
United States 
of America 

<Longr(ssional R(cord 
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 92d CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION 

HOUSE OF' REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, March 17, 1971 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
Rejoice in the Lord, 0 ye righteous: 

for praise is comely for the upright
Psalms 33: 1. 

All praise and thanksgiving to Thee, 
our Father, for the coming of another 
day, for this assemblage of Congressmen 
ready for their work, and for the quiet 
assurance of Thy quickening presence. 
Grant unto us Thy gifts of peace and 
joy and yet a measure of dissatisfaction 
that we may never be satisfied while in
justice exists between men, intolerance 
between women, and children go hungry, 
not only for food, but for love. 

May we so use Thy gifts to us and so 
serve the cause of justice, that we may 
come to the evening hours with a clear 
conscience. May the spirit of our lives 
this day be the praise Thou dost deserve 
and the gratitude Thou art ever seeking: 
through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

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

Without objection, the Journal stands 
approved. 

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate, by Mr. 

Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed a joint and 
a concurrent resolution of the follow
ing titles, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S.J. Res. 17. Joint resolution to establish 
a Joint Committee on the Environment; and 

S. Con. Res. 9. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of additional copies of 
Senate hearings entitled "Investigation Into 
Electronic Battlefield Program". 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

MARCH 16, 1971. 
The Honorable the SPEAKER, 
U.S. House of Representatives. 

DEAR Sm: Pursuant to authority granted 
on March 16, 1971, the Clerk received from 
the Secretary of the Senate today the follow
ing messages: 

CXVII-429-Part 6 

That the Senate passed without amend
ment the following: 

H.J. Res. 465. Joint resolution ma.king a 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1971 for the Department of Labor, and 
for other purposes. 

H. Con. Res. 97. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of a revised edition of 
t.he publication entitled "Hlistory of the 
United States House of Representatives'', 
and for other purposes. 

That the Senate .agreed to the Report of 
the Committee of Conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
4690) entitled, "An Act to increase the pub
lic debt limit set forth in section 21 of the 
Second Liberty Bond Act, and for other pur
poses." 

Respectfully yours, 
w. PAT JENNINGS, Clerk, 

U.S. House of Representatives. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
· The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to 
announce that pursuant to the authority 
granted him .on Tuesday, March 16, 1971, 
he did on Wednesday, March 17, 1971, 
sign the following enrolled bill and joint 
resolution of the House: 

H.R. 4690. An act to increase the public 
debt limit set forth in section 21 of the Sec
ond Liberty Bond Act, and for other pur
poses; and 

H.J. Res. 465. Joint resolution making a 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1971 for the Department of Labor, and 
for other purposes. 

A COMMUNICATION FROM. THE 
CHAffiMAN OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON AGRICULTURE 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the fallowing communication from the 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul
ture, which was read and, together with 
the accompanying papers, referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations: 

MARCH 11, 1971. 
Hon. CARL ALBERT, 
The Speaker, The House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the pro
visions of section 2 of the Watershed Protec
tion and Flood Prevention Act, as amended, 
the Committee on Agriculture today consid
ered and unanimously approved the work 
plans transmitted to you by Executive Com
munication and referred to this Committee. 
The work plans involved are: 
WATERSHED, STATE, AND EXECUTIVE COMMUNICA

TIONS NUMBER 

Hargis Creek, Kansas, 893 , 91st Congress. 
Lovelock Valley, Nevada, 1049, 91st Con

gress. 

West Upper Maple River, Michigan, 2171, 
91st Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
W.R. POAGE, 

Chairman. 

OFF-THE-RECORD BRIEFING ON 
PRISONER-OF-WAR SITUATION, 
TUESDAY, MARCH 23 
<Mr. MONTGOMERY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to remind my colleagues of the 
off-the-record briefing on the prisoner
of-war situation that will be held next 
Tuesday, March 23. The session will last 
1 hour beginning at 9 a.m. in room 334 
of the Cannon Building and will be for 
Members only. 

Representing the State Department 
will be Ambassador William H. Sullivan 
and Mr. Frank Sieverts. The Department 
of Defense will be represented by Mr. 
Armistead Selden and Rear Adm. Horace 
Epes, Jr. Appearing on behalf of the Na
tional League of Families will be Mr. 
Charles Havens. These gentlemen will 
only make brief remarks and the rest 
of the time will be for Members to ask 
questions. The meeting will be very bene
ficial in providing us the latest informa
tion on the POW /MIA situation and hope 
you will make your plans to attend. 

SST CONTRACTUAL LOOPHOLES 
MUST BE PLUGGED 

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

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, the pub
lic's investment in the SST will be over 
$1 billion. We have committed hundreds 
of millions to this project and tomorrow 
will vote on an additional $290 million. 

This is an investment of public moneys, 
not a subsidy nor a gift to the Boeing 
Co. and the airlines. The public has been 
told that if the SST program is success
ful, all of the Government's $1.3 billion 
investment will be returned through 
royalties. 

Mr. Speaker, I have studied the con
tractual arrangement closely and it is 
clear that the public's investment will be 
recouped only if the supersonic trans
port meets certain specific criteria, such 
as titanium construction, and designed 
to cruise at at least mach 2.2. Any other 
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design will not qualify for the much-pub
licized royalties. 

The airlines and Boeing may ultimate
ly agree to a production aircraft that 
does not meet these criteria. Obviously, 
much of the technology resulting from 
our investment in the SST could be used 
in the manufacture of a slower aircraft. 
In my opinion, the public should still be 
entitled to its share of the partnership. 

A detailed statement of my position 
will appear in the Extensions of Remarks 
in today's RECORD. It outlines the loop
holes through which the public may lose 
its entire $1.3 billion. 

Although I have up until now sup
ported public participation in the de
velopment Qf the SST, I do not believe 
we should continue to pump funds into 
this project until these contractual loop
holes are plugged so that this "invest
ment" does not become a gift. 

PERSONAL ANNOU]'WEMENT 
(Mr. KYL asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, about a month 
ago I accepted an invitation to speak in 
Iowa on March 18. It would greatly in
convenience the Iowa group if I altered 
my schedule. Further, I personally want 
to fill the engagement because of the im
portant subject of the conference. 

I want the record to show that I have 
been, and am opposed to the supersonic 
transport program, and that I support 
the constitutional amendment which will 
be subject to vote tomorrow. 

FALSE ISSUES EXPOSED: TIME TO 
PROCEED ON SST WITH FACTS 
(Mr. PELLY asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 min
ute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I commend 
the Subcommittee on Transportation of 
the House Appropriations Committee 
and its chairman, the gentleman from 
California <Mr. McFALL) for the man
ner in which hearings on the supersonic 
transport were conducted. These were 
open hearings, exhaustingly long, but 
the false issues that had been raised 
against the SST were finally and com
pletely laid to rest. Now, Mr. Speaker, 
we can get down to the facts regarding 
the economics of this program and its 
necessity to our aviation future. 

We are talking now of funds to con
struct two prototype aircraft, and it is 
essential to realize that we are speaking 
only of prototypes. Webster's dictionary 
defines a prototype as "an original model 
on which something is patterned." We 
are not talking about a fleet of 500 SST 
aircraft to be financed by the Federal 
Government, only two prototypes on 
which the production models will be 
patterned. 

It also is important to realize that 
through March 31, 1971, the U.S. Gov
ernment will have spent $864 million 
in the SST prototype program. For a 
total of $478 million, we can complete 
the program and have two prototypes 
to show for it. If we cancel the project 
at this time, it still will cost $178 million 

to get out from under present contracts 
for a total Government investment of 
$1,042 billion. In other words, for only 
$300 million more we get the prototypes; 
cancellation means we get nothing for 
the money that has been invested. 

Mr. Speaker, there are many thou
sands of American jobs in practically 
every State, dependent upon what we do 
here tomorrow on the SST. I intend t.o 
vote for the SST on the basis of the facts, 
for American labor, and because of the 
absolute importance of the supersonic 
program to the future of U.S. aviation 
technology. 

REPUBLICANS AND BLACK VOTERS 
<Mr. RIEGLE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 min
ute, and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, I take the 
fioor as an elected Republican-to ad
dress my Republican colleagues-and 
Republicans across the country. 

It is reported in this morning's Wash
ington Post, and I quote: 

Republican National ChairmQn Bob Dole is 
urging President Nixon to name a black 
spokesman with clout enough to make 
friends for the Administration with black 
voters across the country. 

He was quoted as saying: "We've got 
to get some of the black vote." 

Unfortunately, this story-and these 
remarks have a patronizing tone
whether intended or not--that can only 
serve to further alienate black Ameri
cans from the Republican Party. 

What has to be understood 'by our party 
leadershiP--is that we will only receive 
black political support in direct propor
tion to the extent that we genuinely com
mit ourselves to helping meet the needs
and secure the rights-of all black Ameri
cans. 

Blacks want performance and honest 
commitm.ent--ri.ot token representation. 
It is time our party rededicated itself 
to the human rights philosophies and 
policies which were the origin of our 
party when it was formed over 100 years 
ago. And, I think our party owes that 
commitment to blacks-and to all Amer
icans. 

But, let us not kid ourselves about 
where things stand today. This admin
istration has-

Consciously pursued a racial policy of 
"benign neglect," 

Pursued an overt southern strategy, 
Tried to diffuse the Voting Rights Act, 
Nominated G. Harrold Carswell to the 

Supreme Court, 
Refused to meet with the black Mem

bers of Congress for over a year, 
Followed priorities that put spending 

for the war-ABM and SST-ahead of 
meeting the urgent human needs of our 
citizens here in America--particularly 
minority people. 

These policies, whether intended or 
not, are antiblack-and are perceived as 
such by black citizens all across America. 

Chairman DoLE is right in saying that 
GOP needs black votes if it is going to 
survive-but we would not get--or de
serve---black support until this adminis
tration changes its Policies. 

And, the notion that token black rep
resentation in the White House makes 

any real difference in winning black 
SUPPort to the GOP is nonsense. 

The Republican Party will get black 
support when it earns it--and that is the 
way it should be. 

SOCIAL SECURITY INCREASE NOT 
SUFFICIENT 

<Mr. YOUNG of Florida asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
the 10-percent increase in social security 
benefits passed yesterday by the Con
gress was a step in the right direction, 
and I supported it. 

Much, however, still remains to be done 
if we we are to assure millions of senior 
Americans the full benefits they so richly 
deserve. The 10-percent increase is a 
mere drop in the bucket compared to the 
need that must •be met. It falls 1far short 
of solving the tremendous problems 
facing our elderly. 

They should, for example, be provided 
automatic increases in benefits, tied to 
the rising cost of living. In addition the 
maximum outside earnings limitation 
should be raised to at least $2,400 a year. 

Both of these measures deserve our 
prompt attention. 

For too long, our senior citizens have 
watched their benefits--already at the 
near-starvation level-being eroded by 
inflation. They are forced to wait 
patiently for Congress to act--and the 
performance unfortunately is too little 
too late for many. 

At election time, candidates for high 
office woo our seniors for their votes; 
candidates vie over who can promise 
them most. Our seniors are caught---they 
know it takes an act of Congress for them 
to receive increases which they truly 
need. 

To millions of Americans, their- only 
income is their social security check. It is 
time to stop playing politics with them. 

It is time to get the politics out of 
social security by guaranteeing that 
elderly Americans will receive benefit in
creases automatically as the cost-of
living rises. 

THE LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
on October 26, 1970, the Legislative Re
organization Act of 1970 became law. In 
that legislation there is a provision which 
reads as follows and I quote: 

It shall not be in order to consider the re
port of a committee of conference unless 
such report and the accompanying statement 
shall have been printed in the Record, at 
least three calendar days (excluding Satur
days, Sundays, and legal holldays) prior to 
the consideration of such report by the 
House. Nor shall it be in order to consider 
any con.ference report unless copies of the 
report and accompanying statement are then 
available on the floor." 

There are other parts of that particu
lar provision, but those are the pertinent 
portions. 



March 17, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 6809 
Mr. Speaker, yesterday we considered 

the conference report on the public debt 
limit and social security legislation. 
That report was not printed in the REC
ORD at least 3 calendar days before it was 
considered. A copy of the report to my 
best knowledge was not available on the 
:floor of the House at the time. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, in the Legislative 
Reorganization Act passed last year the 
following language is included and I 
quote again: 

Such a motion, and any motion, rule, or 
order to dispose of amendments between the 
two Houses to any House or Senate bill or 
resolution (other than a motion to request or 
agree to a conference) , shall require for 
adoption, on demand of any Member, a sepa
rate vote on each amendment to be disposed 
of if, originating in the House, such amend
ment would be subject to a point of order on 
a. question of germa.neness. 

Mr. Speaker, the Legislative Reorga
nization Act also goes on to state: 

3. No amendment of the Senate which 
would be in violation of the provisions of 
clause 7 of Rule XVI, if such a.mendment 
had been offered in the House, shall be 
agreed to by the managers on the part of 
the House unless specific authority to agree 
to such amendment shall be first given by 
the House by a separate vote on every such 
amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, there was a nongermane 
amendment. 

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

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Iowa rise? 

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I thank the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. Speaker, there was a nongermane 
amendment on the conference report 
that came back to the House yesterday. 
We passed a Legislative Reorganization 
Act in the best of faith. We naturally 
believed that that legislation should be 
the rules by which we operate. On the 
other hand, Mr. Speaker, I fully appre
ciate that there are national emergen
cies. Mr. Speaker, I had no forewarning 
of any such national emergency yester
day, and I regret that as a consequence 
of the waiving of those two provisions 
in the Reorganization Act, the confer
ence report was brou£ht to the :floor of 
the House, and the net result was that 
some 70 Members, 27 on the Republican 
side and 43 on the Democratic side, were 
not able to participate in the vote on this 
important legislation. 

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

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

Mr. ARENDS. At this particular time 
I have no intention of pointing my finger 
at anyone or of being personally critical. 
However, let me state that last Thursday 
I was privileged to ask the majority 
leader what the legislative program 
would be for this week. He carefully in
formed me, after which I sent such no
tice to the Members on our side of the 
'aisle, just as they did on the majority 
side. 

Particularly noticeable was this state
ment: 

Tuesday: Private Calendar. No bills. 
At the bottom of the list there was no 

such statement that conference reports 
could be called up at any time. All Mem
bers relied on such information and ac
cordingly 70 Members were not in at
tendance for one reason or another when 
two rollcalls were taken. Many of our 
Members have now called me, rather 
critical of the fact that we had sent this 
information to them and they were not 
here. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I want to 
at this time do something unprecedented, 
very much unprecedented. I am now 
going to ask unanimous consent of the 
House of Representatives to permit any 
absentee yesterday, in view of the fact 
that they were misinf armed, to cast their 
vote on the two bills that passed this 
House yesterday. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will not rec
ognize the gentleman for that purpose. 

THE LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. PICKLE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. PICKLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. BOGGS. I find myself constrained 
to make a statement witl:.. respect to the 
events on yesterday. I said on the :floor of 
the House last Thursday that there 
would be no business on Monday or 
Tuesday of this week, and in response to 
a direct inquiry from the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. HALL), I specifically said 
that there would be no voting on Tues
day. 

Mr. Speaker, as of 11 :45 a.m. yester
day, the majority leader's office and the 
majority whip's office were advising 
Democratic Members that there would 
be no voting yesterday. 

Thereupon members of the Ways and 
Means Committee made certain rep
resentations to the Speaker with refer
ence to an alleged immediate emergency 
situation on this bill, unknown rto me. As 
a matter of fact, I was attending Whit
ney Young's funeral in New York. Mr. 
GERALD R. FORD asked me as late as 9 a.m. 
on yesterday whether or not there would 
be a vote, and I told him there would not 
be. Had I any knowledge that there would 
be a vote, I would have returned to Wash
ington despite my desire to attend that 
funeral. 

I have also examined the record. I am 
unimpressed with the argument that the 
debt ceiling could not have waited 24 
or 48 hours as is obviously the leader of 
the administration forces on the :floor 
here, Mr. GERALD R. FORD, I feel con
strained to apologize to the Members of 
this body on both sides of the aisle, both 
Republicans and Democrats, for the fact 
that I was unable to live up to the state
ment that I made here last Thursday. 

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS 

(Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin asked 
and was given permission to actress the 

House for 1 minute and to revise and ex
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, conditions prevented me from 
being present on the :floor yesterday after 
returning from meetings in my district 
in time to be recorded on H.R. 4690. Had 
I been present, I would have voted "aye" 
on the conference report to increase the 
public debt limit and amending the So
cial Security Act. 

I have long been a supporter of in
creases in social security. I am gratified 
that the House has approved this re
port calling for a 10-percent increase in 
benefit levels effective January 1, 1971, 
with no increase in the social security tax 
until next year. I am pleased that the 
supplemental funds will be mailed as 
early as June. 

But I am quite disappointed that the 
conference report did not include two im
portant features that I have advocated 
for some time; namely, a provision that 
would automatically increase benefit 
levels in accordance with the rising cost 
of living and increases in the amount of 
outside earnings 'by recipients from 
$1,680 to $3,000. I am certain that many 
elderly part-time workers are distressed 
at this failure to approve at least an in.: 
crease to $2,400 which they were led 
to expect. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
1186 which I introduced on January 22, 
and which would increase to $3,000 the 
amount of outside earnings permitted to 
recipients. I also intend to support an 
amendment to the social security amend
ments now part of H.R. 1 which would 
tie benefit levels to the cost of living. 
Both these improvements in social secu
rity are necessary and desirable. 

SPECIAL RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
REVENUE SHARING BILL 

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

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Speaker, revival of 
communities and farms has been of 
great concern to me for a long period 
of time. The rural segment of our econ
omy has been largely stagnant, because 
of problems that overwhelmed the local 
resources needed to cope with modern 
changing conditions. 

We have attempted to correct in
equities that prevailed between the vari
ous segments of our rural and urban 
economic positions by makeshift legis
lation. Undoubtedly the laws funding 
new plans at the Federal level each year 
accomplished some worthwhile purposes, 
but generally they proved inadequate. 

Now we have received legislation 
which, if passed, can change the direc
tion for rural America and once again 
make it into a dynamic leading force 
for development of all segments of our 
society. 

Turning 180° to place responsibil
ity back upon local people and their 
lawmakers cannot help but reverse a 
trend of more than a decade. States have 
developed ideas, along with many local 
communities, for improving the lot of 
their people and thereby holding down 
on the disastrous trek of too many rural 
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residents to the cities. But, by and large, 
they were unable to allot sufficient funds 
to implement adequate projects. 

Under the special rural development 
revenue sharing bill now before us, we 
cannot only provide the money to begin 
meaningful starts toward a stronger 
America but also generate new enthu
siasm for action among those people 
and communities directly affected. When 
citiz.ens know their well-being and ad
vancement is in their own hands the 
spirit of rural America can again rise 
to new heights. 

Admittedly, this bill just offers a 
start in the direction we should be going, 
but a beginning has to be made. With 
passage of the measure into law, the 
legislatures of our 50 States can initiate 
actions necessary to take fullest advan
tage of its programs and funding. Every 
State will then be in a position to achieve 
desired ends that will be of greatest 
benefit to each particular area. 

I heartily advocate the speedy han
dling of the rural development revenue 
sharing measure so that legislatures now 
in session may know what they can ex
pect in the way of Federal money and 
can foster legislation that will get the 
job done. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not pres
ent. 

The SPEAK.ER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

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

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Anderson, ill. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Badillo 
Baker 
Belcher 
Blatnik 
Cell er 
Chappell 
Chisholm 
Clark 
Cle. wson, Del 
Clay 
comer 
Collins, Ill. 
Conyers 
Corman 
Cotter 
Coughlin 
Crane 
de la Garza 
Dellen back 
Dellums 
Denholm 
Dennis 
Dent 
Diggs 
Dowdy 
Drinan 

[Roll No. 22] 
Dul ski 
Edwards, La. 
Fascell 
Foley 
Frey 
Gallagher 
Gibbons 
Green, Pa. 
Hall 
Hogan 
Halpern 
Hanley 
Hansen, Wash. 
Hathaway 
Hawkins 
Hicks, Mass. 
Hogan 
Jarman 
Landgrebe 
Long, La. 
McCulloch 
Macdonald, 

Mass. 
Martin 
Metcalfe 
Mink 
Minshall 
O'Hara 

O 'Neill 
Patten 
Pucinski 
Rangel 
Rees 
Reid, N.Y. 
Robison, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rostenkowski 
Rousselot 
Ryan 
Satterfield 
Scott 
Seiberling 
Slack 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Stanton, 

JamesV. 
Steele 
Stokes 
Stuckey 
Udall 
Watts 
Wiggins 
Wilson, 

Charles H . 
Yatron 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 351 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

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

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLERK 
OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the fallowing communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

MARCH 16, 1971. 
The Honorable the Speaker, 
U.S. House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have the honor to 
transmit herewith a sealed envelope from the 
White House, received in the Clerk's Office 
at 4 p.m. on Tuesday, March 16, 1971, said 
to contain a Message from the President 
transmitting a Report and Study on Control 
of Hazardous Polluting Substances. 

With kind regards, I am, 
Sincerely, 

w. PAT JENNINGS, 
Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
One hundred and nineteen Members 

are present, not a quorum. 
Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move a call 

of the House. 
A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Addabbo 
Anderson, Ill. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Badillo 
Baker 
Baring 
Belcher 
Blanton 
Carey, N.Y. 
Clark 
Clawson, Del 
Clay 
Collier 
Collins, ill. 
Colmer 
Conyers 
Corman 
Coughlin 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
de la Garza. 
Dellen back 
Dellums 
Denholm 
Dennis 
Dickinson 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Drinan 
Dul ski 
Eckhardt 
Edwards, La. 
Fisher 
Flood 
Flowers 
Foley 

[Roll No. 23] 
Frelinghuysen 
Frey 
Gallagher 
Green, Pa. 
Griffiths 
Hagan 
Hall 
Hanley 
Hanna 
Hathaway 
Hawkins 
Hicks, Mass. 
Hillis 
Hogan 
Hosmer 
Jarman 
Kyl 
Landgrebe 
Lent 
Long, La. 
Mccloskey 
McCulloch 
Macdonald, 

Mass. 
Mailliard 
Metcalfe 
Mikva 
Mink 
Minshall 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
O'Hara 
O'Neill 
Patman 
Pelly 
Pettis 
Podell 

Price, Tex. 
Pucinski 
Railsback 
Rangel 
Rarick 
Rees 
Robison, N.Y. 
Rostenkowski 
Rousselot 
Ruppe 
Ruth 
Ryan 
St Germain 
Satterfield 
Seiberling 
Sisk 
Smith,N.Y. 
Springer 
Stafford 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Stanton, 

James V. 
Stokes 
Stuckey 
Teague, Cali!. 
Teague, Tex. 
Terry 
Tiernan 
Udall 
Veysey 
Watts 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wright 
Yatron 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 321 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

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

CONTROL OF HAZARDOUS POL
LUTING SUBSTANCES-MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 
92-70) 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Presi
dent of the Unitej States; which was 
read and, together with accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on 

Public Works and ordered to be printed 
with illustrations: ' 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I have the honor to transmit here

with for the consideration of the Con
gress a report on "Control of Hazardous 
Polluting Substances" as required by 
Section 12 (g) of the Federal Water Pol
lution Control Act as amended. 

The recommendations made in the en
closed report reflect the conclusions 
reached by the Department of Trans
portation in its study made at my re
quest. Additional study, beyond that 
possible in the short period available 
for this report, may indicate a need for 
modifications in these recommenda
tions. Such modifications would be in
corporated in any legislation which is 
developed to implement the recommen
dations of the report. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 16, 1971. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

MARCH 16, 1971. 
The Honorable the SPEAKER, 
U.S. House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have the honor to 
transmit herewith a sealed envelope from the 
White House, received in the Clerk's Office at 
4 p.m. on Tuesday, March 16, 1971, said to 
contain a Message from the President trans
mitting the 20th Annual Report of the Na
tional Science Foundation for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1970. 

With kind regards, I am, 
Sincerely, 

W. PAT JENNINGS, Clerk. 
U.S. House of Representatives. 

TWENTIETH REPORT OF THE NA
TIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
NO. 92-69) 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the fallowing message from the President 
of the United States, which was read 
and, together with the accompanying 
papers, ref erred to the Committee on 
Science and Astronautics, and ordered to 
be printed, with illustrations: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am pleased to submit to the Con

gress the Twentieth Annual Report of 
the National Science Foundation, cov
ering the fiscal year 1970. 

The activities described in this report 
underscore the importance of science 
as a national resource and as an essen
tial element in our Nation's progress. 
The scientific research supported by 
the Foundation reflects our continuing 
concern for the quality of life in the 
United States today and in the future. 

Science has entered an era of un
precedented fruitfulness. The invest
ment we have made in the last three 
decades offers us an array of oppor
tunities in the next. This guarantees us 
no instant or easy answers, but it does 
afford us the ability to bring to bear 
on our national problems an array of 
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scientific talent and a heritage of scien
tific achievement unprecedented in 
human history. 

New programs initiated by the Foun
dation in fiscal year 1970 ar:e designed 
to promote and encourage the search 
for solutions to problems of the natural 
and social environment. Interdiscipli
nary work by scientists from many 
spec:alties shows promise of producing 
new knowledge of the earth, the oceans, 
and the atmosphere which will permit 
a better understanding of the relation
ship between man and his surroundings. 

The programs of the National Science 
Foundation during fiscal year 1970 cov
ered a broad range of activities. More 
than $200 million was devoted to the 
pursui.t of scientific research, including 
majot:' interdisciplinary efforts of na
tional and international significance. An
other $120 million was allocated to sup
port of science education at all levels, 
a;.:.d nearly $45 million was invested in 
broad-based institutional development 
in our colleges and universities. 

I believe it was a most productive year. 
I commend this report to the attention 
of the Congress. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE 'WHITE HOUSE, March 16, 1971. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

MARCH 16, 1971. 
The Honorable the SPEAKER, 
U.S. House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have the honor to 
transmit herewith a sealed envelope from the 
White House, received in the Clerk's Office 
at 4 p.m. on Tuesday, March 16, 1971, said 
to contain a Message from the President 
transmitting the Annual Report of the Cor
poration for Public Broadcasting. 

With kind regards, I am, 
Sincerely, 

W. PAT JENNINGS, Clerk, 
U.S. House of Representatives. 

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE CORPORA
TION FOR PUBLIC BROADCAST
ING-MESSAGE FROM THE PRES
IDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the fallowing message from the President 
of the United States; which was read and 
referred to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with Section 396 (i) of 

the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967, as 
amended, I hereby transmit the Annual 
Report of the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting covering the fiscal year 
July 1, 1969 to June 30, 1970. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 16, 1971. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

MARCH 16, 1971. 
The Honorable the SPEAKER, 
U.S. House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have the honor to 
transmit herewith a sealed envelope from 
the White House, received in the Clerk's 
Office at 4 p.m. on Tuesday, March 16, 1971, 
said to contain a Message from the President 
transmitting the 22nd Semiannual Report 
of the National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration. 

With kind regards, I am, 
Sincerely, 

w. PAT JENNINGS, 
Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives. 

THE 22D SEMIANNUAL REPORT OF 
THE NATIONAL AERONAUTICS 
AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES <H. DOC. 
NO. 91-371) 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the President 
of the United States; which was read 
and, together with the accompanying 
papers, ref erred to the Committee on 
Science and Astronautics and ordered to 
be printed, with illustrations: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith the Twenty-Sec
ond Semiannual Report of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration. 

This Report covers the six month 
period ending December 31, 1969. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE. March 16, 1971. 

LEGISLATION TO IMPROVE INTER
STATE SHIPMENT OF SMALL 
QUANTITIES OF DOMESTIC 
FREIGHT 
<Mr. MURJPHY of New York asked and 

was given permission to extend his re
marks •at this pffint in .the RECORD and 
to include extmneous matter.) 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. Speak
er, I am today introducing long over
due legislation to improve the interstate 
shipment of small quantities of domestic 
freight. This measure, which is part of 
my CONSUMER ACTION PROGRAM of 
1971 is designed to increase the viability 
of the regulated freight forwarder busi
ness, revitalize railroad freight activities, 
and benefit the small shipper, the local 
businessman, and, most importantly, the 
consuming public. 

This bill grew out of a study and in
vestigation by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission (ICC) of the role of the reg
ulated freight forwarder industry. Under
taken at the direction of the House 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, the study was completed early 
this year. The ICC report UCC Ex Parte 
No. 266, January 25, 1971) recommends 
that freight forwarders and railroads be 
allowed to enter negotiated arrange
ments, a step which will benefit the 
public through expanded forwarder serv
ice and lower rates. 

My bill is simple, fully supported by 
precedent, and economically justified and 
feasible. It authorizes common carrier 
freight forwarders, regulated under part 
IV of the Interstate Commerce Act, to 
work with railroads on the basis of con
tracts mutually agreed to by the forward
ers and railroads and filed with the ICC. 

That same basis of relationship has long 
been authorized and utilized between for
warders and trucklines--basically the 
short-haul truckers who work with for
warders in assembling and distributing 
small shipment freight in areas sur
rounding the forwarders' terminals. I 
propose to extend the same flexibility of 
arrangement to the service which for
warders and railroads jointly perform
the movement of shipments that have 
been consolidated into carload, trailer
load, or other volume lots between the 
forwarders' freight terminals. 

Freight forwarders, like the express 
agency and the Post Office, take the full 
responsibility for door-to-door trans
portation and then arrange with other 
carriers, primarily rail and motor, to 
physically move the shipments over the 
most direct and economical combination 
of routes and services available. Basical
ly, forwarder service consists of gather
ing individual shipments, consolidating 
them into large lots, moving the nu
merous individual shipments for as long 
a distance as possible as one large unit, 
and deconsolidation and distribution. 
Trucks, working with forwarders under 
contracts as stated, perform most of the 
gathering and distribution service. Rail
roads are the main arteries of the con
solidated hauls. For reasons that are now 
neither clear nor significant, forwarders 
compensate the railroads on the basis of 
rates published by the rail lines for use 
by shippers. Of course freight forward
ers are not shippers. They are common 
carriers, and to treat them as shippers 
robs them of the flexibility which one 
common carrier needs in dealing with 
another. 

The Departments of Transportation, 
Defense, and Justice, and the Federal 
Maritime Commission, are on record in 
support of the ICC recommendations to 
permit contracts between forwarders and 
railroads, and will support this legisla
tion. I am hopeful that we can pass this 
measure this year, particularly in view 
of this widespread support within the 
Executive Branch. 

In publishing its report, the ICC called 
for a change in the regulatory treatment 
of freight forwarders because it was con
vinced that a new approach was neces
sary for forwarders to remain econom
ically healthy and able to perform their 
important role in the transportation of 
small shipments of goods. 

The ICC recommendation, embodied 
now in my bill, would have the effect of 
allowing forwarders and railroads to 
negotiate the charges which forwarders 
would pay fo1 transportation services. 
Forwarders, who combine small ship
ments into bulk cargo for interstate 
transportation, would thus be free to 
negotiate with the railroads on a com
petitive basis, and ultimately move 
freight at reduced unit costs. 

In its report, the ICC said: 
The freight forwarding industry should be 

given every opportunity to prove its con
tinued usefulness and to demonstrate that it 
still has a vital role to play on the national 
transportation scene. 

Over the years, it has become increas
ingly difficult for the small manufactur
ing concern, and the merchants he 
serves, to move goods in interstate com-
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merce at reasonable costs. The result: 
higher prices at the end of the line for 
consumers. 

Freight forwarders combine small 
shipments from many sources, and move 
them to common destinations. However, 
until now they have been prevented from 
enjoying the price advantage available 
to other carriers which utilize rail serv
ice, and the small shipper has su:ff ered 
under increasingly difficult transporta
tion conditions. My legislation will cor
rect this unnecessary situation, and, with 
the backing of the ICC and the Execu
tive Branch, should receive early con
sideration this year. I invite my col
leagues to cosponsor this important 
legislation. 

CERTAIN FURTHER CONTINUING 
APPROPRIATIONS 1971 

Mr . YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 300 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 300 
Resolv ed, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move, any 
rule of the House to the contrary notwith
standing, that t he House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration of 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 468) making 
certain further cont inuing appropriations 
for the fiscal year 1971, and for other pur
poses, and all points of order against said 
joint resolution are hereby waived. After 
general debate, which shall be confined to the 
joint resolution and shall continue not to ex
ceed three hours, to be equally divided and 
cont rolled by the chairman and ranking mi
nority member of the Committee on Appro
priations, the joint resolution shall be read 
for amendment under the five-minute rule. 
No amendments shall be in order to section 
1 of said joint resolution except amend
ments offered by direction of the Commit
tee on Appropriations, but said amend
ments shall not be subject to amendment. 
At t he conclusion of t he consideration of the 
joint resolution for amendment, the Com
mittee shall rise and report the joint r~solu
tion to the House with such amendments as 
may have been adopted, and the previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the joint resolution and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. 

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

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
House Resolution 300 provides a modi
fied rule with 3 hours of general debate 
for consideration of House Joint Resolu
tion 468 making certain further continu
ing appropriations for fiscal year 1971, 
and for other purposes. All points of or
der are waived against the joint resolu
tion because of legislation in an appro
priation bill and against clause 6 of rule 
XXI of the Rules of the House of Rep
resentatives-the 3-day rule. No amend
ments may be offered to section 1 of the 
joint resolution except those offered at 
the direction of the Committee on Ap
propriations and such amendments shall 
not be subject to amendment. However, 
it shall be in order for amendments to be 
offered to sections 2 and 3 of the joint 
resolution. 

The purpose of House Joint Resolution 
468 is to supply funds to continue 
through June 30, 1971, those projects and 
activities normally provided for in the 
Department of Transportation and Re
lated Agencies Appropriations Act. 

The joint resolution would permit fo.r 
each activity of the Department of 
Transportation and related agencies, ex
cept civil supersonic aircraft develop
ment, a rate of operations equal to the 
level provided in H.R. 17755 of the 91st 
Congress as it was passed by the Senate 
and further modified by the conference 
agreements ratified by the House on De
cember 15, 1970. The rate of operations 
of the civil supersonic aircraft develop
ment would switch from $210 million
the level provided for in the conference 
agreement passed by the House on De
cember 15, 1970-to $289,965,000, the 
budget estimate for fiscal year 1971. 

Funds are currently being made avail
able for the activities of the Department 
of Transportation and related agencies 
under Public Law 91-645, which was en
acted on December 15, 1970. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
House Resolution 300 in order that House 
Joint Resolution 468 may be considered. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not intend to take up 
a great deal of time, but this is a rather 
unique situation. I think it is probably 
the first time any of us have faced it. I 
know it is the first time the first-term 
Members have faced it, and probably it 
will be the only time they will ever face 
such a parliamentary situation as we are 
confronted with today. 

House Resolution 300, out of the Rules 
Committee, provides for consideration of 
House Joint Resolution 468, having to do 
with certain further continuing appro
priations. Last year there was a lot of 
trouble with some appropriation bills. 
Technically they should all be com
pleted by June 30, because the fiscal year 
starts July 1, but from a time standpoint 
it is absolutely impossible to do that. 

I do wish to commend the Appropria
tions Committee, because last year they 
came in with a schedule setting forth 
each and every appropriation bill, the 
time when they would hold hearings, the 
time when they intended to mark up 
the bills, and the time when they hoped 
to bring them to the floor. They kept 
their end of the schedule, but we had 
some problems when the other body 
dealt with the Cooper-Church amend
ment, which delayed the military bill and 
held up our military authorization bill, 
and thus held up the appropriation bill. 
We had some difficulty on the transpor
tation bill when we had controversy on 
the SST. It looked as if we might not 
get an appropriation bill for the Depart
ment of Transportation. Actually it was 
not until January 2 of this year that a 
continuing resolution was passed taking 
it through until March 30, so we really 
will have 3 months and 1 day until com
pletion of this fiscal year. 

The intent of the joint resolution, 
House Joint Resolution 468, is to provide 
appropriations for those 3 months and 
1 day. 

Usually appropriation bills do not 
come to the Rules Committee, but there 
are certain instances when they do. This 
is one of those particular instances. 

Section 1 of the joint resolution sets 
forth all the money for the Department 
of Transportation; aviation, mass tran
sit, and all those things. 

Sections 2 and 3 have primarily to do 
with the SST funding. 

So, in order not to go back into section 
l, all the other parts of the Trans
portation Department, we have sug
gested a closed rule on section 1. So no 
amendment can be offered, except 
amendments by the Committee on Ap
propriations. 

Now, as to sections 2 and 3, for the 
SST, they are open, and any amendment 
can be offered to that particular part of 
House Joint Resolution 468. 

There is a requirement in the rules 
that appropriation bills lay over for 3 
days before they can be considered, which 
would mean tomorrow. We have waived 
that as a point of order, so that the joint 
resolution can be taken up today. 

So no amendments can be offered to 
section 1, we have suggested closing the 
rule on section 1, but leave it open so 
far as sections 2 and 3 are concerned. 

There will be 3 hours of debate, at the 
conclusion of which amendments can be 
offered by the Committee to section 1, 
and by any Member to sections 2 and 3. 

I would hope we might conclude de
bate today, and possibly tomorrow we 
can have a vote. 

A request was made of the Rules Com
mittee by the gentleman from Illinois, 
<Mr. YATES) that we make a special rule 
providing for a separate vote, when we 
return to the House, on the amendment 
to strike out the SST, or whatever the 
amendment may be. We did not think 
that was necessary, because the rules 
now provide for a recorded teller vote. 
We had one, as Members will remember, 
recently. There were 391 voting, with the 
green boxes on the "aye" side, on the 
Republican side, and the red boxes on 
the "no" side. So a recorded vote can be 
held on the basis of a teller vote at 
the end of the debate in the Committee 
of the Whole House, at the time that 
arises for sections 2 and 3. 

There is one other item. We did set a 
time on this of 3 hours. Normally we do 
not do that, because the Appropriations 
Committee sets its own time, but in this 
instance we attempted to cover all the 
aspects which would be necessary so that 
we can proceed with this bill and attempt 
to complete it one way or the other. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the rule and I 
urge the adoption of the rule. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield for a question? 

Mr. SMITH of California. I am pleased 
to yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. It was my impression 
when the distinguished chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee (Mr. MAHON) 
appeared to request the rule, that, as to 
points of order that were to be waived, 
his request was directed to section 1. I 
note that paints of order are waived to 
the entire joint resolution. I just saw the 
rule, and I note that points of order are 
waived to the entire joint resolution. 
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I had hoped to make a point of order 

against the appropriation for the SST. 
By action of the Rules Committee now I 
am precluded from making a point of 
order against section 2. Ls that the gen
tleman's interpretation? Why should not 
section 2, which relates to the SST, be 
omitted from the waiver of points of 
order? 

Mr. SMITH of California. I of course 
do not know whether there are any points 
of order which would lie to sections 2 
or 3, but we had an additional prob
lem, in addition to section 1 on amend
ments, to making it closed and waiving 
points of order, from the standpoint that 
there is legislation in the bill, from the 
standpoint that the date is changed. 

We did not see any reason why we 
should not waive all points of order, be
cause nobody brought to our attention 
there was any possibility of points of 
order against sections 2 or 3. That was 
not brought to our attention. 

Mr. YATES. Ls it in order now to try 
to amend the rule to permit a point of 
order to be made against section 2 when 
the joint resolution is presented for con
sideration under the 5-minute rule? 

Mr. SMITH of California. Well, I am 
not the Speaker and I am not the Par
liamentarian. I can tell the gentleman, 
though, as he well knows, if you wish to 
try to vote down the previous question, 
and succeed you would have an oppor
tunity to amend the rule. I certainly 
suggest to the gentleman, though, that 
you might lose a few votes when it comes 
to the vote on the SST if you do that. 

Mr. YATES. We cannot afford to lose 
any votes. I think the gentleman may 
have merit there. The only point on that 
in connection with that is that it is most 
unfortunate that the SST section is not 
wide open. Those of us who oppose the 
program will not be permitted to make a 
point of order against the SST tomor
row. I think the Rules Committee never 
intended that and it ought not to be. 

Mr. SMITH of California. We tried to 
do the best we could in presenting this 
matter to the House. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

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

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

I am glad that the gentleman from 
Illinois pointed out that points of order 
are waived on the entire resolution. It 
seems to me that the Committee on 
Rules is getting an awful early start in 
this session of Congress in the busines..J 
of issuing rules waiving points of order 
and closing bills to amendment. I do not 
know what the exercise, which took so 
long in the House last year, amounted 
to if we are now going to set aside 3-
day rules and waive pointe of order. It 
makes a hollow mockery of the so-called 
Reorganization Act, the so-called reform 
bill that was passed last year. I am sorry 
to see this kind of a start on legislation 
coming to the floor of the House with 
points of order waived and closed rules. 
I think it is a bad, bad way to legislat.e. 
I am one of those who voted against that 
bill last year, and I am tickled to death 
that I did. 

CXVII----430-Part 6 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen

tleman yield further? 
Mr. SMITH of Californi2.. Yes. I yield 

to the gentleman from Illinois. 
Mr. YATES. In connection with the 

waiver of points of order on appropri·a
tion bills, I would hope that the Com
mittee on Appropriations would not be 
compelled to seek a rule from the Com
mittee on Rules on its appropriation 
bills, because there is no need for a rule 
in order to bring an appropriation bill 
to the floor. But does not the gentleman 
believe that if the Committee on Appro
priations comes before the Committee 
on Rules and raises the need for a waiver 
of certain points of order, would it not 
be more appropriate for the Committee 
on Rules to specify in the rule which 
points of order are waived rather than 
adopting a · blanket waiver of all points 
of order? 

Mr. SMITH of Oalifornia. As the ge!l
tleman will recall, we :specifically did that 
last year. 

Mr. YATES. That is right. 
Mr. SMITH of California. In the last 

months of the session, when we decided 
to do that, we requested the chairmen 
to set forth in a letter the specific points 
of order that they requested and we tied 
them down. In the hearings yesterday 
on this bill there was no question about 
points of order being waived except on 
the 3 days and on the legislative lan
guage. None of the witnesses who testified 
before us mentioned any other points of 
order. This is a short bill, a page and a 
half in length, with only three sections, 
and I see no difficulty in waiving all of 
the points of order to the bill, because we 
did not have any information on it and 
were simply attempting to submit these 
things to the Members of the House for 
their consideration. We have only one 
bill up there, and we are trying to get 
some business before the House. 

Mr. YATES. Had I had at the time I 
appeared before the Committee on Rules 
in opposition to the rule the information 
that I now have, which serves as a basis 
for making any point of order, I would 
have so indicated before the committee. 
As it happens, from the research I have 
been doing, this point only came to light 
with this later research. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker. 
I have no further requests for time. 

I urge the adoption of the rule. 
Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. YATES) for the purpose of 
debate. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, as I indi
cated previously, I am opposed to closed 
rules on appropriation bills and partic
ularly opposed to a closed rule on this 
appropriation bill. 

I appeared before the Committee on 
Rules and submitted my arguments in 
opposition. I regret the committee de
cided to grant a rule. 

One of the things I would have liked 
to have been able to do is to have made 
a point of order against the action re
garding the SST appropriation. However, 
I have been precluded from doing so now 
and I shall not discuss that at the pres
ent time, because we cannot do it. 

But, Mr. Speaker, one of the reasons 
I raised my objection to the closed rule 
in this particular instance is that it 
freezes the appropriations that were ap
proved in the conference between the 
House and the Senate on the bill making 
appropriations for the Department of 
Transportation for fiscal year 1971. 

Mr. Speaker, among the appropriations 
frozen, to the unhappiness and dismay 
of many Members who come from urban 
areas, is the freezing by the administra
tion of much of urban mass transit 
appropriation. The committee had 
achieved a good and reasonable appro
priation for the first year of the urban 
mass transportation program when both 
the House and the Senate approved an 
appropriation for $600 million. However, 
Mr. Speaker, I have just received a letter 
from the commissioner on public works 
of the city of Chicago who points out 
that the Office of Management and 
Budget has emasculated that program by 
reducing the construction money for the 
whole country to $269.7 million. Think 
of it. 

The urban mass transportation funds 
for construction for this fiscal year are 
limited to $269.7 million for the whole 
country. 

This bill proposes to appropriate $290 
million for the SST for this fiscal year, 
approximately $20 million more than in 
the urban mass transit appropriation for 
construction for the entire country. What 
a distortion of priorities. 

How does this affect the city of Chi
cago? The city of Chicago has a request 
for $500 million in subway construction. 
In addition, it has capital gains for com
muter railroads and private bus lines, 
and other local governments in the State 
would increase her needs for the urban 
mass transit funds to over $700 million 
alone. 

This is what is happening through 
freezing these funds. 

I want to make another point regard
ing the freezing of funds. I have been 
trying to help obtain from HEW an al
location of $12 million for the Chicago 
Medical School in the city of Chicago. 
The Chicago Medical School graduates 
81 students now. It seeks to expand its 
teaching facilities and all the plans are 
already approved. To do this it requires a 
construction grant of $12 million from 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

For the first time in the history of the 
State of Illinois, $6 million has been ap
propriated by a State legislature for a 
private medical school, contingent upon 
receiving a $12 million appropriation 
from the Federal Government. HEW re
fuses to make available the $12 million. 
They say they do not have the funds. As 
a result, the State appropriation will fail. 
If that fails it is doubtful if it can again 
be obtained. The expansion will fail. And, 
so, this new facility which would gradu
ate another 81 doctors, which would 
double the number of doctors to be 
turned out by the school each year, is 
going to have to start all over. Who suf
fers? The people do. Yet the SST gets its 
full appropriation. 

Mr. Speaker, these are only two ex
amples of what is going on. Yet, Mr. 
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Speaker, the appropriation for the SST 
continues at supersonic speed. What an 
incredible distortion of our priorities 
when the administration insists upon the 
Congress appropriating the full amount 
requested for the SST and yet freezes 
such appropriations. Eleven billion dol
lars has been deposited from all appro
priations in the oudget. 

Paradoxically, among the appropria
tions that are finding themselves in the 
deep freeze of the Office of Budget and 
Management is an appropriation of $970 
million for the Federal Aviation Admin
istration. 

The people of the United States want 
a solution to the traffic congestion which 
now stacks up planes in the air with 
their passengers or lines them up on the 
ground for a half hour or an hour at a 
time before they can take to the air. 

Yet a substantial part of the money 
that our committee made available for 
air navigation equipment and for air 
tramc supervisors, and for additional 
airports, is now in the deep freeze while 
at the same time this ineffective, use
less appropriation for the supersonic 
transport is aproved in its full amount. 

The House and the Senate met last 
year and decided thaA; they did not want 
to appropriate the full amount. Instead 
of $290 million, they said, "Well, this 
program can get along with $210 mil
lion." That was overruled by our Com
mittee on Appropriations. Instead cxf 
$210 million they approved a budget of 
$290 million, the full amount, so that 
the SST aircraft appropriation can go 
ahead at full speed. 

Mr. V ANIK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. VANIK. ¥,r. Speaker, I want to 
congratulate the gentleman in the well, 
the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. YATES). 
He has made a very important contri
bution. Apparently the administration by 
its freeze on mass transit funds is more 
interested in flying a few people in an 
SST than it is in moving the millions 
of Americans that have to be moved to 
and from their jobs in a manner that 
does not destroy the environment. 

I would like to tell the gentleman that 
I spansored a resolution with 43 other 
Members of the House which establishes 
mass transportation as a priority, and 
it should certainly have priority over 
further expenditures for the SST at this 
time. 

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is abso
lutely right. Even if the SST is com
pleted, not more than 3 percent of the 
people of this country who are paying 
for this program will use the SST in 
international air travel. 

Mr. VANIK. I agree with the gentle
man in the well, and I apJ>reciate what 
the gentleman has done. 

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from California <Mr. Mc
FALL). 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
give some perspective to the statement 
made by the gentleman about the freez
ing of mass transit funds, and the freez
ing of funds generally, which I would 
oppose as strongly as he does. I strongly 
oppose the action of the administration 
in freezing much of the money that is 
presently frozen. I appeared before the 
House Committee on Public Works this 
morning, and proposed the extension of 
the Public Works Acceleration Act, which 
will provide aid and jobs for people in 
depressed areas throughout this country. 

I do not believe it is realistic to argue 
that just because funds are being with
held in one area that that is reason for 
suspending the action on the SST. One 
of the things that we are interested in 
with respect to the SST, besides the 
progress of building an airplane for the 
future, is the jobs that are involved. If 
you want to rub salt into the wounds of 
the American workingman who is out 
of work now, if you want to throw the 
baby out with the bath water, then you 
should say, "Well, because they are 
freezing money for certain projects 
throughout the country, we ought to 
freeze more money and put some more 
people out of work." 

I do not think that is very logical. 
Let me tell you about the urban mass 

transit fund money, and then I will be 
very glad to yield if I have suffi.cient time 
to do so. 

It is not $269 million, as my friend, the 
gentleman from Illinois, has painted out. 
It is $400 million. Under the provisions 
of the Urban Mass Transportation As
sistance Act of 1970, authority was pro
vided to UMTA to obligate $3.l billion. 

While this contract authority of $3.1 
billion was provided for the capital facil
ities, relocation and technical studies 
activities, under an amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts 
<Mr. BOLAND) all direct appropriations 
made for research and administrative 
expenses are also chargeable against the 
$3.1 billion. 

Thus, the total availability for the 
urban mass transportation fund for fiscal 
year 1971 amounts to approximately $3.1 
billion. Under House Joint Resolution 
1421 the maximum amount the Congress 
has allowed UMTA to obligate in fiscal 
year 1971 is $600 million. 

The joint resolution now being con
sidered, House Joint Resolution 468, does 
not change that level but would permit 
the $600 million expenditure. 

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

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, may I ask 
the gentleman from Texas to yield me an 
additional minute? 

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield the gentleman 1 additional min
ute. 

Mr. McFALL. The President's most 
recent budget--fiscal year 1972-indi
cates a fiscal year 1971 program level of 
$400 million for the Urban Mass Trans
portation Administration. This would be 
applied to the following activities: 

I have all the :figures--but perhaps the 

gentleman would like me to read the 
:figures. They are as follows: 
Capital facilities grants _______ $269, 700, 000 
Technical studies grants______ 15, 000, 000 
Research, development, and 

demonstrations ------------ 40, 300, 000 
University research and 

training ------------------- 3, 000, 000 
Capital facilities loans________ 57, 000, 000 

Subtotal -------------- 385,000,000 
Supplemental capital facllltles 

grants -------------------- 15,000,000 

Total ----------------- 400,000,000 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield for a correction? 

Mr. McFALL. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. YATES. If the gentleman would 

recall my words, I said that the amount 
that was available for construction un
der the mass transit program for the 
entire country is $269.7 million, and I 
got that figure from the clerk of our 
committee this morning. 

Mr. McFALL. Well, you neglected to 
include other :figures which add up to 
$400 million. So you were giving the 
House the wrong impression. Is that not 
correct? 

Mr. YATES. That is not correct. I 
gave the House the facts with respect 
to the most important part of that pro
gram, which is construction money. The 
cities which have gone through their 
planning are waiting for construction 
money. Now they are going to be limited 
drastically as a result of funds being 
placed in the administration's deep 
freeze. 

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

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from Texas yield me another 
minute please? 

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield the gentleman 1 additional 
minute. ' 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. opeaker, the point 
is that all of the $400 million is charge
able against the $3.1 billion in contract 
authority which was made available by 
the Urban Mass Transportation Assist
ance Act of 1970. The $400 million rep
resents the total UMTA effort and it 
includes things such as technical stud
ies grants, research and development, 
university research and training, and 
capital facilities loans. 

It should be emphasized, however, that 
the $3.l billion provided for this program 
is a multiyear authorization. It will be 
available until June 30, 1975, a period 
of 5 fiscal years. It was not in tended 
that all $3.1 billion would be obligated 
during the first fiscal year. 

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

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield su~h time to the distinguished 
minority leader, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. GERALD R. FORD) as he 
desires to use. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
in further response to the comments 
made by the gentleman from Illinois, I 
think it is very appropriate that the 
Members of the House have the benefit 
of the observations made by the Under 
Secretary of the Department of Trans-
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portation, Hon. James M. Beggs, 
in testimony he gave before the Senate 
Committee on Banking and Currency re
garding the urban mass transportation 
program level for the fiscal year 1971. 
This testimony was given on March 4, 
1971. If I may, Mr. Speaker, I will quote 
from it. 

Mr. Beggs said and I quote: 
Firstly, it must be recognized that until 

January 2, 1971 the Urban Mass Transporta
tion program level for fiscal year 1971 was 
$214 mi111on. This $214 million was the lim
itation imposed by the continuing resolution 
then in effect, which was based on the action 
of the Congress in providing the Depart
ment's appropriations for fiscal year 1970 
which included an advance appropriation 
to UMTA for fiscal year 1971. By law the 
UMTA program could not exceed this liml
tation until further action of Congress au
thorized a higher program level. 

This action was not finally taken until 
January 2, 1971, with the enactment of the 
current Jo.int Resolution (P.L. 91-645, H.J. 
Res. 1421) , which provided continulng ap
propriations for the Department of Trans
portation. It had the effect of raising the 
UMTA program limitation for 1971 to $600 
million. In brief, the Urban Mass Transpor
tation program was operated for the first six 
months of fiscal year 1971 at the required 
level of $214 mi11ion for the fiscal year. 

Secondly, the Urban Mass Transportation 
Assistance Act of 1970 also required the De
partment to initiate several new major pro
cedural steps in the approval of projects. 
These included, most significantly, a require
ment that public hearings be held and the 
establishment of additional safeguards re
lating to environmental quality. Pending the 
passage of this Act, it was impossible to fore
cast the outcome of these various amend
ments and consequently there was some delay 
in the filing of final applications with the 
Administration by the State and local au
thorities and in the subsequent processing of 
these applications. The review of these ap
plications has since been further delayed, in 
many instances, due to the insufficiency of 
the environmental data submitted. 

In further justification of this problem, 
Mr. Speaker, he goes on to state various 
additional points that I shall not now 
take the time of the Members of the 
House to read. But I will put in the 
RECORD his full statement which, in my 
opinion, fully explains and justifies the 
situation we face today. 

As a personal note I will add that I 
want the full $600 million made avail
able. I support that request. But I think 
the statement of the Under Secretary will 
justify the practical problem which we 
face today. 

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. I am glad to hear the 
minority leader say that he supports the 
full $600 million appropriation. But even 
assuming that Mr. Beggs' facts are true-
and I accept his facts because Mr. Beggs 
is considered to be an outstanding pub
lic servant--but even assuming that is 
true, why cannot the program be ac
celerated during the second 6 months of 
this year to raise the construction money 
above the freeze limit of $269 million? All 
the municipalities of the country are 
begging for funds, literally, to begin im
provement of their rapid transit lines. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Let me make 
this observation: I do not believe the 
gentleman from Illinois wants to ac
celerate the program so rapidly that the 
Department is called upon to disre
gard the environmental questions and 
requirements that have been raised by 
the Congress. To accelerate too rapidly 
might very well undermine the environ
mental requirement that the Congress 
imposed upon the Department. 

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. ADAMS. I might state further to 
the gentleman that one of the problems 
that has been involved is that you must 
have a comprehensive plan in each area 
before the funds can be allocated. The 
two areas that were out in front in this 
respect when the legislation was passed 
happened to be the cities of Seattle and 
Atlanta. Unfortunately, what has oc
curred throughout the country is that 
the local matching funds-and this hap
pened both in Atlanta and Seattle-the 
local citizens turned down the bond is
sues. Local funds were therefore not 
available. The plans failed, and the De
partment could not allocate any money 
to these cities. We stand with the gentle
man on urban mass transportation, and 
as I think the gentleman well knows, 
these are some of the practical problems 
of trying to allocate funds immediately. 
It does not affect this program, which 
we also support. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield further? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. What the gentleman has 
said is correct, but does not the gentle
man agree with me that a ceiling of $269 
million for the whole country for the 
construction of mass transit facilities is 
woefully inadequate? 

Mr. ADAMS. I do. But I talked with 
the Secretary of Transportation as re
cently as yesterday, and what the gen
tleman from Michigan has stated is cor
rect. They have not placed the kind of 
ceiling as was stated by the gentleman. 
The ceiling has been $400 million. But 
the other requirements of the act must 
be met before the money can be allo
cated, and that is the main problem. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield further? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. The gentleman has re
sponded in a measure to the point I 
made with respect to urban mass tran
sit. But the gentleman has not responded 
with respect to the question of providing 
for the funding of medical schools. Too 
much of that money is being put into the 
deep freeze by the Office of Budget and 
Management. 

As the President has pointed out on 
numerous occasions, one of the national 
priorities that must be met in order to 
meet the massive health crisis-and I 
use the phra.se he used last year when he 
went into the Roof Garden with Dr. Ege
berg and with the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare-"the massive 

health crISIS must be met through the 
provision of funds to expand our medi
cal schools so we can turn out more 
doctors." 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Let me just 
respond, if I may. 

Mr. YATES. Certainly the gentleman 
may. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. In the Presi
dent's health message which came to the 
Congress and the American people sev
eral weeks ago, he pointed out in that 
message to those of us in the House and 
Senate that they intend in fiscal year 
1972 to expand aid and assistance to 
medical schools throughout the country. 
I believe that to be the view of this ad
ministration. If that is, then I think the 
administration should release the funds 
that have been made available in fiscal 
year 1971, and I personally would urge 
that. 

Mr. YATES. Good, but the time is now. 
This program deserves higher priority 
than the SST. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. But I do not 
believe we should interweave those prob
lems with the issue before us, which I 
also support, and I wish the gentleman 
from Illinois would do likewise. 

At this point I extend as a part of my 
remarks the testimony of the Honorable 
James M. Beggs, Under Secretary, De
partment of Transportation: 
STATEMENT OF JAMES M. BEGGS, UNDER SEC

RETARY, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND 
URBAN AFFAms OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE 
ON BANKING AND CURRENCY REGARDING THE 
URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 
LEVEL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1971, MARCH 4, 1971 
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com-

mittee, I appreciate this opportunity to ap
pear before you to explain the circumstances 
leading to the decision to conduct the Urban 
Mass Transportation program at a $400 mil
lion level in fiscal year 1971. You h ave in
dicated that many of our Nat ion's governors, 
mayors, and the general public have ex
pressed their concerns to Congress about the 
funding levels for Urban Transportation 
programs for fiscal year 1971. It would appear 
that there are two causes behind t his con
cern: one is the authorization level of $3.1 
billion set in the Urban Mass Transportation 
Assistance Act of 1970 passed on October 15, 
1970; a second is the difference between the 
$600 million program level approved by the 
91st Congress shortly before adjournment 
and the $400 million level for fiscal year 1971 
set in the President's 1972 budget. 

With regard to the $3.1 billion obligation 
authority, it is important to recognize that 
Congress made it very clear that this amount 
would be applied over a five-year period 
commencing in fiscal year 1971 and extending 
through fiscal year 1975, and that these 
moneys would be programmed in a.n orderly 
fashion consistent with good management. 

At this time I would like to discuss the 
three primary factors which infiuenced our 
decision to conduct this program ait the level 
indicated in the President's 1972 budget. 

Firstly, it must be recognized that until 
January 2, 1971 the Urban Mass Transporta
tion program level for fiscal year 1971 was 
$214 million. This $214 mlllion figure was 
the limitation imposed by the continuing 
resolution then in effect, which was based on 
the action of the Congress in providing the 
Department's appropriations for fiscal year 
1970 which included an advance appropria
tion to UMTA for fiscal year 1971. By law the 
UMTA program could not exceed this limita
tion until further action of Congress author
ized a higher program level. 
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This action was not finally taken until 

January 2 , 1971, with the enactment of the 
current Joint Resolution (P.L. 91- 645, H.J. 
Res. 1421), which provided continuing ap
propriations for the Department of Trans
portation. It had the effect of raising the 
UMTA program limitation for 1971 to $600 
million. In brief, the Urban Mass Transporta
tion program was operated for the first six 
months of fiscal year 1971 at the required 
level of $214 million for the fiscal year. 

Secondly, the Urban Mass Transportation 
Assistance Act of 1970 also requir,ed the De
partment to initiate several new major pro
cedural steps in the approval of projects. 
These included, most significantly, a require
ment that public hearings be held and the 
establishment of additional safeguards relat
ing to environmental quality. Pending the 
passage of this Act, it was impossible to fore
cast the outcome of these various a.m.end
ments and consequently there was some 
delay in t he filing of final applications with 
the Administration by the state and local 
authorities and in the subsequent processing 
of these applications. The review of these 
applications has since been further delayed, 
in many instances, due to the insufficiency 
of the environmental data submitted. In 
these cases, the applicant has had to gather 
more information, such as comments by the 
State governments, and in many cases has 
been instructed to hold public hearings. In 
addition, the Administration must coordinate 
the final application with other Federal 
agencies pursuant to the provision of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Assistance Act 
of 1970. It also should be noted that Federal 
and Departmental guidelines on the Na
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 were 
not finalized until shortly before the Urban 
Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 1970 
became law. 

In summary, the need to educate appli
cants, and to familiarize ourselves, on the 
procedural requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act and the new public 
hearing requirement in the amended Urban 
Mass Transportation Act, have slowed down 
the submission of applications and increased 
the time necessary to process them. 

Finally, we must point out that personnel 
resources available to the Urban Mass Trans
portation Administration have been too few 
in number. The testimony of the Department 
before the Appropriations Committees, in 
connection with the 1971 budget, clearly in
dicated that a significant increase in staff 
was needed not only for the 1971 program 
then authorized, but also for the expanded 
program proposed under the Urban Mass 
Transportation Legislation which was under 
consideration by the Congress at that time. 
Since we have been operating under the 
usual form of continuing resolutions it has 
not been possible to obtain the staff resources 
requested in the 1971 budget. On January 2, 
1971, enactment of P.L. 91-645 permitted the 
addition of staff resources needed for the 
$214 million program level. The staffing prob
lem should be alleviated through the pro
posed 1971 supplemental appropriation for 
UMTA set forth in the President's budget for 
1972. Thus, the timing of the passage of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 
1970 and the lack of authority to hire a suf
ficient number of employees hampered our 
ability to properly process, review and ap
prove applications for a program level of 
more than $400 million in fiscal year 1971. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, it was our 
considered judgment that in view of the fore
going a program level of $400 mililon was our 
best estimate of program level that could 
be orderly achieved during fiscal year 1971. 

That concludes my prepared statement and 
at this time I shall be pleased to answer any 
questions which the Committee may have. 

STAT;EMENT OF CASPAR W. WEINBERGER, DEPUTY 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND 
BUDGET, BEFORE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
HOUSING AND URBAN AFFAIBS OF THE COM
MITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS, MARCH 4, 1971 
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com

mittee, I welcome this opportunity to appear 
before the Committee to describe the Ad
ministration's plans for funding the housing, 
urban development, and mass transit pro
grams for the remainder of fiscal year 1971. 
As you know, the essential figures are pre
sented in the 1972 Budget recently submitted 
to the Congress, but I hope today that we 
wm be able to explain the detailed plans for 
these programs to the Committee, the rea
sons why we have settled on the specific 
levels proposed in the Budget as appropriate, 
and resolve any other issues that you may be 
in doubt about concerning these programs. 

Secretary Romney and Under Secretary 
Beggs have statements dealing With the 
specific programs in their respective depart
ments. I thought it would be most helpful 
to the Committee if I, instead of echoing 
what they will say, outlined the legal author
ity that prompted the Administration to 
adopt these particular funding levels, which 
in some instances are below the amounts of 
funds actually authorized and appropriated 
by the Congress. Then I will briefly review 
the general economic circumstances of this 
fiscal year which make it necessary for us, 
relying on these authorities, to limit the 
funding levels for the programs in question 
as we have done. 

AUTHORITIES 
I believe it is important at the outset to 

bear in mind that there ls no requirement 
that every dollar appropriated by the Con
gress be used by the Executive Branch. As 
President Roosevelt stated nearly 30 years 
ago, the mere fact that Congress had made 
available specified sums for various programs 
is "not a mandate that such funds be fully 
expended." 

Similarly, in 1950 the House Appropria
tions Committee emphasized the fa.ct that 
appropriations do not place a floor under 
Government spending. On the contrary, as 
the Committee stated, the appropriation of 
a given amount for a particular activity con
stitutes only a ceiling upon the amount 
which should be expended. 

The foregoing expressions are reflected in 
section 3679 of the Revised Statutes-the so
ca.lled "Antldeficlency Act" (31 U.S.C. 665). 
Since the turn of the century, this statute 
has required that appropriations be sub
divided so as to insure that agencies would 
not enter into commitments in excess of 
the amounts appropriated. In 1950, it was 
strengthened by the addition of provisions 
for central management of appropriations of 
the Executive Branch. These provisions in
clude the specific authority to establish 
reserves in particular circumstances to: 

1. Provide for contingencies, and 
2. Provide for savings when savings are 

made possible by ( 1) changes in require
ments, (2) greater efficiency of operations, or 
(3) other developments subsequent to the 
date when the appropriation was made avail
able. 

At the present time, the authority which is 
being exercised when funds are reserved un
der the Antideficiency Act is the authority 
of the President. He has, however, delegated 
this authority to the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget. 

In addition to the specific statutory au
thority provided by the Antideficiency Act, 
authority for the President to establish 
reserves is derived basically from the Con
st! tutional provisions (Article II, section 1) 
which vest the Executive power in the Prest-

dent. In addition to the President's general 
responsibility as Chief Executive there may 
be involved his specific functions as Com
mander-in-Chief, h_ls responsibilities with 
respect to the conduct of foreign Rffairs, and 
the requirement that he "take care that the 
laws be faithfully executed." 

Further, the President, in the exercise of 
his authority as Chief Executive, must be 
concerned with all the laws, not simply with 
those laws which appropriate funds or which 
authorize the making of appropriations for 
particular programs. The President must, 
for example, bear in mind that the Congress 
has placed a limit upon the public debt and 
that expenditures must be managed in such 
a fashion that the limit will not be exceeded. 
In addition, as is the case in the current 
fiscal year, the President may be confronted 
with specific limitations upon expenditures 
and he may from time to time be obliged 
to impose restrictions upon certain programs 
in order to insure that such limitations are 
not exceeded. Finally, mention should be 
made of the Employment Act of 1946, which 
declares it to be " ... the continuing policy 
and responsibility of the Federal Govern
ment to use all practicable means consistent 
with its needs and obligations and other es
sential considerations of national policy ... 
to promote maximum employment, produc
tion, and purchasing power." (emphasis 
added.) In the past, actions have been taken 
to restrict Government spending in order 
to resist inflationary pressures. For exam
ple, President Johnson in September 1966, 
ordered substantial cutbacks in appropria
tions in an effort to stabilize the economy. 

Subsequently, action taken by the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget and the Secre
tary of Transportation-pursuant to Presi
dent Johnson's September order-to reduce 
obligations against Federal-aid highway 
funds was upheld by Attorney General Clark 
in a published opinion of February 25, 1967. 

These are the most important authorities 
which enable and, in m 3.ny circumstances, 
require the President t o withhold or defer 
the expenditure of appropriated funds. 

RESTRICTIONS ON SPENDING IN FISCAL 1971 

In the economic and fiscal environment 
of fiscal 1971, several situations or condi
tions have existed which make the reserva
tion of some appropriations a virtual neces
sity. 

Budget deficits and the debt limit 
We estimate that the 1971 budget deficit 

will be $18.6 billion, which will make neces
sary an increase in the debt limit. Though 
we have asked that the debt ceiling be in
creased, it should be recognized that the ex
isting ceiling represents a legal constraint 
which must be accepted. The President has 
the responsibility to live within that con
straint and to keep his requests for increases 
to a minimum. In doing this, he needs the 
ability to exercise spending restraint, and 
budgetary reserves are required as one means 
of helping accomplish this objective. As a 
result of the Congress' failure to enact Ad
ministration proposals for raising revenues, 
its mandated increases in spending above 
the President's budget, its failure to enact 
recommended economy measures, and gen
eral economic conditions, throughout fiscal 
1971 we have been extremely close to the 
debt ceiling, as indicated by our two requests 
for increases. 

Statutory outlay ceilings 
The executive is also required to control 

the use of funds if he is to comply with the 
existing statutory ceiling on spending. The 
statutory ceiling on 1971 budget outlays 
(established in the Second Supplemental 

Appropriations Act for 1970, P.L. 91-305) ls 
fixed at the February 1970 estimate of out
lays adjusted by the effects of congressional 
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action and limited revisions in the estimates 
of uncontrollable payments. To determine 
the required for the effects of congressional 
action. This itask is doubly difficult this 
fiscal year, when the Congress enacted most 
of the regular appropriation bills after No
vember 1. In fact, the Congress has not com
pleted its actions affecting 1971 outlays. The 
Transportation appropriation bill for fiscal 
year 1971 has not yet been enacted, and action 
must also be taken on a number of supple
mentals. The latter include $4.6 billion in pay 
raises approved under legislation passed last 
session for which appropriations have not 
yet been made. 

If the Congress decides that more of that 
increase should be absorbed than assumed in 
our estimates, then the outlay ceiling would 
be reduced, even though actual outlays 
would not necessarily change. In setting par
ticular agency outlay ceilings and projected 
program levels, we must take into account 
such possibilities for differing congressional 
actions. 

Another reason for providing some leeway 
in setting agency outlay ceilings is the wide 
range of uncertainty in uncontrollable pro
grams-not all of which are covered by ad
justments permitted under the existing ceil
ing. Estimates for such programs are highly 
speculative. Even for those uncontrollable 
programs designated in the Act, 1971 outlays 
are currently estimated to exceed the original 
ceiling by $4.0 billion of the $4.5 billion ad
justment allowed by the law. 

The 1971 outlay estimates included in the 
January budget fall short of the estimated 
outlay ceiling by only $1.7 billion. In devel
oping plans to live within the statutory ceil
ing for 1971, we considered it prudent man
agement to provide some contingency for the 
uncertainty associated with outlay estimates. 
In our opinion, the $1.7 billion difference be
tween the January estimates for the outlay 
ceiling and total outlays represents a prudent 
amount when compared with the uncertainty 
involved. 

Combating inflation 
Currently, the Nation is suffering an in

flation that is in large part a legacy of ex
cessive Federal spending during fiscal years 
1966 to 1968, when the economy was other
wise fully employed. It has been the respon
sibility of this Administration-legally, as 
well as a matter of sound public policy-to 
conduct its affairs in a manner that would 
help bring the inflation under control. And 
fiscal prudence, including, where necessary, 
the withholding of appropriated funds, is a 
necessary part of carrying out this responsi
bility. 

Of course, a balance must be struck be
tween bringing inflation under control and 
meeting other national needs. One way of 
doing this is by being selective in applying 
fiscal restraint. For this reason, most of the 
funds withheld-and those in which this 
Committee has expressed an interest-are in 
construction programs. 

The gross national product deflator, our 
most comprehensive measure of prices, in
creased at about 1.5 % per year from 1960-65, 
by 4 % in 1968, and by 5 % in 1970. The com
parable rates of increase for construction 
costs were 3.1 % , 4 .8 % , and 7 % , respectively. 
These higher increases for construction, to
gether with the threat of a continued strong 
rise as a result of sharply higher wage settle
ments-medium first-year wage increases 
negotiated under major collective bargaining 
agreements during the first 9 months of 
1970 were 15.7 % in the construction field
explain both the higher reserves for Federal 
construction progra.ms and the President's 
recent action in suspending the Davis-Bacon 
Act. 

Fiscal stabilization 
The President has made the full-employ

ment budget concept the centerfold of his 
economic stabilization policy. He must be 
allowed the reasonable powers necessary to 

implement that policy. Full-employment re
ceipts in 1971 exceed projected outlays. The 
1972 margin is even thinner, being approxi
mately in balance on a full-employment 
basis. Higher outlays could destroy the full
employment balance and lead the economy 
once again down the road to inflation. The 
President should-and, consistent with other 
national needs and the general welfare, 
must-have the power to try to prevent such 
a happening, and to see that fiscal policy is 
consistent with orderly, non-inflationary 
economic expansion. 

These are the general economic considera
tions which prompted reserving or deferring 
the expenditure of funds appropriated for 
these programs, in accordance with the 
authorities I have described. 

I hope that this general review has proven 
helpful to the Committee. Secretary Romney 
and Under Secretary Beggs will speak specif
ically about the decisions affecting housing, 
urban development, and mass transit funds. 

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question on the reso
lution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the consideration of the 
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 468) making 
certain further continuing appropria
tions for the fiscal year 1971, and for 
other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
California. 

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 joint resolution House 
Joint Resolution 468, with Mr. PRICE of 
Illinois in the Chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

By unanimous consent, the first read
ing of the joint resolution was dispensed 
with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. McFALL) 
will be recognized for 1% hours, and the 
gentleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
CONTE) will be recognized for 1% hours. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the parliamentary sit
uation leading to the consideration of 
this legislation by the Committee of the 
Whole at this time was discussed ade
quately under the rule, but I would like 
just briefly to remind the Members of 
that situation. 

The joint resolution now being con
sidered by the Committee is relatively 
straightforward. It is to supply funds to 
continue through June 30, 1971, those 
projects and activities normallly pro
vided foc in the Department of Trans
portation and related agencies appropri-
ations bill. 

There is only one item in the resolu
tion on which there is any controversy, 
and that is the supersonic transPort. At 
the last session, as the members of the 

Committee will recall, H.R. 17755, the 
Department of Tran.sportation and re
lated agencies appropriations bill for 
fiscal year 1971 died after the Senate 
tabled the conference report on the bill. 
In order to enable the Department of 
Transportation to continue its opera
tions, House Joint Resolution 1421 was 
introduced and enacted. Under that reso
lution, all of the activities provided for 
in H.R. 17755 were allowed to be con
tinued until March 30, 1971, at the con
ference funding levels passed by the 
House last December 15. 

For all activities, except for the super
sonic transport, the joint resolution now 
being considered merely continues the 
rate of operations approved in the House 
Joint Resolution 1421 from March 30 
until the end of the current fiscal year. 
There should be no controversy on these 
activities. The House has already had the 
opportunity to act on these funding levels 
two times. On December 15, 1970, the 
conference report on H.R. 17755 was ap
proved by a vote of 319 to 71, and on 
December 31, House Joint Resolution 
1421, was approved by a vote of 180 to 37. 

Mr. Chairman, this resolution makes 
no changes in the levels approved on 
those dates except in the case of the 
supersonic transport. 

The resolution itself is divided into 
three parts. The first section which I 
have discussed provides for the regular 
appropriations for the Department of 
Transportation in accordance with the 
conference agreement ratified, as I said, 
on December 15, 1970. 

The second section provides for the 
funding of the SST, specifically $289,-
965,000; or, for convenience, I suppose 
everyone will refer to it as $290 million. 

This contrasts with the $210 million 
rate provided by the 91st Congress up to 
March 30. 

The third section provides for a limita
tion, for the first time, on SST funds to 
make certain the intent of the Congress 
that this development program is to pro
duce two prototypes and is not to finance 
production. Production financing is a sep
arate matter to be determined at a later 
date. The production of commercial SST 
airplanes would be after the construction 
and testing of the two prototypes. The 
only authority we intend that anyone in 
the Government should have is for the 
construction and testing of those pro
totypes, not for the production of any 
commercial airplanes. 

For the information of Members, the 
details of the appropriation provided for 
in section 1 are printed in the hearings. 
If Members desire to look up any of the 
important parts of that, they will find 
tr.em in the first part of the hearings. 

We do mention in the report some of 
the larger matters acted upon. Page 3 of 
that report shows the commitment of 
this committee and the Congress to the 
development of other forms of trans
portation. 

We point out the funds that we have 
just discussed, the $600 million for mass 
transportation. Members will recall, I 
believe, that the House passed an au
thorization for 5 years for urban mass 
transportation, of $3.1 billion. We in the 
conference committee made the initial 
year $600 million. 



6818 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 17, 1971 

The CHAIRMAN. The time yielded by 
the gentleman from California has ex-
pired. . Id 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I y1e 
myself 5 additional minutes. 

so we feel there has been an adequate 
amount of funds for urba~ mass t~ans
portation in accordance with the will of 
the House, at least, for the fiscal year 
1971. 

I would like to comment on the devel
o})ment of the testimony on the super
sonic transport. We held 4 days of open 
hearings, where everyone had an oppor
tunity to state his case both for and 
against the supersonic transPQrt. 

The most important thing about the 
testimony was t.he satisfactory ans~ers 
received on the environmental question. 
You will notice in the debate today and 
tomorrow the shift in the arguments of 
those who oppose the continuation of 
the SST program from the envirc;m
rr_ental question to one of eco~omics. 
Both in the minority views which are 
included in the report and in the hear
ings in the other body you will find this 
switch of emphasis. Summarized on page 
5 is some of the pertinent information 
on the environmental questions. In the 
hearings beginning on page 594, are an
swers to many of the questions of how 
the SST will affect the environment. The 
most spectacular new development is the 
improvement in engine noise. Prior to 
production there will be an improved en
gine for the SST which will meet the 
FAA noise standards for the new four
engine subsonic transports. This new en
gine will enable the SST to meet the 108 
decibel requirement, and the SST will 
be quieter than the present large sub
sonic jets. 

There are still some questions to be 
answered, as you will notice from the 
testimony. Programs to develop the an
swers are forthcoming, and these an
swers will be obtained in the next 2 years 
while we are building the two prototype 
airplanes. However, most significant was 
the statement of one of the distinguished 
scientists who appeared before our com
mittee. While it is in the report, I would 
like to read for emphasis. The report 
says: 

Just as the work on the environmental 
problems must go forward, the committee 
feels that the prototype construction must 
also continue. As Dr. William Kellogg, Asso
ciate Director, National Center for Atmos
pheric Research and Chairman of the Cli
matic Effects Working Group for the Study 
of Critical Environmental Problems (SCEP) 
stated: 

"I am very much disturbed over recent 
gross exaggerations and scientific mis-state
ments regarding the SST's potentially harm
ful effects upon the atmosphere and man's 
environment. Last August a group of sci
entists at the MIT Summer Study stated that 
there are indeed environmental uncertain
ties, caused in no little pa.rt by gaps in avail
able information, which require additional 
research in order that they may be resolved. 
I pointed out at that time and want to 
strongly reaffirm that there is no environ
mental reason to delay construction of the 
two prototype SST's. 

"It is my profound hope that the U.S. 
Congress will not be mislead by these exag
gerations or by scientific mis-statements. Dr. 
Ed David's statement, which Dr. Walter Rob
erts and I strongly endorse, says it well: 
"Let's not suppress technological advances 
but through research, development and ex-

perimentation make sure that those advances 
are obtained without undesirable side ef
fects." I support a vigorous environmental 
research program in parallel with prototype 
SST construction. Don't downgrade the abil-
1rtiy of American scientists 1and engineers to 
apply their genius to the successful resolu
tion of uncertainty." 

All of us here share the concern of 
the Nation to protect our environment. 
The majority of the full Committee on 
Appropriations of this House believes 
that the program as it is now consti
tuted will do exactly that. 

Now, the opposition has shifted to the 
economics and there are distinguished 
economist~ on both sides of the question. 
I am sure that the gentleman from Illi
nois (Mr. YATES), who will follow in thls 
discussion, will present a number of those 
statements, and I shall have some fur
ther statements later which will, I think, 
provide the other side of the argument. 
Many of those being quoted die'! not come 
before our subcommittee. Those argu
ments were made in the other body, and 
if they are going to be made here on the 
floor of the House, then we will have some 
statements in opposition to them. 

I would like to summarize the SST 
funding and costs. The total Government 
share of the program will be $1,342 mil
lion. Money obligated as of March 30, 
taxpayers' money, is $864 million. Private 
spending in this partnership between the 
Government and the manufacturers and 
the airlines amounts to $246 million to 
date $164 million by the manufacturers 
and '$82 million by the airlines, includ
ing some $22 million that they :t:ave de
posited with the Government which they 
will eventually get back if we should 
r .. ot go ahead with the program. 

I would also point out that if the pro
gram is stopped there would be penalties 
in the amount of $97 million. In addi
tion there would be the repayment of the 
$22 million to the airlines. So the cost, 
in a sense, would amount to $119 million. 
Thus the investment of the Federal Gov
ernm~nt to stop this program, without 
any results, would be close to $1 billion. 
The total amount lost to the Government 
and to the private sector would be $1.11 
billion. 

