to the Speaker and to others 
who attended a recent meeting with the 
Speaker. 

Second. It is my judgment that if we 
want to solve the problem of office space 
most quickly-and I agree there is a 
need-we can best do that by the exten
sion of the west front of the Capitol. 
The sooner we get to that the better. 

Third. The Library of Congress also 
needs additional space. The legislation 
authorizing this project was approved a 
number of years ago and initial appro
priations were made. The contracts have 
been let for the foundation. The foun
dation is under construction at the pres
ent time. It would seem foolhardy to me 
to stop that construction, to pay what
ever termination costs we would have 
to pay, and then to start from scratch 
again. 

Let me add, as a footnote, there are 
alternative solutions right now for ad
ditional office space-whether it is the 
west front extension, whether it is 
adding two or three more floors over 
on the parking area, whether it is the 
termination of the lease for the Con
gressional Hotel and the utilization of 
that space for whatever additional room 
we need-nevertheless a vote for this 
amendment to delete this funding and to 
kill the Library in effect is a vote for a 
fourth office building. I just suggest to 
Members that they ought to bear that 

in mind. I am not sure this is the right 
environment for that kind of a vote at 
this particular time. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I disagree very vehe
mently with the assertion that has been 
made here twice that a vote for this 
amendment is a vote for a fourth House 
office building. While I will vote for the 
amendment, I am not convinced that 
is the place for a fourth House office 
building. There are several other alter
natives for space which I believe are bet
ter. As a matter of fact, I am inclined to 
think the best thing for that lot would 
be an underground garage with a park 
on top of it. I think it is ridicubus for 
this Congress, which has appropriated 
millions and millions and millions of 
dollars long-range planning for cities in 
this country, to have no long-range plan 
for Capitol Hill. 

One of the problems is that we have 
made a mistake over the past few years 
in locating a library annex on that spot 
and some people do not want to admit 
that they have made a mistake. They 
have hardly started digging for this 
building on this spot. Let us face it. It 
was a mistake. It is the last spot that 
has a direct line of sight to the Capitol. 
Are you going to take that last choice 
spot for a warehouse for the Library of 
Congress? We have all of the soace be
tween the Library of Congress and Balti
more for warehouses. But, no, we will 
take the last block that has a line of 
sight to the Capitol, and then bore. two 
holes under U.S. Highway 50 to get to it. 
How much sense does that make? 

We have made errors over the past 
few years, but let us admit it and at 
least hold up construction. To build on 
that site, we will have to have a building 
that blends with the Capitol, with the 
Library of Congress, and with the Can
non Building. That kind of a building 
costs three times as much as is needed 
for an annex to the Library of Congress. 
For an annex, we do not need a building 
with walls two feet thick and which 
blends with the other buildings here on 
Capitol Hill. It could be built behind the 
present annex. 

We do not even need to keep the street 
there. We could block the street off and 
build a more accessible building for about 
a third of the cost. It would also be much 
more possible to provide parking for users 
of the Library. 

Anywav, we should not have anything 
built on that valuable site until we have 
a long-range plan. Let us face up to the 
fact that we made an error and let us 
change it 'before it is too late. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. RANDALL. I just discussed with 
the committee staff the suggestion of the 
minority leader, Mr. GERALD FORD, When 
he alleged the cost of cancellation would 
be large. I am told this work can go for
ward up to the point of the superstruc
ture. The substructure can come up with 
a platform completed. Then at that point 
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we still have our options open. There is 
no money lost. There are no cancellation 
costs if we do stop it at that point. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I also want to say 
to the gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
ANDREWS) that we do want to continue 
to have the greatest library in the world, 
and it is about time we started thinking 
about having the greatest legislative 
body in the world which faces problems 
logically, too. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, may I say that I con
cur with the gentleman from Iowa's re
marks. I also concur with the chairman 
d.f the Committee on Appropriation's 
remarks, and I am going to vote for the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, how many times over 
the years has this Congress been criti
cized because of the fact that the press 
said we had a political hack as an Archi
tect. I do not know whether that was 
true or not, but the American public 
believed it. I do not know anything about 
his background. How many times have 
you read in the press criticism of the 
Rayburn Building as a monstrosity? Per
sonally I think it is beautiful. Personally 
I think it is adequate in every way. Was 
there a mistake? There was a mistake 
in the planning when it was built. How 
they ever could have built a building 
like that over a former lake I do not 
know. It cost them about $50 million 
to build a foundation for it. That is where 
the great amount of money was spent 
on the Rayburn Building. However, to 
me it is a beautiful building. Criticism, 
criticism, criticism by the press. Poor 
old George, who was around here, was 
criticized every possible time that the 
press could poke fun at him. They said 
that he was never an architect; he had 
been a former defeated Member of Con
gress and that is why he got the job. 
When George died and the appointment 
of a new Archi teet to the Congress of the 
United States came up it was bruited 
about that a former defeated Republican 
Member of Congress was going to be 
appointed by the President. Speaker AL
BERT was upset about it and talked to 
Minority Leader FoRD, who went to the 
President of the United States. He said 
that no such thing is going to happen. 
He said, "I am going to select the most 
capable man I can get, he will be one of 
the finest, architects in America." So he 
went to the American Institute of Archi
tects and asked them to present to the 
White House the names of five men for 
that position. So they had a committee 
and decided on five names that they 
presented to the President of the United 
States, and he chose one of them. I pre
sume that all of those in the field of 
architecture can no longer make fun of 
Congress, because we have one of the 
outstanding architects of the country in 
this position. I have never met the man 
myself, but I take it on face value that 
he is an outstanding authority in his 
field. So now he came here and was 
asked to make a survey-to survey our 
needs-to make a survey of the build
ings. And the properties on Capitol Hill. 

Here, Mr. Chairman, we have an out
standing expert and he submits his rec
ommendation in his first report only 2 

weeks ago. And, what does he say? He 
said to stop the building over there next 
to the old Cannon House Office Building; 
let us preserve the land, that is the wrong 
place .for a building at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, it is like hiring a lawyer 
and paying him a quarter of a million 
dollars but saying thank you for your 
advice, I know you are an expert, but we 
are going to do what we damn well feel 
like doing. 

Mr. Chairman, just because there ap
peared an article in the New York Times 
criticizing the Congress, and because a 
few people in that gallery have homes 
over there and, "By God they are not 
going to let the Congress possibly en
croach upon our property," they would 
destroy Capitol Hill for their own selfish 
reasons. 

You have hired a man who is a real 
expert and this is a decision which has 
to be made by the committee and the 
Congress. Let us show him that we have 
a little confidence in him. 

I hope you will vote for the amend
ment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I did not intend to 
speak on this matter, although I feel 
quite strongly about it. I happened to 
have built a home on this site. The 
only time during my 29 years of service 
in the House of Representatives I 
voted "present" when the appropriation 
bill came up to take that block. I felt 
I should not vote either "yes" or "no" 
on the question. I owned a house in that 
area as well as the gentleman from Tex
as <Mr. PATMAN) and others. That · was 
about 8 or 9 years ago. I moved out and 
moved into an apartment and have been 
in an apartment ever since. I had a most 
difficult time getting my money out of 
that house, I might add that because 
the Department of Justice handled the 
case and they got some of thes~ apprais
ers-! had about $65,000 in the house for 
which I showed proof with canceled 
checks and mortgages and bills-this 
Government appraiser wanted to·give me 
only $55,000. I went into Federal court 
and pled my own case. It is said that you 
have a fool for a lawyer in pleading your 
own case. However, I felt it was a question 
of equity and I laid all of my receipts, 
canceled checks, bills, and other papers 
before the judge and left it up to his 
tender mercy. I received back. every dol
lar I had placed into the house and I can 
say that I was made whole by the system 
of justice in this country. 

Mr. Chairman, I am convinced by the 
logic of the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
MAHON's) presentation and the logic of 
the gentleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
O'NEILL). This is a unique site over there. 
It is close to the Capitol Building. If at 
some future time--and I am not saying 
this is the time-there might have to be 
another House office building. I call your 
attention to the fact that there is already 
pretty well founded rumors that the Sen
ate with only 100 Members is going to 
build a third Senate office building. But, 
if that time should come when we need 
a fourth House office building, where 
would you be? If you placed such an of-

fice building very far away, you would not 
have time for an underground train to get 
the Members to the Capitol Building to 
vote, unless you put the new building on 
the west front. I concede that that is the 
location that might be used, we have 
plenty of ground there but you cannot 
use it because people cause trouble about 
changing the west front of the Capitol. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. O'NEAL) 
to the effect that we have hired an archi
tect. He has given us his professional 
opinion and I think it is worthy of con
sideration. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to talk a 
little about what mistakes we have made, 
if we made a mistake, a few years ago 
with reference to the James Madison 
Library. 

How many of you use the Library? 
Everyone does use the Library and it is 
a great tourist attraction and it is a great 
library and we do not want to denigrate 
it in any way. We have millions of vol
umes of books over there. However, we 
have a site on the river, the naval gun 
factory, with many acres of ground that 
might just as well be used as an annex 
to the Library. We do not have to have it 
up on Capitol Hill. We can go east for 
the extension of the Capitol buildings 
and build toward the Anacostia River. 
This would mean taking the homes of 
some other people, but they took my 

·home and the home of the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. PATMAN) as well as a 
few other people, and we lived through 
it. 

Mr. Chairman, I recognize that my 
friend from Alabama (Mr. ANDREWS) 
said on the floor of the House at one time 
that we would not have a fourth House 
office building. I recognize that the gen
tleman is committed to that statement 
which he made at that time. Chairman 
MAHON is somewhat committed to the 
action of his committee. However, there 
will be a great deal of money tied up in 
this building at this site. The cancella
tion amount would be very small in rela
tion to the investment which we will 
have of approximately $150 million be
fore we get through if we build the type 
of building that my friend, the gentle
man from Iowa <Mr. SMITH), spoke 
about, with the improvements and fur
nishings which will be required, it will 
well go over that amount in my judg
ment. 

And the work that has been done 
would be available ~s the gentleman 
from Missouri <Mr. RANDALL), has said, 
for any other purpose. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from California has expired. 

(On request of Mr. RANDALL, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. HoLIFIELD was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

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

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I will 
ask the gentleman in the well if he, or, 
for that matter, whether any of the 
other Members of this body have a 
chance to look over the plans? 

Usually and ordinarily when we are 
considering such buildings, we have a 
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model of the proposed building in the 
well of the House to consider. I looked 
at the plans this morning, and with all 
due praise, and without criticism but 
compliment to the Architect, I would, 
however, suggest that probably some of 
the plans were drawn long before he got 
here, but as I look at those plans, there 
is not a window in the whole place, there 
is a monumental bunch of columns ex
tending all around it and not a window 
in the place. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I am not an archi
tect myself. but I agree with the gentle
man from Massachusetts (Mr. O'NEILL)· 
that the Rayburn Building-and I have 
had offices in all these three buildings 
since I have been here-that the Ray
burn Building is the first building where 
we have had a decent office and where 
the Member did not have to walk 
through the office where his clerks were 
to get to the door. This is the first place 
where he has had an office by himself, 
had an office for his administrative as
sistant and also a receptionist room, and 
other things that are necessary. 

As far as the two older buildings are 
concerned, we have opened tllP a lot of 
the offices, we have used three rooms in 
place of two rooms. I remember when I 
first came here, I had two very small 
rooms, and I was in the basement, or 
pra;ctically in the basement when I 
started. Then I moved from one office to 
another to where I am now in 'the Ray- . 
burn Building. I am very pleased with it. 
It is the first time that I have had an 
office that I thought was a workable of
fice and a practical office. 

But, in addition to that, I know that 
there have been all kinds of calls for 
additional committee rooms-

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

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I would rather not, I 
just want to finish my statement, and I 
will do so by saying this, that I think we 
might well end up with further expend
itures on top of those that we have al
ready spent. With all due respect to the 
work of the subcommittee of the Com
mittee on Appropriations, I would also 
state this would not be the first time that 
an appropriation bill had been changed 
or a legislative bill had been changed by 
the will of the Members of this House. 

I think that this could be a good 'time 
to hold our options open, let this new 
Architect, who is a professional archi
tect, come before us with the kind of 
plans that we can look at. Let us take a 
little more time. There is no real rush on 
this matter. 

The CHAffi'MAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite num
ber of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to address my
self to the question of the Architect of 
the Capitol and his qualifications. Having 
known the Architect for some 20 years, I 
am somewhat familiar with his expe
rience and ability. HiS father before him 
was an architect. He now holds a master's 
degree in management, and a master's 
degree in planning. He supervised a cor~ 
poration of 2,000 employees. His quali
fications for the post he holds are ex-

traordinary, for the job of the Architect 
of the Capitol is a unique one, requiring 
skills in management, in planning, and 
in architecture. 

Therefore, I recommend that the ~ead
ership of this House and the Members 
of this body follow the advice of a man 
who is skilled and talented in the plan
ning of a program for the future needs 
of our Capitol. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, I wonder if we can agree on a 
limitation of time within which to discuss 
this amendment? · 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that all debate on this amendment 
close in 20 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala
bama that all debate on this amendment 
close in 20 minutes? 

There was no objection. 
The OHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Michigan <Mr. 
CEDERBERG) . 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee, we have had 
a lot of discussion on this amendment, 
and it seems to be revolving around the 
qualifications of the new architect of the 
Capitol. But I say to you that the qual
ifications of the architect have nothing 
to do with this vote. You are either voting 
for a new House Office Building or a new 
Library. It is just that simple. Contracts 
for the library have been let. The pile
drivers are working over there. 

Now, we can have a two and a half 
million dollar expenditure to close out 
those contracts, which does not make any 
sense to me at all. The gentleman from 
Missouri <Mr. RANDALL) says that we can 
let that contract go, and then we wlll 
have a beautiful understructure and we 
can decide what we want to put on it 
later. 

If we do that, all we are going to be 
doing is increasing the cost of whatever 
goes over there. 

We have plenty of room if we need a 
new House office building. There is room 
over the garages and over the space 
where the Congressional Hotel is. As a 
matter of fact, one of the things to con
sider is that if we do not build a new 
House office building, we might not 
create so many new commissions, and all 
those kinds of things around here that 
require so many new employees, and we 
might be able to get by with a little less 
space. 

One of the reasons we need a new 
library over here is because the Legisla
tive Reorganization Act, i-tself, sets up a 
Congressional Research Service. 

It is for the Congressional Research 
Service and the Committee on Rules it
self said that it will .go to 1,100 employees 
from the present 363. You are going to 
have space for these people and space 
where the public can use it sensibly. I 
think one of the most serious mistakes 
that could be made is to vote for this 
amendment. Let the library go where it 
should go. It is right off there-! do not 
see anything wrong with that. What is 
the difference whether we go east or 
south? There is plenty of space to the 

south if we need more House office space. 
The worst mistake we can make now is 
to decide that we are going to have an 
office building instead of a library. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Kentucky <Mr. 
MAZZOLI). 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman I have 
very little, as a new Member, to offer in 
addition to the remarks we have just 
heard except to say that I do intend to 
support this amendment. 

I came to the Congress just this year 
and I have not been privileged to take 
part in the previous deliberations which 
ha.ve occurred in this body on whether 
or not the Library annex should take the 
place of a fourth House office building. 

I would like first, however, to extend 
my appreciation to the chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations who, in his 
brief remarks a moment ago, gave some 
of the background on this matter which 
certainly helped me in making my mind 
up today. 

I would also like to point out to the 
assembled committee that recently we 
were told to support the SST, beoause 
termination costs were too high relative 
to the costs to continue production. To
day, we are asked to halt the Library 
construction regardless of the termina
tion costs involved. 

I would like to say, as a new Mem~ 
ber of the Congress, that I ram right now 
struggling to set up a.n office in the Long
worth Building where we have two very 
small offices and where people are stand
ing one on top of wnother. A dis~ 
connected storage room and a dis
connected annex just add tremendously 
to the difficulty of doing the work of the 
Congress and the legislative work of our 
districts. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say at 
this point that I have no reluctance 
whatsoever in indicating to this assem
bled committee that we do need a fourth 
House office building and, in fact, if the 
appropriations were to come along for 
a fourth House office building, I would 
vote for that appropriation. 

When you look at the space limitations 
of Capitol Hill, there is no question but 
that the Ubrary annex site in the prime 
location for the proposed fourth House 
office building. So I think we ought not 
to be obfuscating the obvious issue and 
beclouding these deliberations with ora
tory and beautiful words. 

The simple truth is: We all realize 
we need a fourth House office building 
dramatically. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would con
clude by saying one thing and that is
I would hope that if. the fourth House 
office building is erected on the site, now 
reserved for the library, that the com
mittee system be looked at very carefully 
so that this very prime space and very 
needed office space will not be grabbed 
and gobbled up by the great number of 
select committees and other committees 
that we have on Capitol Hill. The needs 
of the Members must get first considera
tion. 

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

Mr. MAZZOLI. I yield to the gentle
man. 
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Mr. RHODES. Is the gentleman agree
ing with the statement that has 'been 
made that a vote for this amendment is 
a vote for a fourth House Offi.ce Building? 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Personally, and I can 
only speak for myself-you have de
scribed my vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
GRAY). 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, what we 
find here today is a paradox. We find 
that all of the speakers, 'both for and 
against this amendment are correct. I 
handled the legislation which author
ized this building back in 1965. I brought 
forth for your consideration last year an 
amendment increasing the authorization 
by an additional $15 million, making the 
total authorization $90 million. By 1980, 
we expect to have 300 million people and 
there will be more than 435 Members of 
this House. The Speaker is eminently 
correct--we will need more office space. 
He should be commended, not criticized 
for calling this to our attention. But it is 
a question of priorities. When we ,au
thorized this project in the House Com
mittee on Public Works in 1965, we had 
just finished the Rayburn Building. The 
Architect of the Capitol, the Speaker of 
the House then, the House Office Build
ing Commission, all said there was an 
urgent need to build the Library annex. 
We still need a Library of Congress an
nex. We use this not only for the Mem
bers of Congress, but for all Americans. 
Libraries all over this Nation, elemen
tary and secondary level schools, junior 
colleges, and universities use this great 
facility. 

So I say to you my friends, while we 
have been planning-and I use that word 
"planning" advisedly-a Library of Con
gress annex the costs have catapulted 
from $75 miUion already to $90 million. 

I would say to my friend from Mis
souri, it has already cost the taxpayers 
$15 million additional while we have 
been working on design. The rent he 
talks about is merely a pittance com
pared to what we are spending here wait
ing, because infiation is adding an extra 
$7 million a year to the cost of this 
building. 

If the architect is as good as he has 
been pointed out to be here-and I as
sume he is--there is no reason why, at 
this juncture, after this appropriation 
is approved here today, this bumding can
not be designed both for Library and 
House office building use. Let us give 
it to the Library of Congress for their 
most pressing needs and if our needs 
become so great, with 450 or 500 Mem
bers of the House, we could then phase 
into this building some '50 or 100 suites 
for Members of Congress. 

This is the way to save money. This 
is the way we could intelligently appro
priate funds. Let us go ahead and build 
it now, when it can be built for $90 mil
lion, and design it for multipurpose use. 
Our committee certainlly will encourage 
the architect to do so. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
GROSS). 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, it has al
ready been testified to here today by the 

chairman of the subcommittee that this 
Library of Congress annex is going to 
cost more than $90 million. It will not 
be built for $90 million. It will probably 
come nearer, based on other construc
tion costs, including the Rayburn Build
ing, based on cost overruns and all the 
rest, $120 million. 

Be that as it may, it is not a $90 million 
structure. 

I support the amendment. I am op
posed to the building now of this Li
brary annex or a House office building 
for the reason that every cockeyed dol
lar for either purpose will have to be 
borrowed, and thus put another mort
gage around the necks of the youngsters 
of this country. This is not the time to 
add another mortgage plaster, with a 
$21.6 ·billion deficit for the first 10 months 
of this fiscal year in Federal expendi
tures. 

I am not very much worried about the 
building of a House office building on this 
site, because my good and able friend 
from Alabama, Mr. ANDREWS, assured me 
3 or 4 years ago, when I opposed this Li
brary annex as well as construction of a 
fourth House office building, that there 
would be no House office building con
structed on this site. Members will find 
the colloquy in the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to my 
friend from Alabama. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I renew 
my pledge to the gentleman, as much as 
I can. That is the reason why he ought 
to vote for the Library, to keep from 
having an office building put there. 

Mr. GROSS. We can delay the con
struction of this building, which I under
stand is going to ·be replete with dining 
rooins, private and public, all kinds of 
them. This is not a Library annex in the 
true sense of the word. 

I do not know whether there is going 
to be a swimming pool in it. I hope, if 
one is constructed in this proposed build
ing, that it will be constructed low 
enough so that a diving board can be 
installed and a swimmer would not bash 
his brains out on the ceiling, as would 
be the case in the RaY'burn Building. 

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. GRAY. I should like to make the 
record crystal clear. Last year when we 
asked the House to vote for an addition
al $15 million we stated, and I now re
peat, that the Legislative Committee will 
not increase the cost of this building. If 
they cannot build it for $90 million they 
will have to draw an additional design 
and go back out for bids. So long as I 
serve as the chairman of the subcommit
tee, that will be the situation. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from Tili
nois has been around here for a number 
of years, and I am sure he is not that 
naive. If $90 million is plastered into 
this building everyone can be sure that 
if it costs $120 million to finish it will be 
finished. All anyone has to do is drive a 
bulldozer over a block of ground and he 
has got himself another building around 
here financed with Federal funds. 

The CHAmMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
ANDREWS). 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, I will not impose on the pa
tience of the Members any longer. I do 
not mow whether I am right, but my 
opinion is that it is either this library 
building or another House offi.ce build
ing. The issue is clear. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Missouri <Mr. RANDALL). 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. ANDREWS of 
Alabama) there were-ayes 48, noes 69. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
tellers. 

Tellers were refused. 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 203 of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended by 
section 321 of the Reorganization Act of 
1970, (2 U.S.C. 166), $6,600,000: Provided, 
That no part of this appropriation may be 
used to pay any salary or expense in con
nection with any publication, or preparation 
of m81tei1al therefor (except the Digest ot 
Public General Bills), .to be issued by the 
Library of Congress unless such publication 
has obtained prior approval of either the 
Committee on House Administration or the 
Senate Committee on Rules and Administra
tion. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SISK 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SISK: On page 

20, line 11, strike "$6,600,000" and insert in 
lieu thereof "$6,800,000". 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
California is recognized for 5 Ininutes in 
support of his amendment. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, this amend
ment, as is obvious to all the Members, 
has been substantially compromised over 
what I proposed to offer when I origi
nally came to the floor. As indicated in 
my earlier remarks today, under the di
rection of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of last year, in which it directly au
thorizes the director of the new Con
g.ressional Research Service to propose 
his budget and that it be so submttted 
and be considered as a separate budget, 
because we have brought about an au
tonomous situation in connection with 
the Congressional Research Service, that 
budget asks for an increase of $4 million 
for the service rto begin to bring in the 
expertise and kind of people necessary 
to meet the requirements of the Legis
lative Reorganization Act. The commit
tee saw fit, of course, not to allow any 
funds for the actual Congressional Re
search SeTvice, according to our inter
pretation. They actually did permit an 
increase of 37 people, whieh was, ac
cording to the testimony in the Library 
of Congress, the increased workload of 
the old Legislative Reference Service. 
After having discussed to some consid
erable extent this matter with other in
terested members of the Committee on 
Rules and other Members interested in 
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it, we agreed to ask for $1.5 million, 
which would only be half of the addi
tional amount sought by the Congres
sional Research Service. Again after con
siderable discussion which occurred here 
this morning, in consultation with the 
distinguished gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. MAHON) the gentleman from Ala
bama (Mr. ANDREWS) and the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. Bow) we have modified 
our request so as simply to ask for an 
increase of $200,000 to begin to man, to 
begin to develop the personnel, the man
power, and the ability to meet the re
quirements that this Congress voted for 
overwhelmingly last September. 

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

Mr. SISK. I am glad to yield to the 
distinguished chainnan of the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I think 
we are all interested in a proper Con
gressional Research Service. 

And, I listened with interest to the 
statement of the gentleman from Cali
fornia. It seems to me that the amend
ment which has been offered to provide 
the $200,000 rather than the $1.5 mil
lion to initiate and build up this staff is 
a step in the right direction and a rea
sonably appropriate compromise. 

As chairman of the Committee on Ap
propriations, I wish to state that I am in 
support of the amendment. Of course, I 
cannot commit the entire committee but 
I believe that this is a good resolution 
of the problem now pending before us. 
I trust that the amendment will be 
adopted. 

Mr. SISK. I thank the gentleman from 
Texas very much for that statement. 

I would like, briefly, in a colloquy here 
with the distinguished gentleman from 
Alabama to establish a little legislative 
history, because it would be my under
standing that what we are doing here is 
recognizing the act which the Congress 
passed last year establishing the Con
gressional Research Service and are 
permitting a very, very small number of 
people to be brought aboard. 

I would like to ask the gentleman from 
Alabama if he would comment as to the 
possibility of future consideration of this 
matter, subject to the Library and the 
Congressional Research Service justify
ing research personnel at a time that a 
supplemental might be considered later 
in the year? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield, 
we always give consideration to requests 
made to our committee, always. I am 
not going to promise the gentleman that 
we will give him whatever money he asks 
for, but we shall consider it. 

Mr. SISK. In other words, the gentle
man is saying, is he--and I do not wish 
to put any words in the gentleman's 
mouth-it is his intent to recognize on 
behalf of this Congress and this Appro
priations Committee, and this action we 
are taking today, the act passed by Con
gress establishing the Congressional Re
search Service, and this is the first step 
in the process to meet our obligation? 
Does the gentleman agree with me on 
that? 

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SISK was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I really do 
not know what the gentleman is asking 
me to say. 

Mr. SISK. Does the gentleman agree 
with my statement or not? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. That we 
had a lfeorganization plan? 

Mr. SISK. Yes; and that this repre
sents the first step in creating the man
power to build the Congressional Re
search Service. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I agree 
with that. 

Mr. SISK. The gentleman agrees with 
that? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. That is a 
part or the first step toward implement
ing the Reorganization Act. Insofar as 
the old Legislative Reference Service is 
concerned--

Mr. SISK. Of course, we are dealing 
with the Congressional Research Service. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I will tell 
the gentleman that what we deal with is 
positions. 

Mr. SISK. Yes, I understand. 
Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I may say 

to the gentleman that the Legislative Re
ference Service has grown like Topsy 
since 1962. We had 208 employees. In 
1970, they had 363; and they asked for an 
additional 209 this year. We gave them 
37 new positions. 

What I would like to see, to be frank 
with the gentleman, is perhaps better use 
made of these 400 employees which they 
now have. 

Mr. SISK. If I can comment on that 
point-and I think the gentleman from 
Alabama is pretty clear on it in his own 
mind-exactly what I propose is that in 
the past history of the Legislative Re
ference Service it was designed to meet 
the needs of the Congress and in my 
opinion it has done a good job, but that 
has no relevancy to the matter pending 
before us today where we are attempting 
to start the development of the Congres
sional Research Service to meet a spe
cific purpose establishing a number of ad
ditional duties outlined in two full pages 
of the law. 

What I am saying is that I appreciate 
the fact that the gentleman's commit4 

tee is now willing to go along, even 
though in a very modest amount which 
we reluctantly agreed to, and would take 
into consideration in a supplemental ad
ditional funds for this service and cer
tainly permit testimony before his com
mittee by the Members, along with rep
resentatives of the Congressional Re
search Service, in trying to justify the 
request, and subject to justification that 
additional personnel is needed, his com
mittee would give it consideration? 

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment although I do so with reluc
tance. My support is reluctant because 

I think this step is a very modest one, al
though it is in the right direction. 

I am disappointed that the proponents 
of an expanded Congressional Research 
Service, as provided by the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1970, have con
sented to such a modest increase in the 
sum appropriated. This body may well 
haVle reason to be grateful for the heroic 
efforts of the gentleman from California 
(Mr. SISK) to establish a legislative in
tent that we will proceed with implemen
tation of that Reorganization Act even 
though the first step be a small one. 

The Reorganization Act of 1970 has not 
had an easy time in implementation. 
First the majority party saw fit the open
ing day of this Congress to reverse the 
decision of the 91st CongTess to provide 
to the minority one-third of the investi
gative staff funds for the standing com
mittees of the Congress. Next the Speak
er, in his wisdom, has not seen fit to im
plement the provisions of that Reorga
nization Act which were designed to 
shorten the length of time consumed by 
this body in quorum calls. We hope this 
provision still will be implemented, but 
as yet needless time is being wasted in 
the sterile act of establishing the pres
ence of more congressmen than consti
tute a quorum. 

Now we find great reluctance on the 
pa;rt of the Appropriations Committee 
to carry out the clear intent of the Re
organization Act that our Legislative 
Ref:erence Service be expanded into a 
Congressional Research Service of some 
magnitude. 

Mr. Chairman, the development and 
expansion of the Congressional Research 
Service is not so much an act of reform 
as one of legislative survival. Congress 
is frequently criticized for acquiescing 
in a junior partnership role in relation 
to the executive branch. It is frequently 
pointed out, not just in this Chamber 
but in the universities and newspapers 
of this country, that Congress has little 
opportunity to match the expertise hired 
by the departments and bureaus of the 
executive branch. There are two ways 
we can go to try to rectify this im
balance: First, we can expand our per
sonal staffs; second, we can develop and 
sustain a pool of skilled manpower avail
able to the Members of Congress on call. 
I very much favor the second course. 
Placing as we do the highest priority on 
the service of our constituents, it is al
most inevitable that expanding our per
sonal staffs will be dedicated by the 
individual Congressman not to increas
ing legislative skill but to the service 
of his constituents. There is a kind of 
Parkinson's law which causes us to 
create new expectancies and to provide 
new services as representatives rather 
than as legislators if we have the person
nel to take on new responsibilities of 
office. It is doubtful that the individual 
Congressman could ever get a staff large 
enough to permit him to hire a large 
number of specialists considering the 
tremendous scope of Government in 
these times. In addition, space problems 
and the constantly increasing pressure 
on our legislative fiscal resources make 
it inevitable that expanding our personal 
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staffs would be the more expensive solu
tion. 

A Congressional Research Service of 
expanded scope would relate almost en
tirely to our legislative function, and that 
1s the function which must be brought 
into balance with the executive branch. 
We need a large pool of highly skilled 
people, subject to our control and avail
able to us on short notice for special 
assignments. The Reorganization Act of 
1970 sets out with some care the manner 
in which the scope of the Legislative 
Reference Service can be revised and ex· 
tended in order to make expertise avail
able to us when we need it. Nothing is 
more important to the quality of our 
work as legislators. To sett!e for a $200,-
000 increase in the appropriation pro
vided by this bill is extremely unfortu
nate unless it is understood that we are 
prepared with all due dispatch to move 
ahead with the design so carefully 
sketched in the Reorganization Act of 
1970. Supplemental appropriations can 
be added later, once it is understood that 
this amendment is a further token of our 
intention of proceeding with the plan. 

Before this matter comes up again I 
urge my colleagues to familiarize them
selves with the work of the Congressional 
Researeh Service, to satisfy themselves 
as to the types of assistance available 
there and to confirm, each for himself, 
that in this direction lies the improve
ment of our function as skilled legisla
tors in a complex government. 

Mr. Chairman, I intend to continue to 
work for implementation of the Reor
ganization Act of 1970. The need for re
form continues, just as the resistance to 
reform is pervasive. I hope we can con
tinue to maintain our momentum in the 
type of institutional renewal that is nec
essary to the vitality of any govern
ment, even one that embodies such a 
liberal concept as our own democratic 
Government. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I shall not use all of my 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment which has been offered by 
the gentleman from California. I want 
to make allusion to the views of theorists 
in government about the relationship be
tween the Congress and the President. 

Mr. Chairman, a great many people 
today feel that Congress has lost ground 
in its relationship with the President. 
One reason certainly is the fact that the 
President has immense resources and 
manpower at his command which the 
Congress does not have. The President 
has thousands of professional people at 
his command to look up statistics and to 
write bills. 

A great many of the bills that come 
before this House are from the executive 
branch, if you please. They come up here 
on a silver platter to be dealt with by 
the Legislative simply because the Ex
ecutive has the legislative resources with 
which to do this job. 

The executive has 4 or 5 thousand 
computers across the board to handle the 
statistical needs of the executive, where
as the Congress has only about one com-

puter, as far as I know, which is used 
for payroll purposes, if you please. 

This is one of the reasons why the 
Congress is in a secondary position with 
relation to the executive. 

I think the matter should be consid
ered in its broadest light. It seems · to 
me that the Congres has a very wisened 
perspective about its responsibilities for 
services, legislative reference, computers, 
statistics and all the other back-up 
things that are needed to carry this 
Congress forward in its responsibilities to 
the Nation. Part of this is the manpower 
that is required over there in the re
search service of Congress. 

I would certainly say that the gentle
man's amendment is very little--and I 
wish it was much greater-because we 
do have to broaden our perspective about 
this. We have to open the range on 
where we are going and how our work 
is to be carried on, if we are going to 
keep the Congress up as a coordinate 
branch of the Government in its rela
tionship with the President. 

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

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

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of this 
amendment. 

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that is 
presently before the body is perhaps one 
of the most worthwhile, if modest, 
amendments that has come before this 
body in some while. 

My colleague, the gentleman from New 
York, has indicated that the Congress 
has had a difficult time in maintaining 
its position of due importance in deci
sionmaking policies of the Federal Gov
ernment. 

Perhaps its greatest failure has been 
its inability to properly evaluate and 
properly generate the kind of under
standing among the Members that is 
necessary for wise action. 

This Congress has many complex and 
difficult questions before it. During the 
past session of the Congress. we were 
faced with the problem of determining 
wheth~r or not we would for example, 
spend $1 billion of the taxpayers' money 
to guarantee the Penn Central's ob
ligations. This was presented to us with a 
solid phalanx of administrative support 
without any least bit of staff preparation 
by the Congress. We were told it was 
either we do this or we would cause a 
de-ression in a railroad industry which 
would ultimately jeopardize the entire 
economy. 

You know, the Committee on Rules, in 
its 1970 reorganization proposal, recog
nized a hard fact, they recognized that 
the research staff of the Congress was 
t .Jt.ally inadequate to its needs. They rec
ognized the need for a centralized re
search and study function inside the 
Congress. They wanted to give us a tool 
by which the committees, both of the 
House and of the Senate, would be able 

to do things in a commensurate and 
common frame of reference. To accom
plish this end, they set up a Congres
sional Research Service. This, I think, 
was, perhaps, one of the very importan~ 
actions of the last Congress. And failure, 
I think, to properly implement it now 
would be one of the most pennywise and 
pound-foolish actions that the Congress 
could take. 

The Committee on Rules in its report 
stated that the Congress requires a sup
plementary staff to provide legislative aid 
in policymaking decisions and for this 
purpose they propose that the Congress 
expand its functions and facilities of the 
Legislative Reference Service of the Li
brary of Congress, and the effect of that 
according to their report was to be as 
follows: 

To supply committees with experts capa
ble of preparing, or assisting in preparing, 
objective, nonpartisan, in-depth analyses and 
appraisals of any subject matter. These 
analyses and appraisals will be directed to
ward assisting committees in determining the 
advisability of enacting legislative proposals, 
of estimating the probable results of such 
proposals, and alternatives thereto, and of 
evaluating alternative methods for accom
plishing the results sought. 

Certainly if the Congress is to main
tain its position of responsibility in this 
country, this is one of the essential tools 
which we must have. 

As an individual Member, I think I 
have observed for a very long time some 
of the results of serving in the Congress 
where I am faced with the enormous 
efficiency in terms of research capability 
and presentation on major issues by the 
Executive and by the lobbies that appear 
before me. And to assist us in carrying 
out our proper functions, the act would 
require that the Congressional Reference 
Service provide Members with a concise 
memorandum on any legislative meas
ures scheduled for a hearing. The memo
randum is to include a discussion of the 
purpose and effect of the measure, its 
legislative history, and whether any like 
measures were previously introduced in 
Congress, and, if so, their legislative his
tory. 