What we are considering today and to
morrow is whether to finish the program 
and to have two prototype SST's flying 
and also to answer the environmental 
questions. 

The amount for fiscal year 1971 that 
we are actually considering now is $134 
million. In 1972 the level will be $235 
million and so on down the line. 

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

Mr. McFALL. I am glad to yield to the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to commend the statement which the 
gentleman has just made. As I see it, he 
has presented a compelling argument for 
the continuation of the supersonic trans
port program. 

It seems to me that the argument 
in favor of the program now is much 
stronger than it was last year. 

The main argument against it, prior 
to a few weeks ago, was the environ
mental argument. That argument has 
been demolished apparently, although 

there may be some questions to be 
answered during the prototype program. 

But, Mr. Chairman, it would seem to 
me a great mistake, inasmuch as we have 
an investment already of over $800 mil
lion in this program-it would be most 
unwise to cancel the program at this 
stage especially in view of the fact that 
the overall cost to us would be about 
$1 billion, including cancellation costs, 
and then we would virtually have noth
ing at all to show for our investment. 
But if we go ahead and expend a total of 
about $1.3 billion then we will have two 
prototypes. 

I think we all to some extent have been 
skeptical about the future of the pro
gram. Nobody can guarantee it today. 
Certainly I would not propose to guar
antee that the program is going to be a 
howling success but, regardless of that, it 
would seem unwise for this Nation and 
for this Government and for this Con
gress to try to chop the program off now 
without finding out the answers to these 
questions. 

The gentleman from California has 
many other arguments in connection 
with the whole program on the super
sonic transport, but I would feel that any 
Member, regardless of whether he is 
skeptical as to the long-range outlook 
for the SST, would feel compelled to 
agree that we should at least complete 
the two prototypes and know whether or 
not we want to go into competition with 
Russia, with France, and with England, 
in the field of the supersonic transport. 
It just seems to me that the arguments 
are compelling, and I again want to 
commend the gentleman for his state
ment, and also to commend the gentle
man for the type of hearing that was 
conducted in connection with this leg
islation. 

I think the only problem really before 
us-and I think that we should vote for 
the SST by a wider margin than last 
year-is the matter of transmitting to 
the Members of the House all of the facts, 
and all of the new developments that 
were brought out during the hearings on 
this bill. 

Again I thank the gentleman for yield
ing. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has again expired. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree with my chair
man, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
MA:ION) and I appreciate his statement. 

I would say that when we co:ri.sider the 
economics there are arguments on both 
sides. There are economists who will 
come in and say one thing and then 
there are economists who will come in 
and say another. I suppose that every 
Congressman and every man on the 
street is his own economist in a sense. 
Some economists will tell you one thing 
today, and then come in tomorrow and 
tell you exactly the opposite with all 
good grace, and a straight face. I do not 
doubt that that there are economic argu
ments, but I think that there are eco
nomic arguments on each side. They do 
not contain the emotion, though, that 
the environmental arguments do. I am 
glad that the chairman has pointed out 
the difference in the environment argu
ments and economics. 
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Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

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

from Washington. 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I just 

want to take a minute to commend the 
gentleman from Calif omia who is the 
chairman of the subcommittee that 
heard this matter, as one who sat 
through and watched the hearings, I 
want to say that they were excellent open 
adversary hearings. I happen to know 
that the gentleman in the well, Mr. Mc
FALL, made available to the opponents in 
this case, any time that they wanted to 
call witnesses, made very certain that any 
witnesses for the opponents whom they 
wanted to appear could appear, and in 
fact made efforts to invite opposition 
witnesses to be certain both sides were 
represented. 

I would hope that during the course of 
the debate we would stay with the testi
mony that we have before the commit
tee, because certainly both the people 
involved in the environment and in the 
economics in this case were brought be
fore the committee on both sides, and 
were cross examined. Letters are far less 
effective than the type of committee 
hearings that the gentleman conducted. 
Since there is no cross examination and 
no chance to compare facts by rebuttal. 

Again I compliment the gentleman for 
conducting these hearings in such an 
excellent fashion. 

Mr. McFALL. I thank the gentleman. 
I think the hearings were good. I think 
what made the hearings good was that 
all of the members of the subcommittee 
were there and participating. 

The gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
YATES), has made a monumental contri
bution not only during the most recent 
testimony before the committee, but in 
the past he has been the leading critic 
of the supersonic transport. Perhaps we 
will have to say that some of the prog
ress on the SST has come about as a 
result of the criticism of the gentleman 
from Illinois and others. Perhaps all of 
us, including the gentleman from Illi
nois, can share some of the credit for 
this. 

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

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

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding, and I also W81llt 
to thank the gentleman for his gracious 
comments on the part I played during 
the hearings on the SST. 

I also want to join in the statement 
that was made by the gentleman from 
Washington <Mr. ADAMS) . The gentle
man in the well, the gentleman from 
California <Mr. McFALL), could not have 
been more fair, could not have been more 
gracious, could not have been more thor
ough in seeking to bring out the facts 
relating to the supersonic transport in 
our hearings. 

It was a pleasure to be on the same 
committee with him and it is a pleasure 
to be serving with him on this subcom
mittee. I look forward to continued serv
ice and cooperation with him after this 
SST fight is over. 

Mr. McFALL. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like t;o make a 

few comments about economic maroters 

that are before the House--the bread and 
butter arguments. 

There are 13,000 direct jobs involved 
in this program right now and I know 
that those who are directly affected by 
those jobs will be before this body to 
discuss them. There can be as many as 
50,000 direct jobs in the building of a 
successful production SST and perhaps 
the total employment would be 150,000 
jobs over the life of the program. 

Boeing has seven major airframe sub
contractors throughout the country and 
they have 350 suppliers in 40 States. Gen
eral Electric has 2,000 suppliers in 38 
States. 

There is a balance-of-payments con
sideration which will be discussed today 
or tomorrow. Much of the balance-of
payments argument is dependent upon 
whether or not we go ahead with the 
production of the SST, whether or not 
the Concorde is successful and whether 
or not we have a second generation 
Concorde. 

There could be a balance-of-payment 
benefit from $17 to $22 billion and per
haps even $30 billion if you go all the 
way up en the projection. 

I would say, however, that this air
plane we are considering is not some 
kind of toy. It will be a most productive 
airplane. It will be the most productive 
airplane ever considered by the Ameri
can people. It will be twice as productive 
as the 747. 

Well, I would hope that our present 
economic recession or malaise or what
ever you ref er to it as will not continue 
for the next 8 years. When we discuss 
the SST we are looking 8 years into the 
future transportation demands of this 
country and the world. By the 1980's we 
will need an airplane like the SST. We 
believe it will be productive and that it 
can be built with private financing. There 
are three banks in New York that will, 
they say, provide the kind of financing 
necessary to do the job, providing, of 
course, the airlines and manufacturers 
are nealthy. The SST will be economi
cally viable and will be a transportation 
asset to the world. 

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

Mr. McFALL. J yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. I think 
the gentleman has made a very good 
point. I think many people are under the 
impression that this plane is going to 
be available tomorrow or the day after 
tomorrow and they say that we do not 
need to fly to London in 2 hours and 
that it is good enough to fly over there 
in 6 hours. We are talking about a plane 
for 10 or 15 or 20 years from now. We 
try to provide second generation mili
tary weapons. We develop new automo
biles for the future so we certainly ought 
to develop new aircraft for the future. 
Would not the gentleman agree? 

Mr. McFALL. I agree with the gentle
man and thank him for the observation, 
which I think is a good one. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the question of Gov
ernment funding for the SST program 
is one of the most difficult issues I have 
wrestled with in my 12 years in Congress. 

The Transportation Subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Appropriations 
held 4 days of exhaustive heairings and 
compiled a lengthy, detailed ·record. As 
ranking minority member of that sub
committee, I was determined to cross
examine every witness and explore every 
issue with all the diligence and persist
ence I could muster. Believe me, it was 
a long and hard 4 days. 

I wish I could say that this probing 
convinced me that Government support 
of the SST program was either absolute
ly right or absolutely wrong. To my mind, 
this is not a black and white proposi
tion. Strong arguments have been made 
on both sides of this complex and con
troversial issue. Some of my colleagues 
are completely convinced of the merits of 
the program. Others are equally firm in 
their conviction that it must be stopped
and stopped immediately. 

Having weighed all the arguments and 
all the issues, I have decided that I can
not in good conscience support further 
Government funding of the SST pro
gram. I, therefore, will vote no and can 
only recommend to my colleagues that 
they make up their minds about the 
merits of this program in this same man
ner: carefully examine all the issues and 
then vote on the basis of their :.nnermost 
convictions. 

As far as the environmental issue is 
concerned, it became perfectly clear in 
the hearings that building and testing 
the two prototypes will pose no threat to 
the environment. Gary Soucie of the 
Friends of the Earth stated as much to 
the committee. 

Another witness, Dr. William Kellogg, 
of the National Center for Atmospheric 
Research, reported that preliminary 
studies regarding the climatic impact of 
large-scale SST operations show a neg
ligible increase in carbon dioxide. Par
ticles added to the stratosphere could 
have a small but possibly measurable 
effect on stratospheric temperatures 
during periods of low volcanic activity 
but little or no influence on surface tem
peratures. Ozone in the atmosphere could 
decrease by 1 or 2 percent, but, in his 
opinion, this would have a trivial effect 
on ultraviolet radiation reaching the 
ground. 

Dr. Leo Beranek of the SST Com
munity Noise Advisory Committee testi
fied that there does not appear to be any 
technical reasons why an SST cannot 
be built which will meet the noise stand
ards of the Federal Aviation Administra
tion for subsonic planes-108 EPNdb-
effective perceived noise in decibels. Sonic 
booms should be no problem since the 
Department of Transportation indicates 
that the SST will not be allowed to fly 
supersonically over land areas of the 
United States. As for supersonic flights 
over water, present evidence indicates 
that effects below the surface would not 
be significant. 

On the basis of this and other testi
mony, I am convinced there is no en
vironmental basis for delaying the SST 
program to develop two prototypes. As 
.for large-scale operations, preliminary 
research indicates that such would be en
vironmentally safe. However more re
search is needed and is being conducted. 
Clear-cut results of this research should 
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be available before a decision on full
scale production has to be made. 

Mr. Chairman, I am casting my vote 
against the program because I do not 

-believe the Federal Government should 
be financing the development of the SST. 
In my 12 years in the Congress, I have 
been in the forefront of many a fight 
against subsidies. I need only mention my 
efforts to limit farm subsidy payments. 

As I see it, the same principle is at 
stake here. If the supersonic transport 
program has merit, it should stand on its 
own. If it is an economically profitable 
venture as its supporters claim, it should 
be financed by private industry-and not 
by the Federal Government. A basic tenet 
of the free enterprise system is involved 
here. As Princeton economics Prof. W. J. 
Baumol points out, the logic of the free 
enterprise system dictates that a new 
product is worth producing if its poten
tial demand is sufficient to cover its cost 
and provide an attractive return to capi
tal invested in it. Capital will pour in to 
take advantage of profit opportunities 
and Government funding becomes un
necessary. I see no reason why this anal
ysis should not apply to the SST. 

It has been said that the United States 
has been in the forefront of civilian 
aerospace technology and that we must 
maintain our lead. Supporters of the 
SST project declare that England, 
France, and Russia are now providing 
direct financial support for similar proj
ects and that it is in our best interest 
to do the same thing. They declare that 
we must help our airline industry 
through its time of troubles so that it 
can ward off this threat that looms up 
against us from across the sea. 

My response to this argument is two
fold. First, I believe the alleged economic 
threat of foreign SST's is exaggerated. I 
have seen the Anglo-French Concorde 
and I have grave doubts about its eco
nomic viability. It has a very narrow 
shell, only two lavatories, and no kitchen 
facilities. With two seats on each aisle, it 
is likely that the plane will be entirely 
first class and thus will not attract much 
of the tourist traveling public. Because 
of its seating capacity of 110 or less, it 
will have to fly at full capacity on every 
flight to operate profitably. This is an 
almost impossible assumption. 

French National Assemblyman Jean'
Jacques Servan-Schreiber has termed 
the plane a commercial and financial 
disaster. To use his words: 

The European SST looks to us, on this 
side of the Atlantic, like an industrial Viet
nam.. 

He pointed out that every cost analy
sis of the Concorde has proved to be 
wrong. In fact, the cost of the plane has 
multiplied four times above the initial 
evaluations. It comes as no surprise to 
me that not a single U.S. airline has 
as yet made a definite, firm commitment 
to purchase the Concorde. 

As for the Soviet TU-144, I consider it 
most unlikely that any Western demo
cratic country would purchase a Rus
sian-made plane since its airlines would 
not want to be dependent for spare parts 
and replacement models on a totali
tarian country which can turn foreign 
trade on and off for political reasons. 

My second point is this. Assuming ar
guendo that foreign SST's pose a threat 
to the already financially troubled U.S. 
air industry, I see no reason to single 
out this industry for preferential treat
ment by the Government. 

There are industries in my district that 
desperately need help and money. As an 
example, the United States has been the 
leader in the heavy transformer field for 
years. That lead is being threatened by 
the dumping activities of France, Eng
land, Italy, Sweden, and Japan. To make 
matters worse, the TV A has purchased 
95 percent of its transformers from for
eign countries, rather than from domes
tic sources. Our domestic companies want 
to produce a better transformer. But 
they are being hurt by foreign compe
tition. If something is not done soon, 
they will not be able to plow any more 
money into research and development. 
Without this necessary activity, they 
will not be able to keep pace with these 
foreign countries. Yet they are not run
ning to the Federal Government to seek 
research and development funds. Is it 
not just as vital to maintain our heavy 
transformer industry as it is to maintain 
our air industry? 

The economic problems that cur
rently beset the air industry bring me to 
another consideration. I am not at all 
convinced that the industry will be able to 
secure private financing for the produc
tion phase of the SST program. Last year 
U.S. airlines suffered a $170 million loss. 
Future passenger growth is uncertain. 
At the same time they are heavily com
mitted to purchasing large numbers of 
new, jumbo-sized aircraft. All this leads 
me to conclude that there is a very real 
possibility that the industry will come 
back to us when the time comes to se
cure funds for large-scale production of 
of supersonic transports. The probability 
that the Government will recover its in
vestment in the program would become 
even more remote. 

To conclude, if the SST project is an 
economically viable program, it should be 
nurtured and supported by private in
dustry-not the Federal Government. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. CONTE. Very briefly I yield to the 

gentleman. 
Mr. YATES. I would say this, that I 

would consider it a 'breach of duty by 
the members of the Civil Aeronautics 
Board if they permitted American air
lines to buy the Concorde in view of the 
testimony that has been given to our 
committee, and other facts that the Con
corde will have operating costs twice 
those of the 747 and will operate at a loss. 
The CAB should consider most seriously 
the objections raised in the letter from 
Reuben B. Robertson III to Chairman 
Secor Browne of the CAB, dated March 
12, 1971, as follows: 

MARCH 12, 1971. 
Hon. SECORD. BROWNE, 
Chairman, Civil Aeronautics Board, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BROWNE: In the past year 
the U.S. airline industry suffered unprece
dented losses aggregating $155 m1llion. Fares 
have risen steeply during the past two years 
and are under increasingly severe pressure 
Jor further increases; meanwhile traffic 
.growth has been stultified and even reversed. 

The new fleets of wide-bodied jets as well as 
conventional jet transports are flying half 
full at best, based on seating configurations 
far below optimum, when they are flying at 
all; most of the time they are standing idle 
in the carriers' hangars or parking areas. 
Interest rates on unconditionally guaranteed 
airline loans, secured by mortgages on their 
new aircraft, have risen to 11 % and higher, 
roughly double the present prime interest 
rate. In the past 3 years, the airlines have 
paid about a billion dollars for the use of 
borrowed funds, roughly the cost of 45 Boeing 
747's. As a. result, the industry's leading com
panies are under a critical liquidity strain, 
with some of the largest carriers now reduced 
to a. cash position of only a few million 
dollars. 

The airlines have largely attempted to pass 
off the blame for these conditions onto 
others-for example, on consumers who are 
accused of not flying enough, .lnd the CAB 
for not permitting enough fare increases. 
The facts remain, however, as a. general in
dictment of the wisdom, prudence and com
petence of airline management throughout 
the industry. The adverse financial condi
tions in the industry stem directly from man
agement policies to engage in wastefUl and 
destructive cost competition and the excep
tionally poor planning and traffic projections 
done prior to the introduction of Boeing 747 
fleets into service by many of the carriers. In 
addition, some of the airlines have diverted 
needed funds and resources into real estate, 
hotels and other enterprises unrelated to 
aviation, many of which incurred substantial 
losses or little or no profit. The major airlines 
have also made a variety of non-refundable 
development contributions to the Boeing SST 
program which are not even to be credited 
toward the purchase of that aircraft, if it is 
ever produced. and very likely will never be 
regained by the carriers. 

For its part, the Civil Aeronauti:is Board 
has failed to restrain or check the carriers 
in these policies and practices. 

Now, when management and regulatory 
errors have already brought the industry to 
its financial knees, it appears that the air
lines are intent upon performing a final act 
of corporate hari-karl. Specifically, several 
U.S. airlines are reportedly now preparing to 
bind themselves to the expenditure of more 
than 1.2 billion dollars, plus large but in
determinate financing costs, for the purchase 
of the Concorde supersonic transport which 
is being developed by Sud Aviation-France 
and British Aircraft Corporation, Ltd. 

There is incredibly little to recommend the 
procurement of the Concorde at this time. 
On the contrary, it appears that this acquisi
tion program is merely another phase of the 
equipment and seat war between the various 
major carriers which, rather than create any 
benefits for either consumers or the carriers, 
will contravene the basic policies of the Fed
eral Aviation Act. To name a few of the 
specific problems: 

Air fares will be increased. Not only will 
there be a necessary surcharge for fllghts on 
the Concorde itself, which will probably be 
in the range of 40 % or more of present first 
class fares even to achieve break-even opera
tions, but it is very likely that extreme finan
cial demands on the airlines will increase 
substantially their cash fl.ow requirements 
and inevitably lead to general fare increases. 

Inadequate traffic projections. The prob
lem of achieving accurate estimates of fu
ture demand for the Concorde is very serious, 
yet the importance of obtaining reliable 
projections is underscored by the experience 
with the untimely introduction of wide 
bodied jets into service. The best data avail
able from the Department of Transportation 
is fraught with uncertainties. The principal 
demand analysis was done for the FAA in 
1966 by the Institute for Defense Analysis. 
(The CAB did some work for this project on 
a subcontract basis.) This study, however, is 
generally regarded by economists as imprecise 
and unreliable due to the uncertainties in 
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values of various critical parameters. In 1969 
the IDA study was updated for the FAA by 
Charles River Associates who stated in trans
mitting their report that "a new demand 
study should be performed which would pro
vide more reliable estimates and validation 
(or rejection) of certain key assumptions in 
the IDA report. Such a study would require 
substantial effort, but if successful would 
eliminate many of the problems inherent in 
the IDA models." The CRA transmittal also 
observed that "economic analysis has gen
erally been given short shrift for a program 
of the magnitude of the SST." 

Environmental concerns. There are many 
unknowns in terms of how extensive SST 
commercial operations may affect the en
vironment. It iS clear, nevertheless, that Con
corde operations may be subjected to severe 
restrictions due to concerns about pollution 
and noise, and these restrictions may make 
its utilization impracticable. 

Safety concerns. There are many un
knowns regarding the safety of Concorde op
erations. One of the world's leading tech
nological experts on supersonic air trans
portation, Mr. Bo K. 0. Lundberg, director 
general of the Aeronautical Research Insti
tute of Sweden, has summarized some of the 
problems as follows: 

"The only thing that can be said-with 
almost one hundred per cent certainty
about the safety of the SST's and their op
eration is that they will be appreciably less 
safe than contemporary long-range subsonic 
airation. The reasons for this are mainly: 

"1. The multitude of radically new design 
features. 

"2. Aerodynamic heating effects on struc
tures and systems. 

"3. The almost complete lack of relevant 
military experience. 

"4. The 'ballistic' speed, which calls for 
very exact navigation and makes the crew 
virtually blind for collisions with 'weather' 
(e.g. hail or other formations of precipita
tion) and other aircraft. 

"5. The fact that deviations from the 
straight course full-optimal climb and cruise 
filght profile will result in a much greater in
crease in fuel consumption, which might 
critically encroach upon the fuel n -
serve. than for subsonic jets. This may lead 
to situations of conflict between the pilot, 
responsibile for keeping a safe fuel reserve. 
and Air Traffic Control. 

• • 
"These fundamental facts cannot be 

changed by statements, for instance by ICAO 
and IATA, that the SST's 'must have a 
safety at least equal to that of contemporary 
subsonic aircraft.' Assurances that SST's will 
be as safe as subsonic aircraft can be nothing 
but wishful thinking." Lundberg, Pros and 
Cons of Supersonic Aviation in Relation to 
Gains or Losses in the Combined Time/Com
fort Consideration, 68 Journal of The Royal 
Aeronautical Society 611, 618 (Sept. 1964). 

Although the CAB may assert that safety is 
principally the concern of other agencies 
such as the FAA, the Board does have an 
obligation to consider any such problems as 
may interfere with the aircrafts' operations 
or passenger acceptance, or may jeopardize 
the financial stability of the airlines. 

Inefficiency. As MIT economist Paul A. 
Samuelson recently testified before Congress, 
the Concorde is generally acknowledged to 
be a "lemon" by aerospace engineers. It is 
almost universally assumed to be substan
tially less efficient than other existing and 
projected commercial transports such as the 
wide bodied jets. The Concorde has severe 
and debilitating restrictions on range, and 
overland flight limitations will make optimal 
scheduling extremely difficult. The FAA has 
estimated that the Concorde's cost per seat 
mile, in the 3,000-4,000 mile distance bracket, 
will be about 2.80 cents, substantially above 
the comparative cost projections for the 747, 
the stretched DC-8-63 and even the Boeing 
SST. However, even very slight increases in 

the various elements of operating cost would 
make the Concorde prohibitively expensive to 
operate. For example, classification of Con
corde flight crews as radiation workers may 
result in substantial wage increases. 

Initial acquisition costs and terms. The 
Concorde is now projected to cost approxi
mately $30 million per aircraft, although the 
final price has not yet been fixed and un
doubtedly will be subject to various escala
tion provisions. The overall project cost has 
already escalated five times, from the $4-00 
million figure given in 1962 to the present $2 
billion projection. Recent experience with 
massive cost overruns in other aerospace pro
grams such as the C5A Galaxy transport, 
Sidewinder missile and the RB.211 engines 
underscores the importance and potential 
magnitude of this problem. 

Financing problems. Financing arrange
ments have not been made, nor is it clear 
that adequate sources of funds for this enor
mous procurement program can be found at 
acceptable terms. Financing burdens on the 
airlines arising from the Concorde procure
ment, could very conceivably lead to the 
financial collapse, forced merger or acquisi
tion of one or more of our major carriers. 

Competitive disadvantages. The Concorde 
is widely regarded as a "loser" within the air
line industry, of little or negative commer
cial and competitive value. Bo K. 0. Lund
berg has recently been quoted as stating 
that the Concorde will not be able to com
pete economically with subsonic jets, due to 
its substantially higher purchase costs per 
seat and higher operating costs per seat mile. 
In addition, enormous costs will be incurred 
by various governmental units in construc
tion of the new airport and navigational fa
cilities that will be required to accommodate 
the Concorde, and these costs may well be 
passed along, in whole or in part, to airline 
consumers in general. The fare increases 
associated with the Concorde's introduction 
into commercial service may also tend to 
reduce traffic and significantly hamper the 
growth of aviation. 

The airlines purchase of the Concorde to
day appears wholly frivolous in light of the 
still unanswered questions which were raised 
in the 1967 FAA "Economic Feasibility Re
port" on the United States' SST program: 

"Although the study was based on the best 
information and judgement available at 
this time, the large number of variables and 
areas of uncertainty involved in the analysis 
should be noted. Despite military experience 
with high-speed, high-performance aircraft, 
the development and production costs and 
thus the price of a commercial SST are major 
uncertainties. In addition, it has not yet been 
determined whether the aircraft will be 
permitted to fly at supersonic speeds over 
populated areas. Other major uncertainties 
include the preference of the traveler for 
speed as opposed to fare savings, in the event 
the SST's operating costs should require 
higher fares than for competing aircraft, and 
the general economic growth rate on which 
the air passenger traffic is based. Any signifi
cant changes in data relating to these areas 
could have a profound effect on the economic 
performance of the SST." (p. II-2) 

The Civil Aeronautics Board has clear and 
direct regulatory responsibilities in the sur
veillance of such massive and critical con
tractual commitments by U.S. air carriers. As 
Chairman of the CAB, you have only recently 
returned from an urgent mission to England 
necessitated by the financial collapse of Rolls
Royce in the midst of the RB.211 production 
program under subcontract in the Lockheed 
L-1011 Tristar project. You would seem to be 
acutely aware of the direct and critical im
pact that equipment acquisition has upon 
the the financial health of the carriers them
selves. You noter:! at that time that: 

"United States air carriers have more than 
$200 million invested in this airplane [L-
1011] and its proposed engines at a time when 
their economic outlook is not considered 
at its best. 

"The failure of Rolls-Royce to deliver on 
its contract with Lockheed has widespread 
importance and far reaching consequences 
for the economics of the industry as well as 
a wide segment of the public outside the In
dustry. The information I seek will be of 
great benefit to the Board as we perform our 
job." 

The fact of the matter is that the CAB 
should have carefully reviewed the airline 
industry's investments in the L-1011 's long 
before Rolls-Royce imperiled the program 
and their financial viability by declaring 
bankruptcy. The case for review is even 
stronger in the Concorde procurement which 
will entail commitments of six times the 
amount for the Tristar or more, and which 
involves enormously more complicated and 
more critical economic and operating projec
tions. 

For the foregoing reasons, I urge you and 
the Civil Aeronautics Board to initiate an 
immediate investigation into the manage
ment of the airlines and specifically into an 
aspects of the proposed commitments and 
expenditures in connection with the Con
corde. The carriers should be directed forth
with to file with the Board all such agree
ments and proposed agreements for the Con
corde and other procurements of similar 
magnitude, together with such economic and 
traffic data as they may have which pur
portedly justifies their participation. The 
CAB staff and the public should be given 
ample opportunity to evaluate and comment 
upon any such agreements or data, and the 
Board itself should make every effort to have 
full information regarding the merits and 
disadvantages of the program before reach
ing a final decision. Pending completion of 
this investigation, of course, the Board 
should place a moratorium on any commit
ments binding the airlines to further expen
ditures for the Concorde acquisition program. 

The Board clearly has ample authority un
der the Federal Aviation Act to undertake 
any such investigation and to issue such 
orders as may be necessary and appropriate. 
See, e.g., 49 U.S.C. secs. 1377, 1378, 1382 and 
1385. This action is not only required to 
protect the interests of the airlines and 
their stockholders, but the interests of con
sumers and the general public as well. Cf., 
Moss v. CAB, 430 F. 2d 891 (D.C. Cir. 1970). 

Thank you very much for your considera
tion. 

Sincerely, 
REUBEN B. ROBERTSON III. 

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. CONTE. I yield to my friend from 

California. 
Mr. McFALL. I wish to compliment the 

gentleman from Massachusetts on his 
statement. While we do not entirely 
agree, like most Members of the House, 
we nearly agree. 

I did want to offer my compliments to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts, the 
ranking minority member of the sub
committee, who has cooperated in all 
these hearings on the SST. I believe his 
cooperation and that of all the members 
of the subcommittee has brought the 
kind of information before the country 
which is necessary in order to under
stand and to resolve this matter. 

I thank the gentleman for his co
operation. 

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman 
from California. 

I wish to point out to the Committee 
of the Whole House that the gentleman 
from California recently assumed the 
chairmanship of the subcommittee, and 
has taken the gavel over from my col
league from ·the Second Congressional 
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District of Massachusetts (Mr. BOLAND) 
who was an excellent chairman of the 
subcommittee. In the short time the 
gentleman from California <Mr. Mc
FALL) has been the chairman of the sub
committee, he has done an outstanding 
job. He has been fair with all of us on 
the committee. He has been extremely 
fair with the witnesses. 

I must say that almost en bloc, Mr. 
Chairman, after the hearings were over, 
the proponents of the SST and the op
ponents of the SST came up and said, 
"Those were some of the best hearings 
we have ever witnessed here on Capitol 
Hill." 

A good share of the credit goes to the 
gentleman from California. I am proud 
to be able to serve with him. I know we 
have a slight disagreement here, but I 
know we will pull as a team in the future 
on many important issues facing this 
Nation. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 minutes to the gentleman from Dli
nois (Mr. YATES). 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the distinguished gentleman from Cali
fornia for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I have indicated before 
one of the reasons why I thought we 
should not use Government funds for 
the SST. I consider it an incredible dis
tortion of our national priorities. At the 
same time this country faces a huge 
financial deficit which has resulted in 
the administration placing in the deep 
freeze programs that are vital to the 
men and women of this country, the SST 
has been launched by the Appropriations 
Committee and is fiying at full-funding 
level on its flight. 

The SST, Mr. Chairman, seems to me 
to stand really for super sock the tax
payer. He is going to have to pay through 
the nose, as he has done in the past, to 
build the prototype and probably the 
production version of the plane as well. 

It is ironic that he will not ride in it, 
assuming that it fiies. Oh, yes, he can 
ride in it if he is ready to pay the fare, 
which is higher than the first-class fare 
for a subsonic plane. How many of them 
will do that? Less than 10 percent of the 
American people now fiy in international 
travel, and the SST is dedicated to inter
national flight. Of that 10 percent who 
fiy in international travel only 3 per
cent fiy in first-class accommodations. I 
suppose that of those who fiy first class 
you will find some who will be 1>aying 
the super fare for the SST flight and 
charging it off as a business expense. 
However, the average American who fiies 
from here to Europe or to other parts of 
the world is going to be doing exactly 
what he does at the present time; namely, 
to fiy where he can save a dollar and not 
where he can save 2 hours. He is going 
to fiy economy class or charter or else 
he will fiy in a class that will permit him 
to save a certain amount of money. The 
SST will not permit him to do that. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a strange elu
sive quality about the arguments of my 
friends on the other side of this issue. 
On the one hand they assure us that the 
Federal contribution to the program will 
be held down to a mere $1.5 billion in 
connection with the financing of two pro
totype aircro..ft. Yet on the other hand 
you go into the Speaker's lobby and 

you see those roseate pictures of what is 
going to happen in the wake of the SST. 
There will be 150,000 jobs and billions of 
dollars in our balance of payments ac
cruing to the Treasury as a result of 
this. There will be a $1 billion profit 
through the sale of 500 SST's. But what 
my friends on the other side fail to point 
out is the huge financing gap, the gap 
between the completion of the proto
type and the production version of the 
plane. The prototype is said to be costing 
in the neighborhood of $1.5 billion. The 
total cost, according to Mr. Magruder's 
own testimony, is $4 billion to $4.5 billion, 
which make the production version of 
the plane cost in the neighborhood of $3 
billion to $4 billion. Mr. Magruder con
ceded that by the time the first SST is 
turned out the cost of the program will 
have escalated through inflation so that 
it will be costing between $5.2 billion 
and $5.5 billion for this program. 

Who is going to pay for that? A sec
tion has been put into this bill in which 
proponents of the SST pledge that no 
money in this bill will go for payment 
of the production version of the plane. 
Why, of course it will not. There is no 
money in this bill for the production 
version. There is no money in the next 
bill for the production version, either. We 
will not be ready to finance the produc
tion version of the SST until 1973, when 
the prototype is scheduled to fiy. At that 
time, in 2 years, where are they going to 
come up with a financing program which 
will permit the country to know that 
private industry is assuming the pay
ment of those billions of dollars that will 
be needed for that part of the program? 

My friend, the chairman of the com
mittee, Mr. MAHON of Texas, says we 
have invested so much already, why do 
we not invest several hundred million 
more dollars so that we will know what 
the prototypes will be like; we will have 
two prototypes. But, Mr. Chairman, who 
will have the prototypes? The Federal 
Government will not own them. This is a 
continuing process, Mr. Chairman, from 
the beginning through the commercial 
version of the plane. All that we can hope 
for is that Government financing stops 
at the completion of the prototypes. The 
prototypes will be owned by the Boeing 
Aircraft Co. 

So it can at best only be described as 
a sweetheart deal. The Federal Govern
ment is putting up 90 percent of the 
funds for the prototype version of the 
plane. Based upon putting up 90 percent 
of those funds, the Federal Government 
is going to draw royalties at such time as 
the prototype version is through, in the 
event that private industry can come up 
with $3 billion to $4 billion which will 
be necessary for the production version 
of the plane. 

I seriously doubt that, as I have 
pointed out in my separate views which 
I have written that when 300 planes are 
sold, mind you, 300 planes, a rather large 
number are sold, what happens? The 
Government gets its money back if 500 
planes are sold. The Government gets a 
$1 billion profit. But, Mr. Chairman, if 
500 planes are sold, how much does 
Boeing get? 

According to a study that has been put 
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Boeing 
will make a profit of something in the 

sum of $6 billion in the event 500 planes 
are sold. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. YATES. I would be glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BOW. Is it not a fact that if 
Boeing could make a profit of $6 billion, 
50 percent of that would come into the 
Federal Treasury in the form of taxes? 

Mr. YATES. I will say to the gentle
man from Ohio that the gentleman and 
I do not know Boeing's accounting. I 
am sure the gentleman will concede that 
many corporations have depreciation 
standards and have other kinds of tax 
gimmicks that may very well prevent 50 
percent of the profits from coming into 
the General Treasury. 

Mr. BOW. The gentleman has said, 
and it is in the record, that Boeing would 
make a profit. 

Mr. YATES. I am not opposed to a 
profit 

Mr. BOW. I am not either. However, 
if there is a profit about 50 percent would 
come into the Federal Treasury in the 
form of corporate taxes and if this num
ber of planes is sold that would be $3 
billion that would come into the Treas
ury. So you have a $4 billion profit. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. I wonder if 
the gentleman from Ohio would justify 
all the expenditures and subsidies that 
we pay out from the Government on 
the ground that no matter to whom 
you throw it away some of it comes back 
as taxes? 

Mr. YATES. Of course, that is true. 
All of the subsidies that go into the 
creation of wealth in this country re
sults presumably in profits. 

Mr BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. YATES. I shall be glad to yield 
further to the gentleman from Ohio in 
a moment. 

Mr. BOW. I will take my own time 
and I hope the gentleman from Mary
land <Mr. LONG) will be here at that time. 

Mr. YATES. The gentleman from Ohio 
receives no subsidy and yet he pays taxes 
to the Federal Government I assume 
without a subsidy. I do not know why he 
puts Boeing in this glorious position of 
paying taxes as the result of a profit. It 
just does not make sense to me, that kind 
of argument. 

Any kind of a "sweetheart deal" would 
result in the payment of profits, but that 
does not justify what at best could be 
described as a most favorable contract 
for the contractor. The one who suffers 
is the taxpayer because he is going to 
have to finance the whole program. 

My friend, the gentleman from Cali
fornia <Mr. McFALL), the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee, has indi
cated that you can get economists to 
speak on both sides of this program. 

However, what is very interesting, Mr. 
Chairman, is that the only economists 
who have been brought forward to tes
tify on this program are those who have 
opposed it. 

There has been placed in the RECORD, 
at page 6668, statements 'by some of the 
leading economists in the country, all of 
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whom are opposed to the SS'!", and I read 
some of their names: Prof. Kenneth J. 
Arrow. Harvard University; William M. 
Capron, of Harvard University; Prof. 
Milton Friedman who, incidentally. is 
usually on the administration's side, pro
fessor of economics, is opposed to the 
program; Walter Heller, professor of eco
nomics. University of Minnesota; Was
sily Leontief, professor of economics at 
Harvard; Richard R. Nelson, professor 
of economics at Yale University; Arthur 
M. Okun, formerly Chairman of the 
Council of Economic Advisers; Paul 
Samuelson, professor of economics at 
MIT and a Nobel Prize winner. The only 
one who in every way supports the SST 
program is Henry Wallich, professor of 
economics at Yale, and he is the only one 
who is supporting it, and he says the only 
reason he is supporting it is because 
France and England have got the Con
corde flying, and he considers that to be 
a threat, and we have to get into it like all 
the rest. But he is the only one the 
administration has brought forward of 
all the economists who said he was for 
the subsidization by the Government of 
this program. 

No economist of standing is in favor 
of it. 

Oh, yes; oh, yes; there is a letter in 
the RECORD by Paul McCracken, who is 
Chairman of the Council on Economic 
Advisers, and I suggest that the Mem
bers ought to read it in order to see how 
lamely he strives to justify the inter
vention of the Government, and how 
reticent he is to be summoned to this 
duty. He is the only one that they can 
point to. 

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

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, since the 
gentleman is talking of numbers 
here--

Mr. YATES. Yes. 
Mr. McFALL (continuing). I have got 

a long list of numbers and names. 
Mr. YATES. Those are scientists that I 

think the gentleman has. 
Mr. McFALL. These are people who are 

for the program. 
Mr. YATES. I thought those were the 

scientists who are referred to in Dr. 
David's letter. 

Mr. McFALL. Since we are talking 
about numbers and names, I also have a 
number of names. 

Mr. YATES. Are we talking about 
economists? 

Mr. McFALL. We are talking about 
economists. Just to read a few: Buford 
Brandis, Ph.D., an industrial economist, 
and Grant Davis, a Ph. D. from Auburn 
University. 

Mr. YATES. I think the gentleman 
ought to put his economists into the 
RECORD because they are not in the 
RECORD as yet. I think the gentleman is 
trying to minimize the impact of the 
arguments made by these economists, be
cause they are devastating arguments. 
And the list of names the gentleman 
has I am sure does not contain any argu
ments of the stature of those presented 
by these people. 

Mr. McFALL. What I am saying to the 
gentleman is that the gentleman can put 
in his list, and I can put in my list. but 

what we are interested in are the argu
ments. 

Mr. YATES. Right. 
Mr. McFALL. So if you wish to make 

those arguments then I will counter 
those arguments with the statements 
that I have. 

Mr. YATES. But these arguments are 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. McFALL. The number of econo
mists on either side is really irrelevant. 

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

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to make the comment that in listen
ing to the colloquy between the gentle
man from Illinois and the gentleman 
from California, it seems to prove and 
demonstrate that in all of these issues 
with which we have been confronted in 
the United States that we have usually 
found scientists, engineers, and econo
mist.... on both sides on any given position 
at any given time. 

So that the list of eminent econ
mists the gentleman has waved be
fore us this afternoon, many of whom 
are from my own city of New 
Haven, where Yale is located, does not 
convince many of us, one way or the 
other. We in Congress must still make 
the decision. Quite frankly, neither does 
a list of experts impress many of us too 
much, because we can get an equal num
ber of economists to take a different 
position. I think that we ought to get 
down to the merits of the arguments 
rather than waving lists of economists 
about. 

Mr. YATES. Well, if the gentleman will 
permit me to reply to him before he 
leaves-

Mr. GIAIMO. I am not leaving. 
Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman. 

I suggest to the gentleman that he read 
the arguments that have been advanced. 

Mr. GIAIMO. The gentleman should 
not assume that we have not read them. 
I have read the arguments and the testi
mony. 

Mr. YATES. Well, I would suggest that 
if the gentleman has read the arguments 
of these economists that I am surprised 
that he still continues to adhere to his 
position in support of the SST. 

Mr. GIAIMO. May I say that I adhere 
very strongly to that position. 

Mr. YATES. Continuing on, Mr. Chair
man, the able gentleman from Massa
chusetts, Mr. CoNTE, has pointed out 
some of the defects of the Concorde. 
Secretary Volpe of the Department of 
Transportation appeared before our com
mittee, and testified, and he said: 

I would rem.ind you that the Russians, 
the British and the French are breathing 
down our necks. The British-French Con
corde is flying. A second generation Concorde 
may already be on the drawing boards. The 
Russian TU-144 is flying ... I assure you 
they mean business. They intend to sell 
these planes in the world market and so do 
the British and French with their Concorde. 

And I asked an economist who ap
peared before us as to why he really was 
so frightened of the Russians. I said, 
"How many planes have the Russians 
sold to the free world?" 

He said that he did not know how 
many planes they had sold, but he said 

that when he was in North Africa there 
was a Russian Iluyshin he saw flying 
down there. 

Of course, the Russians have not been 
able to sell planes outside of the block 
countries. 

I am surprised that the Secretary of 
Transportation would advance that seri
ously as an argument. 

Insofar as the French and the British 
and their Concorde is concerned, only a 
few days ago the press reported a state
ment by a BOAC official-a Government 
official, in other words, because BOAC is 
owned by the Government--a Govern
ment official who very sadly stated that 
the operating costs for the Concorde were 
twice those of the 747. The press reported 
a few days later a statement in which it 
was said that the representatives of the 
Concorde from Britain and France were 
going to meet on March 29 to determine 
whether or not to stop work on the Con
corde. 

There is total dissatisfaction with the 
operation of the Concorde. If those peo
ple are not enough-and if my good 
friend, the gentleman from New Haven, 
is not satisfied with the thrust of the 
economic argument, let me present an 
argument of a very practical economist, 
president Robert Six of Continental Air
lines who testified before the Magnuson 
subcommittee on the Senate side in re
sponse to Senator INOUYE's question as to 
whether or not the airline industry would 
be forced to purchase the Concorde and 
he replied this way to Senator INOUYE. 
He said: 

Technically, I think the Concorde is a good 
airplane. I think the economics of it are poor 
.at the present time. It escalated in price 
from $13 million to a price unknown today, 
somewhere between $20 and $25 or even more 
millions. 

The economics are poor. Based upon pres
ent requirements you can only fly over water 
in the case Of Continental. It would cut the 
time about in half but you would have in 
the Concorde roughly 120 passengers on all 
first class superfare and I don't think we 
have that kind of a market in the Hawaiian 
market to stand that kind Of a fare structure. 

That is president Robert Six of the 
Continental Airlines. 

I would have thought that a flight 
from Hawaii over here to the west coast 
of the United States would have been 
a natw·al for a supersonic aircraft--but 
not for President Six of the Continental 
Airlines--he said, "This is no good. It 
will not work." 

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

Mr. YATES. I am delighted to yield to 
the gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. GIAIMO. I think that gentleman, 
Mr. Six, if I remember correct, is presi
dent of Continental Airlines. 

Mr. YATES. Yes. 
Mr. GIAIMO. I think, if I · remember 

correctly, Mr. Six indicated it would not 
be economically wise if they were to use 
this in a flight to Hawaii. 

Mr. YATES. That is right. 
Mr. GIAIMO. But he also indicated 

that the Concorde was a very fine air
plane. 

Mr. YATES. No; he did not say that. 
Just a second-let me say what he did 
say. He said that the Concorde will fly 
and will be a very good airplane. 
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Mr. GIAIMO. Yes; then I will correct 

my statement that instead of him saying 
that it was a fine airplane, he said that it 
was a very good airplane. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Six is not engaged in 
the business of fiying airplanes; he is en
gaged in the business of making money, 
and he is not going to be making any 
money with the Concorde, and that is the 
point. 

Now I want to make two other points. 
The distinguished gentleman from 

California pointed out that we have not 
emphasized the environmental argu
ments to the same extent we have in the 
past. The point is-the proponents of the 
aircraft very suddenly have shifted their 
emphasis to the prototypes and they have 
limited in their arguments exclusively 
their commitment to the prototypes. 

The point I want to make is this-no
body has any objection to the prototype 
or the amount of pollution that the pro
totype will produce. But I will say this
we are still concerned about what :fleets 
of SST's will do to the environment and 
the fact that the prototype's :flight has 
never been a source of worry or concern 
to us. On the research on the environ
ment I voted for the appropriation for 
the research on the upper atmosphere to 
attempt to determine what the fteets of 
SST's and what they would do to that 
atmosphere. I will say to the gentleman 
before I yield to him that Dr. McDonald, 
before our committee, was concerned 
about it. I will say to the gentleman that 
Dr. Kelly, whose name he used, I believe, 
in his direct presentation as an environ
mental expert, said in response to my 
question that he was still concerned 
about what the :fleets of SST's would 
do to the environment and he looked 
forward to what the research would 
show. 

Mr. McFALL. We will agree that the 
testimony showed no one is concerned 
about what th'3 two prototypes would do. 

Mr. YATES. Correct. 
Mr. McFALL. The testimony went to 

what a :fleet of 500 airplanes would do. 
Mr. YATES. Correct. 
Mr. McFALL. The scientists before us 

agreed that there were some problems 
that could be and should be resolved in 
the next 2 years, but they believed that 
at the end of those 2 years over 99 per
cent of those problems would be resolved. 
Dr. Singer said that 95 percent of the 
problems have been resolved, and by the 
end of 2 years 99-and-a-fraction percent 
of the problems would te resolved. The 
biggest problem, which is noise, will be 
resolved. 

Mr. YATES. There you are. We talk 
about the strange, elusive arguments of 
the proponents of the aircraft. Now we 
have the gentleman talking about noise 
pollution, and that that will be resolved. 
All we have is the testimony of Dr. Be
ranek, an expert on noise, who appeared 
before our committee and said that they 
now have on the drafting table a plan 
which, by changing the diameter of the 
engine and by removing the afterburner, 
should bring about an engine that will 
reduce the noise produced by the SST to 
108 EPNdb following the FAA regula
tions. That is the testimony of Dr. 
Beranek. 

Mr. McFALL. You will agree that the 
testimony showed without contradiction 

that this motor will do the job as de
signed, will you not? 

Mr. YATES. I will agree that the tes
timony of Dr. Beranek is to the effect 
that they have in the drafting stage a 
motor which conceivably may reduce the 
noise of the engine. But I suggest to the 
chairman that there is many a slip be
tween the drafting table and the time 
that the motor gets on the wing of a 
plane, and I suggest to him that the cost 
which is presently indicated at an extra 
$50 to $60 million for that motor may 
very well escalate as the Concorde costs 
has escalated. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. McFALL. The testimony was that 
it is on the drawing boards. Every expert 
who has examined this motor feels 
that it will do the job. There is no con
troversy at this time about the motor 
being able to meet the noise requirement. 

Mr. YATES. I suggest that you and I 
could argue that point, but I am telling 
you what Dr. Beranek's answer was to 
my question. That is in the hearings, and 
those who want to take sides can read 
the hearings. 

I want to make one further point in 
connection with the environmental ques
tion. All witnesses. without exception, 
the environmentalists-and Dr. Beranek 
himself-stated that you do not need 
the prototypes, you do not need to com
plete the prototypes in order to get the 
results of the research on environmen
tal pollution. You do not need the proto
types in order to find out about noise
producing engines. So the answer to the 
question about whether or not you will 
be polluting the atmosphere or whether 
or not you will be polluting the atmos
phere through knowledge does not neces
sarily come from the prototypes. It is not 
necessary to build them for those 
reasons. 

My good friend from Massachusetts 
<Mr. CONTE) is willing to accept the ad
ministration's position on sonic boom. 
The administration has stated that it 
will not :fly supersonically over land at 
speeds which create a sonic boom. I am 
not as optimistic as my friend is about 
that, for reasons I expressed in my mi
nority views in the report, and I urge 
Members of the House to read that. 
There is testimony to the effect that the 
economic liability of the SST will be 
hurt in the event it is not permitted to 
:fly over land supersonically, and I sug
gest that with the passage of time, if the 
SST is built, and if the Concorde flies 
over the Atlantic and wants to :fly over 
the country and some of our airlines do 
buy the Concorde-which I do not think 
they ought to do-I suggest that the 
pressures will build up in future years on 
the ground in support of the view that 
this is just part of the knowledge in im
provement in transportation. I suggest 
that the pressures will build up to the 
point where they will be permitted to :fly 
supersonically over land as well. 

As a matter of fact, Gen. Jewell Max
well, the predecessor of Dr. Magruder, 
appeared before our committee 2 years 
ago and stated in response to my ques
tion about sonic booms: 

I believe that the people of America wlll 
come to accept the noise of sonic booms 1n 
the same way as they have accepted the noise 
inherent in other advances in transporta
tion. 

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

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I know I 
questioned Mr. Volpe and others about 
allowing the plan!" to :fly over land super
sonically, and whether they would sup
port legislation that would prohibit the 
SST or other commercial planes from 
:flying supersonically over land, Mr. Volpe 
and others said they would support such 
legislation. 

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

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. McFALL. I believe the FAA and 
the Department of Transportation have 
said they will support legislation which 
will provide that no supersonic :flights 
over the United States would be per
mitted. 

Mr. YATES. I would suspect the FAA 
would come forward with that kind of 
legislation. I would suspect the FAA 
would do anything it could to try to get 
the legislation for the SST at this time. 

I had not intended to go into this until 
l·ater, but as the gentleman knows, I re
quested a report from the present Ad
visory Science Panel be made available 
to the committee, and I say if that report 
were favorable to the SST, that report 
would have been made available to the 
committee, so the only conclusion I can 
come to is that the report is not favorable 
to the SST. The administration has 
brought forth every argument, adver
tisement, and report in support of the 
SST. It refuses to make that particular 
report available. 

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

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I might 
report that a bill is pending in the Sen
ate, which I anticipate will be passed 
before the end of the week, on the sonic 
boom to prohibit supersonic ftight over 
the United States. This gentleman is 
sponsoring such a bill in the House. 

We have the problem, if the gentle
man is not aware, that the Russians have 
requested that there be bilateral discus
sions on landing of their :fleet here. So 
from the point of view of supersonic 
:flights over land, we will have the prob
lem whether with this airplane or 
whether with other foreign airplanes. I 
hope the gentleman from Illinois will 
support us in our efforts. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I will tell 
the gentleman I was one who pressed for 
elimination of the supersonic boom. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair
man, would the gentleman agree that 
we can technically reduce both the side
ways noise and the sonic boom, but we 
can only do it by increasing the cost 
and therefore further reducing the eco
nomic viability of it? 
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It will fly over the seas supersonically, 
and God help anybody out on the ocean 
when one of those things files over. I feel 
sorry for anyone in that position. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I will close 
by saying that every public opinion poll 
in the country-and if this is not cor
rect, I hope someone in the House will 
tell me so-shows the American people 
are opposed to the SST without excep
tion. The distinguished gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. GRoss) told me a few days 
ago that in his home State of Iowa the 
Wallace poll, which he says is quite re
liable, indicates the farmers of Iowa are 
66 percent opposed to the SST. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, did I understand the gentle
man to say there would be promulgated 
laws or regulations to prohibit this plane 
from flying over land? 

Mr. YATES. At speeds which generate 
the sonic boom, yes. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. So it can 
fly only over water? 

Mr. YA TES. Yes. And its economic via
bility would depend on that. 

Mr. AND:ftEWS of Alabama. I just 
happened to think of an old poem I 
heard years ago: 
The little girl said, 

"Mother dear, may I go out to swim?" 
"Yes, my darling daughter; 
Hang your clothes on a hickory limb, 
But don't go near the water." 

So, as I see this plane, we should say: 
You cannot go near the land. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chairman, at any rate for all 

these reasons, I oppose the SST appro
priation, and I urge the House to vote 
it down. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Tennes
see (Mr. KUYKENDALL). 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Chairman, 
with as much hot air on the subject as 
the farmers from Iowa and throughout 
the country have been exposed to in the 
last few months on the SST, it is of small 
wonder they are confused. 

Mr. GROSS. Wait a minute. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. I am talking 
about the people all over the country. I 
will yield in just a moment. Let me finish 
my statement. 

Mr. GROSS. Let me tell the gentleman 
that they are not confused. 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Chairman, 
several years ago during the Kennedy ad
ministration the idea of whether the 
American SST was going to be built with 
private funds or whether it was going to 
be built with Government funds was de
bated on this floor. This debate followed 
shortly after a debate in which i:t was de
termined whether or not the Comsat, 
communications satellites, were to be 
built with private funds or public funds. 
Some will recall that ir~ the other body 
there was a filibuster against Comsat be
ing built with private funds, because they 
did not like the idea of a "giveaway." 
Thank goodness they were defeated. 

A great many gentlemen in this body, 
including Mr. Bow, were strongly oppos-

ed to the American SST being built with 
public funds, but the die was c·ast, the will 
of the Congress was 1:.xpressed, and it was 
decided that is the direction it would go, 
and so be it. 

Very little has been said about the 
fact that if we withdraw from this con
tract, yes, then there will be an op
portunity for a group of business con
cerns to really make a bonanza. First, it 
w:Il cost the taxpayers $178 million of 
new money for us to withdraw, so every
one who votes "no" should remember he 
is voting an appropriation of $178 million 
to withdraw. 

And then what will the Secretary of 
Transportation have on his hands? He 
will have an engine. He will have a fin
ished simulator. He will have a finished 
skin technology. He will have a finished 
mockup. And he will have a no-value 
price on it. Without any new legislation
in fact, it would take legislation to pre
vent it--he may auction off the whole 
package to the highest bidder for one dol
lar. And whoever buys it will not owe the 
Federal Government one penny. There 
will not be any payback, not any royalty, 
not any payback of the billion dollars 
invested. Not one penny will they owe. 

That is one little effect of a "no" vote 
on this appropriation that has not been 
discussed. 

The gentleman from Illinois has said 
that nobody wants to discuss the effects 
oi the entire SST fleet. Well, I am happy 
to discuss the effects of the entire SST 
fleet. 

Mr. YATES. I did not say that. 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. I am talking 

about the proponents of the SST. 
Mr. YATES. I never said that. 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. The gentleman 

said everyone was perfectly happy to 
discuss the effects of the two prototypes 
bu~ everyone was avoiding discussion of 
the entire SST fleet. I believe those are 
hi3 words; if not, I am sorry. 

In my rather short public service ca
reer there has been no issue in which 
there have been so many deliberate 
and nondeliberate half truths and fabri
cations as have been told by many of the 
foes of the SST. This holds true par
ticularly in the field of ecology. So I have 
taken this opportunity to bring into focus 
the greatest example of a tempest in a 
teapot or a drop of water in the ocean 
that I have even seen. 

I will share with you for the next few 
minutes some facts about the SST en
gines and pollution. First, let me make 
this clear. What I shall tell you is not 
conjecture based on some theory. One or 
more of the SST engines have been on 
the test blocks for over 3 years. We 
know exactly what their present per
formance is as regards pollution and 
noise, and what it will be. Aerodynami
cally, we can only project what this plane 
will do. But as far as pollution and 
ecology is concerned-we know exactly. 

It has been said, and with absolute 
proof, that this is the cleanest mode of 
hauling people ever devised by man. But 
let me be more specific. The entire Amer
ican SST fleet projected to 1985 is 500 
airplanes or 2,000 separate engines. The 
total emission of pollutants from these 
2,000 engines is equivalent to 1,800-get 
that now-only 1,800 brandnew 1571 

model automobiles, fully equipped with 
Government-approved emission control 
devices. How many cars is 1,800? 

And remember, I am speaking of 
worldwide. Well, let us bring it closer to 
home. There are approximately 4,100 in
side parking places on the House of Rep
resentatives side of Capitol Hill. This 
means that the entire American SST 
fieet--worldwide by 1985-would project 
less than half the pollution per hour as 
the cars driven by the U.S. Congress and 
their staffs. 

To those of you that live on the west 
coast this pollution is the equivalent to 
the number of cars that pass over the 
Golden Gate Bridge every 28 Y2 minutes 
24 hours per day. To those of you who 
live in New York that is the amount of 
pollution produced by the cars that pass 
through the Holland Tunnel every 46 
minutes 24 hours per day. And to you 
from New Jersey, this is the amount of 
pollution produced by the cars that pasf 
down the New Jersey Turnpike every 
49 minutes 24 hours every day. 

So what I am saying here is this. When 
you consider the total effect of the emis
sions that only 1,800 new automobiles 
would have on the ecology of the entire 
world it is too ridiculous to even be an 
issue. Yet it is an issue because too many 
people have believed so much absolute 
unmitigated hogwash over the past few 
months. 

Now, concerning water in the outer at
mosphere. When I first heard this charge 
many months ago. I thought how ridic
ulous can it be. Since I am a pilot and 
I have known meteorology, I know that 
particularly in all the warmer climates 
thunderstorms rise about 60,000 feet 
every day. So I asked a meteorologist to 
make some estimate of the moisture con
tent in the substratosphere of a typical 
thunderstorm and they were able to ar
rive at an estimate that one typical 
thunderstorm rising to 60,000 feet would 
introduce as much moisture into the 
outer atmosphere as the entire SST 
fleet of 500 airplanes and that there are 
1,600 such thunderstorms reported in 
the world every day. 

Mr. Chairman, these two points that I 
have made only cover a part of the bar
rage of unbelievable propaganda that 
has been placed upon the American 
people. But it has always been my belief 
that if you are able to discredit part of 
the so-called learned comments then 
people should look seriously at all parts. 
I think practically all of the anti-SST 
propaganda has had about as much basis 
in fact as the two parts that I have 
mentioned. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KEATING). 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a unanimous-con
sent request? 

Mr. KEATING. I will be glad to. 
(Mr. HELSTOSKI, at the request of 

Mr. YATES, was granted permission to ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD.) 

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the gentleman from 
Illinois <Mr. YATES) in his endeavor to 
delete funds for the SST, and hope that 
enough Members of this body will join 
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him in stopping the expenditure of funds 
to build this unnecessary supertransport. 

The proponents of the SST claim that 
these fast flying planes will fly principal
ly over water and the sonic booms created 
by this aircraft will not affect land areas. 
I cannot accept this theory and idea that 
it will be a sole over water endeavor and 
I can foresee the clamor of the general 
public pressure will be such that the 
plane will not be allowed to fly over land 
anywhere in the world. If that be the 
case, we are encumbered with a plane of 
limited function. 

The environmental significance of the 
SST is so obvious that it does not need 
to be outlined in detail. 

Recently a National Academy of Sci
ences panel on atmospherics warned that 
large scale deployment of the SST's 
might increase the incidence of skin can
cer if exhaust from the planes thins the 
protective layer of ozone that shields 
the earth from the full force of the sun's 
rays. 

The Chairman of President Nixon's 
own Council of Environmental Quality, 
Mr. Russell E. Train, has urged that the 
effects of the SST's on the atmosphere 
"should be thoroughly understood be
fore any country proceeds with a mas
sive introduction of supersonic trans
ports." 

Meteorologist3 Dr. Reginald Newell of 
MIT, and Dr. James E. McDonald of the 
University of Arizona, testified that water 
vapor emissions from the projected 500 
SST's pose a signiflcant hazard by re
ducing the stratosphere ozone. Boeing Co. 
scientist H. Harrison predicts a decrease 
of about 4 percent of the ozone from SST 
vapor emissions. Ozone absorbs poten
tially lethal ultraviolet radiation, pre
venting it from reaching the earth's sur
face in harmful quantity. Dr. Newell tes
tifled that this would lead, for example, 
to an 11-percent increase in ultraviolet 
at the latitude of Miami in summer. Dr. 
McDonald indicated a potential increase 
in the incidence of skin cancer as a result. 

Dr. Newell also testified that increased 
cloudiness could be expected in the 
northern latitudes, with unknown effects 
on the climate. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that there are 
other environmental problems that we 
could discuss with the construction and 
flying of the SST, but I shall not belea
guer'~this House with known statements 
made by respected members in the scien
tific world. 

Mr. Chairman, what is the price tag 
for this supersonic transport? The De
partment of Transportation figures show 
that already-1962 through March 30, 
1971-the Government has spent $864 
million on this project and, it is esti
mated that it will cost the taxpayer an
other $478 million by 1974 when the pro
totype testing is completed. I do not favor 
this Government financing of private 
programs and these private supporters of 
the SST should carry the complete bur
den of this endeavor. 

The expenditure of hundreds of mil
lions of dollars of public money in sup
port of this ill-conceived venture is eco
nomically unsound and contrary to our 
national interests. 

Millions of American travelers now 
make their trips by bus or private cars 

because of air fare increases. Only 4 
years ago a one-way :flight from New 
York to Boston could be had for $13-
now that same :flight costs $26. And when 
our airlines lose money because of empty 
seats and rising costs, research and de
velopment efforts to provide for a some
what faster transportation over the 
ocean for a few thousand well-heeled 
travelers at still a higher cost make no 
sense whatsoever. 

I feel that a redirection of the bulk of 
public SST funds to higher priority uses 
should be our prime consideration. We 
should pursue such projects as the abate
ment of air and water pollution, the 
building of new cities, and the solving of 
mass-not class-transit problems. 

According to recent newspaper ac
counts, the BOAC does not consider that 
they can operate the Anglo-French su
personic airliner Concorde economically. 
If this story is true, it is hardly a good 
predicator for U.S. success with our pro
posed SST. We should not be taken in by 
assurances that if, upon completion of 
the prototype, the SST is economically 
unjustified or environmentally unsuit
able, the entire program will be termi
nated. Let us not put any more funds 
into a program which runs into the prob
ability that it will be entirely wasted. 

In our work as Representatives of the 
citizens of the United States, we must 
make many difficult decisions. The SST 
is not one of those decisions. The only 
difficult part now is how to disengage the 
Federal Government's involvement as 
rapidly and as efficiently as possible. 

The SST is not a high priority program 
for which Federal funds have to be al
located to serve vital national interests. 
The Nation has urgent priorities and 
urgent needs that need Federal action
the SST is not one of them. 

We must not continue down the path 
of the administration proposal to con
tinue this program. If we open the door 
for further funding, we may find our
selves that we have given up our last 
chance to devote a higher proportion of 
funds to slum clearance, education, mass 
transit, and other high priority domestic 
programs. 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge this 
House to vote down appropriations for 
further research and development of the 
SST. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. KEATING. Yes. I will be glad to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman, 
I take this time to inquire of the gentle
man from Tennessee (Mr. KUYKENDALL), 
if he can advise us where these sta
tistics he just recited originated. 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. These statistics 
originated ill the latest form from the 
Department of Transportation. Statistics 
on the traffic across the different free
ways and bridges ca-ne from the De
partment of Commerce and the Depart
ment of Transportation as of yesterday. 
Ecologists and scientists with the Depart
ment of Transportation and Boeing and 
an outside agency that was employed by 
Boeing were asked by me to put these 
:figures together as early as 3 months ago. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I have 
not a prepared text from which to gi7e 
my opinion on the SST. I have listened 
to some of the arguments presented from 
this well this afternoon, and I would like 
to make my comments as to some of 
them. 

With respect to the American people 
being overwhelmingly opposed to the 
SST, I would like to make a couple of 
comments about my own personal expe
rience in my district. Originally, my mail, 
as most others, was opposed to the SST 
and the development of the two proto
types. 

Since I support the development of 
the SST through the prototype stage, 
I decided that I would go to the people 
in my district and give them my reasons 
for supporting this program. I did this. 
The response from my constituency was 
most gratifying in that it completely re
verses itself. I feel the people now under
stand the problems involved in the de
velopment of the SST and the arguments 
pro and con. My mail is running ap
proximately 2¥2 to 1, in support of the 
development of the SST through the 
prototype stage. You may take your polls 
and listen to the returns in your own dis
trict but I say that as I stand here to
day, the people in my district are sup
porting it because they have been given 
the facts. 

Mr. PELL Y. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gentle
man from Washington. 

Mr. PELL Y. I would like to say to the 
gentleman that I wrote an article for 
the American Legion magazine in favor 
of the SST and a Member of the nther 
body wrote one opposed to the SST. 
Then the American Legion members had 
a coupon which they sent in expressing 
whether they were opposed to or in favor 
of the development of the SST. The re
turns were overwhelmingly in favor of 
it. They overwhelmingly supported it. 

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

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Where is the gentleman's 
district located? 

Mr. KEATING. In Cincinnati, Ohio, the 
First Congressional District. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman. if the gen
tleman will yield further, is that where 
they are manufacturing the General 
Electric engines for the SST? 

Mr. KEATING. Yes, that is correct, 
this is where they are manufacturing the 
engines. It is also the place where they 
have overcome the sidelines noise prob
lems in the development of this en~ne. 
I wouild also like to point out that as in 
many other districts, people are con
cerned with the effect of the SST on the 
environment. I have met with the rep
resentatives of these various groups and 
discussed the effect of the SST upon the 
environment. The attitude of many of 
the representatives changed when pre-
sented with the arguments concerning 
the environment. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the SST and 
I believe the people in my district sup
port the SST because we have under
stood the facts. I believe the people across 
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the country will support it as soon as 
they have received the complete facts 
oh the subject. 

Mr. Chairman, with reference to the 
environmental question it is interesting 
to note that most of the reasons ad
vanced for opposing the SST and its de
velopment was the adverse effect upon 
the environment. However, as we have 
moved along in the process of developing 
the aircraft and the process of debating 
the environmental issue these questions 
on that issue have pretty well dissipated 
to the point where the arguments center 
primarily around the economies and 
priority issues. 

We have talked about a lot of statistics 
this afternoon and I shall not belabor 
that any longer. However, I would like 
to make one comment on the develop
ment of the SST in other parts of the 
world. I am convinced, as are many 
others; that there will be an SST; that 
an SST will fty; that the British-French 
Concorde will fty commercially; that the 
Russian plane will fty commercially. We 
know that the Russians today are ad
vertising in our magazines and develop
ing brochures for the sale of the Russian 
version of the SST. 

There have been indications that the 
U.S. airlines want to purchase some of 
the Concordes. 

I am convinced that if we do not de
velop the SST in this country that the 
airlines of the United States will be buy
ing these airplanes and they will be 
landing on our shores and they will be 
transporting people between the conti
nents. Purchase of these foreign planes 
by U.S. airlines will adversely affect our 
balance of trade. 

Mr. Chairman, there is not any ques
tion in my mind on that fact. I think 
we ought to continue to have our 
mastery and our superiority in the aero
space industry. We can do a better job. 
If we had not progressed in the areo
space industry over the years and had 
not developed larger and faster aircraft, 
our skies today would be completely 
littered with small aircraft transport
ing people across this country. The pro
ductivity of the SST is three times that 
of the 747. I am convinced our environ
ment is not going to suffer from the 
prototype development of the SST. 

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

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Does not the gentleman 
believe that commercial aircraft should 
be developed by private industry other 
than the Government? 

Mr. KEATING. I would have to answer 
that question in this fashion. Through
out the history of the aircraft industry 
the military has done a great job in 
developing techniques and technology
technological progress-in the air in
dustry and private industry has bene
fited from that development. I do not 
see any distinction in this particular 
instance. In fact, the U.S. Government 
has been financing the research and 
development of aircraft for many years. 
All major work in this area has been 
done on military aircraft and then the 
knowledge has been applied to civilian 
aircraft. This is the first time that civil-

ian needs have run ahead of military 
requirements. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. MILLER). 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair
man, and Members of the Committee, I 
would just like to say in response to a 
question that was posed concerning Gov
ernment subsidization that when it came 
to building the railroads throughout this 
country that the Federal Government 
had to subsidize and build the railroad 
industry. When it came to developing 
a merchant marine it was only with 
the help of the American Government 
that a merchant marine could be de
veloped. 

I think in the whole history of trans
portation it has been the Federal Gov
ernment that has had to take the initia
tive in developing these several forms of 
transportation. 

And may I say perhaps as a matter 
of some little interest that the great hue 
and cry about the sonic booms, every 
time we have a thunderstorm you have 
a sonic boom created in the same way 
the sonic boom from a plane takes place, 
and I do not know that any of us have 
had our brains particularly addled by 
these thunderstorms. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
6 minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land <Mr. LoNG) . 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair
man, Congress is under deafening assault 
to pour more hundreds of millions into 
the SST. Scientists question whether the 
technical problems of noise and damage 
to the atmosphere have in fact been 
licked. Regardless of the threat to the 
environment, however, we would still not 
be justified on economic grounds to fur
ther subsidize the SST in view of more 
worthwhile ways to spend our money. 

Economic arguments for the SST have 
been, to say the least, misleading. 

Claim: The SST would create 150,000 
jobs. 

Fact: Only a few thousand jobs would 
be created for the near future. The 
150,000 figure is a planner's speculation 
for 10 years hence. By that time we might 
have a labor shortage rather than the 
present unemployment problem. We need 
jobs now. Almost any other way of 
spending this money, such as housing, 
education, health programs, and com
bating pollution to name a few, would 
yield more jobs at this time. 

You know, the ancient Egyptians are 
said to have built pyramids to provide 
jobs but, as a job producer, this flying 
pyramid would be a flop. 

Claim: The SST will generate new tax 
moneys. 

Fact: So would any other industrial 
investment. un:ortunately, the SST will 
also cost tax moneys. And for most 
States, more tax money would flow ou t 
than would flow in from the SST. As a 
matter of fact, a recent check on this 
showed that only six States would obtain 
more tax money than they would have to 
pay out, and those, interestingly enough, 
happen to be the State represented by 
the gentlemen from Ohio, the gentleman 
from California, the gentlemen from 
Washington, and the gentlemen from 
Connecticut. For all of these I have enor-

mous admiration, and I have been 
puzzled as to how such intelligent men 
could be so wrong on this issue in sup
porting the SST. Now that I have learned 
about the increased tax benefits for their 
States I can understand. But I also have 
to represent my own constituents. Mary
land is one of the 44 States that would 
not be benefited. 

Claim: The SST is necessary to head 
off capture of the world airways by the 
British-French Concorde. 

Fact: The French-British Concorde is 
in deep trouble. As Mr. CONTE pointed 
out, its manufacturing costs have already 
been multiplied four times. Maintenance 
cost estimates have doubled. Estimated 
to carry 134 passengers to be competitive, 
tests now show it will carry only 110. A 
parliamentary report in France warns, 
"we are throwing away billions with no 
hope whatsoever of any future commer
cial returns." 

The British Aircraft Corporation ad
mits: 

There is no prospect for many years to 
come that any supersonic transport will be 
able to rival the operating costs achieved by 
the large, wide-bodied jets. 

Claim: The SST is the most produc
tive airplane the world has ever seen. 

Fact: The SST proponents have de
fined productivity in a most unusual way 
as seat-miles per hour, omitting cost and 
fuel consumption. By the definition of 
seat-miles, our moon rockets would only 
have to carry 30 people at 17,500 m.p.h. 
to be equally productive to the SST-but 
try to make a profit on it. 

Claim: The SST would improve our 
balance of payments. 

Fact: This prognosis is derived from 
adding the most optimistic forecast of 
foreign sales to the most fanciful esti
mate of purchases by American air
lines-all for years in the future, and 
omitting that tourist dollars spent abroad 
would off set SST income. 

Claim: The American people would 
benefit from the SST. 

Fact: At the higher fares, relatively 
few Americans could ever afford to ride 
this plane. Much of the traffic would be 
tax-deductible expense-account flying, 
putting still greater burden on the 
middle income taxpayer who would pay 
higher taxes to make up for these tax 
deductions but could not ride in luxury 
planes. 

Claim: $500 million in additional 
funding will end the Government's fi
nancial contribution. 

Fact: In 1963, President Kennedy as
sured us that in no event would it exceed 
$750 million. We have already spent $864 
million and are being asked for $500 mil
lion more. It has been admitted that we 
might have to put another $1 billion 
to $5 billion. 

In sum, the SST would not provide any 
significant number of jobs now, when the 
jobs are needed, or as many jobs as the 
same money spent on remedying pollu
tion or providing adequate health care. It 
would cost most States more tax money 
than it would bring in. Claims that the 
SST will be a profitmaker are based on 
long-range forecasts and assumptions 
similar to those which in Britain and 
France have already been acknowledged 
to be a keen disappointment. The SST 
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offers as much prospect of hurting, as of 
helping, our balance of payments. Most 
Americans would never ride in it but 
would nevertheless bear the burden of 
the subsidies. No limit on the U.S. 
subsidy is in sight. And the enor
mous sums that we will be asked for in 
the near and distant future will divert 
from vital needs now being starved for 
funds as the President impounds billions 
of dollars appropriated by Congress for 
education, water and sewers, naval ves
sels, military housing, public works 
projects, Appalachia, and health care. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
my friend the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. Bow) such time as he may con
sume. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I shall not 
take much time in this debate today. Dr. 
Long has just made a very fine statement 
of rumor and facts or whatever he called 
them. I just wonder whether some of the 
facts are as much rumor as the questions 
he raised-or where the facts come from. 
But I would question many of the facts 
that were given by the good doctor. 

I yield to the gentleman from Mary
land. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Which fact 
do you want to question? 

Mr. BOW. I can only answer that the 
gentleman has so many unusual facts 
that I would question a good many of 
them. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. The gentle
man must have one in mind. 

Mr. BOW. I will do that tomorrow after 
I have had a chance to read them. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. I just wonder 
if the gentleman had anything in mind 
or whether he was just speculating about 
anything. 

Mr. BOW. The gentleman says or men
tions speculation by those who are op
posed to the SST. I should think the gen
tleman out of generosity would give some 
of us a chance to speculate a little bit, 
too-along with the hard facts that we 
are going on why the SST should be 
built. 

Mr. Chairman, on this question of the 
balance of payments, I know that Dr. 
Long and many others have been at air
ports all over the world. Well, I will not 
say all over the world but in certain 
areas of the world. As you look out over 
these airports, you see practically noth
ing but American aircraft used by the 
airlines of other countries. The fact of 
the matter is that between 80 percent 
and 85 percent of all aircraft now being 
ft.own in international traffic were built 
in the United States. If we lose our prom
inence in this field, it will seriously affect 
the balance of payments. There can be 
no question about that-that is a fact. 

If they build an SST-type plane, the 
Concorde or the Russian plane, they will 
capture the market, and we will lose our 
position in world trade in the building of 
aircraft. I think that is a very important 
consideration. 

I wish to go into another question that 
was raised, and that is the question of 
financing. The gentleman from Tennes
see (Mr. KUYKENDALL) said that I was 
opposed to Government financing of pro
totypes, and that is true. I did oppose it. 
I had introduced a bill in several Con
gresses known as H.R. 15, in which I had 
proposed that there be private financing 

of the en tire construction of the proto
types in the building of the SST. I tried 
my best to get hearings on those bills be
fore the Interstate and Foreign Com
merce Committee in order to submit the 
facts. The matter was debated on the 
:floor in the House on an amendment, but 
I do not believe it was sufficient. It should 
have been heard by a committee of the 
Congress so all ti1e facts could have been 
presented. We could have done it at that 
time. 

I had talked to bankers, brokers, and 
people who were in Comsat and others. 
They said at that time it could be done, 
because interest rates were lower and 
money was freer. It could have been 
done. 

But the decision was made by the Con
gress not to do it that way, but to do it in 
the manner in which we are now build
ing the plane. But I have said at all times, 
even when I was opposed to Government 
financing and I supported private financ
ing, that I felt an SST should be built 
in order to enable 1:s to maintain our po
sition in the aviation world. 

Therefore, I am supporting the joint 
resolution today providing that we build 
the SST, in order not to bring about a 
cost that has been estimated might go 
over $1 billion if we should cancel the 
c~ntract today by not supporting the ap
propriation. The cost of canceling today 
or voting against the joint resolution 
could cost the taxpayers of this country 
at least $1 billion or more. Then what 
would we have? We would have nothing. 

But if we build the prototypes, we will 
then have an opportunity to determine 
whether all the charges made against 
the SST are true or not. If these claims 
that the gentleman from Illinois and 
others are making should be proven to 
be true, then we should not :fiy the SST. 
But until we have the prototypes-and I 
know the gentleman from Illinois said we 
did not need a prototype to prove these 
things, and that is aboat what he was 
going to tell me right now, so I will yield 
to the gentleman so he can get it in at 
this point. 

Mr. YATES. To the contrary, I have 
already put it in the record, and it has 
been testified to in the hearings by ex
perts. 

Mr. BOW. The statement is also in the 
record by wi·tnesses that ·the building of 
a prototype will lead to the final deci
sion on whether or not the airplane will 
do those things. That statement is in the 
record. You can read this record and you 
can get almost anything you want out 
of it. 

I sat through most of the hearings, and 
I have never seen a better case made for 
the building of the SST than we had 
this year. I thought the witnesses who 
came up from the administration, from 
the Government, and those on the out
side made an excellent case. I admit some 
of the witnesses on the other side made 
an excellent case. I am reminded that one 
of them had a long, long statement about 
how the ozone was going to be affected, 
and I think the gentleman from Tennes
see took pretty good care of that point. 
The witness delivered a long statement to 
the effect that we were all going to get 
skin cancer if the SST were produced 
and flown. I do not want to be a party 

to such a thing. Therefore, I was inter
ested in what this gentleman had to say. 

It developed later that this is the same 
gentleman-the one who said that we 
were all going to get skin cancer-who 
talked about the brownout in New Eng
land and the cause of the brownout in 
New England. He said it was caused by 
unidentified :flying objects from outer 
space, that they were manned unidenti
fied flying objects from outer space, and 
that they were down here to spy on us, 
and they caused the brownout up in New 
England and New York. 

And they caused the blackouts in New 
England and New York. Now I cannot 
give much credence to the testimony of 
that expert on skin cancer and ozone. 

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

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

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the gentleman goes further than the tes
timony before our committee when he 
says Professor McDonald said that. Pro
fessor McDonald said that might have 
happened. He did not say it did happen. 

I might say the other administration 
witnesses, including Dr. Singer and Dr. 
Kellogg, said Dr. McDonald, of whom the 
gentleman speaks, has the very highest 
qualifications as an atmospheric sci
entist. 

Mr. BOW. I think he has some quali
fications, and certainly more than I have 
on that subject. He has more letters and 
Ph. D.'s behind his name than the col
leagues of mine who spoke a few minutes 
ago on that sort of thing, but I do not 
think he is much of an expert when he 
talks about what caused the blackouts in 
New England. Maybe he does know some
thing about the ozone, but not about the 
blackouts in New England. 

Let me say this. I look around the 
Chamber and I see all the young people 
are here. 

Mr. GROSS. Wait a minute. 
Mr. BOW. Yes; I see one older man 

back there. He is still younger than I, 
but I am older than most of the Members 
here. I heard last November about how 
old and feeble and senile I was, so let 
an old, senile gentleman make a state
ment. I can remember the day when the 
farmers in Iowa--no; let us make it 
Ohio, because I know more about Ohio 
than I do about Iowa-would go out 
along the highway with a shotgun to try 
to stop the automobile from coming by 
because of what it was going to do not 
only to their stock, but to the ecology. 

I can remember riding in a horse and 
buggy with my family. We had a sur
rey-no fringe on top, but it was a sur
rey-and we would be going along the 
road. Father would see an automobile 
coming along. Under the law of Ohio at 
that time, if the driver of a horse and 
buggy held up his hand, the automobile 
had to stop. I think father at that time 
was thinking the same as opponents of 
the SST today-that if he put up his 
hand, he was going to stop the auto
mobile. 

We can go back to the steamboat. 
They were not going to have the steam-
boat because of pollution. Look at all 
the progress we have made in this coun
try. Somebody sometime has used the 
same scarecrows we are hearing today. 
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I can remember one thing. In my city 

of Canton, Ohio, we had the Sun V~por 
Light Co. there. The Sun Vapor Light 
Co. made the mantles and the standards 
for the gaslight on the streets of the 
cities. They were good. But when Mr. 
Edison invented the electric light bulb, 
and his wife had come from Can~on, 
Ohio, he went, or his representatives 
went, to the Sun Vapor Light Co. to try 
to sell them his electric light bulbs for 
some of their !amps. The directors of the 
Sun Vapor Light Co. said: 

Oh, no. The electric lamp will never take 
the place of our fine gas mantles. 

So any time we get a question of de
velopment and of progress and advance
ment in the sciences, somebody is bound 
to raise the questions and raise the same 
scarecrows, but let us find out. Let us 
build the prototype. Let us actually find 
out. 

I wonder if the gentleman from Mary
land wants to discuss taxes any further? 
Does the gentleman from Maryland <Mr. 
LONG) want to discuss taxes any further? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if 
the gentleman will permit me to as~ him 
some questions. The gentleman said we 
would get taxes back from subsidizing 
Boeing. . 

Mr. BOW. The gentleman is puttmg 
words in my mouth. I did not say we 
would get taxes by subsidizing Boeing. 
The gentleman from Illinois said if we 
would build 5-00 planes, the Government 
would get $1 billion, and Boeing would 
get more. 

Mr. YATES. Boeing would get a profit 
of $6 billion. 

Mr. BOW. The gentleman said Boeing 
would get a profit of $6 billion. My ques
tion then was if they get a profit of $6 
billion, would not about half of that or 
$3 billion come back into the Treasury? 
Set the record straight. 

Mr. YATES. Yes; I will accept the 
gentleman's version of the record. 

I think that same argument would 
hold for the Government subsidizing all 
of us for the reason that we all pay in 
taxes to the Treasury. 

Mr. BOW. I just wonder if the Gov
ernment is not subsidizing us. That 
question was raised, as to whether I was 
not getting a Government subsidy. I 
get a Government subsidy up to $42,500 
a year, and I pay taxes on it. 

Mr. YATES. I suggest to the gentle
man that he works a little for it, so it 
is not a true subsidy. 

Mr. BOW. I suggest to the gentleman 
that if they build the SST and if it 
makes a profit of $6 billion somebody is 
going to have to work pretty hard to 
make that orofit. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
geatleman yield? 

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

Mr. McFALL. Just so that the record 
can be clear about the profit estimate, 
though I do not know whether we can 
estimate profits, the estimated produc
tion profit under a 500 SST program 
shows an accumulated profit after taxes 
of $1,346 million. 

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

Mr. BOW. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Does the gentleman mean 
that the Government and Boeing are 
making the same profit for the sale? 

Mr. McFALL. What I am saying is 
that the information given me by the 
Department of Transportation concern
ing the estimates made by Boeing on the 
profit from the sale of 500 SST's is $1,346 
million after taxes. 

Mr. YATES. I believe that figure cer
tainly ought to be examined, because I 
certainly believe it is not accurate. 

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

Mr. BOW. I am glad to yield to my 
friend from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank my friend from 
Ohio for yielding. 

In those days of transition from the 
horse and buggy to the automobile, I, too, 
was there. I do not recall, at any time, 
hearing that the Federal Government 
subsidized to the tune of millions and 
billions of dollars the automobile in-
dustry. . 

Mr. BOW. I believe the gentleman is 
quite right. Oh, there is no qu~s~ion 
about that. I wish we had not subsidized 
this one. The gentleman knows I fought 
pretty hard not to have this one sub
sidized. 

I believe we have to have the advance
ment. The Congress decided it should be 
done. The gentleman and I did not de
cide to do it this way, but since Congress 
has decided, then we must support it .. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOW. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. The gentle
man's analogy about a subsidy for him
self of $42,500 makes me wonder wheth~r 
the gentleman knows what a subsidy IS. 
In fact, the gentleman sounds as if he 
were running against himself. 

To me a subsidy is when one pays out 
money and is not getting value received, 
because he wants this vehicle or project 
which cannot stand on its own merits. 

I happen to know the gentleman. I 
have served with him on the committee. 
I believe he is a gentleman who is worth 
far more than $42,500 a year over the 
years. I wish we had more Congressmen 
like him. I would not regard that as a 
subsidy. 

I do believe that what we are doing 
here in the case of the SST is throwing 
money into a proposition that is not com
mercially viable or wili. not yield back to 
the country anything like what it is go
ing to cost us, even counting taxes from 
companies which might earn some 
profits. 

After viewing what happened to the 
Lockheed Co., in Georgia we are entitled 
to wonder whether firms are going to 
make profits despite the projections. 

Mr. BOW. I thank the gentleman. I 
respect his views. I know he is sincere 
in what he believes, that it may not work 
out. I am just as sincere in believing it 
will. 

I do not believe his definition of a sub
sidy is exactly right, because if it is 
something we subsidize knowing it is 
going to be a failure, that we are not 
getting anything out of it, then we have 
been making a lot of mistakes in sub
sidizing many things, such as farm pro
grams and the merchant marine. 

Mr. GROSS. Just a minute. 
Mr. BOW. I am just answering his 

"subsidy" question for a minute. If the 
gentleman will just wait, we will get to 
that. I believe the definition of a subsidy 
is a little bit wrong. I just cannot buy 
that definition of "subsidy." 

I yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 
Mr. GROSS. Without the Federal Gov

ernment backing the farm program and 
the farmers to some extent. th e gentle
man would be paying about 25 percent 
more for his food. The gentleman and 
his constituents in Ohio have gotten 
plenty of benefits from it. 

Mr. BOW. Just 1 minute. The gentle
man should check the record a little bit. 
I have supported the farm subsidies. 

This is one of the problems. 
The gentleman from Massa.chusetts 

has a problem. He has not, and he does 
not believe there should be subsidies for 
this kind of program, and although he 
has heard all this testimony and found 
a lot of mistakes in what has happened 
he cannot support this program because 
he has been against this subsidy. 

But I agree with the gentleman th~t 
what we have done for the ~ar~er is 
beneficial to the Nation. I thmk if we 
build the SST and get the profits from 
it it will be of advantage to the Nation. 

'Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield to me? 
Mr. BOW. Yes. I yield to the gentle

man. 
Mr. WALDIE.ram one of a number 

of Members of the present Congress who 
were not present when the initial deci
sion to advance this venture from tax
payer funds was made. Had I been here, 
I would have been on the side of the gen
tleman in the well at that time. It does 
seem to me now the opportunity to cor
rect what seems to me to have been an 
error and at the time seemed to the gen
tleman to have been an error presents 
itself. If the decision made in the Ken
nedy administration was a bad decision 
and if the amount of taxpayer funds i~ -
vested thus far indicates that the deci
sion then made is bad now, then it seems 
to me it might be on the side of wisdom 
to back out and let private enterprise 
in this capitalist system take advant~ge 
of the public funds that have been m
vested thus far and proceed with it as 
a private venture, and then we can s~ek 
to recoup our investment by the m
creased taxes that would come about as 
a result of a successful venture on the 
part of private economy. 

What is wrong with that argument? 
Mr. BOW. I must yield the floor short

ly, but I would like to answer, if I may. 
Mr. WALDIE. Yes. 
Mr. BOW. What would be wrong with 

that would be if you discontinued the 
funds now, it means that you have to 
shut down these plants. 

Mr. WALDIE. Why would not private 
enterprise--

Mr. BOW. Because it means you have 
to set up bonding procedures and get into 
the money market--

Mr. WALDIE. But private enter
prise--

Mr. BOW. Let me finish my answer, 
please. 

Mr. WALDIE. I am sorry. 
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Mr. BOW. Then you run into the situ
ation of suspending the building of the 
plane, which would be a very costly thing 
at this time. If we started that way, we 
would have been all right, but we cannot 
stop now and set up the whole procedure 
without a great loss in time and dollars 
under this program, in my opinion. 

I thank the gentleman. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman 

from Ohio. 
I yield to the gentleman from Ohio 

(Mr. CLANCY), as much time as he may 
consume. 

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of House Journal Resolution 468. 

The supersonic transport has been at
tacked from all sides and so far, rea
son has always prevailed, and work has 
gone ahead to build two U.S. prototypes. 
The Congress of the United States has 
considered all attacks. It has balanced 
the issues and always found that the 
United States should build this aero
nautical marvel which can mean so much 
in this world in these fast paced times. 
When man so often finds he must be in 
two places at once, the SST offers the 
greatest promise to approaching that im
possibility. With the SST, 200 men can 
be set down anyplace else in the world 
within 12 hours. 

To date, we have agreed that the SST 
should be built; not only because it will 
provide the most modern transportation 
system in history, but because it will 
generate 150,000 jobs, produce tax re
venues up to $10 billion, induce between 
$22 billion and $50 ibillion in our rbalance
of-trade payments from 1978 to 1990, and 
return a conceivable profit to our Gov
ernment of $1 billion. 

Now, we must consider the latest at
tack. Many who are opposed to develop
ment of the SST have appealed to the 
Nation's anxiety about pollution as a 
means of curtailing production of the 
first two SST's. They have said the noise 
of its engines and sonic booms would be 
devastating to anyone unfortunate 
enough to be close by or in the path of 
an SST. They have said its exhaust emis
sions will throw a shadow over all the 
earth. 

Most recently, one professor testified 
that fleets of 800 SST's might cause 
skin cancer. His testimony has evolved 
into the most damaging indictment 
aimed at the SST's development. 

Incidentally, this same gentleman has 
suggested that unidentified flying ob
jects may be related to power failures in 
the United States. He said there should 
be an investigation of the correlation of 
UFO's to the power failures in New 
York during the 1960's-although engi
neers have since blamed those power 
failures on overloaded generator sys
tems. 

This person said the water vapors from 
vast fleets of SST's would eat up the 
ozone in the stratosphere and allow great 
quantities of ultraviolet rays from the 
sun to strike humans and cause skin 
cancer. 

It should be pointed out--and the pro
fessor admits this-there is no evidence 
to support the case. 

I really got interested in Dr. James 
McDonald's testimony-and this is nota
ble today, St. Patrick's Day-because he 

said that blue-eyed Irishmen particularly 
were susceptible to sunburns and skin 
cancer. He said Irishmen especially 
should stay out of Arizona because the 
sun there is most harmful to them. The 
professor should know better than to 
try to tell an Irishman where he should 
or should not go. 

We are considering here only to build 
two prototypes. 

Eventually, we see the possibility of 
300 or more supersonic planes flying 
around the world but that fleet will be 
produced over several years. Certainly, 
any harmful effects will be observed as 
the fleet grows and can be corrected be
fore any effects become damaging. There 
will be no rapid pileup of pollution to 
plague the earth. 

In these times, when Congress is so 
concerned about the environment in 
which we live, there is no likelihcod that 
we will allow the production of an un
controllable monster. And, remember, 
through the measure we consider today, 
we hold firm control of the SST and its 
future. 

I noticed one other apparent contra
diction in Dr. McDonald's testimony. At 
one place, he emphasized that water 
vapor from the SST's would eat up the 
stratosphere's ozone. But, at another 
place, he said the vapor trails would be 
so slight that people on the ground would 
be unaware of SST's flying overhead. 
There usually would be no contrails. 

I prefer to believe that there would be 
little relative water vapor. Dr. William 
W. Kellogg, Associate Director of the Na
tional Center for Atmospheric Research, 
said 500 SST's operating 7 hours daily 
would increase the stratospheric water 
vapor from 3 parts per million around 
the world to 3.2 parts per million. Rely
ing on recent calculations at the Univer
sity of Colorado, he said the increased 
water vapor would decrease the ozone 
by only 1or2 percent in the stratosphere. 

The prospect of noise pollution still 
bothers a lot of people. But changes in 
design of the SST engine by General 
Electric and in the aircraft structure by 
Boeing Co., will lower the sounds ema
nating from the SST to below that of jet 
airliners now taking off from our air
ports. 

Dr. Leo L. Beranek, chairman of the 
SST Community Noise Advisory Com
mittee, has concluded that commercial 
supersonic transports can be built which 
will be acceptable with regard to noise. In 
other words, modern science and engi
neering can safeguard our lives and en
vironment at the same time as we are 
keeping up with the demands of our fast 
paced times. 

We are decidirig here if we shall give 
$134 million more to develop the Nation's 
SST. If we do not pass this measure, the 
Federal Government will have to pay 
$119 million to companies for breaking 
contract.s. We have the controls. We have 
a choice and it narrows down to this: 

We fulfill our commitments and con
tracts and produce two prototypes for 
$1.342 billion, or we spend almost a bil
lion dollars and have nothing to show 
for it. There will be a supersonic trans
port. It should be ours. 

My colleagues, let me make this final 
point. There are those who say the favor
able benefits a U.S. supersonic transport 

will have on our balance of trade is a 
myth. They contend that any favorable 
effects derived from the export of U.S. 
SST's will be offset by money American 
tourists, traveling in these planes, will 
spend overseas. 

I ask: Are the favorable benefits U.S. 
subsonic transports have had on our bal
ance of trade a myth? Have the favor
able effects derived from the expert of 
U.S. subsonic jets been offset by money 
spent by American t.ourists overseas? Let 
us look at the record. 

Airplanes are one product we still ex
port competitively. More than four-fifths 
of all the jet airliners flying the non
Communist world are built in the United 
States. Our aircraft exports have been 
running at about one and a quarter bil
lion dollars a year. 

To say that these exports have not 
had a favorable effect on our balance of 
trade is to pretend that American tour
ists would not have left the country if 
there had been no U.S. subsonic jets. 
What, may I ask, was to keep these tour
ists from traveling in British built VC
lO's and Comets instead of American 
built 707's and DC-8's? And what would 
our balance of trade situation have been 
then? Let me tell you. It would have been 
a lot worse than it is today. 

The British and French know this, and 
so do the Russians. That is what the 
Concorde and the TU-144 are all about. 
The British and French would much 
rather build a competitive new airliner at 
home, instead of continuing to buy them 
from us, and then do some exporting of 
their own. Already more than half of the 
74 Concordes on order are slated to go 
to U.S. airlines. 

In meeting this challenge with a big
ger, faster, and more economical SST, 
the United States expects to sell at least 
500 airplanes. More than half, 270 would 
go to overseas carriers. However, the 
Concorde manufacturers already have 
plans to produce a second generation, ad
vanced Concorde that would be competi
tive with the U.S. SST. Delay in offering 
an American-built SST would provide 
the opening for a go-ahead on the larger 
Concorde. Moreover, a European consor
tium is starting the development and 
production of a two-engine airbus to fill 
a gap in the line of advanced transports. 
Production and sale of a family of trans
ports to foreign carriers that previously 
were supplied by U.S. manufacturers 
would do irreparable damage to the ex
port market for both SST's and subsonic 
jets with its unfavorable effect on our 
balance of trade. 

It seems to me that our friends across 
the ocean-the benefactors of an im
mense American tourist trade-are after 
our airplane trade as well. I, for one, 
think it would be a shame to give it away. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. KEMP). 

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, the issue 
before us today bears vitally upon a fun
damental question about the Nation's 
future: Do we wish to continue t.o invest 
even more of our resources and money 
in meeting demancls for better transpor
tation and more services? Or should we 
concentrate our energies and resources 
on improving the quality of existing 
methods? 
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Every day, in this country alone, an 

average of almost 10,000 babies are born, 
about 5,000 persons die, and over 1,000 
more persons enter the country than 
leave. This adds up to a net increase in 
total population of about 6,000 a day or 
over 2 million persons a year. 

By the year 1980, when the SST's 
could be rolling down our commercial 
runways in large numbers, we will have 
increased our population by at least 20 
million. At the end of this decade, not 
even considering the potential foreign 
market, the citizens of this country will 
demand, if it is not available, better in
ternational transportation and service. 

For that reason, Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the SST. 

I realize that many, though they see 
the problems ahead, dare not recom
mend the obvious solution. Why should 
this be the case? Dr. S. Fred Singer, 
Chairman, SST Environmental Advisory 
Committee has a theory about these ob
jections. Dr. Singer was the first Di
rector of the National Environmental 
Satellite Center and subsequently was 
dean of the School of Environmental 
Sciences at the University of Miami. His 
scientific interests include atmospheric 
physics, space physics and oceanography. 
He has authored and edited a recent 
book entitled "Global Etiects of Environ
mental Pollution." He is currently chair
man of the American Geophysical 
Union's Committee on Environmental 
Quality. 

He declares that-
I think the answer is complex, but perhaps 

one of the important reasons is that the SST 
has become a symbol. In my view. we are 
witnessing here a general reaction against 
all technological progress, and against ba-sic 
science itself, on the part of a coalition o! 
people which-paradoxically-includes sci
entis ts . 

The environmentalists overlook the 
important fact that the chief reason the 
SST is attractive to the world's airline 
companies also promises a beneficial ef
fect upon the environment. Namely, that 
the SST would be twice as productive as 
the most productive subsonic jet, the 
Boeing 747. As a result, it would take half 
as many SST's as 747's to handle the in
ternational traffic, with the real expecta
tion that the SST can be made quieter 
and cleaner than the 747. 

"The environmental arguments against 
the supersonic transport <SST) are now 
in tatters," according to the objective 
correspondent, Jude Wanniski. Writing in 
the March 8, 1971 issue of the National 
Observer, he summarizes the demise of 
the environmental argument: 

Of all the horrifying charges raised by the 
environmental lobby against the SST, not 
one has survived a barrage of intense scien
tific scrutiny. 

Mr. Chairman, though I rise in support 
of the SST today, I must admit that I am 
not 100 percent sure that we have the 
economically viable, airport compatible, 
transport. Proof of that will come in the 
development of the prototype. However, 
Mr. Chairman, I think it would be wrong 
to default the program and for me to vote 
against the SST on the basis of a 5-per
cent anxiety factor. Even Dr. Singer tes
tified he is only "95 percent sure" about 
the SST, but he hastened to add, within 2 
years, before the United States would 

have to decide whether or not to go from 
prototype to production of SST's, he be
lieves he can be "99.9 percent sure." 

Mr. Chairman, I intend to be open and 
completely honest about my emotions 
concerning the future of the SST and I 
think it is important to point out that 
we have a great deal of flexibility in our 
commitment. This joint resolution be
fore us today is simply to supply funds 
to continue through June 30, 1971, those 
projects and activities normally provided 
for in the Department of Transporta
tion and Related Agencies appropria
tions which includes funding for the SST 
as authorized in 1958. 

Mr. Chairman, if this resolution is 
passed and we have a continuing appro
priation for the SST-this is not the 
end. Even yet this year we will have be
fore the Congress the fiscal year 1972 
appropriations for the Department of 
Transportation which, of course, will in
clude SST funding. If, what I call my 
"anxiety factor" has increased, I might 
very well vote to end SST funding. 

No one has positive proof on all issues 
of the SST and it is unfortunate that 
claims, currently undecipherable, have 
been made on both sides. As James Res
ton pointed out in the March 17, 1971, 
New York Times: 

For this has been one of the most vicious 
and misleading debates of the year and most 
of the time, the national interest has been 
lost in the turmoil. 

As I pointed out in my opening state
ment, Mr. Speaker, I am concerned 
about the national interest 10 years from 
now, but I am not unaware of the cur
rent potential for a favorable economic 
impact. There are 13,000 people em
ployed directly on the SST at this time. 
It would be serious enough to lay off 
these individuals. but 10 years from now, 
if some country is flying a successful, 
commercial SST and we are not in the 
field-the total industry would experi
ence an employment trauma. 

Mr. Chairman, I am also aware that the 
interest rate of return on this loan to 
industry to develop the SST points up 
the fact that we are voting risk capital 
to keep our aircraft industry not only 
No. 1 in the world, but also a significant 
factor in 011r economy. 

We all become acutely aware of this 
when the Russians have made it clear 
that they intend to enter the air trans
port field and have recently run two
page ads in Aviation Week and Space 
Technology, an American magazine, urg
ing aerospace executives to buy the So
viet TU-144 SST. They also announced 
that their plane will go into regular pas
senger service in October. 

But it would be nonsense to put good 
money after bad in order to seek pres
tige or leadership for their sake alone. A 
proponent of the SST made a fiat state
ment in the hearings: 

I said very clearly the taxpayers will get 
all of their investment back. When the 500th 
airplane is sold they will get a billion dollar 
profit. The taxpayers wil get $6 to $10 bilion 
in tax revenue. 

Even though I am not a member of the 
distinguished Transportation Appropria
tions Subcommittee, whose studious 
members evaluated the testimony, I can
not honestly say there is in my mind, an 

absolute certainly that the loan will pro
duce profits. I do know that seven out of 
nine very able and distinguished members 
of the subcommittee, on a bipartisan 
basis, recommend that the joint resolu
tion be passed. 

It is interesting to note that some say 
the SST should not be developed because 
other problem areas are underfinanced. 
What the SST opponents do not ac
knowledge, but what must constantly 
concern us in Congress, is where the 
funds are to come from to assure that 
social needs are not underfinanced. 

Without a healthy aviation industry, 
yielding 2 to 2 Y4 billion export dollars 
a year, plus other billions in personal 
and corporate income taxes, your taxes 
and mine might well be higher. 

Delay now would be exceedingly 
costly-perhaps costing the United 
States the market to foreign competi
tors. Should that happen, the United 
States would be denied the $22 billion in 
trade benefits forecast, the $6 to $10 
billion in tax revenues, and perhaps 150,-
000 jobs; we would also lose the $1 bil
lion already invested-money contrac
tually repayable to the Government, plus 
a good chance for a billion-dollar profit, 
from SST sales. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the pro
totype program is to resolve uncertain
ties. Some people talk about a list of pri
orities. But those who say there are more 
important priorities cannot be intellec
tually honest for how can we measure 
uncertainties not to mention an impact 
that will not be felt for at least a 
decade. 

By asking Congress to withhold ap
propriations until uncertainties are re
solved, is, Mr. Chairman, recommending 
action that is not only impractical but, 
in my opinion, fiscally irresponsible. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, will my 
colleague yield to me at this point? 

Mr. KEMP. I shall be glad to yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I am a great believer 
in the free enterprise system, but I know 
nothing in the free enterprise system 
that indicates that the Government is 
supposed to contribute risk capital. 

How does the gentleman justify the 
Government providing taxpayers' money 
as risk capital? Is not that the task, the 
challenge, and the function of the pri
vate entrepreneur, of whom I am proud 
to classify myself? 

Mr. KEMP. I do also. 
Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, if the 

gentleman will yield further, is not this 
the role of private industry which is 
supposed to have the guts, supposed to 
have the talent and which moves and 
puts it in the marketplace and does it.s 
thing? 

Mr. KEMP. I believe there are ex
tenuating circumstances in view of the 
world situation which involves the com
plete funding of the Anglo-French Con
corde and the TU-144. 

Mr. SCHEUER. If supersonic travel is 
commercially advisable-and I assume 
some day it will be-why can we not go 
to the private money market for it.s 
development? 

Mr. KEMP. I believe I have covered 
that in my general statement. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
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5 minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts (Mr. BURKE). 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
SST program, and I support the position 
taken by the distinguished gentleman 
from Illinois CMr. YATES), who has out
lined an excellent case against the SST. 

Mr. Chairman, I think I am well enough 
known to the Members of this House that 
they would agree with me when I say 
that I am not by nature a crusader or a 
man who espouses one new cause after 
another. When I made the decision last 
December to vote 1rith Congressman 
YATES on his amendment to del~te fur
ther funding of the SST from the trans
portation ::.ppropriations for fiscal year 
1971, I did so only after considerable 
reflection and consultation. I also did so 
after readi:ig carefully the hundreds of 
letters which were then pouring into my 
office from LlY constituents, nearly all 
of which urged me to vote against fur
ther funding for the controversial SST. 
Since that vote, in which I was in the 
minority as things turned out, nothing 
has happened to change my mind. In 
fact, the volume of mail has increased 
and again has been nearly unanimous in 
urging me to continue to vote against 
further funding of the supersonic project. 

In all of this, I think that I am cor
rect in saying my voting record on mat
ters affecting the interests of organized 
labor has been as close to 100 percent as 
is humanly possible. It, therefore, was an 
agonizing decision last December, as it 
is today, to find myself opposing some of 
my labor union friends on this issue. 
I would never want to vote in such a way 
as to cause unemployment. The last 
thing this Nation needs today is more 
unemployment. I have satisfied my con
science on this matter to the point where 
I am convinced that if the funds re
quested for the SST were spent on other 
worthwhile projects, there would be 
plenty of work to go around. 

And that is why I find myself about 
to vote against further funding for this 
supersonic plane. I am convinced that 
there are other worthwhile projects
too many other worthwhile projects 
which need attention immediately-for 
me to vote for this experiment, and that 
is what it is. The most positive statement 
on the matter seems to be to continue 
the funding so that prototype models can 
be tested to determine whether it is, in 
fact, a feasible proposition both scien
tifically, economically, and ecologically 
to mass produce the SST. In other words, 
the funds which we are requested to ap
propriate today will, at best, complete 
two prototype models. Only if the tests 
are successful and some 300 planes are 
sold will the Nation have recouped its 
investment in this plane. My friends, I 
feel that there are too many higher na
tional priorities which are competing for 
the limited funds available with the SST. 
We know that the expenditure of this 
amount of money will revitalize the 
ground transportation system in this 
country beyond belief. An expenditure 
of this amount of money would consid
erably alleviate the congestion and diffi
culties in getting in and out o~ our Na
tion's major air terminals. Instead of 
over $1 billion being spent on a proto-

type model, that kind of money, it seems 
to me, is urgently needed to tackle some 
of the major problems confronting the 
elderly and the disadvantaged citizens 
of our Na ti on. 

Again, if I were convinced that this 
Nation's balance-of-payments position 

.would suffer irreparable damage because 
of my vote today, I would hesitate to vote 
this way. But I am not convinced that 
the development of a prototype SST will 
have that much effect on the balance of 
payments. Given the generally critical 
reception accorded the British-French 
venture in this area, the limitations of 
overwater routes and reduced power and 
thrust, I just do not see the market for 
this plane that the supporters claim for 
it. As a matter of fact, if the market it
self saw the need for such a plane, then, 
as has happened so many times in the 
past, private enterprise in this country 
would have done the job before the Fed
eral Government. Bankers would have 
been interested. As it is, the Federal Gov
ernment has spent millions on this proj
ect and what we are being told today is 
that if funds are not continued by the 
Federal Government, then the experi
ment is hopelessly doomed. It seems to 
me the market does not have a very 
hopeful view of the future prospects of 
this plane. To those who have told me 
that this will be the first time the United 
States will bow out of competition in
volving a major innovation and let other 
nations win it by default, I can only say 
that in the past, private enterprise has 
always felt it necessary to compete. In 
this area, apparently the risk is too great. 
The fact is that our airlines which have 
invested so much in the 747 have fallen 
on hard times and have found it increas
ingly difficult to secure bank credit. 
Bankers all over the country have indi
cated their skepticism about yet another 
multibillion-dollar investment by the 
Nation's airlines. The race to get some
where in half the time might prove to 
be the straw that breaks the backs of 
our Nation's airlines. The few jetsetters 
that would benefit from the results and 
the high costs they would have to pay 
for their travel just does not strike me 
as a compelling argument for changing 
my position. 

In short, having weighed all the facts, 
considered all the priorities facing this 
Congress, I have been lead to the con
clusion unemotionally and even unen
thusiastically that the course of reason 
in this matter is to join with Congress
man YATES in voting for an amendment 
when the House dissolves itself into the 
Committee of the Whole to delete funds 
for the continued development of the 
SST provided in the transportation ap
propriations !or fiscal year 1971 as re
ported by the Appropriations Commit
tee. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, as one 
member of the Committee on Appropri
ations who voted against the appropria
tion of this money, I would like to com
mend the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
YATES) for his tenacious devotion to the 
cause that is before us here today, and 

I would like to urge a vote against the 
resolution. 

I think it ought to be abundantly clear 
that merely building and flying two pro
totypes for 100 hours, at an expense of 
$1.3 billion to the Federal Government, 
would not tell us a thing about the eco
nomic or the environmental aspects of 
SST flight. 

In fact, going that far in my judgment 
would only open the door to what the 
administration concedes is a three- to 
five-billion-dollar no man's land between 
prototype and production. It offers no 
plan for private financing of those pro
duction costs, nor can it guarantee that 
the Federal Government will not be 
asked to pick up some of that giant tab, 
or all of it, when the time comes. 

We have been exposed these past few 
months to the hard sell on the theme 
that "we are too far into the prototype 
development to quit now, that we should 
spend millions more to underwrite the 
$800 million in public funds already 
spent." Simply, what bothers me about 
this whole affair is that if that arg-ument 
has any force at all today it would be 
virtually nonstoppable once those pro
totypes rolled out of the hangar, and I 
think the Government could be asked for 
millions, and even billions more than we 
are being asked to fund in this resolution 
today. 

To support their case for full speed 
ahead, boosters of the SST keep insisting 
that the age of supersonic transport is 
here. As evidence, they cite the exist
ence of the Anglo-French Concorde and 
the Soviet TU-144, implying that these 
foreign aircraft represent a competitive 
threat to the American aviation industry. 

Actually, the Concorde and TU-144 
prototypes demonstrate only that the 
combination of aluminum technology 
and prodigious government spending can 
produce flight-testable aircraft. It has 
absolutely not been shown that either 
can operate profitably in civil aviation, 
or indeed that the aircraft can even be 
sold. 

The Federal Government is being im
plored to develop and build two SST 
prototypes at a time when private indus
try is either unwilling or unable to do 
so. And what of the prohibitively expen
sive stages between prototype and certi
fied production model? 

Last December, after a meeting in New 
York, a number of top airline presidents 
met in New York and expressed their be
lief that the United States should pro
ceed with the prototype program. In a 
statement on behalf of those present, 
Najeeb Halaby, president of Pan Amer
ican World Airways, posed the question, 
"Are we able to pay for our part of the 
program," and answered: 

We believe that the government and the 
aerospace industry and the airlines will be 
able to arrange for each to pay its part in the 
time period 1976 to 1980. 

That sounds like a flatout expectation 
that the taxpayer will be footing at least 
some of the SST bill years after the pro
totype development and construction 
phase. 

As a sign of support for the program, 
the statement noted that 26 airlines had 
put up $81 million-"money we could 
have used otherwise," Mr. Halaby said, 
"but which we paid into the U.S. Treas-
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ury 5 years ago as our evidence of faith 
in the program." 

Unlike the Government subsidy, the 
airlines' money has not all been spent, 
since $22.4 million of the $81 million was 
put in escrow to reserve delivery positions 
for aircraft and is totally refundable. 

Second, the remaining $59 million was 
not all outgo. As the Wall Street Journal 
has noted, the Internal Revenue Service 
ruled the money deductible as research 
and development expense. At corporate 
tax rates, the airlines' "evidence of faith" 
in the program dwindles by about half. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no reason why 
this Congress should gamble additional 
public funds to develop and build two 
SST prototypes that will not prove out 
either the economic or envi.ronmental 
aspects of supersonic transportation. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin (Mr. REUSS). 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, article I 
of the Constitution gives Congress the 
power to lay and collect taxes to pro
vide for the general welfare of the United 
States. 

Whenever anyone comes to Congress 
asking for the taxpayers' money, there
fore. the first question we should ask is: 
Is it for the general welfare? If the 
proposed expenditure will only benefit a 
few r:;eople, if it promises no real public 
benefits, if it is the kind of thing which 
can and should be provided by the mar
ketplace without Government subsidy, 
then the Government should not get in
volved. It is not for the general welfare. 

Using this test, the SST clearly is not 
a general welfare program. 

Who is it going to benefit? It is a high
priced plane for people in a hurry, people 
whose time is so important to them that 
they will be willing to pay higher fares to 
get to Europe a couple of hours faster. 

The Transportation Department has 
labored mightily trying to prove that 
there are a lot of people like this. The 
best they have been able to do, however, 
is to come up with projections showing 
that 1 O percent of the American people 
will be flying internationally by 1985. But 
only a small fraction of these people will 
be flying on SST's, even using the Trans
portation Department's ow:i figures. Ac
cording to tihose figures SST's Will make 
up only about 25 percent of the inter
national jet fleet in 1985, so unless all 
the subsonic jets are going to be flying 
empty. Only 2 or 3 percent of the popu
lation will be flying on SST's. That is not 
very many people. 

But, it is said, the SST will provide jobs 
for thousands of persons and be of great 
help in solving our balance-of-payments 
problems. 

These two arguments--jobs and 
balance of payments-have been rejected 
and even ridiculed by the most eminent 
economists in the country. 

Dr. Milton Friedman has said it is dis
graceful for knowledgeable Government 
oflicials to use these arguments, and calls 
them demonstrable fallacies. 

Arthur Okun, Chairman of the Council 
of Economic Advisers in the Johnson ad
ministration, calls the jobs argument 
palpable nonsense and says the bal
ance-of-payments calculations are nu
merical science fiction. 

Other economists have called these 
arguments specious, irrelevant, and 
economic hyperbole. 

The principal and obvious defect in the 
jobs argument is that the expenditure of 
a billion dollars of the Government's 
money on anything-be it SST's, or mass 
transit, or housing, or whatever-will 
provide a billion dollars' worth of jobs. 
The choice is not between jobs or no 
jobs-it is a choice between jobs building 
the SST or jobs building something else. 

Walter Heller, Chairman of the Council 
of Economic Advisers in the Kennedy 
administration, has called the SST "an 
enormously costly way to create jobs." 
He said: 

It can't begin to match the job-creating 
power of a public service jobs program, or 
a housing program, or even a carefully select
ed program of consumer stimulus. 

Arthur Okun, Dr. Heller's counterpart 
in the Johnson administration, has said 
much the same thing: 

There is simply no evidence that expendi
ture of federal funds on SST will create more 
jobs or better jobs than expenditures for 
manpower programs or health or urban re
newal. 

Milton Friedman, who agrees with 
these gentlemen on little else, agrees with 
them on this: 

The so-called employment effects involve a 
fallacy of composition .... Extra employment 
on the SST will be offset by smaller employ
ment elsewhere. Our objective should not be 
jobs but productive jobs and that objective 
is best achieved by the test of the market, not 
by government subsidization of leaf-raking 
jobs. 

As for the balance-of-payments bene
fits from the SST, these are so conjec
tural and so far in the future that no 
reputable independent economist thinks 
they should be given any weight at all. 

Dr. C. P. Kindleberger, of MIT, the 
leading authority in the country on inter
national trade and the balance of pay
ments, has said: 

There is very little validity to these esti
mates of the balance of payments losses 
from not building the SST, but . . . this is a 
faulty basis for deciding the question in the 
first place. 

Milton Friedman has called the bal
ance-of-payments argument "a com
plete red herring." 

Paul Samuelson has testified that the 
effects of the SST on the balance of pay
ments "can as well be unfavorable as 
favorable." 

The issue is summed up by Dr. Kenneth 
Arrow of Harvard: 

( 1) The balance of payments is not cur
rently a significant economic problem for the 
United States and may not be in the future; 

(2) If it were a problem, it should be 
handled by general fiscal and monetary tools, 
not by expansion of one industry at the pos
sible complication of increased readjustment 
problems in the future; 

(3) Short-run problems should not in any 
case be handled by long-run solutions; the 
problem may simply be turned into its oppo
site at some future time. 

In contrast to the SST, virtually every 
other Federal subsidy program has been, 
at least initially, a general welfare pro
gram. They have added to our national 
defense, like the merchant marine pro
gram; or provided frequent benefits to 
large numbers of people, like the high-

way program and urban mass transit 
systems; or opened up new parts of the 
country to settlement, like the railroads, 
or benefited the economy of large geo
graphic areas, like the TV A, inland ca
nals, and the St. Lawrence Seaway. 

There is no such public benefit from 
the SST. It will benefit a few well-to-do 
airline travelers, but if they want to they 
should pay for it. There is no reason for 
the Federal Government to interfere with 
the decision of the marketplace. If in
vestment bankers, aircraft manuf actur
ers, and the airlines do not think the 
SST is worth paying for, there is no 
reason why the taxpayers should pay 
for it. 

Earlier this month, Deputy Budget 
Director Weinberger admitted before a 
Senate subcommittee that the adminis
tration is withholding $8 billion in funds 
Congress has already appropriated for a 
variety of domestic programs in this fis
cal year. The funds being withheld in
clude $200 million for water and sewer 
facilities grants, $200 million for urban 
renewal, $350 million in housing assist
ance, and $200 million for urban mass 
transit. 

All of these programs would create 
jobs, and they are all general welfare 
programs that would benefit great num
bers of people. But to spend money on 
them would be in:tlationary, the adminis
tration says, although spending $290 
million for the SST presumably is not. 

If we are to have Federal subsidies, 
let them be subsidies like these that will 
do people some good. Let there be an end 
to this business of subsidizing luxury 
transportation for the few. 

Finally, I would like to include in the 
RECORD at this point two letters I have 
received from former presidential science 
advisers giving their views on the SST. 
The first is from Dr. George B. Kistiakow
sky of Harvard, who served as President 
Dwight Eisenhower's science adviser 
from 1959 to 1960. The second is from 
Dr. Donald F. Hornig, now president of 
Brown University, who served as science 
adviser to President Lyndon Johnson 
from 1964 to 1968: 

FEBRUARY 11, 1971. 
DEAR MR. REUSS: In response to your en

quiry here are my views regarding the de
sirability of continuing the public financing 
of the SST project. 

I should begin by noting that I am not 
an expert in the domain of supersonic 
flight, in the sense that I have not made 
any scholarly or engineering contributions 
to parts of this domain. I have had however 
consider.able persona.J. resea rch experience 
with combustion and shock waves (the 
"sonic boom") in the laboratory and I know 
something about the design of jet engines. 

My first contact with supersonic flight as 
a civiliran public issue goes back slightly 
more than ten years when CAA (predecessor 
to FAA) proposed to the White House Of
fice, where I then served, to develop a su
personic air transport and President Eisen
hower decided against the inclusion of this 
project in his budget. 

On b alance I am definitely opposed to 
massive public finano:ing of the SST project 
for the following reasons. 

Since we already have more than one type 
of operational aircraft capable of about 
Ma.ch 3 flight , our international prestige, 
regardless of the Concorde and the similar 
USSR plane, is hardly an issue. The argu
ment that we must spend large additional 
public moneys just to demonstrate the 
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American technology of supersonic flight is 
not tenable even though the current project 
will most likely be successful in a narrow 
technical sense, that is the prototypes wm 
be capable of sustained supersonic flight. 
Thereupon, as usu:il , the pressures for con
tinuing public support into the operational 
phase of the aircraft wm become irresistible. 
Because of t"lis it is not appropriate to con
sider separately the deslrab111ty of develop
mental models of SST and of a :fleet of oper
ational SST. I am convinced that the latter 
ls definitely not desirable. I am basing this 
conclusion on the level of perceived noise 
they will generate near airports on landing 
and take-off; the problems of stacking them 
over airports for longer time intervals in bad 
weather because of high fuel consumption ln 
subsonic flight; or pollution of the strato
sphere while tr.ey are in supersonic flight. 

While I am not qualified to form inde
pendent judgement of SST's economic im
portance, I give more weight to the judge
ment of such distinguished independent 
economists as Paul Samuelson (Nobel Prize 
in Economics, 1970) who discount the eco
nomic importance of SST to United States, 
even though the Concorde may become com
mercially available. 

Fina.Uy, I have grave misgivings about 
spending the resources of very many Ameri
cans-the taxpayers-to provide a small elite 
with prestige transportation on a few over
water routes that will actually save only a 
small fraction of travel time when computed 
on a door-to-door basis. 

While, thus, my opinion on the present 
SST project ls firmly negative, I believe that 
vigorous efforts to advance the "state of the 
art" of supersonic flight should be contin
ued. Improvements in propulslont including 
reduction of noise and chemical pollution, 
perhaps some engineering break-throughs in 
the design of swing-wing aircraft, etc. may 
make a civilian supersonic air transport a 
very desirable undertaking some years hence. 

Sincerely yours, 
G. B. KISTIAKOWSKY, 

Harvard, University, Department of 
Chemistry. 

BROWN UNIVERSITY, 
Providence, R.I., March 12, 1971. 

Hon. HENRY s. REUSS, 
Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR HENRY: I am happy to respond to your 
question concerning my attitude on the SST 
prototype development. As you know, I 
studied this question with the aid of very 
able consultants during all of my years as 
President Johnson's Science Adviser. I sat 
with the President's Committee on the SST 
during its deliberations. Since then I have 
followed the debate with lively interest, al
though I have not had access to any infor
mation not publicly available. 

My opposition to the program is, prin
cipally, that it is so unlikely to succeed as 
to make it a very poor risk. The tests of re
sponse to the sonic boom conducted at Okla
homa City as well as those conducted at my 
instigation a'I; Edwards Air Force Base and 
elsewhere make it certain that it will not be 
acceptable for operation over populated 
areas. You will recall the finding that the 
sonic boom is as annoying to people as a 
70 ,· jet under full takeoff power directly over
head at altit11des less than a thousand feet. 
Moreover, the causes of the sonic boom are 
so fundamental that there is no prospect of 
significantly diminishing it. 

Aside from the unacceptable sonic boom, 
the payload of the projected aircraft ls so 
sm.all a part of its total weight that it would 
be a.n economic disaster-particularly 1f it 
grows in weight as it is made safe and reliable 
as has happened with most, 1! not all , pre
vious aircraft. Moreover, the economic pros
pects are diminished if the number produced 
ls reduced to those required for routes over 
the oceans or unpopulated areas. 

At present I understand that the engines 
are too noisy to be tolerable at major jet 
airports. In this respect it may have been 
improved and may be improved further but 
only at the cost of a further loss of efficiency, 
making the economic prospects still worse. 

As to the various environmental effects, 
other than noise and sonic boom, which have 
been suggested, they are speculative and I 
have no comment. 

Finally, there is no question that this 
development would contribute to the tech
nological advance which ls so essential to 
mwtntaming the U.S. position in the world. 
Nonetheless, I believe that this development 
program ls too expensive for that purpose 
alone and much of the technology will be 
developed for military aircraft which are 
already operating at the speed of the SST. 

In sum, this is a high risk development 
which would benefit only the small number 
of people who can afford first-class trans
oceanic travel and even then would operate 
at a loss. 

It makes no sense to me to carry it even 
to the prototype stage since the prototypes 
will answer no basic questions that we can't 
answer now. 

Sincerely, 
DONALD F. HORNIG. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts <Mr. KEITH). 

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, and I 
want to compliment him and his col
leagues on the other side of the aisle for 
the very detailed attention which they 
have given to this question in the recent 
hearings, and for the extraordinarily 
fine caliber of debate that has taken 
place here on the floor of the House 
today . 

Mr. Chairman, the SST was the big 
issue in my last election. It lends itself 
beautifully to a political campaign. Tele
vision producers can create a clever, 
visible, and audible image of a vast pol
lution machine, endangering the health 
and tranquility of one's constituents. 

Tens of thousands of dollars were spent 
in the campaign against me on this issue 
alone-a TV viewer heard the plane and 
saw the smoke and was sure that ecologi
cal disaster was around the corner. I am 
delighted today that the ecological dis
aster which was forecast by my oppo
nents has been shown to be fictitious by 
the discussion that has taken place on 
both sides of the aisle this afternoon. 

The economics of the issue reminds me 
somewhat of the salty seafaring economy 
that flourished in southeastern Massa
chusetts in mid-1800. In the 1860's we 
had clipper ships that sailed the seas and 
we dominated world trade on the oceans. 

During the Civil War, distracted by the 
military effort, we lost our leadership on 
the seas as the British subsidized a ship 
known as the packet and took away our 
lead in that field. From then on our mer
chant marine has literally gone down the 
drain until today, less than 4 percent of 
ocean travel is in American bottoms. 

In order to recapture our lead in this 
area, the Congress authorized a $10 bil
lion merchant marine program just last 
fall. We did this in an effort to catch up 
with the Russians, Japanese, and the 
others who have been building merchant 
ships and plying the oceans of the world 

with crews from countries other than our 
own. 

Wealth comes only from production. It 
is very well to say that other programs 
have higher priorities. We all want to 
improve our ecology and our economy. 
But you cannot do it without revenues. 
The purpose of this plane is to generate 
such revenues by maintaining our world
wide lead in aerospace. 

All over the world, in war and peace, 
you see American commercial aircraft-
and 85 percent of these planes are manu
factured in this country. The Russians, 
the British, and the French economists 
recognized that the next generation of 
aircraft is going to be supersonic and 
they decided to capture the lead-in the 
same way that the British did in the era 
of clipper ships. 

Unless we respond as called for in this 
resolution we cannot compete with the 
state subsidized SST efforts of other na
tions of the world. We have lost our shoe 
industry. We have lost our textiles. We 
have lost our television manufacturing. 
I tried to buy a domestic television set 
the other day and got one from Sylvania. 
As I was installing the antenna, I noticed 
that it said on the back of the set "Made 
in Taiwan." 

Much of what we use today comes from 
abroad. Aerospace is the only industry 
in which we are still the unrivaled lead
er. That, too, can go the way shoes, tex
tiles, and our television industry have 
gone unless we do something about it. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, my support of this 
program does not mean that the SST is 
desirable at any and all locations. Even 
though the atmospheric and noise pollu
tion problems may be resolved, success 
with these aspects of its development does 
not mean it will or should use existing 
airports. It is evident that in the new air 
transport system, new backup commu
nities and facilities may be, and probably 
are, necessary. On the other hand, my 
district in Massachusetts, and particu
larly Cape Cod, is not that community 
nor does it have the facilities. 

During the last campaign, Mr. Chair
man, my opponents tried to convince the 
people of Cape Cod that this plane would 
land in their backyard. They tried to 
convince these intelligent people that 
their fragile and precious environment 
would be the nest for ear-shattering, pol
lution-bearing supersonic transports. But 
these people, my constituents and friends, 
remembered. They remembered 10 years 
ago, when the Cape Cod National Sea
shore was established through my vig
orous support, that we made some judg
ments that have a parallel today. The 
national seashore could have been de
veloped like a Jones Beach, or a Coney 
Island. But we decided then that the cape 
could not survive that kind of develop
ment. It could not absorb that reckless 
abandon that comes with big projects 
that devastate our resources, could turn 
our pine lands into concrete, or litter our 
quiet leisure with blaring music and 
blustering neon. 

Cape Cod must remain as we know it, 
as our neighbors know it, and as our visi
tors from all over the world know it. To 
conceive of the cape as a potential re
ceptacle for a jetport city, with 60,000 
people to service it, with massive re
quirements for ground or supplemental 
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air transportation, is, to say the least, 
absurd. We cannot, and will not, remove 
an asset from the Massachusetts econ
omy and from the Nation's inventory of 
national parks that is enjoyed by so many 
peopie, for so many reasons. As strong as 
my support is for the development of the 
SST, my opposition is even stronger to 
any thought of its operation in south
eastern Massachusetts. 

To put this question further into per
spective, I would venture to say that a 
cape jetport is both environmentally and 
economically absurd. The centers of pop
ulation and commerce which such a jet
port would be intended to serve-Greater 
Boston, Providence, Worcester, the Mer
rimack Valley, and perhaps Hartford
are simply too remote from Cape Cod for 
a proposed jetPort to attract sufficient 
passengers and cargo to be economically 
viable. 

Finally, I believe that the Federal stat
utes dealing with environmental policy, 
which require a thorough evaluation of 
the ecological impact of such federally 
funded projects as airport development, 
would restrain the Commonwealth from 
establishing a commercial jetport in such 
an environmentally delicate area as the 
cape. And I know, since any plan of this 
magnitude and impact would have to be 
approved by the Governor, the Honorable 
Francis W. Sargent, who is a former 
Commissioner of Natural Resources, and 
who served as the executive head of a 
committee on national conservation and 
recreation resources, will unequivocally 
oppose any such project. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, because 
of my many contacts with constituents 
on this matter and because of my con
cern and fight for the preservation and 
conservation of our natural resources 
and the environment, I would like to add 
to the RECORD four letters which provide 
more detail and more insight on the sub
ject. These letters, two to Mr. Henry 
Beetle Hough, editor of the Vineyard 
Gazette, and Mr. Thomas Hale of Vine.
yard Haven, and Mrs. Phyllis S. Garvey 
of North Abington, will be of interest to 
many of the concerned residents of the 
12th District of Massachusetts: 

The VINEYARD GAZETTE, 
Edgartown, Mass. 

To THE EDITOR: 

FEBRUARY 19, 1971. 

The Vineyard Gazette, along with a num
ber of other newspapers in Southeastern 
Ma.ssachusetts, has taken strong exception 
to my support for the SST development 
project. I would like the opportunity to re
spond to some of the arguments being made 
against the SST, particularly those con
tained in your editorial of February 5th. 

The discussion surrounding the SST, I 
regret to say, has generated more myths and 
misunderstandings than any other public 
policy debate in my memory. The most im
portant of these myths, insofar as South
eastern Massachusetts is concerned, is that 
which holds that the question of develop
ing an SST prototype is somehow directly 
linked to the question of establishing a jet
port at Otis Air Force Base. 

At present the proposed Cape jetport is 
nothing more ithan a gleam in the eye of 
Mr. Crocker Snow. In the past few years he 
has tried .and failed to win acceptance of 
commercial aviation at the South Wey
mouth Nava.I Air SitatJ.on; I expect and 
trust that he wlll be no more successful 
as far as the Cape and otis are concerned 

for the odds against a commercial jetport 
there remain quite long. The Air Force 
currently occupies the property in question 
and has assured me that its ongoing plans 
call for no phase-out of t.he mission at Otis. 
Further, the Governor and the Massport Au
thority, in response to urgings by interested 
citizens, including me, have stated that they 
oppose the establishment of a jetport in 
our area. Without the support of these key 
officials, with the continued presence of 
the Air Force at Otis, and in the face of 
spirited opposition on the part of an aroused 
citizenry on the Cape, how can Mr. Crocker 
Snow fulfill his dream of establishing a jet
port there? 

To put this question further into per
spective, I would venture to say that a Cape 
jetport is economically and environmentally 
absurd. The centers of population and com
merce which such a jetport would be in
tended to serve (Greater Boston, Providence, 
Worcester, and the Merrimack Valley) are 
simply too remote from Cape Cod for the 
proposed jetport to attract sufficient passen
gers and cargo to be economically viable. The 
la.ck of adequate surface transportation link
ing the Cape with the rest of Massachusetts 
is another nail in the coffin of the jetport 
scheme. 

Finally, I believe that the Federal Environ
mental Policy Act, which requires a thorough 
evaluation of the ecological impact of such 
federally funded projects as airport develop
ment, would restrain the Commonwealth 
from establishing a commercial jetport in 
such an environmentally delicate area as 
th€• Cape. 

So, how does all of this relate to the SST? 
Not at all, in my view. Assuming, for the 
sake of argument, that Mr. Crocker Snow 
overcomes the forces arrayed against him 
and estr~blishes the Gape jetport, SSTs land
ing at Otis would be no more annoying 
to nearby residents, including those on the 
Vineyard, than would existing jets. Indeed, 
they may be even less annoying. 

First of all, the FAA is currently develop
ing a rule to prohibit jets from flying at 
such speeds over land as to cause a sonic 
boom to reach the ground. In effect, the 
sonic boom will occur only well out to sea 
where, according to studies of flights bJ 
military supersonic aircraft, the impact of 
the boom on the marine ecology is neg
ligible. 

Secondly, due to current and projected 
technological developments aimed at quiet
ing the SST's engines, the "sideline" noise 
of the Supersonic Transport, as it rolls down 
the runway will be well within the maximum 
guidelines set by the FAA for new subsonic 
jets. Finally, the SST will take off on such 
a steep angle of ascent that by the time it 
is over populated areas adjacent to the air
port, the engine noise heard at ground level 
would be considerably less than that created 
by current four engine subsonic jets which 
do not climb so rapidly. And, by the time 
an SST taking off in the direction of Martha's 
Vineyard passed over that island, the noise 
heard at ground level would be about equiv
alent to the existing noise level on Main 
Street In Edgartown on a busy Saturday 
afternoon in summer. 

In any case, even if the American SST pro
gram were scuttled tomorrow, the British
French Concorde, which gives every indica
tion of being a viable supersonic aircraft, 
will be flown to and from the United States. 
Thus, a vote for or against the development 
of an American SST prototype has no direct 
relationship to the presence or absence of 
SSTs at Otis. 

Regrettably, the American press in general 
has failed to provide its readers with any
thing approaching objectivity or accuracy in 
its treatment of the SST question. No aspect 
of the SST debate has been more distorted 
or subject to more unfounded, emotional 
generalities than the question of the SST's 
possible impact on the environment. Some 

charge that the SST will bring on a new ice 
age; others say that a melting of the polar 
ice caps will result. To put it charitably, 
such allegations are pure fantasy. 

As I noted above, noise pollution, whether 
supersonic or subsonic, wlll be no greater 
than that associated with aircraft already in 
use. And what will the SST's impact on the 
upper atmosphere be? Last summer the re
port of the MIT Summer Study of Critical 
Environmental Problems received consider
able national attention as it related to the 
SST's effect on the stratosphere. Despite in
nuendos in the press to the contrary, the 
study in no way saw any reason for delay
ing or ending the American SST program. 

Indeed, in reply to irresponsible allegations 
supposedly based on the MIT-Williamstown 
report, Dr. Wlll Kellogg, Chairman of the 
Work Group on Climactic Effects and Associ
ate Director of the National Center for At
mospheric Research, issued the following 
statement: 

"I am very much disturbed over recent 
gross exaggerations and scientific mistate
ments regarding the SST's potentially harm
ful effects upon the atmosphere and man's 
environment. Last August, a group of top 
scientists at the MIT Summer Study stated 
that there are indeed environmental unc·er
tainties, caused in no little part by gaps in 
available information, which require addi
tional research in order that they may be re
solved. I pointed out at that time and want 
to strongly reaffirm that there is no environ
mental reason however to delay construc
tion of the two prototype U.S. SSTs." 

I regret that time and space prevent me 
from further commenting on the specious
ness of many of the arguments being used 
against the SST. Allow me in closing, how
ever, to say that the SST is no doomsday 
machine or otherwise a threat to man or his 
environment. All ecological questions will 
have to be answered satisfactorily during 
testing of the prototypes before production 
of an SST fleet is allowed. 

In conclusion, I would like to restate brief
ly some of the reasons for the SST. First of 
all, advances overseas In SST technology, 
particularly in the development of the Con
corde, indicate that, as the next generation 
of aircraft is produced, the American lead 
in aviation markets, in the absence of a 
competitive SST, will be seriously eroded. In 
this regard, studies show that the SST's bene
ficial impact on our balance of payments 
over a 12 year period can range from $17 
billion to over $45 blllion. In contrast, a 
serious trade deficit could occur as foreign 
and domestic airlines, for lack of an Ameri
can SST to buy, shift their aircraft purchases 
overseas. 

Further, the SST will create 150,000 jobs 
in, and related to, the aerospace industry 
and will generate some $10 billion in state, 
local and federal tax revenues. Lastly, the 
federal government, after the projected mar
ket of 500 SSTs has been sold, will recover 
its full investment, plus royalties of $1 bil
lion. 

No one can predict for certain that the SST 
will be an economic success-though, as of 
now, the data does point toward that con
clusion. So it is an economic gamble to be 
sure. But the economic and social gains 
which promise to result from development of 
this new aviation technology far outweigh 
the small investment which the government 
is required to make. 

Sincerely, 
lIAsTINGS KEITH. 
Member of Congress. 

MARCH 3, 1971. 
Mr. HENRY BEETLE HOUGH, 
Editor, The Vineyard Gazette, 
Edgartown, Mass. 

DEAR HENRY: Thank you for yours of 
February 27th. I'm sorry you detected 
"anti-intellectualism'' in my letter to the 
Editor of a few weeks ago. I thought the 
letter was an intellectually honest, rational, 
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and logical rebuttal to many of the charges 
being made about the SST's impact on the 
environment and its threat to the tran
quility of Southeastern Massachusetts. And, 
my contact with the professional lobbyists 
for the SST has been quite limited. Last 
August I talked about the SST's environ
mental effects With several officials of GE; 
about a month ago, at my request, William 
Magruder of the SST Development Office in 
the Transportation Department came over 
to be quizzed for several hours about a broad 
range of questions surrounding the controver
sial aircraft. Apart from these visits I can't 
recall being lobbied by the interests. 

I can understand your concern about the 
press being maligned by the politicians. How
ever, the press certainly feels no restraints 
with respect to criticizing the politicians so 
I think that the politicians should be ac
corded some First Amendment rights when 
the situation calls for it. And, I still believe 
that the American people are receiving a 
good deal of misinformation on the SST 
via the press. For example, I recall an edi
torial in the Boston Globe last year which 
advised its readers that an SST taking off 
would make the noise of 50 subsonic jets. 
Had the Globe taken the trouble to check 
its facts a little further, it woulc: have learned 
that this was a half-truth; to an observer at 
the side of the runway, the perceived noise 
level would be more like four jets. Obviously, 
even this is an unacceptable noise level and 
would have to be reduced b~fore the SST 
could go in to production. A further check of 
the facts would have revealed to the Globe 
the existence of efforts at modifications of 
the SST•s engines to bring noise levels with
in acceptable bounds. And, these modifica
tions have proceeded to the point where the 
Noise Advisory Committee on the SST re
ported a few weeks a.go that the technology 
now exists to bring the SST's noise down to 
the level of new, four-engine, subsonic jets. 

All of this is simply to say that the press, 
like any other human institution, is not in
fallible. And, I don't think it improper or 
unfair for me to point out areas which I be
lieve the press has exhibited some poor 
judgment or lack of objectivity. Heaven 
knows, I've been crucified regularly on nu
merous editorial pages for my alleged poor 
judgment in voting for the SST appropria
tions. 

With respect to Mr. Shaffer's remarks, I'm 
sure that the airlines Will do their best to 
fly SST's as profitably as possible; however, 
I've been in politics long enough to know 
that the Congress and an a.roused citizenry 
from coast to coast Will not let the FAA get 
away With relaxing the proposed ban on 
cross-country supersonic flights by the SST. 
In early 1969 the hue and cry about the ABM 
in cities like Boston, Chicago and Seattle 
resulted in a quick transformation of the 
Sentinel into the Safeguard, with the mis
sile sites removed from urga.n areas to rural 
locations. I expect that the outcry about 
sonic booms would be considerably greater. 
And, I'm sure that the FAA and the airlines 
know this. 

Perhaps, as you and Mr. Lewis noted, the 
British would be happy to have an excuse to 
drop Concorde financing. On the other hand, 
they might be just as happy to see the Amer
icans drop our SST project so that Concorde 
could dominate the market. 

In any case, regardless of what the Boeing 
and BAC people said at the press conference 
Lewls wad reporting on, I don't share the view 
"hat the earth should be paved over for air
strips. Nor should it be paved over for super
highways. We should instead seek to diversify 
our modes of transportation and encourage 
those which cause a minimum of pollution 
and congestion. It was for this reason that I 
voted last summer against cutting a mass 
transit authorization bill 'from $5 billion to 
$3 billion. It was for this reason also that I 
strongly supported the Rallpax proposal both 
in Committee and on the Floor. And, I'm 

now looking into the possibility of promoting 
experimental helicopter shuttle service in the 
Northeast Corridor so as to reduce conges
tion at major airports. 

Finally, I would like to try to put the SST 
appropriations into some kind of financial 
perspective. The amount in question this 
fiscal year was $290 million. A large amount 
to be sure; however, the space budget was 
$3.4 billion for this period. The farm budget 
was $7.9 billion. I have consistently voted 
against both of these programs. Obviously, 
only a small reduction in these expenditures 
would fully cover the annual cost of the SST. 
This ls not to say that we should spend our 
federal moneys on worthless projects because 
they are relatively inexpensive; it is to say 
that the SST, whether a wise or foolish in
vestment, represents a small expenditure 
when compared With the cost of moon shots 
and farm subsidies. And, it is an investment 
which I believe Will be fully repaid. 

With best regards. 
Sincerely, 

Mr. THOMAS HALE, 
Hine's Point, 

HASTINGS KEITH, 
Member of Congress. 

MARCH 17, 1971. 

Vineyard Haven, Mass. 
DEAR ToM: Thanks very much for your 

recent letter replying to mine which had 
been published in the Vineyard Gazette. 

To reply to your comments, point by point, 
I would first say that I agree that airplane 
development should be relatively low on our 
sea.le of national priorities. And, I believe 
that if the funds for the SST are seen in 
perspective, this is the case. For example, the 
Urban Mass Transportation Assistance Act 
of 1970 expressed a federal commitment of 
spending $10 billion on mass transit over 
the next 12 yea.rs. (For the next five yea.rs 
the authorization is $3 billion, an amount 
which I had voted to raise to $5 bililon.) 
And, for Fiscal Year 1970 federal education 
appropriations amounted to $4.4 billion. SST 
appropriations for the same fiscal year were 
(or wm be) 290 million dollars and the 
amount required to be appropriated will 
be substantially reduced over the next few 
years. I could continue citing large appro
priations for social programs. The point I 
want to make however, is that the govern
ment is devoting many more billions to edu
cation, mass transit etc. than it is to the 
SST. Further, once the SST fleet is ?ro
duced, up to $10 billion in additional rev
enues for state, local and federal social pro
grams will be generated. 

With respect to the current airport-air
ways system, I agree that great improve
ments are needed. It was for this reason that 
I supported in Committee and on the floor 
the Airport/Airways Development Act of 
1969. Largely through the levy of user taxes 
this legislation will raise $5 billion over 
the next ten years for airport and, airways 
modernization. 

Again, I agree with you that we shouldn't 
be in a constant race with the Russians sim
ply for the sake of being in a race. This 
philosophy prompted me over the years to 
oppose appropriations for NASA. If we want 
to begin reallocating priorities the NASA 
budget of $3.4 billion might be a good place 
for Congress to begin cutting. I would point 
out that this is well over ten times the 
amount appropriated this fiscal year for the 
SST. 

The problem of foreign competition be
comes critical, in my view, when balance 0f 
payments problems are considered. I am not 
quite ready to write the Concorde off as a 
failure and would point to BOAC's reaffirma
tion of a few weeks ago of its intention to 
proceed with Concorde purchases. Once these 
craft appear in the world's airways, I be
lieve, competitive pressures Will force Ameri
can and other airlines to purchase SST's. In 
the long run our balance of trade position 

could be seriously eroded if we fall to com
pete. 

One final word on the environmental ques
tions associated with the SST. This afternoon 
on the floor of the House, Congressman Silvio 
Conte of Massachusetts, who is opposed to 
the SST and who sits on the Appropriations 
Subcommittee which recently held hearings 
on it, st ated in effect: There are no en
vironmental reasons for delaying SST proto
type development. Conte and most other SST 
opponents in the House have now shifted 
the basis of their arguments against the 
plane from ecology to economics. 

Thanks again for wri ting and best regards, 
Sincerely, 

HASTINGS KEITH, 
Member of Congress. 

MARCH 17, 1971. 
MRs. PHYLLIS S. GARVEY, 
North Abington, Mass. 

DEAR MRs. GARVEY: Thanks very much for 
your recent letter in opposition to further 
development of the SST prototypes. To ex
plain my views on a number of critical 
questions surrounding the SST, particularly 
those concerning its environmental impact, 
I'm enclosing a copy of a letter which I sent 
last month to the Editm' of the Vineyard 
Gazette. 

With respect to the specific points which 
you raised, I believe that the Massachusetts 
legislature would be overreaching its au
thority if it were to ban SSTs from the Com
monwealth. Unless Massachusetts has sound 
public health or safety reasons for banning 
SST it would be engaged in an interference 
with Interstate and Foreign commerce which 
is the exclusive province of the Congress to 
regulate. Since, as my letter to the Vine
yard Gaootte points out, the noise pollution 
associated with the SST will be less than 
that created by current four engine jets, I 
do not believe Massachusetts will have any 
reasonable grounds for bam.ning this new 
aircraft. 

I fully share your belief that the govern
ment should devote more resources to de
veloping a good ground transportation sys
tem. It was for this reason that I voted la.st 
year for a five-year, $5 billion federal mass 
transit assistam.ce act. (The authorization 
was finally cut to $3.1 billion, a move which 
I opposed.) And, I participated in Com
mittee and on the floor in the creation of the 
Rallpax Corporation which promises to save 
passenger trains in the United States. Fur
ther, I strongly support federal participation 
in the development of new types of rail 
transportation such as the Metroliner and the 
Turbotrein. If you examine the expenditures 
for such program, I believe you'll find that 
they greatly outweigh the funds for the SST. 

Fina.J.ly, I would call your attention to the 
fa.ot that after the SST fleet has been sold, 
the government Will recover its full invest
ment, plus royalties of $1 billion. Further, 
sales of the airplane, taxes on wages etc. will 
~enerate up to $10 billlon in revenues which, 
in turn, can be invested by the government 
in a broad range of social programs. 

Sincerely, 
HASTINGS KEITH, 
Member of Congress. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Washing
ton (Mr. ADAMS). 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, many of 
us came prepared originally to this de
bate with an immense amount of en
vironmental material. We have measure
ments of ozone, measurements on cubic 
miles of air, and so on. But I think the 
chairman has pointed out, the hearings 
have established, and Mr. CONTE I think 
put it very well in saying that the eco
logical bubble burst during the course of 
the hearings, so we are talking about eco
nomics now. 
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Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. YATES. I will tell the gentleman 
that the ecological problem and the en
vironmental quandary that the SST 
would place us in has not burst. It is still 
a matter of great concern, and I would 
suggest to the gentleman since the ques
tion is still to be considered by the Sen
ate, he had better put his ecological stud
ies into the RECORD. 

Mr. ADAMS. I had put the facts in 
before, but I will check the RECORD to be 
certain it is covered. 

The reason I rise to speak today is 
because I am a member of the Transpor
tation and Aeronautics Subcommittee of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce and I want ro talk about the 
matter of priorities. Many of my col
leagues have said to me, "Why is it you 
can support this program? We know you 
have people in your district who are out 
of work, but we think there are other 
and better ways that you can do some
thing for them." 

During the course of the past 2 years 
those of us in the transportation field 
have spent a great part of our time and 
e:ff ort on every mode of transportation. 
The SST is one small part of a very big 
transportation problem. For example we 
have studied and passed legislation on 
barges. As I pointed out to my good 
friend from Illinois-and he is my good 
friend from Illinois-we have worked to
gether and done everything we can to 
push forward the mass transportation 
program, and we will continue ro do so. 

I stood in the well of this House dur
ing the fall of last year for my friends 
from New York, from Massachusetts, 
and from Rhode Island arguing-and we 
had one awful fight-trying to keep their 
trains, and I will be here again later 
this year trying to see to it that the 
trains run in the so-called Golden Tri
angle of the United States. We are all 
national legislators and, yes, it is prob
ably going to cost the Federal Govern
ment some money in each of these fields. 
For example, did you know what we did 
with our trains? We let them go out of 
business. We lost our technological ca
pacity to move people on the ground effi
ciently. I will be before this House again, 
and I hope some of you will be here, too, 
to put some money into the high-speed 
ground transportation research which is 
now going on in Colorado. We must have 
that as well as this air transportation re
search. 

I will say to you gentlemen-and I have 
looked at the railroad systems in the 
world-we do not have a system that 
we can point to any place in the United 
States today which will move large num
bers of people efficiently. Yes, we will 
have to put some Federal money into 
developing such a system, because it can
not be developed in private industry. Why 
not? Because we have let the railroads 
collapse, technically, and they have col
lapsed financially. 

I will also be here trying to do some
thing for the Penn Central Railroad 
service. In another field I have supported 
the bill which will try to bring back the 
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merchant marine. Yes, Government does 
have to be involved in these things. We 
regret that, but it is true. We are trying 
to establish our national priorities, and 
a viable transportation system is part 
of that. 

Again, I, like some of my friends, have 
been here in the well of the House sup
porting domestic and social programs 
to help the poor and the needy. Yes, we 
will try to undertake such programs, but 
we have to decide how much we can put 
into each program, and this SST pro
gram, one small part of transportation 
which, in tum, is part of our whole sys
tem of Federal spending. 

To give you some idea of the problems 
involved in trying to move more and more 
people, if we were still flying the DC-3, 
to move the number of people we are 
moving today with 3,000 jets, it would 
take us 50,000 DC-3 airplanes. Think of 
the amount of pollution that would be 
caused by that number of planes flying to 
say nothing of the congestion that would 
occur. 

Members will also have some idea of 
the pollution that would be caused if we 
were to continue DC-3's into 1990 when 
we would have needed 250,000 DC-3's. 

We are going to try to put together all 
parts of this transportation system. Last 
year 6 million Americans were flying in 
the international trade. It is estimated 
by the year 1990-and that is what we 
are looking at with this airplane--we 
will have 26 million Americans traveling 
in international trade. 

The problem with economics and mak
ing economic projections--and I think 
this is what causes the concern of my 
friend the gentleman from Illinois is 
worried about. He is saying that if this 
depression continues and the airlines stay 
flat on their backs and the money remains 
tight, this thing cannot succeed. I might 
say to the gentleman, if all those things 
continue as he suggested, then very few 
things in America can suceeed. We have 
to have a little optimism and we have to 
have it in the mass transportation sys
tem too. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, the gentleman was 
right in expressing my concern, but he 
was wrong in coming to the conclusion 
he did. I would not say it would not suc
ceed. I would say instead of there being 
private financing of the production 
plane, I would say it would have to be 
financed by the Government, as I think 
it will have to be done, and because of 
the fact that Boeing has not enough 
funds with which to go to the private 
market to get production backing for 
the _plane. I do not think the private 
financing market would support the pro
duction phase of the plane, and that 
would have to be done in 2 years. The 
airlines are not in a position to do that. 

Mr. ADAMS. This is the precise point 
brought out about this project. This air
plane cannot possibly be certified with
in 4 years and probably not before 1978. 
Remember, this gentleman has never 
said to the Members that the Concorde 
and the TU-144 are competitors to the 
2700-300 series, but the follow-on air
plane will be, and that is the airplane 
they will be building, and that is the air-

plane we are competing against in the 
late 1970's. That is what we are trying 
to develop. 

The reason this Member has put in a 
bill on sonic boom is that we know there 
is going to be supersonic flight starting 
in October of 1971 with the Moscow-to
Delhi flight of the TU-144. We know the 
British will request to come over here 
with their Concorde. We do have to deal 
with these factors. We are trying to 
develop what to do in 1974. 

In 1829 this is what Martin VanBuren 
wrote to President Andrew Jackson with 
regard to the railroads: 

As you well know, Mr. President, railroad 
carriages are pulled at the enormous speed 
of 15 miles per hour by engines which in ad
dition to endangering life and limb of pas
sengers, roar and snort their way through the 
countryside, setting fire to the crops, scaring 
the livestock, and frightening women and 
children. The Almighty never intended that 
people should travel at such breakneck speed. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I think the 
gentleman did not really intend to 
leave the impression with the House that 
further financing of the production ver
sion and certification of the plane will 
take place in 4 to 8 years. As a matter 
of fact, the production financing must 
be made immediately during the proto
type testing phases of it, and we can
not go into a production phase of the 
plane until there is money with which 
to rlo it. 

Mr. ADAMS. The gentleman will re
member the testimony of Mr. Magruder 
on that was very specific, that the size 
of the industry as it increases during 
the next 2 or 3 years and the airlines, 
if and as their business comes back
if it does not, there will not be much 
financing any place--but these factors 
are provided. They have three banks 
they say the project can be financed 
through. They finance two or three 
planes a month and not 300 of them 
at one time. 

Mr. YATES. If the gentleman will 
yield fw·ther, I called the Chase Man
hattan Bank, which was one of the 
banks suggested by Mr. Magruder, and 
their expert said it would be very diffi
cult to finance that kind of program. 

Mr. ADAMS. All I have is what the 
gentleman said. 

Mr. YATES. But Mr. Magruder in
vited me to call the banks and I took 
him at his word, and I found the banks 
really reluctant. 

Mr. ADAMS. I talked to the gentle
man yesterday, and the gentleman said 
his testimony stands. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SANDMAN). 

Mr. SANDMAN. Mr. Chairman, there is 
much misinformation concerning the 
Government's current and proposed role 
in development of the supersonic trans
port-SST-particularly with regard to 
its alleged environmental impact. 

This Nation proposes to build two pro
totype aircraft and to test the concept-
nothing more-of supersonic flight. 
These two planes will not be a menace 
to the environment. But they will pro
vide some valuable answers concerning 
the future of aviation. 
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I have been involved actively in avia
tion since 1942. In fact, I still fly my own 
plane each week whenever possible to 
and from my home in Cape May, N.J. 

Mr. Chairman, I am confident that the 
country that was able to place a man 
on the moon is also able to build the 
world's finest supersonic transportation 
in such a way that it will be economically 
beneficial and that it will have no detri
mental effects whatever on the environ
ment. 

My record in fighting air and water 
pollution during the 1·5 years I have held 
elected office at the State and Federal 
levels is a strong one. Currently before 
both Houses of Congress is my bill to 
regulate and eventually eliminate ocean 
dumping of wastes. With the support of 
the President and the vast majority of 
the general public, I am confident this 
type of environmental protection will be 
enacted this session. 

Concerning the issue of SST sonic 
booms, both the President and Secretary 
of Transportation vo:pe have stated flat
ly to my satisfaction that commercial 
SST's will not be permitted to fly at 
speeds causing sonic booms or excessive 
noise to reach the ground in the United 
States. 

Many questions have been raised con
cerning possible adverse effects of large 
numbers of SST's upon the world's cli
mate. Again, I have been assured that 
ab::;olutely no full-scale production of this 
ai:.:craft will be allowed unless it is prov
en, beyond any doubt, that no damage 
to the natural world will result. 

Mr. Chairman, it is clear that the SST 
can only be developed in prototype by the 
Federal Government. The borrowing ca
pacity of the five largest airlines all com
bined cannot support the financing of 
the prototype. However, once the plan is 
put into production, the entire enterprise 
can be self-liquidating and profitable. 

Currently, over 50,000 jobs are at stake 
in the development of the two prototypes. 
In the production program, some 200,000 
jobs will be affected, directly and in
directly. 

I have attended every possible briefing 
on the SST project during the last 5 
years. I have met with authorities and 
ir.terested parties on both sides of the 
issue and have weighed each argument 
carefully. 

The arguments against our continuing 
the development of the SST have about 
the same substance as those arguments 
once advanced against this Nation's pur
chase of the Louisiana Territory or 
Alaska. 

Similar arguments were used against 
the building of the Suez Canal, against 
America's space program, and against 
about every other major job that we have 
ever undertaken. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not stand by to al
low the United States to take a back seat 
to any nation in this field. 

My vote in support of continued de
velopment of the SST is a very conscien
tious one. I am convi,nced the program 
will benefit the Nation, our people, and 
our economy without harming the 
environment. 

I include as part of my remarks a con
cise and factual point-by-point report on 
how the SST will benefit all Americans: 

THE SUPERSONIC TRANSPORT: A PROGRAM TO 
BENEFIT ALL AMERICANS 

THE SUPERSONIC AGE IS HERE 

Military supersonic airplanes have been in 
use throughout the world for more than 20 
yea.rs. 

Russia, France, and Brita.in not only have 
prototype supersonic transports 1n fiight test, 
but have made production commitments, 
challenging the leadership in aviation long 
held by the United States. Their aviation in
dustry 1s on the upswing, while aerospace 
jobs a.re declining In the U.S. 

With 9 yea.rs and $864 m1111on already In
vested, the U.S. SST development program 1s 
two-thirds complete. The prototype preserves 
for the U.S. the option to compete for the 
supersonic air market of the future. 

WHY DO WE NEED AN SST? 

To meet the need for rapid, efficient, eco
nomical international air transportation in 
the 1980s and beyond. 

Because of its speed, the SST can do the 
work of about two 747s and do it economical
ly. The SST can also make more trips per 
day, affording more fiexlble scheduling to re
duce airport congestion. 

International air traffic is forecast to in
crease six fold over today's traffic by the m1d-
1980s. The SST can do the work of two to 
three subsonic jets and is needed to keep the 
number of airplanes in the free world's com
mercial fieet to a manageable level. 
WHO WILL BENEFIT FROM THE SST PROGRAM? 

THE PEOPLE 

International travelers - approximately 
10% of the adult population in 1985-will 
have fast, efficient transportation at reason
able fares. 

National benefits from a. successful SST 
program include thousands of jobs, more 
than $6 billion in tax revenues, $1 billion 
royalty return on Government investment, 
and at least $22 billion in a. favorable balance 
of trade. 

The nation needs profit-making programs 
like the SST to strengthen the tax base, 
undergird the economy and thereby provide 
the funds necessary to support the many so
cial reform programs that consume revenues 
but do not generate them. The United States 
needs to foster products which can be pro
duced at our higher wage scales and st111 
compete with foreign products. 

At present, 14,000 jobs a.re directly involved 
in the SST program; 40,000 persons in 44 
states are providing services. In the produc
tion program, 50,000 jobs will be directly af
fected; 150,000 jobs Indirectly. 

THE AIRCRAFT INDUSTRY 

The SST represents a major advancement 
in aeronautical technology. Advanced tech
nology has sustained the American aircraft 
industry in the position of world leadership 
for over 25 years. To stop the SST now a.nd 
relinquish this leadership to other nations 
would seriously affect the future of an in
dustry important to our economy and our 
security. 

THE AIRLINES 

The airlines need improved productivity 
to meet the market demand in the 1980s. 
Forecasts indicate that as many people will 
be fiying on SSTs in 1985 as are now fiylng 
on the total, free-world scheduled, airlines 
today. 

If the U.S. does not build an SST, the air
lines wlll buy SSTs from foreign countries. 
They may buy new subsonlcs as well from 
the growing family of aircraft available on 
the foreign market. The European supersonic 
transports a.re 100% subsidized with no pay
back provisions. 

Wll.L THE SST ADVERSELY AFFECT THE 
ENVIRONMENT? 

Russell Train, Chairman of the Council on 
Environmental Quality, acknowledges that 
the prototype program poses no danger to 
the environment. 

Last summer's study of Critical Environ
mental Problems, sponsored by MIT, resolved 
of ameliorated many of the rumors about 
the SST's supposed effects. 

Production SST aircraft noise levels have 
been greatly exaggerated. The SST will gen
erate less noise over the community, where 
virtually a.11 noise complaints originate, than 
the four-engine jets of today. 

Prior to production commitments, the 
capability of the commercial SST to achieve 
noise levels consistent with those required 
for the certification of four-engine, Inter
continental subsonic jets will be demon
strated. 

The SST will not be allowed to fiy over 
land at speeds that would produce a sonic 
boom. 

CONCLUSION 

The SST program ls a calculated invest
ment 1n a field where U.S. competence is 
proven, earning for the United States 85 % 
of the free world civil aircraft market. By 
extending that leadership, we can further 
nourish the economy of our nation, pro
viding the means to a better America for 
all the people. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. ABZUG). 

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, support
ers of Government expenditure for the 
supersonic transport airplane have 
argued that the project will provide bad
ly needed jobs for many people left un
employed by our sick economy. They are 
correct. But they fail to observe that we 
could provide the jobs without building 
the SST, and maybe get something for 
our money besides a lot of noise and a 
polluted stratosphere. As Paul Samuel
son, the Nobel Prize winning economist 
said in a recent discussion of the SST: 

Any way that the U.S. government or any
one else spends a billion dollars on goods 
will make a billlon dollars worth of jobs. 

In the current debate over the appro
priation for the SST I am not concen
trating on the environmental effect of 
the airplane alone, no matter how severe 
I believe that to be. I think, rather, we 
have to consider why the administration 
wishes to create a billion dollars worth 
of jobs by constructing an airplane to 
save a few wealthy people 3 hours of 
trans-Atlantic flight time, instead of 
creating a billion dollars worth of jobs 
by repairing slum housing, feeding hun
gry children, improving the Nation's 
health care, providing mass transit, or 
cleaning up the environment. In my dis
trict we are fighting very hard just for 
a decent subway. 

Indeed, those workers who might be 
hired for an SST program could be the 
object of a cruel hoax. If, as many econ
omists have predicted, no one buys the 
useless airplane, the workers will again 
be laid off their jobs to face the same 
hardships over again. Meanwhile the 
corporations involved, having risked lit
tle of their own capital, will be counting 
the profits earned at the taxpayers' ex
pense. 

The administration's push for the SST 
represents the same kind of government 
by vested interest that allows the Penta
gon to spend billions of dollars each year 
on useless armaments. Unsatiated by the 
profits they earn in the conventional 
marketplace, certain corporations resort 
to stimulating business with campaign 
contributions and lobbying expenses. It 
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is a time-tested technique. We thus wit
ness the spectacle of administration of
ficials and some Members of Congress 
behaving as though they represented 
Boeing or General Electric instead of the 
people in their districts or the people of 
this country. 

There are a lot of arguments against 
the SST, and I do not intend to repeat 
them now. But there is only one real 
argument for it: Profits for a very few 
people. While we debate such false is
sues as the SST's effect on the balance 
of payments or the dangers of Russia 
or England or France producing the first 
"White Elephants," children in this 
country suffer from not having enough 
food to eat. That the Congress should 
even consider financing this venture in
validates the responsibility of this body. 
How long must the working people of 
this country watch their taxes spent, 
not for anything that might benefit them 
or their fell ow human beings, but for 
useless pieces of metal that make some 
rich people richer? 