It also requires the service to employ or 
contract with such outside experts, con
sultants, or research org·anizations on 
a temporary basis as may be needed from 
time to time to serve the research needs 
of the Congress. 

As a subcommittee chairman, I have 
found that I have a very limited staff to 
properly approach and decide questions 
involving policy, legislative history, and 
the happy experience I have had has 
been to be able to turn to the Congres
sional Reference Service for assistance 
in preparing legislation, in looking up the 
legislative history, in evaluating the leg
islation and in arriving at an intelligent 
understanding of the impact of the leg
islation before us. 

I have also received invaluable assist
ance from them in carrying on the legis
lative oversight function in that com
mittee, in that they report on changes 
that have occurred with respect to what 
Congress has enacted, and this has been 
of significant value insofar as our con
gressional responsibilities are concerned. 
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S3 I support the amendment. I com
mend the gentleman from California and 
the members of the committee and the 
other Members who have joined in co
sponsoring this amendment and hope 
that it will be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California <Mr. SISK). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 

Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
return to line 10, page 20, for the pur
pose of offering an amendment to cor
rect a technical error. 

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, do I understand that 
the gentleman is requesting to return to 
page 20, line 10, and that this is simply 
a conforming amendment? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. That is 
on page 20, line 10, to correct a techni
cal error or a typographical error. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ANDREWS OF 
ALABAMA 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ANDREWS of 

Alabama: On page 20, in line 10, strike the 
word "Reorganization" and insert in lieu 
thereof the words "Legislative Reorganiza
tion." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ANDREWS of Ala.bama. Mr. 

Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the remainder of the bill be considered 
as read and be open to amendi.nent at 
any point and be subject to poin'ts of 
order. 

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the ·right to object, and I shall not object, 
without doubt there is another typo
graphical error in this bill-! cannot 
find it at the moment but I assume the 
gentleman would like to correct that. I 
cannot put my finger on it at this mo
ment. 

Mr. HALL. May I suggest to the gentle
man that permission may be obtained by 
unanimous consent that the Clerk be 
authorized to correct such typographical 
error. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent 'that the Clerk or 
whoever is responsible ·be authorized to 
correct any typographical errors in the 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must in
form the gentleman that that request 
must be made in the House. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Al·abama. I will say 
to the gentleman that we will make such 
a request. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala
bama (Mr. ANDREWS) that the remainder 
of the bill be considered as read and be 
open for amendment at any point and 
subject to points of order. 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any points 
of order? 

Are there any further amendments to 
the bill? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, I move that the Committee do 
now rise and report the bill back to the 
House with sundry amendments, with the 
recommendation that the amendments 
be agreed to and that the bill as amended 
do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the Chair, 
Mr. MURPHY of New York, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union reported that that 
Committee, having had under considera
tion the bill <H.R. 8825) making appro
priations for the Legislative Branch for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and 
for other purposes, had directed him to 
report the bill back to the House with 
sundry amendments, with the recom
mendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and that the bill as amended 
do pass. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, I move the previous question on 
the bill and all amendents thereto to final 
passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The .SPEAKER. Is a separate vote de

manded on any amendment? If not, the 
Chair will put them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

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

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not pr'.esent and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members, and the Clerk will call 
the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were--yeas 259, nays 26, answered "pres
ent" 3, not voting 145, as follows: 

Abbitt 
Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Anderson, Til. 
Andrews, Ala. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Asp in 
Aspinall 
Baker 
Baring 
Barrett 
Begich 
Bergland 
Betts 
Bevlll 
Blackburn 
Boggs 
Boland 

[Roll No. 119] 

YEAS-259 
Bolling 
Bow 
Brademas 
Brasco 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Brotzman 
Broyhlll, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burke, Fla. 
Burke, Mass. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Burton 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Byron 
Cabell 
Caffery 
Camp 
Carter 
Casey, Tex. 

Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clay 
Colmer 
Conable 
Corman 
Cotter 
Coughlin 
Daniel, Va. 
Danielson 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, S.C. 
Davis, Wis. 
de la Garza 
Delaney 
Dell en back 
Dellums 
Dennis 
Dickinson 

Diggs King 
Dingell Koch 
Donohue Kuykendall 
Dow Kyros 
Dowdy Leggett 
Downing Lennon 
Duncan Lent 
duPont Link 
Edwards, Ala. Lloyd 
Edwards, Calif. Long, Md. 
Eilberg Lujan 
Esch McClure 
Evans, Colo. McCormack 
Fascell McEwen 
Findley McFall 
Fisher McKay 
Flood McKevitt 
Foley Macdonald, 
Ford, Gerald R. Mass. 
Ford, Madden 

William D. Mahon 
Forsythe Mailliard 
Fountain Mann 
Fraser Martin 
Frenzel Mathias, Calif. 
Frey Mayne 
Fulton, Pa. Mazzoli 
Fuqua Meeds 
Galifianakis Melcher 
Garmatz Mikva 
Gibbons Mills, Md. 
Gonzalez Minish 
Goodling Minshall 
Grasso Mitchell 
Gray Mizell 
Green, Oreg. Mollchan 
Green, Pa. Monagan 
Griffin Montgomery 
Griffiths Moorhead 
Grover Morgan 
Hagan Morse 
Hamilton Mosher 
Hammer- Moss 

schmidt Murphy, N.Y. 
Hanley Myers 
Hansen, Wash. Natcher 
Harrington N edzi 
Hathaway Nichols 
Hechler, W.Va. Nix 
Helstoski Obey 
Hicks, Wash. O'Hara 
Hogan O'Neill 
Holifield Patten 
Hosmer Pelly 
Hull Pepper 
Johnson, Calif. Perkins 
Johnson, Pa. Pettis 
Jonas Pickle 
Jones, Ala. Pike 
Jones, N.C. Pirnie 
Jones, Tenn. Poft' 
Karth Powell 
Kastenmeier Preyer, N.C. 
Kazen Price, Til. 
Keating Purcell 
Kee Quie 
Keith Rees 

Archer 
Bennett 
Collins, Tex. 
Crane 
Eshleman 
Gaydos 
Gross 
Gubser 
Hall 

NAYS-26 

Hutchinson 
Landgrebe 
Latta 
McCollister 
Miller, Ohio 
O'Konski 
Pcage 
Randall 
Rarick 

Reid, Til. 
Rhodes 
Riegle 
Roberts 
Robinson, Va. 
Robison, N .Y. 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rooney, Pa. 
Roush 
Roy 
Roybal 
Ruth 
Ryan 
Sandman 
Sarbanes 
Satterfield 
Scherle 
Scheuer 
Scott 
Seiberling 
Shriver 
Sisk 
Slack 
Smith, Calif 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Springer 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Steele 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Stephens 
Stratton 
Sullivan 
Talcott 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson, Ga. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tiernan 
Udall 
Ullman 
VanDeerlin 
VanderJagt 
Vanik 
Veysey 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Wampler 
Watts 
White 
Wlnn 
Wolff 
Wright 
Wydler 
Wyman 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Tex. 
Zablocki 
Zion 
Zwach 

Roncallo 
Saylor 
Schmitz 
Schneebeli 
Skubitz 
Wilson, Bob 
Wylie 
Young, Fla. 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-3 
Haley Jacobs Rousselot 

NOT VOTING-145 

Abernethy 
Abourezk 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Annunzio 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Badillo 
Belcher 
Bell 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Bingham 
Blanton 
Blatnik 
Bray 
Broomfield 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Burleson, Tex. 

Carey, N.Y. 
Carney 
Celler 
Chappell 
Chisholm 
Clark 
Clawson, Del 
Cleveland 
Collier 
Collins, Ill. 
Conte 
Conyers 
Culver 
Daniels, N.J. 
Denholm 
Dent 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Dorn 
Drinan 
Dulski 
DwYer 

Eckhardt 
Edmondson 
Edwards, La. 
Erlenborn 
Evins, Tenn. 
Fish 
Flowers 
Flynt 
Frelinghuysen 
Fulton, Tenn. 
Gallagher 
Gettys 
Giaimo 
Goldwater 
Gude 
Halpern 
Hanna 
Hansen, Idaho 
Harsha 
Harvey 
Hastings 
Hawkins 
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Hays Michel 
Hebert Miller, Calif. 
Heckler, Mass. Mills, Ark. 
Henderson Mink 
Hicks, Mass. Murphy, Ill. 
Hillis Nelsen 
Horton Passman 
Howard Patman 
Hungate Peyser 
Hunt Podell 
!chord Price, Tex. 
Jarman Pryor, Ark. 
Kemp Pucinski 
Kl uczynski Quillen 
Kyl Railsback 
Landrum Rangel 
Long, La. Reid, N.Y. 
McClory Reuss 
McCloskey Rooney, N.Y. 
McCulloch Rosenthal 
McDade Rostenkowski 
McDonald, Runnels 

Mich. Ruppe 
McKinney St Germain 
McMillan Schwengel 
Mathis, Ga. Sebelius 
Matsunaga Shipley 
Metcalfe Shoup 

So the bill was passed. 
111e Clerk ar.u1otu1ced 

pairs: 
On this vote: 

Sikes 
Spence 
Stafford 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

JamesV. 
Steed 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stokes 
Stubblefield 
Stuckey 
Symington 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thone 
Waldie 
Ware 
Whalen 
Whalley 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Williams 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wyatt 

the following 

Mr. Gude for, with Mr. Collier against. 
Mr. Hunt for, with Mr. Thone against. 
Mr. Horton for, with Mr. Kyl against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Annunzio with Mr. Arends. 
Mr. Hays wi;th Mr. Devine. 
Mr. Hebert with Mr. McDade. 
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Widnall. 
Mr. Culver with Mr. Michel. 
Mr. Dent with Mr. Williams. 
Mr. Chappell with Mr. Erlenborn. 
Mr. Daniels of New Jersey wi11:1h Mr. Rails-

back. 
Mr. Stubblefield with Mr. Peyser. 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Goldwater. 
Mr. Dulski with Mr. Ware. 
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Bray. 
Mr. Giaimo with Mr. Conte. 
Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Del 

Clawson. 
Mr. Celler with Mr. McCloskey. 
Mr. Clark with Mr. Ruppe. 
Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Broomfield. 
Mr. Burleson of Texas with Mr. Price of 

Texas. 
Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Bell. 
Mr. Shipley with Mr. Whalley. 
Mr. Sikes with Mr. Hillis. 
Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Teague of 

California. 
Mr. Biaggi with Mr. Halpern. 
Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Harvey. 
Mr. Abourezk with Mr. Brown of Ohio. 
Mr. Howard with Mrs. Chisholm. 
Mr. Henderson with Mr. Belcher. 
Mr. Carey with Mr. Stafford. 
Mr. Staggers with Mrs. Heckler of Massa-

chusett s . 
Mr. Podell with Mr. Kemp. 
Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Cleveland. 
Mr. StGermain with Mr. Nelsen. 
Mr. Rosenthal with Mr. Collins of Illinois. 
Mr. Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. Mc-

Kinney. 
Mr. Gettys with Mr. Schwengel. 
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Shoup. 
Mr. Bingham with Mr. Reid of New York. 
Mr. Stuckey with Mr. McClory. 
Mr. Metcalfe with Mr. Waldie. 
Mr. Jarman with Mr. Wyatt. 
Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Ashley. 
Mr. Carney with Mr. Conyers. 
Mr. Dorn with Mr. Quillen. 
Mr. Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Der-

winski. 
Mr. Drin.an with Mr. Rangel. 
Mr. Reuss with Mr. Biester. 
Mr. Murphy of Illinois with Mr. Hastings. 
Mr. Mathis of Georgia with Mr. Brown of 

Michigan. 

Mr. Landrum with Mr. Harsha. 
Mr. Hanna with Mr. ·McDonald of Michi-

gan, 
Mr. Steed with Mrs. Dwyer. 
Mr. Stokes with Mr. Symington. 
Mr. Whitten with Mr. Frelinghuysen. 
Mr. Matsunaga with Mr. Whalen. 
Mr. Runnels with Mr. Steiger of Wisconsin. 
Mr. Flowers with Mr. Hansen of Idaho. 
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Fish. 
Mr. Flynt with Mr. Whitehurst. 
Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr. Sebellus. 
Mrs. Hicks of Massachusetts with Mr. 

Wiggins. 
Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Ashbrook. 
Mr. Blanton with Mr. Spence. 
Mr. MoMillan with Mr. Patman. 
Mr. Pucinski with Mr. Badillo. 
Mr. Denholm with Mr. Passman. 
Mr. Pryor of Arkansas with Mrs. Mink. 
Mr. Hungate with Mr.lchord. 
Mr. Alexander with Mr. Eckhardt. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT changed his vote 
from "yea" to "present." 

Mr. MORSE changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider wa..s laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative days 
in which to extend their remarks on the 
bill just passed, and to include extrane
ous matters. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING CLERK TO MAKE 
CERTAIN CORRECTIONS IN THE 
ENGROSSMENT OF H.R. 8825 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask tu1animous consent that 
in the engrossment of the bill just passed, 
the Clerk be authorized to make appro
priate corrections in ptulctuations and 
spelling. 

111e SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

CLEAN ENERGY NEEDS----MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES <H. DOC. NO. 
92-118) 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the President 
of the United States; which was read 
and referred to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations and ordered to be 
printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
For most of our history, a plentiful 

supply of energy is something the Ameri
can people have taken very much for 
granted. In the past twenty years alone, 
we have been able to double our con
sumption of energy without exhausting 
the supply. But the assumption that suf
ficient energy will always be readily 
available has been brought sharply into 
question within the last year.111e brown
outs that have affected some areas of 
our cotu1try, the possible shortages of 
fuel that were threatened last fall, the 

sharp increases in certain fuel prices 
and our growing awareness of the en
vironmental consequences of energy pro
duction have all demonstrated that we 
cannot take our energy supply for 
granted any longer. 

A sufficient supply of clean energy is 
essential if we are to sustain healthy eco
nomic growth and improve the quality 
of our national life. I am therefore an
notulcing today a broad range of actions 
to ensure an adequate supply of clean 
energy for the years ahead. Private in
dustry, of course, will still play the ma
jor role in providing our energy, but gov
ernment can do a great deal to help in 
meeting this challenge. 

My program includes the following 
elements: 
TO FACILITATE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

FOR CLEAN ENERGY 

-A commitment to complete the 
successful demonstration of the liq
uid metal fast breeder reactor by 
1980. 

-More than twice as much Federal 
support for sulfur oxide control 
demonstration projects in Fiscal 
Year 1972. 

-An expanded program to convert 
coal into a clean gaseous fuel. 

-Support for a variety of other en
ergy research projects in fields such 
as fusion power, magnetohydrody
namic power cycles, and tulder
ground electric transmission. 

TO MAKE AVAILABLE THE ENERGY RESOURCES ON 

FEDERAL LANDS 

-Acceleration of oil and gas lease sales 
on the Outer Continental Shelf, 
along with stringent controls to pro
tect the environment. 

-A leasing program to develop our 
vast oil shale resources, provided 
that environmental questions can be 
satisfactorily resolved. 

-Development of a geothermal leasing 
program beginning this fall. 

TO ASSURE A TIMELY SUPPLY OF NUCLEAR 

FUELS 

-Begin work to modernize and expand 
our uranium enrichment capacity. 

TO USE OUR ENERGY MORE WISELY 

-A New Federal Housing Administra
tion standard requiring additional 
insulation in new federally insured 
homes. 

-Development and publication of ad
ditional information on how con
sumers can use energy more effi· 
ciently. 

-Other efforts to encourage energy 
conservation. 

TO BALANCE ENVmONMENTAL AND ENERGY NEEDS 

-A system of long-range open plan· 
ning of electric power plant sites and 
transmission line routes with ap
proval by a State or regional agency 
before construction. 

-An incentive charge to reduce sulfur 
oxide emissions and to support fur
ther research. 
TO ORGANIZE FEDERAL EFFORTS MORE 

~FFECTIVEL Y 

-A single structure within the Depart
ment of Natural Resources uniting 
all important energy resource devel
opment programs. 
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THE NATURE OF THE CURRENT PROBLEM 

A major cause of our recent energy 
problems has been the sharp increase in 
demand that began about 1967. For dec
ades, energy consumption had generally 
grown at a slower rate than the national 
output of goods and services. But in the 
last four years it has been growing at a 
faster pace and forecasts of energy de
mand a decade from now have been un
dergoing significant upward revisions. 

This accelerated growth in demand 
results partly from the fact that energy 
has been relatively inexpensive in this 
country. During the last decade, the 
prices of oil, coal, natural gas and elec
tricity have increased at a much slower 
rate than consumer prices as a whole. 
Energy has been an attractive bargain 
in this country-and demand has 
responded accordingly. 

In the years ahead, the needs of a 
growing eclonomy will further stimulate 
this demand. And the new emphasis on 
environmental protection means that 
the demand for cleaner fuels will be 
especially acute. The primary cause of 
air pollution, for example, is the burn
ing of foosil fuels in homes, in cars, in 
factories and in powerplants. If we are 
to meet our new national air quality 
standards, it will be essential for us to 
use stack gas cleaning systems in our 
large power and other industrial plants 
and to use cleaner fuels in virtually all 
of our new residential, commercial and 
industrial facilities, and in some of our 
older facilities as well. 

Together, these two factors-growing 
demand for energy and growing em
phasis on cleaner fuels--will create an 
extraordinary pressure on our fuel sup
plies. 

The task of providing sufflcient clean 
energy is made especially difficult by the 
long lead times required to increase 
energy supply. To move from geological 
exploration to oil and gas well production 
now takes from 3 to 7 years. New coal 
mines typically require 3 to 5 years to 
reacll the production stage wnd it takes 
5 to 7 years to complete a large steam 
power piant. The development of the new 
technology required to minimize environ
mental damage can further delay the 
provision of additional energy. If we are 
to take full advantage of our enormous 
coal resources, for example, we will need 
mining systems that do not impair the 
health and safety of miners or degrade 
the landscape and combustion systems 
that do not emit harmful quantities of 
sulfur oxides, other noxious gases, and 
particulates into the atmosphere. But 
such systems may take several years to 
reach satisfactory performance. That is 
why our efforts to expand the supply of 
cleWil energy in America must im
mediately be stepped up. 

1. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT GOALS FOR 
CLEAN ENERGY 

Our past research in this critical field 
has produced many promising leads. Now 
we must move quickly to demonstrate 
the best of these new concepts on a com
mercia! scale. Industry should play the 
major role in this area, but government 
can help by providing technical lead
ership and by sharing a portion of the 

risk for costly demonstration plants. The 
time has now come for government and 
industry to commit themselves to a joint 
effort to achieve commercial scale dem
onstrations in the most crucial and most 
promising clean energy development 
areas--the fast breeder reactor, sulfur 
oxide control technology and coal gasi
fication. 

A. SULPHUR OXIDE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY 

A major bottleneck in our clean energy 
program is the fact that we cannot 
now burn coal or oil without discharging 
its sulfur content into the air. We need 
new technology which will make it pos
sible to remove the sulfur before it is 
emitted to the air. 

Working together, industry and gov
ernment have developed a variety of ap
proaches to this problem. However, the 
new air quality standards promulgated 
under the Clean Air Amendments of 
1970 require an even more rapid develop
ment of a suitable range of stack gas 
cleaning techniques for removing sulfur 
oxides. I have therefore requested funds 
in my 1972 hudget to permit the Envir
onmental Protection Agency to devote 
an additional $15 million to this area, 
more than doubling the level of our pre
vious efforts. This expansion means that 
a total of six different techniques can 
be demonstrated in partnership with in
dustry during the next three or four 
years. 

B. NUCLEAR BREEDER REACTOR 

Our best hope today for meeting the 
Nation's growing demand for economical 
clean energy lies with the fast breeder 
reactor. Because of its highly efficient 
use of nuclear fuel, the breeder reactor 
could extend the life of our natural 
uranium fuel supply from decades to 
centuries, with far less impact on the en
vironment than the power plants which 
are operating today. 

For several years, the Atomic Energy 
Commission has placed the highest 
priority on developing the liquid metal 
fast breeder. Now this project is ready 
to move out of the laboratory and into 
the demonstration phase with a com
mercial size plant. But there still are 
major technical and financial obstacles 
to the construction of a demonstration 
plant of some 300 to 500 megawatts. I 
am therefore requesting an additional 
$27 million in Fiscal Year 1972 for the 
Atomic Energy Commission's liquid 
metal fast breeder reactor program
and for related technological and safety 
programs--so that the necessary engi
neering groundwork for demonstration 
plants Cfvn soon be laid. 

What about the environmental impact 
of such plants? It is reassuring to know 
that the releases of radioactivity from 
current nuclear reactors are well within 
the national safety standards. Neverthe
less, we will make every effort to see that 
these new breeder reactors emit even less 
radioactivity to the environment than 
the commercial ·light water reactors 
which are now in use. 

I am therefore directing the Atomic 
Energy Commission to ensure that the 
new breeder plants be designed in a way 
which inherently prevents discharge to 
the environment from the plant's radio-

active emuent systems. The Atomic 
Energy Commission should also take ad
vantage of the increased efficiency of 
these breeder plants, designing them to 
minimize waste heat discharges. Ther
mal pollution from nuclear power plants 
can be materially reduced in the more 
efficient breeder reactors. 

We have very high hopes that the 
breeder reactor will soon become a key 
element in the national fight against air 
and water pollution. In order further to 
inform the interested agencies and the 
public about the opportunities in this 
area, I have requested the early prep
aration and review by all aw>ropriate 
agencies of a draft environmental im
pact statement for the breeder demon
stration plant in accordance with Sec
tion 102 of the National Environmental 
Policy Act. This procedure will ensure 
compliance with all environmental 
quality standards before plant construc
tion begins. 

In a related area. it is also pertinent to 
observe that the safety record of ci
vilian power reactors in this country is 
extraordinary in the history of techno
logical advances. For more than a quar
ter century-since the first nuclear chain 
reaction took place-no member of the 
public has been injured by the failure of 
a reactor or by an accidental release of 
radioactivity. I am confident that this 
record can be maintained. The Atomic 
Energy Commission is giving top priority 
to safety considerations in the basic de
sign of the breeder reactor and this de
sign will also be subject to a thorough 
review by the independent Advisory 
Committee on Reactor Safeguards, 
which will publish the results of its in
vestigation. 

I believe it important to the Nation 
that the commercial demonstration of a 
breeder reactor be completed by 1980. To 
help achieve that goal, I am requesting 
an additional $50 million in Federal 
funds for the demonstration plant. We 
expect industry-the utilities and manu
facturers--to contribute the major share 
of the plant's total cost, since they have 
a large and obvious stake in this new 
technology. But we also recognize that 
only if government and industry work 
closely together can we maximize our 
progress in this vital field and thus in
troduce a new era in the production of 
energy for the people of our land. 

C. COAL GASIFICATION 

As we carry on our search for cleaner 
fuels, we think immediately of the clean
est fossil fuel-natural gas. But our re
serves of natural gas are quite limited in 
comparison with our reserves of coal. 

Fortunately, however, it is technically 
feasible to convert coal into a clean gas 
which can be transported through pipe
lines. The Department of the Interior 
has been working with the natural gas 
and coal industries on research to ad
vance our coal gasification efforts and 
a number of possible methods for ac
complishing this conversion are under 
development. A few, in fact, are now in 
the pilot plant stage. 

We are determined to bring greater 
focus and urgency to this effort. We 
have therefore initiated a cooperative 
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program with industry to expand the 
number of pilot plants, making it pos
sible to test new methods more expedi
tiously so that the appropriate technol
ogy can soon be selected for a large
scale demonstration plant. 

The Federal expenditure for this co
operative program will be expanded to 
$20 million a year. Industry has agreed 
to provide $10 million a year for this 
effort. In general, we expect that the 
Government will continue to finance the 
larger share of pilot plants and that in
dustry will finance the larger share of 
the demonstration plants. But again, the 
important point is that both the Gov
ernment and industry are now strong
ly committed to move ahead together as 
promptly as possible to make coal gasi
fication a commercial reality. 

D. OTHER RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

EFFORTS 

The fast breeder reactor, sulfur oxide 
controls and coal gasification represent 
our highest priority research and devel
opment projects in the clean energy 
field. But they are not our only efforts. 
Other ongoing projects include: 

-Coal Mine Health and Safety Re
search. In response to a growing 
concern for the health and safety 
of the men who mine the Nation's 
coal and in accordance with the 
Federal Coal Mine Health and Safe
ty Act of 1969, the Bureau of Mines 
research effort has been increased 
from a level of $2 mil ·on in Fiscal 
Year 1969 to $30 million in Fiscal 
Year 1972. 

-Controlled Thermonuclear Fusion 
Research. For nearly two decades 
the Government has been funding a 
sizable research effort designed to 
harness the almost limitless energy 
of nuclear fusion for peaceful pur
poses. Recent progress suggests that 
the scientific feasibility of such proj
ects may be demonstrated in the 
1970s and we have therefore re
quested an additional $2 million to 
supplement the budget in this field 
for Fiscal Year 1972. We hope that 
work in this promising area will 
continue to be expanded as scien
tific progress justifies larger scale 
programs. 

-Coal Liquefaction. In addition to its 
coal gasification work, the Depart
ment of the Interior has underway a 
major pilot plant program directed 
toward converting coal into cleaner 
liquid fuels. 

-Magnetohydrodynamic Power Cy
cles. MHD is a new and more effi
cient method of converting coal and 
other fossil fuels into electric energy 
by burning the fuel and passing the 
combustion products througq a mag
netic field at very high temperatures. 
In partnership with the electric 
power industry, we have been work
ing to develop this new system of 
electric power generation. 

-Underground Electric Transmission. 
Objections have been growing to the 
overhead placement of high voltage 
power lines, especially in areas of 
scenic beauty or near centers of 
population. Again in cooperation 
with industry, the Government is 

funding a research program to de
velop new and less expensive tech
niques for burying high voltage elec
tric transmission lines. 

-Nuclear Reactor Safety and Sup
porting Technology. The general re
search and development work for to
day's commercial nuclear reactors 
was completed several years ago, but 
we must continue to fund safety-re
lated efforts in order to ensure the 
continuance of the excellent safety 
record in this field. An additional $3 
million has recently been requested 
for this purpose to supplement the 
budget in Fiscal Year 1972. 

-Advanced Reactor Concepts. The 
liquid metal fast breeder is the pri
ority breeder reactor concept under 
development. but the Atomic Energy 
Commission is also supporting lim
ited alternate reactor programs in
volving gas cooled reactors, molten 
salt reactors and light water breed
ers. 

-Solar Energy. The sun offers anal
most unlimited supply of energy if 
we can learn to use it economically. 
The National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration and the National 
Science Foundation are currently re
examining their efforts in this area 
and we expect to give greater atten
tion to solar energy in the future. 

The key to meeting our twin goals of 
supplying adequate energy and protect
ing the environment in the decades 
ahead will be a balanced and imagina
tive research and development program. 
I have therefore asked my Science Ad
viser, with the cooperation of the Coun
cil on Environmental Quality and the 
interested agencies, to make a detailed 
assessment of all of the technological 
opportunities in this area and to recom
mend additional projects which should 
receive priority attention. 
2. MAKING AVAILABLE THE ENERGY RESOURCES 

OF FEDERAL LANDS 

Over half of our Nation's remaining 
oil and gas resources, about 40 percent of 
our coal and uranium, 80 percent of our 
oil shale, and some 60 percent of our 
geothermal energy sources are now 
located on Federal lands. Programs to 
make these resources available to meet 
the growing energy requirements of the 
Nation are therefore essential if short
ages are to be averted. Through appro
priate leasing programs, the Govern
ment should be able to recover the fair 
market value of these resources, while 
requiring developers to comply with re
quirements that will adequately protect 
the environment. 

To supplement the efforts already 
underway to develop the fuel resources 
of the lower 48 States and Alaska, I am 
announcing today the following new 
programs: 
A. LEASING ON THE OUTER CONTINENTAL SHEL:F'--

AN ACCELERATED PROGRAM 

The Outer Continental Shelf has 
proved to be a prolific source of oil and 
gas, but it has also been the source of 
troublesome oil spills in recent years. 
Our ability to tap the great potential of 
offshore areas has been seriously ham
pered by these environmental problems. 

The Department of the Interior has 

significantly strengthened the environ
mental protection requirements control
ling offshore drilling and we will continue 
to enforce these requirements very 
strictly. As a prerequisite to Federal lease 
sales, environmental assessments will be 
made in accordance with section 102 of 
the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969. 

Within these clear limits, we will ac
celerate our efforts to utilize this rich 
source of fuel. In order to expand pro
ductive possibilities as rapidly as possi
ble, the accelerated program should in
clude the sale of new leases not only in 
the highly productive Gulf of Mexico, 
but also some other promising areas. I 
am therefore directing the Secretary of 
the Interior to increase the offerings of oil 
and gas leases and to publish a schedule 
for lease offerings on the Outer Conti
nental Shelf during the next five years, 
beginning with a general lease sale and a 
drainage sale this yea-r. 

B. OIL SHALE-A PROGRAM FOR ORDERLY 

DEVELOPMENT 

At a time when we are facing possible 
energy shortages, it is reassuring to know 
that there exists in the United States an 
untapped shale oil resource containing 
some 600 billion barrels in high grade de
posits. At current consumption rates, this 
resow·ce represents 150 years supply. 
About 80 billion barrels of this shale oil 
are particularly rich and well situated for 
early development. This huge resource 
of very low sulfur oil is located in the 
Rocky Mountain area, primarily on 
Federal land. 

At present there is no commercial pro
duction of shale oil. A mixture of prob
lems-environmental, technical and eco
nomic-have combined to thwart past 
efforts at development. 

I believe the time has come to begin 
the orderly formulation of a shale oil 
policy-not by any head -long rush to
ward development but rather by a well 
considered program in which both en
vironmental protection and the recovery 
of a fair return to the Government are 
cardin::tl principles under which any 
leasing takes place. I am therefore re
questing the Secretary of the Interior to 
expedite the development of an oil shale 
leasing program including the prepara
tion of an environmental impact state
ment. If after reviewing this statement 
and comments he finds that environ
mental concerns can be satisfied, he shall 
the11 proceed with the detailed planning. 
This work would also involve the States 
of Wyoming, Colorado and Utah and the 
first test lease would be scheduled for 
next year. 

C. GEOTHERMAL ENERGY 

There is a vast quantity of heat stored 
in the earth itself. Where this energy 
source is close to the surface, as it is 
in the Western States, it can readily be 
tapped to generate electricity, to heat 
homes, and to meet other energy require
ments. Again, this resource is located 
primarily on Federal lands. 

Legislation enacted in recent months 
permits the Federal government, for the 
first time, to prepare for a leasing pro
gram in the field of geothermal energy. 
Classification of the lands involved is 
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already underway in the Department of 
the Interior. I am requesting the Secre
tary of the Interior to expedite a final 
decision on whether the first competitive 
lease sale should be scheduled for this 
fall-taking into account, of course, his 
evaluation of the environmental impact 
statement. 

3. NATURAL GAS SUPPLY 

For the past 25 years, natural gas has 
supplied much of the increase in the en
ergy supply of the United States. Now 
this relatively clean form of energy is 
in even greater demand to help satisfy air 
quality standards. Our present supply 
of natural gas is limited, however, and we 
are beginning to face shortages which 
could intensify as we move to implement 
the air quality standards. Additional 
supplies of gas will therefore be one of 
our most urgent energy needs in the next 
few years. 

Federal efforts to augment the avail
able supplies of natural gas include: 

-Accelerated leasing on Federal lands 
to speed discovery and development 
of new natural gas fields. 

-Moving ahead with a demonstration 
project to gasify coal. 

-Recent actions by the Federal Power 
Commission providing greater in
centives for industry to increase its 
search for new sources of natural 
gas and to commit its discoveries to 
the interstate market. 

-Facilitating imports of both natural 
and liquefied gas from Canada and 
from other nations. 

-Progress in nuclear stimulation ex
periments which seek to produce 
natural gas from tight geologic for
mations which cannot presently be 
utilized in ways which are economi
cally and environmentally accept
able. 

This administration is keenly aware of 
the need to take every reasonable action 
to enlarge the supply of clean gaseous 
fuels. We intend to take such action and 
we expect to get good results. 

4. IMPORTS FROM CANADA 

Over the years, the United States and 
Canada have steadily increased their 
trade in energy. The United States ex
ports some coal to Canada, but the major 
items of trade are oil and gas which are 
surplus to Canadian needs but which 
find a ready market in the United States. 

The time has come to develop further 
this mutually advantageous trading re
lationship. The United States is there
fore prepared to move promptly to per
mit Canadian crude oil to enter this 
country, free of any quantitative re
straints, upon agreement as to measures 
needed to prevent citizens of both our 
countries from being subjected to oil 
shortages, or threats of shortages. We 
are ready to proceed with negotiations 
and we look to an early conclusion. 

5. TIMELY SUPPLIES OF NUCLEAR FUELS 

The Nation's nuclear fuel supply is in 
a state of transition. Military needs are 
now relatively small but civilian needs 
are growing rapidly and will be our 
dominant need for nuclear fuel in the 
future. With the exception of uranium 
enrichment, the nuclear energy industry 
is now in private hands. · 

I expect that private enterprise will 
eventually assume the responsibility for 
uranium enrichment as well, but in the 
meantime the Government must carry 
out its responsibility to ensure that our 
enrichment capacity expands at a rate 
consistent with expected demands. 

There is currently no shortage of 
enriched uranium or enriching capac
ity. In fact, the Atomic Energy Commis
sion has substantial stocks of enriched 
uranium which have already been pro
duced for later use. However, plant ex
pansions are required so that we can 
meet the growing demands for nuclear 
fuel in the late 1970s-both in the United 
States and in other nations for which 
this country is now the principal sup
plier. 

The most economical means presently 
available for expanding our capacity in 
this field appears to be the moderniza
tion of existing gaseous diffusion plants 
at Oak Ridge, Tennessee; Portsmouth, 
Ohio; and Paducah, Kentucky-through 
a Cascade Improvement Program. This 
program will take a number of years to 
complete and we therefore believe that 
it is prudent to initiate the program at 
this time rather than run the risk of 
shortages at a later date. I am therefore 
releasing $16 million to start the Cas
cade Improvement Program in Fiscal 
Year 1972. The pace of the improvement 
program will be tailored to fit the de
mands for enriched uranium in the 
United States and in other countries. 

6. USING ENERGY MORE WISELY 

We need new sources of energy in this 
country, but we also need to use exist
ing energy as efficiently as possible. I 
believe we can achieve the ends we de
sire-homes warm in winter and cool 
in summer, rapid transportation, plenti
ful energy for industrial production and 
home appliances-and still place less of 
a strain on our overtaxed resources. 

Historically, we have converted fuels 
into electricity and have used other 
sources of energy with ever increasing 
efficiency. Recent data suggest, however, 
that this trend may be reversing-thus 
adding to the drain on available re
sources. We must get back on the road 
of increasing efficiency-both at the 
point of production and at the point of 
consumption, where the consumer him
self can do a great deal to achieve con
siderable savings in his energy bills. 

We believe that part of the answer lies 
in pricing energy on the basis of its full 
costs to society. One reason we use en
ergy so lavishly today is that the price 
of energy does not include all of the social 
costs of producing it. The costs incurred 
in protecting the environment and the 
health and safety of workers, for exam
ple, are part of the real cost of produc
ing energy-but they are not now all in
cluded in the price of the product. If they 
were added to that price, we could expect 
that some of the waste in the use of en
ergy would be eliminated. At the satne 
time, by expanding clean fuel supplies, 
we will be working to keep the overall 
cost of energy as low as possible. 

It is also important that the individual 
consumer be fully 'aware of what his 
energy will cost if he buys a particular 
home or appliance. The efficiency of 

home heating or cooling systems and of 
other energy intensive equipment are de
termined by builders and manufacturers 
who may be concerned more with the 
initial cost of the equipment than with 
the operating costs which will come af
terward. For example, better thermal 
insulation in a home or office building 
may save the consumer large sums in 
the long run-and conserve energy as 
well-but for the builder it merely rep
resents an added expense. 