We must vote against the SST. But 
we should do more than state that we do 
it because we do not like sonic booms 
and increased stratosphere pollution. We 
must declare that we consider the needs 
of the people of this country to be more 
important than the profits of the cor
porations. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. PODELL). 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say at the outset that I, like many of 
my colleagues, have been beseiged by 
those who favor the SST as well as those 
who oppose development of the plane. 
First, let me point out that I am cer
tainly not against the development or 
production of the SST, and I am not per
suaded that the plane will be ecological
ly disastrous to our environment. In fact, 
I firmly believe that, at a time when 
we have lost our lead in the electronics 
industry to Japan and textiles to the 
Middle East, we must not permit our lead 
in the aerospace industry to backslide. 
Yet, in the development of the SST, we 
are years behind the British and tre 
French, who themselves are years behind 
the Russians. 

But what does bother me is that this 
plane is being built with $1.3 billion in 
public Federal funds under the guise of 
a loan. 

In the 1950's, when the British led 
the United States in developing the first 
commercial jet, the aerospace industry 
came to the Congress and asked for sub
sidies for the American counterpart-
the 707. There were dire predictions then 
that we would fall behind in aerospace 
technology. The Congress did not ap
prove such subsidies and today we have 
85 percent of the world aviation market. 
Nor were there any Government subsi
dies of the 747 which is now considered 
one of the most sought after commercial 
planes in the world. These planes were 
financed by private sources. So why can
not or why will not these private sources 
finance the SST instead of letting the 
taxpayer handle the 80- to 90-percent 
subsidy. 

My contention is that, if the project 
is worth while economically, then the 

private sector would be more than eager 
to jump in. Supporting me is W. J. Bau
mol, professor of economics at Princeton 
University: 

The logic of the free enterprise system 
1s that a new product 1s worth producing 
if its potential demand is sufficient to cover 
its costs and provide an attractive return 
to the capital invested in it. When private 
investors are convinced that there will be 
a sufficient demand for the item, capital 
will pour in to take advantage of the profit 
opportunities, and government funding then 
is simply unnecessary. The SST has clearly 
failed this market test. 

And so why does not private industry 
at least take it from here since the Fed
eral Government already has shelled 
out, in my opinion, more than its share, 
totaling $864 million? 

The taxpayers do not want to pay for 
this rich man's toy. Their money should 
be targeted toward the benefit of the 
majority of the people, not just the priv
iledged few who can afford to whiz across 
the Atlantic. It appalls me that it takes 
me virtually as long to travel the 15 
miles from my home in Brooklyn to 
Kennedy Airport as it would take me 
to cross the Atlantic on the supersonic 
jet. 

In other words, we need the ways and 
means simply to get to the airports. I 
should also add that it often takes as 
long to get from downtown Washington 
to downtown New York as it would to 
fly the length of the 3,000-mile ocean. 

That the project will create employ
ment in our currently hard-pressed 
economy, there is no doubt. But these 
public funds could be better used for 
other much-needed Projects, as I men
tioned earlier. Other pressing social 
problems deserve higher priority for 
these public funds, and work on them 
could certainly contribute to a fuller em
ployment. We can ill afford to ignore the 
welfare of millions to benefit a fe\"T. 
We cannot afford to spend a billion dol
lars in public funds on this project and 
ignore the problems of the majority. Mr. 
Chairman, let us redirect these funds 
so the taxpayers may benefit. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash
ington (Mr. MEEDS). 

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman and Mem
bers of the House, at the outset I would 
like to make some admissions. Perhaps 
that is not the best way to begin, but I 
would like to make the admission that 
I represent the Second Congressional 
District of Washington, which has a very 
substantial Boeing component in it. We 
build there the 747 aircraft. Perhaps I 
should not be supporting this program, 
because if it turns out to be as good as 
they say it will, it may take business away 
from the 747 and thereby cause unem
ployment in my district. That is admis
sion No. 1. 

Second, I am considered probably in 
this House as a liberal. That is to say, 
I support programs for education, pro
grams against poverty, and programs 
mainly relating to human values and 
changes in priorities within our system. 

The third admission is, I think, I can 
be considered a conservationist. I am the 
prime sponsor in this House of the North 
Cascades National Park legislation and 

a cosponsor of the National Trails leg
islation and the National Scenic Rivers 
legislation. I voted for and worked for 
every piece of water and air pollution 
legislation that has gone through this 
House in the 6 years that I have been 
here. 

The fourth admission I have to make 
is, I 1am no expert in technical mat
ters. As a matter of fact, I had a little 
trouble pas.sing chemistry and physics 
in high school. So I cannot stand here 
and say that I know for sure what the 
effects on the environment are going to 
be. As a matter of fact, I do not think 
anyone else can, either. I do not know 
what the effect of water vapor will be. 
My experts tell me it will not be very 
much. Some experts say it is going to be 
substantial. I do not know what the 
absolute effect of carbon emission is 
going to be. I do not know what the 
absolute effect of the noise factor is going 
to be. I do not know what the effect of 
radiation exposure is going to be, for sure. 
I can tell you what some experts say 
and I can tell you what other experts 
say. 

But it seems to me that we are here 
considering a prototype aircraft or two 
prototypes, to be exact, and that we 
ought to get along with the business of 
building them and testing a lot of these 
theories out. A lot of them have been 
tested, but the gentleman from Illinois 
said earlier today that there are lots of 
slips between the drawing board and the 
wing and the engine of the aircraft, and 
then he turned around and said that we 
do not need to build prototypes in order 
to test these theories out. I submit to 
you that we do need to build them. In 
fact, we probably know more about the 
engines than anything else. We really 
have to build these prototypes to find out 
the truth about many of the theories 
that the experts are throwing around 
here. I suggest that we ought to go 
ahead with that. 

I said earlier that I am a liberal. I 
want to see the untrained trained, the 
hungry fed, our uneducated and under
educated educated, and I do want to see 
the promise of America fulfilled. 

But I submit to you that before this 
can be done or when this is done, we must 
have a healthy, vibrant economy. We 
need jobs to have a healthy vibrant econ
omy. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not saying that 
this SST prototype program will stand 
on its own as a producer of jobs. Ob
viously, it will not. That is just one of 
the factors. But if we build this prototype 
and if the SST becomes a viable tool, then 
we stand to produce from 300 to 500 of 
those aircraft and then we get back into 
the Federal coffers every cent we have 
put out, and if we produce 500, an addi
tional $1 billion. 

If we build this and if it is a viable eco
nomic implement, then we can for get the 
$17 billion balance of payments outflow 
that we are talking about and turn it to 
a credit. Speaking about credits, we need 
credits very badly in this country. One 
SST is the equivalent of the importation 
of 20,000 Volkswagens. If we sell one SST 
we can offset the importation of 20,000 
Volkswagens, and we are going to import 
them. 
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Mr. Chairman, we need, in addition to 

our computer software another good ar
rangement with reference to the balance 
of trade. I submit that the SST will be 
that. 

There are many, many more advan
tages. Many of the advantages are the
ories. Many of the so-called disadvan
tages are theories. But I submit to you 
that it is going to cost us within $300 
million as much to cancel this program 
as it is to go through with it and com
plete it and check out all of these theories 
which a number of us have talked about 
when we take the well of this House and 
discuss the problem of the further de
velopment of the SST. Let us go through 
the prototype development and find out. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. BENNETT). 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, under 
the circumstances of the recent asser
tion by the President of the right to 
cancel by himself, without consulting 
Congress, duly authorized and appro
priated-for projects, we have no as
surance that the President will not end 
this program when, after we have spent 
billions of dollars on it, he may find it 
to be unattractive to him ecologically or 
politically. This is what he did relative 
to the Cross Florida Barge Canal. 

About $50 million has been spent on 
this canal, first, which the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff supported to provide "an addi
tional and shorter line of communica
tion between the Gulf Coast and the East 
Coast" that would "reduce exposure of 
shipping to submarine attack," and sec
ond, which several independent studies 
found to be justif.ed and beneficial for 
economic and job-producing reasons, 
and third, which many ecologists, and 
all congressional public hearings, open 
to all points of view, gave a clean bill 
of health to on ecological grounds. 

Yet, the President canceled the canal 
without notice to the public or to Con
gress. If he has the power to do this, 
what is to protect the billions of dollars 
contemplated for the SST should he 
conclude at a later date, it was a mis
take to go forward? Why allow him to 
waste those hard-to-come-by Federal 
funds? 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. SCHEUER). 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not one of those who opposes the SST at 
this time because it is a new form of jet
set transportation. I hope that some
time we will have private enterprise pro
ducing an SST. I think it could be a great 
thing. 

I am sure that those who deride the 
SST because it may be used only as jet
set transportation will find the contrary 
to be true. I hope that we will have eco
nomical, environmentally sound jet 
transportation available to secretaries 
and laborers as well as the wealthy. 

As I understand it, Mr. Chairman, 
since remote time, when the first cave 
man put tree trunks between two wheels, 
and since the chap developed the Stan
ly Steamer and then the first internal 
combustion engine, they have been ac
cused of building some kind of a jet-set 
transportation, but yet we very quickly 
built them for the masses. So in princi-

ple I am in favor of the SST, and I hope 
I can enjoy the benefits of it in my re
maining active or declining years. How
ever, this is not the time to do it, and I 
can express several good reasons why this 
is not the time. 

First of all, because of the many 
varied, complicated, esoteric, and con
fusing environmental questions that have 
been raised, the final answers to which 
are not yet in, we cannot proceed with 
the SST. The administration has ad
mitted as much in saying that they do 
not want to proceed with the construc
tion of these prototypes until they have 
satisfactory independent surveys and re
ports on the environmental problems 
that had been raised. I would like to see 
those answers. I would like Congress to 
discuss and analyze those answers and re
ports before we act. When the SST is 
developed the economic pressures for 
going immediately into mass production 
will be such that any remaining environ
mental questions for which there appear 
to be no satisfactory answers will be ig
nored. These environmental risks will be 
part of the price we will pay because of 
the pressure to get on with the production 
of the aircraft. 

Second, I believe that when New 
York City is about to fire 12,000 teach
ers, when the cities of our country are 
so financially hard pressed, when our 
public services are being dismantled, 
when the quality of urban life is being 
degraded and demeaned, when every 
American is denied the freedom to walk 
the streets safely, we should apply our 
resources to the concerns of life here on 
earth. 

I would like to see the aeronautical 
sciences that are so heavily involved with 
the SST applied to make our cities safe, 
to improve the quality of our criminal 
justice system, to create an effective mass 
surface transportation system and to 
benefit directly all 200 million Ameri
cans and their myriad unmet needs. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I was sorry to hear the 
gentleman from Florida state that he 
was going to vote against the SST, be
cause the President of the United States 
saw fit to close the cross-Florida barge 
canal. There are plenty of good reasons 
for voting against this program but I do 
not think this is one of them. As a con
servationist and one who has visited 
and fished in the Oklawaha River many, 
many times, I want to commend the 
President of the United States in his de
cision to close the cross-Flo1ida barge 
canal project and thus protect this beau
tiful waterway. 

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of this continuing appropria
tions resolution which includes funding 
for fiscal 1971 for the Department of 
Transportation and related agencies, and 
approximately $290 million for the civil 
supersonic aircraft development. 

I want to commend the Subcommittee 
on Tram;portation Appropriations on 
the excellent hearings on the entire scope 
of the SST issue ranging from environ
mental questions to the economic impact 
upon employment and the balance of 
payment.s. 

This is a moment of decision for the 
SST program and, in a larger sense, for 
our Nation's entire attitude toward the 
advancement of technology. 

This country's aviation leadership is 
at stake here. Because of the superiority 
of American jet transports, 85 percent of 
all such aircraft throughout the free 
world today are built in the United 
States. Today, we must ask ourselves 
whether or not we are going to abdicate 
American leadership in aviation to the 
British, French, and Russians who al
ready are years ahead in supersonic 
transport development. 

We are not asked to obligate a single 
Federal dollar today in commercial pro
duction of the SST. We are considering 
only the completion of building and 
testing two experimental planes. These 
two prototype aircraft wm help find 
answers to many questions about civil 
supersonic filght. They will put per
formance and economic objectives to the 
test. They will enable us to replace emo
tional fears with facts concerning the 
impact of supersonic fiight upon man's 
environment. 

Significantly, the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, Wil
liam Ruckelshaus, testifying before the 
transportation subcommittee empha
sized that the administration is com
mitted to getting answers to all of the 
environmental questions regarding noise, 
sonic boom, radiation effects from the 
possible reduction of zone, cosmic radia
tion effects on passengers and crew, and 
so forth, before commercial production 
proceeds on the SST. 

How else do you solve the problems of 
supersonic flight unless you pursue solu
tions through such an experimental or 
prototype program? 

There is nothing new or novel in pro
viding Government financial assistance 
to the SST. Most commercial air trans
port advancements were based on some 
type of Government financing. The one 
thing different with the SST is that the 
investment will be returned to the tax
payers with interest. 

There are 13,000 jobs which depend 
immediately upon our decision-and as 
many as 150,000 jobs are at stake in the 
years ahead. 

In recent months we have witnessed 
a sharp downtrend in employment in 
the aerospace industry. I am deeply 
concerned over an unemployment rate 
ranging between 9 and 11 percent in 
Wichita, Kans., in my congressional dis
trict, where the Boeing Co. maintains a 
division. In Seattle, Wash., the unem
ployment rate is even higher. 

The go-ahead on the prototype pro
gram will mean jobs for 2,000 men and 
women in Wichita, Kans. The failure 
to move ahead will unquestionably mean 
further layoffs. 

Earlier today, I testified before the 
Special Economic Development Subcom
mittee on Public Works in support of an 
accelerated public works bill, costing 
approximately $950 million over 1 year, 
designed to assist high unemployment 
areas. In this continuing resolution we 
are asked to provide $290 million, which 
:eventually will be returned to the U.S. 
Treasury with interest and it will guar
antee immediately the jobs of 13,000 peo
ple and eventually create 150,000 jobs, 
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as well as inaugurate a new era for the 
U.S. aviation industry. 

In addition to the impact upon em
ployment, an American-made SST will 
have a favorable impact on our balance 
of payments amounting to over $22 bil
lion. 

Mr. Chairman, we are already well 
along in the construction of two SST 
prototypes. This is not a new program. 
It is 10 y;ears along the way. The first 
funds for research were voted in 1961, 
during the first year of President Ken
nedy's administration, and a national 
program to develop a U.S. SST was estab
lished in June 1963. 

The Federal Government has invested 
more than $860 million out of a total 
investment of $1.3 billion. Private in
dustry, including contractors and air
lines, presently has invested more than 
$246 million out of its committed total 
investment of $403 million. 

We hav.e gone too far, invested too 
much, and are too near our goal to let 
'this all go down the drain with no 
tangible returns. 

The SST is a logical next step in the 
state of the art. It now rests with the 
Congress to determine whether or not 
there will be an American SST 7 or 8 
year.J from now to assure a position of 
continued technological leadership for 
the United States in aviation. 

I strongly urge the House to approve 
this resolution. 

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, it should 
surprise no one that as the Member of 
Congress whose district includes La
Guardia Airport, whose constituents in 
the Borough of Queens are plagued day 
and night with the screech and roar and 
pollution of jet aircraft and who worry 
not about getting to London or Paris in 
less than 6 hours but about getting to 
and from their jobs with safety and con
venience, I am unalterably opposed to 
continue public subsidy of the super
sonic transport. My only regret is that I 
did not serve in earlier Congresses with 
the opportunity to lend my voice and my 
vote to colleagues like the gentleman 
from Illinois <Mr. YATES) who have been 
waging a valiant fight against a project 
that clearly has no place in our national 
priorities. 

The SST debate, both last year and 
this year, has been long and involved. 
Both sides have been given ample oppor
tunity to state their cases. I believe the 
following issues have generated the most 
concern: 

First, is the SST necessary to maintain 
the competitive position of the U.S. air
craft industry? I do not believe it is, 
particularly in view of the difficulties be
ing experienced by the Concorde. But 
even assuming that the SST was neces
sary in this regard, why should all 
American taxpayers foot the bill? If the 
project really had merit, it would seem 
logical that private financing would be 
readily available, particularly in view of 
the profits the banking community has 
made in recent years. The obvious 
reluctance of the banking community to 
make commitments on the SST should 
be warning enough. 

Second, is not the SST necessary to pro
tect and stimulate thousands of jobs in 
the already-impacted aerospace in-

dustry? It seems to me that this is like 
asking if the war in Vietnam is not neces
sary to safeguard jobs in the Pentagon 
and profits of defense contractors. Sev
eral eminent economists have pointed 
out, correctly in my view, that the SST 
will generate no more jobs than the 
amount of money it represents would 
generate in any other endeavor. The fact 
of the matter is that about 13,000 people 
are now employed on the SST program. 
This figure is expected to hit about 20,000 
later this year as work on the prototypes 
advances and then decline sharply in the 
next 2 or 3 years. Should the SST 
actually go into production-a stage at 
least 8 years away-about 50,000 more 
jobs would be generated but this depends 
on a decision to go into production and a 
worldwide demand for 500 SS T's. 

It seems to me that there are really 
urgent needs in our society that must be 
met now and which require even greater 
manpower commitments than even the 
most optimistic SST proponents envision. 
When our cities are crumbling, our tran
sit systems stalled, our housing goals un
met, and our air and water increasingly 
poisoned, what sense does it make to 
divert manpower to a short-term pro
gram that will benefit only the interna
tional jet set? 

I am as concerned as any Member of 
Congress about the unemployment crisis 
in our Nation. But I feel that we would 
do far better to move speedily on the 
public-service employment bill and other 
measures than to pour more millions 
down this particular rathole. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I am gravely 
concerned about the environmental is
sues raised by the SST program and 
which simply have not been resolved to 
the point where further public subsidy 
would be justified. 

We do not need construction of 
SST prototypes to resolve the is
sues and this point has been backed up 
by the administration's own environmen
tal experts-Mr. William Ruckelshaus, 
Administrator of the Environmental Pro
tection Agency and Interior Under Secre
tary Russell Train. 

What is needed is the kind of inde
pendent, comprehensive research pro
gram which to date has not been under
taken by the Federal Government but 
which must be launched regardless of 
whether this SST program proceeds. 

If we have learned anything about our 
environment in these past few years 
of growing national awareness, it is that 
playing catch-up is costly and frequently 
impossible. We have learned that we do 
not live at the large end of an environ
mental cornucopia that has no limit. Our 
resources aiie finirte and they are pre
cious. The possible effoots of a :fleeit of 
SST's on rthe ·ozone in the upper atmos
phere are f.rightening. The obvioUIS effects 
closer rto the ground are pariticW.'8/l'lY 
alavming 01t 1a time when noise has be
come more than a nuisance-it is now a 
serious health hazrurd. 

The American taxpayer has already 
footed an $864 million bill for the SST. 
It is time to call a halt to this wasteful 
exploitation and to restore some sanity 
to our spending priorities. 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Chairman, for months 
a national debate has raged over the 

question of whether this Nation should 
continue to finance the development of a 
commercial supersonic transport. In the 
Halls of Congress and in all of the na
tional media both sides of this issue have 
been discussed at length and with vary
ing degrees of passion. 

Tomorrow, we in the House will be 
called upon to make the decision: shall 
we appropriate funds for the SST, or 
not? 

As a new Member of Congress, Mr. 
Chairman, I have listened with interest to 
the arguments on both sides of this ques
tion. I have heard all the arguments for 
continuing the Government-supported 
development of the SST. I have heard 
that we want this plane because it will 
provide employment. I h'ave heaird that 
we want this plane because we have al
ready invested $1 billion in it and all that 
is required now is another $290 million. 
I have heard that we want this plane 
because it would help the balance of 
payments, or because we fear the eco
nomic competition of Britain and France 
Japan, or Russia. ' 

But not once have I heard that we 
want this plane because the people of this 
Natic;m want and need a supersonic air
plane. On the basis of that consideration, 
I shall vote "no" on the continuing ap
propriation for the SST. 

There are many compelling arguments 
against the SST--ecological dangers, ac
celerated depletion of our fuel oil re
sources, the impact of sonic boom, land
ing and takeoff noise, technical difficul
ties with the aircraft design, as well as 
grave economic risks in an unproven 
market. 

These and similar arguments have 
been :flowing forth in a steady stream 
from many of our Nation's economists, 
sociologists, investors, and environ
mentalists. They comprise an impressive 
document, and I need not recount them 
here. 

Even when we scrutinize the state
ments in support of the SST, we do not 
find any assurance that these arguments 
are without merit. Indeed, the testimony 
of SST proponents at hearings of the 
Senate Appropriations Transportation 
Subcommittee, on August 27, 1970, leave 
my own pessimism unrelieved. 

For example, on the question of em
ployment that supposedly would be gen
erated by this program, the Secretary of 
Labor, the Honorable J. D. Hodgson, told 
that subcommittee: 

Considering the planned further war-time 
to peace-time conversion activity, it cannot 
be contended that additional jobs would be 
created by the SST Program. 

And the Chairman of the Council of 
Economic Advisers, Dr. Paul W. Mc
Cracken, pointed out: 

It should be stated, incidentally, that con
tinuing the SST should not be support ed as 
a. means to assure reasonable full employ
ment. 

Another unresolved question is that of 
the potential environmental and socio
logical problems of sonic boom, airport 
noise, hazards to passengers and crew, 
and effects of water vapor in the strato
sphere. Secretary Elliot Richardson of 
Health, Education, and Welfare based his 
support of the SST on "the understand
ing that some additional data is now 
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available on some of these problems," 
but advised that "continuous study and 
research, aimed at finding real solutions, 
will be required." 

Carrying Secretary Richardson's 
thought one step further, the then-Secre
tary of the Interior, Walter J. Hickel, 
stated: 

I believe it is important that the horse 
be kept in front of the cart and that we 
insure that satisfactory solutions to these 
environmental problems actually exist be
fore a major commitment is made for com
mercial production. 

In support of the program, the Chair
rr..an of the Council on Environment~,! 
Quality, Russell E. Train, stated: 

The concerns and uncertainties which this 
Council has identified relate solely to the 
possible future operation of a fleet of com
mercial SST's. 

But his statement yields small com
fort when the Executive Secretary of the 
National Aeronautics and Space Coun
cil, William A. Anders, observed almost 
simultaneously that--

The government stands to regain the entire 
$1.3 billion investment when the three 
hundredth airplane is sold. 

Apparently, by committing ourselves 
tA.- further development of SST proto
types, we may be forced to underwrite 
commercial production of a fleet of SST's 
in order to recover our investment, re
gardless of the detriment to our environ
ment or budgetary considerations. 

On the question of the costs of con
tinuing the SST program, the Deputy Di
rector of the Office o:f Management and 
Budget, Caspar W. Weinberger said: 

I am concerned about further Federal fi
nancial support beyond the prototype de
velopment phase of this program. The cost 
of certification and initial production could 
run as high as $4 bilUon. 

Interestingly, Mr. Weinberger went on 
to make another telling point against the 
very program in favor of which he spoke. 

In my opinion-

He stated: 
the tru-- test of the SST prototype should 
be in the free marketplace. If investment 
bankers, air carriers and aircraft manufac
turers have confidence that the SST will be 
economically viable, they will finance the 
program. 

As yet, we have no assurances that the 
incentive for private financial support of 
this program exists. Henry Keams, presi
dent and chairman of the Export-Im
port Bank of the United States, has 
stated: 

As the SST will not be available for sale 
untll the late 1970's, we cannot point to any 
such proven demand [for the SST in the 
world markets]. 

What we have in the foregoing testi
mony in support of the SST program is 
faith overlaid with qualifications and 
contradictory statements based on ir
reconcilable points of view, not state
ments of fact. 

The evidence against the SST, how
ever, is substantial. One projection of po
tential SST subcontracts going to the 
States indicates that 44 States will 
actually lose money when the tax invest
ment they would make to the program is 
measured against the value of the sub
contracts they might gain. Most alarm-

ing to me is that New York State, ex
pected to contribute $245.7 million to the 
SST program, may be expected to bring 
in only $55.2 million in contracts and 
subcontracts-a net loss to the taxpay
ers of New York of some $190.5 million. 

New York State ranks first on the list 
of losers, exceeding the predictable loss 
of the second State, Illinois, by some 
$108 million. The economic benefits of 
prototype production to New York's in
dustries and aerospace labor market will 
be significantly diminished by the overall 
tax support New Yorkers will contribute 
to the SST. Indeed, some of the States 
whose financial plight is presently most 
critical-New York, Illinois, Pennsyl
vania, New Jersey, Massachusetts--even 
California, home of the giants of the air
craft industry--stand to suffer net losses 
when their tax contribution to this pro
gram is measured against the promised 
production windfall of a single industry. 

Another impartant factor: for me, liv
ing on Nassau County's South Shore 
abutting John F. Kennedy International 
Airport, the noise argument does not 
exist merely on a test-engineer's chart 
or a scientist's memorandum. Noise from 
jets landing and taking off is a constant 
phenomenon, relentlessly assaulting the 
eardrums of the residents of what we call 
"jet alley" in my district. As past chair
man of the New York State Senate Com
mittee on Health, I have consistently 
fought for limitations on sustained noise 
over 85 decibels. And yet, SST propo
nents point with pride to the clearly in
sufficient reduction of SST noise from 
124 to 108 decibels. It is estimated that 
10 to 20 million people in the United 
States suffer hearing impairment, in most 
instances caused by overexpcsure to ex
cessive noise. Its contribution to nervous 
fatigue and cardio-vascular disorders is 
incalculable. 

We hear assurances that noise levels 
will be further reduced. But can we 
be sure? Do we recall that the Federal 
Aviation Administration, in considering 
imposing noise level standards, includes 
as a factor the economic and structural 
feasibility of the aircraft to meet that 
standard? And do we really believe that 
the pressures to allow overland flights 
could be resisted for long if that meant 
the difference between success and fail
ure of the commercial SST? 

The SST prototype program is clearly 
fraught with risks to our economy our 
environment, our people's health,' and 
its own success. In other areas in which 
the Government has invested, there has 
traditionally been a broad public benefit 
based on a broad public need. There is, 
in my opinion, no demonstrated public 
need for the SST. 

Today, less than 4 percent of the U.S. 
population holds passports for interna
tional travel. These are the only people 
who would benefit at all from the SST. 
Yet daily, we in the cities and suburbs 
are witness to the spectacle of millions 
of Americans attempting to get to and 
from work by automobile or by using 
largely inadequate public transit systems. 
The state of urban-suburban mass tran
sit in the United States is a national dis
grace, yet even now there is a move afoot 
to reduce the already insufficient Federal 
funds for this pressing need. 

New York's Nassau and SWiolk Coun
ties alone count one-quarter million peo
ple who daily ride the Long Island Rail
road. And yet, until only recently LIRR 
equipment production and nrocurement 
practices consisted of an ·off-the-shelf 
philosophy, with no plan for technolog
ical development: just a "holding opera
tion" to keep the line-and its equip
ment-from falling apart. 

Almoot 40 percent of this Nation's peo
ple live in suburban areas. Many of them 
spend half their working days on jammed 
highways and obsolete trains, trying to 
get to work and back to their f amllies 
with some dignity intact. Automobile 
commuters in Los Angeles spend hours on 
freeways to move a few miles. A few years 
ago, Boston was ensnarled in a 6-hour 
traffic jam that paralyzed the city. Air
port parking facilities and traffic condi
tions on the roads that lead to them make 
air travel more discouraging with each 
coming year. And yet we are today dis
cussing the continuation of a $1.3 billion 
program to enable a handful of wealthy 
businessmen, tourists and jet-setters to 
fly to London in 2 hours instead of 4. 

At a time in our history when we talk 
about commitment to domestic priorities, 
it is ironic that we should consider a ma
jor public expenditure that will benefit 
very few. We should instead be talking 
about the kind of world we want to live in 
on the ground. The $290 million could 
buy a lot: engineering and technological 
talent to start developing mass ground 
transportation programs equal to the 
needs of the last quarter of the 20th cen
tury, or to start developing new cities to 
help relieve urban pressures. We could 
apply these funds to our efforts to up
grade preventative health programs and 
rebuild our health delivery system; to 
improve the lot of our elderly and our 
physically and men tally handicapped; to 
expand educational and vocational pro
grams; to train and retrain qualified per
sonnel to help find technological solu
tions to the problems of mass transporta
tion, health science, recycling solid and 
liquid wastes and cleaning up our pol
luted air and waterways. We should not 
spend taxpayer's money on a risky pro
gram that threatens to create more prob
lems than it solves. 

Our Nation's greatness lies, in part, in 
the skill and enthusiasm with which we 
mobilize our resources to meet the chal
lenges before us. Let us utilize those re
sources by creating unified programs in 
vital areas to provide employment, eco
nomic and physical health, and techno
logical excellence to millions of Ameri
cans instead of frittering away still more 
millions on the dubious SST venture. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I am 
opposed to further Federal funding of 
the commercial supersonic transpcrt 
airplane. I wish the issue were as simple 
as the respective spokesmen would have 
us believe, but it is not. 

Some would have us believe that fail
ure to continue Federal :financing of this 
project need result in either massive un
employment or cause a serious decline in 
America's technological superiority. I re
main unconvinced. 

Nor am I persuaded by the arguments 
of those who prophesy an ecological dis
aster should the Congress, despite my 
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best efforts, vote to continue Federal 
participation in the development of the 
SST. This form of argumentation re
minds me of chicken little. An acorn's 
worth of evidence is interpreted to mean 
the sky is falling. I am satisfied that 
neither the Congress nor the Secretary of 
Transportation would ever permit the 
SST to go into production should future 
testing demonstrate that these planes 
would produce unacceptable environ
mental damage or discomfort. 

But there are other and better argu
ments which led me to the conclusion 
that the Federal Government should stop 
funding this commercial venture. The 
fundamental issue before us today re
volves around the question of priorities. 
We have heard much rhetoric recently 
about the need for the Federal Govern
ment to reorder its priorities. If there 
ever was a clear-cut case of old versus 
new priorities, SST is that case. 

There are simply far too many other 
legitimate but unmet demands which 
should receive our priority attention. 
Low- and moderate-income housing, ur
ban mass transit, welfare reform, health 
care, education, and pollution control
each of these areas is underfunded. Even 
the authors of the basically sympathetic 
study of the SST commissioned by the 
Library of Congress acknowledge that 
ground transportation and not air trans
portation is the most underdeveloped 
mode of transit. Yet, at a time when we 
are spending at an annual rate of only 
$75 million for the development of new 
urban transit technology which would 
benefit a majority of Americans, we are 
today being asked to vote an additional 
$290 million for an aircraft which will 
benefit only a relative few. 

We are also told that we cannot af
ford to stop now. The Federal Govern
ment is in too deep. By March 31 we will 
have spent $864 million, and if we are to 
stop now, the proponents lead us to be
lieve that these funds would have been 
wasted. This curiolld line of reasoning, of 
course, assumes tha.t the private sector 
would abandon the SST in the event the 
Federal Government withholds further 
funding. Yet, these same proponents are 
also arguing that the SST will be a huge 
commercial success. Now we cannot have 
it both ways. If it is going to be a money
maker for the Government, it should also 
be a bonanza for private financial back
ers who could pick up the slack in the ab
sence of Federal support. But if it is only 
a make-work plan, I believe we can devise 
better alternatives. 

For these reasons, I intend to vote 
against the SST. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Chairman, the 
supersonic transport program was begun 
a few short years ago when we in this 
country were living in a different age. A 
decade or so ago this country was startled 
and chagrined when the Soviet Union 
launched the first sputnik. We read into 
the launching of the Russian satellite, 
signs that this country's technology was 
:flagging and falling behind. We re
sponded by initiating a number of space 
and aviation program in hell-bent-for
election fashion. The SST was one of 
these programs. 

In the decade since, we have become 
more aware of the nature of the many 

deep problems facing the Nation-social 
problems, environmental problems and 
economic problems. And as part of this 
increasing awareness, we are beginning 
to realize that ungoverned technology, 
can just as easily create blight as prog
ress. This reordering of the country's pri
orWes is bringing with it the dawning 
realization that programs such as the 
SST pale next to our domestic needs. 

Regardless of any of the arguments 
raised by the proponents of the SST pro
gram, I am firmly convinced that the 
billions of dollars that will be sought for 
the continuation of this program could 
be spent far better in other areas. 

The administration has made very 
elaborate analyses to support its conten. 
tion that an SST is an absolute necessity. 
Yet, I have seen no cost-benefit analysis 
which showed the relative merits of an 
SST as opposed to the same amount be
ing spent on additional housing for low 
income families. Or the benefits of the 
SST versus ameliorating the seemingly 
interminable delays in ground transpor
tation to and from airports of our obso
lescent air trafiic control system. Have 
these analyses been made or are we 
merely continuing to travel a path of 
postsputnik reaction, totally oblivious to 
the needs of the citizens we represent? 

There are a spate of arguments raised 
by the proponents of the SST-balance of 
payments; the Europeans are going to 
get ahead of us; employment benefits; 
scientific advancements; national pres
tige; and so on. These arguments are 
tired and old. Those arguments that cen
ter around "the Europeans are going to 
get ahead of us" and "we need the SST 
for national prestige" are composed 
largely of common, garden soil nutrients. 
The Europeans are having definite sec
ond thoughts on the economic feasibility 
of the Concorde. And as for national 
prestige-when are we ever going to stop 
this continual fretting over how we su
perficially appear to the other nations 
of the world? In this respect we have 
become somewhat like an aging movie 
queen--continually preening in front of 
a mirror, applying another coat of paint 
and plaster, draping another bauble 
around the neck-all the while failing to 
notice the fat derriere and the varicose 
veins. Perhaps this Nation can endure 
and even get healthier without the sort 
of national prestige that derives from 
technological baubles. 

No, it is not national prestige that we 
are debating here today. The question 
here is primarily one of economics and 
employment. The proponents of this pro
gram cite the fact that thousands of jobs 
would be created. Everyone, save perhaps 
the administration, readily admits that 
this country is facing a severe unem
ployment problem. The SST program, 
then, would appear to have benefit in 
alleviating unemployment in much the 
same way that building the pyramids 
centuries ago kept the Egyptians off the 
streets. Unfortunately, however, the SST 
is not a pyramid. You just cannot stack 
enough people in or about an SST to 
truly ameliorate the current unemploy
ment problem. The Boeing Co., prime 
contractor on the SST, employs only 
20,000 people on the SST during its cur
rent development stage. It will not be 

until the production phase of the pro
gram in the mid 1970's that significantly 
greater numbers of people will be em
ployed. I realize that by not funding the 
continuation of the SST we will be ag
gravating what is already a serious un
employment problem for the folk in the 
Seattle area. However, there are other 
means and other less expensive Federal 
programs for mitigating unemployment 
in urban areas. Thus far, according to 
the mayor of Seattle, the administration 
has studiously avoided the Seattle area 
in its economic aid programs. This is a 
fact which I think is terrible. Indirect 
subsidy through the Boeing Co. is not, 
in my estimation, the best way to assure 
the long-term economic health of the 
Seattle area. For years, the Seattle area 
has experienced a boom-or-bust econ
omy. Following World War n the area 
was economically desolate and it was not 
rmtil the B-52 and other military pro
grams of the early 1950's and the natural 
growth of commercial aviation that the 
area was nurtured back to health. The 
reason for this is quite simple-the 
Boeing Co. continues to have an eco
nomic stranglehold on the Seattle area. 

I for one have great respect for the 
Boeing Co. They are prudent business
men-unlike some within the industry 
who wander about teary-eyed and bleat
ing about the well-being of their em
ployees, and how the company would 
rather die than let its loyal workers go. 
Some companies perhaps-but not Boe
ing. For did you notice that in the midst 
of this economic calamity, Boeing has 
been making the best of a bad situation? 
It had an amazingly profitable year last 
year while most companies were having 
trouble just breaking even. I think that 
that is admirable. So let us not worry 
about the Boeing Co., it can take care 
of itself. 

If the administration is truly con
cerned about unemployment in the 
Seattle area let it come forward with 
plans and programs that tend to diversify 
the Seattle area in order to put an end to 
the boom-and-bust cycle once and for 
all. Let us not play games with ourselves 
and pretend that the SST will greatly 
affect employment on a national scale 
or provide a real cure to the problems 
that have plagued the State of Wash
ington for many years. 

I might interject here that unemploy
ment is not unique to the State of Wash
ington. We also have a severe problem in 
Pennsylvania. Yet, we derive little bene
fit from this program. It only costs us 
more. The same is true of about 45 States 
in the Union. 

Another aspect of the SST program is 
the economics of projected sales, balance 
of payments, and so forth. To listen to 
the more ardent supporters of the SST 
we have only to wait for a time and 
then watch the dollars come rolling back 
into our coffers. Well, first off-even if 
the most glowing expectations prove cor
rect, we the citizens of the country, will 
get our money back plus 6 percent inter
est. Now that is not such a good invest
ment when you stop to think about it. 
What is worse, however, is that we will 
probably never see the money again or 
at least not all of it. If the Boeing Co. 
is able to peddle 500 of these conveyances 
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then perhaps we will break even-you, 
me and the Boeing Co. But what happens 
if they cannot hustle enough of them
and more importantly, what is the likeli
hood of not selling sufficient to break 
even? I might be introducing a somewhat 
sobering thought by reminding you that 
the people making these rosy sales pre
dictions are substantially the same ones 
that have been giving us the low cost 
estimates which led to $4 billion over
run on the Minuteman and the currently 
troubled SRAM. 

Any figures will do I guess as long as 
they end up portraying the program in 
a favorable light. Instead of accepting 
these figures on faith, look for a moment 
at the buyers of this work of techno
logical virtuosity-the airlines. General 
Quesada, a director of American Airlines, 
has stated he wished the SST would go 
away. The airlines are currently in a 
soft state. They are trying to swallow and 
digest the current generation of jumbo 
jets such as the 747 and the DC-10; and 
that is not proving to be easy. With their 
heavy financial commitments to the 
jumbo jets along with a decrease in 
passenger travel resulting from the sag
ging economy, the airlines are not going 
to be in any condition to assimiliate an 
SST for a number of years. Oh, I guess 
we could hold their feet to the fire and 
make them buy SST's, but I would be 
willing to venture that we would have 
to end up subsidizing the airlines to an 
even greater extent in order for them to 
afford these speedy contrivances. The 
operating costs of the SST are bound to 
be considerably higher than those of the 
747 and DC-10 generation of jets. So I 
suppose we may have to end up paying 
people to ride on the things. Either that 
or those poor passengers who have to ride 
an old-fashioned 747 will be paying a 
portion of the costs of those lucky few 
who are zipping to Europe or Asia in an 
SST. Quite frankly, this program is eco
nomic folly. 
· But even if one were to accept the fi
nancial fantasy and the underlying eco
nomic ramifications, there are other 
serious issues at stake. 

The SST, if pursued, is bound to affect 
our environment to some extent. There 
are those who warn of polluting the 
stratosphere and its potential effects 
upon climatic conditions. Proponents ar
gue that the amount of pollutants is neg
ligible when compared to the rather 
messy volcanoes we have here on earth. I 
am not a scientist and I do not know 
which side is right. And I am not con
vinced that the scientists really know, 
either. Yet if we err, I believe we should 
err on the side of caution when it comes 
to our environment and the environment 
of other countries of the world. For if 
stratospheric pollution will in fact consti
tute a serious environmental problem, I 
am not sure when the time comes that we 
will possess either the technological 
genius or the money to build a monstrous 
vacuum cleaner to sweep up all the gar
bage that 'Ve have left up there. 

There is another environmental ques
tion on which I feel somewhat more 
qualified to speak. And that is noise. I 
have two ears that have become some
what tired of being assaulted at every 

turn. Neither of them particularly rel
ishes the idea that they will be forced to 
learn to live with yet another attacker. 
I am not sure at what decibel level they 
will rebel and fight back or at what in
crease in pressure they, along with plate 
glass windows and ancient Greek ruins, 
will shatter. My ears do not care about 
the bland assuagements of the scientists 
that the noise and sonic booms will not 
be unbearable. They have heard only one 
thing-the promise of a better quality to 
our lives. And they fervently hope that 
this better quality can be accomplished 
without the staccato accompaniment of 
sonic booms as a continual reminder 
that this so-called better quality of life 
has arrived. 

Mr. Chairman, the SST program is 
nothing more than part of a national ego 
trip to use the argot of the young. It is 
fiscal lunacy in the guise of an employ
ment panacea. And it is yet another at
tack upon the environmental quality of 
our lives. It deserves to be defeated. 

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleas
ure for me enthusiastically to endorse 
this bill and the inclusion of funds to 
help finance prototypes for an American 
SST. There is no question of SST's being 
built; in fact the Soviet version will soon 
be ready for commercial service. The real 
question is whether the traditional 
American supremacy in the field of com
mercial aviation will be lost by forfeit. 
I support the development of the Ameri
can SST, and believe any such refusal 
to continue this initial development 
would be tragic. It would be interpreted 
by some as a decision to fight progress, 
and a decision by our Nation to abdicate 
our role as the technological leader of 
the world. For economic reasons, for bal
ance-of-payment reasons, for military 
reasons and for national prestige, we 
should continue development of an 
American SST. 

Mr. V ANIK. Mr. Chairman, my vote 
will be cast against further funding of 
the supersonic transport. The time is 
long past due to call a halt to this eco
nomically unsound and environmentally 
dangerous project. The last several weeks 
has seen a strong and well organized 
lobbying effort on behalf of the SST. A 
multitude of facts and figures have been 
thrown at the Congress in an effort to 
prove that the SST will not threaten the 
environment and that it is worth fund
ing. In my mind, these facts have not 
been convincing and the case has not 
been made for continuing this program. 
Because of the confusion which has been 
created in the public mind by this lobby
ing effort, I would like to state at this 
time my reasons for continued opposi
tion to the SST. 

First, I would like to discuss some of 
the economic arguments. 

It is said that 150,000 jobs would be 
lost if the SST is not continued. In this 
time of high unemployment, it is vital 
that the Government encourage job 
creation. I do not believe, however, that 
the SST is the best or most efficient 
method of providing workers with pay
checks. For one thing, the 150,000 :fig
ure associated with the SST is highly in
flated. At the current time there are only 
13,000 workers involved with the SST. 

Even if funding is continued and some 
500 of these aircraft are ordered-which 
is highly speculative-then only 50,000 
workers would be employed on the as
sembly lines in about 6 or 8 years from 
now. Only by considering the multiplier 
effect can anywhere near a figure of 150,-
000 jobs be claimed for the SST. 

But as Paul Samuelson, America's only 
Nobel Prize winning economist, stated 
Thursday, the same number of jobs could 
be created by the Federal Government's 
expenditure of $1.3 billion-no matter 
what it was spent for. I would much pre
fer the money to be spent immediately 
on emergency public employment which 
could employ 300,000 immediately in vi
tally needed public service jobs. Another 
alternative would be support for the ac
celerated public works bill, H.R. 4400, 
of which I am a cosponsor. This legisla
tion would provide immediate assistance 
to economically hard-hit regions. 

Another alternative, which exists in the 
bill before us today, would be to strike 
SST funding and increase urban mass 
transit funds. This would put thousands 
upon thousands of Americans to work 
constructing rapid rail coaches and buses 
and thousands of others constructing the 
needed transit lines. This would have the 
immediate effect of increasing employ
ment and the long-range effect of making 
our cities more habitable. The need for 
these rapid transit lines is one that is 
felt in nearly every American city. In my 
city of Cleveland alone, the moderniza
tion needs in this decade amount to $46 
million and the cost of needed, new tran
sit lines is put at $235 million. Through
out the Nation rapid transit moderniza
tion and expansion is put at about $17.7 
billion. It is my belief that our land trans
portation systems for millions of Amer
icans need improvement before we pro
ceed with a 1,800-mile-per-hour airplane 
to be used by a very small percentage of 
the population. 

I might add, Mr. Chairman, that the 
employment picture will be even worse if 
we proceed with construction of the SST 
and then have to cease work because of 
the environmental problems raised by the 
aircraft. 

Another argument put forward on be
half of the SST is that the Government 
will recoup a profit on the plane of ap
proximately $1 billion. This claim is also 
highly questionable. First, it assumes that 
some 500 of these planes will be sold. Yet 
some economists have estimated that as 
few as 139 of these planes will be pur
chased. If this happens, the Government 
will lose $1.2 billion on the project-but 
the private corporations will make $150 
million profit. This is hardly a fair share 
of the profits when one considers that the 
Federal Government puts up 90 percent 
of the risk capital and private investors 
put up only 10 percent. Even if all 500 
planes were sold, it has been :figured that 
the Government would receive a return of 
only 4.3 percent on money-money which 
the Government has been borrowing at 6 
percent or more in the money markets. 
For the Government to finance a deal like 
this, some might call it state socialism, 
but it is closer to robbery of the Treasury 
for the private gain of a special few. No 
wonder Dr. Samuelson called the SST 
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"the biggest lemon ever devised" in 
Washington. 

Another economic argument used by 
proponents of the SST is that it is a 
more productive aircraft than existing 
planes. It is argued that the SST has 
two-thirds of the seats that a 747 has but 
that it flies 3 times as fast and is there
fore twice as productive. This calculation 
ignores the fact that the plane will cost 
twice what a 747 costs, its range is 1,000 
miles shorter than the 747, and it con
sumes more fuel. In addition, the SST 
cannot fly over land masses without cre
ating an unbearable sonic boom prob
lem; as a result, it must fly at the same 
speed as the 747 over much of the world. 
As a result of all this, operating cost per 
seat-mile may well be twice that of 747's. 
Thus, the entire productivity argument is 
highly questionable. 

And there is the argument that it we 
do not build the SST the world market 
will go to the Concorde or the Soviet 
TU-144. This too is a questionable argu
ment. With the Concorde costing twice 
as much per seat-mile as the 747, most 
airlines will not be rushing into the 
showrooms to buy Concorde's. The So
viets have never sold aircraft in the West 
before and there is reluctance to use 
these aircraft because of a lack of ex
perience with them and the difficulty of 
obtaining spare parts. One African 
nation which was virtually given an air
fleet from the Soviet Union ended up 
returning it as unusable. 

I believe that we can-and should
wait until the problems accompanying 
supersonic transports are resolved. In 
the meantime we can continue our world 
leadership on air buses and other jumbo 
jets. It would be good policy for the 
United States to work for world regula
tion of supersonic transports at the up
coming U.N. Conference on the World 
Environment to be held in Stockholm 
next year. Rather than encouraging 
world competition of these environ
mentally dangerous aircraft, we should 
take the lead in controlling them. 

There are two remaining economic 
arguments. First, that an increasing 
number of people will be flying and the 
SST will be needed for that market. It 
is true that increasing number of peo
ple will be using airplanes and taking 
vacations in foreign countries-but these 
people want economy flights. But the 
SST will be a premium fare aircraft. 
This means that the ticket on an SST, 
which will shave a few hours off a flight, 
will be about one-third above current 
first-class tickets. If there is anything 
that the current overcapacity on today's 
aircraft indicates, it is the fact that 
rising air fares have driven people to 
other forms of transportation-partic
ularly the car where five can still travel 
for the price of one. People are not in
terested in "lumbar seats" "imported 
liqueurs," "23-inch-wide seats," and a 
choice between John Wayne and Jerry 
Lewis "classic" movies-they want a 
cheap and safe way to travel. The 747 
and Air Bus provide that cheap way of 
traveling. Only a very, very small per-
centage of the population-international 
businessmen and couriers-are inter
ested in the rapid, expensive travel that 
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will be provided by a SST. To tax all 
the people to pay for this plane that will 
benefit only a few is unfair and un
sound. 

The last economic argument states 
that since we have spent so much money 
01 . the project we ought to follow through 
with the rest. Yet we are really being 
asked to follow through with an un
determined and potentially very large 
sum. By the end of this month we will 
have spent $864 million on the SST. The 
absolute minimum Department of Trans
portation estimate of the Federal Gov
ernment's cost of developing two proto
types is $1.342 billion. This does not allow 
for cost overruns, inflation, or adjust
ments to the final models. If private fi
nancing fails to develop, the Federal 
Government will probably be asked to 
make an additional $1 billion or more 
in loan guarantees. Gen. Elwood Quesada, 
former head of the Federal Aviation Ad
ministration estimates that the final cost 
of the SST to the taxpayer could amount 
to $3 or $5 billion. 

Despite the persuasiveness of the 
economic arguments against the SST, the 
e!.1vironmental arguments are even more 
convincing. The main argument here 
centers on the effect of the SST on the 
upper atmosphere. 

On a flight from New York to Paris, a 
74": would put out about 1.1 million 
pounds of combustion products such as 
carbon dioxide and water into the regular 
atmosphere. The SST, making the same 
flight, would put out about 1.36 million 
pounds. But the major problem is that 
the SST would release these products 
in the quiet, still stratosphere at 65,000 
feet. These emissions would stay in the 
stratosphere for months---some say 
years-and react chemically with the 
substances that are present there. The 
major substance at this altitude is ozone 
which is absolutely invaluable to life on 
earth since :iJt absorbs the sun's lethal 
ultraviolet rays and keeps them from 
reaching the earth's surface. But the 
water vapor released from SST's---and 
the promoters of the plane are talking 
about 500 of them flying in the strato
sphere-would deplete part of the ozone 
present there. Ofilcials have estimated 
that this ozone depletion could range 
from between 7 and 4 percent thereby in
creasing ultraviolet radiation by a signifi
cant amount. By introducing these air
craft into the stratosphere we may well 
be upsetting a balance worked out by 
nature since the start of the earth bil
lions of years ago. We are willing to 
play with the temperature of the earth 
and the ultraviolet rays reaching its 
surf ace simply to cut a few hours of 
traveltime. This has to be a form of 
insanity, of national and world suicide. 

The Administrator of the Environmen
tal Protection Agency has indicated that 
through testing methods which we now 
have available the question of environ
mental damage from SST's can be deter
mined without the construction of even 
th .: two prototype planes. 

Another environmental problem which 
has been given very little consideration 
is the impact of the sonic booms created 
by up to 500 SST's. It is said that the 
SST will not fiy at supersonic speeds 

over land masses. Let us assume that this 
resolve is maintained. But what about 
sonic booms over the oceans? On 
March 3, 1971, 175 leading oceanogra
phers and marine scientists sent a letter 
to Senator GAYLORD NELSON protesting 
supersonic flights over the oceans. Since 
this letter has not received the atten
tion that it is due by the House in con
sideration of the SST, I would like to 
enter it in the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to say that for the reasons which I 
have enumerated-both economic and 
environmental-I will vote against fur
ther funding of the SST. 

CITIZENS LEAGUE AGAINST 
THE SONIC BOOM, 

Cambridge, Mass., March 3, 1971. 
Senator GAYLORD NELSON, 
Senate Office Buildi ng, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR NELSON: In recent weeks 175 
oceanographers and marine scientists from 
the leading oceanographic ann marine re
search institutes throughout the United 
States have gone on record as having serious 
concern for the marine life of the North 
Atlantic Ocean-if hundreds of supersonic 
planes (SSTs) inflict sonic booms on this 
ocean night and day for decades. 

As you know, just 50 SSTs in routine oper
ation over the North Atlantic would blanket 
more than 50% of that area with sonic 
booms of an intensity 2 to 4 pounds per 
square foot, as often as every half-hour 
(see map and text released by this League 
on Nov. 30, 1970). 

Forty oceanographers from Woods Hole 
Oceanographic Institute and Marine Biologi
cal Laboratory signed letters of protest in 
December 1970. Since then they have been 
joined by more than 130 other oceanograph
ers from many well-known institutes. Many 
have sent, in addition, personal letters ex
plaining the grounds for their very deep 
concern. 

The signed protests read as follows: 
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 

As one who has been concerned with the 
oceans and ocean ecology for many years, I 
wish to protest the assumption by aviation 
administrators and airline officials that it is 
permissible to inflict SSTs' sonic booms on 
a considerable fraction of the North Atlantic, 
day and night, year after year, for decades. 
At present no adequate answers are avail
able to questions as to the possible harm of 
such booms, known to be startling to men 
and animals, to life above and below the sur
face of the ocean. 

The names of the signers are indicated on 
the at·tached list. Included are many of the 
world's ranking experts on oceanography, 
ocean ecology, marine biology, animal phys
iology, etc. 

Sincerely, 
Wn.LIAM A. SHURCLIFF, 

Director. 

P.S.-Clearly, the issue is not just the im
mediate annoyance of sonic booms, but the 
long-term effects of repeated booms, day and 
night, for decades. SST proponents claim that 
two prototype SSTs are needed "to test" the 
environmental threats posed by the SSTs; 
but it is obvious that two prototypes would, 
in fact, resolve none of the environmental 
issues. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, in 
the last 2 years I have followed carefully 
the growth of congressional opposition 
to the SST; first, on the basis of its 
questionable priority, then on purely 
economic grounds, and finally in terms 
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of certain serious environ'IJlental ques
tions. 

In all fairness, I must admit that the 
most serious pollution problems have to 
a large extent been resolved; those which 
have not been met by the builders, have 
been discredited as trivial by research. I 
applaud these most recent findings. 

Still, the question of priorities, the one 
upon which I originally opposed the SST, 
remains unanswered: Is the SST of suffi
cient social and economic value to the 
American public to justify its continued 
subsidization by the Federal Govern
ment? That question is, I believe of his
toric consequence, for our answer will 
influence technological development in 
the United States for the rest of this 
decade and, perhaps, for the rest of the 
20th century. 

The most primitive argument against 
the SST was founded philosophically on 
the belief that the Government should 
not finance a purely commercial venture. 
In the past most subsidies have been 
granted to assist the development of 
aircraft that would ultimately be pur
chased by the Government; the subsidy, 
therefore, ostensibly served the public 
interest, usually by strengthening na
tional security. 

The SST, however, was and is to be 
sold exclusively to private airlines, so 
that whatever value it had to the Amer
ican public would be indirect. The oppo
sition suggested that such an indirect 
value, no matter how great, did not 
justify Federal funding. 

I am convinced today that this is a 
shortsighted, inflexible, and overly re
strictive philosophy. The Government 
should be iaviailable 1;o encourage techno
logical progress which will benefit the 
public-even if the benefits are not direct 
and even when they are not immediate. 
Naturally, this form of support must be 
limited to activities of transcendant 
concern to the public. 

Granted, then, the principle of Gov
ernment subsidization, we must apply 
the criteria of public usefulness to the 
SST. What value would it have, social or 
economic, to the public at large? 

The SST is designed 1;o cut trans
Atlantic :flight times by 3 hours. On a 
social level, therefore, it would be of 
great value to the 4 percent of our people 
who :fly regularly to Europe; to the rest 
of us, none at all. I doubt that one more 
luxury for our privileged few justifies 
Government financing of such enormous 
proportions. 

In economic terms, the issue is much 
more complex. Proponents of the SST 
argue, first, that it will create 150,000 
jobs in the depressed aerospace industry 
and, second, that it will erase our balance 
of payments deft.cit. Both, of course, 
hinge on the marketability of the plane, 
of which, even now, considerable doubt 
persists. But let us assume that the plane 
actually is worth buying when it is com-
pleted, that it will create all those jobs 
and that it will ease our balance of pay
ments crisis. No one would then deny its 
public usefulness nor the justification for 
its Federal subsidization. 

Yet, there are many more projects that 
could accomplish just these economic 
aims; projects that could meet several 
of our more critical social needs as well. 

The SST cannot stand up to comparison 
with these, simply because it is of purely 
economic benefit to the Nation. A public 
service jobs program, for exam,ple, would 
surely increase employment of those hit 
hardest by the Government's anti-infla
tion policy, while, at the same time, 
greatly assisting our mayors in their ef
fort to clean up our cities. This is the 
form of dual-benefit program with which 
the SST must be contrasted. 

If the health of the aircraft industry 
demands some form of Government sub
sidy, then I suggest that it diversify its 
operations to meet those problems which 
truly concern the entire American pub
lic; mass transit, for one. The develop
ment of a high speed railway system to 
serve our cities would create employment 
for millions of people in technical fields 
as well as improve the quality of Ameri
can life. Moreover, the fruits of that ad
vance could certainly be marketed in 
Europe to the relief of our balance-of
payments situation. This, not the SST, 
is the type of project which deserves 
Federal financing. 

The Government can and should en
courage diversification of our technical 
industries. With a little imagination we 
will find an incredible number of areas 
that could well use the managerial and 
technological skills of the aircraft indus
try. 

It has been said that those who oppose 
the SST would oppose any technological 
advance. That accusation is patently 
false: it is, rather, those who confine one 
of our most gifted industries to a narrow 
area of development who most hamper 
technological progress. By calling for the 
aircraft industry to turn its expertise to 
other areas I express confidence in, not 
opposition to, the uses of technology. 

I believe in progress through tech
nology, Mr. Chairman, but I believe we 
can advance best by applying it to those 
problems which have not seen its bene
fits. Diversification has been delayed too 
long; it must begin now-for the good of 
the aircraft industry and the good of 
the American Nation. 

This is why I stated earlier, Mr. Speak
er, that the SST debate is of historic 
consequence. By opposing the SST we 
oppose Government subsidy of a project 
that can little improve American life; 
by opposing the SST we encourage tech
nological progress, we encourage full em
ployment in the technical industries, and 
we demand a new set of priorities for our 
Nation. 

I will not deny that the SST could con
ceivably have certain real economic bene
fits for the American public. But surely 
it must stand far down on any list of 
national priorities, behind projects of im
mense economic and social value that 
have long had prior claim on our atten
tion. When cancer is cured, when our 
urban areas are equally accessible to all, 
when our cities are free of smog and 
crime, then let us consider the SST. 

Progress must be subject to the law of 
supply and demand, Mr. Chairman, just 
as any marketable product. At this time, 
we can subsidize progress in areas where 
the demand of the American pubUc far 
outweighs their need for a supersonic 
transport plane. I ure:e that this 'Project 
be defeated. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, as rep
resentative of the sixth district in the 
great city of New York, which lies be
tween John F. Kennedy and LaGuardia 
Airports, I take special interest in oppos
ing further SST funding. My reasons are 
fivefold: 

First, the SST poses an environmental 
danger of unknown dimensions. Its ef
fects on the upper atmosphere could be 
significant. Further study of environ
mental issues related to the SST should 
be conducted to determine the magni
tude of the problem. Such studies could 
be undertaken on the basis of present 
flights by military planes. We do not 
need two prototype SST's to conduct it. 

Second, sideline noise due to the SST 
engine during takeoff will produce a 
high-level noise in a radius of at least 
1 mile beyond the airport and into 
residential areas. 

Current plans to retrofit the SST, 
thereby reducing its noise output during 
takeoff are technologically questionable. 
This process is extremely costly, and it 
is being considered as the only al terna
ti veto gain public acceptance of the SST. 

To reduce the noise factor resulting 
from takeoffs and sonic booms, the SST 
must be restricted to over water routes 
and to a reduction in engine power and 
thrust. These changes would sharply 
limit the SST's effectiveness. 

Third, there is little escape from sonic 
boom. Not only is this noise unpleasant, 
but it can be physically harmful to peo
ple as well. Subsequent bans of SST flight 
over densely populated areas would still 
subject thousands of people on the seas 
to the psychological and nuisance as
pects of sonic boom. Every SST flight 
across the North Atlantic would affect 
many people on the ocean. The booms 
would be most intense just off the coast 
where there is a large concentration of 
passenger ships, freighters, tankers, fish
ing, and pleasure vessels. 

Fourth, the Federal Government is 
contributing most of the funds for the 
SST project. To date, Government 
spending has totaled about $900 million 
as compared to the industry's contribu
tion of only approximately $200 million. 

Further development of prototypes and 
eventually large-scale production for use 
by commercial airlines is economically 
unsound. Current evidence suggests that 
the Government and the airlines are 
headed for tremendous losses. Since the 
risk is so great for the Government and 
for the industry, how can the SST proj
ect be expected to attract private capi
tal? 

As one French statesman recently 
noted in his transatlantic warning, the 
Concorde has become the financial Viet
nam for his country. I strongly urge that 
we do not permit such a fiasco to occur 
here. 

Fifth, abandonment of the present 
SST project would not have an adverse 
effect upon the current balance-of-pay
ments deficit as claimed by SST support
ers. This problem would best be solved by 
committing our resources to their most 
efficient uses and not to proiects which 
require enormous expenditures before 
they become operative. I can see us re
turning to this chamber in years to come, 
arguing once again for more and more 
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money to put into this project. Just as 
with the huge cost overrides we have 
seen in defense contracts, I foresee this 
project costing millions, perhaps billions, 
more than we are now told. Once SST 
development has passed the prototype 
stage the Federal Government and the 
airlines will find themselves committed 
to a program "beyond the point of no re
turn." 

In conclusion, the SST has failed the 
test of the marketplace--the smart 
money from private financial institutions 
has refused to touch this project with a 
10-foot pole; its economic consequences 
are purely speculative; there is a possi
bility of adverse environmental effects; 
and reduction of noise will impair engine 
efficiency. Deployment of the SST at any
thing less than its maximum effective
ness would be an unwise and uneconom
ica.I move. It could well become another 
financial Vietnam. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
joint resolution will be read for amend
ment under the 5-minute rule. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
ResolvecL by the Senate ancL House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That clause (c) of 
section 102 of the joint resolution of June 
29, 1970 (Public Law 91-294, as amended by 
Public Laws 91-370, 91-454, and 91-645), 1s 
hereby further amended by str1k1ng out 
"March 30, 1971" and inserting in lieu there
of "June 30, 1971": ProvicLed, That project.a 
and activities (other than those financed 
under the appropriation "Civil Supersonic 
Aircraft Development") provided for in the 
Department of Transportation and Related 
Agencies Appropriation Act, 1971 (H.R. 
17755, Ninety-first Congress), may be con
ducted at a rate for operations, and to the 
extent and in the manner, provided for in 
such Act as modified by the House of Rep
resentatives on December 15, 1970. 

The cHAmMAN. Under the rule, no 
amendments shall be in order to section 
1 of the joint resolution except amend
ments offered by direction of the Com
mittee on Appropriations. Are there any 
committee amendments? 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, there are 
no committee amendments. I move that 
the Committee do now rise. 

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

the Speaker having resumed the .chair, 
Mr. PRICE of Illinois, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under considera
tion the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 468) 
making certain further continuing ap. 
propriations for the fiscal year 1971, and 
for other purposes, had come to no reso
lution thereon. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to ex
tend their remarks on the joint resolu
tion (H.J. Res. 468) making certain fur
ther continuing appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1971, and to include pertinent 
extraneous material. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 
223, LOWERING THE VOTING AGE 
TO 18 
Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 299 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol
lows: 

H . REs. 299 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 223) proposing a.n 
amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States, extending the right to vote to citizens 
eighteen years of age or older. After genera.I 
debate, which shall be confinr d to the joint 
resolution and shall continue not to exceed 
two hours, to be equally divided a.nd con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
the joint resolution shall be read for amend
ment under the five-minute rule. At the con
oLu.sion of the oonside?lation Qf the joint res
olution for annendment, the Committee 
shall rise and report the joint resolution to 
the House With such amendments a.s may 
have been adopted, and the previous ques
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
joint resolution a.nd amendments thereto to 
final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. After the 
passage of H.J. Res. 223, it shall be in order 
to take from the Speaker's table the Senate 
joint resolution (S.J. Res. 7) and to con
sider the said Senate join·t resolution in the 
House. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts <Mr. O'NEILL) is recog
nized for 1 hour. 

Mir. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia <Mr. SMITH), pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 299 
provides an open rule with 2 hours of 
general debate for consideration of House 
Joint Resolution 223 to lower the voting 
age to 18. After passage of House Joint 
Resolution 223 it shall be in order t.o take 
Senate Joint Resolution 7 from the 
Speaker's table and consider the same in 
the House. 

The purpose of House Joint Resolution 
223 is to amend the Constitution of the 
United States so as to prohibit the United 
States or any State from denying or 
abridging the right of citizens of the 
United States to vote because of age if 
such citizens are 18 years of age or older. 

Thereafter, on December 21, 1970, the 
U.S. Supreme Court rendered a decision 
which upheld the provisions of title m 
of the act lowering the minimum voting 
age for Federal elections but invalidated 
the provisions of the Federal law which 
lowered the minimum age to 18 in State 
and !ocal elections. 

Therefore, in order to lower the voting 
age to 18 in all elections, House Joint 
Resolution 223 was introduced in order 
for the voting age to be lowered in State 
and local elections by constitutional 
amendment. 

It is felt that, since the legislation is 
being considered at such an early date 
in this Congress, it will be ratified prior 
to the 1972 presidential election. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 

House Resolution 299 in order that House 
Joint Resolution 223 may be considered. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, I yield myself su~h time as I may 
use. 

Mr. Speaker, I concur in the remarks 
made by the distinguished gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. O'NEILL) with 
reference to House Resolution 299 which 
I am pleased to say is a completely open 
rule. 

I think there will be an amendment 
possibly offered to the joint resolution 
which would extend these rights to all 
other civil rights of a person who is 18 
years of age. So we should have a rather 
interesting debate on that, I am cer
tain. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that this 
matter is being brought up. For the last 
year we have considered it in a rather 
unique fashion. As you -recall, Mr. Speak
er, the House passed H.R. 4249, which 
had to do with the voting rights act of 
1965. The other body added a non
germane amendment to it to permit 18-
year-old voting. It applied not only to 
Federal elections but all State elections. 
When it was returned to the House, the 
leadership apparently decided to accept 
the Senate amendment rather than to 
go to conference. I objected to this pro
cedure. 

However after considerable discussion, 
debate, meetings, and the like, the Rules 
Committee did bring down House Resolu
tion 914. After 1 hour's debate, we ap
proved House Resolution 914 which took 
H.R. 4249 from the Speakers table and 
agreed to the Senate amendment which 
permitted 18-year-old citizens to vote. 
Many of us thought it was unconstitu
tional for the Federal Government to in
terfere with State voting rights. I voted 
against House Resolution 914. 

As anticipated, it went before the Su
preme Court of the United States, and 
they have upheld the right of those 18 
years of age to vote so far as Federal 
elections are concerned. 

This is where we should have been in 
May or June of last year, to let the peo
ple indicate their will as to whether they 
wished citizens of their State who were 
18 years of age to be of voting age. 

So this will give the States 7 years in 
which to get 38 of them to ratify the 
measure if they wish to do so. If they do 
not, they may turn it down. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the 
rule. I have no further requests for time. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous queslbion on ·the resolution. 

'I1he previous question was ordered. 
The resoluJtion was agreed to. 
A motion t.o reconsider was l•aid on the 

.table. 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the consideration of 
the joint resolution <H.J. Res. 223 ) pro
posing an -amendment to the Constitu
tion of the United States, extending the 
right to vote to citizens 18 years of age 
or older. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
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the motion offered by the gentleman 
from New York. 

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Iowa rise? 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. SpeakeT, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. GROSS. Is it proposed to take up 
this joint resolution at this hour? 

The SPEAKER. For general debate 
only. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I intend to 
make a point of order that a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
the motion. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, does that 
not require unanimous consent? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has 
the authority of withdrawing his mo
tion before it is acted upon by the 
House. 

The gentleman has withdrawn his 
motion. 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 
Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 
11 o'clock tomorrow. 

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

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITI'EE ON 
HOUSE ADMINISTRATION TO FILE 
CERTAIN REPORTS 
Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on House Administration have permis
sion until midnight tonight to file certain 
privileged reports. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
ADAMS). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Massachusetts? 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do so only for the 
purpose of trying to ascertain here and 
now whether we are to follow the custom 
of no business of the House being trans
acted after embarking on special orders. 
That has been the custom in the past, 
and I should like to have some assurance 
from the Speaker or the distinguished 
majority whip that we can rely upon 
the custom that has been in practice for 
a long time, that no business will be 
transacted after special orders are be
gun. 

Mr. O'NEILL. I would be happy to an
swer the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I would be glad to have 
the answer. 

Mr. O'NEILL. When I want to the mi
nority leader and explained to him what 
had happened, that this notification did 
not come to me until we went into special 
orders, the gentleman heard the colloquy. 
I went to the Speaker of the House, and 
the Speaker has assured us that it is 
unprecedented and it will not happen 
again during the session. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman for 
that assurance. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

LT. GEORGE C. BASS, U.S. ARMY 
(Mr. GONZALEZ asked and was given 

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, 1st Lt. 
George C. Bass was killed in Vietnam on 
March 6; he was not quite 24 years old. 

George Bass was a soldier; he was a 
graduate of West Point, and I had the 
honor to nominate him to the Military 
Academy. 

He was a soldier when he died. His 
father was a soldier before him, and 
George grew up on Army posts. He 
wanted to be a soldier all his life. He 
knew the risks, but he was an eager and 
a brave man. 

I attended the funeral for George Bass, 
and listened to his father deliver the 
eulogy. 

No one wants to die, and no one wants 
to see his son die. But George was a 
soldier, and understood what it meant. 
His father was a soldier, and understood 
it, too. 

It is fitting that we should remember 
men like George Bass. He brought honor 
upon himself, and served in the best 
tradition of the U.S. Army. He was a 
brave and good man, of whom his father 
was proud. He is a hero at a time when 
it is hard to be one. 

Mr. Speaker, I enter into the RECORD 
the words of this man's father. Here is 
George Bass, lieutenant, U.S. Army, as 
his father remembers him: 
EULOGY FOR 1ST LT. GEORGE C. BASS DELIVERED 

BY HIS FATHER, LT. COL. KOY M. BASS, JR., 
RETIRED 
In December 1943 I was wounded near 

San Pietro. Sitting here today is Bob Trevino 
who was with me at the time. My parents 
were notified and were permitted to send 
me a telegram which was limited to 5 words. 
The words my father sent me were, "Mat
thew Seventeen Five." 

This Scripture I now read. 
"He was stlil speaking, when lo, a bright 

cloud overshadowed them, and a voice from 
the cloud said, "This is my beloved son 
with whom I am well pleased, listen to him." 

Lord God of Hosts, this is my beloved 
son with whom I am well pleased. 

Lord God of Hosts, accept the gallant 
spirit of my beloved son with whom I am 
well pleased. 

1st Lt. George C. Bass was born on March 
8, 1947 in San Antonio, Texas. 

He was killed in action in the Republic 
of Vietnam on March 6, 1971. At the time of 
his death he was commanding B Company 
of the 2d Battalion, Seventh Cavalry, on 
a military mission against an armed and 
dangerous enemy of free men. 

George was a gallant and competent pro
fessional soldier. He was a tender lover. 
He was literate, a reader and writer of 
poetry. He was a fierce and eager competi
tor. He died an early death, but a wonder
ful thing happened to him. His childhood 
dreams came true. 

He was born into the Army, he lived all 
his life in the Army, and he died in the 
Army. George grew up on Army posts in 
Germany and the United States. He grew 

up to the sound of bugles and cadence 
counted by clear voiced drill sergeants . . He 
heard the sounds of rifle fire on ranges and 
blank rounds fired in the training areas. 
He and his younger brother Koy were con
stant companions. Together as toddlers they 
stood retreat, heard the cannon, lifted their 
short and pudgy arms in salute and watched 
the slow descent of their nation's flag. 

They were frequently adopted by soldiers 
and became accustomed to the rough talk 
of barracks. They loved to hear the exag
gerated tales of the old sergeants and the 
good natured banter of young lieutenants. 
George grew to love soldiers and he began 
to build a dream of being one and of lead
ing men in battle. 

As a boy he frequently visited his pater
nal grandparents in San Antonio. Each visit 
he begged to be taken to the Alamo and 
asked to be retold the story of the siege. He 
died 135 years to the day after the fall of the 
Ala.mo. 

At the age of 10 he arrived at Fort Ben
ning where we were assigned to the 15th 
Infantry. I see here one of my comrades-in
arms of the 15th, Col. Paul Casper. On visit
ing the trophy room of the 15th Infantry, 
George read a poem by some anonymous 
soldier. He was struck by the poem and this 
may have been the beginning of his interest 
in poetry. 

The motto of the 15th Infantry is the 
Pidgeon English phrase "Can Do". This is 
the poem. 

It's Naught but "Pidgeon English" 
Emblazoned on a rag, 

Above the clutching eagle 
. . . The whole to make a flag. 

It asks no humble homage, 
No boasting claim it flaunts. 

It tells of a spirit, 
A spirit nothing daunts. 

It tells of living soldiers, 
It tells of honored dead, 

Of men who went down smiling 
At the banner overheA.d. 

It claims but God as partner, 
It boasts not of its might. 

The men beneath ls spokesman 
And he owns no goal but right. 

It has no earthly equal 
And it holds within its span 

The spirit of an army, 
And the honor of a man. 

Yet, it's naught but "Pidgeon English" 
Emblazoned on a rag, 

Above the clutching eagle 
. . . The whole to make a flag. 

George's high school years were spent at 
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. In his junior and. 
senior years he started on both offense and 
defense of championship football teams. In 
his senior year his team mates elected him 
co-captain. On graduating in 1965 he won an 
academic scholarship to the University of 
Kansas and an appointment to the United 
States Military Academy by the Honorable 
Henry B. Gonzales. 

During high school his interest in poetry 
deepened. He was fond of the romantic and 
Victorian poets and he loved martial poetry. 

He loved Kipling. He frequently prayed 
"Lord God of Hosts, be with us yet." from 
"Recessional." His favorite Kipling poem was 
"If". 

He read Alan Seegar. George was ready for 
his "rendevous with death at some disputed 
barricade" or "in some flaming town." And 
when spring came round this year, George 
did not fail that rendevous. 

He loved the poetry of A. E. Houseman. 
Time permits only a few fragments from his 
favorites. 

From "1887": 
God save the Queen, we living sing, 
From height to height 'tis heard 
And with the rest your voices ring, 
Lads of the Fifty Third. 
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Oh, God will save her, fear you not. 
Be you the men you've been, 
Get you the sons your fathers got 
And God will save the Queen. 

From "The Recruit"; 
And you wlll list the bugle 
That blows in land of morn, 
And makes the foes of England 
Be sorry you were born. 

I have abridged "Day of Battle" by House
man: 

For I hear the bugle blow 
To call me where I would not go 
And the guns begin their song 
Soldier, fly or stay for long. 

Comrad if to turn and fly 
Made a soldier never die, 
Fly I would for who would not 
Tis sure no pleasure to be shot. 

But yet the man that runs away 
Lives to die another day 
Therefore though the best is bad 
Stand and do the best, my lad. 

Finally, from an unnamed piece by House
man about men dying young but well. The 
poem comforts me. The last two lines are, 

They carry back bright to the coiner the 
mintage of man 

The lads that wlll die in their glory and 
never be old. 

George also loved a poem by General Buck 
Brooke who fell in France in World War I. 
George's favorite was "The Great Lover". "I 
have been so great a lover" and George was 
a great lover. 

George also loved a poem by General Bulk 
Lanham. This poem ts little known outside 
the :nilitary service. It is called "Soldier 
Poem". I quote the last quatrain. 

I see these things and still I'm slave 
When banners fl.aunt and bugles blow 

Content to fill a soldiers grave, 
For reasons I shall never know. 

George also wrote poetry during his high 
school years. On the death of President Ken
nedy he wrote, 

The country mourns the loss of a chief 
It cannot console a widow in grief. 
In the afternoon air a volley rings loud 
For a casket adorned with a flag for a shroud, 
She took the flag and lit the flame 
That would mark a grave with a President's 

name. 
Now he's gone, no more can be said 
But the nation must go where he would have 

led. 

At West Point George distinguished him
self primarily by graduating. There are two 
century clubs at West Point. There ls one 
for cadets who spent over a hundred hours 
walking the area for punishment and there 
is one for cadets who spent over a hun
dred hours in confinement. George belonged 
to both. I asked why he was not pictured 
with the century clubs in the year book 
and he replied "I was on confinement when 
the picture was taken." 

George played 150 lb. football until he lit
erally outgrew it and then took up Karate. 
He boxed intramurally and was heavyweight 
champion of his regiment. 

On leave from the acedemy he loved to 
visit the coast. He loved salt water fishing 
and swimming in the surf. He wrote this 
poem he called "The Sea." 

Listen to the sea, it roars like thunder 
Casts its foam on the land down under 
Eats away at sandy beaches 
Stretches on in endless reaches 
Heralds the sun by turning gold 
Metes out death to young and old. 
Moves in tides pulle'i by the moon 
Tosses in throes of a dead typhoon. 

Lies a.calmed like a great blue bowl 
Breeds its children in swarming shoal. 
Glimmers and glints with hidden treasure 
Wimpers in pain, sighs in pleasure. 
Comes alive with swarming life. 
Dooms its spawn to endless strife. 
Climbs in waves eighty feet tall 
lJisten to the sea and heed its ca.IL 

George's best friend and classmate at the 
Academy, Lt. Jeff Donaldson, wrote this about 
George in the yearbook. I abridge Jeff's words 
slightly. 

"If ever there was a born infantry leader, 
it is George. George never has shown the 
academic departments the slightest mercy. 
Unfortunately worn out shoe leather ls not a 
criterion for cadet rank, otherwise he would 
be a member of the brigade staff. But if loy
alty, integrity and common sense are the 
criteria by which successful professional sol
diers are measured George wlll be the first in 
our class to wear stars." 

After graduation in 1969, George served at 
Fort Benning and Fort Bragg before going 
to Vietnam. In the basic course at Benning 
he was known to his classmates as "Sarge" 
because of his skill in the fundamental and 
practical aspects of soldiering. 

George was a man of violence and he knew 
that violence is the essence of warfare. George 
was a violent warrior. He killed by rifle and 
he killed by knife. He did not apologize for 
killing. He was not ashamed of killing his 
enemies, my enemies, your enemies and the 
enemies of all who think that self determi
nation is a wonderful thing. 

George was also a tender lover. He loved 
his family, his sweetheart, his nation, his 
comrades-in-arms, and he loved the United 
States Army. 

In 1969 he wrote the following letter to 
his sister on her 17th birthday. 

DEAR LAURIE: Congratulations on having 
·acquired the exalted status of seventeen, 
a truly gold age about which poems are 
written and magazines named. Albeit my 
paltry pen lacks power to praise as is de
served, let me add a few feeble phrases to 
the legion of truly magnificent odes that 
adorn the vision of beauty, calm and couth 
which is your hair. I think that ears have 
yet to hear a sweeter symphony that fl.oats 
naturally off your lips. Nor can heart have 
felt a gentler warmth than that which be
speaks itself in the manner of your loving, 
for you love with the openness of one much 
younger than your seventeen, and with the 
intensity of one much older. 

A thoughtful gesture, a friendly smile, a 
considerate action, open arms, homeward 
turning lover-all these and more you are. 

Therefore, my sister, while I have breath 
to speak or heart to give, let me pledge my
self. 

With Eternal Love. 
Your Brother 

GEORGE. 
George fell in love with Isabel Gibbons 

and planned to marry her on his return 
from the war. He wrote this poem to her. It 
is called "To Isabel." 

When your tender arms surround me, 
When your lovely lips meet mine, 

When your laughter rings out clearly, 
Like a glow lamp lit, I shine. 

For we have touched the stars my love 
And danced in the light of their fire, 

In dizzying dreams of colored night 
We've swum the heights of desire. 

Too we've loved on summer Sundays 
When sea gulls wheeled the blue, 

The warm baked earth reached up its arms 
And joined in the love we knew. 

Yes, we have sung the sky, my love 
And laughed with the sea and wind. 

For our love were all these lovely 
And now all these must end. 

God know it were far better 
To spend my days with you 

But I serve a sterner mistress 
To whom I will be true. 

Oh, the Queen of battles beckons, 
And I must heed her call 

To the land of flaming midnights 
I go to fight and fall. 

The war did not brutalize George. No one 
was ever brutalized by defending his coun
try who was not a brute to begin with. After 
distinguishing himself in combat George 
was wounded in October 1970 and was briefly 
hospitalized at Long Binh. This is part of a 
letter dated October 25th. 

"I have a new friend. His name is Jason 
Cleft. He is about 1 Yi! years old. A doctor 
took him out of a C.I.D.G. hospital. Jason is 
going to be operated on to close his cleft 
palate. Right now he is sitting between my 
legs sound asleep. I'm teaching him to smile. 
I guess at the orphanage he doesn't have 
much of an opportunity to learn. I take 
him for walks and everyone smiles. Jason 
hasn't smiled yet but I have my hopes. He 
doesn't have any toys. I got some blocks from 
a board game at the red cross and strung . 
them together. Someone blew up a rubber 
glove and tied it with a string. It's just as 
good as a balloon. I went to the PX but 
couldn't find any toys. I did buy him a 
Christmas ornament shaped like a cloth bear 
beating a drum. It's his favorite thing." 

Present today are two of George's com
rades-in-arms. Dapt. Charles Gillespie and 
1st Lt. Chiarley Armstrong. George served 
under Capt. Gillespie in B Co. of the 2d 
Battalion, 7th Cavalry and succeeded him as 
company commander, until wounded, Lt. 
Armstrong commanded the 3d platoon of B 
company. The love that develops between 
men who fight shoulder to shoulder and 
bravely and who suffer together is almost 
too personal to mention. One of the greatest 
rewards of combat is to look into the eyes 
of a man you think is valiant, competent and 
unselfish, and know as he looks back he 
thinks of you as valiant, competent and un
selfish. One of George's favorite plays was 
Shakespeare's Henry V. Shakespeare has the 
King say on the eve of battle, "We few, we 
happy few, we band of brothers, for he today 
that sheds his blood with me shall be my 
brother.'' 

And those who shed their blood with 
George shall always be my son. 

George was a skilled and competent leader 
of men in battle. Prior to his death he had 
been decorated with the silver star for gal
lantry in action, twice with the bronze star 
for valor, the Army Commondation Medal 
for valor and two Purple Hearts. I am told 
that he has been recommended for many 
other awards. In each engagement George 
and his unit held or captured the disputed 
ground and thus owned the field at the 
battle's close. 

He was ready to spend the lives of his sub
ordinates but never needlessly. In November 
his first subordinate was killed in action. 
Sgt. Freddie Dacus was killed in a fierce 
action at Fire Support Base Pershing. George 
and his reinforced platoon, the 2d platoon 
of B Co. inflicted a major defeat on a North 
Vietnamese Army unit. In this action the 
members of George's platoon were awarded 9 
silver stars, 2 bronze stars for valor, and 10 
army commendation medals for valor. 

On the 15th of November, 2 days after the 
action, George wrote about Freddie Dacus 
that which could now be written about 
George Bass. I quote from a letter from 
George: "We held a memorial service for 
Sgt. Dacus today. I quoted Thomas Paine 
"The tree of liberty must from time to t1Ine 
be refreshed with the blood of patriots." 
I said "Let none of us forget that our per
sonal liberty and the liberty of free men 
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everywhere was bought in part with the blood 
of Sgt. Freddie Dacus." Say a prayer for 
him, he may have saved my life and yours. 

Love, 
GEORGE. 

George was a gallant and competent pro
fessional soldier. He was a tender lover. He 
was literate, a reader and writer of poetry. 
He wa.s a fierce and eager competitor. He 
died an early death, but a wonderful thing 
happened to him. His childhood dreams came 
true. He led men in battle a.nd showed him
self worthy of the comradeship of the 
noblest. 

PRAYER FOR A GALLANT SON 

Lord God of Hosts, accept the gallant spirit 
Of my beloved son with whom I a.m well 

pleased. 
Induct him in the ghostly ranks of heroes 
Who fought and fell in other wars in other 

years. 
Oh, let him be at one with minutemen and 
Patriots who fought in Washington's com-

mand. 
Let him assemble with the brave defenders 
Who fought at San Jacinto and the Alamo. 
Oh, let him know the spirits of the fallen 
Of Cbateau Thierry, the Second Battle of the 

Marne, 
Salerno, San Pietro, The Ra.pido, 
Velletri, Montellmar, the village of Bastogne, 

Pusan's perimeter a.nd Wonsa.n's harbor, 
And many unnamed hills and valleys of 

Vietnam. 
This fallen hero honored memories of 
These valiant men and now is worthy of their 

honor. 
Like them he felt the growing pains of 

hunger. 
He heard his body shriek for sleep, but made 

his rounds. 
Aggressively, he did not shrink from contact. 
He al ways held the ground disputed by his 

foes. 
Lord God of Hosts, accept the gallant spirit 
Of my beloved son with whom I am well 

pleased. 

THE NEED TO REORDER NATIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES 

<Mr. VANIK asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute, to revise and extend his remarks and 
to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, my colleague 
from Ohio <Mr. MOSHER) and I have 
joined together in sending a letter to 
the Members of the House requesting 
their cosponsorship on a House Resolu
tion entitled "Mass Transit---A National 
Priority." 

In the short time that has been avail
able for Members to respond, I am most 
pleased with the number who are co
sponsoring. Yesterday, I introduced one 
resolution with 20 Members. Today 
another is being introduced with 21 sign
ers. 

The resolution is being introduced at 
this time as a response to the up-coming 
debate on the supersonic transport. It is 
an indication that we are concerned 
about jobs for American workers, that we 
believe that increased appropriations for 
systems such as mass transportation 
could create at least as many jobs as 
would be created by the SST while mak
ing our communities cleaner and more 
habitable for all concerned, and that it is 
a misplacement of our national priorities 
to proceed with the SST at this time. 

I would like to enter in the RECORD at 
this point, Mr. Speaker, a copy of the 
resolution and a list of the cosponsors: 

H. RES. 324 
Whereas adequate ma.ss transportation 

fac111ties are sorely needed in every major 
metropolitan area in America to transport 
people efllciently and economically, and 

Whereas such mass transportation facili
ties cannot now be funded adequately be
cause of lack of commitment of federal re
sources and technical capab111ties, and 

Whereas the decision will soon be made on 
continued federal funding for the develop
ment of supersonic transports and a decision 
in favor of further funding would not reflect 
a balanced allocation of the nation's human 
and economic resources, and 

Whereas commitment of funds equal to 
those now being contemplated for the SST 
program would produce jobs in the number 
equal to or greater than those predicted in 
the SST program, and 

Whereas the appropriation level for the Ur
ban Mass Transportation Administration in 
the Department of Transportation for FY 
1971 was $600 million and the budgetary allo
cation for this program was only $400 mil
lion, and 

Whereas it is the strong sense of this Con
gress that a shift of allocation of these re
sources to the development of efficient and 
econo:m.icaJ mass transit systems would better 
serve the national interest by solving a crisis 
in transportation which more critically ef
fects a clear majority of the country's popu
lation, therefore 

Be it resolved by the House of Representa
tives that it is the sense of the Congress that 
the Executive Branch re-examine its budge
tary commitments toward the end of develop
ing a re-constituted transportation policy 
which emphasizes mass transportation, and 

Be it further resolved by the House of Rep
resentatives that it is the sense of the Con
gress that a suspension of the supersonic 
transportation program would be in order 
until the development of a rational urban 
mass transportation program can be imple
mented. 

LIST OF COSPONSORS 

Mr. Vanik, Mr. Mosher, Mr. Abourezk, Mrs. 
Abzug, Mr. Ashley, Mr. Badillo, Mr. Bergland, 
Mr. Bingham. 

Mr. Carey, Mrs. Chisholm, Mr. Conyers, 
Mr. Dingell, Mr. Drinan, Mrs. Dwyer, Mr. For
sythe. 

Mr. Fraser, Mr. Frenzel, Mr. Fulton of Ten
nessee, Mr. Gallagher, Mrs. Grasso, Mr. Green 
of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Harrington, Mr. Bechler, Mr. Helstoski, 
Mr. Koch, Mr. Lent, Mr. McCloskey, Mr. Met
Galfe. 

Mrs. Mink, Mr. Mikva, Mr. Morse. Mr. Moss, 
Mr. Podell, Mr. Riegle, Mr. Roy'Qal. 

Mr. Ryan, Mr. St Germain, Mr. Scheuer, Mr. 
James V. Stanton, Mrs. Sullivan, Mr. Tiernan. 

THE INTERNATIONAL BRIDGE ACT 
OF 1971 

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

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I am to
day introducing legislation which would 
give the consent of the Congress to the 
construction of certain international 
bridges. The enactment of this legisla
tion would make unnecessary, for the 
most part, separate authorizations for 
individual international bridges. 

In this respect, the legislation which 
I am introducing follows the philosophy 
of the General Bridge Act of 1946 by 
which the Congress granted consent for 
the construction, maintenance, and op-

erations of bridges and approaches 
thereto over the domestic navigable 
waters of the United States. 

I should like to note at this point that 
similar legislation was considered pre
viously both in the U.S. House of Repre
sentatives and in the other body. 

In the 88th Congress, for example, 
both Houses of the Congress passed gen
eral legislation on this subject, but the 
official papers did not reach the Senate 
for action before adjournment. 

During the 89th Congress, separate 
bills on this subject were passed by both 
Houses and sent to conference. Unfor
tunately, the conferees did not meet. 

In the 90th and 91st Congresses, legis
lation dealing with the construction of 
international bridges was introduced and 
given some further consideration in the 
other body. 

Mr. Speaker, I am hopeful that the 
Subcommittee on Inter-American Af
fairs, which I have the honor to chair, 
will act on this proposed legislation dur
ing the early part of this session, thereby 
enabling the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs and the House to exercise their will 
with respect thereto. 

The text of the proposed legislation 
follows: 

Be it ena.cted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "International Bridge 
Act of 1971.'' 

SEC. 2. The consent of Congress is here
by granted to the construction, maintenance, 
and operation of any bridge and approaches 
thereto, which will connect the United States 
with a.ny foreign country (hereinafter re
ferred. to as an "international bridge"), and 
:to the collection of tolls for its use, so far 
as the United states has jurisdiction. Such 
consent shall be subject to (1) the approval 
of the proper authorities in the foreign coun
try concerned; (2) commitment by the State 
in which the bridge would be located to re
view the detailed plans and specifications 
for the bridge with respect to structural 
soundness a.nd to inspect the bridge on com
pletion and periodically thereafter; and (3) 
the provisions of the Act entitled. "An Aot 
to regulate the construction of bridges over 
navigable waters", approved March 23, 1906 
(33 U.S.C. 491-498), except for section 6 
(33 U.S.C. 496), and (4) the provisions of 
this Act which follow hereafter. 

SEC. 3. No bridge may be constructed, 
maintained, and operated pursuant to sec
tion 2 unless the President has first given 
his aipproval thereto. In the course of deter
mining whether to grant such approval, the 
President shall secure the advice and rec
ommendations of (1) the International 
Boundary and Water Commission, United 
States and Mexico, in the case of a bridge 
connecting the United States and Mexico, 
(2) the Governor of the State in which the 
bridge would be located, and (3) the heads 
of such departments and agencies of the 
Federal Government as he deems appro
priate. 

SEC. 4. The approval of the Secretary of 
the Army, a.s required by section 1 of the Act 
of March 23, 1906 (33 U.S.C. 491) shall only 
be given subsequent to the President's 
approval, as provided for in section 3 of this 
Act, and shall be null and void unless the 
actual construction o! the bridge 1s com
menced within two years and completed 
within five years from the date of the Secre
tary's approval: Provided, however, That the 
Secretary may, for good cause shown, extend 
for a reasonable time either or both of the 
time limits herein provided. 

SEC. 5. If tolls are charged for the use of an 
international bridge constructed under this 
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Act, the following provisions shall apply, so 
far as the United States has jurisdiction-

( a) in the case of a bridge constructed or 
taken over or acquired by a private indi
vidual, company, or other private entity, tolls 
may be collected for a period not to exceed 
sixty-six years from the date of completion of 
such bridge, and at the end of such sixty-siX 
years, such bridge and approaches thereto, 
if not previously transferred to a public 
agency pursuant to section 6, shall become 
the property of the State wherein the United 
States portion of such bridge is located, and 
no further compensation shall be deemed to 
be due such individual, company, or entity; 
or 

(b) in the case of a bridge constructed or 
taken over or acquired by a State or States 
or by any municipality or other political sub
division or public agency thereof, the rates 
of toll shall be so adjusted as to provide a 
fund sufficient to pay for the reasonable cost 
of maintaining, repairing, and operating the 
bridge and its approaches under economical 
management, and to provide a sinking fund 
sufficient to amortize the amount paid there
for, including reasonable interest and 
financing cost, as soon as possible under 
reasonable charges, but within a period not 
to exceed forty yea.rs from the date Of com
pleting or acquiring the same. After a sinking 
fund sufficient for such amortization shall 
have been so provided, any such bridge shall 
thereafter be maintained and operated free of 
tolls. 
An accurate record of the a.mount paid for 
acquiring the bridge and its approaches, the 
actual expenditures for maintaining, repair
ing, and operating the sa.me, and of the daily 
tolls collected, shall be kept and shall be 
available for the information of all persons 
interested. 

SEc. 6. Nothing in this Act shall be deemed 
to prevent the individual, corporation, or 
other entity to which, pursuant to this Act, 
authorization has been given to construct, 
operate, and maintain an international 
bridge and the approaches thereto, from 
selling, assigning, or transferring the rights, 
powers, and privileges conferred by this Act 
to any public agency and any such successor 
agency is authorized to exercise the rights, 
powers, and privileges acquired under this 
section in the same manner as if such rights, 
powers, and privileges had been granted by 
this Act directly to such agency: Provided, 
however, That with respect to the collection 
of tolls the provisions of section 5 (b) shall 
apply. 

SEC. 7. The provisions of this Act shall 
apply only to international bridges the con
struction of which is approved under such 
provisions. 

SEC. 8. Nothing in this Act shall be con
strued to affect, impair, or diminish any 
right, power, or jurisdiction of the United 
States over or in regard to any navigable 
waters or any interstate or foreign com
merce. 

SEC. 9. The Secretary of the Army shall, at 
the end of each calendar year, transmit to 
the Congress a report of all approvals pur
suant to this Act during such year. 

SEC. 10. The right to alter, amend, or re
peal this Act is expressly reserved. 

CURBING AMPHETAMINE ABUSE 

(Mr. PODELL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, and to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous mat
ter.) 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am introducing a bill that would alter 
the classification of amphetamine and 
amphetamine-like substance for the 
purpose of controlling their production 
and their distribution. Such substances 
are more commonly known by names as 

pep pills, diet pills, and speed, but all 
have one important characteristic in 
common-they have a stimulant effect on 
the central nervous system. They are 
presently classified under schedule m of 
the Controlled Substances Act passed 
last session by Congress a.s part of a 
larger bill dealing with drug abuse. I am 
proposing today that this category of 
drugs be moved up to schedule II. 

Why is such a change in classification 
necessary? Because the abuse of these 
drugs has grown to the extent that it 
now constitutes a crisis situation. Eight 
billion doses of amphetamines are pro
ducP.d each year in this country. Trans
lated into other terms, this means that 
enough is being produced to provide every 
man, woman, and child in this Nation 
with approximately 40 doses per year. I 
believe that greater control over the pro
duction and the distribution of these 
drugs is vital. Changing their classifica
tion would establish such controls. 

Except for the treatment of both narco
lepsy-a rare disease similar to sleeping 
sickness-and hyperkinetic children, the 
recognized medical uses for ampheta
mines are extremely limited. 

Perhaps the most serious and well
known case of amphetamine abuse oc
curs when a derivative of ampheta
mines--methamphetamine--or speed is 
injected directly into the veins. We tend 
to think of this type of use as directly 
associated with the drug culture and as 
an extreme type of amphetamine abuse. 

Most commonly, amphetamines are 
taken by people to a void sleep or to aid 
in weight reduction. The users of these 
pills would not consider them to be in 
any way associated with a substance like 
speed. Yet these pills can be and are 
often abused. They are easy to obtain, 
and the large quantities available have 
led to over half their number finding 
their way into illegal channels. Some of 
the more ordinary forms are also known 
to be diluted and injected in the same 
manner as speed. 

There is even greater cause for alarm 
after we examine the testimony of Dr. 
John D. Griffith, assistant professor 
of psychiatry at Vanderbilt University 
School of Medicine presented before the 
House Select Ccmunilutee on Crime in No
vember 1969. Dr. Griffith said: 

Addiction to amphetamines also occurs. 
The older medical literature suggested that 
this wa.s not so; however, direct observation 
of amphetamine addicts now make it clear 
that amphetamine addiction is more wide
spread, more incapacitating, more dangerous, 
and socially disrupting than narcotic addic
tion. Intravenous use of amphetamine is 
common, and this abuse is often indistin
guishable from cocaine availability of am
phetamine and barbituate combinations. 

The psychological and physical penalties 
for amphetamine abuse are severe. Individ
uals who abuse the drug have great difilcul
ties following occupational, domestic, or 
social pursuits. These risk damage to body 
organs, and they may risk severe mental 
illness. The drug may cause a psychosis in 
normal individuals. 

Amphetamines can also elevate blood pres
sure, have direct action on the heart, and 
cause bra.in damage. 

This is chilling testimony, especially 
since we know that the abuse of such 
drugs continues to increase. 

I strongly believe that one thing help-

ing to promote this increased abuse is 
the easy availability of amphetamines. 
I hope that my bill, changing the classi
fication, will bring an end to such abuse. 

A specific drug is classified on the 
basis of its rating on the following cri
teria: 

Its potential for abuse; 
Whether or not it has an accepted 

medical use; and 
Whether abuse may lead to severe psy

chological and physical dependence. 
These criteria are used to classify or 

schedule drugs into five different cate
gories. For each, a set of penalties for 
abuse have been set down. For example, 
the penalties for the abuse of a drug in 
schedule II, for the first offense, are up 
to 15 years and $25,000 fine. The first of
fense for the abuse of a drug in schedule 
m calls for up to 5 years and $15,000 
fine. In addition, the distribution of the 
drugs placed within schedule II is illegal 
without a written order issued by the At
torney General; there is a quota imposed 
on their manufacture; they can be dis
pensed only with a doctor's written pre
scription; and it would be illegal to im
port these substances unless the Attor
ney General found it necessary for med
ical or other legitimate purposes. 

By placing amphetamines in schedule 
II, these restrictions would become ap
plicable. For those who require the drug 
for medical purposes, there would be le
gitimate means for obtaining it. But by 
cutting down on the amount of the drug 
produced yearly, and by requiring a doc
tor's prescription for the drug, I believe 
that we can significantly decrease the 
amount of abuse that has come to be as
sociated with amphetamines. 

Delay on the part of this Congress can 
lead only to worsening abuse and tragedy 
within our own population. I am there
fore urging immediate and positive ac
tion on this bill as another indication of 
our Government's commitment to pro
tecting its citizens from dangerous drugs. 

TO AMEND THE PUBLIC WORKS 
ACCELERATION ACT 

<Mr. BOGGS asked and was given per
mission to addTess the House for 1 min
ute, and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
time to call to the attention of the House 
the fact that hearings have begun today 
on the Randolph-McFall accelerated 
public works bill, which I hope the Com
mittee on Public Works will report out 
expeditiously in view of the fact that it 
deals with the problem of acute unem
ployment through worthwhile public 
works projects. 

Mr. Speaker, it was my pleasure to join 
with my good friend and colleague, JOHN 
McFALL, in cosponsoring the Randolph
McFall accelerated public works bill, 
and I want to commend the Speaker and 
the chairman of the Public Works Com
mittee for assigning high priority to the 
consideration of this proposal. 

This is a program that is greatly 
needed, and needed now. 

The Nation is haunted by the specters 
of unemployment and the fear of unem
ployment. Nearly 5 Y2 million Americans 
who want to work are unable to find 
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work. Many others have given up the job 
hunt in despair. Their names are not 
recorded on the unemployment rolls and 
their numbers are not reflected in the 
official statistics issued monthly by the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. But we know 
of their existence, and we know of their 
hopelessness. 

It is the obligation of this CongTess to 
restore hope to these people, and to re
store their faith in the processes of gov
ernment. 

They are the innocent victims of the 
administration's misguided economic 
policies. They are paying the price of 
the Nixon administration's efforts to 
control inflation, which have produced 
a stagnating economy characterized by 
an alarming decline in national produc
tivity and an equally alarming increase 
in the jobless rate. 

We Democrats have always placed hu
man values above dollar values. We have 
always looked upon full employment as 
the basic element of a healthy economy. 

When this administration took office, 
it inherited from the Democratic admin
istration that preceded it an unemploy
ment rate of 3.3 percent. In less than 
2 years, we saw that rate spiral to 6 per
cent as a result of Republican policies. 
In some areas, the rate is nearly double 
the national average. 

Month after month, we hear the opti
mistic forecasts of the administration's 
spokesmen who promise an economic up
turn just around the next corner. Month 
after month, the statistics on unemploy
ment and productivity belie those opti
mistic forecasts. The picture continues to 
be one of a sick economy. 

We must relieve the symptoms of this 
sick economy in the most direct and ex
peditious manner possible. The Congress 
cannot wait, and the victims of unem
ployment cannot wait, for the rosy pre
dictions of administration economists to 
come true. 

We cannot off er instant relief to all 
these victims, but we can act promptly 
to create new jobs in areas that have 
suffered the most from persistent and 
long-term unemployment. 

I urge prompt and favorable action on 
the Randolph-McFall accelerated public 
works bill because I am convinced that it 
offers the most direct and immediate 
remedy to those who are in greatest need. 

In every area of acute unemployment, 
there are public works projects that have 
been delayed for lack of local revenues
projects that need to be expedited in the 
interests of the communities and for the 
protection of the environment. The Ran
dolph-McFall bill would enable the 
launching of these projects with Federal 
subsidies. It would take workers off the 
unemployment rolls and the welfare rolls 
and put them on payrolls. It would stim
ulate economic recovery in poverty pock
ets and help to reverse the trend of in
creasing and persistent unemployment. 

ST. PATRICK'S DAY 
<Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts asked 

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

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I am sure that it does not have 

to be called to your attention either that 
today is March 1 7 or that it is St. Pat
rick's Day. Nor does anyone need re
minding at this late date that it is once 
again a great day for the Irish-so tradi
tion has it. But I would like to break 
with tradition today, on St. Patrick's Day, 
March 17, 1971, to the extent that I shall 
not indulge the Members' patience by 
turning backward in time and travel
ing east across the seas to Ireland, that 
Emerald Isle, that land of saints and 
scholars, the blessed realm-that on 1 
day each year comes close to being inun
dated with a veritable flood of world
wide oratory, bathos, and nostalgia. 

Ireland's relevance today, though 
rooted in history and that fabled piece 
of earth called Ireland, is not limited to 
the distant past nor to far-off shores. 
Ireland's true and continuing relevance 
is not a matter of looking back or look
ing across the sea. Ireland's relevance is 
all around us for all to see. Far too often 
St. Patrick's Day is devoted to attempts 
to trace one's ancestral tree back to the 
land of the shamrocks. Too often it ends 
up in a painful longing to return to a 
quiet land with rolling hills, thatched 
roof cottages, pleasant country lanes, 
plenty of good conservation and time to 
really live. It is easy to understand the 
difficulty to resist the temptation. 

But the incredible phenomenon that 
is the Irish people goes far beyond this. 
Today there are fewer Irish living in that 
small island called Ireland than other 
lands. England, Australia, Canada, this 
country, and even Argentina, is where 
most of the Irish live, work, shed their 
tears, tell their stories, raise their fam
ilies, and achieve their fame. From one 
small land, one small island, millions 
have departed. There is no point now in 
chasing after old myths, reopening old 
wounds, engaging in bitter recollections 
as to why these millions had to leave or 
wanted to leave; nor is this the time or 
place to recall the hardships that were 
their lot when they arrived in the lands 
of promise in other continents. That 
would be looking back and, as I said 
at the outset, that is not the point of 
my rising here today on this St. Patrick's 
Day. Suffice it to say that in a compara
tively short while, the Irish people have 
succeeded in establishing themselves, in 
integrating themselves, and ingratiat
ing themselves into the social fabric and 
innermost being of their new found 
homelands. If, in fact, most of the 
Irish were still in Ireland, if, in fact, most 
of the well-known men with Irish blood 
in their veins achieved their greatness 
in a land called Ireland, then, in fact, St. 
Patrick's Day would hardly be noticed 
before it had passed. The reason St. 
Patrick's Day is participated in by so 
many people around the world, whether 
they be of Irish descent or not, is that 
there are so many sons of St. Patrick 
throughout the far corners of this earth. 
It is the hyphenated Irish-the Ameri
can-Irish, the Canadian-Irish, the Aus
tralian-Irish, the Scotch-Irish, the Liv
erpool-Irish, who are in the majority. 
The Irish-Irish are in the distinct mi
nority. 

So that if there is any truth to the 
whole idea of ethnic characteristics and 
national traits, then whatever it is the 
Irish have, this country and many others 

besides Ireland possess in abundance too. 
If the stereo-typed Irishman is endowed 
with the gift of the gab, a low boiling 
point, the humor of the Leprechaun, the 
charm of the diplomat without the 
striped pants-if any of this is true, then 
we have a lot of people walking the 
streets of New York, Boston, Chicago, 
and Philadelphia, to mention but a few, 
who prove or disprove this bit of folklore 
every day of the week. If these qualities 
surface in and give color to the writing 
of an Irishman, then the place to look is 
really the volumes published over the 
years in such unlikely places as London 
and New York rather than the Gaelic 
tomes devoured by the Celtic few in 
Dublin. If there is an Irish style or recog
nizable Irish quirks, then one might as 
well start by reading the works of men as 
separate in time and style as Jonathan 
Swift, Oliver Goldsmith, Richard Sheri
dan, William Congreve, John Synge, 
Oscar Wilde, George Bernard Shaw, 
James Joyce, William Butler Yeates, 
Samuel Beckett, Eugene O'Neill, and 
Sean O'Casey. If it is the touch of a poet, 
an indomitable wit, a glimpse of the 
true Irish rebel, one is after, one does not 
have to turn back to the troubles, the 
Easter rebellion, to De Valera O'Connell, 
Sir Roger Casement or the Plunketts. 
You only have to look at men like the 
Fitzgeralds, the Kennedys, the Curleys, 
or the McCarthys. 

I think my point is made and hope
fully well taken: That if it is a little bit of 
Irish you are after, you need look no 
further than your own city or town, and 
despite the distance imposed by genera
tions and thousands of miles, you will, in 
all likelihood, find fell ow Americans in 
whom you can detect all the sense of out
rage and rebellion which come from years 
of foreign domination and oppression; A 
highly developed wit which comes from 
lifetimes spent in pleasant conversation 
over a glass of Guinness in front of a 
roaring peat fire, or in a quiet country 
lane, or on a crowded O'Connell street; 
a sense of humor which comes from 
centuries of smiling at misfortune and 
looking at the brighter side of things; a 
sense of fierce, clannish loyalty and to
getherness that comes from living for 
years in the same village, walking the 
same bogs, climbing the same hills. And 
while there may be some who might deny 
that a nation which has reservoirs of 
such qualities in its citizens is better off 
for it, there is no denying that that 
nation is not a much more i:.1teresting 
place for it. 

ON PRIVATE EYES 
(Mr. SYMINGTON a.sked and was giv

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Speaker, proud 
as we are of the traditions of our mili
tary, we would hope that the application 
of its proven capacity for "reconnais
sance," "pacification," and "protective 
reaction," to say nothing of "search and 
destroy," would be restricted as presiden
tially and congressionally authorized, to 
other parts of the world than the con
tinental United States, at least for tr_e 
foreseeable future. Although the "I want 
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you" poster does not offer training in do
mestic counterintelligence it may be that 
our large draft calls over the past few 
years have interrupted so many promis
ing careers, in the field that a program 
was devised to make their military ob
ligation more meaningful. 

One could, however, suggest that suffi
cient scope for the application of these 
skills would appear to exist in the post 
exchange problems and other in-house 
phenomena which seem at the moment 
to be taking the valuable time of such 
overburdened panels of inquiry as the 
Permanent Investigations Subcommittee 
of the U.S. Senate. A proper division of 
labor here would, I think, provide a re
levant service experience to a specialized 
group, and do so without giving the pub
lic undo cause for alarm. Although some
what more serious in tone, Mr. Speaker, 
I feel the March 5 editorial in the Kan
sas City Star merits the consideration 
of the House, and would respectfully re
quest that it be inserted in the RECORD at 
this point. 

No PLACE FOR THE MILITARY 

The Department of Defense, in effect, has 
now said that it is sorry military personnel 
spied on civilians and that it won't happen 
again. In fact the department has destroyed 
numerous files in a fit of remorse and it will 
oo impossible to say for sure whether infor
mation was kept on Sen. Adlai Stevenson m 
and Rep. Abner Mikva, Democrats of Illinois. 

Nobody is sure, and an assistant secretary 
of defense says he think:3 there were no such 
files and if there were, they were just old 
newspaper clippings. 

But the assistant secretary misses the main 
points of the whole sorry episode and ap
parently doesn't understand the tremors of 
alarm it has inspired. If surveillance of civi
lians was undertaken in the late 1960s on an 
unprecedented scale because of fears of civil 
disorders and demonstrations, that is under
standable. But it was not a job for the Army. 
Citizens do not pay taxes for the mainte
nance of a fighting force with the under
standing that this force will oo used against 
them. Nor does a gestapo apparatus have any 
place in the U. S. military establishment no 
:natter what the excuse. 

Whether files on Stevenson and Mikva and 
..)thers were only newspaper clippings is not 
the primary concern. The existence of the 
files is what matters. It is the sort of infor
mation that, made public, could destl'oy an 
individual. If a man's name is on record at 
police headquarters oocause his dog once bit 
somebody that is one thing. If his enemies 
can say he has a "police record" then that is 
something else. The paralled would be in 
whispering that agents responsible for inter
nal security have a dossier on Stevenson or 
Mikva. 

What may have seemed like a good idea to 
the Army in 1968 does not come over very 
well now. It is not the duty of the military 
to keep files on "persons and organizations 
who conceivably might contribute to ..• 
civil disturbances," or on "persons or or
ganizations who were believed to have a po
tential for assisting in preventing or ending 
civil disturbances." The military simply is 
not qualified to make judgments in such 
matters and it has no business meddling in 
them. Any heavy-footed tramping through 
the civil sector of dissent and politics is 
bound to oo destructive. 

The assistant secretary who testified be
fore a Senate subcommittee said the Army 
was very reluctant to become involved in 
the intelligence operation directed against 
civilians. It is said that it all began at the 
suggestion of Cyrus W. Vance, a Defense de
partment official at the time, and a civ111an. 
But once the reluctance was overcome there 

were instances of overzealous activity. It is 
not unusual for orders to become amplified 
as they trickle down from general to lieu
tenant. 

If and when military power is needed to 
control civil disturbances, the Army no doubt 
will be ready and perform efficiently. Little 
Rock in the 1950s and Detroit in the 1960s 
are examples. But the military cannot be an 
accessory before the fact without posing 
grave dangers to the system it is supposed 
to protect. 

CAMPAIGN SPENDING SHOULD 
HA VE REALISTIC AND ENFORCE
ABLE LIMIT 
<Mr. CABELL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, the spiral
ing cost of running for office in the last 
few years has properly been character
ized as a scandal and some action must 
be taken before the 1972 election process 
is underway. Last year the Congre8s 
passed a bill limiting sums to be spent 
during campaigns for the broadcasting 
industry. I contend that no one segment 
of a campaign should be limited. No 
one industry or medium should be sin
gled out and limited. I believe that the 
whole cost of a campaign, and I mean 
the whole cost, should have a realistic 
and enforceable limit put on it. 

This limit needs to be set and needs 
to be understood and must be enforced. 

The Founding Fathers are trotted out 
regularly to prove and disprove all kinds 
of beliefs and ideas of government. How
ever, it is inconceivable to me that they 
intended that public office should go to 
the highest bidder. Further, whether the 
Founding Fathers intended it or not, I 
do not believe that the present-day 
American public wants its officials elect
ed on the basis of how much money they 
can spend. I do not believe that the 
American public is going to stand for 
the Congress not taking some positive 
action in this area. 

Today I am introducing a bill which 
I hope will be given consideration and 
study by the Congress. 

This proposed legislation is to apply 
only to campaigns for election to the 
U.S. Senate and House of Representa
tives. It regulates activities with respect 
to general or special elections but does 
not apply to primary or runoff elections 
or to party nominations. These are un
der the control of the States and should 
remain so. 

The key and main thrust of my pro
posal is that any person is prohibited 
from making any campaign expenditure 
without the written authorization of the 
candidate on whose behalf or in whose 
support the expenditure is made. If this 
section were written into law and every
one understood that what was said was 
really meant, many of our problems 
would be over in this whole field. 

Any candidate for the Senate or House 
would be limited to spending an amount 
equal to the amount obtained by multi
plying 5 cents by the total number of 
i~dividuals residing in the State or con
gressional district. It would seem to me 
that, say, in the case of my own State of 
Texas, a creditable statewide campaign 
could be adequately :financed for about 

$600,000 and a congressional cam
paign would be adequately :financed for 
about $25,000. These sums may sound 
large, but certainly in many races in our 
country many millions have been spent. 
This ought to be as unacceptable to the 
Members of Congress as it is to the Amer
ican people. 

Each candidate would be required to 
file a statement containing a complete 
itemized account of each expenditure 
made. And as a check on these reports, 
every newspaper, radio station, television 
station, printing shop, advertising 
agency, and telephone company, and all 
other similar businesses which received 
campaign expenditures would be re
quired to file an itemized list of all ex
penditures received. This section of the 
bill would apply to all persons who re
ceived $100 or more in campaign ex
penditures. 

Any candidate who violates this act 
would be guilty of a felony and be fined 
not more than $5,000. Any other person 
in violation would be deemed guilty of 
a misdemeanor and be fined not more 
than $1,000. 

The Secretary of the Senate and the 
Clerk of the House would receive these 
required reports and would certify to 
the House or Senate that a violation had 
been determined and that such violation 
had been the subject of a conviction. 
When the presiding officer of either body 
would be so informed, he would request 
that such body refuse to seat the violator 
or expel the violator, whichever would 
be appropriate. 

I have not attempted to touch in this 
legislation, the question of campaign 
contributions. I firmly believe that once 
a reasonable and workable solution is 
found to the question of limitation on 
total expenditures that great sums of 
money will not be freely given out to 
candidates by any special interest or 
group of persons. There have certainly 
been abuses in this area of campaign fi
nancing. However, once a limitation is 
set, there will be no point in great sums 
of money being given in behalf of any 
candidate. 

Mr. Speaker, there are many problems 
in this whole field of legislation, I am 
not being so naive as to think that there 
are not. I do maintain, though, that it 
is our duty as public officials to face up 
to these problems and try to iron out 
an equitable solution that will keep the 
Congress responsive to the will of the 
people which is the premise for and the 
only safeguard of our Federal Govern
ment. 

I know that many proposals are being 
recommended. However, I believe that 
the bill which I am introducing provides 
a positive and effective method of polic
ing major campaign expenditures. 

GENERAL REVENUE SHARING 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York <Mr. CONABLE) is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, the sub
ject of my special order is general reve
nue sharing, and I am grateful for this 
opportunity to continue a debate already 
well advanced in the House of Repre-
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sentatives and which I think is one of the 
most significant debates that the 92d 
Congress can consider during its tenure 
here in Washington. 

We have had, of course, a great deal 
of controversy surrounding this proposal, 
and I have been somewhat bemused by 
the reaction of many of my colleagues 
to what I think is a very significant ini
tiative by the President and the adminis
tration. My colleagues' reactions remind 
me more than anything else of a group 
of doctors who have agreed that the 
patient is critically ill, but then put aside 
treatment to argue about the best 
remedy. 

The patient in this case, of course, is 
local government-not State government 
and not the Federal Government, al
though goodness knows we have enough 
problems also. Local government is in 
crisis in this country, su:fiering from a 
very severe fiscal illness in improvision 
to any other level of government. Those 
who think the State government is the 
issue in revenue sharing fail to under
stand that in most cases the State can 
easily pass the buck to local government 
by reducing many of the aid programs 
which are traditional between State and 
local government such as aid to schools 
on per capita aid. 

Local government, in other words, is 
in extremis at this point, a very ill pa
tient. We all agree on the diagnosis. 
Beyond diagnosis we are engrossed, how
ever, here in Congress in advancing our 
own nostrums and calling the other fel
low a quack. Meanwhile, the patient has 
been forgotten and is sinking. He needs 
a transfusion in the worst way. General 
revenue sharing, I am convinced, is the 
answer. 

The Federal income tax system, the 
graduated progressive Federal income 
tax is the best medical delivery system 
for this victim. I think we are foolish 
if we fail to use this system. We know 
that lack of life-giving blood has made 
the patient sick, and I am dismayed to 
see some of the present consultants sug
gesting that further leeching would help 
his condition. Local government has al
ready had too much blood leeched from 
its fiscal system by the endless categori
cal grants which have required match
ing federally mandated funds. We need 
to rebuild strength with transfusions, 
rather than further reducing available 
local resources through matching-fund 
categorical grants controlled in Wash
ington. 

I notice that it has been reported 
recently that hearings are to be sched
uled on general revenue sharing in late 
April or early May. 

I am pleased to hear this, Mr. Speaker. 
I think it is desirable to get at this vital 
business. But I am somewhat dismayed 
to find that the people who are calling 
the hearings say the purpose is to kill 
revenue sharing. In other words, they 
are proposing to scrap the remedy rather 
than apply it. 

In this respect I would have to say that 
the committee doctors are being sangui
nary rather than sanguine, and that 

there is little reason for optimism on 
the local level. 

I hope, before we get through here, 
my colleagues in the House will place 
the patient's interest above professional 
pride before the condition of local gov
ernment is beyond repair. 

I know, Mr. Speaker, that there are 
many philosophical objections to reve
nue sharing. I can understand many of 
these objections. I believe the condition 
of local government, though, has put us 
beyond the point where we can a:fiord to 
nitpick, to quibble or to suggest that per
haps some other type of remedy more 
complicated in application would be 
more systematical in Federal philosophy. 
Without unique transfusions, we are go
ing to have a considerable reduction in 
the services local governments can per
form. 

That is the issue. Local government is 
not going to go bankrupt in the tradi
tional sense. There is still going to be 
money coming in. They are still going 
to be performing services. But they are 
going to have to abandon many of the 
traditional services that we like to think 
our Federal system is able to deliver on 
the local level. These traditional serv
ices are, for the most part, based on per
sonnel like policemen and teachers, or 
like public works departments. Roughly 
50 to 80 percent of the cost of local gov
ernment goes in salaries. That being the 
case, it seems to me once cutbacks occur, 
once we have local government person
nel being laid o:fI. 

If these services are abandoned on the 
local level because of the failure of local 
tax resources, inevitably the result will 
be increased pressure for picking up of 
these services on some other level of gov
ernment. That is one thing I think most 
of us who believe in the Federal system 
do not want to see happen. What we are 
hoping instead is that some mechanism 
similar to the general revenue sharing 
proposed by the administration can be 
devised to preserve the services on the 
local level, that is, on the level where the 
people can have some control over them 
and where we will see democracy func
tioning at its best. 

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

Mr. CONABLE. Yes. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. The distinguished 
Governor of the State of New York spoke 
at a breakfast recently on the question 
of picking up of the garbage. I think 
this may be uttered tongue in cheek, but 
it might get to that, and I would like to 
share with you an experience that I 
would like to ask every Member who 
reads this record to see if he does not 
find that similar experiences have hap
pened in his city or district, because I 
consider this to be a classic example of 
the costs and complications which attend 
the Federal system on the categorical 
grants. 

The city of Memphis, Tenn., in my 
congressional district, has a grant from 
the Office of Renewal Assistance of the 
Department of Housing and Urban De
velopment. This comes under the interim 

assistance program. The objective of this 
categorical grant program is: 

To assist localities to plan and carry out 
programs to alleviate harmful conditions in 
slum and blighted areas which are planned 
for urban renewal in the near future but in 
which some immediate public action iS 
needed until perm.anent action can be under
taken. 

That is a direct quote from the law. It 
is hard enough, really, to read the law. 
Recently, some ofiicials of the city of 
Memphis contacted me because the De
partment of Housing and Urban Devel
opment in Atlanta informed them that 
the major portion of this grant would be 
canceled effective February 28 due to 
the fact that activities being conducted 
by the city in this portion of the grant 
were now ineligible. The ofiicials of the 
city of Memphis emphasized-and re
member the grant originally was to have 
run until June 30--emphasized that they 
were upset because at the time this grant 
was applied for and originally approved 
by HUD the actions were fully explained 
and approved. The city's budget and op
erational plans in this area had been 
built around funds that were to be pro
vided by the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development's grant. 

As a result of proceedings initiated by 
my ofiice, this was straightened out, and 
it was decided that the city could con
tinue under the original terms of the 
grant for the remainder of the current 
fiscal year. But this problem need never 
have occurred if the Nixon administra
tion's special revenue-sharing program 
had been in force. Under the special 
revenue-sharing program the States 
would get lump sums or urban com
munity development funds, and presum
ably this misunderstanding would never 
have occurred. There is another example 
I would like to share with the gentleman. 
Recently, when I first obtained for the 
State of Tennessee and my community 
the list of the counties and cities that 
would receive funds under the general 
revenue-sharing program, I noticed that 
the city of Nashville, which has a metro 
government encompassing the whole 
county, received a larger amount than 
Memphis, which is half again as large. 
Well, I was immediately upset and 
checked up on it. Then I looked at the 
county which the city of Memphis is in. 
I found that a large part of the city 
revenue is collected by the county and 
is returned intact to the city. Therefore, 
the county got the credit for it. So last 
week, on March 10, on page 5884, when 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
DANIELSON), spoke during the special 
order of the gentleman from California 
(Mr. HOLIFIELD) he stated: 

I further point out in the county of Los 
Angeles the average per capita allocation is 
$9.10, that is, $9.10 for every resident of the 
unincorporated territory of Los Angeles. 

Well, I had the notion that the gentle
man from California <Mr. DANIELSON) 
had run into the same misunderstanding 
that I had run into. 

So, I immediately found out that in 
the city and county of Los Angeles the 
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county collects all real estate taxes for 
the entire county, whether it is in the 
city or not, and that all welfare funds 
even in the city are paid by the county 
and that all health services even in the 
cities are paid by the county. 

Now, I am not being critical of the 
gentleman from California for his mis
interpretation because I did the same 
thing. I just did not put it in the record. 
But the point I am making is that this 
points out the need of revenue sharing, 
because no Member of Congress is ca
pable of keeping up with every detail of 
local and State government. Certainly, 
a Member of Congress is not necessarily 
obligated to know that the city of Los 
Angeles does not have a real estate tax; 
it is collected by the county. I happened 
to learn this only by accident. So, this 
is an example here as to why a congress
man is not capable of governing a local 
community. 

Mr. CONABLE. I thank the distin
guished gentleman from Tennessee for 
his contribution. 

I think we all have reason to be grate
ful for the research which he is doing 
on this subject and I know he will con
tinue his interest and make further con
tributions before we are ready to bring 
this whole effort to fruition. 

It seems to me remarkable that many 
of our distinguished colleagues in facing 
the crisis of local government are in ef
fect advocating the very thing that 
brought local government close to ruin; 
that is, the extension of the categorical 
grant programs with the siren song of 
easy Federal money sopping up ultimate
ly all of our local decisionmaking 
power. 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman will yield further, I would 
like to ask that every Member, if he has 
not already done so, check the fiscal con
dition of his own city and his own State, 
and if he is in a large city particularly 
t;o find out how much of their financial 
plight is the result of matching Federal 
grants which will not continue under 
President Nixon's revenue-sharing plan. 
The fact that the siren call of so-called 
free money wooed a bunch of legisla
tors and city councils into appropriating 
money on long-term matching grants, 
does not the gentleman agree that this is 
part and parcel of a lot of the crises? 

Mr. CONABLE. That is correct. I would 
say that matching Federal grants do 
continue under President Nixon's plan, 
but 30 percent of the total categorical 
grant program would be folded, assum
ing full implementation by the Congress, 
into bloc grants without local matching, 
which I think would make a great deal 
more sense ultimately for the localities 
and give back to them some of the :flexi
bility they have lost as a result of the 
categorical Federal grant program. 

Mr. Speaker, I view this whole issue 
in part at least as a continuation of tax 
reform begun in 1969 with the Tax Re
form Act of that year. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means I have been interested 
in the issue of progessivity of our Fed-

er al income tax. In fact, those who have 
studied it know that at least prior to 
1969, as economic income went up the 
percentage tax paid by the taxpayer did 
not automatically go up at the same rate, 
and very wealthy people who invested 
their money in special ways enjoyed 
a tax preference with the result that 
the effective rate of tax could fall off 
quite sharply. 

Mr. Speaker, we need a major effort 
to try to improve the credibility of our 
graduated income tax system. The rea
son was not simply because we wanted 
to soak the rich; it was because a part 
of the American tradition is that taxes 
should be based upon the ability to pay. 
A graduated income tax harnessed this 
tradition. But the tax resources available 
to the localities, and for the most part to 
the States as well, are generally regres
sive taxes such as the real estate property 
tax or the sales tax. 

The cost of local government, based on 
salaries to the extent it is, has been going 
up sharply with living costs. It has been 
going up considerably more sharply than 
the costs of the Federal Government. 
Therefore it is not surprising that, as 
part of the Tax Reform Act of 1969, we 
did cut back somewhat on our Federal in
come tax. The other recent major step 
taken with respect to the Federal income 
tax came in 1963, when there was an 
actual tax reduction as a stimulus to 
business. In short, the graduated part of 
our tax system, the Federal Govern
ment's part, has been cut back constantly 
since 1952 as a proportion of the total 
tax burden of the country. Local taxes, 
on the other hand, have increased in al
most geometric proportion, and since 
they are not based on the ability to pay, 
the hardship implicit in this increase 1s 
a major burden for the American people 
to carry. 

What I am saying, in effect, is that it 
does not make sense to increase the pro
gressivity of our Federal income taxes 
by continuing reform if we are going to 
put less and less percentage of the coun
try's total tax burden on the Federal in
come tax. It does make sense in these 
terms to consider some way to siphon to 
the local government, which 1s carrying 
such a heavy burden of regressive taxes 
a portion of our progressive income ta~ 
through such a scheme as the President 
has advanced. 

Mr. Speaker, I hear a great deal of 
pessimism about revenue sharing. There 
are many people, to return to the original 
simile with which I started, many of the 
consultants, the doctors consulting on 
this issue here in the Congress who are 
in effect burying revenue sharin'g prema
turely. I think they are premature be
cause the circumstances of local govern
ment make it inevitable that this par
ticular idea is an idea whose time has 
come. The alternative, the abandonment 
of major local services by our local gov
ernment, is unthinkable in terms of the 
viability of our democracy. In one way 
or another, we are going to have to find 
a way to return some of the progressive 
tax revenue gathered at the Federal level 
to the States and localities. 

The President's initiative in this re
spect, a.s I see it, is an ingenuous formula 
which avoids many of the abuses implicit 
in earlier suggestions, and which fits in 
very well with the special revenue shar
ing part of the program which itself will, 
I think, impart an added .flexibility to 
local government. 

I know that other people will come 
forward with other suggestions for ways 
in which we can meet the crises of our 
localities. I hope that if these are con
structive ideas they will be considered 
constructively. I personally am grateful 
that we are going to have hearings, for 
whatever purpose, and the sooner the 
better. I am afraid, unless we move 
quickly to find some solution rather than 
quibbling about its details, that we will 
find the patient--local government-in 
grave condition before any benefits flow 
to him from the inevitable solutions we 
will achieve. 

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

THE IRISH AMERICAN 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New Jersey (Mr. HOWARD) is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, who are 
we, anyway, what are we, the American 
Irish? What makes us different from 
other Americans, what did not get sim
mered away in the melting pot that we 
hold so dearly and treasure so highly? 

Or is there anything? 
Of course, no one really understands 

the Irish, least of all the Irish themselves. 
Over the years, we have produced writers 
and poets out of all proportion to our 
numbers, all of them trying to explain 
the mysterious mix of melancholy and 
mirth, gaiety and gloom, gentle heart 
and battling spirit, that make up the 
Irish character and the Irish tempera
ment. And none of them has ever suc
ceeded to the satisfaction of the others. 

So I do not pretend to have any special 
powers of analysis or insight. My only 
qualifications for the task are all spelled 
out in my County Carlow and County 
Roscommon background. 

But I do wonder why we feel such an 
affection for, and have such pride in, a 
land that most of us have never seen, or 
as the American-born Irish writer John 
McNulty called it, "Back home where 
I never came from." 

Joseph Kennedy, the former Ambas
sador and the father of the late Presi
dent, once complained, after a Boston 
newspaper referred to him as an Irish
man: 

I was born here. My children were born 
here. What the hell do I have to do to be 
called an American? 

And yet, our joy over the election of his 
son, our grief at his passing, were not 
untinged by the fact that, in our minds, 
John Kennedy was Irish-Irish Ameri
can, American Irish. John Kennedy, who 
at the very least, was one of the brightest 
shooting stars in the firmament of man
kind was Irish, as we are Irish. And if. 



6856 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE March 17, 1971 

through the lens of history, his light is 
perceived to have permanently lit the 
heavens, and become the beacon for a 
new, and nobler age, I am sure there will 
still be other Americans around to point 
with pride, and tell their children: "He 
was Irish-like us." 

The certain cruelty of fate-it looms 
large in the Irish consciousness. It is the 
heritage of centuries of struggle in a 
harsh and oppressed land; and we ac
cept it, just as we always carry with us, 
deep in our bones, the knowledge that 
to be born is to face certain death. 

But throughout the stormy history of 
the Gaelic strain, that is never been for 
the caring now. When it comes, it comes, 
and we have been too long with the world 
not to know that protest is a pointless 
.epilog to life-and a demanding one 
at that. 

So, while we relish life and revel in it, 
our soul's eye is always on the clock, and 
we always know where midnight is. 

There is no doubt but that these wide 
swings in the Irish outlook on life have 
their roots deep in history, and in the 
land itself. 

Take a people who, after St. Patrick, 
knew 500 years of unparalleled intellec
tual and spiritual achievement; a proud 
people whose land became renowned as 
the citadel of civilization during the 
darkest age of the Western World, the 
home of saints and scholars; and then 
enslave them for 700 years. 

For seven centuries beat them down at 
every opportunity, steal their lands, strip 
them of every human right-and you 
have a race that sees all too clearly the 
high comedy of all man's vain preten
tions, set as they are against the inescap
able background of blind chance and 
brute mortality. 

And you have a race that sees, too, 
both the wonder and the tragedy of hu
man possibility, the capacity for accom
plishment that ends so often with "what 
might have been." 

But you also have a hard-headed, real
istic people with an unshakable faith that 
tells them that both the comedy and the 
tragedy will always be resolved in the 
triumph of immortality. 

It is this that sustained them as a na
tion and kept their spirit alive. And it is 
this that is the gift of the man we 
remember today-St. Patrick-and 
whose memory we celebrate with good 
reason. 

This then, is the nature of the Irish 
in you and the Irish in me, passed along 
to us from all the Gaels who ever in
habited that wet and wintry little isle, 
whose loveliness, when it breaks through, 
seems almost like an illusion. 

This is the imprint of the blood con
ferred on us by all the O'Flahertys and 
Flynns who battled with life and its op
pressors there, who starved and laughed 
and loved in Kilkenny and Cork and who, 
when they left, left not because they ever 
gave up the fight, but because they want
ed to get on with it. 

And when they boarded the ships for 
America during the famine of the 1840's, 
they left behind them only their rela-

tives and the millions of dead, and they 
brought with them everything else they 
had-namely, themselves. 

They brought, in themselves, a certain 
wildness of spirit that matched the un
tamed Irish countryside and the angry 
ocean that surrounds it; and they 
brought a countryman's sense of awe 
at the mystery of things. 

They brought a love of life and a love 
of fancy, and neither the long voyage 
over nor the long years since have done 
anything to diminish the conflict that 
still rages between the two. 

They brought with them a gay, off
hand courage, and a :fierce, unbridled 
lust for freedom that is as vital to an 
Irishman as the air he breathes. 

And they lost not a bit of their deep 
capacity for affection and warmth
for the Irishman off his guard is as open
hearted as he is wild, and as warm as the 
heat of his temper. 

I am not denying that the Irishman 
can be a cantankerous creature. He loves 
a fight, there is no doubt about that. 
G. K. Chesterton, who called Ireland "the 
land of broken hearts and broken heads," 
wrote of the Irish that "all of their wars 
are merry, all their songs are sad." 

Meaning, I would guess, that a good 
donnybrook is as good a way as any to 
put some spice into life-and it does not 
much matter whether the other fell ow i£ 
Irish, too. Samuel Johnson, the eminent 
doctor of English letters, once said: 

The Irish are a fair people, they never 
speak well of one another. 

Or, as another student of Irish ire ex
pressed it: 

If you put an Irishman on a spit, you'll 
never have much trouble finding another 
one to baste him. 

But the Irishman's combative spirit 
served him well in the New World. and it 
served his adopted country well, too. 

The Irish have distinguished them
selves in every American war, including 
the Revolution. 

All told, there were no less than 695 
Kellys on the rolls of the Revolutionary 
army, more than any other name, in
cluding Smith-which gives you some in
dication of the Irish contribution to the 
cause of American freedom. 

Probably the most famous single corps 
in Washington's army was the formid
able "Pennsylvania Line," and it was so 
solidly Hibernian that Light Horse Harry 
Lee renamed it "the Line to Ireland." 

The Irish helped fire the spirit of In
dependence, too, as well as muskets. Four 
signers of the Declaration of Independ
ence were born in Ireland, and 5 others 
had Irish parents or grandparents. 

It is no wonder that when the sur
render of Cornwallis at Yorktown was 
announced to the British parliament, one 
Lord Mountjoy groaned: 

England has lost America through the ex
ertions of Irish immigrants. 

At Fredericksburg 1,200 men of the 
storied Irish Brigade stormed the Con
federate held heights, green sprigs in 
their hats to take the place of their 

Irish banners too tattered to carry; 282 
survived. 

"Never," said General Robert E. Lee, 
"were men so brave." 

In World War I and World War II, the 
Irish continued to add chapters to the 
book of valor-and names to the muster 
of the dead. 

But the Irish did more than fight for 
this country. They helped to build it. 

They pitched the dirt for the canals 
that extended the early life lines of the 
Nation's commerce, and when the rail
roads came, it was the Irish who laid the 
track and hammered the ties, for peas
ant's wages and a bribe of whiskey. 

It was in the labor movement that the 
Irish found a natural battleground. In 
a sense, they were made for each other. 
The majority of Irish in the late 1800's 
were laborers, and the majority of la
borers were oppressed. The result was a 
traditional spontaneous combustion of 
the freedom-loving Irish spirit, and if ex
cesses were committed in the name of 
social justice, they can perhaps be for
given in the light of the conditions that 
inspired them. 

In the big cities, the name of oppres
sion was discrimination, and the strug
gle was for acceptance. Signs that read, 
"No Irish or dogs allowed," and "No 
Irish need apply," were a constant slap 
in the face. But they were also a con
stant challenge, a chip on the shoulder 
of the upper and middle classes that the 
pugnacious Irish were only too happy 
to keep knocking off. 

The Irish had learned a bit about out
witting a ruling class under the domina
tion of the English, and the lessons were 
put to good use in the cities. 

It did not take them long to realize 
that the best way to fight the "powers 
that be" was to become a power them
selves. So, while they played a respectful 
f ootsy with the society that stereotyped 
them as pig-owning street brawlers, and 
while they lathered its leaders with 
blarney in the interests of survival, they 
gradually gathered up the reins of social 
control through the one means open to 
them-politics. 

It was the Irishman who made politics 
a profession. Unfortunately, some of 
them also turned it into a business, with 
fine distinctions to be drawn between 
honest graft and dishonest graft. But 
even they served a vital function in con
solidating Irish influence. 

Moreover, the Irish political boss, with 
his finely tooled vote-getting machine, 
paid generous dividends to his supporters 
by filling a social void and tending so
cial sores that a callous society ignored 
until Franklin Roosevelt and the welfare 
and social security legislation of the New 
Deal. 

Politics was the real foot in the golden 
door for the Irish. As much as anything 
else, it gave them the economic base they 
needed to batter down the barriers to op
portunity. And in relatively short order, 
Irish cops and hod carriers were looking 
forward to the graduation of their sons 
from college, and Irish names began to 
appear on the shingles of the professions. 

. 
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Today, the Dictionary of American 
Biography lists almost 500 distinguished 
Americans who were born in Ireland, and 
literally thousands of Irish descent. 

That, I think is a good beginning. But 
only if it is a beginning, only if it is the 
first few chapters of the story of the Irish 
in America. 

We have come a long way from the 
days of the shanties and lace-curtain 
anxieties, and the time when the term 
"Fighting Irish" was meant as a reproach 
rather than a compliment. 

We have come a long way, and I would 
hope that like the Irish who fled the 
famine, the only thing we have left be
hind is our sorrows. I would hope that we 
are still as Irish as they were then. 

I would hope that creature comforts 
and social status have not led us to be
lieve that all is so well with the world 
that there is no need for Irish dreaming 
of better things to come, or Irish com
passion for those less fortunate than our
selves. 

I hope we have not forgotten those 
ironies of existence that have always pro
vided ballast for the Irish spirit. I hope 
we have not forgotten how to experience 
the joy of gratitude that keeps a man in 
touch with his God. 

We have got a lot to be grateful for, 
and it puts a burden on us-the burden 
of giving as much PS we have gotten. 
There never was an Irishman who could 
not do that in a fight, and that is what 
we have got on our hands today-the un
finished fight to fulfill the promise of 
the American dream for those millions 
among us for whom the golden door has 
slammed shut; the unfinished fight to 
insure that no one goes hungry; that no 
one is denied the opportunity to make the 
best of himself, for his sake and ours, so 
that everyone can share in and con
tribute to the well-being of the Nation, 
so that everyone can experience the self
wonder of human dignity, rather than 
merely hear about it. 

And there is the fight to keep open the 
golden door to the future. 

Our cities, the traditional home of the 
Irish in this country, are undergoing 
social and economic convulsions. Our air 
and our streams are Polluted. 

Our conntryside is blighted. Our edu
cational facilities are woefully inade
quate, and every new birth is an indict
ment of our delay in improving them. 

Hate, it has been said, is not the most 
vicious human emotion. Indifference is. 

You have often heard it said, "God 
save us from perfection." And He did, 
especially when He made the Irish. But 
the beauty of it is, the Irish have always 
been aware of it, and it is this awareness 
that is the essence of the Gaelic spirit. 

St. Patrick gave us a glimpse of heaven. 
And then we had our noses ground into 
the dirt for a thousand years. It made us 
dreamers, and it made us realists, and I 
think that the love of a fight that is in us 
is caused by the lure of the dream. 

One ·hnndred years ago, to the Irish 
whose pride we are, the goals of modem 
America would have sounded like a 
dream, a wonderful alluring dream. And 
they would have embraced it. 

Today, with the technological capacity 
and the social and economic tools we 
have on hand, ready for the using, the 
dream is no longer a dream but a reality 
within our grasp. 

AI Smith, at the beginning of his ca
reer, was given some very sound advice 
by an old Irish politician. "Never make a 
promise," he said, "unless you are abso
lutely sure you can deliver on it." 

Let us make a promise today, a promise 
to our children and to their children, and 
let us deliver on it. A better America for 
all. 

INSTALLATION OF AN ATOMIC 
WASTE DUMP IN KANSAS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Kansas (Mr. SKUBITZ) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, on yester
day, March 16, I appeared before the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy to 
testify in opposition to the installation of 
an atomic waste dump in my State of 
Kansas. I include the text of my state
ment before the committee, together 
with supporting reports from a number 
of Kansas authorities and the Depart
ment of the Interior in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD. 

STATEMENT OF HON. JOE SKUBITZ, BEFORE THE 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
MARCH 16, 1971 
Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee: 

For the record, I am Joe Skubitz, Congress
man from the Fifth District of Kansas. I 
would like to thank the committee for its 
graciousness in permitting my attendance. I 
am here, as the Committee knows, to testify 
on Project 72-3-b in H.R. 5522, an Atomic 
Energy Commission proposal for an author
ization of $25 million, to purchase lands and 
begin work on the construction of a reposi
tory for nuclear wastes, in and about Lyons, 
Kansas. 

Let me say first that I am not a physicist, 
nor a chemist, nor do I have any special scien
tific learning. I am certainly not in a position 
to discuss nuclear theory or radiation nor do 
I intend to do so in my statement to you. I 
am here rather as a layman, a citizen of Kan
sas and of the United States who is concerned 
With the ecology of our land and the protec
tion of its environment. 

More importantly, Mr. Chairman, I am here 
because I am worried about the health and 
the lives of Kansas citizens and before you 
for consideration is a project that jeopard
izes the life of Kansas people, and indeed 
a great many other people in other states. 

I am here, Mr. Chairman, as a lawyer 
speaking for a client, for people in Kansas 
whose lives, and the lives of their children 
yet unborn, are involved. I come here as a 
Congressman elected by some of those people 
whom I represent in this House. I come also 
in behalf of certain members of the State 
Legislature of Kansas. I come as a lawyer 
appealing to a jury of my peers, since twelve 
Members of this Committee are lawyers. 

As I see it, two separate but closely related 
issues must be considered and settled before 
a nuclear-waste depository should be built at 
Lyons, Kansas. 

The first concerns the right of a state itself, 
the responsibility of its people to make in
telligent and informed judgments and de
cisions. These are legal, social, economic and 
political questions. 

The second involves the state of the art, 

the so-called safety factors; whether high
level atomic wastes can be handled reason
ably safely, buried for hundreds of thou
sands of years without danger to mankind 
and his environment. 

I propose to deal with both issues. 
My State, Kansas, has been selected for 

the dubious honor of being the first labora
tory experiment for burial of lethal wastes 
in salt. 

As the Members of this Committee may 
assume, not everyone in Kansas is entirely 
happy a..1out this proposed guinea-pig status. 
Every newspaper in the State that I know 
anything about, excepting only one, has 
either urged a halt until additional facts are 
in or opposed the project outright. Some edi
ton have strongly condemned it. The proj
ect has become a hot issue in the State legis
lature, now in session. Forty-eight members 
of the House and nine senators have spon
sored bills that call upon the Governor, the 
Congress, and the President to reject the 
project in its present frame of reference. 

(I submit copies of the bills for inclusion 
as part of my statement.) 

Since salt beds are the currently preferred 
medium for atomic-waste disposal, the peo
ple of most states may not face the problem 
of whether or not they want a nuclear-waste 
depository in their area. But there are some 
400,000 square miles of salt beds in this 
country, and some day citizens of other 
states and their representatives in Congress 
will have to face the issue. Of course, if the 
constituency of one of the Members of this 
Committee welcomed such a waste deposi
tory, you would be faced With an easier po
sition than that in which I find myself. 

For the people of Kansas, as indeed for the 
people of any state facing such an issue, the 
waste depository brings up questions that go 
beyond its safety. What will such a project 
mean to the industrial development of a 
state that now ranks forty-third in that 
field. Will it deter commercial expansion and 
population increase? What are the state's re
sponsibilities to out-of-state nuclear-power 
plants to become their wastes' depository? 
What direct economic benefits will accrue 
to the state and its citizens from the opera
tion of the facility? What wlll be the effect 
of the waste facility on property values, ad
jacent to, near, and even far removed from 
the site? 

No one needs to teach me a law course 
about the right of eminent domain. I sit on 
the Interior Comm1 ttee and have some 
knowledge of the power of our Federal Gov
ernment. But if the people of Kansas either 
by law or resolution in their legislature or 
by statewide referendum oppose a nuclear
waste dump, I seriously doubt that even the 
AEC would insist on the Lyons site. I am 
even more sure that the Attorney General 
of the United States would not undertake 
an eminent domain proceeding in those cir
cumstances. 

The decision to install a waste facility is 
not one for the AEC to make unilaterally. It 
is not one for the Governor, or for me, or for 
the Members of the Kansas Delegation in 
Congress. Indeed, in the final analysis it is 
not one for a group of scientists, whether 
they are employed by the AEC or by the 
State of Kansas; it is not one for a group of 
environmentalists; it is not one for a group 
of industrialists. It is a decision that belongs 
properly in the hands of the people of 
Kansas. 

They are entitled to have the facts,. all the 
facts, before such a. decision is reached. In 
my small way, I am trying to make some of 
the pertinent facts available to them. 

But if this Committee authorizes the 
funds and permits the AEC to purchase the 
ground, it will have effeotively denied Kan
sas people any choice in this Vital issue. The 
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Oomml'ttee will by its action have allowed a 
Government agency, which admittedly seeks 
to install a facility for the benefit of priva-te 
entrepreneurs to make the decision for Kan
sas. And that decision will have been pre
mised on the single issue of safety-as AEC 
interprets safety. 

This Committee and the AEC can be cer
tain that the issue will be resolved intelli
gently and equitably if the people of Kansas 
are permitted to make the ultimate decision. 
If the AEC can and will prove to Kansas sci
entists and the Kansas Advisory council on 
Ecology that the Lyons salt beds a.re geo
logically and physically safe; if AEC can 
demonstrate safe means of transport and 
effect ive, in-being means of retrieval; if AEC 
can show m ore effectively than by current 
rhetoric that Kansas and its people would 
be performing a national service and just 
not a convenience for privately-owned facili
ties; if AEC can show that Kansas industrial 
expansion will be enhanced or at least not 
hindered; if these things can and will be 
shown, I have no doubt that the people of 
Kansas, acting through their legislature or 
other suitable means, will endorse and ap
prove the nuclear-waste depository. 

That, Members of the Committee, is one 
side of the is$ue. 

I turn now to the other issue-the so
called safety issue. This involves scientific 
questions, and I intend to bring in scientific 
evidence. 

As lawyers, you will agree I am sure, that 
the Atomic Energy Commission must lay 
before this Committee overwhelming evi
dence that its existing-I want to empha
size that word-that its existing plans for 
installing an atomic-waste repository is safe 
now and wm be safe for the hundreds of 
thousands of years during which these wastes 
will remain lethal. 

It wlll not be enough, in my judgment, 
that what the AEC lays before you is simply 
a preponderance of the evidence. That might 
meet the requirements for an irrigation or 
reclamation project. 

But here we are talking about peoples' 
lives. The AEC is playing God. I suggest that 
the Committee therefore must be convinced 
beyond a reasonable doubt that the waste 
project in its present stage and frame of 
reference is safe for mankind. 

If the Committee w1ll rely on that rule of 
law, it will shortly be clear that the AEC 
evidence before you w1ll not support au
thorization now. The facts adduced by and 
presented by the AEC itself, and the ques
tions raised by the United States Department 
of the Interior, the Kansas State Geological 
Survey, and the professors and scientists 
from Kansas State University and the Uni
versity of Kansas in their comments to the 
Kansas Advisory Council on Ecology-ques
tions I must remind the committee that re
main largely unanswered-clearly show that 
further intensive investigations and studies 
must be pursued before actual construction 
of a reasonably safe depository can begin. 

That is all I ask-that study go forward 
before a Government agency be permitted to 
endanger life. Indeed, because of the lan
guage of Sec. 103 of the blll which would per
mit the AEC to perform actual design serv
ices whenever "such construction project has 
been included in a proposed authorization 
bill transmitted to the congress ... "I earn
estly request that the Committee delete 
Project 72-3b and increase funds as neces
sary for Project 72-1-e, which is llmited to 
"improvements in radioactive-waste manage
ment and supporting facilities , multiple 
sites, $5,000,000." 

The Committee should know that I am 
not a Johnny-come-lately to the problem of 
disposal of nuclear wastes. Some seventeen 
years ago when I was the Administrative As
sistant to the late Sen. Andrew Schoeppel, 
the AEC first proposed burying its then very 

limited a.m.ounts of atomic wastes in Kansas 
salt beds. 

As I recall, the AEC proposed then that a 
huge vault, resembling in shape a laboratory 
:flask, be excavated in the salt beds. Into this 
salt :flask would be poured the high tempera
ture, lethal wastes in liquid form. A tube
arrangement would be made to carry the 
gases to the surface for cooling and return to 
the cavern, operating like a moonshiner's 
still. Need I point out that Senator Schoep
pel, and indeed all of the Members of the 
Kansas Delegation, were aghast. 

Even though they knew no more than I 
do now about nuclear matters and atomic 
physics, they were convinced that the waste
disposal project as then proposed was not 
only hair-brained, but of the utmost danger 
to mankind in that area, and indeed through 
whatever area the wastes had to be trans
ported to be brought to Kansas. 

Obviously, the AEC would not propose 
any such project now. It knows a lot more 
and it has more sophisticated ideas now. I 
am suggesting that given time and funds and 
the willingness to regard nuclear-waste dis
posal as something that acutely and directly 
affects all of us, the AEC can and will come 
up with a waste disposal process and plans 
for a depository that would be acceptable to 
reasonable people. 

The AEC must change its outlook on waste 
disposal. Its view ls currently colored by its 
client relationship with private companies 
operating nuclear-power plants and the rapid 
proliferation of breeder reactors by these 
companies. In its zeal to promote peaceful 
uses of the atom, AEC has spent billions on 
research and development. It has all but ig
nored the waste problem. Burying it, getting 
it out of sight is the AEC's current solution 
for this grave situation. 

I doubt that I can put it better than did 
Dr. Lloyd c. Hulbert, Associate Professor of 
Biology at Kansas State University in his 
report 1 to Governor Docking, and I quote: 
". . . I am aware that the AEC is trying to 
plan well." "However," he added, "there can 
be honest mistakes, and also it is possible 
for the AEC to become a promoter of nuclear 
power with a zeal or method that causes 
carelessness or oversight." 

Let me make clear that the AEC deserves 
commendation for its investigation of the 
waste-disposal problem. It has engaged the 
services of experts in every relevant field in 
addition to its own Oak Ridge experts. It has 
commissioned independent studies by quali
fied experts in Kansas. It is a..pparently con
tinuing this program of research. My con-

~~· ;~;e~vi~~~ co::ser~~~r;~ry t~~de~~g.; 
Environment statement, is that the AEC 
hasn't gone far enough, ha.sn•t completed its 
research. 

AEC proposes to go ahead on a conditional 
basis with acquiring land and beginning 
burial while it continues studies and investi
gation. Such a procedure was originally sug
gested by a Committee on Radioactive Waste 
Management of the National Academy of 
Science.2 However this NAS Committee added 
this caveat: 

"If these studies and investigations reveal 
problems or cond1tions that would jeopardize 
the safety and integrity of the storage site, 
the project should be reconsidered." 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, the people o! 
Kansas can't afford the AEC policy, they 
can't live with it. They insist that the studies 
and investigations precede the jeopardy 

1 Hulbert, Lloyd C., Asso. Prof. of Biology, 
Kansas St at e University. Letter to Dale E. 
Saft'els, Chairman, Advisory Council on 
Ecology, February 2, 1971 

2 "Disposal of Solid Radioactive Wastes in 
Bedded Salt Deposits," Report by the Com
mitt ee on Radioactive Waste Management. 
National Academy of Sciences. Washington, 
D.C. Nov. 1970. 

stage, that the horse come before the cart 
instead of the other way around. 

Let me turn now to official reports and 
documentation of facts. The expert wit
nesses I will cite direct their comments and 
questions to material contained in two re
ports that I assume the AEC has supplied 
to the Committee. 

One is the AEC's November, 1970, Draft 
Environmental Statement on the Radioac
tive Waste Repository 8 to which I have pre
viously alluded. The other is a study com
missioned by the AEC and carried out by 
the Committee on Radioactive Waste Man
agement of the National Academy of 
Sciences, also dated November, 1970. 

The AEC sent its 57-page Environmental 
Statement to the Kansas State Geological 
Survey and requested comments. The AEC 
also sent its Environmental Statement to 
the Department of the Interior and to the 
Kansas Advisory Council on Ecology and 
requested their respective comments. 

The AEC may not have made available to 
the Committee the texts of these answers to 
its Environmental Statement. These re
sponses by experts form in large part my 
reference points. I shall be quoting liberally 
from them. If the Committee desires, I shall 
be pleased to furnish copies of each report for 
inclusion in the record as I refer to them. 

The Committee wm want to bear in mind 
that the AEC's environmental statement 1s 
a 38-page memorandum with a 17-page ap
pendix that refers to important aspects of 
the proposed repository. It deals, for example, 
with the environmental impact, the thermal 
problems, radiological and physiological ef
fects, geophysical, ecological, and sociological 
effects, transportation and a number of other 
items. It did not deal, for example, with re
trieval, a subject that Dr. Seaborg found it 
expedient subsequently to comment upon. 
The point is that the AEC Invited critical 
evaluation from a number of sources on what 
it included and what it falled to include. I 
trust the Committee will give appropriate 
consideration to these invited evaluations. 

Since the initial investigations and studies 
dealt with geology and hydrology of the site, 
we should turn first to the work done and 
reports submitted by Dr. William. W. Ham
bleton, State Geologist a.nd Director of the 
State Geological Survey. His initial 15-page 
report, dated July 7, 1970, records briefly 
some historic data. He tells of an Oak Ridge 
Laboratory scientist calling on him in Jan
uary of that year and a subsequent meeting 
in March between representatives from Oak 
Ridge and Governor Docking and other State 
officials. Dr. Hambleton records that AEC's 
interest in the Lyons area had been dormant 
for some years, and was now suddenly revived 
by a request for all available geologic data, 
earth movements, hydrology, and s1milar 
informaition. He reported that "Governor 
Docking was assured by the AEC officials of 
the safety of the site and the need for a pub
lic relations program concerned with safety 
... which might arise from such a facility." 

Pointing out that under Kansas law (48-
1604(h)) the State Geological Survey is 
charged with responsib1lity of continuing 
investigations on the geologic effects of stor
ing atom.le wastes in subterranean areas, 
Dr. Ha.mbleton's report says that he wrote 
Governor Docking on April 17, 1970, express
ing concern a.bout the selection of Lyons as 
a site for storage of high-level, radioactive 
waste. His letter dealt with, he explained: 

"The inadequacy of detailed geologic in
formation and expressed strong recom
mendation 1;hat fin.al selection should be 
deferred until t.he integrity of the site could 
be demonstrated." 

a ''Draft Environmental Statement on the 
Radioactive Waste Repository Lyons, Kan
sas,'' United States Atomic Energy Commis
sion, Washington, D.C. R. E. Hollingsworth, 
General Manager-November 1970. 
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I ask the Committee to remember this 

concern by the State Geologist expressed to 
the Governor because as his subsequent re
ports will demonstrate, his concerns have not 
yet been satisfied. 

Let me now quote fw:ther from Dr. Ha.m
bleton's July 1970, report: 

"In general, studies related to the Lyons 
site have been developed from a simplistic 
view of the geology . . . The local geology 
at Lyons may introduce complexities of a 
serious nature." 

Dr. Hambleton went on to say: 
"The long term possibility of the salt be

ing subject to solutlonal activity, erosion, or 
other stresses cannot be ignored . . . Sig
nificant base-line information on water 
quantity and quality in near-surface rocks 
and rocks above and below the salt is not 
available . . . The geology of the area is not 
known in sufficient detail with respect to 
structural or stratigraphic characteristics 
... Uniformity of the salt in the un-mined 
part of the Lyons site has not been demon
strated." 

It is not my intention to bore the Com
mittee. I simply want this jury to under
stand that a case has been made by scien
tists, not by me, to stop, look and listen. I 
intend to cite chapter and verse, if I may. 

Further in the report, Dr. Hambleton con
tinues: 

". . . . there is evidence of a westward 
migration of this cllssolving salt front, a con
dition which could destroy the integrity of 
the disposal site." 

After calling attention to the problem of 
disposing of an average of 320,000 tons of 
salt a year that would be brought to the 
surface by excavation of the disposal site 
and emphasizing that projected suggestions 
fall far short of a satisfactory solution, Dr. 
Hambleton makes twelve specific recommen
dations to be carried out by the AEC. 

We come now to Dr. Hambleton's second 
report' of December 2, 1970. He begins this 
six-page survey by describing that in Au
gust of 1970 his agency together with the 
U.S. Geological Survey, the U.S. Corps of 
Engineers, the State Department of Health, 
and a privately employed drilling company 
"initiated a detailed study of the surface 
geology, ground water hydrology, and sub
surface geology of a. nine-square-mile area. 
centered on Lyons .... " 

He explains that the studies and the work 
have been supported by funds totaling about 
$100,000 supplied by the Oak Ridge Labora
tory and Union Carbide. 

A number of oil and gas exploratory test 
holes drllled earlier had yielded little geologi
cal information, he says. So AEC contracted 
With the Corps of Engineers to dr111 a six
inch core through to the 1300 foot level at one 
corner of the site and thereafter a second 
hole at another corner, although not cored. 
Some 40 additional shallow holes have been 
drilled and studies are continuing on rock 
outcroppings. 

I quote these facts in some detail to em
phasize that a great deal of geologic work 
has been done and that more is probable 
and that again the AEC deserves praise for 
the investigations it has commissioned. 

Dr. Hambleton's six-pa.ge report continues 
with a survey of the water supply, pointing 
out that ground water is the principal source 
for municipal, industrial, irrigation, stock 
and domestic use in the area, coming from 
large wells yielding 300 to 1000 gallons per 
miD1Ute. He dis.cusses the salt tbdckness, ge
ologic formations, fractures, etc. Then he 
turns to the subject of heat tranSfer. And 
what does he say? I quote, 

"' "Prel1mlnary Report on Studies of the 
Radioactive Waste Disposal Site at Lyons, 
Kansas." The Kansas Geological Survey. Dr. 
William W. Hambleton, Director. December 
2, 1970. 

"Problems relating to heat flow and surface 
subsidence remain largely unsolved." 

Listen to his paragraph Of conclusions on 
heat transfer: 

"Oak Ridge NationaJ. Laboratory and AEC 
staff have exhibited remarkably little interest 
in the heat flow problem, and have not dem
onstrated capability for solving three-di
mensional problems involving a complex 
laminated section. The interaction of sub
sidence, thermal expansion, and heat flow 
could be responsible for breaking the seal 
of overlying rocks, and permitting entry Of 
surface or subsurface waters. The State Ge
ological Survey regards solution of this prob
lem as crucial to the safety of the repository 
site." 

Following an extensive discussion of the 
storage Of energy within the salt itself due 
to radiation damage of the salt, a topic of 
considerable importance, I might add, Dr. 
Hambleton concludes this point With the 
following significant observation: 

"Staff of Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
and the Atomic Energy Commission have ex
hibited remarkably little interest in studies 
of racllation damage. The State Geological 
Survey regards this problem as extremely 
critical to safe storage of radioactive waste 
at the Lyons site." 

The December Geological Survey report 
ends With an observation on transportation 
and :retrieval of radioactive waste, a subject 
on which I Will have something to say pres
ently. Dr. Hambleton observes that although 
his Geological Survey has not direct respon
slblllty for transport and retrieval, he would 
be remiss (that's his word, not mine) if he 
did not call attention to these critical fac
tors and reinforce the concern Of other state 
agencies that are involved in them. 

"We judge,'' he concludes, "that plans for 
safe transportation of these radioactive ma
terials are completely inadequate and that 
no contingency plans for retrieval of waste 
exists at all. We conclude that these two 
elements are critical and crucial to the safe 
storage of radioactive materials at the Lyons 
Site." 

Subsequent repol"ts from Dr. Hambleton, 
the Advisory Committee on Ecology, and the 
Department of the Interior make this same 
point. Is it any wonder, Mr. Chairman, that 
some of us in Kansas shudder Sit the pros
pect that confronts great numbers of peo
ple, not only Kansas living near the waste 
sue but people all long the transportation 
routes from the Atlantic and the Pacific into 
Kansas. 

We come now to Dr. Hambleton's la.test 
report,6 a six-page momora.ndum dated 
January 15 of this year to the Chairman of 
the Kansas Advisory Council on Ecology. In
cidentally, Dr. Hambleton's memorandum 
ls one of three scientific papers that form 
the basis of the Ecology Council •s Report to 
the Governor on the AEC Environmental 
Statement. 

On February 22, 1971, Governor Docking 
submitted the Council's report with a cover
ing letter directly to John A. Erlewine of 
the AEC. I Will deal subsequently with the 
Council's full report and the Governor's 
letter. 

May I remind the Committee that Dr. 
Hambleton ls the State's most informed of
ficial on the geologic integrity of the Lyons 
site and thait; he was brought into 'ffu.e 
planning at the very earliest stage. He worked 
wl th AEC officials, Oak Ridge experts and 
outside contractors employed by AEC. He has 
sat on panels of the National Academy of 
Science on the disposal of radioactive wastes. 
He has been consulted by all concerned 
parties. He has contributed heavily of his 

5 Hambleton, William W. Director, The 
State Geological Survey of Kansas. Letter to 
Dale E. Saffels, Chairman, Advisory Council 
on Ecology, January 15, 1971. 

time and energy on the project. Most im
portant of all, and I cannot stress this too 
strongly, Dr. Hambleton does not oppose 
creation of the facility, nor does he cringe at 
the possibility that the Lyons salt beds 
might be the eventual site. 