To help meet one manifestation of this 
problem, I am directing the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development to is
sue revised standards for insulation ap
plied in new federally insured homes. 
The new Federal Housing Administra
tion standards will require sufficient in
sulation to reduce the maximum per
missible heat loss by about one-third for 
a typical 1200 square foot home-and by 
even more for larger homes. It is esti
mated that the fuel savings which will 
result each year from the application of 
these new standards will, in an average 
climate, equal the cost of the additional 
insulation required. 

While the Federal Government can 
take some actions to conserve energy 
through such regulations, the consumer 
who seeks the most for his energy dollar 
in the marketplace is the one who can 
have the most profound influence. I am 
therefore asking my Special Assistant for 
Consumer Affairs-in cooperation with 
industry aJlti appropriate Government 
agencies-ta' gather and publish addi
tional information .in this field to help 
consumers focus on the operating costs 
as well as the initial cost of energy in
tensive equipment. 

In addition, I would note that the 
Joint Board on Fuel Supply and Fuel 
Transport chaired by the Director of the 
Office of Emergency Preparedness is de
veloping energy conservation measures 
for industry, government, and the gen
eral public to help reduce energy use in 
times of particular shortage and during 
pollution crises. 

7. POWER PLANT SITING 

If we are to meet growing demands 
for electricity in the years ahead, we 
cannot ignore the need for many new 
power plants. These plants and their as
sociated transmission lines must 'be lo
cated and built so as to avoid major 
damage to the environment, but they 
must also be completed on time so as to 
avoid power shortages. These demands 
are difficult to reconcile-and often they 
are not reconciled well. In my judgment 
the lesson of the recent power shortages 
and of the continuing disputes over 
power plant siting and transmission line 
routes is that the existing institutions 
for making decisions in this area are not 
adequate for the job. In my Special Mes
sage to the Congress on the Environment 
last February, I proposed legislation 
which would help to alleviate these prob
lems through longer range planning by 
the utilities and through the esta,blish
ment of State or regional agencies to 
license new lbulk power facilities prior to 
their construction. 

Hearings are now being held by the 
InterstaJte and Foreign Commerce Com
mittee of the House of Representatives 
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concerning these proposals and other 
measures which would provide an open 
planning and decision-making capacity 
for dealing wi·th these maJtters. Under the 
administration bill, long-range expan
sion plans would be presented by the 
utilities ten years before construction was 
scheduled to begin, individual alternative 
pawer plant sites would be identified five 
years ahead, and detailed design and lo
cation of specific plants and transmission 
lines would be considered two years in 
advance of construction. Public hear
ings would be held far enough ahead of 
construction so that they could influence 
the siting decision, helping to avoid en
vironmental problems wi·thout causing 
undue construction delays. I urge the 
Congress to take prompt and favorable 
action on this important legislative pro
posal. At the same time steps will be 
taken to ensure that Federal licenses and 
permits are handled as expedttiously as 
possible. 

8. THE ROLE OF THE SULFUR OXIDES 
EMISSIONS CHARGE 

In my environmental message last Feb
ruary I also proposed the establishment 
of a sulfur oxides emissions charge. The 
emissions charge woll!ld have the effect 
of building the cost of sulfur oxide pol
l uti on into the price of energy. It would 
also provide a strong economic incentive 
for achieving the necessary performance 
to meet sulfur oxide standards. 

The funds generated by the emissions 
charge would be used by the Federal Gov
emment to expand its programs to im
prove environmental quaiity, with special 
emphasis on the development of ade
quate supplies of clean energy. 
9. GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION-AN ENERGY 

ADMINISTRATION 

But new programs alone will not be 
enough. We must also consider how we 
can make these programs do whrut we 
intend them to do. One important way of 
fostering effective performance is to 
place responsibility for energy questions 
in a single agency which can execute 
and modify policies in a comprehensive 
and unified manner. 

The Nation has been without an in
tegrated energy policy in the 'past. One 
reason for this situation is that energy 
responsibilities are fragmented among 
several agencies. Often authority is di
vided according to types and uses of en
ergy. Coal, for example, is handled in 
one place, nuclear energy in another
but responsibility for considering the im
pact of one on the other is not ass·igned 
to any single authority. Nor is there any 
single agency responsible for developing 
new energy sources such as solar energy 
or new conversion systems such as the 
fuel cell. New concerns--such as con
serving our fossil fuels for non-fuel 
uses--ca.nnot receive the thorough and 
thoughtful attention they deserve under 
present arrangements. 

The reason for all these deficiencies is 
that each existing program was set up 
to meet a s'pecific problem of the past. 
As a result, our present structure is not 
equipped to handle the relationships be
tween these problems and the emergence 
of new concerns. 

The need to remedy these problems be
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comes more pressing every day. For ex
ample, the energy industries presently 
account for some 20 percent of our in
vestment in new plant and equipment. 
This means that inefficiencies resulting 
from uncoordinated government pro
grams can be very costly to our econ
omy. It is also true that energy sources 
are becoming increasingly interchange
ruble. Coal can be converted to gas, for 
example, and even to synthetic crude 
oil. If the Government is to perform 
adequately in the energy field, then it 
must act through an agency which has 
sufficient strength and breadth of re
sponsibility. 

Accordingly, I have proposed that all 
of our important Federal energy resource 
development programs be consolidated 
within the new Department of Natural 
Resources. 

The single energy authority which 
would thus be created would be better 
able to clarify, express, and execute Fed
eral energy policy than any unit in our 
present structure. The establishment of 
this new entity would provide a focal 
point where energy policy in the execu
tive branch could be harmonized and 
rationalized. 

One of the major advantages of con
solidating energy responsibilities would 
be the broader scope and greater balance 
this would give to research and develop
ment work in the energy field. The 
Atomic Energy Commission, for instance, 
has been successful in its mission of ad
vancing civilian nuclear power, but this 
field is now intimately interrelated with 
coal, oil and gas, and Federal electric 
power programs with which the Atomic 
Energy Commission now has very little 
to do. We believe that the planning and 
funding of civilian nuclear energy activi
ties should now be consolidated with 
other energy efforts in an agency charged 
with the mission of insuring that the 
total energy resources of the Nation are 
effectively utilized. The Atomic Energy 
Commission would still remain intact, in 
order to execute the nuclear programs 
and any related energy research which 
ma' be appropriate as part of the overall 
energy program of the Department of 
Natural Resources. 

Until such time as this new Depart
ment comes into being, I will continue to 
look to the Energy Subcommittee of the 
Domestic Council for leadership in ana
lyzing and coordinating overall energy 
policy questions for the executive branch. 

CONCLUSION 

The program I have set forth today 
provides the basic ingredients for a new 
effort to meet our clean energy needs in 
the years ahead. 

The success of this effort will require 
the cooperation of the Congress and of 
the State and local governments. It will 
also depend on the willingness of indus
try to meet its responsibilities in serving 
customers and in making necessary capi
tal investments to meet anticipated 
growth. Consumers, too, will have a key 
role to play as they learn to conserve 
energy and as they come to understand 
that the cost of environmental protection 
must, to a major extent, be reflected in 
consumer prices. 

I am confident that the various ele-

ments of our society will be able to work 
together to meet our clean energy needs. 
And I am confident that we can there
fore continue to know the blessings of 
both a high-energy civilization and a 
beautiful and healthy environment. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 4, 1971. 

ENERGY SUPPLY PROBLEM 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 

the President has sent the Congress a 
message which carefully explores the 
Nation's energy supply problems in the 
1970's and offers a number of highly 
practical recommendations for the solu
tion of those problems. 

The problems related to our energy 
needs are clearly due to the sharply in
creasing demand for energy and the par
allel demand for environmental protec
tion which places heavy limitations on 
the use of many customary energy 
sources. 

The 'President has placed before the 
Congress a program which outlines new 
initiatives and new commitments to help 
insure clean energy supplies to meet our 
country's foreseeable needs. 

He has also indicated the new appro
priations needed to put his program into 
effect in the areas of research and devel
opment, the elimination of pollution 
from energy sources now in use, expan
sion in the leasing of Federal lands for 
new oil and gas supplies, and the explo
mtion of' entirely. new sources of power. 

I find particularly intriguing the Pres
ident's emphasis on new-generation nu
clear reactors as the best hope for ful
filling our energy needs in the future. 

The President's message is far-reach
ng, and his program is well balanced. 
We have before us a plan marked by 
vision in dealing with a most crucial 
problem. I would hope the Congress gives 
adequate study to it and acts to imple
ment it as necessary. 

Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I enthusiastically welcome to
day's "Energy Message" as sent up by 
the President. 

Clearly, as Mr. Nixon has noted: "We 
cannot take our energy suppiy for 
granted any longer." The clouds of trou
ble-and, perhaps, of impending, serious 
crisis-have been gathering on the na
tional horizon in this regard for several 
years now, and for too long have been 
largely ignored. And, why not? For the 
one thing this Nation has enjoyed in 
abundance-in the midst of those other 
evidences of the fact that this has been 
at least a physically blessed land-has 
been a seeming never-ending suppiy of 
those resources from which energy can 
be produced. Until latelY, the possibility 
that we might eventually run out of es
sential fuels, or use up our remaining hy
dropower sites, for instance, was some
thing that, like so many Scarlett 
O'Hara's, we could "worry about to
morrow." 

But, Mr. Speaker, that "tomorrow" 
has-without our scarcely realizing it
moved gradually closer to being some 
part of "today." Those clouds of impend
ing trouble can no longer be ignored. If 
they are to be dissipated-and a serious 
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energy crisis averted-no further time 
should be wasted in getting Congress 
and the executive branch together in 
agreement on a national fuels-and
energy policy. 

The Presidential message received to
day lays the framework for achieving 
such an agreement-and such a policy. 
The President's proposals are compre
hensive and far-reaching. At the same 
time, however, they are realistic and at
tainable. Together, they recognize the 
essential fact that, under our system, it 
will be private industry which will pro
vide most of our energy needs, but Mr. 
Nixon has also recognized the equally es
sential fact that the Federal government 
can, and must, do a great deal more than 
it has been in helping private industry 
meet this challenge. 

The Government's proper role is 
largely in the research field, with special 
emphasis from now on upon methods for 
producing "clean" energy of one type or 
another, lest we do further damage to our 
environment. A substantial part of this 
et!ort will be directed, of necessity, at 
the problems currently besetting the de
velopment of nuclear powerplants
problems that are, at one and the same 
time, technical in nature as well as psy
chological, after their own fashion, in 
that the American public still has under
standable qualms and doubts about the 
safety of nuclear energy. I believe that 
those technical problems can, despite 
their complexity, be surmounted, but at 
the moment I am not as confident of the 
Atomic Energy Commission's ability to 
surmount what can only be described as 
its "public-relations" problem. 

I have recently received a complimen
tary copy of Drs. John W. Gofman and 
Arthur R. Templin's new book entitl-ed 
''Poisoned Power"-and subtitled "The 
Case Against Nuclear Power Plants." The 
book, as its authors have been doing for 
a couple of years, poses certain questions 
about the need for and safety of nuclear
generated power. These are queStions 
that, though with less resort to sensation
alism, need to be asked, and equally need 
to be answered in public forums by rep
resentatives of the AEC in a more forth
right and open manner than previously 
was their attitude. I 'think they can-and 
now will 00---so answered. But, whether 
or not those answers will be accepted, 
a,fter careful and thorough cross-exami
nation by AEC's numerous critics and 
doubters, depends largely, one suspects, 
on whether or not we here in the center 
of this debaJte ~are willing to spend less 
time on fanning the fires of controversy, 
and more time on an objective assess
ment of the economic, social, and long
range ramifications of the important en
vironmental questions involved. 

Be all that as it may-for this is a 
debaJte that will go on for some time-
surely the Congress could act now by 
moving forward as fast as possible on 
at least two of the President's propo-
sals: His bill, as now pending before the 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com
mittee, to establish new procedures and 
to more directly involve the public in the 
long-range planning involved in the sit
ing of new powerplants and the routes 
for transmission lines; and, second, his 
key reorganimtion proposal to esta;blish 

a new Department of Naltural Resources, 
into Which would be consolidated all of 
our currently scattered energy develop
ment programs. Not until such a new 
entity is established will we have much 
chance, I fear, of obtaining that coher
ent, national fuels-'and-energy policy we 
have so long lacked but can no longer 
at!ord w do witthout. 

Lastly, I am especially pleased at the 
attention the President gave in his mes
sage to the developing need for energy 
conservation. For a considerable period 
of time-coinciding with my recent years 
of service on the Public Works Subcom
mittee of tthe House Appropriations Com
mittee, where we wrestle with ma;ny of 
these same questions-! have been 
bothered 'by ~the manner in which we have 
gone along accepting as inevibaJble a dou
bling in the national demand for energy 
every decade. It has been my opinion, for 
whatever it may be worth, tthat we have 
simply been taking the easy way out by 
assuming that the demand for energy 
hoo to automrutically be equated with the 
need. The President, himself, points out 
one reason why we may have done this 
by suggesting that-and he is quite accu
rate in this--''we use energy so lavishly 
today (because) the price of energy does 
not include all of the social costs of pro
ducing it." Clearly, Mr. Speaker, in an 
age of awakening environmental con
cern, such a public a,ttitude is as obso
lete as any governmental policy which 
encourages it, and we should lbe grate
ful to the President for also having liftted 
this neglected policy area to a higher 
plane for public consideration. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that I may ex
tend my own remarks immediately fol
lowing the message from the President 
of the United States and that all 
Members have an equal opportunity to 
extend their remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
<Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I take this time for the purpose of asking 
the distinguished majority leader the 
program for the reminder of the week, if 
any, and the program for next week. 

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. BOGGS. In reply to the question, 
the program for this week is completed 
as of now. 

The program for next week is as 
follows: 

Monday is Consent Calendar day. 
Four suspensions are scheduled for 

Monday, as follows: 
House Joint Resolution 169, acceptance 

of mural design sketches for U.S. 
Capitol. 

H.R. 8011, amendments to the Wagner
O'DayAct. 

H.R. 6217, peanut allotments. 
H.R. 1161, expansion of agricultural 

exports. 
There is also scheduled for considera

tion H.R. 7960, the National Science 
Foundation Authorization, under an open 
rule with 1 hour of general debate. 

Tuesday there will be five unanimous
consent bills from the Committee on 
Ways and Means, which will be incorpo
rated in the RECORD. 

The bills are as follows: 
H.R. 1680, continuing suspension of 

duties on spun silk yarn. 
H.R. 4590, dutiable status of aluminum 

hydroxide and oxide, calcined bauxite, 
and bauxite ore. 

H.R. 7767, continuing suspension of 
duties on metal scrap. 

H.R. 8312, continuing for 2 years the 
duty-free status of certain gifts from 
members of the Armed Forces in combat 
zones. 

H.R. 8313, continuing for 2 years tem
porary assistance program for U.S. 
citizens returned from abroad. 

Also scheduled for consideration on 
Tuesday are: 

H.R. 8293, the Cot!ee Agreement Act 
extension, subject to a rule being 
granted; and 

H.R. 8311, the Renegotiation Act 
amendment, subject to a rule being 
granted. 

Wednesday there is scheduled House 
Joint Resolution 617, the Micronesian 
Claims Act, subject to a rule being 
granted. 

On Thursday there will be considered 
H.R. 8866, the Sugar Act extension, sub
ject to a rule being granted. 

Conference reports may be brought up 
at any time, and any further program 
will be announced later. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
JUNE 7 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on 
Monday next. 

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

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that the business in or
der under the Calendar Wednesday rule 
may be dispensed with on Wednesday 
night. 

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

There was no objection. 

AMERICAN WITHDRAWAL FROM 
SOUTH VIEI'NAM CONSiSTENT 
WITH SAFE REMOVAL AND PRO
VISION FOR THE RETURN OF 
AMERICAN PRISONERS OF WAR 
(Mr. BLACKBURN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
sure many of my colleagues, as have I, 
have received requests from constituents 
that we all join in signing a resolution 
which has been proposed by a number of 
our fellow Members which urges the Con
gress to commence hearings into the 
best way to complete American with
drawal from South Vietnam "consistent 
with their safe removal and provision 
for the return of American prisoners of 
war." 

Under the circumstances, I do not see 
where this resolution wouild accomplish 
anything. Our negotiators in Paris have 
asked the North Vietnamese to set a 
date for prisoner exchange and they re
fuse to even discuss the subject. 

The great fallacy in fixing a date far 
in advance of withdrawal is failing to 
take into account the effect it would have 
on the morale of the troops there. No 
man wants the dubious distinction of be
ing the last man killed or seriolliily 
wounded in a war. If military disci~ine 
is to be preserved to permit an orderly 
withdrawal without bringing about dis
aster, discipline and morale must be 
maintained up until the end. 

We are going through a very delicate 
maneuver at the present time: Militar
ily, diplomatically, and psychologically. 
We are attempting to withdraw military 
&upport in the form of combat troops 
while building a South Vietnamese Army 
of sufficient strength to depend our own 
remaining forces who will be necessary 
for logistical purposes. At the same time, 
we must maintain the confidence of the 
South Vietnamese peasant and soldier 
that the withdrawal of our combat troops 
is a prelude to a total abandonment 
of the people of South Vietnam after hav
ing encouraged them to fight with re
sultant devastation in their own land for 
the past 10 years. Should the South 
Vietnamese become convinced that 
America is abandoning them to the 
tender mercies of the Vietcong and North 
Vietnamese Army, they could well turn 
in anger upon our troops even as they 
were approaching the beaches. This 
would bring about a disaster of long
range implications in both military and 
diplomatic terms. 

While I might have personal reserva
tions about the President's plan, I feel 
strongly that if it has any chance of 
working, that chance is dependent upon 
the visual support of him by the general 
American public and its elected leaders. 
To deprive the President of this visual 
support is to deprive his efforts of any 
chance of success. I do not feel you or 
anyone would like to see that happen. 

I personally have not seen a period in 
our Nation's history when its course of 
action appears so fraught with peril and 
uncertainty of result. For any govern
ment official or public spokesman to be
gin undermining the one man charged 
with the responsibility of c·onducting the 
foreign affairs of our country is to com
pound many times the perils and uncer
tainties. If ever there was a time when 
we need to give an appearance of soli
darity in support of the President who 
has the constitutional responsibility of 

protecting the Armed Forces, whether in 
Vietnam or elsewhere, that time is now. 

I know, without reservation, of the 
President's deep personal desire to re
duce American involvement in Vietnam 
without precipitating disaster. For any
one to assume or to act as though his 
motives were anything less is too base to 
deserve serious ddscussion. 

CHILDHOOD LEA,D POISONING
FEDERAL LEGISLATION 

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

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, the Congress 
has responded to the silent epidemic of 
lead poisoning by passing the Lead
Based Paint Poisoning Prevention Act, 
Public Law 91-695. The President signed 
this act into law on January 13, 1971, 
without comment. Fortunately, a mass 
outpouring of letters, phone calls, and 
telegrams was able to convince him to 
disregard the recommendation of veto 
which the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare had forwarded to 
him. 

The act authorizes three 2-year pro
grams. 

First, the Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare is authorized to make 
grants to units of general local govern
ment for the purpose of developing and 
carrying out local programs to detect 
and treat lead-based paint poisoning. 
For fiscal year 1971, $3,330,000 was au
thorized, and for fiscal year 1972, $6,-
660,000. 

Second, the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare is authorized to 
make grants to units of general local 
government for programs to identify 
those areas that present a high risk to 
the health of residents booause of the 
presence of lead-based paints and then 
to develOP and carry out programs to 
eliminate the hazards of lead poisoning. 
For fiscal year 1971, $5 million was au
thorized, and for fiscal year 1972, $10 
million. 

Third, the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development is to conduct a re
search and demonstration program to 
determine the nature and extent of the 
lead-based paint poisoning problem, and 
methods of removing lead-based paints 
from interior surfaces, porches, and ex
terior surfaces of residential housing with 
which children might come into contact. 
The Secretary is to report to the Con
gress and suggest further legislative steps 
within 1 year of enactment of the 
Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention 
Act. For fiscal year 1971, $1,670,000 was 
authorized, and for fiscal year 1972, 
$3,340,000. 

In addition to these program activi
ties, the act directs the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare to pro
hibit the use of lead-based paint in resi
dential structures constructed or re
habilitated by the Federal Government, 
or with Federal assistance. 

Thus, the Congress has authorized $30 
million-$10 million for fiscal year 1971 
and $20 million for fiscal year 1972-to 

implement the Lead-Based Paint Poison
ing Prevention Act. 

Any sums authorized, but not appro
priated, for fiscal year 1971, may be ap
propriated for fiscal year 1972. Thus, a 
full $30 million is authorized for the fis
cal year which begins on July 1, 1971, to 
fight childhood lead poisoning. 

No money has been appropriated. 
The children are still waiting. 

THE SPECIAL NEEDS OF OUR 
ELDERLY PEOPLE 

<Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday I introduced four 
bills designed to meet the special needs 
of our elderly people for adequate in
come, good health care, decent housing, 
and companionship. 

Reaching age 65 in this country has 
become, in too many cases, the beginning 
of the end rather than the beginning of 
the golden years. Retirement has become 
far more than a simple adjustment to a 
more sedate pace of living. For 20 million 
elderly citizens it means a new way of 
life, a new way of life with few of the 
advantages that have been the goal of 
their working years. 

Just when he feels the need for an 
income adequate to travel, to relax, or 
just to feel secure in his home and prop
erty, the retiring worker usually suffers 
a precipitate drop in income. Just as he 
discovers that he will become increas
ingly dependent on public transit, he 
finds transportation services on the de
cline. Just as he requires more medical 
attention and prescribed medicines, he 
is disappointed to watch a vicious and 
uncontrolled explosion of medical costs 
coupled with a rising doubt about the 
quality of medical services. And, just as 
he feels the need for greater security, 
familiar surroundings and friends, he is 
often forced to give up his home and be 
placed in a nursing home. 

My 'bills are not the whole answer. We 
need a broad range of programs to meet 
the needs o'f elderly people. Coupled with 
advances in social security, however, 
they are necessary steps toward solution 
of these problems. My bills include: One 
to provide full, rather ·than partial, in
come tax deductions for all medical ex
penses incurred by elderly people; a sec
ond to establish a Division of Housing for 
the Elderly headed by a new Assistant 
Secretary in the Department of Housing 
and Urlban Development; a third to pro
hibit insurance companies from denying 
automobile insurance coverage on the 
basis of age alone; and the fourth to au
thorize the construction of more senior 
citizens community centers. 

We must do more for our elderly citi
zens. The Federal Government, through 
its policies of deficit spending, has fos
tered an inflationary spiral that has 
robbed retired workers of the benefits of 
their pensions, insurance coverage, and 
life savings. Latest indicators show prog
ress in curhing the I"aJte of infl.Bition, but. 
for many of these 20 million elderly citi-
zens, 1/he damage has already been done~ 
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Compassion and equity demand action 
on these proposals. 

ELECTRICAL ENERGY AND 
POLLUTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. Mc
CoRMACK) . Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from California, 
Mr. HoLIFIELD, is recognized for 30 min
utes. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, the 
President's message to the Congress to
day constitutes a momentous and impor
tant event in the history of our country. 

President Nixon has brought to the Na
tion's attention, in clear and forthright 
terms, two national problems of para
mount importance to our Nation. These 
problems, although separate in the minds 
of those who have not studied them, are 
inseparably entwined. If our modern 
industrial society is worthy of continu
ance and expansion, and as our popula
tion expands and raises its standard of 
living, it becomes mandatory that we 
solve these two inseparable problems. 

The machine age has multiplied our 
energy use by a factor of 300 to 350 over 
the one manpower energy use that pre
vails in undeveloped nations. It has made 
possible the highest average standard of 
living in the world. It has made possible 
a level of literacy, inventiveness, in
genuity, abundance of quality food, and 
health services, which have lengthened 
our average life expectancy by 20 years 
in the past half century. 

But that same industrial revolution, 
coupled with populatio.n growth and 
urbanization, has polluted our environ
ment with human and industrial waste. 
This pollution now threatens the via
bility of our society with an ever
increasing lethal danger. 

The President has clearly presented 
the problem; thwt is, pollution of our 
environment is the prim.81l"Y challenge to 
our future. It must be met. It can be 
solved. 

The second problem, and we must con
sider it inseparable from the solution of 
the pollution problem, is the impending 
crisis in the supply of eledtlrical energy. 

Without an adequate clean sUPply of 
electrical energy: 

First we cannot maintain our present 
level of consumer goods production; 

Second, we cannot increase the quan
tity of consumer goods to supply the 
inevitable increase in population between 
today and the year 2000 A.D. This in
-crease is reliably estimated to be at least 
100 million human beings; 

Third, last, but not least, we cannot 
produce the devices which will give us 
the deterrent military strength to pre
vent nuclear war, and establish by credi
ble negotiation a universal peace. 

The challenge posed by the impend
ing energy deficit is stark and clear: 

We must double our present generat
ing capacity by 1980. 

we must double the 1980 generating 
capacity by 1990. 

We mUSit increase the 1990 generating 
capacity by a minimum factor of 50 per
cent, or by a possible factor of 100 pe~r
cent, by the year 2000. 

There are sober, reasonable estimates 
of increased power requirements based 

on the best calculations of the most cred
ible and best informed professionals 
available. In my opinion these projections 
are as accurate as can be made. 

What d'oes this mean in ' terms of the 
national interest? 

It means that the President's message 
is timely. 

It means that it is urgent and impor
tant to our people and the people of the 
world. 

It is important to our people because 
it involves the viability of our society. 

First, the doubling factor every decade 
for the next 30 years is basic to our 
standard of living, now and in the future. 

Second, 70 percent of our electricity is 
used in industrial operations which pro
vide employment for our present workers 
and must continue to be used for our in
creasing population of workers. ' 

Third, I list this third, perha.ps it 
should be first. 

We cannot provide the solution for 
pollution without this tremendous dou
bling of electrical energy every decade. 

WhY? Because without abundant, 
cheap, clean electricity; 

We cannot clean the contaminants 
from our air, 

We cannot clean the contaminants 
from our water, 

We cannot treat sewage or industrial 
effluents, 

We cannot compress solid wastes--old 
automobile bodies, bottles, cans, and so 
forth-into smaller cubical space for 
transportation, recycling, or disposal. 

We cannot recycle recoverable metals, 
glass, paper, and so forth. 

Where can we get this increased 
amount of electricity? 

The a-nswer is clear to those of us who 
have spent years in the study of this 
problem. 

We must have every kilowatt of elec
tricity that we can produce from every 
fuel source available. What are those 
primary fuel sources in order of present 
use and availability? In order of present 
use and availability they are: 

First. Coal. 
Second. Oil. 
Third. Gas. 
Fourth. Uranium. 
Fifth. Hydroelectric--very limited. 
The fossil fuels, coal, oil, and gas, now 

provide 80 percent of the source fuel 
for electricity and are presently the most 
important. Their contaminant input in 
the environment has been definitely 
computed and unfortunately they have 
a major impact on atmospheric pollu
tion. 

But, we are using and must continue 
to use more fossil fuels-and we will 
move closer and closer to the major point 
in time when these fuels are depleted. In 
the meantime we must have a massive 
research and development program to 
reduce their pollution impact. 

For at least the next three decades 
and probably longer, fossil fuels rnust 
be used to provide the major supply of 
electrical kilowatts, for the next decade, 
therefore, our problem is to trap and re
move fossil fuel contaminants so that 
our atmosphere will remain usable for 
humans, animals, and vegetation. 

The President is therefore facing re
ality when he calls for more investment 

in research and development in this 
field. 

The President is also wise and realistic 
when he calls for reseach and develop
ment in the field of uranium fuel. 

He has made a national commitment 
in the uranium fuel field to develop and 
build an improved type of reactor known 
as a liquid metal fast breeder reactor. 

He has called for a demonstration fast 
breeder reactor which will be technologi
cally feasible and commercially useful 
by the end of the decade. 

I believe that the solution to our long
term electrical needs is the atomic fast 
breeder nuclear reactor. 

In our present nuclear reactors we ex
tract only . 7 percent of the potential 
heat from a given amount of uranium. 
The breeder reactor is destined to extract 
70 percent or 100 times the heat from a 
given amount of uranium. 

I shall not describe in detail the op
eration of the fast breeder reactor but I 
will point out a few of its principal at
tributes. The first is that the fast breeder 
converts the fertile uranium-238 into 
fissionable plutonium which can then be 
recycled as new fuel in the breeder. The 

net result of this is that through careful 
design a breeder reactor will generate 
more fuel than it consumes. 

The feasibility of the fast breeder re
actor was demonstrated 20 years ago in 
1951 at the national reactor testing sta
tion in Idaho. We now have operating 
in this country three small liquid metal 
fast breeder reactors; the EBR-II test 
reactor at Idaho; the Enrico Fermi No. 
1 in Michigan; and the Sefor experimen
tal reactor in Arkansas. 

None of these was expected to be eco
nomically competitive; and, in fact, our 
forthcoming power demonstration breed
ers are not expected to be economic. We 
do anticipate, however, that in the period 
of the 1980's this country will begin in
troducing into our national electrical 
generating capacity large commercially 
attractive f>S.st breeder nuclear power
plants that are competitive. 

A second attribute that the liquid 
metal fast breeder reactor has is that 
it is as efficient from a steam cycle point 
as our modern fossil plants. Present day 
light water plants discharge 40 percent 
more waste heat than do the fossil plants. 
The breeder will, megawatt for megawatt, 
discharge about the same waste heat as 
a fossil fired plant. 

A third attribute is that the engineers 
predict that the nature of the sodium
cooled nuclear breeder reactor is such 
that releases of radioactive material can 
be held to a bare minimum; in other 
words, below the 5 to 10 millirem per 
year experienced by present light water 
reactors. 

Fourth, the valuable factor of breed
ing plutonium by burning uranium will 
assure us of a nondepletable source of 
energy for many centuries. 

When the breeder reactor is developed, 
and the President has committed the 
Nation to its successful demonstration 
by 1980, we will, for the first time, be 
assured of an abundant supply of elec
trical power for many centuries. 

This source of energy will be available 
long after our oil, coal, and gas are de-
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pleted, or retired to an invaluable chemi
cal depository, which is the most valu
able use of these substances. 

The President's decision is historically 
important. 

It will, in my humble opinion, probably 
rank in the perspective of history as the 
most important presidential domestic 
decision of the 20th century. 

Why do I make this statement? 
President Eisenhower, of course, will 

be remembered for his great contribu
tion as a military leader in World War 
n. His great domestic decision, however, 
was the atoms for peace program. This 
was during the Eisenhower-Nixon years 
1952 to 1960. During those 8 years we 
turned the use of the atom from war to 
peace. We developed over a thousand 
peacetime uses for atomic energy. This 
program earned President Eisenhower a 
secure place in history. 

President Kennedy's decision to place 
men on the moon and bring them back 
safely in 10 years was successfully ac
complished, although he failed to live to 
see it due to his tragic assassination. 

Nevertheless, his domestic decision to 
~alre a national commitment to the 
space program thrilled the world, brought 
tremendous increases in scientific tech
nology and secured his place in an im
perishable niche in the annals of our 
national history. 

I am sincere when I say that Presi
dent Nixon's decision to develop an abun
dant supply of electricity from a virtually 
inexhaustible uranium, plutonium, and 
thorium fuel source will secure him an 
honorable place in our history second 
to no one of his predecessors. 

Today is not the time to document 
my statement nor do I have the time to 
describe in detail the promise of na
tional benefit which is embodied in the 
President's decision to face the dual and 
inseparable challenges of environmen
tal pollution ·and electrical energy defi
cit, which we face now-today. 

su:mce it to say that in the opinion of 
many Members of the House and Senate, 
Members of both POlitical parties-the 
President has acted wisely 1n setting a 
new priority for a domestic peacetime 
goal, the solution of pollution through 
an absolutely necessary increase 1n elec
trical energy. 

At the same time he has assured this 
Nation of a viable domestic future as 
well as the industrial progress necessary 
for our national security, from the 
standpoint of military strength and dip
lomatic credibility, at the international 
table of negotiation for peace. 

I am a Democrat, the President is a 
Republican. However, I believe we are 
both dedicated Americans. 

As a U.S. Representative, it is my 
duty to support the best interests of the 
people of our Nation. I shall therefore 
support the President's energy acceler
ation program. It is a vital program for 
our Nation. It should be carried forward 
in every field with full protection of the 
public interest. I am confident that the 
congressional committees of jurisdiction 
over the federally owned coal, oil, and 
uranium-bearing lands will carry out 
their mandate and cooperate with the 
President in accelerating the production 

of vitally needed fuel supplies for the 
public interest. 

I think the President is to be com
mended for this important decision. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to my col
league, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
PRICE). 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to join my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
HoLIFIELD), in commending the Presi
dent's decision to accelerate a variety of 
programs relating to the development of 
our energy resources, the production of 
electrical energy in adequate quantities, 
and devising adequate means to cope 
with pollution from all energy sources. 

I have had the privilege of serving with 
the gentleman from California as a mem
ber of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy since its beginning in 1946. I have 
great respect for the continuing study 
that he has made over the years concern
ing the development of civilian nuclear 
power in this country. I have worked 
along with him on these programs. I am 
personally convinced of their benefit to 
our Nation, and my views are very much 
in accord with his. 

It is clear to me that this country's 
need for electrircal energy in the fore
seeable future will require the use of all 
available fuels, both fossil and nuclear, 
and that we must learn to use the elec
trical energy produced in the most effi
cient manner we ctan devise. After a 
period of intensive development, nu
clear power is just beginning to make its 
contribution to the electrical capacity of 
this Nation. At present there are only 22 
operating pl.lants generating 9,131,000 
kw. and representing about 3 percent 
of the present electrical generating ca
placity tin this country. There a.re an ad
ditional 55 nuclear plants under con
struction equal to or larger than units 
now operating and another 44 pmnts 
have been ordered by utility companies. 
These plants are principally light water 
nuclear reactor plants, and their mode of 
operation is not one which makes effi
cient use of the energy content of 
Ul"anium. 

One of the programs to which the 
President today has given new impetus is 
the :tlast breeder reactor program. Thls is 
a type of reactor which utilizes fully the 
energy content of uranium and will pro
vide a source of electrieal energy for cen
turies. The light water nuclear reactor 
provides an interim solution to a portion 
of our energy needs. It builds an industry 
and provides experience which will be 
helpful in the operation and utilization 
of the fast breeder reactor which offers a 
solution to our long-term needs. 

I shall not discuss all aspects of the 
Presddent's message received today by 
the Congress; I merely wish to make a 
few comments on the portion relating to 
nuclear energy and make clear my inten
tion to provide continued support not 
only to the nuclear energy program, but 
to the necessary programs that will per
mit us to do a better job of cleaning up 
our environment. 

Finally, I would like to commend the 
gentleman from Californila for the per-

sonal effort that he has put into calling 
to the attention of all, the importance of 
recognizing the interrelationship of en
ergy production lalld pollution abatement 
and, more important, his leadership in 
:fighting for the breeder program as an 
important development which can pro
vide a source of cheap, abundant elec
trical power, with minimal environmen
tal impact. Further, it permits us to 
conserve and utilize our valuable fossil 
fuel reserves for purposes other th'an the 
production of electrical energy. 

I commend the gentleman from Cali
fornia for his long study of these prob
lems, for championing the need for and 
merit of the fast breeder concept, and 
for hlis tireless effort in urging the de
velopment of a balanced program for the 
proper utilization of these valuable en
ergy resources for our own benefit and 
for the benefit of succeeding generations 
yet to come. 

Like the gentleman in the well, I am 
very happy that the President sent up the 
message to the Congress that he did to
day. Again, I thank the gentleman from 
California, and I pledge my support to 
the President in these efforts. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Illinois, who is now 
the vice-chairman of the Joint Commit
tee on Atomic Energy for his remarks. I 
wish to further pay tribute to the fact 
that the gentleman and I both went on 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
some 25 years ago at the same time. The 
gentleman has sat by my side for all 
these 25 years. The gentleman has helped 
the program immensely as has the gen
tleman from California (Mr. HosMER). I 
am very happy that both of these gen
tlemen are on the floor today, because 
these two gentlemen have had as much 
to do with the progress of the peacetime 
use of atomic energy as any two men in 
the Congress. 