In light of these facts, let me now quote 
from Dr. Hambleton•s latest report to the 
Governor: 

"I am pleased to have the opportunity to 
comment on these reports because I have 
been widely quoted in the newspapers as 
stating that I wrote the National Academy 
report, tha. t the repol"t endorses the Lyons 
site for radioactive disposal, and that I 
thereby express my approval and endorse
ment of the project. These statements are 
not correct." 

He continues: 
"Actually, I served on the Panel on Dis

posal in Salt Mines of the Committee on 
Radioactive Waste Management, and I did 
make major contributions to the Panel re
port, which subsequently was reviewed and 
changed by the parent Committee. For the 
most part, I agree with the National Academy 
report," which he points out "does not give 
unqualified endorsement of the Lyons site, 
and contains many constraining statements. 
For example, under Summary and Conclu
sions, the Committee states that disposal in 
bedded salt is the safest choice now avail
able, provided the wastes are in an appro
priate form and the salt beds meet the nec
essary design and geological criteria. The 
Committee states that the site near Lyons, 
Kansas, is satisfactory, subject to the devel
opment of certain additional confirmatory 
data and evaluation. The recommendations 
of the Committee for additional studies and 
investigations are the same recommendations 
of the Kansas Geological Survey, and I ac
knowledge responsibility for making sure 
that they were a part of the report." 

". . . I am disturbed to note an Appendix 
to the Committee report," he notes in re
ferring to the NAS report on waste handling, 
"which was not a part of the original report. 
Seemingly, the statements in the Appendix 
were added gratuitously in an attempt to re
fute some of the concerns of the Committee." 

Dr. Hambleton then turns to the AEC's 
Environmental Statement and says: 

"I find many parts of it to be general, 
meaningless, and a public relations effort 
designed to relieve the fears of critics. 
Throughout the report, conclusions are based 
upon results derived from studies using sim
plified models or naive assumptions. The as
sumption ls made that the impermeability of 
the salt bed will protect against release o! 
radioactive material to underground water 
resources, and that the salt deposits are free 
of circulating groundwaters and are isolated 
from underground aquifers by essentially 
impermeable shale." 

Dr. Hambleton then recites a number of 
assumptions made by the AEC on mine sub
sidence, retrieval and transportation, all of 
which he warns "should be scrutinized care
fully." 

Referring to the geological integrity o! 
the site, he reports: 

"In general, it is true that the salt de
posits are free of circulating groundwaters 
and are isolated from underground aquifers 
by essentially impermeable shale. However, 
these rocks never have been subjected to the 
thermal or radiological stresses that are as
sumed. Furthermore, we have reason to judge 
that the assumed stresses may be in error." 

Let me quote a brief extract from what 
Dr. Hambleton says about thermal and 
radiological stresses. 

"The project," he says, "has been designed 
Without a clear understanding of heat dif
fusion problems. Models used for solution 
of the complex heat-flow problem have been 
based upon a rock section consisting of units 
of pure salt and pure shale. The actual rock 
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section consists of laminated salt and shale, 
and analytical results may be very erron
eous. . . . Our own trial calculations, based 
on introduction of 10 and 20 foot shale lay
ers, 15 and 55 feet above the mine, indicate 
a 34 percent rise in the peak temperature 
of the mine as compared with a peak tem
perature in pure salt." 

Then he continues: 
"The Oak Ridge National Laboratory and 

AEC staff have exhibited remarkably little 
interest in a proper study of the heat flow 
problem, and have not demonstrated capa
bility for solving three-dimensional prob
lems involving a complex laminated section." 

Dr. Hambleton, the Kansas State Geolo
gist, next discusses the irradiation of salt. 
And what does he have to say about the 
AEC research in this field. I now quote two 
brief paragraphs: 

"The affects of radiation damage to salt 
have not been adequately examined. Samples 
of salt obtained from the Salt Vault site at 
Hutchinson show energy storage of approxi
mately 10 to 50 calories per gram from 
gamma radiation. Samples of salt irradiated 
with protons from the Van de Graaff Accel
erator show energy storage as high as 80 cal
ories per gram. Thus an additional thermal 
problem arises from the potential capacity 
of the salt to undergo rapid thermal excur
sion through sudden release of the stored 
energy. The release of 80 calories per gram 
would cause temperatures in the affected 
region to rise from 300 degrees C. to 620 
degrees C. These high temperatures could 
result in greater fiowage of salt around the 
containers and could cause an explosive af
fect due to the sudden thermal expansion. 
Thus, thermal and radiological stresses inter
acting with the stresses caused by consolida
tion and recrystallization of the salt could 
produce shear in overlying rocks, and sub
sidence of some magnitude. 

"Accordingly, the seal of overlying rocks 
could be broken, creating vertical permea
bility and permitting entry of surface or 
subsurface waters. Our investigation of the 
sandstones of the Kiowa Formation reveal 
that water in them may be under artesian 
pressure. It is imperative that studies be 
continued to determine whether this under
flow exists and whether it could feed a sys
tem of fractures. One can state With some 
certainty that access of water to the salt, at 
calculated or higher than calculated temper
atures, would create a thermal convection 
and circulation system. Most certainly, solu
tion of the salt would take place and the in
tegrity of the storage site could no longer be 
maintained." 

He concludes: 
"The State Geological Survey regards so

lution of these problems as crucial to the 
safety of the repository site, and urges most 
strongly that studies be undertaken immedi
ately." 

As the Committee may know, a major prob
lem with the most serious implications has 
developed in planning for safe transportation 
of the wastes and their retrieval in case of 
accident. 

In the earlier stages, in fact as recently 
as ten months ago, the AEC wasn't very con
ce1ned about either problem or at least it 
didn't so indicate publicly. Its general man
ager, Mr. Erlewine, told me that the wastes 
would be burled permanently, that I should 
not worry about any poss1b1lity of accident 
that might require retrieval. AEC's report.a 
acknowledged that a transportation problem 
existed but, they said, it was being studied. 
They had no doubt that given time they 
would come up with procedures that would 
conform to national safety standards. 

Mr. Chairman, existing standards aren't 
good enough. Nobody has yet moved this 
kind of material. Presumably the same stand
ards that apply to transporting fuel elements 
would be followed. Those movements to 
power plants are limited in size and scope. 

We are talking here about a project that will 
involve the movement of hundreds and hun
dreds of encapsulated solids, radiating lethal 
rays. Specially built freight cars will have to 
be designed, tested, and then built. But as 
matters now stand, we are asked to be satis
fied With AEC assurances that in good time 
all this will be done. 

I have pointed out that retrieval was not 
seriously contemplated by AEC until very 
recently. But when I began asking questions 
and when a newspaper in Kansas asked a 
specific question on retrieval, Dr. Seaborg 
for the first time publicly admitted that 
there was, of course, always the possibility 
of an accident and that the AEC was work
ing on retrieval plans. 

I hesitate to differ with an eminent Nobel 
Prize winner, but I must in good conscience 
point out that it is this attitude of "leave 
it to us; we're great scientists" that most 
affronts a layman. The AEC acts as if your 
concern and mine should be limited to ac
knowledging their superior intellect and fol
lowing their dicta. Of course, they don't say 
so but the inference is-it's going to be a 
long time, maybe a hundred years, maybe 
a thousand years before that salt might have 
to be moved and by that time our successors 
will have figured out an effective, safe way 
to take it out. 

Let me read to you Dr. Hambleton's anal
ysis why retrieval may be more than a vague 
possibility sometime earlier than the distant 
future: 

"As long as the waste containers maintain 
their integrity", he points out, "only small 
quantities of salt would be subject to high
energy, heavy-particle radiation. However re
lease might occur once or twice a year for 
about three years and melting or explosion 
could cause containers to migrate to lower 
depths, possibly to shale layers, and faults 
could develop in overlying rocks because of 
explosions. In addition, the metal containers 
are expected to begin to deteriorate within 
six months, and the ceramic material con
taining the radioactive wastes is expected to 
deteriorate within several years. Accordingly, 
radioactive particles could migrate through 
the salt. If the particles are heavy, down
ward migration might occur due to localized 
melting; if they are light they might migrate 
upward. Water is available in the salt, and 
the waste particles could be suspended by 
turbulent boillng. Furthermore, the solid par
ticles would expose the salt to significantly 
higher radiation doses. The ceramic mate
rial also can store energy, and gamma radia
tion can cause chemical breakdown of salt. 
Radiolysis could result in formation of new 
chlorine compounds that are capable of 
leaching plutonium. Thus, statements," (he 
means AEC statements) "that burial loca
tions for each container will be accurately 
surveyed and recorded so that precise loca
tion of the wastes will be known are rela
tively meaningless. Furthermore, the recovery 
of these dispersed wastes in a hostile en
vironment at high temperature and radiation 
levels is scarcely a trivial problem. Although 
the staff of Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
and the AEC have stated that the technology 
for such recovery is available, no design con
cept has been revealed." 

That bears repeating, Mr. Chairman. No de
sign concepts have been revealed, says Dr. 
Hambleton. Not even to him who is AEC's 
contractor and has worked intimately With 
them. Yet when I noted that the AEC either 
hasn't gotten very far With transportation 
and retrieval plans or were keeping such 
plans secret, Dr. Seaborg retorted that "there 
has been no secrecy about this project . . . 
the general public as well as the officials of 
Kansas have been given extensive informa
tion on all aspects of the project." Obviously 
if Dr. Seaborg's statement is to be taken at 
face value, it confirms my point that the 
AEC just doesn't have advanced plans for 
retrieval and transportation. 

I bring Dr. Hambleton forward again With 
a final word on transportation. He says: 

"Although not really within the compe
tence of the staff of the Geological Survey, 
our views concerning transportation are 
stated here in order to reinforce the ex
pressed concerns of competent staff in other 
state agencies. If statements that the sur
face temperatures of transportation casks 
will be approximately 350 degrees C. are 
correct, most certainly these containers will 
not be in conformance With AEC and De
partment of Transportation regulations. Fur
thermore, railroad roadbeds in Kansas are 
judged by authorities to be in exceedingly 
poor condition. Adequate designs for a 
transportation system have not been revealed, 
and to the best of our knowledge the pro
posed National Academy of Science Com
mittee on Transportation has not yet been 
appointed." 

As I previously noted, the AEC's environ
mental statement was also submitted to the 
United States Department of the Interior 
for evaluation and comment. Last month, on 
February 3, Hollis Dole, assistant secretary 
speaking for the Department, formally re
plied to the AEC with a six-page letter
memorandum.o U the AEC has not submitted 
the Department of the Interior's response to 
the Committee, I Will be pleased to supply a. 
copy for the record. 

I most urgently recommend that the De
partment's findings and recommendations be 
carefully read. As much as I would like to, 
because it helps make my case, I dare not 
burden this Committee now with more than 
selected extracts. The Department of the 
Interior's report deals With geologic factors, 
possible effect on ground and sub-surface 
waters, thermal effect on subsurface rocks, 
and numerous environmental factors. 

Noting that of the currently available 
choices, salt beds seem safest as waste de
positories, Interior interposes: 

" ... we believe that additional significant 
studies and confirmatory data concerning the 
geology and hydrology of the salt deposits 
and overlying rocks at and near Lyons, Kan
sas, and the effects of construction o'f the 
waste-disposal facility will be necessary to 
demonstrate, conclusively, that these de
posits are indeed suitable for the 'final re
pository• ... Our concerns are based partly 
on the statements ... that, although re
trieval of the wastes is conceptually possible, 
the emplacement of the wastes in the salt 
formation at Lyons would, actually, be re
garded as 'permanent storage.' Such a perma
nent commitment of the wastes requires a. 
very strong and scientifically convincing 
demonstration that the wastes will remain in 
a geologically relatively undisturbed and 
hydrologically isolated position for the sev
eral thousand years required for the decay 
of the high-level fuel-reprocessing wastes, 
and the several hundred thousand years re
quired for the decay of the other 'alpha.
emitting' solid wastes (which contain long
lived isotopes such as plutonium). Such a 
scientific and engineering demonstration 
does not appear to be impossible at all, but 
it will require a more thorough and better
documented approach than is presented in 
the draft environmental statement." 

Discussing environmental factors, Interior 
says: 

"Although the ... statement indicates in 
summary that no significant impact on the 
environment is anticipated from the con
struction or operation o'f the repository, it 
does not present sufficient information to 
evaluate the potential impact of all aspects 
of the facility. Therefore, an endorsement of 
the establishment of the repository cannot 

o Dole, Hollis M., Assistant Secretary of 
the Department of the Interior. Letter to 
John A. Erlewine, Asst. Gen. Manager for Op
erations, AEC. February 3, 1971. 
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be given on the basis of the environmental 
statement, or the included report by the 
NAS-NRC Committee. The NAS-NRC Com
mittee, of course, has given only a qualified 
endorsement; has pointed out special man
agement problems; and has prescribed con
tinuing studies and development programs 
to be carried out before waste-disposal oper
ations begin. Most of these problems and in
vestigation have a strong bearing on final 
decisions as to whether the project is 
feasible." 

The Department of the Interior continues: 
"We believe that there are inadequacies 

in the presentation of specific items in the 
draft statement . . . It is noted that the 
statement does not provide an adequate spe
cific description or analysis of the contem
plated design of its 'high-level mine' from 
which the effects of mining subsidence can 
be evaluated, even in a general, qualitative 
manner. For example, if multilevel mining 
is contemplated, such a process in a small 
area might produce entirely different effects 
in terms of subsidence and possible frac
tUliinig of overlying rocks (lnoludli.ng pos
sible ground-surface rupturing) than would 
mining at one level over a large area. Such 
unspecified effects could be critical to the 
location and safe operation of surface facili
ties; to the long-term integrity of the stored 
wastes; and to possible environmental 
changes at the land surface, such as stream
drainage changes, ponding, and poor soil 
drainage." 

The Department of the Interior report 
then discusses earth movements and says: 

"A brief analysis of earthquake hazards 
ls presented ... Nevertheless, since earth
quakes have occurred at many places in 
the Kansas-Nebraska region, they can be 
expected to occur in the future." 

I interject, Mr. Chairman, to observe that 
we experienced an earthquake in Kansas 
less than 100 miles from the Lyons site as 
recently as 1968. The Department statement 
continues: 

"Therefore, the statement should derive 
and specify the expected earthquake; the 
expected vibrational or other ground effects 
at the site; and a definition of the potential 
hazard to mines or surface structures." 

" ... Nevertheless, in view of the above
stated concern related to the lack of data 
on the 'high-level mine,' it should be pointed 
out that further analyses of thermal and 
other stresses on the heterogeneous rocks in 
the Hutchinson Salt Member at the site are 
warranted. These stresses (prolonged heat
ing and exposure to radiation, and subsidence 
and deformation associated with the mining 
and fiow of salt) could result in fracturing 
of the rocks above the salt. If the system of 
induced fractures extends upward through 
the 500-foot-thlck section of shales between 
the Hutchinson salt and the Stone Corral 
dolomite, which is a freshwater aquifer, 
ground water might move down to the salt ... 
Convective water circulation through frac
tures, induced by heat from the radioactive 
wastes, could result in a long-term cycle of 
dissolut ion of the salt and the eventual 
aqueous transport of radioactive wastes to 
the surface. In view of the fact that the 
'high-level' and 'alpha-emitting' wastes will 
not have decayed to innocuous levels of ac
tivity for thousands of years (in the case of 
plut onium, hun dreds of thousands of years), 
there would be adequate time for this cir
culation system to transport radioactive 
wastes to shallow aquifers or to the surface." 

The Department of the Interior concludes 
its report with a catalogue of eleven criteria, 
operational procedures, and studies that it 
recommends the AEC adopt. It assumes that 
the AEC certainly must be aware of them in 
plannin g the depository but it emphasizes 
that they are vital to the safe long-term 
operation of the facility. 

We turn now to environment problems, to 
ecology of the area and how the nuclear 

waste depository might affect the land, the 
water, the air, plant life, game, fish, and 
domestic animals. These are matt ers of con
cern to all the people in Kansas--to hunters 
and fishermen, to farmers and cattlemen . 
These people have rights too that are as im
portant to them and as valuable to our coun
try as ls the reaction of a Lyons banker or 
the town's mayor. 

Governor Docking very appropriately 
turned to professors in the Division of Biol
ogy of Kansas State University for expert 
opindJOn in this field, :for their iprofessionral 
comments no the AEC's environmental stat e
ment. Their responses were attached to the 
Governor 's official report to the AEC and 
are summarized in it. 

Dr. Lloyd C. Hulbert, Associate Professor 
of Biology, and Dr. R. J. Robel, vice chair
man of the Kansas Ecology Council, re
sponded in early February to the Governor's 
request.7 I submit for inclusion in the record 
full texts of both letters since I will excerpt 
only brief quotations from each. 

Dr. Robel, commenting on the AEC state
men t, says that the statement, I quote: 

" ... devotes less than one page to the ef
fects of the proposed project on the ecosys
tem. What is stressed is that 'In general, no 
significant effect on wildlife populations is 
anticipated either in regards to numbers or 
in species composition.' One might question," 
he asks, "what is 'signifi<:ant' to AEC, like
wise, what do they mean by 'anticipated.' 
Few plans are ever foolproof as exemplified 
by the accident at the Idaho Falls plant in 
1961, the accident at Windscale Works in 
England (400 square miles contaminated), 
the nerve gas accident in Skull Canyon, the 
escape of radioactive materials from recent 
underground nuclear blasts in Nevada, the 
high level releases of strontium 90 from the 
Nuclear Fuel Services plant in New York, etc. 
None of these were anticipated, but they 
did happen as have many, many mote such 
unanticipated events which we term acci
dents.'' 

Dr. Robel then recommends two major 
studies broken down into ten parts, as an 
absolute minimum to provide the answers 
that have been posed by ecologists. He then 
concludes: 

"Many issues have not even been men
tioned in AEC's environmental statement, in
cluding the increased cost of road and resi
dence maintenance due to subsidence in the 
area, increased costs for the Lyons citizenry 
to cool drinking water taken from warm 
aquifers, etc. Until we have answers to many 
of the above questions . . . I strongly rec
ommend that the Advisory Council of Ecology 
advise Governor Docking not to accept, as 
adequate, the November 1970 environmental 
statement ... I would recommend further 
that the Advisory Council on Ecology make 
its reactions known, via the Governor of the 
State of Kansas, to the Environmental Pro
tection Agency and the President's Council 
on Environmental Quality." 

Dr. Hulbert deals also with a problem to 
which very little attention has been paid by 
the AEC, a problem I touched upon briefly 
earlier. It is what is to be one with the vast 
quantities of salt that would be excavated. 
The AEC, somewhat casually I believe, sug
gested it could be converted to brine and 
then injooted underground int o what is 
known as the Arbuckle Formation. Dr. Hul
bert says there is a great lack of knowledge 
as to the possible effects of such injection. 
He points to the detrimental effects of ma
terial injection near Denver and observes that 
the brine could move into fresh water aqui
fers. 

Surely environmentalists would have a 

1 Hulbert, op. cit. Robel, R . J. Asso. Prof. of 
Biology, Kansas State University. Letter to 
Dale E. Saffels, Chairman, Advisory Council 
on Ecology. February 9, 1971. 

valid objection to st oring salt in huge piles 
above ground. Members of the Committee 
who have seen the r avages of strip mines have 
some idea of the moon-scape that would be 
created by thousands of tons of salt. Dr. 
Hulbert suggests that it could, of course, be 
trucked to the coast and dumued into the 
ocean or possibly buried in other salt mines. 
The problem is yet to be solved, and I submit, 
Mr. Chairman, it is not one that ought to 
be airily dismissed as of little consequence. 

We come now to the February 22 eight
page Report by the Kansas Council on 
Ecology 8 to Governor Docking and the Gov
ernor's transmittal letter to the AEc.o I ask 
that both be made a part of the hearing 
record. I shall limit myself to the very brief
est of extracts since the Council's report is 
largely a summary of the individual reports 
prepared by the Kansas scientists I have 
heret ofore cited. 

The Kansas Advisory Council initially 
points out that it distributed the AEC's en
vironmental statement to its own members, 
to the Kansas Nuclear Energy Council, 
Kansas Academy of Science, Kansas De
partment of Health, Kansas Geological Sur
vey, and to knowledgeable citizens for com
ment. Its report, it says, was compiled from 
the responses from these sources. 

The Council recommends: 
"That the AEC document the additional 

data and evaluations which ... are required 
to assure the safety of the project. Without 
this information, and the plans which AEC 
has to obtain the information, the Environ
mental Statement is litle more than a re
view of existing knowledge." 

Summarizing the ecological memoranda, 
it says: 

"The ecology se<:tion of the Environmen
tal Statement is inadequate. Despite the 
tremendous potential for ecological prob
lems which the project presents, less than 
one page is devoted to this subject." 

Discussing meteorological effects, the 
Council observes: 

"The climatological and meteorological 
section presented a very light overview of 
the wind patterns and velocities. An assess
ment of the potential problems related to 
the spread of escaped radioactive partic
ulates or gases, and an adequate monitor
ing system to detect accidental releases to 
the atmosphere must be included. In view 
of some of the recent accidental releases of 
radioactive material, it is imperative that 
this problem receive further consideration, 
especially with respect to potential for 
carrying radioactive material downward 
over populated areas." 

The Committee should be aware that the 
Chairman of the Advisory Council on Ecol
ogy is Dale E. Saffels, who in his capacity 
as Chairman of the Kansas State Corporation 
Commission is a qualified authority on rail 
and truck transportation. It ls significant, 
therefore, to report the Council's comment 
on transportation of the wastes. 

"The transportation problems are a ma
jor concern," the Council says. "The Atomic 
Energy Commission has apparently planned 
to utilize only railroad shipping for waste 
transport. The design plans for the unload
ing points include railhead transfer stations 
without provision for truck or air shipments. 
This decision has been made although the 
suitability of railroad beds to take the lo:ad
ings associated with the large shipments 
and heavy shielded r ailroad cars is not 
mentioned. 

a "Report on the Atomic Energy Commis
sion's Environmental Statement ,'' Advisory 
Council on Ecology. Dale Saffels, Chairman. 
February 22, 1971. 

o Docking, Robert B. Governor of the State 
of Kansas. Letter to John A. Erlewine, Asst. 
Gen. Mgr. for Operations, AEC. February 22, 
1971. 
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"If statements that the surface tempera

ture of the high-level shipping casks wlll be 
a.pprox.tm.a.tely 350 degrees C. is correct, then 
the containers will not be in conformance 
with the AEC or Department of Transporta
tion regulations. If the casks are to approach 
this temperature, and no cooling system ts 
included, then the railroad cars will consti
tute a. hazard to railroad employees." 

Now, let us hear how the Council sum
marizes the retrieval problem. It minces no 
words. It says: 

"A primary concern with regard to the 
high level mine is related to the retrieval 
of the stored wastes. The (AEC) Statement 
on page 18-19 implies that because the stor
age site will be permanent, and because the 
circumstances requiring recovery are not ob
vious at the present time, no effort will be 
expended to plan or demonstrate a system 
which would allow recovery. This type of 
negative attitude could endanger the health 
and welfare of the citizens of the State of 
Kansas. 

"The facility must be designed to facili
tate retrieval. The portion of the paragraph 
beginning on line 23 of page 18 of the En
vironmental Statement is misleading. Not 
only ls there insufficient data available to 
demonstrate that the capsules can be re
located with precision after they have been 
buried for ten or more years, but the re
mote mining equipment which is necessary 
to accomplish this ls not available to us." 

The Council's Report then turns to an 
analysis of the proposed waste containers 
with some incisive language. It says: 

"The report implies that the high level 
waste residues are to be incapsulated in 
high integrity containers. This concept is 
misleading if the capsules used by Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory during the Salt 
Va.ult tests are selected." 

Finally, we come to a concl usionary para
graph by the Council, I quote: 

"The Description of the high level waste 
facility is vague. The facllity will supposedly 
consist of a waste receiving building, a new
ly mined area underground, and miscellane
ous surface support facilities. The miscella
neous , surface support facillties should be 
described in detail as should the monitoring 
system for exhaust gases. Emergency plans 
for mine shutdown in the event of a power 
failure, accident, or other unforseen prob
lems must be discussed also." 

Do you wonder, Mr. Chairman, that I have 
insisted that the AEC's plans are incomplete, 
inconclusive, and do not warrant funding 
for the actual construction of a waste dis
posal fa.cllity? 

Do you wonder why I urge that the AEC be 
granted whatever funds it requires to con
tinue investigations, and studies, to hire 
expert and knowledgeable outside contrac
tors in specific fields of endeavor and that it 
especially pursue studies designed to make 
the nuclear wastes safer to handle. 

Governor Decking's transmittal letter of 
February 22 accompanying the Ecology Coun
cil report also makes clear that the major 
problems not yet dealt with adequately are 
transportation, geological and site integrity, 
surveillance and monitoring, and retriev
abil1ty. 

The Governor emphasizes that it is the 
Kansas scientists who tell him this, it is the 
Kansas experts who recommend that. It 1S 
as if he is a bit chary of backing them up. 
I am not. But in a closing paragraph he 
comes around and tells the AEC that: 

"I am concerned that the future of Kan
sas be protected and feel that the investi
gations recommended in the attached report 
must be undertaken promptly. The final 
draft of the Environmental Statement 
should indicate this intent." 

I applaud the Governor for that comment. 
We, he and I, apparently are not far a.part. 
He seems to be saying that if and when the 
AEC writes another version of its Environ-

mental Statement and deals with all of the 
questions raised and acknowledges all of 
the recommendations made, all will be well 
with the world. 

My view is that it ls not enough that the 
AEC should issue another statement, however 
it may be written. My view ls that the AEC 
must undertake the studies and investiga
tions that have been recommended and com
plete them, and report on them in their com
pleted and usable state before construction 
work is begun on the site. 

I do not want to be unreasonable, Mr. 
Chairman. I recognize that the nuclear age is 
with us. I recognize that peaceful uses of the 
atom will not only expand but that they must 
do so if our country is to maintain its posi
tion in the world. I realize that until fusion 
processes have been developed for effective, 
safe peaceful uses, dangerous, high-level 
Wfl.Stes will continue to be produced. I rec
ognize that a way must be found to store 
them. I ask 0nly that a safe way be found 
to store them. I ask only that a safe way 
be found before we experiment with current, 
untried, unsure methods. I repeat that if the 
Pentagon found it expedient to accommodate 
the people of Okinawa by transporting mus
tard gas away from that island to Johnston 
Island, the AEC might, just might conceiv
ably, find a way to neutralize this danger
ous waste, or a better place, a safer place than 
within the continental United States for its 
nuclear wastes. 

How ironic it is for a Member of Congress 
to find it necessary to stand here and plead 
that an agency of Government not pollute 
the environment while at the same time 
the Congress will be asked to consider the 
expend! ture of billions of dollars to clean up 
the pollution that already exists. 

How ironic it is to be required to make 
a case against a new kind of pollution, so 
hazardous and so lethal, that all existing 
pollutions seem almost inconsequential. 

The President's message on the urgent need 
to begin to deal with the contamination that 
we have visited on our land says plainly that 
preventive measures are as important as re
medial measures. He says that the enormous 
task we have and the enormous sums we re
quire to return the land and the water to 
some semblance of what they were a quarter 
century a.go is meaningless if we do not 
promptly halt further pollution. 

Is it not evident that this Committee has 
been asked to approve a project that at this 
stage of its development and in its present 
frame of reference would result in pollution 
of the gravest kind? 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, and Members of 
this Committee, the facts before you can lead 
to only one conclusion. They say loudly-this 
depository problem must be studied in great
er depth; let the experts come up with some
thing more than "design concepts" for safe 
transportation and for retrieval in case of 
accident. They say you must demand further 
study on processes that just maybe could re
duce, or modify, or better contain the lethal 
effect of the radioactive wastes. 

That, Mr. Chairman, concludes my analysis 
of the so-called safety question. The AEC has 
in its correspondence and discussions with 
me relied exclusively on its own scientifi
cally-based assurances that it has, or will 
have the answers. 

I submit, however, that the AEC has no 
competence in the legal, social, economic and 
political fields which I raised earlter in my 
statement to the Committee. Whenever I 
sought to make this point with the AEC and 
its eminent chairman, Dr. Seaborg, the re
sponses dealt with assurances on the scien
tific level with less than subtle hints that 
Federal rights were superior to Kansas rights, 
that AEC has chosen Kansas and that was 
that. 

May I repeat, Mr. Chairman, that Kansas 
citizens will be on the front lines, and that 

they should not be subject to a propaganda 
blitz that denies them the facts and the time 
to understand and assay them. I simply de
sire to emphasize that resolution of the 
safety issues does not and will not settle the 
problem. Kansas has rights too and I ask 
that they be carefully considered. 

I respectfully request, therefore, that this 
Committee delete the authorization for the 
acquisition of lands and site work at Lyons, 
Kansas. I request that Section 103 of the bill 
be amended to make certain that the AEC 
shall not have authority to undertake con
struction design services for the Lyons de
pository simply because AEC included such 
a request in its transmission to Congress of a 
proposed authorization bill. 

At the same time I strongly recommend 
that this Committee authorize whatever 
additional sums it deems appropriate to carry 
out further intensive studies and investiga
tions aimed at safer handling and burial of 
high-level nuclear wastes. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Members 
of the Committee for your patience and 
courtesy. 
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ExHIBIT 1 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 38 
A concurrent resolution opposing a proposed 

atomic energy commission authorization to 
acquire acreage in the state of Kansas for 
the establishment of a permanent nuclear 
waste storage facility 
Whereas, The atomic energy commission 

has requested from congress an authoriza
tion of $3,500,000 to acquire land in and 
about Lyons for the purpose of establishing 
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a permanent storage facility for the commer
cial nuclear high-level wastes of the entire 
United States, and have done so unilaterally 
without public consent of the people of the 
state of Kansas; and 

Whereas, The said commission following 
such acquisition will make estimated annual 
shipments of casks containing cylinders of 
solid high-level radioactive waste increasing 
from about three in 1976 to about 500 in the 
year 2000, the cylinders having an axial tem
perature of 1,800 degrees Fahrenheit and an 
initial outside temperature of 650 degrees 
Fahrenheit, and approximately 700 ship
ments per year of low-level wastes; and 

Whereas, Such atomic wastes will remain 
a questionable environmental hazard for 
thousands of years and radioactively dan
gerous for as much as a half million years 
with consequent danger of contamination of 
air, ground, and water sources due to geo
logical faults, cracks or shifts, and the United 
States department of commerce has desig
nated the area in which the proposed facility 
would be located near the designated zone 
two earthquake area; and 

Whereas, Additional shipments of such 
atomic wastes will require eventually addi
tional acreage and result in greater relative 
contamination; and 

Whereas, Research and development plans 
and procedures for safe, permanent burial of 
such atomic wastes has not yet reached the 
paint where the atomic energy commission is 
certain that retrieval Of the wastes will not 
become necessary, thereby further endanger
ing surface areas and all living things, and 
the environmental statement filed by the 
atomic energy commission was on February 3, 
1971, rejected in its present form by the 
United States department of interior; and 

Whereas, The state of Kansas has not had 
definitive responses from the atomic energy 
commission to all questions dealing with 
problems :flowing from the presence of vast 
amounts of highly radioactive wastes at high 
temperatures over a long span of years; and 

Whereas, The necessity of transporting 
highly radioactive wastes over long distances 
from the nuclear-power sites into the Lyons 
area arises the likelihood of accidents from 
derailments and collisions and similar acci
dents at the repository site itself with the 
attendant probability of grievous harm to 
Kansas residents; and 

Whereas, The proposed atomic waste re
pository facility will be of no economic bene
fit to the state of Kansas or to its citizens 
and may on the contrary deter and frighten 
off potential industrial enterprises; and 

Whereas, Efforts to locate similar atomic 
waste repositories in other states have been 
firmly rejected and it remains questionable 
whether such wastes should be permanently 
located within the fifty states; and 

Whereas, It is now clear that the state
ment made, at the time of the announce
ment of the project by the atomic energy 
commission, that the project is of benefit to 
Kansas is not borne out by the report of the 
state geological survey, or the United States 
department of interior's rejection of the 
atomic energy commission's environmental 
statement. Now, therefore, 

Be it resolved by the Senate of the State 
of Kansas, the House of Representatives con
curring therein: That the state of Kansas, 
through its governor, reject the proposal of 
the atomic energy commission to create, es
tablish, and operate a depository for the 
containment of atomic wastes from nuclear 
power plants in or about Lyons, Kansas. 

Be it further resolved: That a duly attested 
copy of this resolution be immediately trans
mitted by the secretary of state to the Honor
able Richard Nixon, President of the United 
States, to the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives of the United States, the Presi
dent of the Senate of the United States, to 
each member from Kansas in the Congress 
of the United States, and to the Governor 
of the state of Kansas. 

Be it further resolved: That a duly attested 

copy of this resolution together with a cover
ing letter noting that the state of Kansas 
officially opposes the proposed authorization 
for funds for the acquisition of the Lyons 
site and any construction work thereon, be 
immediately transmitted by the secretary of 
state to the Honorable John 0. Past ore, 
Chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy of the United States Congress. 

Be it further resolved: That if in his 
judgment he deems it desirable the Governor 
or his duly designated representative is au
thorized to appear in person at the hearing 
before the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy in Washington for the purpose of 
officially opposes the proposed authorization 
tion that has for its purpose the acquisition 
of land in the Lyons, Kansas, area to create 
and construct a depository for atomic wastes. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 1043 
A concurrent resolution opposing a proposed 

atomic energy commission authorization to 
acquire acreage in the state of Kansas for 
the establishment of a permanent nuclear 
waste storage facility. 
Whereas, the atomic energy commission 

has requested from congress an authoriza
tion of $3,500,000 to acquire land in and 
about Lyons for the purpose of establishing a 
permanent storage facility for the com
mercial nuclear high-level wastes of the en
tire United States, and have done so uni
laterally without public consent of the people 
of the state of Kansas; and 

Whereas, The said commission following 
such acquisition will make estimated annual 
shipments of casks containing cylinders of 
solid high-level radioactive waste increasing 
from about three in 1976 to abCYUt 500 in the 
year 2000, the cylinders having an axial tem
perature of 1,800 degrees Fahrenheit and an 
initial outside temperature of 650 degrees 
Fahrenheit, and approximately 700 ship
ments per year of low-level wastes; and 

Whereas, Such atomic wastes will remain 
a questionable environmental hazard for 
thousands of years and radioactively danger
ous for as much as a half million years with 
consequent danger of contamination of air, 
ground, and water sources due to geological 
faults, cracks or shifts, and the United States 
department of commerce has designated the 
area in which the proposed facility would be 
located near the designated zone two earth
quake area; and 

Whereas, Additional shipments of such 
atomic wastes will require eventually addi
tional acreage and result in greater relative 
contamination; and 

Whereas, Research and development plans 
and procedures for safe, permanent burial of 
such atomic wastes has not yet reached the 
point where the atomic energy commission is 
certain that retrieval of the wastes will not 
become necessary, thereby further endanger
ing surface areas and all living things, and 
the environmental statement filed by the 
atomic energy commission was on February 
3, 1971, rejected in its present form by the 
United Stat"s l.Jepartment of Interior; and 

Whereas, The state of Kansas has not had 
definitive responses from the atomic energy 
commission to all questions dealing with 
problems fl.owing from the presence of vast 
amounts of highly radioactive wastes at high 
temperatures over a long span of years; and 

Whereas, The necessity of transporting 
highly radioactive wastes over long distances 
from the nuclear-power sites into the Lyons 
area raises the likelihood of accidents from 
derailments and collisions and similar acci
dents at the repository site itself with the 
attendant probability of grievous harm to 
Kansas residents; and 

Whereas, The proposed atomic waste re
pository facility will be of no economic bene
fit to the state of Kansas or to its citizens 
and may on the contrary deter and frighten 
off potential industrial enterprises; and 

Whereas, Efforts to locate similar atomic 
waste repositories in other states have been 

firmly rejected and it remains questionable 
whether such wastes should be permanently 
located within the fifty states; and 

Whereas, It is now clear that the state
ment made at the time of the announcement 
of the project by the atomic energy com
mission, that the project is of benefit to Kan
sas is not borne out by the report of the 
state geological survey, or the United States 
department of interior's rejection of the 
atomic energy commission's environmental 
statement: Now, therefore, 

Be it resolved by the House of Representa
tives of the State of Kansas, the Senate con
curring therein: That the state of Kansas, 
through its governor, reject the proposal of 
the atomic energy commission to create, es
tablish, and operate a depository for the 
containment of atomic wastes from nuclear 
power plants in or about Lyons, Kansas. 

Be it further resolved: That a duly at
tested copy of this resolution be immediately 
transmitted by the secretary of state to the 
Honorable Richard Nixon, President of the 
United States, to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives of the United States, the 
President of the Senate of the United States 
to each member from Kansas in the Congre~ 
of the United States, and to the Governor of 
the state of Kansas. 

Be it further resolved: That a duly at
tested copy of this resolution together with a 
covering letter noting that the state of Kan
sas officially opposes the proposed authoriza
tion for funds for the acquisition of the 
Lyons site and any construction work 
thereon, be immediately transmitted by the 
secretary of state to the Honorable John O. 
Pastore, Chairman of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy of the United States Con
gress. 

Be it further resolved: Tha..t if in his judg
ment he deems it desirable the Governor or 
his duly designated representative is author
ized to appear in person at the hearing be
fore the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
in Washington for the purpose of officially 
opposing any legislative authorization that 
has for its purpose the acquisition of land in 
the Lyons, Kansas, area to create and con
struct a depository for atomic wastes. 

EXHIBIT 2 
KANSAS STATE GEOLOGICAL SURVEY COMMENTS 

ON AEC REPORT 

THE UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS, 

STATE GEOLOGICAL SURVEY, 
Lawrence, Kans., January 15, 1971. 

Mr. DALE E . SAFFELS, 
Chairman, Advisory Council on Ecology, 

State Corporation Commission, State 
Office Building, Topeka, Kans. 

DEAR MR. SAFFELS: I a.m responding to a let
ter from Governor Robert Docking, dated 
December 29, 1970, asking me to forward 
comments to you regarding a draft copy of 
Environmental Statement, Radioactive 
Waste Repository, Lyons, Kansas from the 
Atomic Energy Commission under covering 
letter from John A. Erlewine, and a report 
entitled Disposal of Solid Radioactive Wastes 
in Bedded Salt Deposits by the Committee 
on Radioactive Waste Management of the 
National Academy of Sciences. 

I am pleased to have opportunity to com
ment on these reports because I have been 
widely quoted in the newspapers as stating 
that I wrote the National Academy report, 
that the report endorses the Lyons site for 
radioactive disposal, and that I thereby ex
press my approval and endorsement of the 
project. These statements are not correct. 
Actually, I served on the Panel on Dis
posal in Salt Mines of the Committee on 
Radioactive Waste Management, and I did 
make major contributions to the Panel re
port, which subsequently was reviewed and 
changed by the parent Committee. 

For the most part, I agree with the Na
tional Academy report, which does not give 
unqualified endorsement of !the Lyons site, 
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and contains many constraining statements. 
For example, under Summary and Conclu
sions, the Committee states that disposal in 
bedded salt is the safest choice now avail
able, provided the wastes are in an appro
priate form and the salt beds meet the neces
sary design and geological criteria. The Com
mittee states that the site near Lyons, Kan
sas is satisfactory, subject to the develop
ment of certain additional confirmatory data 
and evaluation. 

The recommendations of the Committee 
for additional studies and investigations 
are the same recommendations of the Kansas 
Geological Survey, and I acknowledge respon
sibility for making sure that they were a 
part of the report. Included in the recom
mendations are geological and hydrological 
studies, including cored and logged drill 
holes; study of subsidence of the mine, stu
dies of radiation damage affects, further in
formation on the thermal and mechanical 
properties of the salt beds and other key 
stratigraphic units, theoretical and experi
mental work using cored material to deter
mine the possib111ty of thermally initiated 
flow patterns, additional information on 
thermal conductivity, thermal diffusion, 
thermal expansion and phase changes, and a 
waste retrieval plan. 

I am disturbed to note an Appendix to 
the Committee report which was no.t a part 
of the original report. Seemingly, the state
ments in the Appendix were added gratui
tously in an attempt to refute some of the 
concerns of the Committee. 

As to the Environmental Statement, I 
find many parts of it to be general, mean
ingless, and a public relations effort design to 
relieve the fears of critics. Throughout the 
report, conclusions are based upon results 
derived from studies using simplified models 
or naive assumptions. The assumption is 
made that the impermeability of the salt bed 
will protect against release of radioactive 
material to underground water resources, 
and that the salt deposits are free of cir
culating groundwaters and are isolated from 
underground aquifers by essentially im
permeable shale. Temperatures at the sur
face, in water bearing rocks, and in the salt 
are considered to be of relatively little sig
nificance. The report concludes that closure 
of the mine, caused by consolidation and re
crystall1zation of crushed salt backfilled into 
rooms, will eventually find expresison in very 
shallow subsidence at the surface. These 
movements are judged to be so slow and 
gradual that the surface and all intervening 
rocks will adjust to this deformation without 
deleterious affects, and any fractures which 
might develop wlll be readily healed by plas
tic deformation of the salt. 

The report states that once radioactive 
wastes are emplaced in the salt repository 
they will be regarded as in permanent stor
age. Retrieval would only be considered in 
light of an objective safety problem under 
circumstances which to date have not been 
postulated. However, the facility will be de
signed so as not to preclude retrieval. The 
burial locations for each container will be 
accurately surveyed and recorded so that 
retrieval by use of remotely controlled auto
matic mining equipment would thus be pos
sible. With regard to transportation, solid 
wastes will be shipped in a special container 
by rail during initial years of operation, and 
wastes will be packaged and shipped in con
formance with A.E.C. and Department of 
Transportation regulations. All of these 
statements should be scrutinized carefully. 

GEOLOGICAL INTEGRITY OF THE SITE 

In general, it is true that the salt de
posits are free of circulating groundwaters 
and are isolated from underground aquifers 
by essentially impermeable shale. However, 
these rocks never have been subjected to the 
thermal or radiological stresses that are as-

sumed. Furthermore, we have reason to judge 
that the assumed stresses may be an error. 
Even so, some structural deformation is evi
dent from our geological studies. The salt 
thins over structural highs, the Harper Sand
stone exhibits numerous high-angle fractures 
which appear to be open, and high-angle 
fractures, which do not appear to be open, 
occur in the overlying Kiowa Formation. 

THERMAL AND RADIOLOGICAL STRESSES 
The project has been designed without a 

clear understanding of heat diffusion prob
lems. Models used for solution of the com
plex heat-flow problem have been based upon 
a rock section consisting of units of pure 
salt and pure shale. The actual rock sec
tion consists of laminated salt and shale, 
and analytical results may be very erroneous. 
The analytical solutions for heat flow and 
temperature distribution assume homogene
ous and isotropic media in two dimensions 
only for steady and unsteady conditions, and 
are based on constant rock properties. Fur
thermore, heat flow per cannister is an as
sumed value, and actual values have not yet 
been determined. Our own trial calculations, 
based on introduction of 10 and 20 foot shale 
layers, 15 and 55 feet above the mine, indi
cate a 34 percent rise in the peak tempera
ture of the mine as compared with a peak 
temperature in pure salt. Physica: properties 
of rocks do change with temperature, and 
the physical properties of salt especially are 
susceptible to temparature change. Some of 
these property changes range from the fourth 
to the tenth power of the temperature. In 
addition, we have no measure of pore pres
sures that may develop in fluid-bearing 
st.ales. 

The Oak Ridge National Laboratory and 
A.E.C. staff have exhibited remarkably little 
interest in a proper study of the heat flow 
problem, and have not demonstrated capa
bility for solving three-dimensional prob
lems involving a complex laminated section. 

The affects of radiation damage to salt 
have not been adequately examined. Sam
ples of salt obtained from the Salt Vault site 
at Hutchinson show energy storage of ap
proximately 10 ' -.o 50 calories per gram from 
gamma radiation. Samples of salt irradiated 
with protons from the Van de Graaf! Accel
erator show energy storage as high as 80 
calories per gram. Thus, an additional ther
mal problem arises from the potential ca
pacity of the salt to undergo rapid thermal 
excursion through sudden release of the 
stored energy. The release of 80 calories per 
gram would cause temperatures in the af
fected region to rise from 300° c. to 620° c. 
These high temperatures could result in 
greater flowage of salt around the con
tainers and could cause an explosive effect 
due to the sudden thermal expansion. Thus, 
thermal and radiological stresses interacting 
with the stresses caused by consolidation and 
recrystallization of the salt could produce 
shear in overlying rocks, and subsidence of 
some magnitude. 

Accordingly, the seal of overlying rocks 
could be broken, creating vertical permeabil
ity and permitting entry of surface or sub
surface waters. Our investigations of the 
sandstones of the Kiowa Formation reveal 
that water in them may be under artesian 
pressure. It is imperative that studies be 
continued to determine whether this under
flow exists and whether it could feed a sys
tem of fractures. One can state with some 
certainty that access of water to the salt, 
at calculated or higher than calculated temp
eratures, would create a thermal convection 
and circulation system. Most certainly, solu
tion of the salt would take place and the 
integrity of the storage site could no longer 
be maintained. The State Geological Survey 
regards solution of these problems as crucial 
to the safety of the repository site, and urges 
most strongly that studies be undertaken 
immediately. 

RETRIEVAL PROBLEMS 
As long as the waste containers maintain 

their integrity, only small quantities of salt 
would be subject to high-energy, heavy
particle radiation. However release might 
occur once or twice a year for about three 
years and melting or explosion could cause 
containers to migrate to lower depths, pos
sibly to shale layers, and faults could develop 
in overlying rocks because of explosions. In 
addition, the metal containers are expected 
to begin to deteriorate within six months, 
and the ceramic material containing the 
radioactive wastes ls expected to deteriorate 
within several years. Accordingly, radioactive 
particles could migrate through the salt. I! 
the particles are heavy, downward migration 
might occur due to localized melting; if they 
are light they might migrate upward. Water 
is available in the salt, and the waste par
ticles could be suspended by turbulent boil
ing. Furthermore, the solid particles would 
expose the salt to significantly higher radia
tion doses. 

The ceramic material also can store energy, 
and gamma radiation can cause chemical 
breakdown of salt. Ra.dialysis could result in 
formation of new chlorine compounds that 
are capable of leaching plutonium. Thus, 
statements that burial locations for each con
tainer will be accurately surveyed and re
corded so that precise location of the wastes 
will be known are relatively meaningless. 
Furthermore, the recovery of these dispersed 
wastes in a hostile environment at high tem
perature and radiation levels is scarcely a 
trivial problem. Although the staff of Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory and the A.E.C. 
have stated that the technology for such re
covery is available, no design concept has 
been revealed. 

TRANSPORTATION 
Although not really within the competence 

of the staff of the Geological Survey, our 
views concerning transportation are stated 
here in order to reinforce the expressed con
cerns of competent staff in other state agen
cies. If statements that the surface tem
peratures of transportation casks will be ap
proximately 350° C. are correct, most cer
tainly these containers will not be in con
formance with A.E.C. and Department of 
Transportation regulations. Furthermore, 
railroad roadbeds in Kansas are judged by 
authorities to be in exceedingly poor condi
tion. Arequate designs for a transportation 
system have not been revealed, and to the 
best of our knowledge the proposed National 
Academy of Sciences Committee on Trans
portation has not yet been appointed. 

I hope that these comments will be useful 
to you in assembling comments for the de
velopment of a statement by Governor Dock
ing, and I enclose an additional copy of our 
preliminary report dated December 2, 1970 
for your possible use. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM W. HAMBLETON, 

Director. 

EXHIBIT 3 
MEMORANDUM FROM U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 

THE INTERIOR 
FEBRUARY 3, 1971. 

Mr. JOHN A. ERLEWINE, 
Assistant General Manager for Operations, 

U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, Wash
ington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. ERLEWINE: This is in response to 
your letter of November 30, 1970, requesting 
our comments on the draft environmental 
statement on the Atomic Energy Commis
sion's proposed radioactive-waste repository 
near Lyons, Kansas. This draft environmen
tal statement, and the included report on 
"Disposal of Solid Radioactive Wastes in 
Bedded Salt Deposits" by the Committee on 
Radioactive Waste Management of the Na
tional Academy of Sciences-National Re
search Council, have been reviewed by the 
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several Bureaus Within this Department that 
have special expertise with respect to the 
environmental impact of the project. 

We believe that the proposal of the Atomic 
Energy Commission to establish a thoroughly 
investigated, underground, national reposi
tory in relatively impermeable rocks for solid, 
radioactive wastes on federally owned prop
erty ls a major, positive step in isolating 
radioactive wastes from man's environment, 
and in eliminating the problem of proliferat
ing the disposal sites of radioactive wastes in 
environmental situations whereby the prod
ucts might reach water or other resources 
valuable to man. The research efforts of the 
AEC, and the utilization of various fields of 
scientific and engineering expertise over the 
past decade, to develop methods whereby 
highly radioactive wastes can be reduced to 
small volumes of encapsulated, relatively in
soluble waste that can be transported safely 
from various fuel-element reprocessing 
plaints to areas of ultimate disposal in rela
tively impermeable rocks, are commendable. 

We agree with the general conceptual con
clusions of the NAS-NRC Committee on Ra
dioactive Waste Management, as expressed in 
their reviewed report (p. 1-2), that the use 
of bedded salt deposits for the disposal of 
radioactive wastes in bedded salt is the safest 
choice now available, provided that the 
wastes are in an appropriate form and that 
the salt beds meet necessary engineering
design and geological criteria. However, we 
believe that additional significant studies 
and confirmatory data concerning the geol
ogy and hydrology of the salt deposits and 
overlying rocks at and near Lyons, Kansas, 
and the effects of construction of the waste
disposal facility will be necessary to demon
strate, conclusively, that these deposits are 
indeed suitable for the "final repository" 
mentioned (on p. 2) in the draft environ
mental statement. Our concerns a.re based 
partly on the statements in the draft en
vironmental statement (p. 18) that, although 
retrieval of the wastes is conceptually pos
sible, the emplacement of the wastes in the 
salt formation at Lyons would, actually, be 
regarded as "permanent storage." Such a 
permanent commitment of the wastes re
quires a very strong and scientifically con
vincing demonstration that the wastes will 
remain in a geologically relatively undis
turbed and hydrologically isolated position 
for the several thousand years required for 
the decay of the high-level fuel-reprocessing 
wastes, and the several hundred thousand 
years required for the decay of the other 
"alpha-emitting" solid wastes (which con
tain long-lived isotopes such as plutonium). 
Such a scientific and engineering demon
stration does not appear to be impossible at 
all, but it will require a more thorough and 
better-documented approach than is pre
sented in the draft environmental state
ment. Our views concerning the Lyons, 
Kansas. site are generally similar to those of 
the NAS-NRC report which recommends 
(p. 7, item 4) that "additional studies and 
investigations, described below, be under
taken concurrently with planning and site 
acquisition. If these studies and investiga
tions reveal problems or conditions that 
would jeopardize the safety and integrity of 
the storage site, the project should be recon
sidered. However, based on research and de
velopment performed to date, the Committee 
does not anticipate any insurmountable 
problem." 

Our specific comments on the draft envir
onmental statement are provided below. 

Although the subject environmental state
ment in summary (p. 2) that no significant 
impact on the environment is anticipated 
from the construction or operation of the 
repository, it does not present sufficient in
formation to evaluate the potential impact 
of all aspects of the facility. Therefore, an 
endorsement of the establishment of the re
pository cannot be given on the basis of the 

environmental statement, or the included 
report by the NAS-NRC Committee. The NAS
NRC Committee, of course, has given only a 
qualified endorsement (p. 6-7); has pointed 
out (p. 7-9) special management problems; 
and has prescribed (p. 9-16) continuing stud
ies and development programs to be carried 
out before waste-disposal operations begin. 
Most of these problems and investigations 
have a strong bearing on final decisions as to 
whether the project is feasible. 

We believe that there are inadequacies in 
the presentation of specific items in the draft 
statement that the Commission may wish to 
consider in preparing its final statement. It 
is noted that the statement (p. 18-19) does 
no provide an adequate specific description 
or analysis of the contemplated design of its 
"high-level mine" from which the effects of 
mining subsidence (p. 35-36) can be evalu
ated, even in a general. qualitative manner. 
For example, if multilevel mining is con
templated, such a process in a small area 
might produce entirely different effects in 
terms of subsidence and possible fracturing 
of overlying rocks (including possible ground
surface rupturing) than would mining at one 
level over a large area. Such unspecified ef
fects could be critical to the location and safe 
operation of surface facilities; to the long
term integrity of the stored wastes; and to 
possible environmental changes at the land 
surface, such as stream-drainage changes, 
ponding, and poor soil drainage. Additionally. 
it would be advisable to describe in more de
tail how the mined salt will be processed and 
utilized to increase its density for backfill 
to reduce subsidence in both the existing 
mine and the "high-level mine", and to spec
ify the scheduling for backfilling operations. 
Criteria for backfilling in the areas of disposal 
of "alpha-emitting" solid wastes are especial
ly desirable, since salt fiowage and other def
ormations are presently occurring in the 
Carey Salt Mine. 

A brief analysis of earthquake hazards is 
presented on pages 24-27 of the draft envir
onmental statement. This analysis points out 
that, during the relatively brief historic rec
ord of the central stable region of the United 
States, earthquake activity has been rela
tively low, but that the earthquakes in this 
region have ranged up to intensity VI (Modi
fied Mercalli). The geologic history of the 
region indicates tectonic stability for a vary 
long period of time. Neverthless, since earth
quakes have occurred at many places in the 
Kansas-Nebraska region, they can be expected 
to occur in the future. Therefore. the state
ment should derive and specify the expected 
earthquake; the expected vibrational or other 
ground effects at the site; and a definition of 
the potential hazard to mines or surface 
structures. Presumably, the degree of conser
vatism in seismic design criteria should be 
based on an analysis of the potential radio
activity hazard presented by failure of man
made structures and their components at the 
site. 

The environmental statement (p. 9) in
dicates that one of the most important fea
tures of salt deposits is that they are free 
of circulating ground water and are isolated 
from aquifers by essentially impermeable 
shale. The geologic history of these deposits 
indicates that such conditions have obtained 
for a very long period of time. However, we 
must stress that the conditions referred to 
apply only to the rocks in their natural state, 
undisturbed by man. Also, the tendency of 
fractures in salt to heal by plastic fiow ap
plies primarily to relatively pure salt, whereas 
the Hutchinson Salt Member of the Wel
lington Formation at the Lyons, Kansas, site 
contains a significant number of interbedded 
layers of shale. In a 1966 report, the National 
Academy of Sciences-National Research 
Council, Commi tte on Geologic Aspects of 
Radioactive Waste Disposal, included the 
suggestion that a study be made of, "the be
havior of shale interbeds that will be sub-

jected to long periods of elevated tempera
tures and radiation, in order to anticipate 
possible changes in wall, celling, and floor 
conformation (of the mine) additional to 
those caused by creep and fiow of salt." Fol
lowing the recommendations of the NAS
NRC, the AEC sponsored intensive investi
gations by Oak Ridge National Laboratory on 
these topics. The results of these investiga
tions are reported to be generally favorable 
in the existing mine workings. Nevertheless, 
in view of the above-stated concern related 
to the lack of data on the "high-level mine," 
it should be pointed out that further anal
yses of thermal and other stresses on the 
heterogeneous rocks in the Hutchinson Salt 
Member at the site are warranted. These 
stresses (prolonged heating and exposure to 
radiation, and subsidence and deformation 
associated with the mining and fl.ow of salt) 
could result in fracturing of the rocks above 
the salt. If the system of induced fractures 
extends upward through the 500-foot-thick 
section of shales between the Hutchinson salt 
and the Stone Corral dolomite, which is a 
fresh-water aquifer, ground water might 
move down to the salt. Sandstones of Creta
ceous age, about 100 feet above the Stone 
Corral dolomite, a.re another source of fresh 
water which might be involved. Convect1ve 
water circulation through fractures, induced 
by heat from the radioactive wastes, could re
sult in a long-term cycle of dissolution of 
the salt and the eventual aqueous transport 
of radioactive wastes to the surface. In view 
of the fact that the "high-level" and "alpha
emitting" wastes Will not have decayed to 
innocuous levels of activity for thousands of 
years (in the case of plutonium, hundreds 
of thousands of years), there would be ade
quate time for this circulation system to 
transport radioactive wastes to shallow aqui
fers or to the surface. These problems are not 
overwhelming, but they are legitimate areas 
for further analysis and documentation. 

The discussion of natural, ground-water 
leaching of rock salt deposits (p. 34) states 
that the salt deposit ends abruptly about 25 
miles east of the site and a series of sub
sidence ponds and salt-water springs over
lie the present stratigraphic position of the 
salt member. The environmental statement 
indicates that, based on the "pre<:ise dating 
of subsidence features," the salt front has 
retreated westward five miles in the last one 
million years in Saline County, an 13 and 12 
miles, respectively, in about five million 
years in McPherson and Harvey Counties. It 
is impossible to evaluate these rates of sub
surf·ace solution of the salt formation with
out specific and detailed information on the 
regional paleogeology and inferred paleo
hydrology, and on the methods used to date 
the subsidence features. Such information, 
presumably, will be developed by investiga
tions in progress, such as those discused un
der "Long-term research and development" 
on pages 14-16 of the NAS-NRC report. 

The following design criteria, operational 
procedures, and studies that the Commission 
lll:ust have certainly considered while plan
ning the repository are believed to be vital 
to the safe long-term operation of the pro
posed facility and therefore should be pre
sented in the final detailed statement: 

1. Studies to determine the deterioration 
rate of the stainless steel and high carbon 
steel canisters to be used for storing radio
active wastes in the salt environment of the 
mine; 

2. Studies to determine the rupture 
strength of these canisters from internal gas 
and temperature build-up during the decay 
of the contained radioactive materials· 

3. Provisions for continuous air monitoring 
to detect dangerous levels of radioactive gases 
and airborne particulate matter within the 
mine and at the mine ventilation exhaust 
port, both before and after filtration; 

4. Provisions for rapid and automatic seal
ing of all mine openings in the event of a 
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radiation accident, atmospheric contamina
tion, destruction of support facilities (receiv
ing buildings and hoisting), and loss of 
power (ventilation and monitoring); 

5. Provisions for removal, storage, and 
treatment of water that may accidentally 
enter storage areas in the mine and become 
contaminated; 

6. Provisions for drilling and instrument
ing deep wells about the perimeter of the 
disposal site to monitor temperature and 
radiation levels in the Hutchinson and ad
jacent formations, and overlying aquifers; 

7. Construction and posting of a personnel 
barricade around the perimeter of the re
pository; 

8. Continuous ecological and other en
vironmental monitoring within and immedi
ately surrounding the site; 

9. Provision for strategically located mine 
safety areas and/or shelters to which per
sonnel could retreat in the event of a cav
ing or radiation accident, and from which 
they can be rescued without bringing radio
active contaminants to the surface; 

10. Provisions for installing radiation 
monitoring equipment and/or sealing of all 
existing oil, gas, and water wells within or 
surrounding the repository site; 

11. Planned means for cleaning up radio
active waste spillage within the mine, receiv
ing facilities, and along principal access 
routes. 

Regardless of possible industrial or other 
uses, the area should be revegetated to the 
natural state as soon as possible in order to 
maintain the actual ecological niche of the 
general area. 

The waste handling procedures and em
placement of wastes into the mine should be 
further described. The terms used for waste 
containers (casks, waste packages, high
level waste containers, etc.) should be defined 
to give a better perspective of the operation. 
It should be pointed out if there is any limit 
on container size or the amount of activity 
per container of high-level waste. If not, 
spacing of holes for thermal control in the 
floor of the mine may need to be determined 
for each container. Additionaly, the con
tainers should not be placed next to beds of 
shale or anhydrite that contain gypsum be
cause shale and gypsum when heated can 
yield moisture and corrode the metal con
tainers. Comments in these regards should 
be embodied in the Statement. 

Hydrologic studies being made should also 
determine the need to control man's activi
ties on the surface from new agriculture de
velopment and industrial installations that 
may precipitate unintentional changes in 
the ground-water regimen above the salt 
beds. Over several decades this could ad
versely effect salt storage a.re.as. 

A problem area that is still under inves
tigation by the Committee on Radioactive 
Waste Management is the disposal of salt 
excavated from the repository. Since this 
could affect the water quality of surface or 
ground-water in the site vicinity if incor
rectly conducted, further mention should 
be included in the Statement. 

The possib1lity of induced movement of 
·water in the aquifers resulting from in
creased temperatures caused by nuclear 
wastes further emphasizes our previous 
comments on the need to sample ground
water and analyze the samples for radio
active components. 

We hope that our comments will be help
ful in the development of a final environ
mental statement that gives full considera
tion to the areas of concern expressed above, 
and we note that the Geological Survey of 
this Department is participating, at the re
quest of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
with the Kansas Geological Survey in evalu
ation of the geologic, hydrologic, and geo
physical factors relevant to establishing a 
national repository for radioactive wastes 

in salt deposits near Lyons, Kansas. Ac
cordingly, we look forward to the opportunity 
of reviewing the revised environmental state
ment. 

Sincerely yours, 
HOLLIS M. DOLE, 

Secretary of the Interior. 

EXHIBIT 4 
BIOLOGY LE'rrER FROM MESSRS. HULBERT AND 

ROBEL, KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY 
KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY, 

Manha.ttan, Kans., February 9, 1971. 
Mr. DALE E. SAFFELS, 
Chairman, Advisory Council on Ecology, 

Kansas Corporation Commisison, State 
Office Building, Topeka, Kans. 

DEAR DALE: This letter is being drafted 
in response to the November 1970 Environ
mental Statement on the proposed Radio
active Waste Repository compiled by the 
United States Atomic Energy Commission. My 
comments will be slanted toward the poten
tial effects of this project on the plant
animal community since you and Dr. Ham
bleton will treat the transportation and 
geological portions respectively. 

The statement by AEC that "No significant 
impact on the environment resulting from 
either the construction or ooeration of the 
proposed repository is anticipated" is well 
and good. However, there are no plans to 
monitor the environment to detect changes 
if they do occur. Without continual monitor
ing of this "experimental project", no 
scientist can say in 25 years that there were 
no adverse effects . . . similarly in 25 years, 
AEC could not defend itself against charges 
of adverse effects if no monitoring takes 
place. I have great confidence in AEC's en
gineering capabilities, however if their inter
pretation of environmental relationships is 
actually as native as their report seems to 
indicate, then I feel even more strongly that 
we must have independent (state) controls 
on this project. The AEC report devotes less 
than one page to the effects of the proposed 
project on the ecosystem. What is stressed 
is that (page 37) "In general, no significant 
effect on wildlife populations is anticipated 
either in regards to numbers or in species 
composition." One might question what is 
"significant" to AEC, likewise, what do they 
mean by "anticipated." Few plans are ever 
foolproof as exemplified by the accident at 
the Idaho Falls plant in 1961, the accident 
at the Windscale Works in England (400 
square miles contaminated), the nerve gas 
accident in Skull Canyon, the escape of radio
active materials from recent underground 
nuclear blasts in Nevada, the high level re
leases of strontium 90 from the Nuclear Fuel 
Services plant in New York, etc. None of 
these were anticipated, but they did happen 
as have many many more such unanticipated 
events which we term accidents. 

In .an oattempt to obtain some eoological 
information on the proposed repository site, 
AEC contracted seven ecologists at Kansas 
State University (via the Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory) to conduct surveys of the area 
and to then recommend precautionary 
measures to insure the protection of the en
vironment a.t the Lyons site. These seven 
reports were submitted to AEC in September 
and October of 1970 and constituted over 130 
pages of material. None of these data ls men
tioned in AEC's environmental statement nor 
are any of the recommendations mentioned 
in AEC's statement. All seven of the ecologists 
in Kansas recommended independently that 
continous studies must be conducted on the 
site to detect changes if they occur. No such 
plans are mentioned in the November 1970 
environmental statement prepared by AEC. 
If AEC does not plan to do this, then the 
State of Kansas must conduct them for its 
own protection. The continuous studies pro
posed by the Kansas State ecologists would 

essentially monitor the effects of the repost• 
tory site on the plant-animal ecosystem. 
These studies would require acquisition of at 
least two (four would be more ideal) 160-
acre tracts of land on which to conduct re
search. The data collected on these control 
sites would then be compared to similar data 
collected from the repository site. These 
sudies must be initiated prior to the de
velopment of the repository site if they are 
to be of any value in monitoring the effects 
of the operations on the site. 

Recommended studies included, but were 
not limited to, the following areas. 

1. An evaluation of the potential effects 
of chronic and accidental releases of radio
active wastes into the environment. 

a. Pathways and flow rates of eo Sr, 137 Cs. 
244 Cm, 241 Am, and Pu thorugh the terrestrial 
ecosystem. 

b. Pathways and flow rates of eo Sr, 1ll7 Cs, 
2

" Cm, 2U Am, and Pu through the aquatic 
ecosystem. 

c. Potenial dispersal of radioactive con
tamination to humans in the 40 to 60-mile 
area surrounding the Lyons site via ter. 
restrial animals. 

d. Potential dispersal of radioactive con• 
tamination to humans 1I2 the Arkansas River 
Drainage via aquatic organisms (this in
cludes Hutchinson, Wichita, and Arkansas 
City in Kansas) 

e. Changes in species composition of the 
fiora and fauna on the Lyons site; most 
critical in this area are the natural balances 
in the ecosystems, i.e., populations of ecto
parasites are known to increase rapidly in 
response to very small changes in radioactive 
contamination and ectoparasites are known 
to tarnsmit many diseases to humans, live
stock, and plants. 

2. Potential effects of temperature changes 
on the ecology of the site. 

a. Effects of a 10-14° F temperature in
crease on the deep (60-70 ft) root systems 
of trees on the area ... including those in 
Lyons itself. 

b. Effects of a 3 to 5° temperature increase 
on the deep (3 to 15 ft) root systems of pe
rennial grea;es and herbs. 

c. Eff'ect.s of 1 ° F or more temperature 
increase on the biota of soil, especially the 
incubation time of eggs of economically im
portant insects and the reproductive poten
tial of pathogenic bacteria. 

d. Changes in soil-water interactions due 
to changes In soil temperatures, primarily 
those affecting soil fertmty and decomposi
tion action of bacteria. 

e. Potential effects on Cow Creek of tem
perature increases in the subsurface and sur
face runoff water from the site. 

The above are but a few of the types of 
unanswered questions posed by ecologists. 
Funds and manpower are needed to answer 
them. Many issues have not even been men
tioned in AEC's environmental statement, in
cluding the increased cost of road and res
idence maintenance due to subsidence on 
the area, increased costs for the Lyons citi
zenry to cool drinking water taken from 
warm aquifers, etc. Until we have answers to 
many of the above questions or at least are 
assured that these questions will be given 
serious consideration, I strongly recommend 
that the Advisory Council of Ecology advise 
Governor Docking not to accept, as adequate, 
the November 1970 environmental state
ment prepared by the United States Atomic 
Energy Commission. I would recommend fur
ther that the Advisory Council on Ecology 
make its reactions known, via the Governor 
of the State of Kansas, to the Environmental 
Protection Agency and the President's Coun
cil on Environmental Quality. 

Sincerely, 
R. J. ROBEL, 

Vice Chairman, 
Advisory Council on Ecology. 
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KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY, 

Manhattan, Kans., February 2, 1971. 
Mr. DALE E. SAFFELS, 
Chairman, Avisory Council on Ecology, 
State Corporation Commission, 
State Office Building, 
Topeka, Kans. 

DEAR MR. SAFFELS: In response to the let
ter from Governor Docking of December 29, 
I am sending the following comments con
cerning the detailed environmental statement 
on the proposed Radioactive Waste Reposi
tory at Lyons, Kansas. My first comment is 
in the subject area in which I have the most 
competence. The others are more general 
comments. 

1. The statement assumes, on the basis of 
planning, that there wm be no change suffi
cient to affect the biota, including man, ei
ther from the heat produced or from radio
active wastes in the environment. I am wm
ing to accept that this is probably so, but 
this is an experimental undertaking and we 
cannot guarantee that it is so. The escape 
of radioactivity from the recent underground 
nuclear test in Nevada, which planners said 
would not occur, and the problems encoun
tered in the lunar space craft, where extreme 
care is used to assure success, both attes~ 
to the fact that perfection is not assured. 
Perhaps equally important, even if no ad
verse effects do arise, it will be important 
that we be able to establish that no effects 
did occur. It wm be likely that someone in 
the area around the repository who gets sick, 
or who has livestock or plants that get sick, 
will accuse the repository for causing the 
malady. Without constant surveillance and 
study, we will not be able to know whether 
such accusations are true or false. In addi
tion, in any experimental facility we need to 
check on all possibilities in order to learn as 
much as possible from the experiment and 
to detect unintended effects. For these rea
sons I consider it essential that we in Kan
sas require that the policy statement include 
the following: 
- a. Studies must be conducted before, dur
ing, and after the active storage of radioac
tive wastes, on the composition of the vege
tation, populations of invertebrate and ver
tebrate animals, decomposers, and of the 
radionuclide concentrations in important 
members of each trophic level in the area. 
Such studies must be made both on the 
repository site and on control sites with as 
similar soils and vegetation as lt is possible 
to find. The control areas should be a.bout 
five miles away, preferably to the east or 
west. 

It is likely that the heat in the soil will 
alter the moisture relations and the biota 
to some extent. Even though the change in 
the biota may well be acceptable to us, it 
ls of great importance to know what the 
change is. Less likely is the possibility of 
radionuclide concentrations in the biota be
coming hazardous, but we must know wheth
er these levels are high or low, and we 
must know the source and rate of increase 
if they occur. For all these changes it is 
essential that control areas a few miles away 
be established for comparison studies, prefer
ably one east and one west. The control 
areas need to be far enough away to have 
radionuclide concentrations that might come 
from the repository at a level low in com
parison to the repository site, yet the areas 
should be close enough to make comparative 
studies easy and to keep weather variations 
low. 

b. Monitoring of radionuclide concentra
tions must be carried on in the atmosphere, 
stream, groundwater, and soil of the reposi
tory area, the control areas, and of selected 
other sites in Rice or adjoining counties. 

c. Meterologica.1 records must be collected 
before, during, and after storage of radio
active wastes, both on the repository site and 
on the control areas. 

2. The statement on p. 36 says that there 
is only one low-producing oil well on the 
repository site and that other information 
from the area indicates that no significant 
mineral resources underlay the repository 
site. A petroleum geologist at Saline, 0. S. 
Fent, recently told me that he understands 
that one new producing well was drilled on 
the area, and that more drilling is in prog
ress. It would appear that the statement 
needs to be modified in light of this. It also 
seems pertinent to have competent person
nel see if this affects the plans for the site. 
Finally, it emphasizes the fact that judge
ments given in the statement can be in
correct. 

3. On the basis of what I know, I urge 
that we in Kansas require that the excess 
salt be disposed of preferably by sale or 
storage in another mine, or if these are not 
possible, by shipment to the ocean, although 
this latter possibility ls not desirable ecologi
cally. I believe it would be unwise to convert 
the excess salt to a brine and inject it into 
the Arbuckle Formation, because we lack 
sufficient knowledge of possible effects of 
such injection. For example, the argument 
that such disposal by petroleum industry 
has worked well does not seem valid, as 
they remove more than they inject. The in
jections of material near Denver are sus
pected of having some detrimental effects in 
that area. If the brine were to later move 
into a fresh-water aquifer, the economic 
effect would be considered. 

4. It seems to me wise to have the State 
of Kansas receive some financial remunera
tion for the storage of radioactive wastes in 
the state. The method ls not my concern, 
but might be a certain amount per cask of 
waste shipped to Lyons. The reason I sug
gest this is that we are the ones to most 
suffer if something does not work out as 
planned at the facility, and one way to re
duce the chance of this ls to have the State, 
or a reliable independent laboratory se
lected by the state, conduct surveillance, in 
addition to surveillance conducted by the 
AEC. I am aware that the AEC is trying to 
plan well, and is concerned with safety. 
However, there can be honest mistakes, and 
also it ls possible for the AEC to become a 
promoter of nuclear power with a zeal or 
method that causes carelessness or oversight. 
If the state also is keeping watch, the chance 
of wrong procedures continuing long un
noticed are diminished. Surveillance by the 
state will cost money, and it certainly seems 
right that the cost be a part of the cost of 
power production, and not come from the 
general tax sources of Kansas. 

It is not clear to me what the steps a.re 
in developing the Lyons Project, so I am not 
sure if all of the above comments are meant 
to be covered by the environmental state
ment of AEC. However, the lack of under
standing of steps can be one of the ways 
that mistakes are made, so it seems wise 
for us to ask about these points and to fol
low up on them until we are sure they a.re 
satisfactorily resolved. I wm be glad to am
plify on any of my statements expressed 
herein. 

Sincerely, 
LLOYD C. HULBERT, 

Associ ate Professor. 

EXHIBIT 5 

AEC ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT AND Gov
ERNOR'S TRANSMITTAL LETTER TO AEC 

REPORT ON THE ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION'S 
ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT TO Gov. ROBERT 
B. DOCKING BY THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON 
ECOLOGY, FEBRUARY 22, 1971 
In December of 1970, the Atomic Energy 

Commission forwarded a Draft of the En
vironmental Statement, Radioactive Waste 
Repository, Lyons, Kansas, to the Governor 
of Kansas for review and comment. Gov
ernor Docking transmitted the Draft to the 

Advisory Council on Ecology for preparation 
of a statement to the Atomic Energy Com
mission. 

The Advisory Council on Ecology distrib
uted the Environmental Statement to its 
members and members of the Kansas Nu
clear Energy Council, Kansas Academy of 
Science, Kansas Department of Health, 
Kansas Geological Survey, and knowledge
able citizens for comment. This report has 
been compiled by the Advisory Council on 
Ecology from the responses received. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 
The Environmental Statement does not 

include a documentation that permits 
evaluation of all aspects of the facillty, a 
description and degree of implementation 
of continuing studies and development pro
grams prescribed in the qualified endorse
ment of NAS-NAC Committee, and it is 
recommended that this be included in the 
revised draft. 

A better organization of the Statement, 
use of standard language, and the inclusion 
of a bibliography would allow scientists and 
those with a legitimate interest to have a 
better knowledge of the proposal. 

Adequate designs for the transportation 
system and receiving facillties are not yet 
available. The proposed National Academy 
of Science Committee on Transportation, 
which is to aid in the development of these 
designs, should be appointed as soon as pos
sible and charged with examining the pos
sibilities for a safe transport system, which 
would include alternate modes of transporta
tion. 

The report of the National Academy of 
Science's Committee on Radioactive Waste 
Management ls cited as concluding tha.t the 
bedded salt use for disposal of radioactive 
waste is "satisfactory pending additional con
formatory data and evaluation." 

It is recommended that the A.E.C. docu
ment the additional data and evaluations 
which the Committee indicated are required 
to assure the safety of the project. Without 
this information, and the plans which the 
A.E.C. has to obtain the information, the 
Environmental Statement ls little more than 
a review of existing incomplete knowledge. 

ENVmONMENTAL IMPACT 
The impact of the disposal of waste on the 

geologlcail environment needs additional con
sideration because of several factors. 

Heat.-The thermal impact of the project 
cannot be adequately estimated because the 
project has been designed without a clear 
understanding of heat diffusion problems. 
Models used for solution of the complex 
heat-flow problem have been based upon a 
rock section consisting of units of pure salt 
and pure shale. The actual rock section con
sists of laminated salt and shale, and ana
lytical results may be very erroneous. The 
analytical solutions for heat flow and tem
perature distribution assume homogeneous 
and isotropic media in two dimensions only 
for steady and unsteady conditions, and are 
based on constant rock properties. Further
more, heat flow per cannister is an assumed 
value, and actual values have not yet been 
determined. The Kansas Geological Survey 
calculations, based on introduction of 10 and 
20 foot sha,le layers, 15 and 55 feet above the 
mine, indicate a 34 percent rise in the peak 
temperature of the mine as compared wi·th 
a. peak temperature in pure salt. Physical 
properties of rocks do change with tempera
ture, and the physical properties of salt es
pecially are susceptible to temperature 
change. Some of these property changes range 
from the fourth to the tenth power of the 
temperature. In addition, we have no meas
ure of pore pressures that may develop in 
fluid-bearing shales. 

Radiation Damage-As long as the waste 
containers maintain their integrity, only 
small quantities of sa1t ~ would be subject to 
high-energy, heavy-particle radiation. How-
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ever, release might occur once or twice a year 
for about three years by rapid melting or 
explosion. This could cause the containers to 
migrate to lower depths, possibly to shale lay
ers, and faults could develop in overlying 
rocks because of explosions. However, the 
metal containers as designed are expected 
to begin to deteriorate within six months, 
and the ceramic material containing the ra
dioactive wastes is expected to deteriorate 
within several years. As a result, radioactive 
particles could migrate through t.he salt. If 
the particles are heavy, downward migration 
might occur due to localized melting; if they 
are light they might migrate upward. Water 
is available in the salt, and the waste parti
cles could be suspended by turbulent boil
ing. Furthermore, the solid particles would 
expose the salt to significantly higher radia
tion doses. The ceramic material in the 
containers also can store energy. Garn.ma 
radiation can cause chemical breakdown of 
salt and radiolysis could result in forma
tion of new chlorine compounds that are 
capable of leaching plutonium. Thus, state
ments that burial locations for each con
tainer will be accurately surveyed and re
corded so that precise location of the wastes 
will be known are incorrect. The recovery 
of dispersed wastes in a hostile environ
ment at high temperature and radiation 
levels is also difficult. Although the staff of 
oak Ridge National Laboratory and the 
A.E.C. have stated that the technology for 
such recovery is available, no design concept 
has been submitted for review. 

The effects of radiation damage to salt 
have not been adequately examined. Sam
ples of salt obtained from the 8alt Vault 
site at Hutchinson show energy storage of 
aipproximately 10 to 50 calories per gram 
from gamma radiation. Samples of salt ir
radiated with protons from the Van de Gra.a:ff 
Accelerator show energy storage as high as 
80 calories per gram. A problem arises from 
the potential capacity of the salt to under
go rapid thermal excursion through sudden 
release of the stored energy. The release of 
80 calories per gram would cause tempera
tures in the affected region to rise from 
300° c. to 620° C. These high temperatures 
could result in greater fiowage of salt 
around the containers and could cause an ex
plosive effect due to sudden thermal expan
sion. 

Geologic Integrity-The geophysical im
pact of the project is based on the assump
tion that the impermeability of the salt bed 
will protect against release of radioactive 
material to underground water resources, 
and that the salt deposits are free of cir
culating groundwaters and are isolated from 
underground aquifers by essentially imper
meable shale. Temperatures at the surface, 
in water bearing rocks, and in the salt are 
considered to be of relatively little signifi
cance. The report concludes that closure of 
the mine, caused by consolidation and re
crystallization of crushed salt back-filled 
into rooms, will eventually find expression 
in very shallow subsidence at the surface. 
These movements are judged to be so slow 
and gradual that the surface and all inter
vening rocks will adjust to this deforma
tion without deleterious effects, and any 
fractures which might develop wlll be readily 
healed by plastic deformation of the salt. 

In general, it is true that the salt deposits 
are free of circulating groundwaters and 
are isolated from underground aquifers by 
essentially impermeable shale. However, 
these rocks never have been subjected to the 
thermal or radiological stresses that are 
assumed. Furthermore, there is reason to 
judge that the assumed stresses may be in 
error. Even so, some structural deformation is 
evident from our geological studies. The salt 
thins over structural highs, the Harper Sand
stone exhibits numerous high-angle frac
tures which appear to be open, and the over
lying Kiowa Formation exhibits high-angle 

fractures which do not appear to be open. 
Thermal and radiological stresses interacting 
with the stresses caused by consolidation 
and recrystallization of the salt could pro
duce shear in overlying rocks, and subsidence 
of some magnitude. 

Accordingly, the seal of overlying rocks 
could be broken, creating vertical permea
bility and permitting entry of surface or 
subsurface waters. Our investigations of the 
sandstones of the Kiowa Formation reveal 
that water in them may be under artesian 
pressure. It is imperative that studies be con
tinued to determine whether this underflow 
exists and whether it could feed a system 
of fractures. One can state with some cer
tainty that access of water to the salt, at 
calculated or higher than calculated temper
atures, would create a thermal convection 
and circulation system. Most certainly, solu
tion of the salt would take place and the 
integrity of the storage site could no longer 
be maintained. The solution of these prob
lems are crucial to the safety of the reposi
tory site. 

The precise number of oil and gas wells 
on the site and the plan for sealing them 
should be included in the Environmental 
Statement. This is a vital consideration to 
the integrity of the bedded rock and must 
be completed before the operation of the 
repository is authorized. 

The enclosed letter from Dr. Hambleton of 
the Kansas Geological Survey contains an 
orderly discussion of the thermal, geophys
ioal, and radiological problems. 

ECOLOGICAL IMPACT 

The ecology section of the Environmental 
Statement is inadequate. Despite the tremen
dous potential for ecological problems which 
the project presents, less than one page is 
devoted to this subject. 

Radiological and Physiological Effects
Page 37 in the Statement concludes, "In 
general, no significant effect on wildlife 
populations is anticipated either in regards 
to numbers or in species composition." 

The descriptions of the site ecology should 
include more than the bare mention of the 
vertebrate components. A statement of the 
functional relationships between all known 
components of the ecosystem is essential, 
along with a description of the required re
search. 

Ecologists at Kansas State University con
ducted surveys and reported on various 
aspects of the site ecology. In the fall of 
1970, they submitted extensive reports with 
recommendations. These scientists state that 
the determination of what ls "significant 
effect" on the ecology is important and can
not be detected unless continual monitoring 
of the environment is instituted immediately. 

Meteorological Effects-The climatological 
and meteorological section presented a very 
light overview of the wind patterns and 
velocities. An assessment of the potential 
problems related to the spread of escaped 
radioactive particulates or gases, and an ade
quate monitoring system to detect accidental 
releases to the atmosphere must be included. 
In view of some of the recent accidental 
releases of radioactive material, it is impera
tive that this problem receive further con
sideration, especially with respect to poten
tial for carrying radioactive material down
ward over populated areas. 

Surveillance and Monitoring-The need 
for monitoring to detect changes if they 
occur is essential. The continuous studies 
proposed by the Kansas State ecologists 
would monitor the effects of the repository 
site on the plant-anim.al ecosystem. These 
studies require acquisition of at least two 
(four would be more ideal) 160-acre tracts of 
land for purposes of establishing controls. 
Studies must be initiated prior to the de
velopment of the repository site if they are 
to be of any value in monitoring the effects 
of the operations on the site. 

A surveillance and monitoring system for 
all aspects of the project should include the 
following: 

(a) Studies must be conducted before, 
during, and after the active storage of radio
active wastes, on the composition of the 
vegetation, populations of invertebrate and 
vertebrate animals, decomposers, and the 
radionuclide concentrations in important 
members of each trophic level in the area. 
Such studies must be made both on the 
repository site and on control sites with as 
similar soils and vegetation as it is possible 
to find. The control areas should be about 
five miles away, preferably to the east and 
west. 

It is likely that the heat in the soil wlll 
alter the moisture relations and the biota 
to some extent. Even though change in the 
biota may well be acceptable, the extent of 
change must be determined, and we must 
know the source and rate of increase if they 
occur. The control areas must be far enough 
away from the repository site so as to pre
clude radionuclide contamination, yet the 
areas should be close enough to determine 
normal radionuclide concentrations and to 
make comparative studies possible and to 
keep weather variations low. 

(b) Monitoring of radionuclide concen
trations and thermal levels must be carried 
on in the atmosphere, stream, groundwater, 
and soil of the repository 84'ea, the control 
areas, and of selected other sites in Rice or 
adjoining counties. Such a plan should be 
included in the Environmental Statement. 

( c) Meteorological records must be col
lected before, during, and after storage of 
radioactive wastes, both on the repository 
site and on the control areas. 

The enclosed letters from Dr. Robel and 
Dr. Hulbert conta.i.n more specific informa
tion on the proposed monitoring and sur
veillance programs which need to be initi
ated. 

TRANSPORTATION 

The transportation problems are a major 
concern. The Atomic Energy Commission 
has apparently planned to utilize only rail
road shipping for waste transport. The de
sign plans for the unloading points include 
railhead transfer stations without provision 
for truck or air shipments. This decision has 
been made although the suitability of rail
road beds to take the loadings associated 
with the large shipments and heavy shielded 
railroad cars is not mentioned. 

If the statements that the surface tem
perature of the high-level shipping casks will 
be approximately 350° C is correct, then the 
containers will not be in conformance 
with the A.E.C. or Department of Transpor
tation regulations. If the casks are to ap
proach this temperature, and no cooling 
system is included, then the railroad cars 
will constitute a hazard to railroad em
ployees. 

UTILITIES 

Provision of adequate ut111ties ls also im
portant. Although the Environmental State
ment suggests that ample electric capacity 
ls available, recent communications indicate 
that the provision of service to the high level 
mine is dependent upon construction of a 
new substation by Kansas Power and Light 
Company. It is recommended that an 
emergency power supply be available in ad
dition to the planned surface utility supply. 

RETRIEVAL 

A primary concern with regard to the high 
level mine is related to the retrieval of tne 
stored wastes. The Statement on P. 18-19 
implies that because the storage site will be 
permanent, and because the circumstances 
requiring recovery are not obvious at the 
present time, no effort will be expended to 
plan or demonstrate a. system which would 
allow recovery. This type of negative attitude 
could endanger the health and welfare of the 
citizens of the state of Kansas. 
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The facillty must be designed to fac111tate 

retrieval. The portion of the paragraph be
ginning on line 23 of page 18 of the Environ
mental Statement is misleading. Not only 
1s there insufficient data available to demon
strate that the capsules can be relocated with 
precision after they have been buried for ten 
or more years, but the remote mining equip
ment which is necessary to accomplish this 
ls not available. 

WASTE CONTAINERS 

The report implies that the high level 
waste residues are to be encapsulated in 
high integrity containers. This concept is 
misleading if the capsules used by Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory during the Salt 
Vault tests are selected. The tested contain
ers were light walled (0.125 inch) stainless 
steel contruiners which are well-suited to the 
operations involved in encapsulating the 
waste, but not suited for long-term integrity 
if the container is subjected to mechanical 
shock, internal pressure or the corrosive en
vironment of the salt bed. In order to protect 
the safety of the working area and the sur
rounding environment, it is important that 
these containers be properly engineered for 
high integrity. 

Waste packages of alpha wastes should be 
required to be sealed containers in standard 
sizes for handling and storage operations. 
The waste should be non-toxic, non-flamma
ble solids with the same stipulation for the 
containers. In addition, the containers 
should be of sufficient structural integrity to 
sustain handling, stacking, and crushed salt 
backfl.111ng operations. The returnable con
tainers should not be restricted to rail car 
transport as discussed under transportation. 

Waste-storage canister design should in
clude consideration of canister structural in
tegrity in bedded salt environments for rea
sonably long periods of time, concurrent with 
the design to facilitate retrieval of stored 
waste material. (Concrete compression mem
bers between concrete liners are a possibil
ity.) This is important because the spacing 
of containers to preclude radioactive decay 
from heat creating excessive temperatures in 
the salt cannot be assured if the waste con
tainers lose their integrity and are free to 
migrate in the salt. 

SITE AND FACILITIES 

The Site selection section of the report 
should include water as a valuable resource 
for the State of Kansas. The description of 
the site and requirements should include 
a stipulation for permanent bomb-resistant 
markers located at the corners of the site to 
serve as warning monuments to future gen
erations. The peripheral surface area of the 
storage vaults should be dimensionally de
fined and marked. The sub-surface salt and 
mineral rights should also be acquired prior 
to authorization for the project with con
tingencies for expansion planned in order to 
provide a thermal cushion area. All planning 
for future repositories or expansion of the 
present site should be completed before the 
project is undertaken. 

The alpha waste facility should mention 
the surveillance an'd control procedures to 
prevent fissionable material from being in
troduced into the waste storage area. A re
ceiving inventory checking system, either in 
the surface facilities or in the mine, should be 
provided to assure control of strategic fission
able material or sabotage attempts. The 
A.E.C. should have plans, procedures, fac111ties 
and personnel for this surveillance system 
included in the Environmental Statement. 

The description of the high level waste 
facility is vague. The facility will supposedly 
consist of a waste receiving building, a newly 
mined area underground, and miscellaneous 
surface support facilities. The miscellaneous 
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surface support facilities should be described 
in detail as should the monitoring system 
for exhaust gases. Emergency plans for mine 
shutdown in the event of a power failure, 
accident, or other unforeseen problems must 
be discussed also. 

There is no discussion regarding a surface 
holding area (swimming pool). Such a hold
ing area is required and must be capable of 
accommodating a receival backlog created 
by one or more of the following conditions: 
(a) mining disruptions, (b) storage cavity 
drilling fl.ow times associated with matching 
spacing requirements and radiation levels of 
waste containers, (c) uncoordinated surges 
in receival of waste material, and (d) high 
rejection rates from repository inspection of 
waste containers. These eventualities must be 
planned for and accommodated by the sur
face facilities. 

EXCESS SALT DISPOSAL 

The discussion of the mine operation indi
cates that most of the salt will remain below 
the surface. This will be very difficult to 
accomplish as the rates of storage increase 
during the later years of operation. The min
ing operation will generate ever increasing 
quantities of salt and will become a sizeable 
aspect of the repository operation. Space re
quirements for the mined salt indicate that 
disposal will become a critical problem. When 
this problem arises, it is recommended that 
the salt be sold to commercial outlets or de
posited in other nearby salt mines as 
stated • • • 

Mr. JOHN A. ERLEWINE, 

TOPEKA, KANS., 
February 22, 1971. 

Assistant General Manager for Operations, 
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, Wash
ington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. ERLEWINE: I am pleased to sub
mit the recommendations and concerns of 
the appropriate state agencies and citizens 
of Kansas with respect to the November 1970 
draft of the Environmental Statement, Ra
dioactive Waste Repository, Lyons, Kansas. 
We advise the recommendations in the at
tached Report be included in the final draft 
of the Environmental Statement. 

The concept of isolating radioactive wastes 
from the natural environment to protect the 
health and welfare of our citizens is a posi
tive step toward the goals of the National 
Environmental Policy Act. The efforts of the 
Atomic Energy Commission to develop 
methods of reducing the waste volume and 
permanently disposing of them in imperme
able rocks are necessary and commendable. 

Because bedded salt deposits presently 
offer one of the more satisfactory methods 
for disposal of radioactive waste and a site 
near Lyons, Kansas, has been chosen as the 
repository location by the Atomic Energy 
Commission, the State of Kansas is responsi
ble to its citizens for assuring the safety of 
the project over thousands of years. Despite 
the fact that we cannot conceive of all prob
lems which may arise, investigation must be 
undertaken with respect to those problems 
which are foreseeable and which are here
with recommended. 

The major problems not covered adequate
ly by the Environmental Statement fall into 
the categories of transportation, geological 
and site integrity, surveillance and monitor
ing, and retrievability. These problems are 
reviewed in considerable detail in the en
closed Report. 

The Atomic Energy Commission has limited 
itself initially to a discussion of only rail 
transportation. Some of the railroad beds and 
tracks in Kansas over which these loads 
would necessarily traverse to reach Lyons 
are in questionable condition and further in
vestigation is necessary to assure the safety 

of delivering shipments to the site. In addi
tion, adequate designs of the transportation 
system have not been presented despite re
assurances from the Atomic Energy Commis
sion that they will conform to the specifica
tions set by the Department of Transporta
tion and the Atomic Energy Commission. 
The handling procedures to prevent sabotage 
or loss of fissionable material are not de
scribed. In addition, the container problems 
need to be treated in greater depth for a 
variety of reasons. 

Monitoring and surveillance is not ade
quately considered in the Environmental 
Statement. The Atomic Energy Commission 
contracted with Kansas scientists to make a 
preliminary site evaluation and their rec
ommendations that the site to be monitored 
before, during, and after its use as a reposi
tory have not been acknowledged. The sur
veillance of the ecological, meteorological, 
hydrological, geological, radiological, and 
thermal factors must also be instituted as 
soon as possible to allow the detection of 
any serious alteration in the environment of 
this site. 

According to our Kansas scientists, the 
planning and implementing necessary to as
sure retrievability of the high level wastes 
are not provided. The only provision cited 
which allows recovery is the documentation 
of the location of casks. This is inadequate 
because the wastes are presently scheduled 
to be encapsulated in casks which will lose 
their integrity within a few years after bur
ial. When the casks disintegrate, the solid 
particles of radioactive waste will then be 
free to migrate according to their heat and 
radioactive material content. 

The Kansas scientists are concerned with 
the effects of heat, radiation damage and 
subsidence as it relates to the integrity of the 
site. They suggest that the evaluation in 
the Environmental Statement is based on 
a homogeneous bed of salt rather than the 
layered salt and share which actually exists, 
and that therefore this evaluation may not 
be realistic. 

I am concerned that the future of Kansas 
be protected and feel that the investigations 
recommended in the attached report must 
be undertaken promptly. The final draft of 
the Environmental Statement should indi
cate this intent. 

On behalf of the people of Kansas, I would 
like to thank you for the opportunity of re
viewing and commenting on the Environ
mental Statement. Our objectives are simi
lar-to assure the safety and welfare of the 
people while disposing of a hazardous waste 
in a permanent and safe location. I feel sure 
that the Atomic Energy Commission wishes 
to provide a truly safe national repository. 

With every good wish. 
Very truly yours, 

ROBERT DOCKING, 
Governor of Kansas. 

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. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
today we should take note of America's 
great accomplishments and in so doing 
renew our faith and confidence in our
selves as individuals and as a nation. The 
American people have the greatest ac
cess to information than any other na
tion in the world. In January 1969, 95 
percent of all American households had 
at least one television set. Of those hav-
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ing a TV receiver, 32 percent were color 
sets. Twenty-nine percent of the Amer
ican households having television at that 
time had two TV sets. 

TEXTILE QUOTA LEGISLATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from North Carolina <Mr. MlzELL) 

is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise at 

this time to call the attention of my dis
tinguished colleagues to a development 
that should have a great impact on our 
deliberations over proposed textile quota 
legislation. 

The U.S. Tariff Commission informed 
me yesterday that former employees of 
the now-idle Arista Mills Co. in Winston
Salem, N.C., are eligible to apply for Gov
ernment assistance provided to workers 
who lose their jobs as a result of U.S. 
trade agreements with foreign countries. 

A similar ruling was issued in Novem
ber, stating that the company itself was 
eligible for Government assistance, but 
the new ruling extends eligibility to 
workers as well. 

The significance of this action-and we 
-should attach very great significance to 
this action-is that there is now official 
cognizance of the fact that the high rate 
of textile imports from Asian competitors 
has been directly responsible for the loss 
of textile jobs in the United States. 

Three former workers at Arista Mills 
flied a petition in January to determine 
if they were eligible to apply for assist
ance provided under the Trade Expan
sion Act of 1962. 

The Tariff Commission ruled yester
day that the workers were eligible to 
apply for assistance, which could include 
retraining, relocation, or a supplement 
to unemployment insurance, but the De
partment of Labor will have final deter
mination of whether such assistance will 
be awarded, and in what cases. 

The Tariff Commission ruling stated 
that--

As a resu1t, in major part, of concessions 
granted under trade agreements, articles like 
or directly competitive With the fabrics 
formerly produced at the Arista Mills Com
pany a.re being imported into the United 
States in such increased quantities a.s to 
ca.use, or threaten to cause, the unemploy
ment or underemployment of a significant 
number or proportion of the workers. 

Mr. Speaker, I doubt that this will be 
the last such ruling made by the Tariff 
Commission. I am convinced that more 
industries will become insolvent and 
more workers will become unemployed 
unless the flood of textile imports is 
stopped. 

The Tariff Commission, by ruling in 
favor of the former Arista workers, has 
set a precedent that, though extremely 
well merited, could result in astronomi
cal costs for retraining workers, for re
locating them, and for paying them cash 
subsidies to unemployment compensa
tion. 

How long must this go on, Mr. Speaker, 
before we can all realize that to effec
tively cope with this problem, we must go 
to its source. And the source is none other 

than the low-wage Asian textile pro
ducers who are fiooding our domestic 
markets. 

The major source is a trading partner 
that meets serious negotiating efforts 
with either intransigence or approval of 
a proposal that is completely unaccept
able, by any reasonable standards. 

These developments, Mr. Speaker, 
serve better than any rhetoric or any set 
of statistics to prove that we desparately 
need effective textile quota legislation to 
protect American textile industries and 
American textile jobs, and we need it 
now. 

I urge my colleagues, as fervently and 
as sincerely as I possibly can, to support 
the textile quota bill which I introduced 
on Tuesday, and to join withme in voting 
for its passage. 

Arista Mills is only one example of the 
lethal effect unrestricted importation 
can have on our domestic textile indus
try. How many more companies must be 
shut down, and bow many more men and 
women must lose their jobs, before we 
at last see the right course of action, and 
follow it? 

WISE DECISION ON MILK 
SUPPORT 

The SPEAKER pro tempare. Under a 
previous order of the House the gentle
man from Illinois <Mr. FINDLEY), is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I was 
pleased, as I know many of my colleagues 
in the House were, to learn that Secre
tary of Agriculture Clifford M. Hardin 
has decided to hold the line on dairy price 
supports at $4.66 per hundredweight for 
the marketing year beginning April l, 
1971. . 

In his announcement Friday, Secre
tary Hardin painted out that a year ago 
the price support was increased by 38 
cents per hundredweight. At that point, 
total milk production in the Nation was 
declining. Since that time, however, the 
decline has not only been halted, but re
versed and now farmers are producing 
slightly more milk than they were a year 
ago--and Government surpluses are 
climbing again. 

The wise and thoroughly considered 
decision by Secretary Hardin should be 
applauded by all who are interested in 
the long-range future of the dairy in
dustry. Dairy farmers need only look to 
the past record of soybean sales and 
farmer prices as an indication of what 
can happen when the Government-es · 
tablished fioor under the price is too 
high. 

The dramatic recovery of the soybean 
industry since Secretary Hardin made his 
most statesmanlike decision to reduce 
the soybean support level 2 years ago is 
an excellent example of what can hap
pen when Government supports are used 
as Congress meant them to be--a floor 
under the price, not the price-setting 
mechanism. The market is the best ve
hicle for determining price. Dairy inter ... 
ests should express appreciation to Sec
retary Hardin for making a constructive 

decision to retain dairy price supports at 
their present level. 

A copy of my letter of March 10 to 
Secretary Hardin fallows: 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Certain dairy inter
ests a.re seeking an increase in support level 
from 85 to 90 percent of parity. 

I'm writing in opposition to an increase at 
this stage. I do so in what I believe to be the 
interest of the dairy industry and our posi
tion in world trade. 

The February 1, 1971, Cold Storage Report 
of the U.S.D.A. indicates total U.S. butter 
stocks are 95 milllon pounds above a year 
a.go and government-owned butter is 40 mil
lion pounds more than in 1970. This shows 
an unfortunate position contrasted With that 
prevailing prior to last year's increase of five 
percent in the support rate. 

While many farmers need and deserve 
higher net income, an increase in dairy sup
port level to 90 percent of parity may well 
have the reverse effect on their income. A 
representative of the dairy industry told me 
recently that the price he was receiving for 
milk on his fa.rm was well above the current 
level and was even above the proposed 90 
percent of parity level. It seems to me dairy
men would do well to examine the record 
of soybean sales and prices since your states
manlike approach to the loan level for that 
crop two yea.rs a.go. The dairy industry 
spokesman who visited my office privately 
conceded that an increased support level was 
actually not in the best interest of the dairy 
industry. 

In addition to the problems higher support 
levels could bring directly to our domestic 
dairy industry, the potential effect on world 
trade is important. Recent visits I've had With 
representatives of EEC governments present 
potential international trade problems for 
the United States if our dairy support level 
ls increased. 

When I suggested to a Dutch Cabinet Min
ister recently that American agriculture is 
working out its agricultural income prob
lems without going the way of trade bar
riers, he cited the increase in the dairy sup
port price of a year a.go as an exception. 

At a critical period in world trade, a deli
cate balance between demand and supply for 
dairy products, and when the dairy indus
try's profits a.re not depressed, I hope you 
will decide to maintain U.S. dairy support 
level for the next year at not more than 85 
percent of parity level. 

Sincerely yours, 
PAUL FINDLEY, 

Member of Congress. 

In addition to the information already 
on record concerning dairy price sup
ports, it should be noted that several 
dairy organizations have not been seek
ing the higher support level. 

Included among them is Land O'Lakes 
Creameries, Inc., Minneapolis, Minn., 
one of the most successful dairy coop
eratives in the Nation and one which has 
an outstanding record of butter sales. 
It is significant to note that Land O' 
Lakes has recorded increased butter 
sales each year while nationally butter 
consumption continues to decline. 

In a recent memo this leading dairy 
cooperative clearly outlined its reasons 
for not seeking increased dairy supports. 
The substance of that memo is printed 
with these remarks. 

In addition, one of the more success
ful independent dairy cooperatives in 
Wisconsin has questioned the wisdom 
of increased support prices. In a story 
taken from the Appleton Post-Crescent 
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of Appleton, Wis., on January 28, 1971, 
the general manager of Consolidated 
Badger Cooperative of Shawano, Wis., 
questions the wisdom of higher price 
supports. A copy of that newspaper ac
count is also attached to these remarks. 

A story taken from the New York 
Journal of Commerce of March 9, 1971, 
repo!"ting the increases in dairy surpluses 
since the support price was increased a 
year ago. 

From these illustrations it should be 
clear that responsible voices in agricul
ture and some of the leading spokesmen 
ir.. the dairy industry do not favor higher 
dairy price supports. I urge all who are 
considering sponsorship of a proposal to 
raise, by statute, the dairy price floor, 
to consider thoroughly the hardships 
to soybean growers caused by the for
mer administration when it pegged loan 
rates at a higher level than the market 
would bear. 

Examine, :too, the outst8Jllding record 
of growth in both sales and farmer prices 
for soybeans in the 2 years since Secre
tary Hardin took a most statesmanlike 
approach to the problem and lowered the 
soybean loan rate. Dairymen need to 
ponder well the problems they face as 
individual farmers and what pricing 
farm goods too high for the market has 
done to cotton, as well as soybeans. 

No agricultural commodity, with the 
possible exception of cotton, has been 
more adversely affected by substitutes 
than has milk. Dairymen who have seen 
per capita consumption of their product 
decline for the past several years should 
ask themselves what higher prices for 
their milk and milk products will do to 
total milk sales and prices. 

The Land O' Lakes memorandum fol
lows: 

REVIEW OF THE DAmY SITUATION 

Several important factors are emerging in 
the dairy industry which need to be recog
nized in establishing the dairy price support 
for 1971. They also point up the need for a 
review and "overhaul" of our basic dairy pol
icies. Several comparisons are made between 
1965 and 1970 so we can note the trends 
taking place. 

1. Consumption of milk and dairy prod
ucts have declined 11 percent per capita 
(whole milk equivalent basis) since 1965-
refer to Table 1. 

2. The price of all milk at wholesale has 
increased 34 percent, manufacturing milk is 
up 41 percent and bottling milk price is up 
29 percent since 1965 as price support for 
manufacturing grade milk has been raised 
to keep pace with parity. Refer to Table 2. 

It should be noted that these increases 
are fairly well in line with increases in per 
capita income. Had demand remained con
stant per capita consumption should not 
have declined. 

3. Tony Mathis, who writes the Dairy 
Situation for the Department of Agriculture 
predicts the decline in per capita civllian 
consumption in 1971 may be slightly greater 
than the 6 pound milk equivalent decline of 
1970. This prediction is based on the as
sumption of no change in price supports. 

If we have no change in price supports 
this year (current level of $4.66 ls about 79 
percent of parity) the support level will fall 
close to 75 percent of parity if not below by 
April 1 of 1972, and producers net return 
will suffer accordingly. If price supports are 

raised this year, the decllne in per capita 
consumption will be greater, but more im
portant-

(a) Price support increases since 1965 have 
forced butter prices up 18 percent and cheese 
44 percent, while nonfat dry milk has gone 
up a whopping 86 percent. Refer to Table 3. 

The table also shows the percent increase 
in price of the various dairy items since 1965. 

Cheese has rode these price increases up 
very nicely as noted in the increase in per 
capita consumption, but could It have taken 
an 86 percent increase? 

If price supports are r.a.1.sed In 1971, I ex
pect nonf~t dry milk will carry most of the 
burden compared to any butter price in
crease. 

TABLE 1.- MILK AND DAIRY PRODUCT SALES (DOMESTIC 
DISAPPEARANCE, COMMERCIAL SOURCES) TOTAL AND 
PER CAPITA, UNITED STATES, 1965-701 

Product 

Fluid milk and cream 
(whole milk equivalent) __ _ Butter __ ________ ___ _______ _ 

American cheese ______ ____ _ 
Other hard cheese ________ _ _ 
Cottage cheese 2 ____ __ _____ _ 

Evaporated and condensed __ _ 
Ice cream __ _______ -------_ 
Ice milk ___ ______ _________ _ 
Nonfat dry milk ___________ _ 
Aggregate (whole milk 

equivalent) _____ ---------Whey solids _______________ _ 

Pounds per capita 

1965 1970 

294.0 
5.8 
5. 7 
3.4 
4.6 

15. 8 
18. 8 
6.6 
4.8 

563. 0 
.6 

258.0 
4.4 
6.8 
4.4 
5.1 

11. 8 
17.9 
7.5 
5.0 

506.0 
.8 

Percent 
change 

-12 
-24 
+19 
+29 
+11 
-25 
-5 

+14 
+4 

-11 
+33 

t Excludes milk used on farms where produced and distribu
tion from USDA supplies; includes sales to the Armed Services 
for use in the United States. 

21ncludes full skim American. 

TABLE 2.-INCREASE IN PRICES PAID FOR MILK SINCE 1965 

Percent 
Product 1965 1970 change 

Dollars per hundredweight 
average test : 

All milk at wholesale ___ ___ $4.23 $5.69 +34 
Manufacturing grade milk __ 3. 34 4. 70 +41 Bottling milk _____ ______ __ 5. 39 6. 94 +29 Blend price ___ ________ __ _ 4. 63 6. 07 +31 

Changes in per capita income 
(dollars per person): 

Pe.r capita disposable 
2, 432 3, 292 35.3 income __ ______ ____ ____ 

Deflated to 1958 basis __ ___ 2, 213 2, 464 11. 3 

(b) As cheese production Increases so does 
whey production. We are currently using 
only 160 million lbs. of whey solids for hu
man food out of a total of something over 
1,300 million lbs. New large automated cheese 
plants now coming Into production and on 
the drawing boards, combined with the pol
lution problem of many of the existing cheese 
plants, w111 cause a rapid increase in whey 
solids utilized for human food In the period 
ahead. Thus, a serious competitive problem 
for nonfat dry milk is looming on the hori
zon. The 30 percent increase in CCC pur
chases ooourl11ng in 1970-71 may prove modest 
compared to this year or next depending on 
when supports are increased. The net gov
ernment expenditures of dairy price supports 
excluding school milk was $284 million in the 
year ending April 1, 1970. It is estimated that 
the cost will be $400 million this year. In
creased quantities of butter, powder and 
cheese purchases resulting from Increased 
milk production, decreased consumption and 
larger imports of dairy products combined 
with higher support prices have caused this 
40 percent increase in government costs this 
year. 

( c) Current estimates a.re that there re
mains about 30 b1llion lbs. of manufacturing 

grade milk which means that more than ha.If 
of manufactured dairy products are made 
from Grade A surplus milk. 

When we are dealing with, "what level of 
price supports", we must keep the total pic
ture in focus--more than 55 percent of the 
milk sold from farms is made into manufac
tured dairy products and less than 45 per
cent is used as fluid milk (in Class I). 

TABLE 3.-AVERAGE RETAIL PRICE CHANGE OF DAIRY 
PRODUCTS SINCE 1965 

Percent 
Product 1965 1970 ctange 

B.LS.1957-59=100: 
All dairy products __ _______ 105. 0 130. 5 +24 
Fluid milk (store price) ___ 102.8 127. 0 +24 Butter ___________________ 103.6 121.1 +11 
Process cheese ___________ 116.6 157. 5 +35 Ice cream _____ __ _________ 94.4 103.8 +10 Evaporated ____________ ___ 105.3 131. 4 +25 
Colored margarine ________ 101. 9 111. l +9 

Change in price-supported 
items (cents per 
pound): 

Butter ______ • ________ - - - - 58. 96 69. 7 +18.1 
Nonfat dry milk_ __ ______ _ 14.6 27. 2 +86.3 Cheese _____ _____________ 36.1 52.0 +44.0 

(d) Originally, the Federal Order program 
and dairy price supports were two separate 
phenomena. This is no longer true as price 
supports basically determines the Minne
sota-Wisconsin series on which Federal Order 
prices are established. 

This gives us the interesting situation 
where, if an organization with a lot of grade 
A milk can do anything to enhance the Min
nesota-Wisconsin series price, he benefits di
rectly on all his grade A sales. 

At the same time an increase tn price sup
ports automatically puts a floor under the 
Minnesota-Wisconsin price series which en
hances the grade A price for the whole next 
year. 

We have a concern that some of the pre
dominately fluid or grade A organizations 
that have some manufacturing operations in 
Minnesota or Wisconsin, and thus can in
fluence the Minnesota-Wisconsin series price 
may overlook the impact of an inflated Min
nesota-Wisconsin series price or a price sup
port level that adversely effects sales of milk 
and dairy products. 

Tables 4 and 5 indicate the Minnesota-Wis
consin series price leaves a minus margin 
quite frequently. Table 6 perhaps provides 
one clue to the minuses on the m anufactur
ing side. When the pay price is below the 
announced blend, this may provide some 
cushion to overpay on manufacturing milk, 
and thus increase the Minnesota-Wisconsin 
series price which in turn increases the Class 
I price under the federal milk orders. 

(e) We have urged the Secretary of Agri
culture to convene a committee representing 
all sectors of the dairy industry to study and 
develop a proposed set of dairy policies ap
propriate to the current and developing sta
tus of the dairy industry and national eco
nomy. 

That status includes: 
(1) 75 percent of all milk ls grade A-27 

states are 100 percent grade A. 
(2) Large regional coops operate In several 

federal market orders and process manufac
tured products as well as sell fluid milk. 

(3) Federal orders are no longer single mar
ket oriented. 

( 4) Land O'Lakes position on priice support 
level: 

(a) Our policy ls always to pay the pro
ducer the hlgihest price pe>.$1ble, compatible 
with good business practices and without im
pairing a sound financial position. 

(b) We believe the present level of sup
ports ($4.66 per cwt. for average test) is the 
most sound for 1971 because-
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TABLE 4.-PRICES OF MANUFACTURED MILK MADE INTO BUTTER AND POWDER COMPARED TO MINNESOTA-WISCONSIN SERIES PRICES BY MONTHS, 1970-71 

Average price Average price 

Chicago Nonfat Can 
Gross afford M-W 

Chicago Nonfat Can 
Gross afford M-W 

Month 
92 dry milk 

score (Chicago) value 1 to pay 1 series Difference Month 
92 dry milk 

score (Chicago) value 1 to pay 1 series Difference 

~:!~?~:::::::::::::::::: 
.6761 .2300 $4.85 $4.23 $4.67 
.6760 .2315 4.86 4.24 4.63 
.6795 .2318 4.88 4.26 4. 58 

April_ ________ -- ---- ---- --- • 6983 .2596 5.18 4. 56 4.60 

~ale~::::::::::::::::::::: .6985 .2684 5.25 4.63 4. 58 
.6981 .2677 5.25 4.63 4.61 

July _________________ ----- • 6980 • 2702 5.27 4.65 4.60 

-$.44 August_ ________ ------ _____ .6938 .2685 $5.23 $4. 61 $4. 61 $. 00 
-.39 September _________________ • 7052 .2686 5.29 4.67 4.66 . 01 
-.32 October_------------------ • 7012 .2685 5. 27 4.65 4. 77 -.12 
-.04 November _________________ .6988 .2682 5.25 4.63 4.82 -.19 

• 05 December_---------------- • 7040 .2690 5.29 4.67 4.83 -.16 
.02 January 1971_ _____________ .6977 .2691 5.25 4.63 4. 79 -.16 
.05 

1 Gross value minus a 62 cent make cost gives the "Can Afford to Pay" price. Note: L.O.L. pay prices are for bulk and they demonstrate a 17 cents bulk-can differential at 
the beginning of the period and a 10 cents differential at the end. 

Example: 100 pounds of 3.5 percent milk gives: 

Butter ____ -- -- -- -- -- - -- - -- -- ---- -- -- -- --- - -- -- -- ------ -- -- -- - - -- -- -- - - -- - - -- -- -- -- --- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -
Powder ____ --- ________ -- -- - - -- -- -- - ----- -- -- -- -- - - ---- -- --- - -- -- -- -- -- -- - - --- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- - - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -
Buttermilk _________ -- - - __ -- -- - - -- -- -- -- -- --- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- --- - -- -- - - -- -- -- -- _____ - __ - ___________ ___ _____________ _ 

Yield 
(pounds) 

4.3 
8.1 

.32 

Price 
(in dollars) 

.6977 

.2691 
.2390 

Minus ~o;~~ ~~~~~~~~~: :: : : : : : : :: :: :: :: :: : : :: :::: :: :: :: :: :::: :: :: : : :: :: :: : : : : : : : : : : :: : : : : : : : : :: : : : : : : :: : : : : : : :: :: :: :: : : : : : : :: : : :: :: :: :: : : :: :: :::::: :: :: : : : 
Left to pay producers _____________ -- _____ - -- -- -__ - -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- _ - -- - - --- -- ____________________________ ---- _____________________________________________ _ 
Minus L.0.L. pay price_ - -- -- - - --- - -- -- - --- -- --- - -- -- -- -- -- - --- -- ---- -- ---- -- ---- -- - --- - - ---- -- -- -- - ---- - -- -- -- -- ---- ------ _ -- __________________________ __ _ _ 

Difference ______ - -- - - - --- -- ------ ---- -------------- -- ------- --- -- ------ -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---------- ------ -------- ---- -- ____ ------ ____ ---- ______________ _ 

TABLE 5.-PRICE OF MANUFACTURED MILK MADE INTO CHEESE COMPARED TO MINNESOTA-WISCONSIN SERIES PRICES BY MONTHS, 197(}-71 

Cheese Cheese 
exchange 

Gross Can afford MW Difference 
exchange 

average average 
Month price value• to pay- series (dollar) Month price 

}~i~~7rY ::::: :::::::: :: : : : 54. 87 $5.49 $4. 71 $4.67 .04 August_ ______ ------------- 52.25 
53.12 5.32 4. 54 4.63 -.09 September__ _______________ 52. 81 

March ________ ------------ - 53. 00 5. 32 4.54 4. 58 -.04 October ____ --------------- 55.25 
April_-------------------- 52. 18 5.23 4.45 4.60 -.15 November __ --------------- 55. 50 
May_--------------------- 52.16 5.24 4.46 4. 58 -.12 December_---------------- 55.50 
June _____________ ----- ____ 52. 25 5. 24 4.46 4.61 -.15 January 1971_ _____________ 54.00 
July _______ ---- -- ------ --- 52. 25 5.24 4.46 4.60 -.14 

1 The gross value is based upon a 9.45 lb. yield for cheese and further adjustments for whey 
and whey cream. The "Can afford to pay price" is computed by deducting a 78 cents make cost 
from the gross value. (See example.) 

Example: 100 lbs. 3.5 percent milk: 

Yield (pounds) 
X price 

(dollars) 
Gross value 

(dollars) 

Cheese------------------------------------------ 9. 45X. S43i = ,.138 
Whey cream------------------------------------- • 35X. 7140= • 2500 
Whey solids--------------- - ---------------- -------------- ---- __ - =. 056 ------

Total gross value------------------------------------------- 5. 444 
Minus make cost------------------------------------------------- -. 78 

Left to pay producers--------------------------------------------- 4. 664 
Minnesota-Wisconsin series price----------------------------------- -4. 79 

Difference _____________ ------------------------------______ -. 13 

TABLE 6.-GRADE A MILK PRICES IN 197(}-71 

[In dollars) 

Gross 
value• 

$5.24 
5.30 
5.52 
5. 55 
5. 55 
5.41 

An- Mid-Am. LO'L Super-

Can afford 
to pay-

$4.46 
4. 52 
4. 74 
4. 77 
4. 77 
4.63 

An-Super-
M-W Order 68 pool Percent nounced blend blend M-W Order 68 pool Percent nounced 

series Cl. I premium Cl. I blend (Mpls.) (Mpls.) series Cl. I premium Cl. I blend 

January _________ 4. 67 5.69 o. 30 48 5. 27 5. 01 I 5. 02 August_ _________ 4.61 5.66 .49 44 5.16 
February ________ 4.63 5. 73 .30 42 5.18 4. 93 4.96 September_ ______ 4.66 5. 67 .48 57 5.32 
March ________ --- 4. 58 5. 69 .46 39 5. 08 4. 93 4. 95 October_-------- 4. 77 5. 72 .43 53 5.34 
ApriL _______ --- - 4.60 5.64 • 51 39 5. 08 5. 00 5. 00 November _______ 4.82 5. 83 • 32 52 5.41 

.49 35 5. 03 5. 00 5. 00 December ____ ___ 4.83 5.88 • 27 45 5. 37 

MW 
series 

$4.61 
4.66 
4. 77 
4.82 
4.83 
4.79 

Mid-Am. 
blend 

(Mpls.) 

5. 09 
5.15 
5.20 
5.20 
5. 25 

Gross value 
(in dollars) 

=3.00 
=2.17 
=.08 

5.25 
-.62 

4.63 
-4.83 

-.20 

Difference 
(dollar) 

-.15 
-.14 
-.03 
-.05 
-.05 
-.16 

LO'L 
blend 

(Mpls.) 

5.10 
5.16 
5. 21 
5.21 
5.26 May ____________ 4. 58 5. 66 June ____________ 4. 61 5. 64 • 51 33 5. 03 5. 05 5. 03 January 1971. ___ 4. 79 5.89 • 26 --- ---- ------ -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---July ____________ 4.60 5. 67 .48 39 5. 09 5. 09 5. 08 

1 Price paid at St. Michael, Minn. was $0.06 less from January to September which reflects the location differential. LO'l did not have a Mpls. price until October 1970. 

( 1) Higher price support would increase 
production still further (Our 1971 forecast 
is 118.5 billion. 

(2) Sales of dairy products wlll decline 
even more rapidly. 

(3) When consumers substitute con.sumer 
packages of instant nonfat dry milk for either 
ftuid whole milk or ftuld skim milk the pro-

ducer loses $2.08 per cwt. (In 1970 skim milk 
in the bottle averaged. $3.86 per cwt. while 
skim milk in manufacturing milk averaged 
$1.78 per cwt.--e different of $2.08). Instant 
nonfat consumer package sales increased 14 
percent in 1969 over 1968 sales-strong evi
dence that substitution is taking place, with 
a loss to producers. 

(4) If supports a.re raised to 85 percent of 
parity, the cost to government would increase 
as follows in our opinion: 

Million 

1969 -------------------------------- $284 
1970 -----------------~------------- 400 
1971 -------------------------------- 550 
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5. We may be nearing the point where the 

Bureau of the Budget, Congress, or city con
sumers may force expenditures for dairy 
supports to be reduced as occurred in the 
early 1960's. 

6. Dairy farmers in the midwest are rela
tively better off currently than the livestock 
or grain farmer. He needs more money, but 
we should get it for him by adopting new 
dairy policies that will allow his income to 
keep pace with the rest of the economy with
out seriously disrupting market sales of dairy 
products. 

7. The argument used last year and again 
this year ls that the Secretary can establish 
support price at the current market level and 
not increase cost to the government or the 
consumer. This is not true because both the 
price level and government costs increased 
last year and would increase again this year. 

8. We are deeply concerned with the 
present apparent price manipulation which 
obviously ls being done to influence the M-W 
price series, currently, in the hopes that this 
will in turn influence the price support level. 
Refer to the following exhibit material which 
was given to the Secretary of Agriculture last 
week. 

9. Rumors persist that a "deal" has been 
made that price support would be estab
lished at the level of M-W series price exist
ing in March. 

If a "deal" has in fact been made evidence 
of manipulation should cancel it. 

CHEESE EXCHANGE ACTIVITIES 
1. The cheese market has shown greater 

strength than butter or powder with the 
result that the price is above support levels 
more than is butter, especially during the 
Fall and Winter months. 

2. Section 709 purchases added strength 
to the cheese market in October-January 
period of 1969-1970. 

3. During the ipast two winters cheese op
erations have purchased substantial quanti
ties of milk from butter-powder operations 
and produced to capacity. Three things hap
pened in January and early February of 1971. 

(a) On January 15 the price of forty-pound 
blocks and barrels dropped two cents. 

(b) Large merchandisers of cheese cut off 
unneeded sources of supplies in late January 
wnd tr81DSfers of milk ·f.rom butter-powdel" 
plants tapered off. 

( c) Borden sold forty cars of processed 
American five-pound loaf to the government 
the week of February 5 for delivery before 
March 31, 1971. 

These three actions indicate supplies of 
cheese a.re plentiful and price declines to 
price support level were anticipated by the 
trade. 

4. Cheese exchange activities beginning 
February 5, 1971 have not been normal. 

(a) AMP! purchased five cars of forty
pound blocks on February 5, 1971-market 
was up % cent. One of these cars was previ
ously sold by AMP! to the dealer who sold 
it back to AMP! at the higher price on the 
exchange. 

(b) This exchange activity was publicized 
in the Wisconsin State Journal. 

(c) AMP! purchased six cars of forty
pound blocks on February 12, 1971-market 
rose% cent. 

(d} AMP! purchased six cars of forty
pound blocks on February 19, 1971-market 
closed 1% cents higher. 

(e) At the same time AMP! has been 
buying on the Exchange, they have contin
ued to sell cheese to various cheese concerns. 

{f} On February 19, 1971 Central pur
chased ten cars of barrels-market rose ~ 
cent. The government had accepted bids for 
five-pound loaf American processed cheese at 
Y:z cent higher level on February 15. 

(g) The spread between barrels and forty
pound blocks has been 2¥2 cents for several 
months-now it ls 4Y:! cents. 

TABLE 7.-BLOCK CHEESE PRICES AT WISCONSIN CHEESE 
EXCHANGE, 1969-71 

(In cents) 

Average prices for 40 lb. blocks 

Month 

January ____________ _____ _ _ 
February ______ ___________ _ 
March ______ --------- - -- -- -
April_ __ -- ----- ----- -- -- ---

May ___ _ --- _______ --- -- ---
June _____ __________ __ -- ---
July ________ ------------ -- -
August_ __ ------------ -- __ _ 
September ______________ -- _ 
October _______ __ _____ _ ---- -
November ____________ ----_ 
December ___________ -------

11969 

47. 35 
47.38 
48. 94 
49. 88 

(49. 5) 
50. 30 
50. 75 
50. 50 
50. 50 
51. 56 
52. 75 
53.50 
54.13 

I 1970 1971 

54.9 54.0 
53. l (2) 

53. 0 --------- -
52. 2 (3) 

(53. 5) 
52. 2 ----------
52. 2 ----- -----
52. 2 ----------
52. 2 ----------
52. 8 --- -- -- -- -
55. 2 ----------
55. 5 ----------
55. 5 ----------

1 Wisconsin Cheese Exchange prices plus 1Y2 cents assembly 

ch:~~·ual Wisconsin Cheese Exchange prices, i.e., no assembly 
charge. 52% cents, Feb. 5; 53 cents, Feb.12; 54)12 cents, Feb. 19, 
553~ cents, Feb. 26. 

i Support price announcements plus 1Y2 cents assembly 
charge. 

SUMMARY 
1. Why this apparent manipulation of 

prices at this time? 
(a) To raise the Minnesota-Wisconsin se

ries price which automatically raises the 
Class I price. For example: under the con
tract just negotiated in Chicago, if the Min
nesota-Wisconsin series reaches $4.92 for 
February the super pool price goes up 15 
cents, raising the Class I price to handlers 
from $6.39 to $6.54. 

(b) AMP! expects the dairy support price 
to be announced at the level of the Minne
sota-Wisconsin series established in March. 

We do not believe the market situation 
justifies a price support increase at this 
time. 

(a) A year ago, when you set supports, we 
felt you were sold a bill of goods based on 
maintaining the existing price level and the 
argument it wouldn't cost the government 
any more. This proved to be erroneous as we 
understand costs wil: be up from $284 mil
lion to a.bout $400 million. 

(b) Milk production increased 1.1 blllion 
pounds in 1970. Most of this was in fluid 
milk oriented states and by Grade A pro
ducers. 

(c) The government bought the increased 
production as per capita consumption based 
on commercial sale;; (on a whole milk equiv
alent basis) continued to decline. Undoubt
edly, commercial dairy sales were helped 
some through the expansion of the use of 
food stamps 

( d) Reports in the Midwest are fairly gen
eral that the dairy farmer fa.red relatively 
well in 1970 compared to other farmers. 

( e) Are we justified in further jeopardiz
ing dairy product sales and, particularly, the 
projected loss in commercial sales of nonfat 
dry milk that maintaining 85 percent of 
parity would cause? 

[From the Appleton Post-Crescent, Jan. 28, 
1971) 

HIGH DAIRY PRICES COULD HURT FARMERS 
WITTENBERG.-Higher federal prices for 

dairy products could hurt farmers, accord
ing to Neil McBeath, general manager of 
Consolidated Badger Cooperative, Shawano. 

Consumer backlash could cause changes in 
federal price support programs hurting farm
ers next year if producers successfully press 
for an increase in parity prices, he said here 
at a Mid-Winter Delegate meeting. 

At the present time milk price supports 
are $4.66 per hundredweight. At 90 per cent 
of parity, which is the legal limit, milk 
would bring an estimated $5.25, said Mc
Beath. Parity prices are esta.bilshed by a 

formula based on prices received by farm
ers from 1910 to 1914. The 1971 prices must 
be announced by April 1. 

"We can see a violent reaction from the 
Administration a year from now (if prices 
rise) , " he said. Such a reaction could re
sult in drastic revisions of parity pricing. 

PRICED OFF MARKET 

Some dairy products could virtually be 
priced out of the market. Skim milk powder 
manufactured from surplus milk now is mar
keted at 27.2 cents per pound and has sus
tained serious losses in domestic markets. 
At maxi.mum levels skim milk powder would 
hit a 33 cent rate. "There would be practical
ly only one buyer and that would be CCC 
(Commodity Credit Corporation)," he said. 

McBeath also warned dairymen against 
anticipating large gains in milk checks from 
a 50-cent per hundredweight super-pool 
price announced recently for Class I (bot
tling) milk sold by Central Milk Producers 
Cooperative in Chicago. 

WITHHOLD Mll.K 

Administrative costs and promotion efforts 
will eat much of the premium, he explained. 

Consolidated Badger Cooperative is one of 
16 members of the organization which mar
kets a majority of the Class I milk sold in 
Chicago. The 50-cent hike in price would be 
effective Feb. 15. 

[From the Journal of Commerce, Mar. 9, 
1971) 

U.S. DAIRY SURPLUSES SEEN RISING 
WASHINGTON, March 8.-Dairy surpluses 

which rose by 29 per cent last year will in
crease again in 1971, Agriculture Department 
economists predict. 

The forecast came in a summary of a forth
coming "Dairy Situation" report prepared by 
the department's economic research service. 

The report noted that government pur
chases of surplus dairy products under price 
support and other programs in 1970 reached 
the equivalent of 5.8 blllion pounds of milk, 
up 29 per cent from the 4.5 billion pounds 
removed from the commercial market in 
1969. 

Removals in 1971 "likely will exceed" the 
1970 total, the summary released here noted. 

"MODEST INCREASE" 
The report also predicted that total milk 

production in 1971 would probably show a 
"modest" increase from last year's total of 
117 .4 billion pounds. Economists said that 
if government dairy price supports are left 
at current rates, farm-level milk prices will 
continue above 1970 averages. But the gain 
will be smaller than both last year's 3.5 per 
cent rise and the 3 per cent gain posted in 
the first quarter of 1971, the report said. 

Gross income for dairy farmers may rise 
some $200 million to $6.7 billlon this year, 
but rising costs wm limit gains in net in
come, the report added. 

Economists noted that domestic per ca.pi
ta milk consumption last year fell to 561 
pounds from 568 in 1969. But they said the 
expanded food stamp program and more 
aggressive industry promotion could 
strengthen sales and slow the potential 1 or 
2 per cent decline in per capita consumption 
this year. In spite of last year's drop in per 
capita sales, total commercial milk sales rose 
last year because of population gains, the re
port added. 

GAO DISCLOSURE POLICY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from California (Mr. GUBSER) is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, on March 
15, 1971, I made a special effort to focus 
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attention upon the policy under which 
GAO operates with respect to public dis
closure of its reports. On that day I raised 
the question as to whether this policy 
serves to make GAO a personal publicity 
agency for individual Members of Con
gress. In this connection, I made ref er
ence to the fact that when I asked GAO 
to provide me a report on independent 
research and development, which was to 
be provided to a Member of the other 
body, I was told I would have to go and 
get the permission of the Senator. 

Next thing I knew, the report was dis
cussed in the Washington papers, and I 
still had no copy. As you may recall, the 
subject of I.R. & D. has been a special 
interest to me over the last 2 years and 
has been of interest to Congress in gen
eral because of related legislation passed 
on this subject. The House and Senate 
Armed Services Committees studied it, 
the GAO studied it, DOD studied it, and 
NASA studied it. After all of this study
ing, we passed legislation which was con
sidered an appropriate solution to certain 
weaknesses in the system. 

But, on March 15, 1971, the press in
formed me, as it did others, that "the 
Pentagon is opposed to efforts within 
Congress to provide visibility and ac
countability for this program," and the 
evidence was found in the GAO report 
that I could not have. Frankly, this 
stunned me because I had been closely 
following the progress of the implemen
tation of the recent legislation and had 
no indication whatever that such opposi
tion existed. 

After the press release had been pub
lished that morning, a GAO representa
tive delivered a report to my office. Upon 
a cursory examination of the report, I 
found that the reference to the alleged 
"cover up" had no foundation. All DOD 
was say1ng was, "let us get the facts be
fore a report is made to anyone." And 
the critique on Pentagon advice on page 
6662 then proceeds to recommend the 
very action suggested by the Pentagon. 
It asks the General Accounting Office to 
make a new study of I.R. & D. Thus we 
have the anomaly of criticising advice as 
a "cover up" and in the next sentence 
recommending that the advice be fol
lowed. 
. I am glad to see that after my expres

sion of concern on Monday, that on Tues
day on page 6662, the full GAO report 
was inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD. Everyone can now determine for 
himself just what the report stated It 
is interesting to note that the Comp
troller General did not comment on any 
effort to cover up information and fur
thermore, he suggested that no further 
legislative controls be imposed. This lat
~er suggestion was not mentioned at all 
in the paper. Extravagance and boon
doggling were the theme of this press re
lease. 

Despite all of our efforts over the past 
2 years, the many pages of testimony and 
evidence received in hearings, the ex
tensive reviews by GAO, and others, a 
Member of the other body wants yet an
other study of I.R. & D. The justification 

appears to be malignant neglect, the at
tempt of the Pentagon to suppress, and 
serious abuses. 

I would like to recount just a few facts 
concerning I.R. & D. and the results of 
the studies readily available to all. These 
facts will point up the absurdity of mak
ing still another study to file with those 
already completed. 

The General Accounting Office per
formed a 2-year study which involved 
a review at 10 Government agencies and 
nine plant locations of seven major con
tractors. Certain weaknesses were noted 
during this study which needed atten
tion and the House subcommittee duly 
noted these and recommended remedies. 
The weaknesses were not significant 
enough to warrant scrapping the present 
system of management and starting over. 
Nor, in the opinion of those examining 
the facts, was stringent legislation, such 
as the line item approach, a practical 
solution. 

With respect to the GAO reports dated 
February 16, 1970, and March 8, 1971, 
I wish to point out that the GAO com
ments on the results of its studies draw 
no conclusions of "malignant neglect, 
coverup, or serious abuses." Further
more, none of the evidence accumulated 
by our subcommittee established such 
cases. Why, then, is there a call for an
other study using the same old tired and 
unsubstantiated allegations as the 
reason? 

Mr. Speaker, I suggest that we re
examine the use of GAO's services by 
individual Members. I cannot but feel 
that this circumstance I bring before you 
represents a personal hoarding of con
gressional services to the exclusion of 
other Members. GAO was established to 
serve all of the membership. Moreover, 
when any member publicly charges ne
glect, coverup, and abuse, particularly 
after the subject matter has been studied 
almost to death, I believe the Member 
has the obligation to provide some sem
blance of evidence backing up that 
charge. If there are details on abuses 
and neglects in the I.R. & D. manage
ment, these details ought to be forwarded 
as a requisite to the initiation of any 
further GAO study and the results should 
be a matter of record provided to each 
Member at the same time-not after they 
have read it in the press. 

ASSURING FOOD SAFETY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New Jersey <Mr. MINISH) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, I have co
sponsored a measure providing that 
packaged perishable foods be taken off 
the market when they are no longer 
fresh. 

This legislation would include within 
its jurisdiction such foods as meat, poul
try, fish, dairy products, eggs, fruit, vege-
tables, bread, and other foods. Such a 
measure is necessary to in.sure that food 
that was initially pronounced safe and 
healthful for public consumption does 

not become unsafe with the passage of 
time. 

The bill is intended to dovetail with 
legislation that I introduced earlier in 
the session to prevent inadequately 
tested ~ood additives from being used in 
foods. 

Food additives, which are substances 
added to foods for a variety of reasons 
such as taste, preservation, and color, 
are generally regulated under Federal 
law. However, a specific group of food 
additives is specifically exempted from 
such control; these are known and gener
ally recognized as safe food substances. 
I have long questioned the soundness of 
a list that would permit food additives to 
be widely sold and used without conclu
sive proof of their safety. Many food sub
stances on the so-called GRAS list have 
never been proven safe; moreover, stand
ards for their usage in safe quantity 
have never been established. 

There are an estimated 680 substances 
accepted by the Food and Drug Admin
istration as generally safe, although 
many have never been adequately tested. 
Cyclamates were on the list until their 
recall from the market. 

In October 1969 I contacted then HEW 
Secretary Robert Finch requesting a ban 
on the sale of cyclamates until further 
testing had proved them safe and free 
from cancer-producing agents. Cycla
mates at that time were on the GRAS 
list and were to be found in a multitude 
of foods, including children's vitamins. 
Shortly thereafter, the HEW Secretary 
did indeed act to restrict the sale of 
cyclamates. This action was possible be
cause there was a question of carcino
genic of cancer-produdng agents in cy
clamates. Had ithere been a question of 
genetic damage, or blood deterioration or 
liver destruction or a host of other pos
sible organic damage from repeated us
age of a food substance, the Food and 
Drug Administration would not have 
been able to act so rapidly. Only in cases 
where a substance is suspected of con
taining cancer-producing agents can it 
be swiftly taken off the market. In other 
circumstances, the FDA would merely 
have set an "interim tolerance level," 
with no change in status for the food 
additive in question until it has been 
evaluated. And the public would continue 
to ingest it in food. 

There is another disturbing aspect of 
underregulated food substances. Take 
monosodium glutamate--MSG-for ex
ample, which had been used in baby foods 
although tests conclusively demonstrated 
that it whetted only the appetite of the 
mother. In 1969 I also communicated 
with the HEW Secretary concerning the 
inclusion of MSG in baby foods, since 
that particular food substance had 
caused some disturbing effects on labora
tory animals in their infancy. That mat
ter was never fully settled. The manu
facturers agreed to discontinue the usage 
of MSG in baby foods before the FDA 
formally investigated the matter. Mono
sodium glutamate is still an acceptable 
food substance on the GRAS list. Al
though it was voluntarily removed by the 
food industry from baby foods, it is 
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nonetheless contained in other foods 
available to young children. 

After considering the matter, I pre
pared and introduced legislation in No
vember of 1969 to review food additives 
on the GRAS list. A little over a month 
after that, the Food Safety Committee 
of the White House Conference on Food, 
Nutrition, and Health decided that food 
additives presently unregulated by the 
FDA be reviewed. I, thereupon, wrote 
to the President, asking that these rec
ommendations be implemented. In April 
of last year, the Food and Drug Admin
istration notified me that it was working 
to establish a priority for GRAS list sub
stances review. This review may be com
pleted by the end of 1971. 

While I am gratified that GRAS list 
substances will be reviewed, I am still dis
satisfied. Although the FDA plans to re
view all available evidence about the 
GRAS substances in order to conclude 
that there is no risk of harm, the Center 
for Responsive Law has pointed out that 
this would place reliance solely on evi
dence already available to the FDA
and in some cases would rely on lack 
of evidence. 

This is an unsound basis for insuring 
food safety. 

Therefore, in spite of the ongoing FDA 
review of GRAS list substances, I have 
this session of Congress sponsored legis
lation to provide that extensive evidence 
concerning the safety of any food sub
stance must be furnished by the food 
industry before the FDA can permit its 
inclusion in foods. If the evidence is in
conclusive or inadequate, the substance 
in question could not be added to food. 

This measure, in concert with the bill 
I have recently introduced prohibiting 
the sale of stale or spoiled food, would 
go far to improve food safety. 

I am committed to the principle that 
foods must be proven safe before they 
can be made available to the public. 
Moreover, even though they may be 
harmless when they initially go on sale, 
there must be adequate follow-up to 
insure they are safe at the time of sale. 

We cannot assume foods are safe. We 
must assure it. 

DEMOCRATS TO PUSH BANK PLAN 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Texas (Mr. PATMAN) is recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, we are well 
aware of the drastic need of our commu
nities for help to build vitally needed fa
cilities. I conducted studies at the Joint 
Economic Committee a few years ago 
which showed a tremendous unmet need 
in the communities of the United States 
for funds to build schools, hospitals, and 
other necessary facilities. I have urged, as 
you know, a federally supported credit 
institution which would provide financial 
support to meet the high priority borrow
ing needs of our communities, as well as 
for our low-cost housing and other basic 
needs that are not now well served by 
our private banking system. Mr. Speaker, 

the proposal for a National Development 
Bank, introduced by Senator SPARKMAN 
in the Senate, S. 350, and my bill, H.R. 
3550, would meet these needs. It is the 
Sparkman-Patman bill. 

It would assure an adequate source of 
loan funds at reasonable interest rates 
to State and municipal governments; 
small- and medium-size commercial and 
industrial entities, and public agencies 
and private nonprofit groups, for the 
construction of low- and moderate
income family housing projects. 

In view of the great urgency of this 
need, I was delighted to see that the 
House Democratic leaders, spearheaded 
by our great Speaker of the House, CARL 
ALBERT, intend to push legislation to 
make low-interest Federal loans to cities 
and States as an alternative to President 
Nixon's revenue-sharing proposals. 

According to an article by Mr. Thomas 
J. Foley in the Los Angeles Times under 
date of Monday, March 15, our distin
guished majority leader, the Honorable 
HALE BOGGS, of Louisiana, has made the 
point that an urban bank is one of the 
institutions being devised by congres
sional Democrats to answer the Presi
dent's legislative proposal. 

Mr. BOGGS has been a colleague of 
mine for many years on the Joint Eco
nomic Committee and we have been 
deeply concerned with this problem for 
some time. I know that his advocacy is 
going to provide a tremendous asset in 
getting this measure through the Con
gress and into actual operation. I can 
think of no more crucial requirement at 
the present time. 

I want to take this opportunity to com
mend our Speaker and our majority lead
er for the strong leadership that they are 
providing, particularly in trying to get 
our economy back on the track toward 
full employment and prosperity. They 
have been consistent and constructive 
critics of the administration for the many 
deficiencies in their economic program 
and they have been articulate proponents 
of measures that will move this country 
back to the high production that we 
should have. 

URBAN BANK PLAN To BE PuSHED BY 

DEMOCRATS 
(By Thomas J. Foley) 

WASHINGTON.-House Democratic leaders 
will push legislation to make low-interest 
federal loans to cities and states as an alter
native to President Nixon's revenue-sharing 
proposals. 

According to House Majority Leader Hale 
Boggs (D-La.), the idea of setting up an ur
ban bank ls one of several being devised by 
congressional Democrats to answer the Presi
dent's major legislative proposal. 

The President's revenue-sharing proposal 
calls for the federal government to grant 
states and cities $5 blllion beginning Oct. 1 
and more in succeeding years. 

"Whether Mr. Nixon really wants to pass 
revenue sharing is a horse of a different 
color," Boggs told a group of newsmen re
cently." My own feeling is that he thinks 
it's a good political issue." 

LOAN, NOT GIFT 
The urban bank idea is similar to revenue 

sharing but would loan money to states and 
cities rather than give it to them. It was first 

proposed early this month by freshman Rep. 
Herman Badlllo (D-N.Y.) who suggested it 
as a short-term solution to municipalities 
experiencing severe :tlscal problems because 
of declining revenues. 

Badillo proposed $10 billion in interest
free loans for each of the next two fl.sda.l 
years while Congress works on longer-range 
solutions. States and cities could use the 
money any way they Wished but could not 
cut local tax rates. The proposal Includes a 
nondiscrimination provision. The loans 
would be paid back over a 50-year period. 

Badillo said New York state would receive 
$1.068 billion each year under his proposal 
with New York City getting $378,614,000 of 
this. California would get $1,180,439,000 and 
Los Angeles $69,443,000. 

Badillo discussed his proposal several times 
with Ways and Means Committee chairman 
Wilbur D. Mills (D-Ark.) whose opposition 
to revenue sharing has all but buried Mr. 
Nixon's proposal. 

Boggs made clear that while the Demo
cratic leaders supported the loan plan, they 
believed cit ies and states should pay at least 
a nominal interest rate for use of the money. 

Boggs conceded that revenue sharing was 
Mr. Nixon's best political issue against the 
Democrats but said he believed the party 
could develop alternatives to neutralize its 
effect. 

NO MATCHING FUNDS 

Besides the urban loans, these include a 
proposal to eliminate the matching formula 
for federal grant programs and urging Mr. 
Nixon to release $600 million already ap
propriat ed by ·congress for various programs 
but withheld by the Administration. 

Boggs, while saying he believed Mr. Nixon 
had done an "outstanding job" on handling 
foreign affairs, called the President's domestic 
record "a miserable failure." 

He said he didn't believe any President 
could have done any better in getting a 
disengagement in Vietnam. 

OIL COMPANY HOLDINGS OF COAL 
LEASES ON PUBLIC LANDS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Wisconsin CMr. KASTENME!ER) 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, be
cause of my concern regarding the ex
tensive holdings oil companies have and 
are continuing to acquire in the coal and 
uranium industries, I introduced H.R. 
4731 to amend the Clayton Act to make 
it unlawful for any oil company to pur
chase any coal or uranium assets and to 
require the divestiture by oil companies 
of all coal and uranium assets. 

Among the Nation's top 50 coal pro
ducers, 29 are subsidiaries of oil com
panies, accounting for 28 percent of the 
national coal production. The concentra
tion of ownership control over coal sup
plies extends also to nuclear fuel for 
many of the same companies which are 
increasing their influence over coal also 
are extending their control over uranium 
supply and processing. Petroleum corpo
rations account for one-sixth of the na
tional uranium production, hold about 
45 percent of all known uranium reserves 
and make more than half of the new dis
coveries each year. 

I recently obtained some preliminary 
statistics regarding the holders of coal 
leases on our public lands which reveals 



6876 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE March 17, 1971 

the extent to which oil companies, the 
traditional competitors of coal, are tight
ening their grip on the Nation's coal re
serves. Of an initial survey of 479,553.54 
acres of public lands containing proven 
coal reserves, oil companies hold leases 
on 144,973.54 acres or approximately 30 
percent of the total acreage. It could be 
possible that these :figures could be high
er if one could cut through the maze of 
corporate structures to determine 
whether certain lessees were, in fact, 
subsidiaries or street names of :firms with 
oil interests. A table showing the lessee, 
the amount of acres held and the effec
tive date of the lease follows: 

State and lessee Acres Lease date 

MONTANA 

Concho Petroleum Co______ ______ _ 540.86 July 1, 1965 
Kerr McGee Corp ______________ ___ 2, 033. 71 Nov. 1, 1967 

NEW MEXICO 

Consolidation Coal Co. (Continental Oil Co.) _____________________ ---
Do _________________________ _ 

Do_ -- __ ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -
Do _______________ -- -- ---- ---

Gulf Oil Corp ____________________ _ 
Kerr McGee Corp ________________ _ 

Do _________ -------- __ --- ----
North American Resources Corp ___ _ 

Do _______________ -_ -- -__ - -- -
Do _______ -_______ -- - --- -- - - -

Seneca Oil Co ___________________ _ 

UTAH 

Consolidation Coal Co. (Continental 
Oil) ______ ------ ______________ _ 

Do_---- __ --- ----- __ ----- _ ---Do __________________ - -- -- - - -
Do _________________________ _ 
Do _________________________ _ 
Do ___ -- ______ ---- __ ---- ---- -
Do ____ --- ---- ____ ------ -- -- -
Do ___ ---- ________ -- -- _ --- -- _ 
Do ___ -------------- __ ------_ 
Do _____________ ---- __ -- __ -- -

Consolidated Coal Co. et al (Conti-
nental Oil) ____________________ _ 

Do ___________________ -- -- -- -
Heiner Coal Co., c/o Island Creek 

Coal Co. (Occidental Petroleum 
Co.) __________ ---- ____ -- ---- ---

Do _________ ---------- --- - -- -Do _________________ ______ -- _ 
Heiner Coal Co. et al, c/o Island 

Creek Coal Co. (Occidental 
Petroleum Co.) ________________ _ 

Do _____ ---- ________ -------- -
Hiko Bell Mining & Oil Co _________ _ 

Do _________ -- __ -- __ -- ---- -- -
Do_---- __________ ---------- -

WYOMING 

1, 998. 14 
2, 432. 94 
2, 505. 47 
2, 206. 04 

540. 49 
4, 352. 92 
3, 400. 00 
3, 342. 43 
2, 927. 45 
2, 839. 86 
6, 336.12 

2, 540. 64 
2, 537. 69 
2, 542. 84 
2, 560. 00 
2, 560. 00 
2, 557. 36 
2, 560. 00 
2, 554. 88 
2, 560. 00 
2, 560. 00 

720.00 
2, 496. 00 

680. 00 
2, 212. 00 

480. 00 

160. 00 
480. 00 

1, 920. 00 
l, 920. 00 
2, 560. 00 

Atlantic Richfield Co_______________ 5, 844. 31 
Do__________________________ 40. 00 
Do__________________________ 5, 800. 07 

Belco Petroleum Corp_____________ 640. 00 
Do __________________________ 4, 551. 46 

Carter Oil Co_____________________ 5, 251. 44 
Do__________________________ 4, 781. 59 
Do __________________________ 5, 457. 47 

Concho Petroleum Co., et aL____ __ 1, 571.19 
Do__________________________ 195. 32 
Do__________________________ 2, 550. 98 
Do__________________________ 1, 620. 07 
Do__________________________ 756. 01 
Do__________________________ 440. 00 
Do__________________________ 480. 00 
Do__________________________ 360. 00 
Do__________________________ 80. 00 

Kerr McGee Carp _________________ 4, 191. 84 
Do__________________________ 160. 00 
Do__________________________ l, 263. 35 Do__________________ ________ 880. 00 
Do__________________________ 2, 560. 00 
Do __________________________ 2, 200. 00 

Mobil Oil Corp____________________ 4, 000. 00 
Sun Oil Co _______________________ 14, 679. 98 

July 1, 1967 
Do. 
Do. 

Dec. 1, 1964 
Nov. 1, 1964 
Sept. 1, 1969 

Do. 
Sept. 1, 1967 
May 1, 1968 

Do. 
Sept. l, 1967 

May 1,1967 
Do. 
Do. 

Jan. l, 1969 
Sept. 1, 1967 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

May 1, 1967 

July 1, 1970 
Nov. 1, 1962 

Dec. l, 1962 
Sept. 1, 1966 
July 1, 1962 

Mar. 1, 1962 
Do. 

Nov. l, 1965 
Mar. 1, 1965 
Dec. 1, 1965 

Dec. 1, 1966 
Do. 

Nov. 1, 1967 
Jan. l, 1971 
Jan. 1, 1970 
Dec. 1, 1967 

Do. 
Do. 

Mar. 1, 1965 
Do. 

June 1, 1963 
Sept 1, 1963 
Mar. l, 1965 
Dec. 1, 1964 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Sept. l, 1970 
Do. 

Jan. 1, 1970 
July 5, 1965 
Oct. 1, 1965 

Do. 
Feb. 1,1971 
July 1,1968 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-

man from Illinois <Mr. METCALFE) is rec
ognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, yester
day on rollcall No. 20, on the confer
ence report on H.R. 4690, public debt 
limit-social security benefits, I was in 
New York City attending funeral serv
ices for the late Whitney Young, execu
tive director of the National Urban 
League. 

In making plans to attend this great 
leader's funeral, it was my understand
ing there would be no record votes in the 
House yesterday. Therefore, I would ask, 
Mr. Speaker, that the record show that 
had I been present I would have voted 
"yea." 

THE LOSS OF WHITNEY YOUNG 
(Mrs. GREEN of Oregon asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker 
I join with thousands in mourning the 
loss of Whitney Young. 

His death leaves a void which is 
uniquely felt because his was a unique 
voice against an often times confused, 
cacaphonous and occasionally stridently 
angry background of voices exploiting 
the appeal of ruthless militancy. Had he 
chosen merely to play to the gallery 
there is no doubt, given his matchless 
talent, he might have achieved the quick 
notoriety of many another comet which 
has flashed its brief moment against the 
sky, all too soon to be as quickly extin
guished. He chose, to the good fortune of 
us all, the harder path to enduring fame 
in the pantbeon of great civil rights 
leaders. 

It is as if he had heard "the sound of a 
different drummer" or the injunction of 
Goethe's Faust to "win your effects by 
honest means; eschew the cap and bells 
of the fool." 

His reasoned arguments were no less 
effective for their quietly impassioned 
and eloquent tone. His dedication to the 
great cause of equal rights for all were 
no less effective for his stoical and heroic 
forbearance. Whatever vindictiveness he 
harbored was directed at his lifelong 
enemy-injustice. 

A more fitting eulogy could not be 
found than his own words, spoken in 
testimony before the Education and La
bor Committee in the early sixties. I was 
moved by his eloquence then, and moved 
all the more now in recalling them at 
this moment as we observe his tragic loss 
to the Nation: 

We will either provide money for rehabili
tation and prevention or we will auto
matically spend more money on welfare and 
for crime .... 

"Now I think Negro citizens, in the face of 
the years of provocation; in the face of the 
historic abuse, have shown an amazing 
restraint and an amazing loyalty. I give you 
only last year as an example. Last year you 
saw the March on Washington (1963) with 
its quiet dignity and its fervent pleading. 
Last year you saw Negro parents, Negro 
ci.tizens, after children were bombed in a 
Sunday School, remain calm and cool and 
continue to pray; last year you saw in Jack-

son, Mississippi, Negro people in a church 
after their leader had been slain; and after 
the widow of their slain leader addressed a 
meeting, a woman who had every right to 
hate, stood there and said, "You must not 
hate, you must love." And we saw thousands 
of people in that audience who had every 
reason to be incensed, stand up and sing 
spontaneously without anybody announcing 
it, "My Country 'Tis of Thee, sweet Land of 
Liberty." Now I don't know what more simple 
element of testimony of faith in a system 
you need on the part of the people who have 
so little reason to ha.ve this kind of faith, 
who have all the provocation, the abuse, the 
murders, the years of want, poor housing and 
rats biting their children. 

"They have said to America, I believe in 
you. It seems to me it ls time for America 
through its elected representatives here in 
Washington, to say to the Negro citizen, "We, 
too, believe in you." 

"We must have a coalition of private and 
public agencies working together. Finally, let 
me say that what we are really trying to do 
here is to ask you to work and provide hope 
for Negro parents who themselves have no 
real illusion that they can change overnight 
from functional illiterates to skilled tech
nicians, but who desperately are looking for 
the kind of action that says this will not be 
the destiny of their children." 

Those 1964 words are meaningful to
day, also. They serve as a :fitting epitaph 
for a cowiageous and compassionate man 
of rare visiion and patience, challenging 
us to rise above the commonness of 
everyday human struggle and strife and 
to examine anew t1Jhe passibiliities latent 
in the human heart and consciousness. 

CONGRESSMAN SEYMOUR HAL
PERN'S TRIBUTE TO WHITNEY 
YOUNG 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York (Mr. HALPERN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

:i\1:r. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, today, a 
great American is being laid to rest. May 
he rest in peace. 

The tragic loss of Whitney Young will 
be deeply felt cy us all. 

In a time when frustrated young peo
ple, many angry, disillusioned, and 
spurred by preachers of volume, could 
have turned this Nation's racial conflict 
into a bloodbath, it was the natural role 
of this great statesman to temper these 
conflicts with reason and to govern their 
solutions with pragmatism. 

Whitney Young's masterful ability to 
view the intrinsic nature of these prob
lems and put them in proper per
spective made him an invaluable adviser 
to three Presidents and a great asset 
to seven presidential commissions. He 
believed with all his heart that the only 
just solution to our black-white conflicts 
could be reached when all segments of 
our society worked together for the com
mon good of rall. His stand, at a time 
when others were calling for separatism 
and more radical solutions, singles out 
Whitney Young as the arbiter and pro
ponent of moderation. 

But although he was moderate of 
speech and temperament, Whitney Young 
had a burning fire in his heartr-a fire 
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that often reflected in his eyes-to reach 
the goals of justice for all America, in
deed, the world. As a most accomplished 
diplomat for race relations, he came to 
the leaders of our country and sought 
justice for the deprived of all races and 
ethnic origins. He was an accomplished 
bargainer, who persuaded some of the 
most powerful legislators and public 
leaders of this century to listen. As a 
vital force in the movement for equality, 
Whitney Young's sudden departure from 
the scene leaves a void that will never 
be filled. 

One national newsmagazine has ap
propriately called Mr. Young, "an ef
fective voice of the voiceless and an ef
fective hope of the hopeless." On this 
day of his burial, I would call on all 
people, in all walks of life, to look upon 
the enormous effect and tremendous im
pact this one man has had upon our 
Nation. 

Whitney Young once stated: 
Your monuments will be people helped in 

moments of distress, people given hope when 
they had every reason to feel dispa..ir. 

If so, few men have more and greater 
monuments than he. Let us dedicate 
ourseves to the goals espoused by this 
great American. On this day when the 
Nation that owes him so much reclaims 
him, let us complete the monuments he 
sought to build. This is the only mean
ingful and lasting testimonial to a man 
who stood for the highest ideals of man
kind. 

I am sure that I reflect the feelings of 
countless Americans when I express my 
deepest sorrow to Mrs. Young and the 
family, separated so so sadly, so un
timely from their husband and father. 

LONGVIEW CREDIT UNIONS SHOW 
SA VIN GS INCREASE OF 800 PER
CENT IN PAST 10 YEARS 
CMr. PATMAN asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the Feb
ruary 7 edition of the Longview Morning 
Journal', one of the outstanding papers 
in the country, reports a banner year for 
the six major credit unions in Longview 
which include areas represented by me 
in the First Congressional District. The 
paper reports that the six credit unions 
have not only made substantial gains in 
1970 over 1969, but in the past 10 years 
have increased their loans more than 400 
percent and their savings almost 800 
percent. 

These are indeed impressive figures 
and they show why more than 22 mil
lion Americans are members of credit 
unions, with more joining every day and 
new credit nnions opening at a near rec
ord rate. In a.n area of record interest 
rates for borrowers, credit unions still 
charge 1 percent or a fraction of 1 
percent a month on the declining bal
ance, with many credit unions charging 
less than that figure and which average 
out about 6~ percent a year. 

There are credit unions in every con
gressional district in this country, and I 
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think Members would profit greatly from 
finding out how well the credit Wlions 
in their districts are doing, not only in 
providing low cost loans for their mem
bers, but also in providing a safe and 
profitable plaice to save money. 

I am including in my remarks the ar
ticle in the Longview Morning Journal. 

CREDIT UNIONS BOOMING HERE 

Loans and savings in Longview's six major 
credit unions maAie substantial leaps from 
1969 to 1970, while in the past 10 years loans 
have increased more than 400 per cent, and 
savings almost 800 per cent. 

All but one of Longview's credit unions 
showed increases in both loans and savings 
in the past year as compared to 1969 figures. 
One credit union showed a slight decrease 
in the amount of money loaned in 1970 from 
1969 loans, but reported substantial savings 
increases. 

Credit unions operating in the city in
clude East Texas Teachers Credit Union, 1516 
Judson Road, East Texas Telco Credit Union, 
501 N. Green Street, Humble Credit Union, 
South 16th Street, Sweetex Credit Union, 
606 E. Methvin Street, TP Longview Federal 
Credit Union, 606 E. Methvin Street, and 
Teachers Alliance Federal Credit Union, 1014 
Young Street. 

Loan in the six credit unions collectively 
increased some $6,890,260, from $2,827,808 to 
$9,718,068, from 1960 to 1970, while increas
ing some $785,783, or from $8,932,285 to 
$9,718,068, over 1969. 

Savings (on record as of December 31 each 
year) increased $7,077,353, or from $1,843,652 
to $7,077,353, from 1969 to 1970, and some 
$1,431,712, or from $7,489,293 to $8,921,006, 
from 1969 to 1970. 

CALIFORNIA CREDIT UNION SEEKS 
TO HELP POOR CREDIT RISKS 

(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, when a 
financial institution goes after someone 
who is overburdened with a long list of 
debts. his home is in foreclosure, his car 
is being repossessed, a garnishment is 
pending, and he is on the verge of bank
ruptcy, it is usually to try to collect 
money owed the financial institution. 

But that is not the case with the 
Hughes Aircraft Employees Federal 
Credit Union. The Los Angeles credit 
nnion instituted a family money man
agement service in 1968 to help people 
who desperately needed another finan
cial chance. The credit union has taken 
the worst possible financial risks and 
turned them into financially sonnd citi
zens. In the past 3 years, the pro
gram, operated by Gil Richards, has 
worked with more than 500 persons, 
lending nearly $1 million. Since that 
time, nearly one-fourth of the money 
has been repaid and there has been only 
one writeo:ff for $762.45. In addition, 
these credit nnion members who were 
once on the brink of financial disaster 
have built up savings of more than 
$87,000. 

Mr. Speaker, I have said on many oc
casions that next to the church credit 
unions do more good than any other in
stitution. Certainly the efforts o! the 

Hughes Aircraft Employees Credit Un
ion back up my statement. 

I am including in my remarks an arti
cle about the family money management 
service of the Hughes Aircraft Federal 
Credit Union in the March issue of the 
credit union's magazine. It shows that 
those who are down and out should never 
really consider the door as being closed 
if there is a credit union that they can 
look to. 

ONE LAST CHANCE 

HUGHES CREDIT UNION HAS A PROGRAM TO HELP 
THE "HOPELESS" PULL THEMSELVES TOGETHER 

There isn't a member that Hughes Air
craft Employees Federal Credit Union can't 
help-if he's really sincere about solving 
his problems. 

This may sound extreme, but the Los 
Angeles-based credit union has committed 
four full-time staff members-two loan coun
selors and two clerical assistants-to work 
with the type of members credit commit
tees turn down. 

The loan counselor's priinary reason for 
existence is to help members in deep fin
anical trouble build a solid financial base. 
And this isn't easy when someone owes a 
dozen or more different creditors, has fallen 
behind on his house and car payments, is 
on the verge of divorce-and who knows what 
else. 

But in the past three years Gil Richards 
has worked with more than 500 persons who 
had these problems and more. Under his 
guidance nearly $1 Inlllion has been lent to 
them, with more than a fourth of it repaid 
and only one write-off-that for $762.45. 

The Fainlly Money Management Service 
(FMMS) began operating in February, 1968, 
but it was in the making long before that. 
Once the board had decided to commit the 
credit union to this type of counseling pro
gram, it laid the groundwork very carefully. 

When Gil Richards was finally selected to 
head the service, he spent eight months get
ting acquainted with the credit union's 
branch operation and working out details of 
the program before the first member was 
interviewed. It was important that he gain 
the confidence of the branch managers be
cause, as Richards asks, "Would a branch 
manager tell a member to take off from work 
and drive 70 Inlles to the main office if he 
didn't think I could help him?" 