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

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
congratulate the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. HoLIFIELD) for his remarks. 
Later on in my own time I will have 
some commendatory remarks 'to make, 
not only about the President, but about 
the gentleman in the well, as well. But 
prior ·to that time I think that we should 
at this point ·anticipate an argument 
against the president making the first 
breeder reactor a national objective to 
be achieved by the year 1980. The objec
tion is an. allegation that somehow or 
other we really do not need the breeder 
and that if we work real hard on the 
hydrogen fusion, we win have that by 
1980, and we can skip this entire develop
ment of providing electricity to meet our 
requirements. 

The fact of ~he matter is .that this 
contention is an impossible dream. Con
trolled thermal nuclear reaction is the 
same reaction that takes place on the 
surface of the sun. It is a very, very com
plicated system to control this power. 
There is no one who really understands 
the problem who contends that •this oo.n 
be done before we have rbo have a breeder 
reactor to meet our requirements. 
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Mr. HOLIFIELD. I agree with the 
gentleman. 

The people who are holding out for this 
process of fusion as being .the answer to 
our electrtc power problem ~are either 
unknowledgeable or are delibera!tely do
ing it for destruotive purposes. 

As the gentleman has just said, the 
heat that is involved is the heat that is 
produced on the surface of the sun and 
that heat is millions of degrees Fahren
heit. There is no metal of any other kind 
of physical container or element that can 
contain this heat. Therefore, the most 
credible testimony before our committee 
is that if a continuance of fusion could 
be obtained-and it has not been ob
tained, I might add at this time-that 
there would be no way of containing it 
with any kind of physical material that 
we know of. 

Mr. HOSMER. Yes; that is true, as the 
matter of the fusion process itself, but 
then the heat somehow or other has to 
be converted into electrtcal energy, either 
direct conversion or some other conver
sion, tha!t has to be accomplished, neither 
of which are at the present ·time any
where near the realm of practicality. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is right. We are 
experiencing in this field and the Presi
dent lightly mentions that along with 
hydromagnetodynamics and solar energy 
and other sources that are talked of in 
some circles, but I am sure he knows be
cause his scientific advisers have advised 
him that we are talking of something 
that is far into the future and will not 
be accessible from a useful standpoint 
between now and the year 2000 and prob
ably much longer. 

Mr. HOSMER. I cannot agree with the 
gentleman more. 

On page 17986 of yesterday's RECORD, 
I have some remarks relating to the pace 
of the development of hydrogen fusion 
which may be of interest to any of those 
whose interest has been sparked by our 
conversation today. Those remarks, how
ever, do not knock down or refute ot!ler 
contentions in reference to hydrogen 
fusion; namely, that it would be clean 
and free of radiation. This is not the 
fact, as scientists will testify to. 

Secondly, the economics of hydrogen 
fusion in relation to that of the breeder 
reactor, certainly are completely up in 
the air, and the target is a tough one 
because the breeder reactor makes more 
fuel than it consumes. Therefore, you 
cannot fuel your next generation of reac
tors free. That is pretty hard a game to 
better. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman is 
correct. I thank the gentleman for his 
contribution today and for his many 
years of dedicated service on the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speake:r, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
commend the gentleman for his state
ment today and for his interest in the 
statement that has been submitted by 
the President~ 

In furtherance a little of what the gen
tleman from California <Mr. HosMER) 
has said, would not the gentleman agree 

that the fast breeder reactors, holding 
promise as they do, nevertheless cannot 
be developed commertcally in time to 
meet the energy demands for the next 
decade? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is true. We will 
still have to continue to depend mostly 
on fossil fuels for the next decade. The 
estimate is it will be the year 2000 before 
different types of nuclear reactors and 
it will take over 55 percent of the energy 
needed. In the meantime we will have to 
depend on coal, oil, gas and hydroelectric 
power for the majority of the electrtcity 
that we need. So those people who fear 
that this is going to replace some of the 
existing forms of fuel have a needless 
fear. Our needs for electricity are going 
to be so great that we must use every type 
of resource fuel in increasing amounts in 
order to take care of this doubling effect 
which will amount to about six times 
the present generating capacity in the 
next 30 years. 

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the gentleman 
for his statement because I fear that the 
danger is the people in our country are 
looking toward the development of the 
fast breeder reactor being the absolute 
answer to the energy shortage in the 
next few years. While I think it holds 
much promise, we certainly cannot al· 
low ourselves to be diverted from these 
other problems and other sources of 
energy. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is right. One of 
the things the President in his message 
recognizes is this fact and he says we 
must get at the job of taking contami· 
nants from the air which come from fos
sil fuel. 

As an example--a ton of coal throws 
about 300 pounds of contaminants into 
the air. The same amount of BTU's from 
oil will throw about 75 pounds into the 
air. The same amount for gas will have 
about 12 pounds into the air. 

We must learn how to take all of these 
contaminants or the greatest part of 
them out of the air because we are going 
to be using more coal, more oil and more 
gas, if we can get it, as long as we can 
get it, until the supply is depleted. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speak
er, I want to congratulate the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HOLIFIELD) and my 
colleague, the gentleman from Califor
nia <Mr. HosMER) and to tell you how 
proud I am of the work both of you have 
done in this very important field having 
to do with nuclear energy and nuclear 
power. As you know, on our committee 
we hit the fringes of some of this and 
we can tell you some of the things that 
will take place in the future. If this coun
try is to retain its leadership in the 
world, we must maintain our leadership 
in this technology. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I agree with the gen
tleman completely. He speaks with great 
authority, as the chairman of the Oom
mittee on Science and Astronautics. He 
has lived with scientists now for many 
years, and has studied these technologi
cal problems I guess more than any oth
er one man in the Congress. He is re
sponsible for the success of the space pro-

gram. It is indeed heartening to have his 
support. 

The gentleman well knows I have sup
ported him in his endeavors in that field, 
because science is interchangeable. What 
is discovered in one field of science is use
ful in another. Certainly there is a play 
back and forth between scientific ac
complishments of the Atomic Energy 
Commission and of the NationaiJ. Aero
nautics and Space Administration. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I wanted 
to say further that within the past 30 
days I have had occasion to make two 
trtps to Europe. On each of them I was 
concerned with science at these places. 
I visited plants in Europe. I talked with 
European scientists. 

I want to dispel the feeling many peo
ple have that we have a monopoly on 
science. We are great, but we have not. 
Scientists can be the catalyst to draw 
the world together, but we must maintain 
our leadership, no matter what the field. 
medicine or anything else in the field of 
science. 

I congratulate the gentleman for his 
great leadership. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I thank the gentle
man for his remarks. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, 
I have been listening with interest to the 
remarks of the Gentleman from Califor
nia. I know of his expertise in the field 
he is discussing. About 10 days ago, our 
very distinguished colleague, Congress
man CHET HOLIFIELD, gave a major 
speech before the Portland City Club, in 
Portland, Oreg. 

The growing demands for increased 
electrtcal energy are evident in every 
part of the country. We all witnessed 
with deep concern the "brownout" in 
New York City not too many months 
ago. None of us would look forward to 
a similar situation in our own State. 

We are actually faced with double 
jeopardy: distress for the future of our 
environment coupled with a correspond
ing apprehension about substantial 
power shortages resulting from a slow
down on the building of new plants with 
the rtsing · demands for more power. 

In point of fact, literally every sort 
of generating plant is coming under at
tack for environmental reasons: fossil 
fuel, coal and oil, plants because they 
pollute the air and cause thermal pollu
tion; hydroelectric projects because they 
mar the landsc·ape of scenic waterways; 
and nuclear plants because of both ther
mal pollution and radiation hazards. 

As ranking House member of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, with 
25 years of service on that vital legisla
tive panel, few are better equipped any
where in the Nation to survey the pros 
and cons of the energy dilemma than 
CHET HOLIFIELD. Therefore, I now place 
in the RECORD what can only be de
scrtbed as a remarkable address-which 
received and overwhelmingly positive 
response from my fellow Oregonians and 
which ought to be read by all interested 
Amertcans: 
REMARKS BY CONGRESSMAN CHET HOLIFIELD 

ENERGY, ELECTRICITY AND THE ENVIRONMENT 

A driving force behind all civlllzatlons has 
been the urge to better man's lot through 
the more emcient use of energy. 
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We find evidence of this driving force in 

pre-history. 
Man learned to use fire, he developed the 

wedge, the wheel, the lever, and the windlass, 
which enabled him to multiply his own 
energy and that of his animals. 

Due to this immutable law of progress, 
machines were developed. Machines a.t first 
driven by man himself or by animal and. 
water power. 

Through the development of improved 
metals, man became ready !or his next, and 
largest, step-the use of fuels in the steam 
engine. 

Fuels, man found, had several advantages 
over the then conventional power sources: 

First, the energy in wood, oil, coal, rund gas 
was concentrated and subject to stor3€e. 

Second, these fuels were easily portable. 
Third, these fuels were relatively inexpen

sive and readily available. 
The next quantum leap !or mankind was 

the conversion of energy in the form of heat, 
created by fuel, into electricity. 

This conversion process has become the 
.. philosopher's stone" of energy. With this 
process we could transmit energy to distant 
locations a.t the speed of light. 

Electrical energy could then be converted 
back into heat, light, or motion. 

From the "philosopher's stone" of elec
tricity, Americans have elevated their stand
ard of living to the highest of any major 
nation In the world. 

Our per capita Gross National Product is 
more than ten times that of countries having 
little electricity. Literacy is more than d.Qu
ble; we have five times as many doctors, and 
we may expect to live 20 years longer than 
people in countries which have sparse elec
trical resources. 

The slogan is literally true, that we "Live 
Better Through Electricity." 

Our standard of living is the highest of 
any nation because we use the highest ratio 
of mechanical power versus manpower. 

One man can do the work of 350 men. 
In achieving this high ratio, we ut111ze a 

broad range of mechanical power spreading 
from simple machines to complex, automated 
factories. 

Steel, aluminum, andJ even products such 
as pastries, are produced with only minimal 
human supervision. 

But behind this great array of mechanical 
and electronic devices must stand an abund
ant supply of energy---primarily electrical 
energy. 

It ts necessary that almost all of this 
energy be derived from the sources where it 
is most abundant--from fossil fuels, falling 
water, and the atom. 

It is the obtaining and ut1liza.t1on of this 
energy which presents one of the greatest 
domestic problems of our time. 

Today, I will discuss these sources of energy 
and some of the problems which are inherent 
in their use. 

Fossil fuels account for all but a few per
cent of all energy released on earth at this 
time. 

These fuels are used in the internal com
bustion engine; and they are burned! to 
create steam for industrial use and for the 
production of electricity. 

Several major problem areas exist in the 
use of these fuels: 

First, there is the problem of discovery. 
Second, there is the problem of transporta

tion. 
Third, there is the problem of refining !os

sll fuels for use, and 
Fourth, there is the impact of the by-prod

ucts of these fuels upon man's environment. 
Falling water is capable of providing only 

a very small percentage of our present energy 
needs, even if every river in Am.erica. were 
dammed, creating a. series of large lakes 
from coast to coast. 

And then there is what at this time is 
only a. very small new source of energy de-

rived from the fission of the atom. That 
small new source ls destined to dominate the 
electrical energy field by the year 200Q--only 
30 years from now. I will discuss the fossil 
fuels in more detail later. 

It should be clearly understood that man 
has always been faced with choices and trade
otis. He chose to put aside the life of a 
nomad in favor of breaking the sod and till· 
ing the land. 

He chose the security of living in groups, 
towns, and cities, while accepting the prob
lems and inconveniences which resulted 
therefrom. 

He chose to heat his home in winter a.t 
the expense of fewer trees, and he domes
ticated animals thus reducing wildlife. 

All of these past choices have changed 
man's environment. All such future choices 
will change his environment. But an environ
mental change is not necessarily a.n unde
sirable change. 

To give just one example, the TVA system 
consists of a series of navigable lakes, of 
drinking water quality, free of mosquitoes, 
providing flood control, ·recreation, electric· 
tty, and transportation. 

When contrasted with the periodic floods, 
polluted rivers, and lack of recreation re
sources in the early ·1930's, no one will say 
that the environment was not enhanced by 
the change. 

We, therefore, should not strive to oppose 
all environmental change simply because it 
is a. change. But we should, and must, mini
mize the harmful effects of such changes. 

ENERGY NEEDS AND ENERGY RESOURCES 

In this context, I wlll continue my discus
sion of our energy needs-particularly elec
trical energy-between today and the year 
2000. 

I want, also, to discuss energy resources 
with respect to their respective present and 
future uses, their potential abundance, or 
their potential depleta.bility. 

How much electrical energy wlll be needed 
by 1980, by 1990, and by the year 2000? 

The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
held extensive hearings in 1969-1970 on the 
problems of generating electrical energy. 

We have printed as a. record of those hear
ings 3,280 pages in four separate documents 
such a.s the one I hold in my hand. (8500 
copies of each.) 

Our conclusions are, therefore, drawn from 
a. comprehensive record of credible testi
mony from the Nation's most expert wit
nesses. Their testimony is supported by a 
tremendous accumulation of statistical da.ta 
and documentation. 

We concluded that we must double our 
present electrical generating capacity by 
1980. 

We concluded also that we must increase 
our present electrical generating capacity 
by a. faotor of about six in 30 years-by 2000 
A.D. 

We believe that these goals can be accom
plished with minimum impact on the en
vironment and that apparently the public 
is willing to pay the necessary cost. 

To meet the growing demand for electric 
energy, the Federal Power Commission pro
jects that the generating capacity in tbe fifty 
states will rise from 344 mi111on kilowatts at 
the end of 1970, to about 670 m1111on kilo
watts in 1980, and reach approximately 1,260 
million kilowatts in 1990. An idea. of the 
magnitude of the undertaking required over 
the next two decades may be gained from a.n 
estimate that more than 250 new sites will 
be needed for thermal power plants, both 
fossil-fueled and nuclear, of 500 thousand 
kilowatt capacity and larger. This does not 
include possible additions to existing ther
mal power plants. 

Let us speak of where this energy will be 
obtained during the next two decades, 1970 
to 1990. 

In 20 years, nuclear plants will represent 

about 40% of the country's electrical sup
ply; while about 45% will be fossil fueled 
electric plants; and about 12% will lbe hy
droelectric. 

These nationwide projections are based on 
regional summaries which have been pre
pared a.s a part of the effort associated with 
the issuance of the 1970 Federal Power Com
mission National Power Survey. 

We are planning and building new capac
ity a.t a.n unprecedented r81te. But the rate is 
too slow. 

We are facing, in certain regions, brown
outs and possibly a tragic blackout such as 
occurred on the Northeastern Seaboard in 
1965. 

Chairman Nassikas of the Federal Power 
Commission stated, a.t hearings before the 
Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Rela
tions of the Senate Committee on Govern
ment Operations, on August 3, 1970: 

"The current situation is such that little 
leeway remains for additional delays if the 
country is to avoid critical future shortages 
in meeting anticipated real power needs." 

In a "Statement on the Fuel Situation for 
the Winter of 197~71." Paul W. McCracken, 
Chairman of the Presidential Council of 
Economic Advisers, and General George A. 
Lincoln, Director, Office of Emergency Pre
paredness, said: 

"We have continued to study the energy 
supply situation and find that as winter 
approaches the nation faces a potential short
age in the supplies of natural gas, residual 
fuel oil and bituminous coal. The potential 
shortage appears to be more serious in some 
regions of the country than in others, but 
no section is completely immune !rom 
concern." 

This coming summer looks tight through
out many sections of the country. 

Authoritative statements and reports have 
again and again stressed that the urgent near 
term need for electric power requires that 
delays in providing that power be held to 
an absolute minimum. 

Also, reports looking to the implementa
tion of improved institutional arrangements 
on siting of power plants have recommended 
that procedures be developed for expediting 
the process consistent with protection of 
the environment. 

Thus, in the Report "Eelectric Power and 
the Environment" published by 1the Energy 
Polley Staff of the President's Office of Sci
ence and Technology, in August 1970, in 
which all of the Federal Agencies responsible 
for environmental and power programs par
ticipated, the basic findings stated: 

"New public agencies and review proced
ures must take into account the positive 
necessity ·for expediting the decision-making 
process and avoiding undue delays in order 
to provide adequate electric power on rea
sonable schedules while protecting the en
vironment." 

Having established the urgent need for our 
people for additional electricity, now let us 
consider the abundance or depleta.bility of 
the various fuels used in making energy--oil, 
gas and coal. 

In the case of coal, we are told that we 
have enough coa.l to last about 300-400 years. 
However, by burning it we would be wasting 
a very valuable storehouse o'f chemicals that 
has been formed over a period of hundreds 
of millions of years. Many scientists believe 
that burning co.al as a. fuel is using it a.t its 
lowest potential value. They term it more 
wa.stef.ul than the clearing and burning of 
valuable woods from our primeval forests. 

In any even1l, the depletion of our irre
placeable coaJl supply can be calcula.ted~but 
the value of the storehouse of chemical 
values destroyed if it is burned cannot be 
estimated. 

The supply of petroleum on is Tar shorter 
in long-range supply than coal and it, too, 
is a.n immensely valuable storehouse of petro
chemicals. 
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The supply of natural gas is much less in 
terms of energy resources than coal or oil. 
Shortage of this clean, mobile fuel is com
mon today in most pa.Tts of the world. 

Fossil fuels have had .!!harp advanoes in 
price in the past several yeaa:s. Some recent 
purchases were made at double the price of 
two to three years ago. Prices may continue 
to double every few years on into the future. 

Another problem we have in the use of 
fossil fuels is their inherent contribution 
to the pollution of our environment. As an 
example, a ton of cool with a 2.5% sulfur con
tent burned in a power plant results in the 
emission of about 300 pounds of sulfur 
oxide, nitrogen oxide, par.ticulate ash, etc., 
through the stack. Air cleaning equipment, 
1f used, .:an reduce rthis to about 100 pounds 
but better removal techniques are needed. 
Hundreds of milliov.s of tons of coal are 
burned each year. 

Burning oil also contributes heavily rto at
mospheric pollution. In producing the 
equivalent heat of one ton of coal, oil with a 
1.6% sulfur content will throw off an aver
age of about 75 pounds of various types of 
contaminants. 

Gas fuel is the least contaminating of the 
fossil fuels, but even here we find approxi
mately 12 •pounds of air contaminants for an 
equivalent amount of heat. But as we all 
know, naturaJ. gas fuel is tragically short in 
most ra.reas of .the U.S. Additional pipelines 
cannot be filled wtthout greater gas sources. 

One other cause-effect fs.ctor of environ
mental concern 1s .tha.t the use of s.ll three 
fossil fuels results in the creation of hot 
water. The correct term should probably be 
"therma,l addition" to .the receiving river, 
lake or ocean. 

However, some say thiat any thermal addi
tion is "thermal pollution." But call it whrat 
you will. If it ca.n be shown to be excessive 
thermal addition, then we can and must 
cool the water to tolera.ble acceptance. 

This is not a technical problem. We know 
how to cool water with coollng ponds, towers, 
and heat exchangers, and have been doing 
so for years. The cost is bearable and, in my 
opinion, wherever thermal addition can be 
proven rto be an unacceptable factor, it can 
and will be eliminated. 

'I1he same philosophy 1s appllca~ble to stack 
contaminants such as sulfur dioxide. 'IIh1s 
presents no unsolvable technical problem. 
Various new devices are undergoing develop
ment tests and 'Will be used when e. ~rellable 
technique has ·been demonstrated. 'l'Ule price 
of purity in either air or water can be borne 
by the users of electricity and, in my opinion, 
will be borne. The costs should be tolerable. 

We 'W111 not for today's purpose discuss 
pollution or ecological detrimentaa. effects 
of hydroelectric plants tor t.wo re'asons: 

(a) The amount of hydroelectric power 
from present and potential sources 1s quite 
small in relation :to present and future needs 
of electric energy. 

(b) The detrimental ecological effect is far 
less than for fossil fuel plants. 

NUCLEAR :I'UEL 

I have left rto .the last the consideration of 
nuclear fuel 1n (•1) relftltion to its depleta.
b111ty as an energy source, and (2) its en
vironmental effect. 

Our present known supply of ura.nlum can 
be estimated. 

We cannot, however, predict the quantity 
of new discoveries neall'ly as accumtely as 
we can the fossil fuel~lthough an element 
or uncertaln.ty prevails in both undiscovered 
fossU fuels and undiscovered uranium ores. 

The one fact that stands out is the cer
ta1nty of depletion, and consequently the 
cert&!nty of increasing costs of a.ll types of 
fuel and eventual shoJ.'Itage. 

In regard to uranium ores, we estimate 
that our present known reserves a! rea
sonable cost ores will last SQ-40 years. This 
estimate is based on the present technology 
and emciency of the l.tght water reactors. 

It 1s based on our present utilization of 
fissionable material as it occurs in natural 
uranium. The portion of the material we 
use for nuclear fuel (uranium-235) is only 
seven-tenths of one percent of a given 
amount of the uranium content of the mined 
ore. The total nonftsslonable uranium th&t 
is unused (urs.nium-238) !is, therefore, 99.3 
percent of the given amount. 

At present na.turaJ. gras supplies 32 percent 
of tthe nation's energy requirements, but 
CUIU'ent estimates of domestic natural gas 
resources indicate that there is only enough 
to supply 24 percent of the total energy needs 
between now and the year 2000. The situa
tion is somewhat ibetter in liquid fuels, but 
not much. At present liquid fuels supply 43 
percent of ·the nation's energy requkement. 
Current estimates of domestic reserves indi
cate tha-t there is enough to supply 48 per
cent of the nation's energy total needs be
tween now e.nd the year 2000. Taking gaseous 
and liquid fuels together, they supply 75 per
cent of current energy demand can supply 
only 72 percent of the demand between now 
and the year 2000 and at that time known 
and estimated reserves would be completely 
exhausted. Thus, our growing demand for 
energy indicates that we will be critically 
short of domestic supplies of liquid fuels and 
natural gas ·by the end of this century. Coal 
is in more abundant supply, but increas
ing costs due to environmental considera
tions and increased diffi.culty of mining will 
undoubtedly limit the economic use of these 
fuel resources. 

In the case of nuc ear fuel-uranium
there is the following to be considered: If 
we build only light water reactors which 
ut111ze only the uranium-235 content of this 
resource, we will run out of that resource 
in a few decades. As someone has said before 
"It is like feeding the seed corn to the hogs.': 
If we use uranium in this inefficient manner 
we encounter the same danger of depletion a~ 
we do in the fossil fuels. The raw materials 
become more expensive per ton as we go to 
poorer quality reserves. This is especially 
true of coal and uranium. I would add that 
1f we never progress beyona Ugh t water reac
tors in our nuclear power plant program, 
then perhaps we should not have spent the 
$2 blllion we did in developing them. But as 
I shall state later, we are on the verge of 
constructing a new type of nuclear reactor 
which will, we believe, multiply our extrac
tion of heat from a given amount of uranium 
manyfold and this approach promises to 
solve our need for an unlimited energy sup
ply for many many centuries. It is obvious 
that dependence upon fossil fuels or uranium 
used only in light water reactors wrn not 
solve the long-range energy needs of this 
nation. 
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF NUCLEAR POWER 

PLANTS 

Before I talk about a feasible long-term 
solution for our energy needs, I would like 
to cover in some detail the en'Vlronmental 
effects which result from the operation of 
nuclear power plants. The aspects to be 
considered are: 

What gases are released to the atmosphere? 
What particulate matter lis released t'o the 

atmosphere? 
What quantities of ws.ste heat are dis

charged to the atmosphere or cooling water? 
What radioactive materials are released to 

the atmosphere or to the cooling water? 
For comparison purposes, I have included 

as a.n a.ttachm.ent to my prepared remarks 
an appendix to a. talk by AEC Commissioner 
Ramey, which provides a description of the 
effi.uents from fossil fueled plants. Briefly 
these included discharge of noxious gases 
nitrogen oxide, sulfur dioxide particulat~ 
matter, and waste heat to the air and waste 
heat to the water. In addition, some radio
active material in the form of radium-226 
and radium-228 is discharged into the air, 
by fossil fueled plants-but I do not intend 
to make my case on that issue. 

THERMAL EFFECTS FROM NUCLEAR PLANTS 

Newspaper articles nothwithstanding, 
neither our fossil plants nor our nuclear 
plants are causing our lakes, rivers or oceans 
to boil. The pure physics of operating a steam 
turbine requires that some waste heat be 
rejected from the plant. It 1s not possible 
by such means to convert all of the heat 
generated into electricity. This would be an 
effi.ciency of 100 percent. In fossil plants 10 
percent of the heat generated goes up the 
stack. In a nuclear plant, no waste heat 1s 
rejected through the stack. In both cases 
some waste heat is rejected to the cooling 
water. More heat is rejected in the case of the 
light water nuclear plant because it operates 
at a somewhat lower efficiency than our 
modern fossil plants. In fact, about 40 per
cent more heat is rejected to the water 1n 
these nuclear plants than for the fossil 
plants. This "thermal addition" is principally 
a question of the volume of water heated to 
the same degree in temperature. The heating 
effect per unit of volume passed through the 
condenser can be the same for both plants
the difference is that a greater volume of 
water or flow rate is required in the case of 
the nuclear plant. 

As any engineer wlll tell you, the same 
.types of cooling devices-wet or dry towers, 
cooling ponds, discharge channels--can be 
used with equal effectiveness in either fossil 
or nuclear plants to cool the water to what
ever discharge temperature you choose. It 
will cost money, but it is apparent that the 
public is willing to pay the cost. We may by 
our design overcompensate to insure that the 
ecology in the vicinity of the plant does not 
suffer. In our present climate of environ
mental concern, we will probably overprotect 
rather than risk any possible ecological dam
age. As we learn more about whether these 
effects have significance, we may well elect to 
be less conservative in this respect in the 
future designs of both types of plants. 

RADIATION FROM NUCLEAR PLANTS 

The subject of radiation from nuclear 
power plants is probably less understood by 
the lay public than any other environmen
tal consideration of either fossil or nuclear 
plants. Members of the public have been 
misled-! do not blame them. Some techni
cally qualified persons and a number of un
qualified persons have, during the past two 
years, needlessly alarmed the public over the 
possible dangers of very low-level routine 
discharges of radioactivity from nuclear 
power plants. . 

First and foremost, let me assure you 
that we can readily design into these plants 
the capability to restrict releases of radio
activity to whatever level you may wish to 
specify. As I have already said, we can do 
the same for thermal additions--no magic is 
required, only straightforward engineering 
design and dollars. 

Consider the present radiation guides pre
scribed by the Federal Radiation Council 
and endorsed by the National CouncU on Ra
diation Protection and Measurements, and 
the International Commission on Radiologi
cal Protection. These are-annual exposures 
of 500 milllrem to individuals and 170 mllli
rem to the general population. We are talking 
about amounts which are one-sixth to one
half of a roentgen exposure per year. That 
is far less than you receive on a fluoroscopic 
gastro-intestinal (G.I.) examination. 

Bear in mind these guides are not estab
lished by the Atomic Energy Commission. 
They a.re simply used by the Commission as 
ceiling limits for nuclear facility opera
tions--based on NCRP recommendations. 

It is comforting to note that the National 
Council on Radiation Protection a.nd Meas
urements (NCRP) has restudied both the 
earlier scientific data and the so-called 
"new" data cited by recent nuclear critics. 
The NCRP in January of this year concluded 
that there was no scientific basis for change 
in the fundamental radiation protection 
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criteria published by that committee in 1959 
( 500 mr and 170 mr annua.I allowable doses 
for exposure of the general public) . 

Those of us in the legislrutive branch who 
have followed the development of the nu
clear industry and the applicable radiation 
standards throughout the years have encour
aged a philosophy expressed by the advisory 
committees, NCRP and ICRP, that radiation 
exposures should be kept as low as practic
able. Simply because the standards would 
allow 500 millirem per year to an individual 
is no basis for needlessly exposing persons 
to that limit. On the contrary, the doses can 
and should be kept w~ll below that limit. 

For those of you who may be unfamiliar . 
with the terms I have used, let me say that 
a "millirem" is not a million rem. It is one 
one-thousandth of a rem. Without dwelling 
upon how the bioradiologist defines the 
rem-it is simply his standard unit of meas
urement--let me recite lthe exposures to 
which we all voluntarily subject ourselves in 
our day-to-day lives with no special concern 
and no evidence of untoward effect. 

Chest X-ray. 
Whole mouth X-ray ( denta.I) . 
FI uoroscopic exam. 
Salesman in jewelry store selling radium 

dial watches. 
200 millirem per X-ray. 
5,000 millirem (5 rem). 
5,000 millirem per minute of examination. 
90 millirem extra exposure per year. 
All of the above exposures are in addition 

to the normal "background" l'ladi-a.tion which 
results from: 

Cosmic radiation and other natura.I 
sources; 

100 millirem per year (near sea level in 
U.S.; 

150 millirem per year (in higher altitudes 
such as Denver, Colorado). 

Recently we conducted a radiation survey 
of the U.S. Capitol to see what levels were 
being emitted from the granite and other 
stone there. It was discovered, for exa.m.ple, 
that the entrance to the Rayburn Building, 
where my office is located, has a radiation 
level about 237 millirem per year above 
naturally occurring background. The en
trance to the New Senate Office Building is 
324 millirem per year above background. 

When Mrs. Green and I journeyed out here 
by jet at 35,000 feet in altitude, we each 
accumulated 3 millirem from cosmic radia
tion-we ·wiLl get another 3 millirem on the 
return trip. If Mrs. Green and I each make 
twelve round trips a year back to our district 
from Washington, we will each accumulate 
72 millirem per yea.r from that activity. 

And as a politician before my time used to 
say, "Let's look at the record." What annua.I 
dose should one expect from living immedi
ately adjacent to a nuclear power plant? The 
record shows the dose to be about 6 to 10 
millirem per year or 1 to 2 percent of the 
a.llowable 500 millirem prescribed by the radi
ation protection guides. Thus you can see 
that the potential radiation exposure to those 
living in the vicinity of nuclear power plants 
is, for 'all intents and purposes, negligible 
when compared to the other radiation ex
posures imposed by the natura.I background 
of radiation, coupled with the exposures 
that they willingly undertake in connection 
with medica.I and dental practices. As an 
aside, the 5 to 10 millirem is a hypothetical 
dose which no ohe ever receives from a nu
clear reactor. To actually receive the dose, a 
person must sit on the fence near the reactor 
24 hours a day for 365 days a year. 

Some of our opponents have been quick 
to point out that in the case of medical ex
posures one has a clearly definable risk-
benefit situation. This 1s true, but I would 
hasten to add that the operation of nuclear 
power plants for the purpose of generating 
electricity is a risk-benefit situation. The 
risk, as I have pointed out, is extremely 
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small, if indeed there is any at a.Il, and the 
benefit to be derived is a very large one and 
this is apparent when one considers the great 
public need for electrica.I energy. The use of 
electrical energy, the cleanest energy known, 
actually prevents massive pollution from 
any known fuel source. 

I am confident that the nuclear industry 
will continue to impr_ove the engineering 
design of reactor facilities in order to mini
mize even further present release of radio
activity. we on the Joint Committee have a 
responsibility as representatives of the Con
gress to oversee the operations of the Atomic 
Energy Commission and the nuclear industry 
in general. We all have famili~s. including 
children and grandchildren, and we are not 
so cruel as to allow unnecessary radiation ex
posure to the population of this country in 
order to impose a nuclear power industry 
upon an unwilling nation. For those who 
understand the biological effects of radiation 
and have studied our need for electrical ener
gy, it is abundantly apparent that the min
iscule radiation exposure resulting from the 
operation of the nuclear industry does not 
present a biological risk of any consequence. 
The peaceful atom· can satisfy our pressing 
need for a new form of energy which will 
benefit mankind in his fight against a mul
titude of pollution factors. 

THE FAST BREEDER REACTOR 

Now I would like to return to the prob
lems of energy resources and the solution to 
our long-term electrical needs. The solution 
to this problem lies in the successful devel
opment of an atomic fast breeder nuclear 
reactor. I have already mentioned that the 
light water reactors do not utilize the ener
gy content of uranium in an effective man
ner. This is because only the uranium-235 
atom is used to generate heat. I shall not 
describe in detail the operation of "the fast 
breeder reactor but I will point out a few of 
its principal attributes. The first is that the 
fast breeder converts the fertile uranium-238 
into fissionable plutonium W'hich can then 
be recycled as new fuel in the breeder. The 
net result of this is that through care!ul 
design a breeder reactor will generate more 
fuel than it consumes. This permits not only 
refueling of the reactor in the first instance 
but also provides fuel supply for additiona.I 
reactors to be fueled as they are built and 
added to the electrical grid. 

The feasib111ty of the fast breeder reactor 
was demonstrated :lO years ago in 1961 at 
the Natianal Reactor Testing Station in 
Idaho. We now have operating in this coun
try three small liquid metal fast breeder 
reactors: the EBR-ll Test Reactor at Idaho; 
the Enrico Fermi #1 in Michigan; and the 
SEFOR experimental reactor in Arkansas. 
None of these was expected to be economical~ 
ly competitive; and, in fact, our forthcoming 
power demonstration breeders are not ex~ 
pected to be economic. We do anticipate, 
however, that in the period of the 1980's this 
country will begin introducing into our 
national electrical generating capacity large 
commercially attractive fast breeder nuclear 
power plants that are competitive. 

A second attribute that the liquid metal 
fast breeder reactor has is that it is as eff1-
cient from a steam cycle point of view as 
our modern fossil plants. I had mentioned 
earlier that the light water plants discharge 
40 percent more waste heat than do the 
fossil plants. The breeder will, megawatt fot 
megawatt, discharge about the same waste 
heat as a fossil fired plant. 

A third attribute is that ·the engineers 
predict that the nature of the sodium
cooled nuclear breeder reactor is such that 
releases of radioactive material can be held 
to a bare minimum; in other words, below 
the 5--10 milllrem per year which I have 
a.Irea.dy cited '8.5 present practice for light 
water reactors. 

THE FAST BREEDER DEVELOPMENT PROGR.AM 

Last year the Congress authorized a total 
package of $80 million as the Federal Gbv
ernment's financial participation in the first 
power demonstration project for the fast 
breeder. This consisted of $50 million in cash, 
$20 mill1on in services, and $10 million in 
waiver of fuel use charges. It is to be a co
operative venture with industry. This is an 
approach that we have used before in the de
velopment of the light water reactor. The 
breeder demonstration plant is expected to 
be in the range of 3Q0-500 megawatts elec
tric and will require 6 or 7 years to build. 
There is a disparity between the tota.I 
amount of money estimated as needed ofor 
such a plant and the sum of the amounts 
the Federa.I Government and private indus
try have indicated they a.re prepared to put 
into the first project. 

The gap needs to be closed. Based on the 
data the Joint Committee obtained earlier 
this year in testimony from Commission 
witnesses, it appears that the Government 
will need to put in about 100 million in ad
dition to the presently authorized $80 million 
to get the project started. I fully rea.Iize 
that the industry part of the team still must 
contribute a large sum but our needs for 
energy justify and require this effort. There 
should be no sta.Iemate or negotialting hang
up relative to the " ... about $100 million" 
I have mentioned. The arrangements are yet 
to be worked out. The precise number is 
amendable to determins.tion adequaltely for 
authorization required purposes. A study of 
the cost estimate data the AEC has pre
pared and presented at our authorizaition 
hearings supports these figures. 

In my view what is needed is the an
nouncement by the Administrrution of a na
tiona.I commitment to pursue the develop
ment of the fast breeder reactor as a high 
priority program directly relating to our 
Nation's needs for energy for the future. It 
is recognized by some, but should be known 
and apprecia.ted by all, that abundant elec
trical energy is necessary if we are to clean 
up our environment. We need electricity to 
operate pumps for sewage treatment plants, 
to clean our atmospheric contaminants, to 
provide filtration of air supplies to our 
homes, stores and office buildings, to re
cycle wastes, and to compact scrap so that 
it will occupy only a. minimum space vol
ume. We will be stymied in our attempts to 
produce a. clean environment if the ranting 
and raving by a few people is permitted to 
prevent the construction and operation of 
electrlca.l power plants. 

I am not opposed to proper environmenta.I 
consideration of these problems. I am an en
vironmentalist myself, but all of these fac
tors must be considered in a balanced man
ner in order to assure the overall needs of 
our people are not ignored, in order to pla
cate sma.Il, though vocal, specia.I interest 
groups. 

I hope you will take these faots home with 
you and remember them well. 

Pollution in our modern environment can
not be reduced or elimin-ated without using 
a tremendous amount of energy-electrica.I 
energy. 

Additiona.I electrica.I energy must be gen
erated by additional electrical generating 
plants. 

Additional generating plants must burn 
fuel with an absolute minimum contribu
tion of pollution to our environment. This 
requirement can be met by a.Il types of 
plants----fossil or nucle-ar. 

Nuclear fuel is our best hope for a clean 
non-depleta~ble fuel for the long-range 
future. 

I believe it will prove to be less of a pollu
tant than fossil fuels. 

Nucle-ar fuel burning plants are cleaner 
today than :rosstl fuel burning plants. 

In the next three decades, we will be forced. 
by fossil fuel depletion and a continued. rise 
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1n price to turn to nuclear generating power 
plants. 

By the year 2000 A.D., the six fold increase 
of needed kilowatts will be dependent on 
nuclear fuels by a 55 percent factor of our 
total generated kllowa.tts. We have already 
demonstrated that we can control the atom, 
now let us use it for the benefit of mankind. 

APPENDIX I.-ENVmONMENTAL EFFECTS OF 
NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS 

In the operation of nuclear power plants 
there are two types of releases to the environ
ment that must be carefully controlled to 
minimize potential undesirable effects on the 
environment and to protect public health 
and safety. These are, first, the release dur
ing normal reactor operation of small quanti
ties of radioactivity under well-controlled 
and carefully monitored conditions and 
second, the release of substantial quantities 
of heat at low temperature. 

Radioactivity releases 
The AEC regulations on radiation protec

tion which govern the release of the small 
quantities of radioactivity in air and water 
effluents from power reactors are based 
principally on the radiation protection 
guides recommended by the Federal Radia
tion Council (FRC) (whose functions are 
now being performed by the Environmental 
Protection Agency) and approved by the 
President for guidance of all Federal agencies. 
The recommendations of the FRC are de
veloped with the assistance of appropriate 
Federal agencies, the National Academy of 
Sciences, and the National Council on Radia
tion Protection and Measurements. The 
recommendations of the International Com
mission on Radiological Protection are also 
carefully considered. The guidance on radia
tion protection issued by the FRC, NCRP 
and ICRIP is mutually compatible. 

In addition to their own expertise, the 
members of these groups seek the advice of 
other highly qualified scientists and re
searchers with specialized knowledge of the 
many factors that determine the effects of 
radioactivity on man. The results of the ex
tensive experimental programs on the 
behavior and effect of radioactive materials 
in the environment and in living tissue are 
also carefully considered in developing the 
FRC guides. 

The Commission's policy as established in 
its regulations is to limit release of radio
activity from each nuclear facility so as to 
provide reasonable assurance that exposures 
of the general public to ioniz1ng radiation 
from the cumulative effects of all nuclear 
facillties and other sources do not exceed 

· radiation protection guides recommended by 
the Federal Radiation 'Council and approved 
by the President. 

For the purpose of controlling releases of 
radloactivity from several nuclear facillties 
in an area, AEC regulations provide for im
posing both concentration limits and quan
tity tlimits to assure that the total radioactiv
ity released to the environment from all 
sources does not result in intakes of radio
activity in air, water, and food by huma.ns 
in excess of FRC guides. Only a. small num
ber of power reactors are now in operation 
and the quantities of radioactivity released 
have been so small that as a practical mat
ter, it has not been necessary to impose 
quantity limits to limit cumulative total 
quantities from all reactors. We expect re
leases from power reactors will continue to 
be low. Nevertheless, looking to the future 
we are continuing to carefully exa.m.l!Ile our 
regulatory requirements to assure that re
leases to the environment from wny nuclear 
facility in a geogrnphical area continue to 
be adequately controlled and that exposure 
to the public remains well within radiation 
protection guides. 

Surveillance programs at nuclear power 
plants now operating indicate that the re
leases of radioactivity from these plants have 
generally been small! percentages of limits 

imposed under AEC regulations. Based on 
results of monitoring programs in geograph
ical areas adjacent to operating power re
actor sites, it is estimated that exposures to 
individuals living near the site boundaries 
of a. typical operating power reactor in 1968 
were about one percent of the FRC radiation 
protection guides, that is, about 0.005 rem 
per year. The rem is t~e unit used as a meas
ure of exposure to any nuclear radiation. A 
millirem (mrem) is a. unit one thouswnd 
times smaller than a rem. 

To put an annual exposure rate of 0.005 
rem per year into perspective in day-to-day 
terms, it can be compared to variations in 
background radiat ion levels from place to 
place. Exposures to persons in the United 
States from natural background radiation 
range from 0.08-0.2 rem/year whole body ex
posure. In some areas of India. and Brazil the 
natural levels of radiation are more t han ten 
times higher. If a person living in Baltimore 
moves to Pittsburgh, his average annual ex
posure rate from natural background cosmic 
radiation alone would be increased by a.p
proximately .005 rem per year. Table I below 
gives further perspective on this ma.tter. 

In summary, based on present knowledge 
and operating experience the low levels of 
radioactivity released from nuclear power re
actors are not expected to have a. perceptible 
adverse effect on the environment or public 
health and safety. 

RADIATION, EXPOSURES 

(Comparative information) 
Annual whole body exposures from natural 

background radiation 
(Cosmic radiation; radioactivity in rocks, 

soil, building materials; radioactivity in 
body) 

United Sta.tes-70-200 m1llirem (.07-.2 
rem). 

Special Areas and Average 
Brazil 

Volcanic area.s-1600 m1llirem (1.6 rem). 
Monozite Sand Area.s-500 millirem (.5 

rem). 
India. 

Monozite Sand Are!IS-1300 m1llirem (1.3 
rem). 
Federal Radiation Council (FRO Guides-

Annual whole body exposure ' 
Occupational Exposure-5000 millirem ( 5 

rem). 
Individual in Population-500 m1llirem (.5 

rem). 
Suitable Sample Population Group--170 

milllrem (.17 rem). 
Medical exposures to lOcalized portion of body 

Average chest X-ra.y-2Q.-500 ,millirem (.02-
.5 rem). 

Range for fluoroscopic examination of gas
tro-intestinal tra.ct-500()-4()(),000 millirem 
( 5-400 rem) . 
First detectable clinical efleas (acute whole 

body exposures) 
25,000-100,000 millirem (25-100 rem). 

Cosmic radiation exposure to whole body 
during round trip flight-Washington, D.C. 
to West Coast at 35,000 feet 
3-5 m1llirem (.003-.005 rem). 

Annual whole body exposure from typical 
operating power reactor to persons living 
near site boundary 
Persons living near sita boundary-5 m.llli

rem (.005 rem). 
Average to persons living within 4 miles

less than 1 millirem. (.001 rem). 
Definitions 

rem radiation dose unit. 
millirem-1/1000 of a. rem. 

APPENDIX II.-Am POLLUTION FROM THE COM
BUSTION OF COAL, OIL, NATURAL GAS 

Air pollution, a source of major national 
concern, is a consequence of many fa.ctors.
popU181tion growth, technology development, 
increased urbanization. and rising energy de-

ma.nds. The need to curb such pollution was 
deemed so urgent that it was singled out as 
a matter of very high priority in the First 
Annual Report of the Council on Environ
mental Quality, August 1970. 

While the majority of these pollutants 
come from automobiles and other internal 
combustion engines, substantial amounts 
result from fossil-fueled power plants. The 
principal pollutants from fossil-fired power 
plants are: fly-ash, smoke and soot, and the 
gaseous oxides of sulfur, carbon, and nitro
gen. These pollutants have the potential of 
impairing public health, creating annoyance, 
and causing significant property damage. 

Sulfur oxides are the most troublesome 
pollutants of the atmosphere from fossil
fired plants at the present time. Sulfur di
oxide may convert to sulfuric acid mist, 
which can cause extensive damage to hu
mans, vegetwtion, and property. A modern 
coal-fired plant with a capacity of 1000 Mwe 
could discharge through the stack about 250 
tons of sulfur dioxide per day when operat
ing at full capacity. 

Nitrogen oxides produced by coal-fired 
plants, when inhaled by man, can combine 
with the water in his body to form nitric acid. 
This acid damages cell tissues, particularly 
in the lung. The Department of Health, Edu
cation and Welfare has put nitrogen oxide 
among the first five pollutants for which it 
is developing air quality control criteria. It 
has been estimated that a. 1000 megawatt 
coal-fired plant dumps 80 tons of nitrogen 
oxides into the atmosphere every day. 

Carbon dioxide is being added to the at
mosphere at the rate of six billion tons a. year 
by the burning of coal, oil, and natural gas. 
It has been estimated that by the year 200C, 
the carbon dioxide content could increase by 
25 percent, resulting in a "greenhouse effect" 
which could modify the heat balance of the 
atmosphere sufficiently to cause marked 
changes in climate. 

Carbon monoxide is also lbe1ng added to 
the a.rtmosphere by combustion of lfossll fuels. 
It comlbtnes with hemoglobin in lthe red 
'blood oorpus:dles and thus interferes with 
their normal functions of supplying oxygen 
to the /body tissues. The amount of ca.I'Ibon 
monoxide produced annuad.ly iby !POWer plants. 
While small :in compartson to that from cars, 
ds albowt one mili'ion tons. 

There may '8.lso ibe unknown rislks-genetic 
damage, U!e shortening, cancer--from envl
ronmentall contamination with non-radio
active materials and orga.ni.c products from 
fossil plants. 

A discussion of the organization and meth
ods used 1n efforts rto coDJtrol a'ir pollution 
can /be !ound 'in Chapter IV of the report 
"Considerations Affecting Steam Plant Site 
Selection." 

ADDENDUM 

Definitions 
Roentgen.-An exposure dose of X-or 

gMnma Tad'ia.tlon such thla.t lthe associated 
C01'!PUS:CUlra.T emission per 0.001293 grams o! 
a:lr produces, :in alir, ions carrying 1 electro
static un'it of quantity of electricity of either 
sign. 

Roentgen Equivalent Man (rem) .-The rem 
is the unlt used rto eJq>ress ib.uma.n 'biologl.ca'l 
doses as a result of eJq>osure to one or many 
types o! lon'izing radi.altion. 

Relative Biological Effectiveness (RBE) .
The RiBE is a. factor wh1ch is used to com
pare 11he lbiologioa.l effectiveness of albsor·bed 
radiation doses (i.e., rads) due to different 
types of ionizing radiation. More specifically, 
it is the ratio of an absorbed dose of X-rays 
or -gMnma. rays to the a:bsOlibed dose o! a. cer
'baJln pa.rticulate radiation required to pro
duce an ident1ca<l ·biolog'ical effect 1n a par· 
ticulla.r e:x,perimenta.l organism or ;tissue. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members de-
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siring to do so may have 5 legislative days 
in which to revise and extend their re
marks and include extraneous material 
on the subject of my special order today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mc
CoRMACK). Is there objection to there
quest of the gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON THE 
NATION'S ENERGY PROBLEMS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from California <Mr. HosMER) is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I join in 
the commendation of President Nixon 
for his comprehensive exposition of ques
tions and answers to this Nation's en
ergy problems as contained in his mes
sage to Congress on this subject today. 
Our colleague from California (Mr. HoL
IFIELD) has quite correctly labeled the 
message as a momentous and important 
event in the history of our country. 

It has long been apparent that piece
meal approaches to the energy problem, 
source by source, grow increasingly in
adequate as our times become more com
plicated and our needs for energy, by 
whatever scale you measure them, in
crease at compounded rates. The Presi
dent has offered us the opportunity to 
unify our energy efforts in a meaningful 
way that promises to weld public and 
private activities together on a develop
ment schedule tailored to avoid energy 
gaps. 

Inasmuch as the message lays heavy 
stress on a single structure within the 
proposed new Department of Natural Re
sources as the logical common repository 
for all important energy resource devel
opment program, perhaps a similar uni
fication within the Congress of jurisdic
tion over these related areas also might 
be logical. That, however, is a thought 
for the future even though I broached 
the idea of an energy agency, to which 
it would be applicable, in remarks at the 
nuclear safety program, information 
meeting at Oak Ridge National Labora
tory on February 17, 1969. 

Before highlighting the areas of the 
message dealing speciflcally with nuclear 
matters, geothermal developments and 
research I think it both fitting and prop
er to note here words of commendation 
for the gentleman from California (Mr. 
HoLIFIELD). Many of the ideas in today's 
message are ideas either born in his fer
tile mind during the many years he has 
addressed these problems or nurtured by 
him from early life to maturity. I per
sonally know of his several conversa
tions with the President on these mat
ters and the thoughts conveyed by him 
in many major speeches on this subject. I 
am confident that his inputs were major 
factors in giving the message the excel
lence which it displays. I would further 
commend the gentleman from Califor
nia (Mr. HoLIFIELD) for laying aside per
sonal and partisan considerations in the 
development of what has been here pre
sented today. His wise and unselfish de
votion to duty in supporting and for
warding the best interests of the people 
of our Nation refiects true statesman-

ship. Indeed, as I said on another occa
sion, if ever a second coming impends 
and three new wise men have to be se
lected, CHET HoLIFIELD is sure to be one 
of them. 

Personally I was particularly pleased 
by the release announced in the message 
of the $16 million previously impounded 
at the Office of Budget and Management, 
which may now be used to begin the 
cascade improvement program in the 
gaseous diifusion complex at oak Ridge, 
Portsmouth, and Paducah. This will bring 
about increased production of enriched 
uranium, a vital fuel for our nuclear 
power reactors upon which all the free 
world depends. By doing so the date by 
whidh the supply of this ingredient will 
be overrun by demand will be delayed. 
The delay will afford us the vital time 
needed to plan, ftnlance and construct 
new enrichment capacity without run
ning any risk of an enriched uranium 
nuclear fuel gap which otherwise might 
seriously interfere with electrical energy 
supplies during the early years of the 
decade of the 1980's. 

This move ·also Should serve to remove 
the impasse caused by congressional dis
satisfaction with the freeze of this $16 
million. A related proposal may be im
plemented to begin sharing some of our 
uranium enrichment knowhow both with 
fellow Americans and with allies over
seas who logically want to take some fair 
part in the supply of additional enrich
ment capacity rund assume some fair 
burden in the financing thereof. All this 
does not mean that the Nixon admin
istration is about to raffle off the enrich
ment complex or disembouohure treasure 
house of military secrets. Contrarily, it 
is a recognition that time has made 
the matter of supplying nuclear fuel pre
dominately a. civilian matter whereas in 
the early years it was almost exclusively 
a military one. As a civilian matter it 
necessarily has •to •be dealt with some
what differently than in the past. 

Frankly, what I foresee is that the Gov
ernment will continue owning and 
opemting and expanding the diifusion 
plants for the foreseeable future. Then, 
as centrifuge technologies are developed 
for the enrichment of wanium, the new 
centrifuge capacity might possibly be the 
subject of free enterprise development. 
And, insofar <as foreign countries are con
cerned, I believe that the United States 
will easily retain its fair share of the 
world market for enrichment services 
while a healthy enrichment indUS,try, 
sUbject to appropriate international safe
guards, develops to meet additional needs. 
As a matter of fact, I see no means by 
which the Uni·ted States oould finance the 
total free world requirements for enrich
ing capacity. Nor do I see any advantage 
in attempting so to do. As a nation we 
have never found monopoly to be a very 
satisfactory economic tool. 

Of course, the message properly recog
nizes the great need for development 
of ra satisfactory breeder economy. The 
message correctly schedules achieve
ment of this as a national goal by 1980 
with the liquid metal fast breeder reac
tor as the chosen vehicle for the PtwPOSe. 
An added $27 million is included this year 
to boost the program and the Govern
ment share of overall development cos~ 

has been boosted by $50 million, for a 
total of $130 million in cash and kind. 
This is a more realistic estimate of the 
magnitude of the Government's rightful 
share of the enterprise. 

Further, the mention of continued 
funding for alternate fast breeder ap
proaches to thaJt of liquid metal, namely, 
gas-cooled, light water cooled, and the 
molten salt concept, is a proper backstop 
and insure of demonstrating a breeder 
reactor by 1980, even though conceivably 
it might be of a type different than that 
now principally proposed. 

After the breeder will come fusion 
power, controlled thermonuclear reac
tions which tame the power of the H
bomb for clean and peaceful use. The 
message realistically recognizes that the 
developmental problems here are of tre
mendous magnitude that therefore, fu
sion power is no substitute for the fast 
breeder in the sequential development of 
U.S. electrical energy capacity. The addi
tion of $2.1 million for fiscal year 1972 
for this program will help insure that it 
comes to fruition as a practical and eco
nomic electricity producer sometime soon 
after the turn of the century when it will 
be needed. 

If you are picking up a pattern here 
from what I have said it is because that 
palttern was established by the message. 
In it two quite nonpartisan concerns on 
the President's part are apparent. One is 
for adequate energy and the second, and 
equally important in his mind, is for 
clean energy. These a;re the same 
thoughts he has expressed to me on prior 
occasions and again, only this morning 
during a 'telephone call in which he in
dicated his appreciation both to the gen
tleman from California (Mr. HoLIFIELD) 
and myself for parallel bipartisan ap
proaches to the subject. 

I think it significant that the message 
included in its general caJ1 for clean 
energy ltha.t also, in speciflc connection 
with nuclewr energy, health, safety, and 
environmental considerations be regard
ed as essential parts of this same generic 
category. As a matter of fact even ex
isting light water reactors came in for 
run added $3 million fO'I' safety relalted 
efforts, just to make certain the bases 
there rore covered here, too. 

Two other nuclear related subjects ap· 
propriately were in the message, power
plant siting and plowshare nuclear stim
ulation of naJtural gas production. Theil' 
inclusion assures deserved high priority 
attention to the possibilities of both fol' 
easing or avoiding energy shortages. 

In closing, I would like to mention my 
real pleasure at inclusion in the mes
sage of a promise to begin the leasing 
of geothermal lands by this fall. Many 
of us worked long and hard rto obtain 
legislation permitting the development of 
this ,resource. The President is to be com
mended for clearing away the redtape 
which heretofore has been somewhat de
laying the start of a leasing program 
for development and production. 

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

Mr. HOSMER. I will 'be delighted to. 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. HOLIF1IELD. Again, I want to ex
press my thanks to the gentleman for 
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his many, many thousands of hours of 
study and work and attendance at hear
ings over the past 16 or 18 years. He has 
rendered a v,aluable service from his side 
of the aisle. The program we have now in 
this country on atomic energy could not 
have been obtained without the bipar
tisan suppor:t of all of the Members on 
his side of the aisle and on my side of 
the aisle. He, as ranking Member, has 
certainly set an example which his col
leagues have followed, and I have tried 
to do the same thing on my side of the 
aisle. 

Mr. HOSMER. Let me say to the gen
tleman that it has been a real thrill at 
all times 1to work on such an important 
facet of our Nation's requirements. It has 
'been a delight to work with such intel
ligent and diligent and enjoyable col
leagues and, therefore, twice productive. 

I yieJd to the gentleman from Idaho. 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to commend the gentleman in the 
well not only for the ex:pertise and lead
ership he has given in his capacity on 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
but also in his membership on the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
where he has dealt with other energy 
matters outside the atomic energy field. 

I join with him and with the gentle
man from Cajlifornia (Mr. HOLIFIELD) in 
expressing our ooncerns about this en
tire problem and the very great debt of 
gratitude that the Nation should prop
erly owe and recognize and express to 
the President of the United States in 
this very significant message which 
ought to be a landmark of fuis adminis
tration and certainly ought to be one of 
the most newsworthy events of the year. 
I hope people will note the recent re
versal of the energy demand ratio to the 
GNP as being an exacerbation of the 
very real energy demands and crisis over 
the next several years. -

I hope also that in our concern, and 
a very proper concern it is, over the en
vironment and our impact upon it in 
the production of energy, that we do not 
lose sight of the fact that it requires 
energy to deal with environmental prob
lems. We cannot deny the production 
of energy in order to solve environmental 
problems. 

I am reminded of some of the meas
ures now pending before the Congress 
to simply prohibit strip mining in all 
of its forms and some recent proposals 
which would bring about a flat prohibi
tion against strip mining on public lands 
as being the kind of blind response to 
environmental concern that would make 
the problem worse rather than better. 
But, we should deal with the problem in 
an intelligent manner. 

Let us solve the problem by not deny
ing its existence. 

Mr. Speaker, I think this concern, ex
pressed as it is in so very many ways, 
is also being expressed by the fact that 
the Research Committee operated under 
the Republican Conference has recently 
established a task force on energy and 
resources which I have the honor to 
chair and on which the gentleman from 
California <Mr. HosMER) is a very prom
inent and important member. 

We hope in all of these ways to un
dersoore the public need for understand-

ing and concern aJbout the various inter
related problems of energy demands a.s 
well as our environmental problems and 
express the hope for a better future for 
this country. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I not only 

thank the gentleman from Idaho for his 
kind remarks, but also wish to call at
tention to the satisfaction which his con
stituents must feel when they hear him 
discuss so ably and so eloquently prob
lems of such importance to the Nation 
and their government. Their confidence 
and satisfaction must be that insofar as 
they are concerned these matters are be
ing very well and very capably handled 
by the gentleman. 

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the gentle
man for his very kind remarks. 

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House the gentle
man from Ohio <Mr. MILLER) is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WLLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
today we should •take note of America's 
great accomplishments and in so doing 
renew our fatth and confidence in our
selves as individuals and as a nation. 

Joseph Smith Duncan gave America 
its first addressograph machine in 1892. 
The first model consisted of a hexagonal 
wood block upon which was glued rubber 
type tom from rubber stamps. The block 
revolved, advancing a new name 1and ad
dress ,to the printing .point and inking the 
type simul·taneously at each operation. 
This model was never marketed. The 
model "Baby '0'" wa.s put into produc
tion on July 26, 1893, in one small back 
room in the old caxton Building on Dear
born Street, Chicago, Dl. 

CARGO PREFERENCE GIVES FARM
ERS, LABOR "50 PERCENT OF 
NOTHING"-FINDLEY PREDICTS 
UNIONS WILL ACT REASONABLY 
IF RESTRICTION IS l1IFTED 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House the gentle
man from Dlinois <Mr. FINDLEY) is rec
ognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, & years 
ago, in October of 1963, the late Presi
dent Kennedy offered to sell large quan
tities of American wheat to the Soviet 
Union. As a condition of the sale, he made 
it a requirement that 50 percent of the 
grain be transported in American ships. 

The decision was a natural one for 
him to make. American 'farmers, the 
world's most efficient producers of agri
cultural products, had outdone them
selves in preceding years. Domestic 
w'heat surpluses were continually mount
ing and storage costs were high. It was 
in our interest to get rid of the wheat, 
just as it was in the Soviet's interest to 
buy it. George Meany, president of the 
AFL--CIO, publicly urged that the United 
States send gl'lain to Communist coun
tries, stating that "hunger knows no pol
itics." 

From a political standpoint, the deci
sion to send 50 percent of the grain in 
American •bottoms was also natural. Pres-

ident Kennedy had won election over 
Vice President Nixon by the narrowest 
margin in history. The support of orga
nized labor had been crucial. Labor's 
traditional support for the Democratic 
tick~ would be just as important in the 
presidential election to lbe held 1 year 
later. The President would not wish to 
antagonize or offend those upon whom 
his hopes for reelection so clearly de
pended. 

Thus, when the longshoremen and 
other maritime unions demanded that 
cargo preference regulations be applied 
to grain sales to Communist govern
ments, President Kennedy obliged. 

Eight years later, it is apparent that 
a grevious error was committed, and that 
both the American workingman and 
the American farmer today carry the 
burden .of that error. Far from creating 
jobs in the maritime shipping industry, 
the cargo preference requirements de
stroys jobs. 

In fact, the cargo preference restric
tion on grain to Communist countries 
has never worked since its inception. 
Because of high union wages on U.S. 
ships, even the wheat sale to the Soviet 
Union arranged by· President Kennedy 
required an enormous U.S. subsidy 
amounting to almost $2 million. The sub
sidy was in the form of a substantial dis
count on Durum wheat, and the purpose 
was to offset the high shipping costs 
which resulted from sending 50 percent 
in U.S. bottoms. 

Since that deal was concluded, no 
similar subsidy has been sold in Eastern 
European and Sov.iet markets. 

American grain farmers, who depend 
upon foreign purchases for almost half 
of their wheat sales, have lost valuable 
new markets to Canada and other wheat 
producing areas. This has meant fewer 
dollars to farmers for the purchase of 
union-made tractors, ~anters, plows, 
harvesters, trucks, and other union-made 
items. It has meant fewer dollars for 
union-staffed trucks and rail shipping 
and handling of the grain. And it has 
not secured for maritime labor the in
come for which they had hoped. A:s a 
result of cargo preference, working men 
and farmers alike have suffered mightily. 

For example, although our country 
exports more wheat than any other na
tion in the world, we supply only about 
1 percent of Eastern Europe's wheat 
requirement. Our neighbor to the north, 
Canada, supplies those same countries 
with 16 percent of their wheat. Through
out the decade of the 1960's, we sent only 
about 5 percent of our exportable wheat 
to Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. 
Through various restrictions, such as 
cargo preference, we preclude ourselves 
from competing in one-quarter of the 
world grain market. That costs farmers 
and businessmen valuable sales and 
longshoremen and shiphands jobs. 

The reason for this deplorable situa
tion is simple. 

It costs only $8.50 to ship 1 ton of 
grain from the United States to ports on 
the Black Sea if a ship of foreign registry 
carries it. To ship that same ton of grain 
in a U.S. vessel costs $22.25-almost three 
times as much. 

The requirement that 50 percent of 
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U.S. grain shipped to Eastern Europe or 
the Soviet Union go in American bottoms 
81Ctua.lly means that no U.S. grain gets 
shipped. 

In effect, the 50-percent requirement 
means 50 percent of nothing-50 percent 
of nothing for labor, 50 percent of noth
ing for farmers, 50 percent of nothing 
for businessmen, and 50 percent of noth
ing to help balance our foreign payments. 

Now is the time to drop cargo prefer
ence restrictions in the interests of both 
agriculture and labor. President Nixon 
will announce on Thursday, June 10, the 
list of commodities to be placed under 
general license to the Peoples Republic 
of China. I hope that he will include the 
widest category of agricultural products 
on that list, and among them grains. 

Thursday would be the most appro
priate time for the President to an
nounce that he is also lifting the cargo 
preference restriction. While the 50-
percent requirement is on the books, no 
grain will move to China irrespective of 
whether general or specific licensing is 
required. 

Farmers deserve an opportunity to 
compete in all foreign markets. Ca""i"O 
preference effectively prohibits tit m 
from doing so. 

American shipping interests, maritime 
crews and longshoremen, and other 
union wokers also deserve an oppor
tunity to earn a decent living. As Mr. 
Meany succinctly put it: 

Seamen, as well as wheat farmers must 
eat. 

Eight years of cargo preference have 
not helped them. 

Clearly, a new approach must be taken, 
and I believe that organized labor is 
ready to explore new alternatives. Mr. 
Meany has openly called for a "continu
ing review of governmental policy con
cerning cargo preference, flag quotas, and 
martime policy generally." He has stated 
that a "constructive alternative" is 
needed. The present system benefits nei
ther agriculture nor labor. Mr. Meany 
only argues that "the a:bandonment of 
the legitimate interests of the American 
merchant marine and of the public in
terest in the merchant marine is neither 
justified nor necessary to accomplish this 
objective." 

Certainly, the United States cannot 
afford to lose all its merchant fleet. The 
public interest Mr. Meany speaks of re
quires a strong fleet for the sake of our 
national security. Yet, just as clearly, an 
alternative to the present system must be 
found. 

I urge President Nixon to announce, 
at the time he lifts the cargo preference 
restrictions on grain shipments to Com
munist countries, that he is immediately 
reconvening the Maritime Advisory Com
mittee and ordering them to report im
mediately and directly to him its recom
mendations to solve the problem of 
freight rate differentials. If he does so, I 
believe that organized labor will react 
reasonably. 

The Committee is composed of repre
sentatives from labor, business, and gov
ernment. It enjoys the complete confi
dence of the unions, and they can be sure 
that their legitimate interests will be 
protected. 

Further, there are alternative solu
tions which are acceptable to organized 
labor. Mr. Meany has stated: 

If the freight rate d11Ierent1al is, in fact, 
the only barrier to (expand grain trade), 
there are various ways in which the problem 
can be approached which would respect the 
legitimate interests of all parties and would 
not entail the betrayal of one vital segment 
of our economy by another. 

One suggestion which the Committee 
should consider is the desirability of pro
viding a direct Government subsidy for 
the wage differential in the U.S. mer
chant fleet. 

As Mr. Meany points out, labor has 
supported subsidies to assure wheat price 
maintenance through the government 
lo!Vl mechanism, and labor has also sup
POl j6d the taxpayer-financed direct 
wheat export subsidy program when it 
was in effect. 

As Mr. Meany suggests, other alterna
tives are also available. Cargo preference 
iR clearly a failure. A better solution to 
the problem is needed. 

Farmers want a better solution. Labor 
wants a better solution. Our foreign 
policy requires a better solution. Our 
balance-of-payments problem cries for 
solution. 

It is time to act. The moment is upon 
us, and we must not put off the difficult 
decision. 

NATIONAL PEACE CORPS WEEK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House the gentle
man from Tilinois (Mr. ANDERSON) is rec
ognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, as one who introduced the reso
lution to designate May 30 to June 5, 
1971, as National Peace Corps Week, I 
want to take this opportunity to salute 
the Peace Corps on its lOth anniversary. 
Over 45,000 volunteers have served in 
some 60 countries over the last decade, 
promoting international friendship and 
understanding while helping the devel
oping countries meet their needs for 
trained manpower. OUr Nation is deeply 
indebted to these courageous and dedi
cated volunteers who have selflessly 
served their country and other countries 
in the cause of peace and development. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is especially ap
propriate that during this same wee~ 
that we are honoring the Peace Corps, 
the Congress has given its final stamp of 
approval to Reorganization Plan No.1 of 
1971 which would create a new Action 
agency, combining the Peace Corps with 
our domestic volunteer programs. It is an 
indication to me that we are willing and 
eager to build upon the successful volun
teer programs of the past decade to meet 
the new challenges of the present dec
ade. It is an indication to ne that the 
voluntary spirit in America is not onlY 
alive and well, but growing. It is that 
voluntary spirit which has made us a 
great nation; and it is that voluntary 
spirit which will keep us a great nation. 

The Peace Corps has perhaps been the 
most successful embodiment of that spir
it for it has demonstrated to the world 
that the voluntary way in America is not 
confined to our own shores but tran-

scends national boundaries as true hu
manitarianism should. 

MILITARY PRIDE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House the gentle
man from North Carolina (Mr. LENNON) 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
genuine pride that I share with col
leagues a poem written by a young con
stituent, the son of Mr. and Mrs. Robert 
R. Davis, Jr., of Wilmington, N.C., who 
is now serving his country in Vietnam. 
When many of our youth are demon
strating against the national interest and 
military service, it is inspiring to hear 
from one who challenges others to be 
proud of their country and its freedoms. 

The poem follows: 
ONLY THINKING 

Two months ago, I left my home state 
For a war torn land full of death and hate. 
But before the Navy, when from college I 

left, 
My decision to join had infiuence some more. 
My classmates had come to wish me their 

best. 
And I felt great pride in the uniform I wore. 
Training and stateside duty passed, 
And my orders for Nam came down at last. 
The day I left home, my frunily cried. 
But, under the tears, their eyes burned with 

pride. 
Though me, from my family, my duty tore. 
I had never felt prouder of the uniform I 

wore. 
I've seen children who from hunger cry, 
I've faced "Charlie," and I've watched him 

die. 
I've heard a friend, who's blood spilled bright, 
Say, against freedom his pride was not slight, 
"I was helping stop communism from upping 

the score," 
And I never felt prouder of the uniform I 

wore. 
The news from home said "The students 

want more, 
And the dem<ands not met bring on campus 

war". 
They ridicule America with their show of 

might. 
While it's for, not against, my country I 

fight, 
They hate, ridicule, scorn me and more 
Because of my pride in the uniform I wore. 
Duty is a word they never learned, 
And freedom is a privilege •they never earned. 
When by President speaks they scream lie. 
But, on his decision, if need be, I'll die 
And hope by my death that I have done my 

share 
Because I am stlll proud of the uniform I 

wear. 
I am an American and proud of my right 
Of having for freedom been able to fight. 
You on the campus, you who say you're not 

treated equal, 
Should see what communist aggression can 

do to a people. 
Though you burn my flag and scream I'm 

unfair, 
You can't stop my pride in the uniform r 

wear. 
I think of the men who die here each day 
So you students can continue to Uve your 

own way. 
What tha.nks do they get for the sacrlflce 

they've made? 
You burn their flag and you spit upon their

grave. 
But if they were sttll alive, their combined 

voices would roar 
Of the pride that they felt for the uniform_ 

they wore. 
Loyal Americans, don't look at this trash, 
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Who burn down their schools and with local 

police clash, 
And judge all young Americans by their un

loyal way 
.Because, there are thousands of us who 

would like to say, 
'That we love our country and of its future 

we care 
..And we are all proud as hell of the uniform 

we wear. 

DffiECTION THAT THE STRATEGIC 
ARMS LIMITATION TALKS SHOULD 
BE TAKING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House the gentle
man from Washington <Mr. FoLEY) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I should like 
to commend to the attention of the 
House, what, in my judgment, are two 
very significant articles in the New York 
Times pointing to the direction that the 
strategic arms limitation talks should 
be taking. 

Dr. Donald G. Brennan, who is the 
dean of the U.S. arms control profession
als, recommends increased emphasis on 
defense and a corresponding reduction in 
the relative effort devoted to strategic 
offensive forces. His analysis raises fun
damental questions about the canons of 
our conventional strategic wisdom: the 
concept of "mutual assured destruction" 
to which phase Dr. Brennan aptly as
signs the acronym MAD. 

While I do not pretend to endorse all 
of Dr. Brennan's positions, I believe it is 
time for Members of this body who have 
~xpressed concern about the safety of 
civilians endangered by air or artillery 
strikes or those Members who are justi
fia:bly concerned over a reordering of na
tional priorities away from excessive 
military spending, to analyze and come 
to terms with the direction in which our 
own strategic philosophy programs are 
taking us. 

In my judgment this can mean noth
ing else but a mutual and enforceable 
decrease in offensive strategic nuclear 
systems, and positive action to strengthen 
rights of civilians to be protected from 
aerial warfare. 

The article follows: 
STRATEGIC ALTERNATIVES I 
(By Donald G. Brennan) 

American strategic nuclear policy has been 
dominated in recent years iby an idea called 
"assured destruction." This concept is that 
the dominant task of the U.S. str.ategic forces 
is ,to be able to mount a nuclear attack that 
would rellably destroy a substantial fraction 
of the Soviet society, even after a major 
Soviet strike on American forces. Recent 
publlc statements of the Nixon Administra
tion have emphasized a doctrine called "stra
tegic sufficiency." Although published !for
mulations of this doctrone are ambiguous, 
it is clear !that something like the concept 
of ".assured destruction" still dom.inates 
American strategic policy, even if the ter
minology itself is no longer used in official 
statements. 

This domination extends to str81tegic arms
control matters. ]t is widely argued that 
the most peaceful, stable, secure, cheap, and 
generally desirable arrangement is one in 
which we and the Soviets maintain a "mu
tual assured destruction" posture, .tn which 
no serious effort 1s made by eilther side to 
limit the civllia.n damage thwt could be 1n-
1lloted by the other. Most of the opposition 

in the West to substantial systems o! missile 
defense for cities and some of the opposition 
to the Safeguard ABM system der1 ves from 
the alleged ·benefits of such a posture. This 
is pertinent rto the fol'lthooming Soviet
American negotiations on offensive and de
fensive forces announced by President Nixon 
last Thursday. 

I believe that the concept of mutual as
sured destruction provides one of the few 
instances in which the obvious acronym !or 
something yields at once the appropriate 
description for it; thalt is, a Mutual Assured 
Destruction posture as a goal is, almost lit
erally, mad. MAD. 

If the ·forces of technology and inrterna
tional politics provided absolutely no aliter
native, one might reluctantly accept a MAD 
posture. But to think of it as desirable--for 
instance, a.s a clearly preferred goal of our 
arms-control negotiations, as many currelllt 
proposals automatically assume-is bizarre. 
This oan be made very clear by oonsideDlng 
·the simplest and most effective .means of 
realizing it. 

At present, we and the Soviets a.chdeve a. 
MAD posture by means of long-range missiles 
and bombers armed With thermonuolear 
weapons. There are, however. many problems 
associated with these forces; missiles and 
bombers may be attacked before they are
launched, they may fail to perform properly, 
or they may fail to penetrate enemy defenses. 
Concern about such vulnerabilities in our 
posture helps drive the arms race. These 
forces are also expensive; the U.S. alone 
spends about $8 billion a year on them. 

Now, if it were genuinely desirable to have 
a MAD posture, we could achieve it far more 
effectively, reliably and cheaply than at 
present. As Leo Szilard remarked ten years 
ago, we and the Soviets could have an arms
control agreement to mine each other's cities. 
We could install very large thermonuclear 
weapons with secure firing arrangements 1n 
Moscow, Leningrad, Kiev, and so on, while 
the SOviets CIOuld install s1m.i1a.r weapons and 
arrangements in New York City, Chicago, 
Los Angeles, and so on. It is techn'lc.a.lly 
feasible to make such a system very secure, 
and the Vulnerabillties mentioned above 
could be eliminated, which would reduce 
arms-race pressures. While such a system 
would have its own technical problems, 
analysis indicates they would be far simpler 
to solve than those of the present system. 
It would also be much cheaper than the. cur
rent system; it could save billions. 

Yet almost everyone W'lll judge it starkly 
absurd, even after consideration. And, since 
a mined-city system is clearly the best way 
of rea.liz1n.g a MAD posture, it follows that a 
MAD posture as a. goal is itself fundamen
tally absurd-it is, indeed, mad. 

This reduction-to-absurdity argument is 
useful for sharply draWing attention to the 
fact that something must be wrong with 
MAD a.s a way of life. However, one can 
discuss the problems of MAD directly. There 
are at least three interrelated problems. 

The first is that, in spite oif our best efforts, 
a major nu~ear war could happen. An insti
tutionalized MAD posture is a way of in
surtng, now and forever, that the outcome of 
such a war would be a nearly unlimited dis
aster for everybody. While technology and 
pold.tics may conspire for a time to leave us 
temporarily in such a posture, we should not 
welcome it--we should ratiher be looking 
for ways out o! it. And they can be found. 
~e se!C<>nd fundamentaJ. diffiCUlty is, in 

essence, polltical: The body politic of the 
United States did not create a Department 
of Defense for the purpose of deLiberately 
making us all hostages to enemy wea.pons. 
The Government is supposed, according to 
the Constitution, to "provide for the com
mon defense," and plainly most Americans 
would revolt at the idea that a Inined-city 
system ls a sensible way to do th:ts. They 
would be quite right. The Defense Depart-

ment should be more concerned Wilth a.ssurtng 
live Americans tlhan dead Ru.ssia.ns. 

The third fundamentaJ. difficulty is moral. 
We should not deliberately create a system 
in which millions of innocent 'Civillans would, 
by intention, be exterminated in a fuilure of 
the system is not that reliable. If we accept 
a MAD posture as an interim solution, we 
should be seeking ways out of it, not ways 
to enshrine :tt. 

Tomorrow I shall discuss alternative direc
tions for strategic policy and arms control. 

STRATEGIC ALTERNATIVES: li 

(By Donald G. Brennan) 
Yesterday I explained that many people 

regard a posture of Mutual Assured Destruc
tion-MAD-as a desirable objective of our 
arms-control policy. I also explained that 
a Inlned-city system was obviously the most 
-efficient way of achieving a MAD posture, 
and, since the mined-city system was 
·clearly absurd, it followed that a MAD 
posture itself must be absurd. 

Why, then, do some Americans advocate 
:a MAD posture? The advocates involved are, 
1n the main, technical or technically ori
-ented people accustomed to theoretical mod
els, and the arguments involve appeals to 
"stablllty" of various kinds and reference to 
other sophisticated jargon-jargon that I 
understand very well, having helped to artic
ulate it a decade and more ago. For instance, 
·one argument sometimes heard is that this 
:posture will best protect against nuclear war 
altogether, but this proposition is very dubi
ous indeed. 

wpue these advocates are undoubtedly 
sincere, and many of them are even intel
ligent, I believe they have been bemused 
by theoretical models of strategic interac
tions, models which seem sophisticated and 
intellectually appealing but which are in fact 
much oversimplified descriptions of reality. 
Indeed, some few technical people, who have 
at least had the integrity to follow the logic 
of such analysis to its conclusion, have been 
so bemused by these models that they have 
seriously advocated the actual deployment 
of a Inined-city system. 

Well, 1! an institutionalized MAD posture 
is not desirable as a permanent way of life. 
and is not, what alternative is available? The 
answer is to provide increasing emphasis on 
defense, and corresponding reduction in the 
relative effort devoted to strategic offensive 
forces. 

There is much controversy about just how 
effective defense (such as ABM) can be 
made against current offensive forces, or 
against further enlarged offensive forces. I 
cannot discuss this controversy here. How
ever, there is very little controversy over the 
fact that defense can be made quite etrectlve 
if the opposing offense is held down or ac
tually reduced, while allowed defense is 
built up. This ls precisely the direction that 
negotiations in the Strategic Arms Limita
tion Talks should be taking, but, so far as 
I can see have not yet been taking. The forth
coming negotiation on offensive and defen
sive forces will provide both Governments 
with a good opportunity to pursue this pos
sibility. 

Even 1! it were held that currently achiev
able 'defense is too ineffective to be useful 
against even a suitably reduced offensive 
threat (a position that few informed persons 
would believe), it makes little sense to pre
clude the possib111ty of a more effective de
fense being found in the future. Most of the 
current approaches to these matters would 
do so. 

It might be possible to achieve similar ef
fects simply by sharply reducing offensive 
forces, without any defense, if it were not for 
two factors: (a) there are other countries in 
the world besides the United States and the 
Soviet Union, and (b) perfect inspection of 
sharply reduced offensive forces probably 
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cannot be achieved, and defense can provide 
protection against clandestine weapons. 

The most desirable postures providing in
creased defensive emphasis would be those 
achievable through negotiations with the 
Soviets. If such negotiations should fall, 
other alternatives, though less desirable, are 
available. I believe a sensible unllateral 
American strategic program would be gov
erned by the following three rules: 

The Budget Rule. We should spend about 
as much money on strategic offensive and 
defensive forces combined as the Soviets do, 
neither greatly more, which might stimulate 
arms-race effects, nor greatly less, which 
would leave us in a position of increasing 
risk. 

I shall, for obvious reasons, call this the 
Brass Rule. In terms of possible strategic nu
clear wars, we should be able to do about as 
badly unto the Soviets as they can do unto 
us. This makes it unlikely that the Soviets 
could "dictate" terms to the United States 
in a. crisis. Note that this formulation-in 
contrast to the McNamara formulation of 
"assured destruction"-leaves open the pos
sibility of reducing our threat to the Soviets, 
if their threat to us can be reduced by what
ever means. 

The Defense Rule. Of the money provided 
by the Budget Rule, spend as much on de
fense as is compatible with the Brass Rule. 
For the foreseeable future, this would re
quire major continued expenditures on of
fense. 

We should not be buslly engaged in forging 
a permanent Sword of Damocles, to hang 
forever over our heads, by our . own design 
and efforts. It is too likely to fall. We should 
rather devote our best efforts to escaping 
from this MAD posture. The alternatives are 
a.va.lla.ble. 

PROBLEMS BESET NUCLEAR POWER 
PLANTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House the gentle
man from Kansas (Mr. SKUBITZ) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, in my in
vestigation over the past year of the 
Atomic Energy Commission's proposal to 
establish an atomic-waste dump in Kan
sas, it has become obvious that the men 
of AEC, despite their vaunted expertise 
in all matters scientific, are humans with 
the same frailties and proclivity for mis
takes that mark the rest of us. 

One would think that because of their 
grave responsibilities, because they deal 
with things that imperil all life on earth, 
they would exhibit a degree of care that 
exceeds the ordinary. The record does 
not seem to bear this out. On the con
trary, while the Commission is un
doubtedly peopled with men of outstand
ing ability and perhaps even near-ge
nius, its very lack of concern for the 
ordinary, the mundane, the simple, 
results in occasional outlandish results. 

A good example is illustrated by a 
newspaper article that appeared in the 
front page of the Washington Post of 
May 26, 1971. The piece, by the very ca
pable science writer Thomas O'Toole, re
counts that apparent defective designs in 
nuclear-fuel power reactors will delay 
the construction andjor operation of at 
least five major nuclear powerplants. As 
many as 51 -other such plants the ar
ticle says, face construction and opera
tion delays as a result of recent tests 
showing up serious problems. 

The AEC, of course, believes that the 

problem is probably not in basic design 
and points out that the test failures were 
only in laboratory-sized models. How
ever it admits it is very much concerned 
if the emergency cool-down system does 
not work. The concern is great enough 
to order a halt in operation of three 
plants almost ready to produce electricity 
and to construction of two others. AEC 
believes the delays may 1ast from 1 to 
3 months, but no one knows for sure. The 
five plants currently involved represent 
an investment of more than $1 billion 
and the impact of prolonged loss of power 
production from the three will exacerbate 
the already critical power situation the 
Nation faces this summer. 

In my judgment, this article points up 
again the fact that in AEC's haste to de
velop peaceful use of the atom and push 
private utilities into vast and terribly 
expensive construction programs-which 
of course the power users must pay for
it just does not do its homework. 

An integral part of the atomic-power 
production is the resultant highly dan
gerous waste that must be cared for until 
it is no longer l-ethal to living thing~ 
a period ranging from 50,000 to 500,000 
years depending on the type of waste. 
AEC spent billions developing a method 
of producing electricity from the atom 
but did not give a great deal of thought 
to disposing of the wastes safely. Now, 
facing vast quantities of this hot and 
poisonous material, it wants to dump it 
into abandoned salt mines without hav
ing carefully and fully researched the 
necessary facts to determine how safely 
this can be done. 

Since other Members of this body al
ready have, and more will in the future, 
experience critical environmental, eco
logical, and health and safety problems 
arising from AEC operations, I include 
the newspaper article in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD at this point: 
[From the Washington Past, May 26, 1971] 

A-PLANTS FACE DELAYS A.Fn:R FAILURE IN 
TESTS 

(By Thoma.s O'Toole) 
At least five and as many as 56 81tom1c 

power plants be'ing /built 'in rthe United states 
face construction and operation dela.ys as 
the result of tests showing possibly defedtive 
designs in their nuclear-fueled reactors. 

The five plants alone represent an invest
ment IOif more th&n $l 1billion and an electric 
power output of more than four mlllion kilo
watts, enough :to l'ight up a oilty the s'lze of 
Chicago. Long dela.ys in these plants could 
trigger power crises in Florida, New York 
and Michigan, where they are ,being !built. 

Far more serious is the impact long delays 
might have on 51 m.ore plants 'being bullt or 
about to !be buUt; these e.ccoUDit lfor more 
.tJha.n 42 mllUon kilowatts of planned power 
and an investment of over $10 'billion in more 
than '20 states. Lengthy delays in their oon
struct1on could trigger a nationwide power 
shortage. 

The delays were caused by six sWall.ght !all
ures of la:bor81tory-sized <aton:rlc reactors rto 
cool themselves ddWil 1n emergencies called 
"loss at cools.nlt" fa'ilures. Each time, the 
emergency procedure for cooling down the 
hot nuclear cores backfired in tests, causing 
the simulated reactors to close !themselves 
down. 

"These testS were not fair models ot real 
reactors," one Atomic Energy Commission 
ofiicial said. "Nevertheless, we b!ave rto be con
cerned by tJhe fall~ures and the outside possi-

bllity that we might have a fundamental 
problem in design." 

The chances of basic design problems are 
slim, AEO officials said. Burt if the emergency 
coolant designs don't work it would a1Ieot 
the nuclear plants being 'built and .the 16 
pla.ll!ts already lin opemtion. 

If the designs prove defective, plants op
erating today might hla.ve to be closed whlle 
lthe designs were being corrected. 

"We have rtold five utilities they oa.n ex
pect licensing delays on five nuclear power 
plants," an ofiicia.l of the AEC's regulatory 
staff said yesterday. 

"These five were chosen because they were 
an at a juncture where oome a.otion had to 
be taken. They h'ad to be told they could not 
meet their deadlines." 

The five utilities are Consolidated Edison 
Co. and Long Island Lighting Co. in New 
York, Florida Power & Light 'Co., a.nd De
troit Edison Co. and Consumers Power Co. 
in Michigan. The Con Ed, Florida. P&L and 
Consumers Power plants are ,ready to 1begin 
producing electricity; the other two are &bout 
to !begin construction. 

The length of the oper~tion and construc
tion delays is anybody's guess. One AEC ofii· 
cial said the five utilities can expect delays 
of at least one month and pro'ba.'bly !three 
months. 

The tests that turned up the loss-of-cool
ant failures were what engineers call ·~blow
down" tests. They were conducted on semi
scale reactor mockups at the National Reactor 
Testing Station in Idaho Falls, Idaho. 

In the tests, engineers pretended that a 
water-cooled reactor under pressure had sud
denly lost its cooling W81ter at the same time 
that it suffered a "blowdown," which is a 
rupture in the piping that carries the cool
ant tbrough the ll"eaotor. 

The tests showed that ·when emergency 
water was :flooded in through the piping to 
cool down the core, it did not get rto the core 
because pressurized steam built up a.nd 
wouldn't let it in. 

"The tests seemed to indiC'alte " one source 
said, "that there is a possibllity the steam 
pressure within the vessel could prevent the 
core cooling water from entering the vessel. 
It appeared SIS 1! the core cooling water was 
being forced out of a. <break in the ll"ecircula.-
tionloop." · 

Engineers noted tha.t the !test results don't 
prove a desi~n defect, Since the tests were 
carried out on a. model vastly d11Ierent from 
a full-scale !l"eactor. Only one prime coolant 
loop is used in the model, whereas tour are 
used on real reactors. 

Nonetheless, the test results were viewed 
as serious in the most conserw,tive AEC 
circles. 

"Ilf you get a loss of coolant and then a 
loss of emergency coolant in a !l"ea.l accident," 
one ofiicia.l said, "your reactor core would 
overheat 811ld probably melt under tempera
tures in excess of 5,000 degrees. 

"The core would prdba.bly crumble " he 
wen:t on, "and although you've got 10 ~r 12 
feet of rein!orced concrete under the core 
it might melt through all that. There would 
be steam explosions and there is a possibllity 
of the reactor bursting. Nobody knows for 
sure what would happen." 

~RESENTATIVE RONCALIO IN
TRODUCES LEGISLATION TO 
MAKE ILLEGAL THE MANUFAC
TURE, SALE, PURCHASE, USE AND 
POSSESSION OF ALL THALLIUM 
COMPOUNDS AS A PESTICIDE 
(Mr. RONCALIO asked and was given 

pennission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am introducing legislation to make ille-



18068 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE June 4, 1971 

gal the manufacture, sale, purchase, use 
and possession of all Thallium com
pounds as a pesticide or as an instrwnent 
of animal control. 

During the month of May, 48 eagles 
were found dead in my State of Wyo
ming. Upon investigation of these deaths 
it appears most of the eagles fell victini. 
to the reckless use of one of the most 
lethal wildlife poisons known to man 
Thallium sulfate. ' 

Thallium sulfate is a non-specific 
highly stable and persistent, cumulativ~ 
toxin that not only killed countless 
eagles but also indeterminate numbers 
of other wildlife. Under existing statu
tory and regulatory directives, it is im
possible to determine the number of per
sons using this poison their identity the 
concentration in which it is distrib~ted 
the localities of its placement the dura: 
tion of exposure to wildlife, ~r the total 
effect upon not only predators, but all 
forms of animal life, including man. 

The situation described above points 
to the lack of control and the neglect 
of our public responsibility in regulating 
the various poisoning programs in my 
State of Wyoming and throughout the 
Nation. 

The bill I introduce today is just one 
step in bringing these programs under 
strict control. I hope the House of Rep
resentatives will act with favor on this 
measure so as to bring a halt to such a 
national disgrace as Wyoming has suf
fered in the last month, and to prevent 
further irreparable damage to our al
ready fast-fading national wildlife. 

REMARKS OF CONGRESSMAN WIL
BUR D. MILLS BEFORE JOINT SES
SION OF LOUISIANA STATE 
LEGISLATURE 
<Mr. WAGGONNER asked and was 

given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECoRD and to in
clude extraneous matter.) 
. Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, dur
mg the Memorial Day recess, Louisiana 
was honored to have the distinguished 
chairman of the Ways and Means Com
mittee and great American patriot, the 
Honorable WILBUR D. MILLS address the 
joint session of the Louisi~na Legisla
ture, in Baton Rouge, La. 

It was a signal honor for me person
ally for WILBUR to come to our beloved 
State, he being a close and dear friend 
from the neighboring State of Arkansas 
and the chairman of the committee on 
which I have the pleasure of serving. 

The address was stirring and indeed 
timely, and I would like for all our col
leagues to have the 'benefit of these words 
of wisdom. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the address of 
Congressman WILBUR D. MILLS bef9re 
the joint session of the Louisiana State 
Legislature in Baton Rouge, La., May 31, 
1971, following my remarks: 
REMARKS OF CONGRESSMAN WILBUR D. Mn.Ls 

It is a singularly gratifying honor for me to 
be invited to appear before this distinguished 
legislative body today. I come with full ap
preciation of the significant fact that Louisi
ana has been the matrix for the western half 
of this Nation-the mother of the many 
States carved out of the vast territory be
tween the Mississippi River and the Rocky 

Mountains, including my own State of Ar
kansas. 

The history of Louisiana and the Louisiana 
Purchase constitutes, therefore, a large meas
ure of the history of the United States. Just 
as New York was the gateway and melting pot 
of the east, so Louisiana. has welcomed, re
ceived -and sustained people representing the 
varied cultures and influences of the Old 
World. Louisiana., however, more than any 
other part of the United States, has had the 
genius to blend and preserve these diverse 
ethnic contributions into a. tradition of har
mony, hospitality and that unique charm 
for which your State is known everywhere. 
Louisiana. has successfully accomplished a 
rare and graceful union of heritage preserva
tion and maximization of progress with a. vi
tality and spirit second to no other State in 
the Union. 

We Arkansans are proud of our close asso
ciation with Louisiana, dating from centuries 
before the Louisiana. Purchase right up to the 
present time. The same Spanish explorers and 
French pioneers who in very early days plied 
the "Father of Waters" in Louisiana. also ex
plored and settled along the mighty river's 
tributaries in Arkansas. These early French 
settlers left marks that are visible today not 
only in geographical names on the map of 
our State but in the customs and mores of 
our people. The port of New Orleans has, 
from the time of the Crescent City's found
ing, been exceedingly important to Arkansas, 
because it has been, and still is, our prin-
cipal "window to the sea.". · 

During the War Between the States, citi
zens of Arkansas and Louisiana. joined 
shoulder to shoulder at Port Hudson, Vicks
burg and other battles both within and with
out this State. 

After the war, it was once again to the 
port of New Orleans that Arkla.nsa.s looked to 
provide the outlet to world ma.rkets for her 
cotton and other agricultural products that 
would afford opportunity for recovery and 
restoration of her devastated economy. 

In the ensuing years, we 1n Arkansas and 
you 1n !Jouisia.na. coopemted a.nd worked to
gether to tame the Mississippi River and to 
have instituted the far-flung system of flood 
control measures that have transformed this 
longest of all Tivers into ra. consistently obedi
ent servant rather than the unpredictably 
destructive and rebellious enemy of years 
gone by. 

Today, with the completion of the Arka.n
sas River Navigation Project, we stand on 
the threshold of an era that will see even 
greater enhancement of the close relation
ship that exists between Louisiana and Ar
kansas and, indeed, all the states of the 
Mississippi Valley. Because of Louisiana's 
strategic location at the point where this fer
tile valley, the richest a.nd. most productive 
in world history, meets the sea., we look to 
you and your waterways and ports once 
again to show us the way. 

That Louisiana. has been show'ing the way 
for the mid-8outh, the Mississippi Valley 
and the entire Nation, as well, is ma.ndfested 
in the great contributions your State has 
made and is m'a.king to the progress and 
strength of 'the United States. We know 
very well that statistics show that 1n fOreign 
commerce, New Orleans, is second only to 
New York among the ports of this country 
in the value of foreign trade handled and 
that it ds the Nation's leading gra.in port. We 
recognize that Louisiana is a leading State 
in the discovery, production, refinement 
and distrt'bution of essential na.tural re
sources so vital to the Nation's economy e.nd 
defense. Your leadership is well known also 
in the 'Produetton of forest products, fish 
and seafood, furs, soybeans, rice, livestock 
and all manner of food and fiber. Your 
State's ophenomenal industrial growth since 
World War ll is symJbolized •by the appel
lation of the riparian area. from .this point 

southward to below New Orleans as the 
"American Ruhr". Your artistic and cultural 
contributions are Wlithout ,peer among the 
States of the Union. 

Your leadership is particul·a.rly evident and 
pronounced in government. Louisiana. has 
consistently produced distinguished states
men and dedicated public serv·ants a.t all 
levels of government-Federal, State e.nd 
local. It has been said that man for man your 
current delegation to the Congress, wh!l.ch 
has aggregate seniority of almost l70 years of 
service, is the most powerful there. On the 
House side, the Majority Leader is Hale 
Boggs, and on the Senate side, the President 
pro tempore and Chairman of the Commit
tee on Appropriatios is Allen Ellender. The 
Cha.imna.n of the House Committee on Armed 
Services is Ed Hebert and the Chairman of 
the Finance Committee in the Senate is 
Russell Long. Otto Passman is high on the 
list of Memlbers of the House Committee on 
.A!ppropria.tions. J'Oe Wa.ggonner is a. valued 
Member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, the Committee wh!l.ch I have the 
honor to chair. Speedy Long, Ed Edwards. 
John Rlarlck and Pat caffery are also esta.b-
1.1shdng themselves as important Members of 
the Committees they serve and are adhering 
to the tradition of Louisiana. legislators, 
which have always been among the most 
able, effective and articulate delegations in 
the Con£I"eSS. 

Today, I want to speak Ito you a!bout im
portant aspects of our Federal system-that 
is, Federa.l-Sta.te-loca.l relationships 1n the 
fl'tMlle of particular areas and in the Light of 
lissues currently before Jthe publdc. '!1he Com
milttee on Ways and Means since the ibegin
nd.ng of this Congress has been comprehen
sively revJ.ewing :intergovernmental relation
ships in the public welf18.1'e system. On last 
Wednesday, the Committee flied li.ts report 
on H.R. 1, the Social Security and welfa.re 
amendments, with the House of Representa
tlves, rand soon we shall be voting on this 
bill on the House Floor. 

H.R. 1 ;represents the most far-reaching 
and complete rev.ision of the Nation's wel
f1811'e system since its inception, and nobody 
denies that this system >has been ibadly need
ful of reV11slon. After long rand assiduous 
study rand month <Sifter month of public hear
ings and exeoutJlve sessions, the Coa:nmittee 
became convinced rliha.t the only feas:iible rand 
sensible approach to the welfMe problem is 
fedel'la.lt12la.tion of the f181I0.1ly and adult assist
ance progmms, esta.blish.ment o:! und!!orm re
quirements and provision for a.n appropriate 
nationwide income floor. With respect to 
families, this Federal floor would be set a.t 
$2,400 for a. family of four. The new program 
would be federally administered. 

Federalization in this particular area, that 
is, public welfare payments, is the proper 
course to follow to achieve greater fairness 
and equity, desirable uniformity and better 
control, economy and enforcement of the 
program. Instead of the widely varying pot
pourri of existing programs in the fifty States, 
we want to create a system of welfare that 
will be consistently fair both to the taxpay
ing public which supports 1t and its bene
ficiaries. We want a system of welfare which 
places prim.a.ry emphasis on ultimate sever
ance of a. family from the program and re
entry into the working world. We want a. pro
gralll that restores people to employment, 
self-reliance and self-respect. We want a pro
gram that will stem the alarming tide of spi
raling costs and chronic instances of family 
dependence on welfare generation after gen
eration. 

The Committee is convinced that H.R. 1 
is a tremendously significant move in this 
direction. It will establish a new system of 
incentives and requirements for work and 
tra.lning. Families in which rat -least one per
son 1s employable would be enrolled in what 
is called the "Opportunities For Fa.m111es" 
program, which would be a.dmlnistered not 
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by the Department of Health, EducaMon and 
Welfare, but by the Depa.rtment of Laobor. 
Only those •familles withoUJt emploY~Swble per
sons would be enrolled in t.he Frunily Assist
ance Plan, the part thialt would 1be admin
dst ered by HEW. 

All adult f~mily assistance recipil.ents ex
cept those speoiftca.lly exempted by the bill, 
would .be required to r~ister for work or 
tmiruing. 'Dhe exemptions fr.oo:n 1/he registra
tion requirements have been held to a mini
mum. 

H.R. 1, therefore, places the spotlight of 
attention on the terminal end of welfare 
while simultaneously tightening the pre
requisites for ln1t181l entry on the rolls. The 
only feasible means of accomplishing these 
objectives is through federalizing of the pro
gram. The beneficial financial results to the 
States of federalization are quite substan
tial, aggregating some $1.5-billion of State 
savings in •tlhe first year of operation. Louisi
ana, for example, can expect to save more 
than $65-mUlion in fiscal year 1973 over 
what it would be spending under present 
law. 

This, in my judgment, is a. proper way to 
improve the Federal-State partnership and to 
provide savings to the States. We must con
tinue to seek specific areas on a case by case 
basis and determine in a logical, rational, ob
jective manner whether a particular program 
would lend itself to full Federal responsi
biUty, whether a specific program should be 
left to the states, or whether it is one in 
which cooperative, tandem effort can best 
a,.chieve desired, well defined goals. It was 
this case by case approach that led many 
years ago to assumption of Federal responsi
b111ty for flood control in the Mississippi 
Valley and provided literal salvation for the 
states at the lower end of the Valley, na,.mely, 
Louisiana, Mississippi and Arkansas. It is the 
proven and tested way of providing relief to 
the States and a.t the same time maintaining 
sound and effective programs. 

To be contrasted with this case by case, 
!unction by function approach, which I am 
convinced will strength Federal-State rela
tionships, is the blunde!'lbuss, cure-all-ills, 
general revenue sharing proposa,.l currently 
being ballyhooed ooross the c.ountry. That is 
the Alice in Wonderland belief that somehow 
by a. wave of a wand or sleight of hand, the 
Administration can channel nonexistent Fed
eral largesse into the States' treasuries. I re
main adamantly opposed to this measure, 
although beginning day a.f.ter tomorrow, in 
the spirit of fairness and to afford the matter 
its full day in court, we commence extensive 
public hearings on the Administration's pro
posal in the Committee on Ways and Means. 

One good reason I am opposed to general 
revenue sharing is the obvious one that the 
Federal Government would not be sharing 
revenues but simply borrowed money. If you 
don't believe it, look at the projected Federal 
deficit for the current fiscal year and ne~ 
year. According to estimaltes in the latest re
port of the Joint Committee on Reduction 
of Federal Expenditures, the Federal funds 
budget for this year will be in the red by 
$26.5-b111ion, e.nd the estimate for fiscal year 
1972 is an even greater deficit of $28.6-bHUon. 
That represenros an aggregate of $55.1-billion 
in two years, the largest book to back deficit 
since World War II. In March of this year, 
the Congress had to adjust the national debt 
limit upward to $4SO-b111ion to 81CC0mmoda.te 
these anticipated deficits. Very frankly, how
ever, I doubt that Umita.tion will carry us to 
the end of the ne~ fiscal year as it is in
tended to do. 

How anyone can suggest general revenue 
sharing, with a. straight face, in full view of 
Federal deficits of that magnitude and the 
chronic string of deficits over the past forty 
years is beyond me. 

Not only that--the general revenue shar
ing proposal of the Administration would 
operate capriciously in the manner in whtch 

the so-called Federal revenues would be dis
tributed to the States and local govern
ments. Take, !or example, the formula. that 
would distribute funds to the local govern
ments. It is based primarily on the respective 
amounts of taxes collected by each govern
mental unit. It is true that each State and 
its local governments would have the option 
to adopt alternative methods of 3haring the 
funds-but it is questionable whether these 
alternative formUlas would produce very dif
ferent results from the tax collection basis. 
What I want to stress is that the amount of 
taxes collected by a particular local govern
ment is not a. good measure of its need for 
assistance. This gives the greatest amount 
of aid to local governments which can raise 
substantial tax revenue because they have 
wealthy residents or a large industrial or 
commercial tax base. 

The capricious results of revenue sharing 
are particularly evident in your own State of 
Louisiana.. Baton Rouge with a population of 
166,000 would get $2.9-million under revenue 
sharing, while Shreveport, with a larger pop
ulation of 182',000 people, would receive only 
$1.7-mlllion in revenue sharing funds. On 
the other hand, there would be cases of cities 
of approximately the same size receiving dif
fering amounts. For example, Alexandria. 
would receive about $202,000 in revenue 
sharing funds a.s compared with $260,000 for 
Bossier City even though each has a. popula
tion of about 41,500. 

And I want to remind yon that figures of 
this nature, which are hard to justify, are 
not confined to cities in Louisiana.. Passaic, 
New Jersey, for example, would get $888,000 
in revenue sharing funds, wi:lile the City of 
Monroe in your State would get only $662,000 
despite the fact that the two cities are about 
the same size. And Charleston, West Vir
ginia, whose population of 71,500 is less 
than that of Lake Charles in your State, 
would get $1.2-million in revenue sharing 
compared with the $754,000 that Lake 
Charles would receive. 

These are merely a few illustrative exam
ples which show clearly how haphazard and 
misdirected the aid under revenue sharing 
would be. I am confident many other exam
ples will be brought out in the course of the 
Committee's hearings on this subject. 

Another grave concern I have about gen
eral revenue sharing is its dangerous poten
tial for erasing those vestiges of States rights 
that still remain in our Federal system of 
government in this country. We in the South 
know too well that when the Federal Gov
ernment wants to give out money there is 
always danger of entrapment. What I am 
apprehensive of is the time that would 
surely come in the future after Federal rev
enue dollars are being mainlined into State 
treasuries and States become dependent on
yes, addicted to-these dollars. What is there 
to keep a subsequent COngress from sud
denly telUng the States that they are rather 
backward-that there are some things the 
Federal Government would like for you to 
do with respect to the way you run your 
ju.d.iciary, conduct your legislature, with re
spect to the operation of your local govern
ments, with respect to a.ny program you 
want to name? You will have to do these 
things in order for us to justify continuing 
to give you Federal dollars to spend. 

The very name by which the proposal is 
popularly or unpopula.rly called, "no-strings
a.ttoohed general revenue sharing," is synony
mous with pie in the sky and discordant and 
at variance with practical realities. Astute 
State and local representatives and offtcla.ls 
at the mention of such a proposal, sliould 
be wary of its sugar-coated prQmises. 

This is certainly -not to say that State and 
local governments do not have flll81llclal 
problems, and my record over the past three 
decacres in the Congress and for almost th&t 
long on the Committee on Ways and Mea.ns 
shows that I have been sensitive and respon-

sive to these needs. Not only must we be sen
sitive to them, however, we must strive to find 
sensible means of meeting them. The wel
fare bill is just one instance of such sensible 
means. There are other specific areas cur
rently being considered in the 92nd Congress. 
As a Member of that Congress, I pledge to 
you my best effort in this essential en
deavor. I am convinced that we can find so
lutions to our respective a.nd joint financial 
problems without weakening or destroying 
the basic fabric of local, State e.nd Federal 
governments--each strong in its own sphere 
of responsibillty-which has served the Na
tion so well for so long. 

CONGRESSMAN LLOYD MEEDS AND 
29 COSPONSORS PROPOSE INDIAN 
EDUCATION ACT OF 1971 
(Mr. MEEDS asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, despite the 
fact that Indians have a unique claim 
to Federal suppo!"t of their children's 
education, through treaties and congres
sionally authorized programs, our educa
tional system has failed, at all levels, to 
respond to the specific needs of Indian 
people in the United States. This failure 
is borne out by oft repeated statistics. 
The school dropout rate for Indians is 
twice the national average. Indians, on 
the average, comple.te only 8.4 years of 
schooling, compared with 10.6 for the 
Nation as a whole. More than any other 
group, Indian children believe them
selves to be of "below average'' intel
ligence. 

Hard on the heels of ~these depressing 
realities of Indian education follow un
employment figures at 39 percent of the 
Indian population and a poverty level in
come of $2,000 for half of all Indian 
households. 

Cooperating with Harvard University, 
the NAACP Legal Defense and Educa
tional Fund in its report "An Even 
Chance" scores administrators on the 
misuse of Federal moneys earmarked for 
the special educational needs of Indian 
children. Moneys authorized with spe
cific congressional intent to serve Indian 
children, are intermingled with general 
State funds purchasing services for the 
statewide educational system. The report 
verifies this fact. "Those dollars pay for 
teachers' aides who serve all the children, 
not just educationally deprived Indian 
children. They buy equipment for every 
child, not just the eligible Indian chil
dren. They provide kindergarten classes 
for all children, not just the eligible chil
dren. They 'buy mobile classrooms which 
become permanent facilities for all stu
dents. 

Lack of Indian involvement is a major 
reason for the misuse of Federal money 
and deficiencies in Indian education. Al
most all the studies of Indian education 
agree on this point. Federal Indian 
boarding schools, with little Indian im
put, have been referred to in less than 
g~owing terms in describing the educa
tion and treatment of the children at
tending those institutions. In contrast, 
we :find enthusiasm and a ·bright outlook 
among the students at those few schools 
where Indians have been involved in 
program development and policymaking. 
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Rough Rock, Rocky Boy, and the Navajo 
Community College are schools where 
Indians are involved. 

Indian involvement in Indian educa
tion is at the heart of the Indian Educa
tion Act of 1971, which I am introducing 
today with 29 other Members of the 
House. 

The bill provides for a presidentially 
appointed 15-member National Board of 
Indian Education. At least 10 of the 
board members must be Indian. The 
board would be housed in the Office of 
Education for budget purposes only. In 
all other respects, the board would 
be an independent national school board 
making policy for and directing Indian 
education. 

Federal education activity relating to 
Indians would be centralized in and co
ordinated by the national board. It would 
have oversight jurisdiction over ESEA, 
Impact Aid, Public Law 815, and otJ:ler 
education program moneys for which 
Indians are eligible. The board would 
insure that proper consideration is giv
en Indians, both those on r~servations 
and those in utban centers, m the ex
penditure of funds appropriated under 
these acts. 

The national board would have juris
diction over an authorization of new de
velopmental money, $20 million the first 
year and $30 million in each of the 4 
succeeding years. This money would be 
earmarked for innovative programs to 
meet the special educational needs of 
Indian children. Some of this innovative 
program money could be placed under 
the control of local Indian tribes and 
other local Indian organizations which 
would contract with local school boards 
for special Indian education programs. 

The bill also provides additional mon
ey for Indian adult education. The adult 
program is aimed at lowering the current 
39-percent unemployment rate among 
Indians· nonliterate individuals could 
learn the three R's and vocational 
courses would be made available. I also 
look for the program to raise the sights 
of those Indian parents who are not edu
cationally oriented. A change in parental 
attitude, upon realizing the value of edu
cation, will go far in encouraging their 
youngsters to stay in school. 

According to specific treaty provisions 
and as U.S. citizens, Indians have a right 
to quality education. This means that 
their special needs must be met. I am 
confident that the Indian Education Act 
of 1971 will better meet those needs, 
right many past wrongs and provide ~ew 
hope for Indian people across the United 
States. 

BEATRICE MINE IS DANGEROUS 
(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia 

asked and was given permissi'On to ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and to include extraneous mat
ter.) 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, on Sunday, May 31, 1970, a 
miner who had 20 years of mining expe
rience was killed instantly by a roof fall. 
This miner left a widow and four de
pendent children. 

The Bureau of Mines' fatality report 
concerning this accident concludes: 

CAUSE OF ACCIDENT 

The direct cause of this accident was the 
failure of management to have the roof 
secured in a more permanent manner at the 
completion of or shortly ajter the completion 
of the miner "run". (Italic supplied.) 

That fatality occurred at the Beatrice 
Pocahontas Co., mine of the Island Creek 
Coal Co., in Buchanan County, Va. Island 
Creek, with its many mines, ranks third 
in the Nation in coal production. 

This is one of 16 deaths thlat occurred 
at Island Creek Mines in 1970. There 
have been six deaths at that company's 
mines from January 1 to May 29, 1971, 
including one at the Beatrice mine. 

I am not surprised that the Bureau of 
Mines found this death to be caused by 
"the flailure of management." The safety 
record of the Beatrice mine is very poor. 
From November 1970 through May 4, 
1971, there have been no less than 21 
imminent danger closure orders issued 
causing all or part of the Beatrice mine 
to be idled while the danger is abated. 

The text of those orders follow my 
comments. 

The Bureau, in testimony on May 10, 
1971, before the House Education and 
Labor Committee on the Hyden disaster, 
said that national average for imm:inent 
dangers for 1 year is less than one per 
mine. Beatrice far exceeds the national 
average. 

These hamrdous conditions at this 
mine caused the Un~ted Mine Workers 
of America to request, on January 26, 
1971, that the Bureau of Mines station 
an inspector rat this large mine on each 
production shift. 

The UMW A letter and related corre
spondence are at the end of my com
ments. 

During consideration of the 1969 law, 
the UMW A urged that Congress require, 
under certain conditions, that an in
spector be stationed at each mine. Con
gress rejected that concept and required 
spot inspections weekly instead-and I 
agree with the conclusion that spot in
spections are a better means of insuring 
compliance with safety provisions than 
the concept of a full-time inspector at a 
dangerous mine. 

The Bureau also rejected a similar 
UMW A request of January 26. Instead, 
the Bureau reqUiired dlaily spot inspec
tions. These are continuing even today. 
Even with these dfaily inspections, 10 
imminent danger closure orders were 
issued through May 4. 

Since May 4, 1971, Bureau inspectors 
have issued five more imminent danger 
closure orders on May 1, 13, 18, 25, and 
27, 1971. 

The text of these orders follow my 
comments. 

The Beatrice mine is unsafe. Manage
ment tis to blame, despite the protesta
tions of an executive, John York, of Is
lland Creek Coal Co. made last week from 
the company's Cleveland offices. Mr. 
York, who is stated to be a vice president 
of employee relations of Island Creek, a 
subsidiary of Occidental Petroleum 
Corp., was quoted as saying he "did not 
know anything about these 21 closure 
orders." 

On May 21, 1971, I asked the Secretary 
of the Interior to institute proceedings to 
close the mine until U &n be safely op-

erated. Two weeks and two more immi
nent danger closure orders have passed 
since then. The passive Department has 
yet to reply, much less ask to save miners. 

Pertinent material follows: 
PART I. IMMINENT DANGER CLOSURE ORDERS 

AND SoME 0rHER VIOLATIONS, NOVEMBER 
17, 1970 THROUGH MAY 4, 1971 

Coal mine dnspection report, Beatrice Mine, 
Beatrice Pocahontas Go., Keen Mountain, 
Buchanan County, Va., November 17-19, 
30, December 1-3, 7-10 and 14, 1970, by 
Ronald L. Keaton, Federal coal mine in
spector 

INTRODUCTION 

This report is 'based on an inspection made 
pursuant to the Federal Coal Mine Health 
and Safety Act of 1969 (83 Stat. 742). 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Beatrice Mine, located off U.S. Route 460 
at Keen Mountain, Virginia, 1s opened by 
t'hree development shafts and one additional 
for ventilation purposes. The mine is being 
developed in the low-volatile bituminous 
Pocahontas No. 3 coalbed. 

A total of 470 men (51 on the surface and 
419 underground) was employed on three 
coal-producing shifts daily, 5 and 6 days a 
week. The average daily production of 5,600 
tons of coal was loaded mechanicaJly. The 
life of ;the mine was estima.ted to be 35 years. 
FEDERAL COAL MINE HEALTH AND SAFETY ACT 

OF 1969 

Notices and Orders 
1. Violation-Section 303(f). 

Weekly examinations for hazardous con
ditions were not properly made nor recorded. 
No. 7 development panel, 1 north (No. 2 
unit). A Notice of Vdolation No. 1 was issued 
November 17, 1970, on Form 104(1b) requiring 
that this violation be abated by 8:00 a.m. 
on November 18, 1970. This viola.tion was 
abated during the inspection November 18, 
1970. 

2. Viol.raMon--Bection 305 (k) 
The belt control cable was not supported 

on insulators beginning at the mouth of No. 
8 development panel off 1 north (No.3 unit) 
and extending for a distance of 150 feet in 
No. 3 entry. A Notice of Violation No. 2 was 
issued November 30, 1970, on Form 104(b) 
requiring that this violation ibe abated by 
8:00 a.m. on December 1, 1970. This viola
tion was aibated during the inspection De
cember 1, 1970. 

3. Violation--Section 305 (m) 
The power cable to the rock-dust machine 

was not protected with a fuse. A Notice of 
Violation No. 1 was issued Decembet 1, 1970, 
on Form 104(b) requiring that this viola
tion be abated by 8:00 a.m. on December 2, 
1970. The violation was abated during the 
inspection December 2, 1970. 

4. Violation-Section 310(d) (1) 
Supplies were unloaded and stored under 

the trolley wire, which was not guarded, 
for a distance of 40 feet near the end of the 
track in No. 6 development panel off 1st 
north. A Notice of Violation No. 1 was issued 
December 2, ,1970, on Form 104(b) requiring 
that this violation be abated by 8:00 a.m. 
on December 7, '1970. The violation was abated 
during the inspection December 10, 1970. 

5. Violation-Section 314(b) 
Two mine cars and the ran trucks were 

pushed along the track from the mouth of 
6th west off 1 north to No. 5 unit, a. distance 
of 5,000 feet. tA. Notice of Violation iNo . . 1 was 
issued December 8, 1970, on iForm 104('b) 
requiring that this violation be abated by 
8:00 a.m. on December 9, 1970. The violation 
was abated during the inspection Decem
ber 9, 1970. 

6. Violation-Section 317(!) (1) 
Deep, standing watt-r was present ln the 

emergency escapeway 1,100 feet outby the 
stall machine in No. 6 development panel oti 
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1 north (No. 2 plow). A Notice of Violation 
No. 2 was issued December 2, 1970, on Form 
104{b) requiring that this violation be abated 
by 8:00a.m. on December 7, .1970. The viola
tion was abated during the inspection Decem
ber 10, 1970. 

7. Violation-Section 317{f) (4) 
The intake escapeway in No. 8 develop

ment panel off 1 north (No. 3 unit), de
veloped after the operative date of the Fed
eral Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 
1969, was not separated from the belt and 
trolley haulage entries. A Notice of Violation 
No. 1 was issued November 30, 1970, on Form 
104 ('b) requiring that this violation 1be abated 
by 8 :00 a.m. on December 4, '1970. The timt" 
was extended to January 29, 1971. 

1. Imminent Danger--Station 104(a) 
Inadequately supported, loose roof was 

present over the rock-dust supply track be
ginning at the telephone and extending out
by for a distance of 40 feet. 

Order No.1 was issued at 8:30a.m. on De
cember 1, 1970, on Form 104{a) requiring 
that all persons, except persons referred to 
in Section 104(d), be Wlthdra.wn from and 
prohibited from entering the affected area. 
The Order was terminated December 1, 1970. 

2. Violation-Section 304(a) .
Imminent Danger 

Accumulations of loose coal and coal dust 
were present through the last line of cross
cuts between Nos. 1-4 entries, No. 8 develop
ment panel off 1 north, No. 3 unit. 

Order No. 1 was issued at 9:30 a.m. on 
November 30, 1970, on Form 104{c) (1), re
quiring that all persons, except persons re· 
!erred to in Section 104(d) be withdrawn 
from and. prohibited from entering the af
fected area. The Order was terminated No• 
vember 30, 1970. 

3. Violation--Section 304{a) .
Imminent Danger 

Loose coal and coal dust accumulations 
were present in the shuttle car roadways 
beginning at the belt feeder and extending 
lnby for 120 feet and through the last line of 
crosscuts between Nos. 1-4 entries, 8 west 
off 2 north (No.5 unit). 

Order No. 1 was issued on November 18, 
1970, on Form 104(c) (1) requiring that a.U 
persons, except persons referred to in Section 
104(d) be withdrawn from and prohibited 
from entering the affected area. The Order 
was terminated November 18, 1970. 

4. Violation--Section 304(a.) .
Imminent Danger 

Loose coal and coal dust was present in 
the last crosscuts between Nos. 1, 2, and 3 
entries in No. 8 unit of No. 12 development 
panel off 1 south. 

Order No. 1 was issued at 9:30 a.m., on 
December 3, 1970, on Form 104(c) (1) re.
quiring that all persons, except persons re.
ferred to in Section 104(d) be withdrawn 
from and prohibited from entering the a!# 
fected area. The Order was terminated De
cember 3, 1970. 

5. Violation--Section 304(a) .
Imminent Danger 

Loose coal and coal dust accumulations 
were present in No.2 entry beginning at the 
conveyor belt tailpiece and extending inby 
for a distance of 300 feet; also, in the last 
two crosscuts between Nos. 1 and 2 entries. 
(1 south parallel entries, No. 1 unit) 

Order No. 1 was issued on December 8, 1970, 
on Form 104(c) (1) requiring that all per
sons, except persons referred to in Section 
104(d) be withdrawn from and proh1!bited 
from entering the affected area.. The Order 
was terminated on December 8, 1970. · 

6. Violat1on-8ection 304 (d) 
The rock-dust applications were inadequate 

in Nos. 1-4 entries and the connecting crof¥)
cuts, No. 7 development panel, 1 north (No. 
2 unit) beginning at the belt feeder and ex
tending inby for a distance Cit 300 feet. 

Order No. 1 was issued. on November 17, 
1970, on Form 104{c) (1) requiring that all 
persons, except persons il'eferred to in Section 
104{d), be withdrawn from and prohibited 
from entering the affected area. The Order 
was terminated November 17, 1970. 

!· Violation--Section 304 (d) .-Iriunlnent 
Danger 

The rock-dust applications were inadequate 
beginning at the 'belt feeder and extending 
inby for 120 feet and through the last line 
of crosscuts between Nos. 1-4 entries, 8 west 
off 2 north (No. 5 units). 

Order No. 2 was issued on November 18, 
1970, on Form 104{c) (1) requiring that all 
persons, except !Persons referred to in Section 
104{d) be withdrawn f'l'om and prohibited 
from entering the affected area. The Order 
was terminated November 18, 1970. 

8. Violation--Section 304(d) .-Imminent 
Danger 

The rock-dlliit applications were inadequate 
through the last line of crosscuts between 
Nos. 1-4 entries, No. 8 development panel 
off 1 north, No. 3 unit. 

Order No. 2 was issued at 9:30 a.m. on 
November 30, 1970, on Form 104(c) (1) Te
quiring that all persons, except persons re
ferred to in Section 104(d) be withdrawn 
from and prohibited from entering the af
fected area. The Order was terminated No
vember 30, 1970. 

9. Violation--Section 304(d) .-Imminent 
Danger 

The rook-d~t applications were inadequate 
in the last crosscuts !between Nos. 1, 2, and 
3 entries in No. 8 unit off No. 12 development 
panel off 1 south. 

Order No. 2 was issued at 9:30 a.m. on 
December 3, 1970, on Form 104(c) (1) re
qUiring that all per~ns. except persons re
ferred to in Section 104{d) be withdrawn 
from and prohibited from entering the af
fected area. The Order was terminated De
cember 3, 1970. 

10. Violation-JSection 304( d) .-Imminent 
Danger 

The rock-dust applications were inadequate 
in No. 2 entry 'beginning at the conveyor 'belt 
tailpiece and extending inby for a distance 
of 300 feet; also, in the last two crosscuts 
between Nos. 11 and 2 entries, 1st south paral
lel entries, No. 1 uni·t. 

Order No.2 was issued at 4:00p.m. on De
cember 8, 1970, on Form 104(c) (1) requiring 
that all persons, except persons referred to 
in Section 104(d) 'be withdrawn from and 
prohilbi·ted from entering the affected area. 
The Order was terminated December 8, 1970. 

11. Violation--Section 305 (c) .-Imminent 
Danger 

The packing glands were loose on the con
tinuous miner methane monitor and the cov
er contained an opening in excess of 0.004 
inch. No. 7 development panel, 1 ncYrth (No. 
2 unit). 

Order No. 2 was issued on November 17, 
1970, on Form 104{c) (1) requiring that all 
per-sons, except persons referred to in Section 
104(d) be withdrawn from and prohibited 
from entering the affected area. The Order 
was terminated on November 17, 1970. 

12. Violation---section 3051(c) .-Imminent 
Danger 

The receiving-end headlight on the right
drive shuttle car contained an opening in ex
cess of 0.008 inch, 8 west off 2 north (No. 5 
unit). 

Order No. 3 was issued on November 18, 
1970, on Form 104(c) {1) requiring that all 
persons, except persons ~eferred to in Sec
tion 1Q4i(d), be ·withdrawn from and prohl<b
lted from entering the affected area. The 
Order was terminated November 18, 1970. 

13. Violation-section 305 (c) .-Imminent 
Danger 

The control panel cover on the shuttle car 
contained several openings in excess of 0.004 

inch and the pump motor power cable con
duit was broken. No. 6 development panel 
off 1 north, No. 2 plow section. 

Order No.1 was issued at 3:30p.m. on De
cember 2, 1970, on Form 104(c) (1) requiring 
that all persons, except persons referred to 
in Section 104{d), be withdrawn !from and 
prohibited from entering the affected area. 
The Order was terminated on December 2, 
1970. 

14. Violation---Section 30&(c) .-Imminent 
Danger 

The discharge-end headlight on the right
drive shuttle car in No. 8 unit off No. 12 
development panel off 1 south, contained an 
opening in excess of 0.008 inch and two of 
the control circuit fuses were bridged with 
wire; also, the continuous miner control 
switch cover contained an opening in excess 
of 0.008 inch. 

Order No.3 was issued at 9:30a.m. on De
cember 3, 19'70, on Form 104(c) (1) requiring 
that all persons, except persons referred to 
in Section 104(d), be withdrawn from an 
prohibited from entering the affected area. 
The Order was terminated on December 3, 
1970. 

15. Violation-Section 305(c) .-Imminent 
Danger 

The standard shuttle car loading-end head
light contained an opening in excess of 0.008 
inch. No. 9 development panel off 1 north, 
No.4 unit. 

Order No. 1 was issued at 5:30 a.m. Decem
ber 7, 1970, on Form 1M( c) (1) requiring that 
all ,persons, except persons referred to in Sec
tion 104(d), be withdr&wn from and pro
hibited from entering the affected area. The 
Order was terminated December 7, 1970. 

RoNALD L. KEATON, 
Federal Coal Mine Inspector. 

ORDER OF WITHDRAWAL 

I.D. # 44-00238-0, A, Spot Inspection. 
No.1 T.A.C. 
Norton, Virginia 24273. 
Telephone No. 679-0230, January 4, 1971. 
To the operator of the Beatrice Mine, 

Beatrice Pocahontas Company, Keen Moun
tain, Buchanan County, Virginia, Keen 
Mountain, Virginia 24624. 

Notice is hereby given that the under
signed authorized representative of the Sec
retary of the Interior, upon making an in
spection of this mine on January 4, 1971, 
finds the existence of the following described 
conditions or practice which could reason
ably be expected to cause death or serious 
physical harm before such condition or prac
tice can be abated. 

Condition or practice: Methane in the 
amount of 3.5 percent was detected by means 
of a mechanical detector in the air current 
being used to sweep the pillared area between 
Nos. 1-5 development panels in the No. 1 
north main entry (return air course) at the 
mouth of No. 4 entry, No. 1 development 
panel. 

In accordance with Sec. 104(a) of the Fed
eral Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969 
(P.L. 91-173), you are hereby ordered to 
cause all persons, except persons referred to 
in Sec. 104(d) of the Act, to be withdrawn 
from and prohibited from entering the fol
lowing area until an authorized representa
tive of the Secretary of the Interior has deter
mined that the above-described imminent 
danger no longer exists: 

Area from which persons must be with
drawn and prohibited from entering: Entire 
mine. 

Served to George Dunham, Superintend
ent, at the mine office on January 4, 1971, at 
approximately 1 :30 p .m. 

Trrus A. Oox. 
NoTE: Review of this Order pursuant to 

Sec. 105(a) of the Act may be made upon 
application to the Board of Mine Operations 
Appeals. 
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Spot Inspection, I.D. 44-00238, No. 1 H.D.L. 
Norton, Virginia 24273, Telephone 679-

0230, January 12, 1971. 
To the operator of the Beatrice Mine. 

Beatrice Pocahontas Company, Keen Moun
tain, Buchanan County, Virginia, Keen 
Mountain, Virgill'ia. 24624. 

Notice is hereby given that the under
signed authorized representative of the 
Secretary of the Interior, upon making an 
inspection of this mine on January 12, 1971, 
finds the existence of the following described 
conditions or practice which could reason-
81bly be expected to cause death or serious 
physical harm before such condition or pra-e
tice can be abated. 

Condition or practice: The rock dust ap
plications were inadequate in Nos. 3 and 4 
entries, beginning at survey station 8385 
and extending inby for a distance of 100 
feet, also, the connecting crosscuts between 
these entries No. 7 development off first 
north (No. 2 unit). 

Served to Cecil Null, Mine Foreman, on 
No. 2 unit at 4:30p.m. on January 12, 1971. 

In accordance 'With Sec. 104.(a) of the 
Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 
1969, (P.L. 91- 173) you are hereby ordered 
to cause all persons, except persons referred 
to in Sec. 104.(d) of the Act, to be with
drawn from and prohibited from entering the 
following area until an authorized repre
sentative of the Secretary of the Interior has 
determined that the above-described 1mm1-
nent danger no longer exts.ts: 

Area from which persons must be with
drawn and prohibited from entering: No. 2 
unit. 

HOWARD D. LoONEY. 
Note: Review of this Order pursuant to 

Sec. 105.(a) of the Act may be made upon 
a~ppllcatlon to the Board of Mine Opera
tions Appeals. 

NORTON, VA., 
January 12, 1971. 

CoAL MINE HEALTH AND SAFETY DISTRICT C 
Memorandum 
To: J. S. Malesky, District Manager 
From: Howard D. Looney, Federal Coal Mine 

Inspector 
Subject: Spot Inspection, Beatrice Mine (No. 

2 unit), Beatrice Pocahontas Company, 
Keen Mountain, Buchans.n County, Vir
ginia on January 12, 1971 

INTRODUCTION 
This report is based on an inspection made 

pursuant to the Federal Coal Mine Health 
and Safety Act of 1969 (83 Stat. 742). 

FEDERAL COAL MINE HEALTH AND SAFETY 
ACT OF 1969 

Order 
1. ~r No. 1 was issued on January 12, 

1971, at 4:30p.m. on Form 104(a). The Order 
was terminated on January 12, 1971, at 
6:15p.m. 

HOWARD D. LoONEY, 
Federal Coal Mine Inspector. 

ORDER OF WITHDRAWAL 
I.D. No. 44-00238-0, Spot Inspection, No. 

1 R.L.K. 
Norton, Vlrginia 24273, Telephone No. 679-

0230, January 13, 1971. 
To the operator of the Beatrice Mine, Bea

trice Pocahontas Company, Keen Mountain, 
Buchanan County, Virginia, Keen Mountain, 
Virginia 24624. 

Notice is hereby given that the under
signed authorized representative of the Secre
tary of the Interior, upon making an inspec
tion of thls mine on January 13, 1971, finds 
the existence of the following described colf
d.itions or practice which could reasonably be 
expected to cause death or serious physical 
harm before such condition or practice can 
be abated. 

Condition or practice: Methane 1n the 

amount of 6.00 per centum was detected by a 
permissible methane detector in the air cur
rent used! to ventilate the pillared area in 1 
north mains. The points of detection were 
at the main door in No. 2 entry, 150 feet 
outby the pillar line in No. 2 development 
panel and in the last open crosscut between 
Nos. 2 and 3 entries. 

In accordance with Sec. 104(a) of the Fed
eral Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 
1969, (P.L. 91-173) you are hereby ordered 
to cause all persons, except persons referred 
to in Sec. 104.(d) of the Act, to be withdrawn 
from and prohibited from entering the fol
lowing area until an authorized representa
tive of the Secretary of the Interior has de
termined that the above-described imminent 
danger no longer exists: 

Area from which persons must be with
drawn and pl'ohibited from entering: Entire 
mine. Served to Carnie Browning, Safety En
gineer, at the mine office on January 13, 
1971, at approximately1:15 p.m. 

RoNALD L. KEATON. 
NoTE: Review of this Order pursuant to 

Sec. 105.(a) of the Act may be made upon 
application to the Board of Mine Operations 
Appeals. 

ORDER OF WITHDRAWAL 
I.D. #44-00238-0, A Spot Inspection, No. 

1 R. L. K. 
Norton, Virginia 24273, Telephone No. 679-

0230, January 15, 1971. 
To the operator of the Beatrice Mine. 

Beatrice Pocahontas Company, Keen Moun
tain, Buchanan County, Virginia, Keen 
Mountain, V·irginl.a 24624. 

Notice is hereby given that the under
signed authorized representative of the Sec
retary of the Interior, upon making an in
spection of this mine on January 15, 1971, 
finds the existence of the following described 
conditions or practice which could reasonably 
be expected to cause death or serious physi
cal harm before such condition or practice 
can be abated. 

Condition or practice: Methane in amounts 
ranging from 7.0 to 9.0 per centum was 
detected with a permissible methane de
tector in the travelable area between the 
barrier pillar and gob area between Nos. 2 
and 3 development bleeder connectors off 1 
north mains. 

Served to George Dunham, Superintend
ent, at the mine office on January 15, 1971, 
at approximately 3:15 p.m. 

In accordance with SEc. 104.(a) of the 
Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 
1969, (PL. 91-173) you are hereby ordered 
to cause all persons, except persons referred 
to in Sec. 104. (d) of the Act, to be with
drawn from and prohibited from entering 
the following area until an authorized rep
resentative of the Secretary of the Interior 
h81S determined rthat the above-described 
imminent danger no longer exists: 

Area from which persons must be with
drawn and prohibited from entering: Entire 
mine. 

RONALD L. KEATON. 
NoTE: Review of this Order pursuant to 

Sec. 105 (a) of the Act may be :ma.de upon 
application to the Board of Mine Operations 
Appeals. 

1. D. #44-00238-0, A Spot Inspection, No. 
1 R.L.K. 

ORDER OF WITHDRAWAL 
Norton, Vir:ginla 24273, Telephone No. 679-

0230, February 4, 1971. 
To the opera.tor of the Beatrice Mine, 

Beaitrice Pocahol.'lJtas Company, Keen Moun
tain, Buchanan County, Virginia, Keen 
Mountain, Virginia 24624. 

Notice is hereby given thait the under
signed a,uthorized Tepresenrtative of the Sec
retary of t ·he Interior, upon making an in
spection of this mine on February 4, 1971, 
finds rthe existence of the foU.owing described 
conditions or pl'I8Ctirce which could reason-

ably be expected <to cause death or serious 
physical ha!"m before such condition or prac
tice can be .abated. 

Condition or practice: Methane in amounts 
of 2.0 to 6.0 per centum was detected by a. 
permissible methane detector in Nos. 1 and 2 
ent ries, No. 2 development panel off 4 west 
(No. 1 plow section tail entries). The affected 
ar ea was from the plaw tailpiece to a.nd in
cluding t he left port ion of No. 1 bleeder entry. 

I!l accordance with Sec. 104.(a) of the Fed
eral Coal Mine and Safety Aot of 1969, (P.L. 
91-173) you are hereby ordered .to cause all 
persons referred to in Sec. 104.(d) of the 
Act, to be withdrawn from and prohibited 
from entering the following area until an 
authorized representative of -the Secretary 
of the I ruterior has determined that the 
above-described imminent danger no longer 
exists: 

Ar ea from which persons must be with
drawn and prohibited from entering: No. 2 
development panel off 4 west (No. 1 plow 
section). 

Served to Bobby Yates, Section Foreman, 
on No. 1 plow section on February 4, 1971, 
at approxim&tely 9:00 a.m. 

RONALD L. KEATON. 
NoTE: Review of rthls Order pursuant to 

Sec. 105. (a) of the Act may be made upon 
application to the Board of Mine Operations 
Appeals. 

ORDER OF WITHDRAWAL 
I.D. 44-00238--0A, 9:00 a.m., No. 1 G.B.F. 
Norton, Virginia 24273, Telephone No. 679-

0230, February 12, 1971. 
To the opemtor o.f the Beatrice Mine, 

Beatrice Pocahontas Company, Keen Moun
tain, !Buchanan Coulllty, Virginia, Keen 
Mountain, Virginia 24004. 

Notice :is here!by given 1ftllat the under
signed authorized representative of the Sec
retary of the .Interior upon making an in
spection of this mine on February 12, 1971, 
finds, in 81Ccordance ·with Sec. 104(c) of the 
Federal Coal Mine Health .and Safety Act of 
1969 (PL. 91-1'79) a viol11Jtion of 1.he manda
tory health or safety standards set forth in 
Sec. 75.400 of the Act or RegUlations promul
gtaited by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Condition or practice: Loose coal, oil a.nd 
grease were permiifited to accumulate on the 
continuous m.1n'ing machine on No. 8 unit, 
No. 12 development 1 south. 

Issued Ito Carnie Browning on the surface 
at a,pproximately 1:30 p.m. on February 12, 
1971. 

In accordance with Sec. 104.(c) (2) of the 
Act, the undersigned finds th&t the above-de
scr'.lbed violation is similar to the violation 
set !orth in Order of Withdram.al No. 1 is
sued December 8, 1970; that in &ecordance 
with Sec. 104.(c) (1) o.f the Act the foregoing 
vlola.t'lon is of such a nature as could signtr-
1cantly and swbstantialdy oontrllburte Ito the 
cause and effect of a mine health or safety 
hazard, and finds suoh vlolaltion rto be caused 
by an unwarranrbalble ifa.illure of the operator 
to comply 'With such mandatory standard; 
that no inspection of this mine h81S (been 
made, whl.c'h bas d.i.sclosed no Simil'ar viola
tion, since the Order of Wlthdraw.al No. 1 
dated December 8, 1970. 

In &CCOrdance 'Wirtih sec. 104. (c) (2) o! Jthe 
Act, you are hereby ordered tto cause all per
sons, except !Persons referred rto :in Sec. 104. 
(d) of the Act, to be 'Withdr&wn from, and 
to ·be proh1Jb1ted from entering the following 
.area until an authorized representaltive o! 
the Secretary of the Interior has determ11ned 
that the '8/bove described violation has been 
aJba.ted. 

Area from which persons must be with
drawn and prohibited from entering: No. 8 
unit, No. 12 development 1 south. 

GENE B. FuLLER. 
NoTE: Review of rth1s Order pursuant to 

Sec. 105.(ta) of the Act may be made upon 
a.pplllrcation to the Board of !Mine Operations 
Appeals. 
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ORDER OF WITHDRAWAL 

I.D. # 44-00238-0, A, 11:20 a.m. No. 1 
Q.B.F. 

Norton, Virginia 24273, Telephone No. 679-
{)230, February 23, 1971. 

To the operator of the Beatrice Mine, 
Beatrice Pocahontas Company, Keen Moun
tain, Buchanan County, Virginia, Keen 
Mountain, Virginia 24624. 

Notice is hereby given that the undersigned 
authorized representative of the Secretary of 
the Interior upon making an inspection of 
this mine on February 23, 1971, finds, in 
accordance with Sec. 104(c) of the Federal 
Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969 
(P.L. 91-173) a violation of the mand:atory 
health or safety standards set forth in Sec. 
75 .301 of the Act or Regulations promulgated 
by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Condition or practice: Only 2,500 cubic 
feet of air a minute was reaching the work
ing face of the right crosscut off No. 1 entry 
on No. 7 Unit. 

Served to Carnie Browning on No.7 Unit at 
approximately 12:30 p.m. on February 23, 
1971. 

In accordance with Sec. 104.(c) (2) of the 
Act, the undersigned finds that the above
described violation is similar to the violation 
set forth in Order of Withdrawal No. 11ssned 
December 8, 1970, that in accordance with 
Sec. 104.(c) (1) of the Act the foregoing vio
lation is of such a nature as could signifi
cantly and subs1Ja.n.tially contribute to the 
cause and effect of a mine health or safety 
hazard, and finds such violation to be caused 
by an unwarrantable failure of the operator 
to comply with such mandatory standard; 
that no inspection of this mine has been 
made, which has disclosed no similar viola
tion, since the Order of Withdrawal No. 1 
dated December 8, 1970. 

In accordance with Sec. 104.(c) (2) of the 
Act, you 'are hereby ordered to cause all per
sons, except persons referred to in Sec.104.(d) 
of the Act, to be withdrawn from, and to be 
prohibited from entering the following area 
until an authorized representative of the Sec· 
retary of the Interior has determined that 
the above described violation has been 
stated: 

Area from which persons must be with
drawn and prohibited from entering: No. 7 
Unit (cross -entries betwe-en 2 North and 3 
North). 

GENE B. FuLLER. 
NoTE: Review of this Order pursuant to 

Sec. 105.(a) of the Act may be made upon 
application to the Board of Mine Operations 
Appeals. 

ORDER OF WITHDR ... WAL 

Norton, Virginia 24273, Telephone No. 679-
0230, March 2, 1971. 

To the operator of the Beatrice Mine, 
Beatrice Pocahontas Company, Keen Moun
tain, Buchanan County, Virginia, Keen 
Mountain, Virginia 24624. 

Notice is hereby given that the under
signed authorized representative of the Sec
retary of the Interior upon making an in
spection of this mine on March 2, 1971 finds, 
in accordance with Sec. 104(c) of the Fed
eral Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 
1969 (P.L. 91-173) a violation of the manda
tory health or safety standards set forth in 
Sec. 75.905 of the Act or Regulations promul
gated by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Condition or practice: The continuous 
mining machine on No. 8 Development off 
1 North (No. 3 Unit) was not maintained in 
permissible condition due to the threads 
stripped from the packing gland nut on the 
defuser. motor, nor was packing provided in 
this gland. 

Served to Ted R. Self on No. 3 Unit at ap
proximately 12:15 p.m. on March 2, 1971. 

In accordance with Sec. 104.(c) (2) of the 
Act, the undersigned finds that the above
described violation is similar to the violation 
set forth in Order o! Withdrawal No. !issued 

December 8, 1971; that in accordance with 
Sec. 104(c) (1) of the Act the foregoing viola
tion is of such a nature as could significantly 
and substantially contribute to the cause 
and effect of a mine health or safety hazard, 
and finds such violation to be caused by an 
unwarrantable failure of the operator to 
comply with such mandatory standard; that 
no inspection of this mine has aeen made, 
which has disclosed no similar violation, 
since the Order of Withdrawal No. 1 dated 
December 8, 1970. 

In accordance with Sec. 104.(c) (!Z) of the 
Act, you are hereby ordered to cause all per
sons, except persons referred to in Sec. 104. 
(d) of the Act, to be withdrawn from, and 
to be prohibited from entering the following 
area until an authorized representative of 
the Secretary of the Interior has determined 
that the above described violation has been 
abated: 

Area from which persons must be with
drawn and prohibited jrom entering: No. 3 
Unit No. 8 development ofi' 1 north. 

GENE B. FuLLER. 

ORDER OF WITHDRAWAL 

I.D. No. 44-00238-0, 4:00 p.m., No. 1 G.B.F. 
Norton, Virginia 24273, Telephone No. 

679-{)230, March 17, 1971. 
To the operator of the Beatrice Mine, 

Beatrice Pocahontas Company, Keen Moun
tain, Buchanan County, Virginia, Ke-en 
Mountain, Virginia 24624. 

Notice is hereby given that 'the under
signed authorized representative of the Sec
retary of the Interior, upon making an 
inspecblon of this mine on March 17, 1971, 
finds the existence of the following de
scribed condi tlons or practice which could 
reasonably be expected to cause death or 
serious physical harm before such condition 
or prootice can be abated. 

Condition or practice: The following con
ditions were present on the No. 2 plow sec
tion: 

1. Coal float dust was permitted to accu
mulate on ·top of the rook-dusted surfaces 
of the No. 4 entry (immediate return) for 
a distance of 600 feet out by t'he plow tall
piece. 

2. The conduit between the No. 2 pump 
motor and the control box rto the stall ma
chine was dama~ged. 

3. The high voltage cable and the trans
former used to provide power to the plow 
was located within 50 "feet of rthe pillar line. 

4. The first line of jacks were ·t:;nted to the 
extent that the roof was inadequa.tely sup
ported in the area of the plow head. 

In accordance with Sec. 104:(a) of the Fed
eral Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969 
(P.L. 91-173), you are hereby ordered to 
cause all persons, except persons referred to 
in Sec. 104(d) of the Act, to be withdrawn 
from and prohibited from entering the fol
lowing area until an authorized representa
tive of the secretary of the Interior has de
termined that the above-descrilbed danger no 
longer exists: 

Area from which persons must be with
drawn and prohibited from entering: No. 6 
development off 1 North (No. 2 plow section). 

served 'to Jack Hackney, Assistant Night 
Foreman, on No. 6 development No. 2 plow 
section at approximately 6:30 p.m. on March 
17, 1971. 

GENE B. FuLLER. 
NoTE: Review of this Order pursuant to 

Sec. 105 (a) of the Act may lbe made upon 
applicBition to the Board of Mine Operations 
Appeals. 

ORDER OF WrrHDRA W AL 

No.1 R.L.K. 
Norton, Virginia 24273, Telephon·e No. 679-

0230, April 13, 1971. 
To the operator of the Beatrice Mine, 

Beatrice Pocahontas Company, Keen Moun
ta.in, Buchanan County, Virginia, Keen 
MOUDJtain, Virginia 24624. 

Notice is hereby given that the under
signed authorized representative of the Secre
tary of the Interior, upon making an inspec
tion of this mine on April 12, 1971, finds the 
existence of the following described condi
tions or practice which could reasonably be 
expected to cause death or serious physical 
harm. before such condition or practice can 
be abated. 

Condition or practice: The methane con
tent was in excess of 2.0 per centum in No's. 
1 and 2 bleeder entries, No. 1 plow section, 
No. 3 development ofi' 4 West. Tests made 
with permissiJble methane detectors 25 feet 
in by points where the air currents joined 
another spLit of air indicated betwe-en 2.32 
per centum and 2.42 per centum. 

In accordance with Sec. 104,(a) of the 
Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 
1969, (P.L. 91-173) you are hereby ordered 
to cause all persons, except persons referred 
to in Sec. 194.2 of the Act, to be withdrawn 
from and prohibited from entering the fol
lowing area until an authorized representa
tive of the Secretary of the Interior has de
termined that the rubove-deecribed imminent 
danger no longer exists. 

Area from which persons must be with
drawn and prohibited from entering: Served 
to George Danham, Superintendent, at the 
mine office on April 13, 19'71 at SJpprox1-
mately 11:45 a.m. 

Served orally to Carnie Browning, Safety 
Engineer, underground at approximately 
10:45 a.m., Apr1113, 1971. 

RONALD L. KEATON. 
NOTE: Review of the Order pursuant to 

Sec. 105,(a) of the Act may be made upon 
application to the Board of Mine Operations 
Appea,ls. 

ORDER OF WITHDRAWAL 

ID. No. 44-00238, No. 1 R.L.K. 
Norton, Virginia, 24273, Telephone No. 

679-0230, April 14, 1971. 
To the operator of the Beatrice Mine, 

Beatrice Pocahontas Company, Keen Moun
tain, Buchanan County, Virginia, Keen 
Mountain, Virginia 24624. 

Notice is hereby given that the undersigned 
authorized representative of the Secretary 
of the Interior upon making an inspection of 
this mine on April 14, 1971, finds, in accord
ance with Sec. 104(c) of the Federal Coal 
Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969 (P.L. 
91-173) a violation of the mandatory health 
or safety standards set forth in Sec. 75.301 
of the Act or Regulations promulgated by 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

Condition or practice: Only 2,400 cubic feet 
of air a minute was reaching the face of 
the crosscut being driven !rom No. 4 entry 
to No. 5 entry, cross entries off 3rd. North 
(No.7 unit). 

Written on the surface but served orally 
to Carnie Browning, Safety Engineer, on No. 
7 unit at approximately 10:00 a.m. 

In accordance with Sec. 104(c) (2) of the 
Act, the undersigned finds that the above
described violation is similar to the violation 
set forth in Order of Withdrawal No. 2 issued 
December 8, 1970; that in accordance with 
Sec. 104(c) (1) of the Act the foregoing vio
lation is of such a nature as could signifi
cantly and substantially contribute to the 
cause and effect of a. mine health or safety 
h8.2lard, and finds such violation to be oa.used. 
by an unwarrantable failure of the opera.tor 
to comply with such mandatory standard; 
that no inspection of this mine has been 
made, which ihas disclosed no similar viola
tion, since the Order of Withdrawal No. 1 
dated December 8, 1970. 

In accordance with Sec. 104(c) (2) of the 
Act, you are hereby ordered to cause all per-
sons, except persons referred to in sec. 104. 
(d) of the Act, to be withdrawn from, and 
to be prohibited from entering the following 
area until an authorized representative of 
the Secretary of the Interior has determined 
that the above described violation has been 
abated: 
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Area from which persons .must be with

drawn and prohibited from entering: Cross 
entries off 3rd. North (No. 7 unit). 

RoNALD L. KEATON. 
NoTE: Review of this Order pursuant to 

Sec. 105. (a} of the Act may be made upon 
application to the Board of Mine Operations 
Appeals. 

ORDER OF WITHDRAWAL 
I.D. No. 44-00238, No. 1 R.L.K. 
Norton, Virginia 24273, Telephone iNo. 679-

0230, April 26, 1971. 
To the operator of the Beatrice Mine, 

Beatrice Pocahontas Company, Keen Moun
tain, Buchanan County, Virginia, Keen 
Mountain, Virginia. 

Notice is hereby given that the under
signed authorized representative of the Sec
retary of the Interior upon making an in
spection of this mine on April 26, 1971, :finds, 
in oocordance with Sec. 104. (c) of the Fed
eral Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 
1969 (P.L. 91-173) a violation of the manda
tory health or safety standards act forth in 
Sec. 75.505 of the Act or Regulations promUl
gated by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Condition or Practice: The insulation was 
worn and damaged in several places on the 
left-drive shuttle car cable reel tn 8 West 
section (No. 5 unit). 

Written on the surface but served orally 
to Carnie Browning, Safety Engineer, on 8 
West section (No. 5 unit) at approxmlately 
!0:15a.m. 

In accordance with Sec. 104.(c) (2) of :the 
Act, the undersigned :finds that the above
described violation is similar to the violation 
set forth in Order of Withdrawal No. 1, is
sued December 8, 1970, that in -accordance 
with Sec. 104.(c) (1) of the Act the foregoing 
violation is of such a nature as could sig
nificantly and substantially contribute to the 
cause and effect of a mine health or safety 
hazard, and finds ,such violation to be caused 
by an unwarrantable failure of the operator 
to comply with such mandatory standard; 
that no inspection of this mine has been 
made, which has disclosed no similar viola
tion, since the Order of Withdrawal No. 1 
dated December 8, 1970. 

In accordance with Sec. 104.(c) (2) of the 
Act, you are hereby ordered to cause all per
sons, except persons referred to in Sec. 104. 
(d) of fthe Act to be wLthdrawn from, and 
to 'be prohibited from entering the following 
area until an authorized representative of 
the Secretary of the Interior has determined 
that the above described violation has been 
abated: 

Area from which persons must be with
drawn and prohibited from entering: Left
drive shuttle car, 8 West section (No. 5 
unit). 

RONALD L. KEATON. 
NOTE: Review of this Order pursuant to 

Sec. 105.(a) of the Act may be made upon 
app11cat1on to the Board of Mine Opera
tions Appeals. 

ORDER OF WITHDRAWAL 
Spot Inspection, G.L.S. No. 1 B.L.K. 
Norton, Virginia 24273, Telephone iNo. 679-

0230, May 4, 1971. 
To the operator of the Beatrice Mine, 

Beatrice Pocahontas Company, Keen Moun
tain, Buchanan County, Virginia, Keen 
Mournrta.in, Virginia 24624. 

Notice is hereby given thart; t'he under
signed authorized Tepresentative of the Sec
retary of rthe Interior, upon «na;king an in
spection of this mine on February 4, 1971, 
finds the existence of the following described 
conditions or practice which could Teason
a'bly be expected rto cause death or serious 
physical harm before such condition or prac
tice can be abated. 

Oondition of practice: 1. Loose coal and 
coal dust accumulations were present along 
the 'belt conveyor in No.4 development panel 
off 4 West (No. 6 unit), beginning at the 

tailpiece and extending outby for a distance 
of 1,600 feet. 

2. The rock dust applications were clearly 
inadequate in the a.bove described location 
and in No's. 3 and 4 entries and the connect
ing crosscut beginning at survey station 8299 
and extending outby for :a distance of 100 
feet. 

3. The mine examiner did not place the 
time of exatnina.rtion with his date and ini
tials at the places he examined along the !belt 
conveyor. 

In accordance with Sec. 104.(a) of the Fed
eral Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 
1969, (P.L. 91-173) you are hereby ordered to 
cause all persons, except persons referred to 
in Sec. 104.(d) of the Act, to be withdrawn 
from and prohibited from entering the fol
lowing area until an authorized ll.'epresenta.
tive of the Secretary of the Interior has de
termined that the above-described imminent 
danger n.o longer exists: 

Area from which persons must be with
drawn and prohibited from entering: No. 4 
development panel off 4 West (No. 6. unit). 

Written on the surface ·but served om'lly to 
Carnie Browning, Safety Engineer, on No. 6 
unit on May 4, 1971, at approximately 11:00 
a.m. 

RONALD L. KEATON, 
GRATHO L. STILTNER. 

NOTE: Review of this Order pursuant Ito 
Sec. 105.(a) of the Act may ibe made upon 
appllcation to the Board of Mine Operastions 
Appeals. 

PART II. IMMINENT DANGER CLOSURES SINCE 
MAY 4, 1971 

Mr. DONALD P. SCHLICK, 
Acting Assistant Director, 
Coal Mine Health and Safety: 

Elton D. Rea, Federal coal mine inspec
tor, issued 104(A) closure order 12:30 p.m., 
5/13/71. Beatrice Mine, Beatrice Pocahontas 
Company, Keen Mountain, Buchanan Coun
ty, Virginia. 

1. Due to excessive float coal dust, the 
rock dust applications were inadequate along 
the conveyor belt from No. 9 development 
panel to No. 10 development panel and ex
tending inby the No. 10 development panel 
belt drive for a distance of 200 feet. (These 

Mr. DONALD P. SCHLICK, 
Acting Assistant Director, 
Coal Mine Health and Safety: 

Gene B. Fuller, Federal coal mine inspector, 
issued 104(A) closure order, 10:00 A.M., 
5/18/71 dUI"ing spot inspection, Bee.trice 
Mine, Beartl"'l.ce Pocahontas Company, Keen 
Mountain, Buchanan County, Virginia. 

1. Coal float dust was perml.Jtted to accum
ulate on top of the rock dusted surfaces of 
the No. 4 entry, No. 10 development off 1 
North begln.n.dng at the No. 4 ull!lt conveyor 
belt ck.ive and ex•tending 1nby for a dlsta.nce 
of 700 feet. 

Affected area--No. 4 unit, No. 10 develop
ment off 1 North. Agreement opel'Sition 19 
underground employees, 4,500 tons per day. 
Luther Pretson, Superintendent, Keen Moun
talln, VirgrtDJLa 24624. 

Closure order (form 104(A)) issued 10:00 
A.M., 5/18/71 by Gene B. Fuller terminated 
11:00 A.M., 5/18/71. 

G. L. MEARS, 
Subdistrict Manager. 

Mr. DoNALD P. ScHLICK, 
Acting Assistant Director, 
Coal Mine Health and Safety: 

Elton D. Rea. Federal coal mine inspector, 
Issued 104(A) closure order 9:30 A.M., 5/25/ 
71, Beatrice Mine, Beatrice Poca.hontas Com
pany. Keen Mountain, Buchanan County. 
Virginia. 

1. Inadequately supported loose roof pres
ent tn No. 8 in entry, Nos. 6 .. Development 
panel off 4 north mains (No. 8 plow unit) 
for distance of 200 feet in by survey station 
6915. 

Affected area--No. 8 entry. No. 6 develop
ment panel off 1 north. 

Main (No. 8 plow unit), for a distance of 
300 feet in by survey station No. 6915. 

Affected area-----No. 8 entry No. 6 develop
ment panel oft' 1 north main (No. 8 plow 
unit). Agreement operation, 419 under
ground. 

Employees. 4,600 tons per day. Luther Pres
ton, superintendent, Keen Mountain, Vir
gina 84624. 

G. L. MEARS, 
District Manager. 

development panels are off 1 North Mains) Mr. DoNALD P. ScHLICK, 
Affected Area-Nos. 9 and 10 development Acting Assistant Director, 

panels off 1 North. Agreement operation, 419 Coal Mine Health and Safety: 
underground employees, 5,600 tons per day. 'El·ton D. Rea, Federal coal mine inspeotor. 
Luther Preston, superintendent, Keen Moun- issued 104(a) closure order 10:45 a.m., 
tain, Virginia 24624. 5/27/71, Beatrice Mine, Beatrice Pocahontas 

Closure order: issued 12:30 p.m., 5/13/71 Company, Keen MoUilltain, Buchanan Coun
by Elton D. Rea terminated 3:30 p.m., ty, Virginia. 
5/13171. Due to float coal dust a.ppllcations were 

In the last paragraph the form No. is inadequate 'for a distance of 15800 feet away 
104(A). , Survey Station No. 8307 in the tan entry of 

G. L. MEARS, 
Subdistrict Manager. 

Mr. DONALD P. ScHLICK, 
Acting Assistant Director, 
Coal Mine Health and Safety: 

Elton D. Rea, Federail. coa'1 m.dne inspector, 
issued 104(A) closure order 10:30 A.M., 
5/11/71, Beatrice MLne, Beartirice Poca.hontas 
Company, Keen Mountain, Buchanan Coun
ty, Vd.rginda. 

Ina.dequa.tely supported loose roof wa.s 
present over the shuttle oar !hlaula.ge road ·in 
the crosscut between Nos. 1-8 entries at sur
vey station No. 9071 on No. 8 development 
panel off 1 North Madns, 18lso, the cont1n.uous 
miner on the same section had a :loose pack
ing gland. The diffuser hot and the diffu
ser tubing .was spUt. 

Area affected-No. 8 development panel off 
1 North Mains, agreement operation, 419 
underground employees, 5,600 tons per day. 
Luther ~eston, Superintendent, Keen Moun
t.Mn, V'irgLntia 24624. 

Closure order (form 104(A)) ·issued 10:30 
A.M., 5/11/71, by Elton D. Rea terminated 
12:30 P.M., 5/11/71. 

G. L. MEARS, 
Subdistrict Manager. 

No. 1 plow section, No.2 development panel 
off 4 West mains. 

Affected area-No. 2 development off 4 
West mains (No. 1 plow section). Agreement 
operation, 419 underground employees, 4,600 
tons per day. Luther Preston, superintend
ent, Keen Mountain, Virginia 24624. 

Closure order (foi"<m 104(a)) Issued 10:45 
a.m., 5/27/71, by Elton D. Rea ;f;ermlnated 
11:45 a.m., 5/27/72. 

G. L. MEARs, 
Subdistrict Manager. 

PART ill-UiMWA CORRESPONDENCE 
UNITED ·MINE WORKERS OF AMERICA, 

Washington, D.C., January 26, 1971. 
Mr. JAMES WESTFIELD, 

Associate Director-Coal Mine Safety, Bu
re&u of Mines, U.S. Department of th.e 
Interior, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. WESTFIELD': We are concerned 

with the methane condition at the Beatrice 
Mine, Beatrice Pocahontas Coal Company, 
Keen Mounmin, Virginia. You, of course, 
know ~at this Is one of the deepest and 
gassiest coal mines on the North American 
Continent. 

During recent months, I have made two 
trips to this mine on this question, and, on 
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the last occasion, I went underground and 
was on one of\ the plow sections. Within the 
past several weeks, Charley Tarasuk, Assist
ant to the Saflety Director, has also been at 
this mine. 

Several Withdrawal orders have been issued 
at this mine Within the past few weeks due 
to a buildup of methane. We are .fortunate 
that we have at this mine an aotive and 
competent safety committee. 

I am requesting in the interest of the 
safety of' rthe men at this mine that you 
station a flederal mine inspector at this mine 
each and every day that it is in operation. 
Will you please advise me. 

Very truly yours, 
LEwrs E. EvANS, 

Director, Safety Division. 

FEBRUARY 4, 1971. 
Mr. LEWIS E. EvANS, 
Director, Safety Division, 
United Mine Workers of America, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. EvANS: This will ~espond to your 
letter of January 26 in whioh you requested 
that a Federal inspector be assigned to the 
Beatrice Mine, Beatrice Pocahontas Com
pany, each day the mine operates. 

Our infi>ectors have ,been maintaining a 
close watch over the conditions a:bout which 
you are concerned through the spot inspec
tions conducted every five days. In fact, re
cently the frequency of inspections at this 
mine is greater than once every five days; 
however, for the next five-week period we 
have a~gned an inspector to visit the mine 
dally during the periods coal is being pro
duced. At the end of the designated period 
we Will determine whether the need yet 
exists. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN W. CRAWFORD, 

Acting Assistant Director, 
Coal Mine Health and Safety. 

MEMORANDUM 
FEBRUARY 2, 1971. 

To: J. S. Malesky, District Manager, Norton, 
Va. 

From: Assistant Director----Coal Mine Health 
and Safety. 

Subject: Spot inspection schedule, Beatrice 
Mine, Be(\otrice Pocahontas Company, 
Keen Mountain, Buchanan County, Vir
ginia. 

Confirming our telephone conversation of 
January 29 please assign an inspector to the 
subject mine on a daily basis, when coal is 
produced, until further notice. His schedule 
should have adequate flexibility to enable 
htm to ascertain the conditions on each of 
the coal-producing shifts. 

JOHN W. CRAWFORD, 
Acting Assistant Director, Cool Mine 

Health and Safety. 

Mr. LEWIS E. EVANS, 
Director, Safety Division, 

MARCH 8, 1971. 

United Mine Workers of America, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. EvANs: In further response to 
your request of January 26 concerning the 
Beatrice Mine, Beatrice Pocahontas Com
pany, we have evaluated the results of the 
assignment of an inspector at the mine dally 
during the past five weeks. 

Based upon this evaluation, we have con
tinued the assignment !or another period o! 
time in the future. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES WESTFIELD. 

Assistant Director, Coal Mine Health and 
Safety. 

PART IV-MY LETrER TO SECRETARY MARTIN 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 20,1971. 

Hon. RoGERS C. B. MORTON, 
Secretary of Interim", 
Department of the Interior, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SECRETARY MORTON: The memories of 
Farmington, West Virgin&, where 78 miners 
were killed in 1968, and Hyden, Kentucky, 
where 38 miners were killed in 1970, move 
me to ask you to take immediate steps to 
institute proceedings under section 104(h) 
of the Fed~al Coal Mine HeaJth and Sa.!ety 
Act of 1969 leading to the closure of the Be
atrice Mine in Buchanan County, Vir~. 

The mine is owned by the Be81tr1ce Poca
hontas Company, a division of the Island 
Creek Coal Company. It employs 470 men on 
three slii!ts. 

Twenty-one imminent danger closure or
ders have been issued by Bureau of Mine 
inspectors at this mine on the following 
dates: 

1.November17,1970 (2). 
2. November 18, 1970 (3). 
3. November 30, 1970 (2). 
4. December 1, 1970. 
5. December 2, 1970. 
6. December 3, 1970 (3). 
7. December 7, 1970. 
8. December 8, 1970 (2). 
9. January 4, 1971. 
10. January 12, 1971. 
11. January 13, 1971. 
12. January 15, 1971. 
13. February 4, 1971. 
14. February 12, 1971. 
15. February 23, 1971 (2). 
16. March 2, 1971. 
17. March 17, 1971. 
18. April 13, 1971. 
19. April 14, 1971. 
20. Aprlil 26, 1971. 
21. May 4, 1971. 
Most of the violations resulting in im

minent danger orders were caused either by 
inadequra.te rook dusting or excessive accumu
lations of methane. Methane in e:Jroess of 5 
percentum was found on January 13, (6 per
cent); 15 (7.0 to 9.0); and February 4, (2.0 
to 6.0). The explosive ram.ge is between 5 and 
15 percentum. 

Data collected in November and Decem
ber, 1970, show that the mine spews out more 
than 3 million cubic feet of methane in any 
24 hour period. The mining system is the 
long-wall mining of 1300 feet across the face. 

The hazardous conditions at this mine 
have become so serious that Mr. Lewis E. 
Evam.s of the United Mine Workers on Jan
uary 26, 1971, was compelled to ask the Bu
reau to "station a Federal mine inspector 
at this mine'• on a daily basis. Mr. EVans 
said this mine "is one of the deepest and 
gassiest coaJ. mines on the North American 
Continent." 

On February 4, 1971, the Bureau's Acting 
Assistam.t Director----Coal Mine Health and 
Safety-said that "for 1ihe next five week 
period we have assigned an inspector to visit 
the mine dally" when ooa1 is produced. On 
Maroh 8, 1971, Mr. Evans was advised that, 
based upon the Bureau's evaluation of the 
results of the daily inspections, "we have 
continued the assignment for another period 
of time in the future." 

This is an intolerable situation. Quite ob
viously, these 470 miners are working in ex
tremely hazardous conditions. One mistake 
could be fatal to many. 

The mere fact that a Federal inspector 
visits this mine dally is not enough. Such 
visits have not improved the safety record 
at the mine. You will note that, during this 
period of daily inspections, imminent dan
ger orders have been issued on 10 different 
occasions, 

Moreover, the Bureau has an insufficient 
number of inspectors to carry out the duties 
imposed upon it by the laJW. Daily visits by 
an inspector at this mine must result in a 
diminution of inspections or scope of in
spections at other mines in the area. This 
is a disservice to oth~ miners. 

I understand that the Bureau has assessed 
civil penalties against the compam.y totaling 
$6,025 for 53 violations from August to No
vember, 1970. This is less than one-eighth 
the total assessed against the Finley Coal 
Company for its violations. 

The company has protested these assess
ments. Apparently, no assessments have yet 
been made for these 21 .closures, 6 of which 
were unwarrantable failure closures. 

This is a111 unsafe mine. 
The Interior Department has more than 

adequate authority to take immediate steps 
to close the mine until it can be made sa!e. 
This authority should be used Without delay. 

The Finley Coal Company mine at Hyden 
is closed today. We should not wait for a 
disaster at the Beatrice mine to occur before 
we close it. 

The loss of an average daily production of 
5,600 tolns of coal at this mine is a small 
price to pay to protect the lives of 470 men. 

Sl!ncerely, 
KEN HECHLER. 

PART V-MR. YoRK CLAIMS HE DoEs NoT 
KNOW ABOUT CLOSURES 

[From the Washington Star, May 31, 1971] 
"MAJOR" MINE EXPLOSION AT OAKWOOD 

PREDICTED 

TAZEWELL, VA.-Because of what he c:ails 
"explosive quantities" of methane gas in the 
1,350-foot Beatrice coal mine at oakwood, 
Va., a frequent critic of the coal industry 
and the United Mine Workers has predicted 
the mine "will blow up, ma.k1.ng the Farm
ington disaster look like a. tea party." 

Dr. I. E. Buff, yesterday told a memorial 
service for miners killed in mine accidents 
that there would be a ".ma.jor e~losion" 
within a year at the Beatrice mine, which 
he said was closed three times in January be
cause of meth:a.ne buildup. 

The cave-in at the Farmington, W. Va., 
mine Nov. 20, 1968, killed 89 miners. 

Buff said statements by Rep. Ken. Hechler, 
D-W. Va., that conditions at the Beatrice 
mine were "extremely hazardous" were true. 

Hechler last week asked the U.S. Bureau 
of Mines to "take immediate action to close 
the Beatrice mine until it cam. be made 
clearly safe for the 470 miners now employed 
at the mine." 

Hechler cited 21 imminent danger closure 
orders in the last six months at the shaft. 

Meanwhile, an official of the Island Creek 
Coal Co., operator of the mine, said that 
Hechler's statements were just to attract 
publicity. 

"Mr. Hechler is constantly look!:l.n.g for sen
sationalism, whether !it is in the press, TV 
or otherWise," said John York, vice president 
of employee ·relations for Island Creek, a 
subsidiary of Occidental Petroleum Corp. 

York said Hechler is not a mine inspector 
and is not qualified to know what "haza.rds" 
are. He added that the Bureau of Mines has 
inspectors at the Beatrice mine "every day of 
the week." 

York said he didn't know anything about 
the closure orders to which Hechler referred. 

DENTAL AND MEDICAL SCHOOLS 
NEED FUNDS 

<Mr. RYAN asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 
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Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, the House 

soon will be considering important legis
lation dealing wth health manpower
the Comprehensive Health Manpower 
Training Act of 1971, H.R. 8629, which 
was reported out of the House Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee, on 
Wednesday, June 2. This legislation is 
a critical component of the Nation's ef
forts to create a better and a more 
meaningful life for all Americans--a life 
less burdened by disease and suffering. 

The reason the forthcoming legisla
tion is so crucial is that health man
power necessary to achieving the goal of 
better and more meaningful lives is in 
short supply. 

We know, for example, that the 
United States now faces a shortage of 
some 50,000 physicians, a shortage of 
57,000 dentists, a shortage of nearly 
150,000 nurses, and a shortage of more 
than 250,000 allied health personnel. 

Yet the academic medical and dental 
centers that educate and train health 
professionals are facing financial crises 
which prevent them from fullfilling 
their essential role in providing this 
manpower. 

I firmly believe that national policy 
in support of medical and dental edu
cation should ·be based on two con
cepts-that medical and dental educa
tion are functions of national impor
tance, and that the medical and dental 
institutions involved are a national re
source. 

Only through viev/,ing medical and 
dental schools as a national resource 
and providing Federal support for their 
basic operations at substantial levels 
and in a continuing form can this struc
ture of vital institutions and their in
dispensable functions be sustained. 

An example of the dire financial sit
uation facing our Nation's medical and 
dental schools is provided by the pres
tigious Columbia University College of 
Physicians and Surgeons and School of 
Dental and Oral Surgery, both located 
in the district which I represent. At 
Columbia University, financial distress 
has led to the loss of key faculty mem
bers and to program changes in anum:.. 
ber of important areas. For example, 
two physicians were lost from a plan for 
improving health care delivery and 
teaching. Vacancies have gone unfilled 
in the fields of pharmacology, gastro
enterology, neurobiology, and pediatrics. 

Furthermore, Columbia's financial 
situation has become so severe that it 
has been unable to appoint full-time 
chiefs in a number of departments. 

In addition, lack of funds has pre
vented the renovation and moderniza
tion of classrooms for teaching medical 
students. This has resulted in double 
sessions with the dental school and has 
forced cancellation of medical school 
plans to increase the student body. The 
school cannot consider expanding class 
size because of the classroom inade
quacy. 

Provisions in the forthcoming health 
manpower legislation for construction 

assistance and for operating support 
can provide useful approaches for meet
ing the financial needs of Columbia and 
of all the Nation's medical and dental 
schools. 

The legislation should be the oppor
tunity for a giant step forward toward 
recognizing our medical and dental 
schools as a national resource. It can 
be the beginning of a laudable national 
effort to provide the schools with a fund
amental base of support at a substantial 
level and in a continuing form. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted as follows: 
To Mr. ASPINALL, from June 7, 1971, 

noon, until 3:30 p.m., June 8, 1971, on 
account of official business. 

To Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey, for Fri
day, June 4, on account of official busi
ness. 

To Mr. CLEVELAND <at the request of 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD), for today, on ac
count of official business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. RuTH) to revise and ex·tend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
matter:) 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio, for 5 minutes, to
day. 

Mr. FINDLEY, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois, for 15 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. MICHEL, for 60 minutes, on June 7. 
Mr. SKUBITZ for 5 minutes today. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. BERGLAND) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extrane
ous matter:) 

Mr. LENNON, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. FoLEY, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. RARICK, for 10 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. RooNEY of Pennsylvania in two 
instances and to include extraneous mat
ter. 

Mr. GRoss during his colloquy with 
Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. RUTH) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. EscH. 
Mr. CONTE. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. 
Mr. WYMAN in two instances. 
Mr. ZWACH. 
Mr. LANDGREBE. 
Mr. SCHMITZ. 
Mr. Bow. 
Mr. SHRIVER. 
Mr. GUDE in two instances. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois in two in
stances. 

Mr. ROBISON of New York in two in-
stances. 

Mr. CARTER. 
Mr. FREY. 
Mr. POWELL. 
Mr. DENNIS. 
Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. 
Mr. HosMER in two instances. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest o~ Mr. BERGLAND) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. RYAN in six instances. 
Mr. SYMINGTON in two instances. 
Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California in two in-

stances. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY in three instances. 
Mr. Dow. 
Mr. DINGELL in two instances. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ in four instances. 
Mr. JACOBS. 
Mr. BINGHAM. 
Mr. RoDINO in three instances. 
Mr. RARICK in three instances. 
Mr. FuLTON of Tennessee in three in-

stances. 
Mrs. GRAsso in 10 instances. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. 
Mr. UDALL. 
Mr. FisHER in six instances. 
Mr. HAGAN in three instances. 
Mr. DANIEL of Virginia in two instances. 
Mr. ANDERSON of California in two in-

stances. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. BERGLAND. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjown. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

(at 3 o'clock .and 2 minutes p.m.) , under 
its previous order, the House adjourned 
until Monday, June 7, 1971 at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
~!'C. 

. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows. 

801. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Installations a.nd 
Housing), transmitting notice of the loca
tion, nature, a.nd estimated cost of various 
fa.c111ties projects proposed to be undertaken 
for the Army National Guard, pursuant to 
10 u.s.a. 2233a.(l); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 
RECEIVED FROM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

802. A ~etter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a. re
port on the economic advantages of using 
American ingredientjS to satisfy milk require
ments in Western Europe, Departments of 
Defense a.nd Agriculture; to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

803. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a. report 
that problems of the Deep Submergence Res
cue Vehicle program show a need for im
provement in management control, Depart
ment of the Navy; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

804. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a report 
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on premature production of the antisubma
rine warfare directional low-frequency analy
sis and recording system, Department of the 
Navy; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: -

By Mr. BETTS: 
H.R. 8927. A bill to amend the Communi

cations Act of 1934 in order to provide that 
licenses for the operation of a. broadcasting 
station shall be issued for a. term of 5 years; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama.: 
H.R. 8928. A bill to repeal section 5532 of 

title 5, United States Code, relating to re
ductions in the retired or retirement pay of 
retired officers of regular components of the 
uniformed services who are employed in 
civilla.n offices or positions in the Govern
ment of the United States; to the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. FASCELL: 
H.R. 8929. A bill to authorize the National 

Science Foundation to conduct research, 
educational, and assistance programs to pre
pare the country for conversion from defense 
to civilian, socially oriented research and de
velopment activities, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Science and Astronau
tics. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.R. 8930. A b111 to provide an equitable 

system for fixing and adjusting the rates of 
pay for prevailing rate employees of the 
Government, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho (for himself, 
Mr. EscH, Mrs. HicKS of Massachu
setts, Mr. ROE, Mr. SEIBERLING, and 
Mr. WALDIE) : 

H.R. 8931. A bill to establish the Sawtooth 
National Recreation Area in the State of 
Idaho, to temporarily withdraw cer.tain na
tional forest land in the State of Idaho from 
the operation of the U.S. mining laws, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho (for himself 
and Mr. GUDE) : 

H.R. 8932. A blll to establish the Sawtooth 
National Recreation Area in the State of 
Idaho, to temporarily Withdraw certa.ln na
tional forest land in the State of Idaho from 
the operation of the U.S. mining laws, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HELSTOSKI: 
H.R. 8933. A blll to amend the Omnibus 

Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to 
provide a. system for the redress of law en
forcement officers' grievances and to estab
lish a law enforcement officers' blll of rights 
in each of the several States, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania (for 
hdmself, Mr. ROUSSELOT, Mr. HILLIS, 
and Mr. POWELL) : 

H.R 8934. A b111 to amend title 89, United 
States Code, to exclru.de from the malls as 
a special categorY, of nonmailable matter 
certain material offered for sale to minors, 
to improve the protection of the right of 
privacy by defining obscene mail matter, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. KLUCZYNSKI: 
H.R. 8935. A bill to amend the Federal 

Water Pollution Control Act in order to au
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to in
cur obligations for construction grants un-

der section 8 of such act, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. LUJAN: 
H.R. 8936. A bill to amend Public Law 874, 

81st Congress, to make payments under that 
act re:fl.ect the efforts of the States for school 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Mr. Pu
CINSKI, Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. HATHA• 
WAY, Mrs. MINK, Mr. BURTON, Mrs. 
CHISHOLM, Mr. A.BOUREZK, Mr. AN
DREWS of North Dakota, Mr. BEGICH, 
Mr. BLATNIK, Mr. CoLLINS of llllnois, 
Mr. CORMAN, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DEN
HOLM, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. HALPERN, 
Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. HICKS of Wash
ington, Mr. HOSMER, Mr. LEGGETT, 
Mr. McCoRMACK, Mr. MIKvA, Mr. 
MITCHELL, and Mr. MORSE) : 

H.R. 8937. A bill to amend the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, to pro
vide for administration of programs of In
dian education by a. National Board of In
dian Education in the U.S. Office of Educa
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Mr. 
PETTIS, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. RoYBAL, Mr. 
TIERNAN and Mr. UDALL) : 

H.R. 8938. A bill to amend the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, to pro
vide for administration of programs of In
d1a.n education by a N'Sition&l Board of In
dian Educaltl.on m the U.S. Office of Educa
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. METCALFE: 
H.R. 8939. A blll to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to prohibit the establishment 
of detention camps, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MO!JLOHAN: 
H.R. 8940. A bUl relating rto the require

ments for proof of entitlement to 'black lung 
benefits under the Federal Coal Mine Health 
and Safety Act of 1969; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

H.R. 8941. A bill to amend the Federal Coal 
Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969 With re
spect to the amounts of black lung benefits 
in certain cases; to the Committee on Edu
cation and L8ibor. 

H.R. 8942. A biH to amend the Federa.I Coal 
Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969 to ex
tend black lung ·benefits of orphans whose 
fathers die of pneumOconiosis; 'to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

H.R. 8943. A bill to e:rlend for a.n additional 
year the existing program for payment of 
black lung benefl.'ts; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. MONAGAN (for himself, and 
Mr. MURPHY of Till no is) : 

H.R. 8944. A bill to establish drug abuse 
control organizations in the Armed Forces, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. P·EPPER (for himself, Mr. 
ADAMS, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. MIKVA, 
Mr. REES, Mr. REID of New York, 
and Mr. RoE) : 

H.R. 8945. A bffi making an appropriation 
to continue or resume tundlng of certain 
nutrition projects under title IV of the 
Older Americans Act; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

By Mr. PERKINS (for hdmself, Mr. 
BURTON, Mr. DENT, and Mr. DANIELS 
of New Jersey) : 

H.R. 8946. A bill to amend the provisions 
of the Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety 
Act of 1969 which relate to ·black lung bene
fits; to <the Oomm.iJttee on EduCSitJon and 
La;bor. 

By Mr. PRIEYER of North Carolina.: 
H.R. 8947. A bill to suspend untU the 

close of March 31, 1972, the duty on corn 
and maize; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. RONCALIO: 
H.R. 8948. A bill to make illegal the manu

facture, sa.le, purchase, use and possession 
of thallium compounds as pesticides or as 
an instrument o'! animal control, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

By Mr. SISK: 
H.R. 8949. A bill to amend section 620 of 

the Foreign Assts.ta.nce Act of 19'61 to pro
hibit foreign assistance from being provided 
to foreign oountries which do not act to pre
vent narcotic drugs from unlawfully enter
ing the United States; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SPRINGER: 
H.R. 8950. A bffi to provide for comprehen

sive mana,gem.ent of the Nation's forest lands 
through the application of sound forest 
practices, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. UDALL (for himself, Mr. WYATT, 
Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota, Mr. 
ANNUNZIO, ;Mr. AsHBROOK, Mr. 
BIAGGI, Mr. BURTON, Mr. EcKHARDT, 
Mr. FOLEY, Mr. WILLIAM D. FoRD, Mr. 
GROVER, Mr. HICKS Of Washington, 
Mr. HUNGATE, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. 
KYROS, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. MEEDS, Mr. 
MIKVA, Mr. MINSHALL, Mr. PEPPER, 
Mr. POWELL, Mr. RAILSBACK, Mr. 
RoNcALio, Mr. RooNEY of Pennsyl
vania, and Mr. SARBANES) : 

H.R. 8951. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Ood.le, to provide for maximum en
trance and retention ages, tra.1n1ng, and early 
retirement for air traffic controllers, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. FAUNTROY: 
H.J. Res. 684. Joint resolution to amend 

the Constitution to provide for representation 
of the District of Columbia in the Congress; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary, 

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr. 
ADAMS, Mr. HIESTER, Mr. DELLEN• 
BACK, Mr. EsCH, Mr. IiARRINGTON, 
Mrs. MINK, and Mr. MORSE): 

H. Con. Res. 329. Concurrent resolution re
questing that the United Nations appoint a 
commission to report on elections in South 
Vietnam; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H. Con. Res. 330. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of Congress With respect 
to aggression in the Middle East; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

H. Con. Res. 331. Concurrent resolution rel
ative to the United States entering into a 
mutual defense pact With Israel; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

204. By Mr. ZION: The Indiana General 
Assembly, requesting the President to provide 
a space capsule at Spring 'Mlll State Park; 
to the Committee on Science and Astronau
tics. 

205. By the SPEAKER: Senate of the State 
of Louisiana., relative to prov'idlng technical 
assistance and grants in-aid for mosquito 
control projects; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. BOLAND introduced a bill (H.R. 8952) 

for the relief of Donald F. Lariviere; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
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