The time spent in setting up FMMS was 
evidently well spent. As a result, the credit 
union has had to make no major revisions 
in the program. The biggest changes have 
been to keep up with its growth. 

The board originally set a $250,000 limit 
for Richards' consolidation loans. "We hit 
that right away,'' general manager R. N. 
Pacheco said. "The board raised it to half 
a Inlllion. Now we're up to $750,000, and we're 
going to have to raise it again." 

Nearly $700,000 is out on loan to almost 
300 members ( 1 per cent of the credit union's 
total membership) with less than a half 
dozen delinquencies. At 1 per cent a month, 
these loans produce a fair amount of income 
and the program is certainly designed to 
minimize loss. 

Each consolidation loan is fully secured by 
co-maker or collateral. Payments on debts 
being pro-rated to other creditors are made 
only from the member's share account. No 
checks are sent out unless there are suffi
cient funds in shares and the credit union 
has the member's bills. 

Because losses are so low-lower than the 
credit union's other loans-the program is 
paying its own way and opearting in the 
black. 

Average maturity of these FMMS loans is 
37 months. The 293 borrowers also have built 
up $87,753 in shares. Thirty-eight of these 
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loans a.re with members no longer employed 
by Hughes, "but these are paying like clock
work,'' said assistant manager John Sieberg. 

The income from these loans is certainly 
a small part of a credit union with $46 mil
lion in assets, but the program is helping 
the credit union's over-all operation in a 
number of tangible and not so tangible ways. 

"You'd be surprised in how many of these 
cases we would have had to sustain a loss 
if it weren't for Gil's program,'' Pacheco ex
plained. "It has helped us with our delin
quency, and he's taken over some of the 
loans that might have gone to our collection 
department." 

FMMS has also made the lot of the credit 
committee easier, reports Sieberg, who serves 
as its chairman. "We were concerned about 
whether the prorgam would be su~cessful 
because its success depends on having some
one managing the accounts who's firm in 
his decision making. Gil makes decisions and 
stands on them." 

Now, when the credit committee turns 
down a loan because of a member's adverse 
financial conuition, it knows there is still an 
avenue of help open to him. 

The branch managers are also sold on the 
program. 

"There's a big enough load in this branch 
omce just serving the members with good 
credit ratings,'' said Charles H. Scott, who 
heads the crecM.t union's Culver City office. 
"We don't have the time to sit down and 
counsel in depth-and it does take time." 

More than 8,000 members are served from 
Scott's office, with anywhere from 100 to 150 
loan applications a week. About one a week 
is turned over to Richards. 

"This takes quite a burden o1f the branch 
so we can serve the other members," Scott 
explained, referring to the Initial work and 
continual follow up Involved in helping the 
over-extended debtor. 

Naturally, the credit union continues to 
stress prevention outside FMMS, both 
through branch omce staff and programs of 
the education department. 

The credit union has always been looked 
upon with favor by Hughes Aircraft Co. man
agement, but now more than ever. 

The company's industrial relations man
agers and employee counselors pass out the 
FMMS pamphlets. In other instances, com
pany personnel have sent employees to Rich
ards for advice and help. And Richards him
self ls called upon regularly for Information 
and assistance by the company's Equal Op
portunity Section and on-the-job training 
program for hardcore unemployed. 

"This program has enhanced t.he image of 
the credit union more than anything we've 
done In many, many years," Pacheco said. 

But even more important, "We have re
turned to financial-and in many cases so
cial-responsib111ty 477 people, virtually all 
of whom were condemned to financial ruin 
in a credit-oriented society." 

The tangible results are easily documented 
with figures: The number of people helped; 
the number of loans made; the amount re
paid; the amount of debts pro-rated; and 
the amount saved in shares. 

But how do you put a price tag on a mar
riage that ls saved, or a wholesome atmos
phere that is created for the children in a 
home? Richards asks rhetorically. 

Certainly Hughes Aircraft Employees Fed
eral Credit Union has proved that a program 
of this kind, with professional direction and 
guidelines, can be operated successfully with
out exposing the members' assets to undue 
risk. 

Gil Richards is looking for someone. 
That someone has been turned down by 

the credit committee. He's overburdened 
with a long list of debts. His home ls In fore
closure and his car ls being repossessed. A 
garnishment is pending. He's on the verge 
of bankruptcy. He really ne<1ds anti wants 
budgeting assistance. 

Admittedly, such people are not the cream 
of the creditor's crop. But who needs help 
more than they? More importantly, though, 
who ls willing to help them? 

Sometimes It takes them quite awhile to 
realize that. They may pull away after the 
first telephone call to Richards' office because 
it sounds tough, only to return a month or 
so later, deeper in trouble but ready to go 
through the ordeal. And for most it is an 
ordeal-including Richards. 

Setting up a Family Money Management 
·Service such as that at Hughes Aircraft Em
ploy~ Federal Credit Union In Los Angeles, 
is no easy matter. Having a guy like Gil 
Richards in it, though, does help. 

By background and temperament, Richards 
is ideally suited for the counseling role. He 
knows the finance Industry and he knows 
people. He has been a collector for a finance 
company and assistant vice-president of a 
bank. He's a good listener, he's compassion
ate, and he is capable of empathy. But he ls 
also tough enough to say "no" when he has 
to. 

Here is how Richards works: 
INITIAL INTERVIEW 

Once a member contacts Richards or ls 
referred to him by a branch manager, he is 
sent an application and financial data form, 
which he must complete before making an 
appointment. 

During the initial interview, Richards ob
tains the full names and addresses of all 
creditors and amounts owed, and a detailed 
budget list of living expenses. 

"I start In a friendly way, talking a.bout 
the job, trying to relax him. Then I lead 
into it: 'Well, you must have a problem or 
you wouldn't be way over here.' You begin to 
get an idea of the depth of the problem when 
you see a grown man start to cry. I listen 
with compassion to their stories, but they al
ways start out giving only part of the story. 
Eventually it all comes out, though. This ini
tial interview takes a couple of hours. I'm 
tapped out after that.'' 

AFrER THE INTERVIEW 

Following the Interview, Richards reviews 
and verifies the application. A check with 
various sources reveals whether the member 
omitted information, especially any he might 
consider derogatory. He also verifies the per
son's employment status and checks with 
the supervisor on the member's reliability 
and whether there a.re disciplinary problems. 
If possible, Richards also personally appraises 
real estate, household goods, cars, and other 
collateral offered for the loan. 

"I take the information home with me to 
get ideas on what to do. I know what they 
want me to do: Put it Into one big, unman
ageable package. I don't always do what they 
want." 

FINAL INTERVIEW 

Both the member and spouse must come 
to the credit union's general office for the 
final interview. At this time, Richards ques
tions the couple closely to determine the 
reasons for their financial problems and any 
future emergencies and plans, such as mar
riage, child support, divorce, college bills, 
dental and medical bills. He also extracts a 
verbal and written promise to avoid using 
credit cards and further credit of any kind. 

Using the family's own budget-the one 
they filled out on a budget form provided by 
the credit union in preparation for the inter
view-Richards shows them what is hap
pening to their finances now. He also pre
sents at least three ·alternate solutions, and 
insists that they take plenty of time to think 
over the possib111ties, pointing out the hard
ships of living on a fixed budget with very 
restricted income. 

"I never sugar-coat it. I try to Impress 
upon the couple that they will face tough 
sledding. Unless they accept this at the out
set, they are certain to duck the responslbll-

ity further on down the road. And I lay tt 
on the line: 'You've been incurring debt 
everywhere. You've had your chance to work 
your way out and it failed. Now we are going 
to put together a workable solution, but it's 
up to you to make it work. Study it because 
you must stay on it and have it reviewed by 
me every three months.' Then I cut up all 
their credit cards for them right in front of 
them.'' 

POSSmLE SOLUTIONS 

The solutions are based on pro-rata ar
rangements With the family's creditors, a 
consolidation loan, or both. The credit union 
makes no charges for the service itself, of 
course. Income from the program comes only 
from the interest on loans. 

In all cases, though, all salary or wages in 
excess of the set amount for living expenses 
go via payroll deduction to the credit union 
to be applied to the loan or the share ac
count. The share account, meanwhile, has 
been transferred to the main office and coded 
to prevent withdrawal of shares without ap
proval. Information and service, then, a.re 
available only by contacting FMMS directly. 

"This gives me control and saves the mem
ber valuable time. It also helps us be of more 
service to the member. Everything they do in 
this program has to be cleared through one 
of the counselors. This ls no popularity con
test. I'm firm with the people. I have to be. 
That way they're constantly trying to prove 
themselves to me. Some of them can hardly 
wait to get out from under the tight restric
tions. But in the end, if the person is to suc
ceed, he must learn to accept and impose 
discipline on his spending." 

CONSOLIDATION LOANS 

Any advance of funds by the credit union 
must be fully secured by collateral, and all 
loans are at the 12 per cent annual rate. 

"The member understands he must provide 
me with co-makers, titles, stocks, acreage, 
furniture, or whatever. We did turn down a 
$2,000 diamond ring, though, because of the 
responsibility and problems of protecting it." 

PRO RATA ACCOUNTS 

When the member owes a number of cred
itors, Richards may set up a repayment 
schedule calling for monthly payments usu
ally-but not always--in lesser amounts 
than called for in the contracts. Once Rich
ards determines the amount the member can 
pay, he advises the creditors either by phone 
or letter, carefully outlining the member,s 
general credit situation. 

"I call and talk to the credit managers to 
explain the situation and schedule the re
payment. I've grown up in the credit busi
ness, and have 25 years in Southern Califor
nia. So it's seldom I don't find someone I 
know in the company I'm ca111ng. And I've 
got the Hughes name behind me. I haven't 
had a turndown from a cre(litor yet.'' 

When the member's payroll deduction has 
been set up to cover the repayment schedule 
agreed upon, Ca.role Moser-Richard's assist
ant-sets up a pro-rata ledger card listing 
payroll number and member's name; name 
of creditor, complete address, account num
ber, and amount owed; amount to be de
ducted each month from payroll deduction; 
and the date it's to be mailed to the creditor. 

At present, 248 members are in the pro
rata program, and Mrs. Moser is writing 397 
checks totaling $16,917 each month to cred
itors. 

"We pay the collection companies and 
high-Interest rate lenders first, then the 
bank charge-cards, and department stores. 
Where there is no security-such as banks, 
finance companies, department stores, oil 
credit cards-the member repays out of cur
rent earnings, disbursed each month from 
his share account by FMMS. To ensure our 
program being a success, we usually don't go 
in unless we take and handle the house pay
ment, too. The person Is, usually In arrears 
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with that payment, too, a.nd the member 
shouldn'.t lose his home." 

THOSE IN NEED 

People of all ages and income levels, from 
the well-schooled to those who never fin
ished high school have ma.de the journey to 
Richards' ofiice. Surprisingly, less than half 
of the people he works with are compulsive 
spenders. Most are financially distressed be
cause of domestic problems, family illness, 
and unforeseen emergencies with which they 
are unable to cope. 

"Most of my people are the younger people. 
They're recently out of college, earning lots 
of money for the first time in their lives. 
They have many problems. They're assuming 
new responsibilities, getting married, buying 
houses, buying ca.rs. And then there ls the 
easy use of credit--credit cards, check cred
it--coupled with the unforeseen emergency 
or occurrence." 

Richards averages two or three interviews 
a day. Not all of them wind up in the pro
rata card box, though. Some can straighten 
themselves out with a little help and advice. 
Many come in just for the budgeting mate
rials now that they know he has them. 

Those that come, though, bring a wide 
range of problems. Among those seeking his 
assistance: 

A man whose son was facing murder 
charges in Vietnam wanted to testify on his 
son's behalf. 

A ma.le member married three years being 
sued for paternity by another woman. (The 
couple ls now reconciled, and they have a 
baby of their own.) 

A family about to lose a very substantial 
equity in a large house because they had 
moved to another location to be able to 
send their children to a religious school. 

A childless couple who wished to adopt a 
child but could not pass the financial re
quirements. (They now have both an adopted 
and a natural child.) 

The woman who wished to become a nun. 
(She owned a recent model Jaguar at the 
time her first interview, had a teen-aged son, 
and a substantial debt.) 

A custodian with 13 children, holding two 
jobs, who needed a car. 

A highly paid department assistant with an 
alcoholic problem whose employment was 
terminated in a cutback of his department. 
(He has now completed graduate school and 
1s doing well in a high school teaching posi
tion.) 

The senior computer programmer who 
couldn't set up a workable budget. (Once 
relieved of his tensions, he could concentrate 
again on his job and as a result came up with 
an idea that saved the company $8,000. This 
earned him a Certificate of Merit and a mone
tary reward.) 

"We have 30,000 members. That's 11ke a 
small city. And anything that happens in a 
small city can happen here. When they bring 
their problems to me I try to understand 
them and find solutions. True counsellng 1s 
to find the solution to the problem without 
increasing the financial burden. These are 
solutions that are really meaningful because 
you don't get them further in debt." 

IMMEDIATE SUCCESS OF BANK 
HOLDING COMPANY LEGISLATION 

<Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, on last 
Thursday, March 11, 1971, the Wall 
Street Journal carried a lengthy and 
very interesting article concerning the 
immediate impact on banking of the 
passage of the Bank Holding Company 
Act Amendments of 1970. 

This act finally became law last De
cember after 2 long years of consideration 
and controversy in the Congress. While 
much of the attention given to this legis
lation in the press concerned the compli
cated substantive issue of what consti
tuted a bank-related activity, there were 
those of us who were also seriously con
cerned about seeing to it that holding 
companies which were clearly mixing 
banking and nonbanking activities be 
prohibited from continuing this practice. 
After all, this was one of the basic pur
poses of this act. 

While most students of the subject 
agree that the legislation passed last 
year was a successful etrort to separate 
the business of banking from nonbanking 
businesses, a few have contended other
wise. 

The Wall Street Journal article I am 
inserting in the RECORD today clearly in
dicates in a very practical sense that this 
legislation is having a substantial and 
immediate impact in separating the 
banking business from nonbanking ac
tivities. As the article points out, there 
are approximately 70 conglomerates own
ing banks which are either in the process 
of disposing of those banks because of the 
1970 act, or are seriously considering do
ing so. A number of others, the article 
points out, will probably eventually fol
low the same route. In some cases both 
large banks or a large corporation con
trolling a bank are involved. 

Aside from the long-range impact of 
this most important economic legisla
tion, which I am confident will have a 
favorable effect in increasing competition 
and reducing the concentration of eco
nomic power in this country, it is heart
ening that the public will almost immedi
ately be able to feel the favorable impact 
of this legislation. 

I insert the Wall Street Journal article 
of March 11, 1971, at this point in the 
RECORD: 

BIG, DIVERSIFIED CONCERNS THAT OWN BANKS 
WILL HAVE To UNLOAD THEM UNDER A NEW 
LAW 

(By Edward P. Foldessy) 
NEW YORK.-J. C. Penney Co., the giant 

retailer that has sold an almost endless 
variety of merchandise, ma.y soon offer to 
sell a full-scale commercial bank. 

Penney controls one bank. And that's one 
too many-because of changes last year in 
federal banking laws. As a result of these 
changes, specialists say, Penney and most of 
the 70 or so other commercial concerns that 
control banks will have to divest themselves 
of these interests. 

Such a situation might conjure up visions 
of wholesale disposals of banks at distressed 
prices. But experts say the transition prob-
11.bly will be orderly and will be carried out 
over many years. For the companies involved, 
however, the selling process is expected to 
involve headache-producing decisions and 
cumbersome paper work-and possibly costly 
legal battles. 

Basically, the 1970 amendments to the 
Bank Holding Company Act of 1956 brought 
so-called one bank holding companies under 
the same restrictions a~ multibank holding 
companies. The original act had provided a 
loophole exempting those companies con
trolling only one bank. 

Under the amendments, enacted in De
cember, a concern controlling a single bank 
will have to register with the Federal Re
serve Board by June 29 as a bank holding 
company As such, the company essentially 

is forbidden to engage in activities that 
aren't related to banking. 

There are about 1,100 one-bank holding 
companies in existence, but the ax hits hard
est at the approximately 70 whose banking 
business is only a sideline to a conglomera
tion of other activities. (The remaining 1,000 
or so concerns haven't any significant opera
tions outside banking.) 

GRANDFATHER COMPANIES 
The amendments essentially divide the 

one-bank holding companies into two cate
gories-the so-called grandfather compa
nies, formed before June 30, 1968, and those 
formed after that date. Under present plans, 
the grandfather companies can keep their 
long-established non-banking activities. 
Within 10 years, however, bank holdi _g com
panies formed after the cut-off date must 
either pull out of banking or cease their 
nonbanking operations. 

For many of these latter companies, like 
Penney, the decision won't be difficult; their 
banking interests amount to only a small 
fraction of their commercial and industrial 
operations. Penney owns about 97% of Citi
zens National Bank of Dallas, a small bank 
with assets of approximately $20 m111ion. It 
obtained the interest through the acquisition 
of Great American Reserve Corp. at the end 
of last year. 

Other companies that, like Penney, have a 
clear-cut choice of industry or banking in
clude such well-known concerns as Sperry & 
Hutchinson Co., General American Trans
portation Corp., Archer-Daniels-Midland Co., 
National Lead Co. and Kinney National Serv
ices Inc. These companies an acquired their 
banks after the cutoff date. 

It isn't known how many companies fall 
into this category, but most of those con
tacted indicate they will eventually dispose 
of their banking interests. Sperry & Hutchin
son, the trading-stamp concern that also 
makes carpeting and furniture, says its de
cision would be "quite obvious. . . . It's a 
choice of keeping a small part o:t the cor
poration CYr the rest." Thus, it 1s likely that 
S&H's State National Bank of Connecticut 
will go. The bank has about $400 mfillon in 
assets. 

LITTLE COMFORT FROM "GRANDFATHER" 
Even companies that do fall under the 

grandfather clause say the privilege isn't 
very comforting. The clause allows those 
companies to remain in activities they con
tinuously operated since June 30, 1968. 

But bankers say this provision might be 
meaningless. F'or one thing, the Federal Re
serve Board has the discretion to withhold 
the grandfather privileges. And under the 
law, the board ls required within two years 
to make a decision on each company whose 
bank has more than $60 million in assets. 
The act says the privilege must be revoked 
in any instance where the board finds "undue 
concentration of resources, decreased or un
fair competition, conflicts of interest or un
sound banking practices." 

Even if a company comes through the 
board test unscathed, it must face some harsh 
realities. The amendments, in effect, freeze 
a company into those nonbanklng activities 
in which it was engaged on June 30, 1968. 
Any new venture would have to be related 
to banking. Moreover, a Reserve Board source 
states that such a company could expand !ts 
grandfathered nonbanking activities only by 
internal means and not through acquisitions. 
There are, however, "hardship" exemptions 
to this rule. 

Among the giants that wm have to face the 
Reserve Board's grandfather test are Gulf & 
Western Industries Inc., Marcor Inc., D. H. 
Baldwin Co., World Airways Inc. and C.I.T. 
Financial Corp. 

C.I.T. IS OPTIMISTIC 

C.I.T. controls by far the biggest bank in 
this group, National Bank of North America, 
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which has assets of $2 billion . But Walters. 
Holmes Jr., C.I.T. president, doesn't see "any 
significant changes in our corporate posture." 
He adds, "We have no reservations on our 
ability to comply fully with the amended" 
act. 

Unlike most of the other companies, C.I.T. 
derives the bulk of !ts earnings from finan
cial activities, such as financing, factoring, 
leasing and insurance. It does have small op
erations in such fields as greeting cards and 
X-ray equipment. 

Other companies aren't as optimistic. Mar
cor, which owns Montgomery Ward & Co. and 
Container Corp. of America, says the law's 
restrictions could force disposal of its Pio
neer Trust & Savings Bank, a $250 million 
Chicago institution. It's quite clear, says 
Gordon Worley, financial vice president, that 
"at some point Marcor will have to decide 
whether to continue as a one-bank holding 
company" even if it passes the Reserve Board 
test. 

World Airways would very much like to 
keep First Western Bank & Trust Co., Los 
Angeles, which it acquired in June 1968 for 
$63 milllon. The $1 bUlion J:?ank provides the 
lion's share of the company's earnings. "We 
are fortunately covered by the grandfather 
clause," states Samuel L. Teitler, general 
counsel. "Our operations as they are now 
will in no way be affected." 

That, of course, assumes World Airways 
will pass the Reserve Board test and won't 
want to expand in nonbank1ng fields. 

Continuing as a bank holding company 
would "put a clamp on the possib111ty of ex
panding into other fields," Mr. Teitler, con
cedes, but he adds that "we have no present 
intention of expanding into any field that 
wouldn't be functionally related to banking." 

WOULD THE PRICE BE RIGHT? 

Most companies say that if they were re
quired to divest themselves of their banking 
interests, the action would cause little, if 
any, hardship on the concerns or their 
stockholders. Chiefly, they say that the time 
given for divestiture is long enough for an 
orderly transition and that banking is a 
lucrative property on the auction block. 

Some companies believe they could make 
out well on a sale, but not all are exuberant. 
An official of one holding company fears that 
"on a forced sale, you might not be able to 
get what the bank's worth." 

But holding companies have a.n almost 
endless number of ways to dispose of their 
banking interests. Besides an outright sale to 
another concern or investment group, they 
could, for example, spin the bank stock off 
to their shareholders (much in the same way 
as a stock dividend) or offer the stock for sale 
through a public offering. 

Another tactic could be simply to dispose 
of enough shares in the bank so that the 
corporation no longer controls the bank. At 
least one company ls considering merging its 
bank with a large one so that it would wind 
up owning a smaller, noncontrolling interest 
1n the bigger bank. 

COMPLICATIONS ON CONTROL 

Reduction of ownership, however, might 
be a tricky matter. Under the original a.ct of 
1956, ownership of at least 25 % of a bank 
indicated control, whereas anything under 
25% was assumed a noncontrolling interest. 
The new amendments retain the 25 % figure. 
But they also authorize the Reserve Board to 
determine whether a controlUng situation 
does indeed exist where a company owns 5 % 
to 25 % of a. bank's stock. 

A decision in this area. could affect Tenneco 
Inc.'s interest in Houston National Bank, 
which has about $350 million in assets. The 
company has a 12 % voting interest in the 
bank but a combined 40% voting and non
voting interest. Tenneco got into the banking 
business in 1961 through the acquisition of 
a small Texas bank that was later merged 
into Houston National. 

"If we were classified" as a bank holding 
company, a Tenneco spokesman says, "we 
would be forced to divest ourselves" of the 
bank. He explains that "we couldn't be put 
into the position of having the Federal Re
serve regulate us at every turn." 

WHO OWNS WHAT BANKS? BIG FIBMS ARE 
ON LIST 

What industrial companies own interests 
in banks? Here's a partial list: 

Archer-Daniels-Midland Co. (National City 
Bank, Minneapolis); D. H. Baldwin Co. (Cen
tral Bank & Trust Co., Denver); CNA Finan
cial Corp. (Garden City Trust Co., Newton, 
Mass.); CPC International Inc. (Argo State 
Bank, Summit, Ill.); Gamble-Skogmo Inc. 
(Gambles Continental State Bank, St. Paul); 
General American Transportation Corp. (La
Salle National Bank, Chicago) . 

Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co. (Goodyear 
Bank, Akron); Keystone Consolidated Indus
tries Inc. (Jefferson Trust & Savings Bank, 
Peoria); Kinney National Service Inc. (Gar
den State National Bank, Hackensack, N.J.); 
Marcor Inc. (Pioneer Trust & Savings Bank, 
Chicago); National Lead Co. (Lake View 
Trust & Savings Bank, Chicago); J.C. Penney 
Co. (Citizens National Bank of Dallas); 
Sperry & Hutchinson Co. (State National 
Bank of Connecticut). 

Tenneco Inc. (Houston National Bank); 
Universal Telephone Inc. (Continental Bank 
& Trust Co., Milwaukee) ; Wilshire Oil Co. of 
Texas (Trust Co. of New Jersey); World 
Airways Inc. (First Western Bank & Trust Co., 
Los Angeles); and Vanguard International 
Inc. (First State Bank of San Leandro, Calif.) 

A RESOLUTION BY AMERICANS OF 
LITHUANIAN DESCENT 

(Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to associate myself 
with the following resolution which was 
adopted by the Americans of Lithuanian 
descent at a meeting held on February 
21, 1971. Brockton, Mass.: 

RESOLUTION 

On the occasion of the 53rd Anniversary of 
the Restoration of Lithuania's independence, 
we, the representatives of the Lithuanian 
ethnic community of Brockton, Mass., as
sembled here on February 21st, in Brockton 
to: 

Commemorate Lithuania's Declaration of 
Independence proclaimed on February 16th, 
1918, in Vilnius, whereby a sovereign Lithua
nian State, having antecedents in the 
Lithuanian Kingdom established in 1251, was 
restored; 

Honor the memory of the generations of 
Lithuanian freedom fighters who fought in 
1812, 1831, 1863, 1905, 1941 and in the partisan 
War of 1944-1952 to defend Lithuania's na
tional aspirations and values against foreign 
oppressors; 

Recall with pride the political, cultural, 
economic and social achievements of the 
Lithuanian Republic during the independ
ence era of 1918-1940; 

Express our indignation over the interrup
tion of Lithuania's sovereign functions as a 
result of the military occupation of our 
homeland by the Soviet Union on June 15, 
1940, during the course of which national 
traditions and values were trammeled, the 
personal freedoms of the people were sup
pressed. and hundreds of thousands of people 
were liquidated by the Soviet genocidal prac
tices; 

And to emphasize once ag&in our confi
dence that, regardless of what methods the 
Soviet oppressors devise, they will, in the end, 
be unable to suppress the aspirations of the 

Lithuanian people for freedom and the ex
ercise of their human rights. These hopes 
were made most evident in the recent suc
cessful hijacking of a Soviet aircraft to Tur
key by Pranas and Algirdas Brazinskas, as 
well as in Simas Kudirka's heroic attempt at 
defection, 

Gravely concerned with the present plight 
of Soviet-occupied Lithuania and animated 
by a spirit of solidarity we, the representa
tives of the Lithuanian ethnic community 
of Brockton, Mass. 

Do hereby protest Soviet Russian aggres
sion and perpetration of the following crimes 
in occupied Lithuania: 

1. the murder and deportations of more 
than 400,000 Lithuanian citizens to concen
tration camps in Siberia and other areas of 
Soviet Russia for slave labor; 

2. the yearly systematic deportations, un
der various guises, of Lithuanian youths to 
forced labor in Soviet Russia and their un
lawful conscription into the Soviet Russian 
army; 

3. the colonization of Lithuania by Rus
sians, most of whom are Communists and 
undesirables and who receive various priv
ileges at the expense of the Lithuanian 
people; 

4. the pauperization of the Lithuanian 
people, conversion of once free farmers into 
serfs or kolkhozes and sovkhozes, as well as 
the exploitation of workers; 

5. the persecution of the faithful, the re
striction of religious practices, the closing 
of houses of worship; 

6. the distortion of Lithuanian culture by 
efforts at incorporating it into a Soviet
Russian culture and the continuous denial 
of creative freedom. 

We demand that Soviet Russia immediate
ly withdraw its armed forces, administrative 
apparatus, and the imported Communist 
"colons" from Lithuania, thus permitting the 
Lithuanian nation to freely exercise sovereign 
rights to self-determination. 

We call upon our Senators and Repre
sentatives/Congressmen to make use of 
every opportunity to urge that President 
Nixon once again publicly reiterates long 
standing United States position of the non
recognition of the incorporation of the Baltic 
States into the Soviet Union. 

The Government of U.S. to raise the issue 
of Lithuanian in the United Nations and at 
various international conferences as well as 
to support our just requests for the con
demnation of Soviet aggression against 
Lithuania and for the abolition of Soviet 
colonial rule in that country. 

ON CONTINUATION OF THE PUBLIC 
HEALTH SERVICE HOSPITALS AND 
OUTPATIENT CLINICS 
<Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts asked 

and was given permission to extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I am still vitally interested in 
two House concurrent resolutions on the 
continuation of the Public Health Service 
hospitals and outpatient clinics current
ly being considered by your subcom
mittee. I am convinced that if it had 
not been for the filing of resolutions 
such as 108 and 151, both of which I 
was proud to cosponsor, a decision might 
have been made to close the hospitals by 
now. Quite honestly, I feel that the ad
ministration did not expect the outpour
ing of concern from Congress which fol
lowed the December announcement that 
the Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare was reviewing the continua
tion of the Public Health Service hos
pitals around the country. 
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In the months that followed, I have 

been deluged with expressions of concern 
for the future of the hospitals from 
organizations and individuals through
out the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 
They all wrote with one aim in mind-a 
plea that medical facilities which have 
provided such excellent service as the 
Public Health Service hospitals over the 
years not be closed down. They also ex
pressed bewilderment at how an adminis
tration which was publicly announcing 
its committment to providing better 
health service to the country at more 
reasonable costs could consider-I re
peat, even consider-closing down what 
are perhaps the only hospitals in · the 
country which have traditionally sur
passed both stated objectives of the ad
ministration. Every one of the constitu
ents who have written to me expressed 
complete satisfaction with the quality of 
service that they have been in the habit 
of receiving from Public Health Service 
hospitals. Not one of the constituents 
welcomed the prospect of having to shift 
to the already overburdened Veterans' 
Administration hospitals in the area. 

HEW has tried to make out a very 
strong case that the remaining Public 
Health Service hospitals in this country 
have been inefficient and too expensive 
to operate in this day and age. They have 
tried to describe them as outmoded and 
out of date. Mr. Speaker, this just does 
not square with the opinion of people who 
are getting service from these hospitals. 
They are not complaining about dilapi
dated buildings. They are not writing de
manding more up-to-date appliances and 
technological innovations. The Govern
ment workers, the Coast Guard men, and 
the fishing-merchant marine industry in 
my State over the years have found the 
hospitals able to provide immediate, 
highly professional and somewhat per
sonal service in times of growing lines 
and depersonalization of service at other 
Government hospitals. 

The fact is that to even contemplate 
turning over the workload of the Public 
Health Service hospitals to existing Vet
erans' Administration hospitals is total
ly inconsistent with the stated aim of 
HEW and would cost untold millions to 
the Government in order to accomplish 
it. The VA hospitals are already overbur
dened and just cannot deliver the same 
quality of medical attention to the com
munities serviced at present by the Pub
lic Health Service hospitals at anywhere 
near the same low cost. 

Mr. Speaker, I have said from the out
set that one of the beneficial byproducts 
of having the Public Health Service hos
pitals in my community over the years 
is that they have always provided an ex
ample of excellent medical service at the 
lowest possible cost in the area. The ex
istence of such a low-cost alternative has 
offered incalcuable benefits to those en
trusted with the responsibility of deter
mining reasonable medical costs. The 
Public Health Service hospital has tradi
tionally served as an example of what 
could be done at less cost to, other more 
expensive medical institutions in the 
area. In this respect, I was happy to 
read in yesterday's papers that what 

some of us have known for some time 
now, that the Brighton Public Health 
Service Hospital operated at less cost per 
patient than other Boston area hospitals 
in 1970. The per diem cost at Brighton 
was $60 compared with $130 at Peter 
Brent Brigham, $108 at Massachusetts 
General, and $70 at the average suburban 
hospital. What many of us have known 
to be true for some time has apparently 
finally been brought to the attention of 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare in a confidential report. 

Recent indications are that the ad
ministration is backing down on its 
original plans to dismantle these hospi
tals. Recent reports are that they will be 
kept open and their role expanded. They 
will be given, in all likelihood, not fewer 
responsibilities, but entrusted with addi
tional responsibilities for the handling 
of the local communities around them. 
It seems to me that in times of shortage 
of good health service, an administration 
that was at all serious about its responsi
bilities for providing health protection 
to the citizens of this Nation, would be 
thinking about expanding existing medi
cal facilities which have already proven 
themselves over the years rather than 
talking idly of closing them down. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to take up 
any more of the House's time. Let me 
say in closing that the strong expressions 
of congressional concern over the past 
weeks have accomplished much. A com
parison of the statements made by 
Secretary Richardson last December 30 
with that made on March 5 readily con
firms this. The March 5 statement is a 
much more positive statement and one 
which can be inteirpreted as commit
ting the administration to expanding 
the role of the Public Health Service 
hospitals in the years ahead. The one of 
December, in sharp contrast, read more 
like a cost analysis prepared by some 
backroom efficiency expert concerned 
with eliminating the expenditure of a 
few dollars at one point in the budget, 
without any consideration being given 
to the extra costs which would appear 
elsewhere as a result of any decision to 
close the hospitals. I am convinced we 
have made progress and would only 
recommend that we do not stop now, 
but cantinue our pressure. Right now the 
best way to do this would be to pass the 
concurrent resolutions now under con
sideration by the Subcommittee on 
Health and Public Welfare of the Inter
state and Foreign Commerce Committee. 

MINERAL LEASING REVISION 
ACT OF 1971 

(Mr. UDALL asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, in moun
tainous south-central Idaho, 25 miles 
north of Sun Valley, a small range of 
spectacular peaks, turquoise lakes, and 
green, flower-sprinkled basins bear the 
poetic name White Clouds. According to 
legend, the Indians so named them be
cause of the white limestone mountains 
and cliffs. I have visited these mountains 

and I can tell you they are among the 
most beautiful in the country, if not the 
world. They are populated by deer, elk, 
bighorn sheep, and Rocky Mountain 
goats. There are California golden trout 
in some of the lakes; rainbows, brook 
trout, cut-throats, and Dolly Vardens in 
others. 

The environment of the White Clouds 
is threatened. In 1968, the American 
Smelting & Refining Co.-ASARCO
began prospecting in the area for mo
lybdenum, a mineral used to toughen and 
harden steel. To date ASARCO's activ
ities have had a limited impact on the 
White Clouds, but future plans are am
bitious and potentially disastrous. If 
ASARCO's findings justify it, their plans 
call for at least one open pit mine from 
which 20,000 tons of rock would be re
moved per day, and a mill to process the 
low-grade ore on the spot. The operation 
would leave large areas of the White 
Clouds permanently scarred and could 
have an adverse impact on the Salmon 
River drainage system, the most impor
tant spawning area for salmon and other 
anadromous fish in the entire Colum
bia River complex. 

A similar situation to the White Clouds 
is now occurring in the Pike National 
Forest, Colo. Mining dolomitic limestone 
by open pit method has scarred the 
beauty of parts of the front range of the 
Rocky Mountains. A huge, unsightly scar 
can be seen from a wide area including 
the Garden of the Gods Park and it 
spoils the once picturesque view of Pike's 
Peak. 

The world's worst examples of strip 
mining are found in the East. Anyone 
who has flown over the coa.lfields of 
Pennsylvania, Ohio, West Virginia, and 
Kentucky, can only be appalled by the 
devastation of whole sections of once 
beautiful forest lands. No war, no holo
caust, could wreak such havoc as that 
which the strip miners have left in the 
once beautiful rolling green hills of Ap
palachia. 

Destruction of the land is occurring 
all over the country. In the West, open pit 
copper mines dot the landscape. In parts 
of the Midwest, iron ore miners have had 
a similar effect. In Wyoming, developers 
of jade deposits have left huge scars on 
the land. 

In my home State of Arizona, there 
are a number of examples of this phe
nomena: 

Above Tucson, there is a scar on the 
side of the Santa Rita Mountains visible 
from anywhere in the valley below. 
Home-Stake Production Co., of Tulsa, is 
preparing to open a $1.5 million lime
stone quarry and plant. According to 
Dennis K. Pickens, senior vice president 
of Home-Stake: 

Our plant is a very small one. It's nothing 
compared to what the larger companies will 
do once they start operating in the area. 
It's not a legal matter, nor an ethical one. 
That whole mountain Will come down if we 
can sell enough limestone over the coming 
years. 

On the backside of the Santa Ritas, a 
Chicago-based firm, Continental Mate
rials Corp., has announced a "significant 
copper deposit" in a recreational area 
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of 600 to 1,000 acres of beautiful moun
tain country. 

In the Patagonia Mountains, south
east of Tucson, prospectors, using ex
plosives and bulldozers, have destroyed 
natural drainage channels, dammed 
creeks and destroyed mountaintops in 
Three R Canyon. 

In the Huachuca Mountains, Ash Can
yon has been stripped of live oak and 
manzani ta, and has suffered clogged and 
silted drainage channels. A former jeep 
trail has also been opened up to accom
modate 100-ton ore trucks. 

In the Tucson Mountains, a recrea
tional area is now the subject of mineral 
production. Where hikers used to tread, 
ore trucks ply an old trail. The air is 
full of dust, smoke, noise, and the smell 
of burning oil which detracts from the 
remaining land still available for recre
ational use. 

I do not cite these facts to malign the 
mining industry. Mineral development is 
vital to our society. Without copper, zinc, 
lead, silver, and many other minerals 
very little of our complex industrializa
tion would be Possible. In much of the 
West the mining industry is vital to eco
nomic health. Arizona copper production 
is reaching the billion-dollar-per-year 
level. Five mining industries in the Tuc
son area alone reported paying $53.7 
million to 63,000 employees and two con
struction firms paid $29.2 million to 
more than 2,000 workers on mine con
struction and expansion. 

Arizona's mines also have national im
portance. Copper is a strategic material 
and approximately 50 percent of the 
Nation's copper is produced in Arizona. 
Production of U.S. copper takes on in
creased importance when considered in 
the context of a movement by some for
eign countries to nationalize American 
and other foreign mineral holdings. 
Chile is a case in point. Obviously min
eral production must continue in Ari
zona and the Nation. 

The question is not whether the min
ing companies should be allowed to oper
ate, the question is how and where they 
should operate. The question is whether 
mining operations should be allowed to 
continue in areas like the White Clouds 
no matter what other value that wilder
ness may have to our urban society. Ob
viously disputes over competing values 
must be solved on a case-by-case basis. 
The problem is that under present law 
the result will always be in favor of the 
developers, and in many instances I be
lieve this to be a mistake. 

Much of this country's mineral pro
duction comes from the public lands. At 
the present the Federal Government 
owns close to 50 percent of the land in 
seven western lands, which comprise 90 
percent of all federally owned land. The 
percentage of mineral production from 
these Western States includes 90 percent 
of copper, 95 percent of mercury and 
silver, 100 percent of nickel, molybdenum, 
and potash, and 50 percent of lead. Ob
viously, the structure of our Federal laws 
is of vital importance to the mineral in
dustry. It is also of vital importance to 
agricultural, grazing, water, recreational, 
and scenic resources since much of the 
Nation's undeveloped land is in the West. 

The law that governs development of 
mineral resources on the public lands 
is the mining law of 1872. Under it min
eral prospectors are allowed to enter the 
public domain, unless otherwise with
drawn or reserved by act of Congress or 
by Executive order, to hunt for "hard
rock" minerals in any way that is desired. 

. The discoverer of a valuable deposit can 
establish a legal claim to it merely by 
marking the boundaries of the claim and 
if State law requires, recording the loca
tion in the county office. 

No more is required. There is no pro
vision for notifying the Federal Govern
ment of the existence, position, or size 
of the claim or of the fact that minerals 
are being extracted. Having staked his 
claim, the miner may continue indefi
nitely to enjoy what a:rr..ounts to almost 
total ownership of the property, mining 
it or not as he wishes in any manner 
that he desires with no revenue :flowing 
into Federal coffers. His only obligation 
is to make $100 worth of improvement.5 
on his location each year, or risk being 
dispossessed by another claimant. If the 
developer wishes, he can file proof of his 
valuable discovery with the Department 
of the Interior and obtain fee simple title 
to the land at a nominal per-acre price. 

The Mining Law of 1872 places the 
miner in a unique position. He has all the 
rights of ownership but none of the re
sponsibilities. There is no practical way 
that the Federal Government can pre
vent a miner from using destructive tech
niques in prospecting, mining the min
eral deposits and then moving on, leav
ing behind his broken machinery, trash 
and a scarred and desecrated landscape. 

What I propose today, Mr. Speaker, is 
a basic change in the present system of 
hardrock mineral prospecting and de
velopment on the public lands. The Min
eral Leasing Revision Act of 1971, would 
apply a leasing system to hardrock min
erals similar to that now used. by the 
Federal Government for fuel minerals 
such as oil. The basic idea behind my 
proposal is to change the present self
executing nature of the mining law. I 
propose to give the Department of the In
terior greater control over what Portion 
of the public domain is to be explored, 
how it is explored and how the mineral 
development proceeds. 

The legislation would accomplish this 
in the following way: 

Land Subject to Exploration: All Fed
eral land not otherwise reserved or with
drawn would still be subject to the min
ing laws, but there would be a vital dif
ference. Under the proposed leasing sys
tem, the mineral laws could not be trig
gered by a citizen's entering the public 
domain for the purpose of mineral ex
ploration. The Secretary of the Interior 
would be given discretion to make land 
available for exploration by competitive 
lease as he sees fit. This means that in 
areas where there are more important 
values at stake than mineral production 
the Secretary could refuse to open the 
land to mineral exploration or could 
carefully limit the same. 

The Secretary's discretion would be 
controlled in this situation and prospec
tive developers would have the right of 
judicial review in cases of gross abuse of 

discretion. Values that the Secretary 
might look to in making a determina
tion would include environmental con
siderations-That is, Is it a wilderness 
area that has not been atiorded protec
tion by Congress ?--competing demands 
for the same land such as agricultural, 
the likelihood of a ma.rketable mineral 
depooit, the present supply of the min
eral sought after and long term national 
needs for the mineral. 

Conditions imposed on the mineral de
veloper: Both prospecting and produc
tion leases shall include provisions for 
protection and restoration of the lands 
covered by the lease and for the protec
tion of environmental and recreational 
values for the same land and surround
ing lands. The developer would be pro
tected from unreasonable changes in 
lease conditions and would have a right 
of judicial review for gross abuse of 
discretion. 

Revenue generated for the Federal 
Government: Bidding for prospecting 
permits is by competitive bidding, with 
the permittee having the right to a pro
duction lease upon proof of a valuable 
mineral deposit. In cases where no pros
pecting permits are out.5tanding on lands 
known to contain workable deposits, pro
duction leases will go to the highest qual
ified bidder under a competitive bidding 
situation. 

Each productive lease shall be condi
tioned upon payment of a royalty of not 
less than 5 percent of the gross value of 
production-provided that the operation 
remains profitable after payment of the 
royalty-and a minimum annual rental 
of $5 per acre. 

In awarding bids, the Secretary may 
consider both the initial cash bonus of
fered by a prospector and royalty pay
ments offered above the 5-percent 
minimum. 

The Mining Law of 1872 was one of 
the hotly contested subjects that the 
Public Land Law Review Commission 
considered, Mr. Speaker, and I know 
from my experience on that Commis
sion that many in the mineral industry 
object to the leasing system that I pro
pose. But defects in the present mineral 
law are by and large admitted even by 
those people involved in mineral develop
ment on the public lands and the ma
jority position of the Commission in large 
part recognized the need for change my 
only criticism of the Commission's posi
tion is that it did not go far enough. 

The Commission did recommend that 
a prospector file notice of his claim with 
the Federal Government and that fail
ure to diligently explore the parcel be 
ground for termination of a required. ex
ploration permit. The Commission also 
recommended that the land adD:.Jnistra
tor be given limited authority to impose 
exploration and development restrictions 
on the claimant and that henceforth 
reasonable royalties should be paid to 
the Federal Government for mineral 
production. 

But the Commission's recommenda .. 
tions leave a major fault in the present 
system intact; if adopted, the mining 
laws would still be self-executing, The 
land administrator would have no con
trol over what lands are explored and 
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where development occurs. Thus multi
ple-use l•and management would still be 
hindered. 

In the other body Senator JACKSON 
of Washington has introduced the Na
tional Land Use Policy Act. Here in the 
House Chairman ASPINALL has intro
duced legislation designed to bring more 
consistency to land use planning; I 
intend to do the same in the very near 
future. In the President's state of the 
environment address he called for a na
tional land use policy and Secretary 
of the Interior Morton has voiced his de
sire to see more orderly development of 
this country's land resources. There are 
few people who would disagree with this 
worthwhile goal, but the fact is that 
until we can reform the antiquated Min
ing Law of 1872 sound land use planning 
on a national basis can never be realized. 

If a land administrator determines 
that an area is particularly suited for 
grazing cattle and acts accordingly, that 
decision can be overruled by a mineral 
prospector. If that same administrator 
recognizes that an area is crucial for the 
water supply of a metropolitan area some 
distance away and acts to conserve water 
resources, his act can be negated by a 
mineral prospector. If Federal land is 
needed to grow crops to feed people, a 
mineral prospector can act unilaterally 
to block agricultural use of that Federal 
land. If the citizens of Tucson want to 
use the Santa Rita Mountains as a re
creational area, their wishes can be 
ignored by one small mining company 
that wants to bring the Santa Ritas 
down. 

We simply must find a way to balance 
competing interests on the public lands, 
and to balance them in a way that will 
allow for development of the land in a 
manner consistent with a sound environ
ment. Reform of the Mining Law of 1872 
will not do this for us in a single stroke, 
Mr. Speaker, but unless we have re
form our chances of planning for future 
use of the land will be that much less. 

MISSED VOTE ON SOCIAL 
SECURITY INCREASE 

<Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I deeply 
regret that the conference report pro
viding for a 10-percent increase in so
cial security benefits was brought up 
without warning yesterday morning, im
mediately after the opening of the ses
sion. I was forced to miss this vote be
cause, along with many other Members 
of the Senate and House and several 
Cabinet members, I attended the funeral 
services at Riverside Church in New York 
City for a great American, Whitney 
Young, Jr. 

If we had known that a vote on the 
social security increases was anticipated, 
we surely would have asked that the vote 
be deferred as a matter of courtesy, until 
those Members attending the funeral 
services could get back from New York. 
This has, as you know, often been done in 
the past in similar circumstances. 

Obviously, I would have voted in favor 

of the conference report had I been pres
ent. While a 10-percent increase in my 
judgment is far from sufficient, and while 
a further increase and other improve
ments in the social security laws are 
sorely needed and will remain a matter 
of high priority, the 10-percent increase, 
added to the 15-percent increase enacted 
in 1969 by the 90th Congress, is at least a 
small step in the right direction. 

REPRESENTATIVE HANSEN OF 
IDAHO INTRODUCES LEGISLA
TION TO AMEND THE RAIL PAS
SENGER SERVICE ACT OF 1970 
(Mr. HANSEN of Idaho asked and was 

given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and to in
clude extraneous matter.) 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker, 
today I am introducing H.R. 6278 to 
expand the basic national rail passenger 
system to include passenger service to 
all of the contiguous 48 States. 

As each of us knows, on January 28, 
1971, the Department of Transportation 
issued its final report on the basic na
tional rail passenger system. Many of us 
were deeply disappointed to discover that 
five States were eliminated from the pro
jected Railpax network. These States are 
South Dakota, Vermont, New Hamp
shire, Maine, and Idaho. 

The exclusion of these States from 
Railpax will result in a severe hardship 
for thousands who rely on train service. 
Each of these States frequently experi
ence severe winters, and at times, train 
service may be the only feasible means 
of travel. Many of our senior citizens, 
who have come to rely on rail service for 
transpcrtation, will suffer great hardship 
with the termination of this service. 
Equally important, I believe that the de
cision to eliminate thesr States tacitly 
violates the Congressional mandate that 
the Secretary of Transportation's rec
ommendation must take into account the 
need for rail passenger service between 
"all regions of the continental United 
States" and that he should look to the 
provision of "service to more centers of 
population." 

For these reasons, prompt action on 
this bill is necessary. I welcome as co
sponsors of this legislation Representa
tives McCLURE, STAFFORD, HATHAWAY, 
WYMAN, and ABOUREZK. As you can see, 
Mr. Speaker, there is general agreement 
among Representatives of each of these 
five States that the 3 % million people of 
these States must not be deprived of rail 
passenger service. 

My own State of Idaho is currently 
served by two viable rail passenger lines, 
running in both a north-south and east
west direction. Members of Idaho's dele
gation have long fought for retention of 
trains Nos. 35 and 36, which run from 
Butte, Mont., to Salt Lake City, Utah, 
and which serve many communities in 
southern Idaho. "Clearly the service pro
vided by these trains meets a significant 
public need. The use of the trains for 
purposes of going to hospitals or to re
ceive medical care, for example, is im
pressive. The area served relies to a con
siderable degree on these trains for its 
economic and social well-being." 

This statement of the importance of 
trains Nos. 35 and 36 is not my own, 
Mr. Speaker, but that of an ICC exam
iner, who only a few months ago denied 
the application of Union Pacific to dis
continue service. 

I find it slightly incredible that the 
public convenience and necessity which 
dictated that this service be continued 
before passage of the Rail Passenger Act 
of 1970 can now allow the service to dis
appear after passage of an act which 
ostensibly was designed to preserve pas
senger service. 

Even more vital to the people of Idaho 
is the east-west line which currently 
serves several major population centers 
in Idaho. 

Mr. Speaker, I include H.R. 6278 as a 
part of my remarks. 

H.R. 6278 
A bill to amend the Rail Passenger Service 

Act of 1970 in order to expand the basic 
rail passenger transportation system to pro .. 
vide service to certain States 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That title 
II of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 is 
amended by inserting at the end thereof a 
new section as follows: 
"SEC, 203, EXTENSIONS OF BASIC SYSTEM AFTER 

INITIAL DESIGNATION 

"The Secretary shall, within sixty days 
after the effective date of this section, desig
nate an extension of the basic system to pro
vide adequate intercity rail passenger service 
to a major population area of each of the 
contiguous forty-eight States which did not 
have any large population area provided with 
intercity ran passenger service by the basic 
system designated pursuant to section 201. 
Extensions pursuant to this section shall be 
part of the basic system for all purposes of 
this Act and the designation of such exten
sions shall not be reviewable in any court." 

PROTECT OUR HERITAGE-AND 
PROFIT BY IT 

<Mr. GUDE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, now is the 
time to preserve and protect our historic 
heritage. 

With the bicentennial of our Nation 
just a few years away, Americans should 
take a fresh look at the older parts of 
their cities and towns. We should ask 
ourselves, "What are the features of my 
town that have character and charm and 
historic meaning? Is there an old home 
whose gardens were once the pride of the 
town? Is there a worthwhile structure 
connected with a legend or an incident in 
history? Is there an old building that 
could be an attractive restaurant or 
inn?" 

In preserving and protecting these 
features we can show our young people 
their roots in American traditions. Our 
older people will also profit, knowing that 
not everything that is old and comfort
able is due to be demolished, to be torn 
down because it is unappreciated. 

Our cities and businesses can profit, 
too. The preservation of a historic struc
ture can give new vitality to the area 
around it and create a new appreciation 
of the central city. Restoration can make 
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central neighborhoods exciting and re
warding places to Ii ve. And this can boost 
business in the centers of towns and in
crease the tax base of the town itself. 

This is well described in an editorial in 
the Annapolis Evening Capital: 

ANNAPOLIS ls DOING SOMETHING RIGHT 

No one needs to thoroughly digest the grim 
prose or attentively listen to the cassan
drian lectures of learned urbanologists to 
conclude that downtown areas of many Amer
ican cities are in wretched condition. To be 
fully convinced of the nightmarish realities 
of urban blight, all that ls required ls a trip 
through the inner city section of the nearest 
municipality. mttmately the instinctive ques
tions are: Did this have to happen? Can it be 
prevented in the future? 

And for answers, one might start by look
ing at what ls going on in Annapolis. Our 
city has not found all the solutions or even 
an ample fraction of them. But Annapolis ls 
taking a constructive approach and there ls 
impressive evidence that this is working. 

While local preservationists were engaged 
in their long, relentless campaign on behalf 
of the historic district ordinance, they con
stantly and effectively contended that their 
aims were consistent with the goal cf re
vitalizing commercial activity in the city. 

The logic of the argument is quite simple: 
attractive downtown residential neighbor
hoods encourage and inspire businesmen to 
maintain their property in a manner befit
ting the local environment. Or, put another 
way, pride is contagious. 

Annapolis has discovered that, in terms of 
urban improvement, community pride must 
be generated by a cooperative venture; it is 
absolutely essential that citizens, public offi
cials and merchants work in harmony in 
order to build and maintain a compatible and 
enriching atmosphere. 

Mayor Roger W. Moyer emphatically indi
cated the other day that the results of a co
operative, constructive approach to urban 
revitalization are already being demonstrated 
in Annapolis. At a hearing before the Mary
land Senate Finance Committee. Mayor 
Moyer said New York bond merchants recent
ly told him Annapolis ls one of the few cities 
where downtown property values have risen 
in recent years. Bond merchants are not in
clined towards puffery; they are cold-eyed, 
hard-nosed businessmen. The Mayor largely 
credits Annapolis' reversal of a nationwide 
trend to the successful preservation efforts 
in the city. 

Moyer noted that Annapolis' asses&able base 
has been increasing $8 million to $10 million 
a year. Mrs. J. M. P. Wright, of Historic 
Annapolis, Inc., told the committee that the 
city's assessable base has soared 112 per cent 
in seven years. 

Mayor Moyer and Mrs. Wright appeared 
before the committee in support of a pro
posed $150,000 state grant in the governor's 
supplemental budget for beautification funds 
for the city. Because the city has been doing 
a commendable job on preservation and 
beautification and because Annapolis is the 
state capital in which every citizen of Mary
land has a stake, we feel this would be a 
worthwhile expenditure of state funds. 

We would not even begin to pretend that 
Annapolis has performed miracles of urban 
revitalization. We also fully recognize that 
portions of the city, West Street in particu
lar, require considerable rehabilitation. But 
we do know that this city ts dolng something 
right by taking the approach that preserva
tion ls good for tourism, good for business 
and good for the community as a whole. 

It ls also apparent that in its colonial 
cha.rm and quaintness, Annapolis has unique 
characteristics to utilize as a foundation for 
urban rehabilitation that other cities do not 
have. However, each city has its own in
dividual characteristics that can be devel-

oped through imagination and cooperation. 
These cities, after studying the remarkable 
rise in Annapolis' assessable base, ma.y profit 
by the example that has been established 
here. 

Along this line, associate professor of 
architecture John Wiebenson, of the Uni
versity of Maryland, has made an in
teresting proposal for providing sub
stance and vitality to the area of 12th 
Street and Pennsylvania Avenue NW., 
here, through use, or "reuse," of the 
handsome Old Post Office Building. 
whose tower is a landmark and whose 
unusual architecture saves the Federal 
Triangle from the dullness of uni
formity: 

There is an area on Pennsylvania Avenue 
in Washington D.C. which ls common to the 
Federal Government, to tourists, to the Dis
trict Government, and to local citizens. This 
is the area surrounding the Old Post Office 
Building at 12th and Pennsylvania Avenue, 
N.W. Each of these governments and each of 
these peoples have interests and activities 
there: They come together there. This coming 
together happens now, even with this street 
in its present deteriorated state. The WMATA 
subway (now under construction) will in
crease the potential for this coming together, 
and rebuilding the Avenue will give it ele
gance. However, current planning runs a 
grave risk of providing little more than ele
gant offices on an elegant avenue. Current 
planning also calls for the demolition of the 
Old Post Office Building, the very structure 
which could nai;urally, through re-use, pro
vide substance and vitality to this area. 

Any proposal regarding Washington must, 
of course, respond to this City's dual role as 
a home to thousands of people and as a na
tional capitol. There are many problem areas 
in which such proposals are being made
and should be made. Some involve housing, 
some involve transportation, or commerce, or 
any number of areas that help to make up 
this City. That this proposal would affect a 
portion of planning for Pennsylvania Avenue 
does not mean that there are not many other 
proposals of vital importance to this City. 
Rather, this proposal is stated with the hope 
that we can solve many problems at this 
time, including that of the relationship of 
Pennsylvania Avenue and the Old Post Office. 

Pennsylvania Avenue ls a sort of "Main 
Street" for the City and for the Nation. As 
such, it indeed should look better: Places 
where people work or where they tour should 
have dignity. But, it is also vital that this 
"Main Street" should serve better: People 
need numerous facilities in their public 
places. They need facilities for eating, for 
shopping and for discovering. They need new 
resources, but they also need ties to their 
past. 

The Old Post Office Building, located as 
it is in the center of this important area, 
offers a fine means for meeting these many 
needs of these many groups. It is a noble 
looking structure (even for a "modern" 
architect). It ls in the basically sound con
dition that would permit its re-use to serve 
this area. Its many floors, although now 
dim and dismal, wrap around a high central 
court capable of being brilliantly sun-lit, 
hung with plants and banners, rich with 
people exploring its by-ways. People could 
eat and shop here, drink and rest, listen to 
music and look at displays (the Smithsonian 
might lend flags, or even airplanes, for the 
court). This could be a natural setting for 
an elegant, vital, cheer:f'ul coming together 
of people from near-by or from far away, 
a natural setting for a rich mixing of cul
tural and commercial services. 

This is not a new suggestion, as it has 
been made before by the architectural critic, 
Wolf Von Ekhardt. He suggested that Wash
ington could emulate San Francisco's fine 

Ghirardelli Square and Cannery projects, 
which are cultural and commercial f'acilities 
of elegance, vitality and cheerfulness. They 
are located where people work, and where 
local people and tourists come to see his
toric attractions. Moreover, these projects 
saved old buildings for re-use, rather than 
as empty, dead mementos of the past. 

Current planning for Washington's Penn
sylvania Avenue provides solutions for a. 
number of problems. But, it is important 
that other needs be met, too. The Old Post 
Office Building might be demolished as part 
of the development of the area. Or, it might 
be demolished except for only its tower: In 
either case a rare and important opportunity 
would be lost. San Francisco is a better, 
richer, more responsive city because of its 
projects of similar intent. Such opportu
nities should not be missed here. 

It must be recognized that many prob
lems stand between this proposal and its 
realization. Currrent plans must be changed 
so that this old building is not demolished. 
Designs must be made for re-using this 
buildlng at its fullest potential, and an or
ganization must be formed fur implementa
tion and operation. However, it can also be 
recognized that there could be many rewards 
to the city, its people and and its visitors, 
if these problems are met and solved. The 
immediate task, of course, is to save the 
building. If this is to happen, all those who 
can help, must help. This proposal includes 
a request for that help. 

THE KELLEMS' ADVERTISEMENT 
FOR THE SINGLE TAXPAYER 

<Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, the 92d 
Congress should strike a gold medal for 
Miss Vivien Kellems of East Haddam, 
Conn., for her courage, tenacity, and 
public-spiritedness. Because she has the 
courage of her convictions, the tenacity 
to fight Big Brother, and because she 
cares about the 26 million other taxpay
ers in a bind such as hers, Miss Kellems 
was willing to spend approximately 
$8,000 of her money to publicize her bat
tle with the Internal Revenue Service. 

The iS$ues in the battle are of great 
magnitude; in brief, can the Government 
force her to pay more in income taxes 
simply because she is single? Miss Kel
lems rightly points out that the Con
stitution does not authorize such a tax 
P9licy. Miss Kellems does not argue with 
the basis of the income tax, rather, with 
the patently discriminatory aspects of it. 

To her eternal credit, Miss Kellems 
has been willing to fight the Government 
on the issue. However, to the eternal dis
credit of the bumbling bureaucrats of 
the IRS, the issue has not been resolved. 
Miss Kellems is asking the Government 
to go to court and substantiate its posi
tion but the bureaucracy is afraid of her 
and the issue. It is refreshing to see the 
minions of our Orwellian Federal Estab
lishment trembling before a single, fe
male, golden-age, crusader. Unfortu
nately, these same faceless paper-push
ers have the power not to face the issue. 

To get the issue into the public forum, 
Miss Kellems wrote an open letter to 
Secretary of the Treasury Connally and 
reproduced it in the form of an ad
vertisement in this morning's Washing
ton Post. 
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I would be doing Miss Kellems an in

justice were I to attempt to excerpt her 
marvelous letter so I have asked that the 
advertisement be appended in my re
marks. 

Her battle, and the battle for tax jus
tice of all single taxpayers, has been 
taken up in the Congress by myself and 
75 cosponsors of a bill to end tax discrim
ination against unmarried individuals. I 
am sure all the cosponsors of H.R. 851 
hope the advertisement will prompt more 
sponsors. The time for tax justice for 
singles is long overdue. Based on the 
actions, inaction, and misaction of the 
IRS relative to Miss Kellems, I am con
vinced that the only hope for her and 
similar taxpayers is via the legislative 
route. As one of the leaders of the 1969-
70 battle to increase the personal exemp
tion amount, I can testify to the eff ec
tiveness of sustained pressure from our 
colleagues to effect a reform in the tax 
system. It can be done again with regard 
to the single taxpayer. It must be done. 

The advertisement follows: 
EAST HADDAM, CONN., 

March 11, 1971. 
Seoretary JOHN B. CONNALLY, 
U.S. Treasury, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Today I have 
signed Form 1040 for 1970, and maJ.led it to 
the Internal Revenue Service, Andover, 
Massachusetts. I have not filled in the Form, 
nor have I sent any money. And I am not 
going to pay any more income tax until 
you refund to me $48,672.91, taxes taken 
from me illegally over the past twenty years 
plus 6% interest, or a total of $76,323.40. An 
itemized statement is attached. 

This is the third time I have had to sus
pend payment of taxes. Since you may not 
be familiar with this situation, a short 
resume follows: 

There is no law that says I must pay a 
penalty because I have no husband. The Con
stitution does not authorize such a tax and 
Congress has never had the unmitigated gall 
to pass such a law. Every member of Con
gress knows that if he voted for it, he would 
never be reelected. This foul deed was done 
with a snide, backhanded trick called the 
"Community Property Law" in 1948, which 
wasn't a Community Property Law at all 
since not one dollar changed hands under 
this law. It was a cheap gimmick to saddle 
the single people of this country with the 
highest taxes in our history, which they paid 
from that date right down to 1964. And 
these are the people least able to bear this 
heavy burden. 

I will no longer submit to this tyranny, 
nor can I fill out the form and sign it be
cause I would be signing a lie; this penalty 
tax is illegal and I will not admit its validity 
by filling out your Form 1040. 

The Government is a ma.chine. Push a 
button and it starts. It cannot think and 
it cannot deviate from a. set pattern. It op
erates precisely as it is designed and built 
to operate. 

The human factor is never considered. Had 
the machine asked I could have explained 
that my action was a very deliberate and 
thoughtful one. Any citizen, doubting the 
constitutionality of a tax based upon marital 
status which penalizes 25,000,000 helpless 
citizens, has the right to refuse to pay and 
ask that the question be submitted to the 
Court. 

But no. "That crazy, old woman in Con
necticut refuses to pay her income tax. Press 
the IRS button. IRS machine, go to work. 
Mow 'er down!" The wheels whirred, the 
ponderous, creaky machine moved into ac
tion, exactly as it is programmed. 

"First scrutinize her tax returns as far 
back as you can go. Oh, here is something
medical expense for 1965 ! Never mind that 
two doctors have testified that Miss Kellems 
is allergic to pesticides, they make her 
deathly sick, and she has to have fruit and 
vegetables flown to Oonnecticut from Cali
fornia. Never mind that this expense has been 
allowed as a proper medical deduction foir 
years. Throw it out, assess a deficiency tax of 
$813.30 for 1965." 

That was stupid, but then of course the 
machine is stupid. I have a brilliant tax law
yer in Washington, Mr. David R. Shelton. 
We had been trying to get the IRS to sue me 
to test the constitutionality of this tax, but 
the IRS machine wouldn't do so. I didn't 
know, and the average citizen wouldn't 
know, that I could bring suit in the Tax 
Court for a deficiency, even though I had 
not yet paid it. But Mr. Shelton knew. And 
in we went! "You say I owe you $813.30 for 
1965? Well you owe me $2,939.13, because 
that is what you penalized me that year for 
being single." This provided the test case. 
(Docket No. 427-70) 

Mr. Secretary, that suit was filed in the 
Tax Court in Washington, January 21, 1970, 
and we are not yet in Court. Your lawyers 
fiddle-faddle, stall and rake up every excuse 
in the book of instructions, to keep from try
ing this case. Why? Is it because they can't 
face a decision? 

Instead, push another button. "Ma-0hine 
get her books and papers for 1966, 1967 and 
1968." Again the machine went into action. 
Subpoenas were served upon me and upon 
my accountants. "Bring in all your docu
ments, no matter how persona.I, pertaining 
to your income taxes for these three years." 

On October 7, 1969, I met two of your nice, 
young men, small Cogs in the IRS machine, 
in Middletown, Connecticut. The following ls 
the gist of our conversation, taken from the 
transcript of that meeting: 

CoG. Do you intend to produce the docu
ments and records cited in the subpoenas? 

Miss K. Why do you want these docu
ments? 

CoG. To audit your tax returns. 
Miss K. Why do you want to audit my tax 

returns? 
CoG. I don't think we will answer that 

question. You're here to answer the sum
mons and to produce the records cited there
in. I don't think we have to discuss that 
right now. 

Miss K. Oh yes we do. By issuing this sum
mons you are accusing me of cheating on my 
income tax. If my tax were satisfactory, you 
wouldn't ask for these documents. Isn't that 
true? 

CoG. No that is not true. 
Miss K. Well then, why do you want them? 
CoG. For verification of certain items con-

tained in your returns. You are here in an
swer to the summons and you will or will 
not produce the records cited therein. 

Miss K. By what authority do you ask for 
these records? 

CoG. I won't answer that question. 
Miss K. Very well then, I'll make a state

ment. I aIIl not going to produce the records. 
I aIIl standing on my constitutional rights 
under the 4th, 5th and 16th Amendments. 
Will you give me permtssion to read these 
Amendments? 

COG. Yes. 
Miss K. 4th Amendment: "The right of 

people to be secure in their persons, houses, 
papers and effects against unreasonable 
searches and seizures shall not be violated 
and no warrant shall issue but upon probable 
cause, supported by oath or affirmation and 
particularly describing the places or things 
to be seized." 

The 16th Amendment did not nullify my 
rights under the 4th Amendment, nor is it 
possible for Congress to pass any law which 
can take these rights away from me. The 
only way you can get these documents is to 

get a Court Order. In this case, I wish you to 
explain in detail exactly what documents 
you wish. If you want cancelled checks, I 
want the dates, the amounts and the person 
to whom issued. Every single document must 
be described in detail because you have no 
power, nor does the IRS have any power 
whatsoever, to take these documents away 
from me. They're my personal property and 
the Constitution says my right to my prop
erty shall not be violated. 

Now the 5th Amendment: "No person ..• 
shall be compelled, in any case, to be a wit
ness against himself, nor be deprived oif life, 
liberty or property without due process of 
law ... " 

You are accusing me of being a thief and 
a liar. You are demanding my property to 
make me incriminate myself and to prove 
that I am dishonest. I refuse to give them 
to you. 

This whole thing is illegal. You are getting 
me here to collect an illegal tax because I 
have refused to pay a penalty for not having 
a husband. Now I present to you an itemized 
statement of the money you owe me. The 
full amount is $48,572.91, plus interest of 
$24,836.12, a total of $73,409.03. 

If the IRS wants to come into Court, or 
into a proceeding such as this, they should 
come in with clean hands. You owe me 
money. I don't owe you one penny. You can't 
prove that I do unless you take my docu
ments away from me. 

CoG. Then you refuse at this time, to sub
mit the records cited in the summons, or to 
comply in any way With it. 

Miss K. I refuse. If you want these records 
get a court order. I shall not produce them 
otherwise. 

CoG. That concludes the interview. 
This upset the machine. It wobbled a bit. 
One week later the Cogs were in my ac-

countant's office in New York, demanding my 
books and papers. Mr. Shelton had told these 
men that my papers did not belong to them, 
and I had warned that if they parted with 
one document, I would fire them, loudly. 
With this stiffening of the spine, they said 
they wished to do the right thing, but since 
the matter would undoubtedly go to Court, 
they preferred to let the Judge decide. All 
very nice and polite and deferential, as most 
accountants are with the IRS machine, that 
is, if they know on which side their bread 
is buttered. 

The machine was now on its well defined 
track. 

On December 16, 1969, I stood before Judge 
Cannella, in the United States District Court, 
in New York City, an accountant on either 
side. Your little Cog lawyer got up and gave 
the Judge a graphic description of this hor
rible defendant. "She is a meddlesome, old 
woman. She refuses to pay her income tax. 
She causes the IRS machine in Hartford 
endless trouble and most heinous, she re
fuses to surrender her books and papers so 
we can prove she is a liar and a cheat." 

JUDGE. Do you wish to make a statement? 
Miss K. Yes, Your Honor. Any books, papers 

or other documents which I have given to 
these accountants belong to me. And please 
tell the IRS if they want these documents 
to come to Connecticut and sue me. 

JUDGE. I know all about it. They (the IRS) 
can have them. 

The entire proceeding did not take five 
minutes and no record was kept of this so
called trial. When later I asked for a. tran
script, there was none. 

Maybe Moscow can top it! 
Your little Cog walked out of that Court

room, jubilant. "This'll show her!" 
But I was quite calm. You see, Mr. Secre

tary, I never permit my documents out of 
my possession. And when your IRS machine 
got nothing except some work papers, the 
machine broke down. The wheels spun, and 
it came to a dflad stop. 
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I did not appeal the case. While important, 

this was a side issue. I was in a hostile court 
and an appeal would be expensive. But Mr. 
Secretary, this question must ultimately be 
answered. Who owns private papers entrusted 
to an accountant? 

Maybe we'll get back to this after we settle 
these other matters. 

Now what to do? There was another button 
to push but the machine wouldn't respond. 
It was on dead center. No amount of push
ing could get it going again. 

Then Mr. Shelton filed my suit in the Tax 
Court and they lost their cool. This was a 
shocker, totally unexpected. Someone poured 
adrenalin into the gas tank and the machine 
tore into New Haven in exactly 2 days and 
filed a lawsuit demanding my books and 
papers in exactly two days. They'd had it 
ready for over two months but couldn't get 
up the courage to serve me. 

On February 25, 1970, I stood before 
Judge Zampano, in the United States Dis
trict Court in New Haven. Despite the Judge's 
concern that I could not properly represent 
myself, I chose to do so. The ma.chine was 
well represented. There were three Cogs from 
Hartford, a handsome, young lawyer Cog 
from Washington and a not-so-handsome 
big-shot Cog from New York. 

Mr. Secretary, we are a small, unpretenti
ous State and, of course, honored by all this 
attention, but we do have any number of 
excellent lawyers, some of them quite fa
mous. As a matter-of-fact, the Yale Law 
School is right across the Village Green from 
the Courthouse. You may have heard of it. 

Your Cogs contended that this was just 
an ordinary audit. I said no, the presence of 
such important Cogs was proof that this was 
no ordinary audit; it was a punitive action 
dictated by Washington. Our able District 
Attorney would have handled an ordinary 
audit, and if I may say so, much better too. 

But again let the record speak: 
JUDGE. I am concerned that you present 

to me your feelings and your legal position. 
Assume the lawsuit is punitive. It may be 
mortally right, but is it legally wrong? Are 
you claiming that to turn over these books 
and papers would violate your rights under 
the 4th and 5th Amendments? 

Miss K. Quite right. 
JUDGE. Including the right of self-incrimi

nation? 
Miss K. And unreasonable searches and 

seizures and forcing me to testify against 
myself. 

JUDGE. Let me ask Mr. Cog this: What do 
you have to say on the ground of the 4th 
and 5th Amendments? Doesn't she have the 
right to say, "I refuse to turn over my 
books and papers on the grounds of the 4th 
and 5th Amendments?" 

CoG. Is that what she rs ~aying? 
JUDGE. She is claiming the 4th and 5th 

Amendments on the grounds that it may 
tend to incriminate her. What is the Gov
ernment's position on that? 

CoG. I frankly was not aware that this was 
her defense. Its the first time I have heard 
about self-incrimination. I don't think Miss 
Kellems wishes to raise the self-incrimina
tion issue. Do you? 

Miss K. I certainly do. 
CoG. As I understand self-incrimination, 

there has to be some explanation. 
JUDGE. What ls your authority for that? 
CoG. Just what I read. I have not re

searched that particular thing. 
JUDGE. The self-incrimination argument ls, 

of course, one of which I have some knowl
edge, and maybe we should work on that 
point first because it is a legal issue. I 
don't need any testimony on it. I am very 
interested in the claim made by Miss Kel
lems, which apparently catches the Govern
ment somewhat by surprise. 

I would like the Government's position on 
that. 

CoG. The Government's position relative to 
self-incrimination is: Should Miss Kellems 
wish to take the stand under oath and plead 
that to produce the various records as re
quested by the summonses, would incrimi
nate her in terms of filing false and fraudu
lent returns with the intent to evade and 
defeat the payment of the tax involved, and 
this Court uphold her plea in camera, let 
the order be so stated. 

JUDGE. Do you have authority for this? In 
other words, do you have any authority that 
when someone pleads the 5th Amendment, 
the Court must in camera decide whether the 
plea is based on a bona fide set of facts? 

CoG. I do not have the citation. 
JUDGE. This is just why, perhaps, you 

shouldn't be too hasty. Take your time, I 
will give you time to get me a brief. 

CoG. I don't believe, Sir, that Miss Kellems 
wishes to do this. I don't believe that is why 
she is here in Court. 

JUDGE. She has said at least four times that 
she does wish to do it. You asked her directly, 
and she answered voluntarily, that's exactly 
what she is claiming. 

Miss K. There is no reason why Mr. Cog 
should have been caught by surprise. They 
know perfectly well in Hartford what my 
position ls. The whole thing ls in the tran
script of the Middletown meeting. There is 
no reason why Mr. Cog shouldn't have been 
informed. 

It isn't necessary for me to make a detailed 
statement to Mr. Cog. I can go on the stand 
and say I refuse to answer on the grounds 
that it might tend to incriminate me. 

JUDGE. Before we go any further I would 
like to rule on this point. I am going to sus
pend and declare this hearing in recess until 
I decide the 5th Amendment issue. If I de
cide that issue against you, then we will re
sume the hearing and I will hear your other 
points. If I decide the issue in your favor, 
the application will not be granted and you 
will have gained as much as you could possi
bly gain and there will be no need for further 
hearings. 

CoG. Your Honor, might I ask only that 
Miss Kellems take the stand and take the 5th 
Amendment so that we have an issue framed. 
We have no issue framed now. 

JUDGE. I would have to have authority 
on that, I have had this situation come up 
in other circumstances. If a lawyer refused 
to produce documents on the grounds that 
it might incriminate his client, I don't re
call that I ever demanded that the client 
be brought in and put on the stand. 

Miss K. Your Honor, I am perfectly wllling 
to make a statement. 

JUDGE. Very well, if you are wllling to do 
it. There is no necessity for bringing her to 
the stand, do it right from there. 

Miss K. A tax proceeding of this kind is 
the only one in our whole legal process where 
a person ls dragged into court, guilty, and 
must prove his innocence. Everywhere else a 
person ls innocent and it ls up to the peti
tioner to prove he is guilty. I come in here 
accused and guilty before I ever open my 
mouth. 

CoG. There is no question of guilt or in
nocence in this proceeding. We are trying to 
secure some records. 

Miss K. Why do you want the records? To 
prove the position you have already taken. 

JUDGE. Would you feel a little better if 
she says it in open court? 

CoG. Yes, frankly, I would feel better about 
it. 

Miss K. I refuse to answer any questions 
under the protection afforded me by the 4th 
and 5th Amendments, on the grounds that 
this is an unreasonable search and seizure 
and that answering their questions would 
tend to incriminate me. 

JUDGE. I suppose to produce the documents 
and records would also do the same thing? 

Miss K. Yes, Your Honor, quite right. 

JUDGE. Are you satisfied with that? 
CoG. Yes, Sir. 
While not oomplete, I have, nevertheless, 

given this testimony in some detail as it ls 
important in two respects, the right of the 
taxpayer to the protection of the 4th R.nd 
5th Amendments, and the tricky, under
handed, sneaky methods used by your law
yers. Here I am, in Court, claiming protection 
against self-incrimination and your Cog 
brazenly trying to make me swear that I had 
filed false and fraudulent returns. Three 
times he admi.tted that he had no authority 
for making such outrageous demands. 

What kind of funny business is this, Mr. 
Secretary? And these tactics are used by your 
Cogs against decent, respectable taxpayers all 
over this country. I've had ten thousand let
ters. Read them and find out what is going on 
in this "land of the free." 

The Judge gave us three weeks in which to 
file briefs. I painstakingly wrote mine, cit
ing decision after decision, supporting my 
right to the 5th Amendment. The Govern
ment never wrote one word. 

Instead the lawyer Cog in Washington 
called the Judge behind my back and re
quested permission to withdraw the suit 
against me. More tricky stuff I 

And then one of your biggest lawyer Cogs 
in the Department of Justice, no less than 
Assistant Attorney General, Tax Division, 
wrote the following letter to the Judge: 

Re: United States v. Vivien Kellems No. 
23,665. 

Mr. Lawyer Cog "of this office, handling the 
above-styled case has informed me that he 
had a short conversation with you on March 
31st, 1970. As you know, it ls the wish of 
this office, having studied the transcript of 
the hearing, to withdraw our request for en
forcement of the three summonses at issue. 
We are of the opinion that Miss Kellems has 
properly pleaded the Fifth Amendment priv
ilege against self incrimination as to her 
personal records. We have prepared the en
closed order for your signature." 

Over my protest the Judge signed the order. 
There are no words to describe such a cow

ardly action. Why did they back down? Be
cause they would have had to appeal a de
cision and take it to the Supreme Court and 
that they did not dare do. 

I issued a statement to the press: "This is 
a tremendous victory. It proves that the aver
age, de<:ent American ls entitled to the same 
protection of the 5th Amendment as thou
sands of murderers, rapists, robbers, dope 
pushers and hoodlums roaming the streets of 
our big cities. It wm definitely curb the IRS 
which has arrogated unto itself awesome 
power. No longer can it demand a taxpayer's 
books and papers." 

Your Cog in Washington replied: "It wasn't 
a victory for Miss Kellems, It was a constitu
tional right which everybody ln this country 
has, and she was accorded it." 

At which I wrote the Master Button Push
er in Washington, "I.f this is my right, then 
why have I been dragged through endless 
meetings and two expensive lawsuits? Why 
have I been singled out for harassament 
and abuse? After all these months of perse
cution and expense, I ask one question. Mr. 
Secretary, who has my books and papers? Do 
you, or do I? As you know they are safely in 
my possession and there they a.re going to 
remain." 

But your Cog boasted, "Oh, she'll produce 
her books and papers, all right. We're going to 
throw the book at her." 

This stymied the machine. It blew a gasket 
and unhinged all the buttons. No amount 
of pushing could get it started again. Tha.t 
was April 13th and 1t wasn't untll December 
27th that I again met with your Cogs in 
Hartford. It took that long for the "book 
throwing'' to ma.rterlalize. 

It was the book all right; $43,346.10 for 
1966 and $6,507.95 for 1967, almost $50,000.00 
for those two years. 
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But there was something peculiar a.bout 

those deficiencies. 
They were ba.sed on the sale of two prop

erties. In ea.ch case, the IRS machine gave 
the selling price but listed the acquisition 
price a.s zero. Since this made the selling 
price almost all profit no wonder they could 
levy such a big deficiency. That button was 
only half-hinged, or they assumed God must 
have given me those two buildings. 

I didn't even consider it. I wouldn't de
mean myself by discussing such ridiculous 
figures. 

But here we were in Hartford and this 
time, two intelligent and eminently fair 
Cogs, handicapped a bit, as we were again 
favored with another lawyer COg from New 
York. As I said, Mr. Secretary, we simple, 
COnnecticut Yankees are flattered with such 
attention but we really do have many fine 
lawyers, some right in the IRS in Hartford. 

The young, lawyer COg carefully explanied 
to me all of my constitutional rights but it 
was really time wasted. I told him that it 
wasn't necessary. I knew both of these men, 
in fact, one of them had audited my account 
at various times over the past twenty years, 
and neither would do anything to hurt me. 

And they were both familiar with the 4th 
Amendment, about which your New York 
COg was hazy. I had to read it to him. 

But down to business: 
COG. Miss Kellems, we are here to discuss 

deficiencies for 1966 and 1967. Did you bring 
your books and papE":rs? 

Miss K. Why v.o, of course I didn't bring 
any books and. papers. 

COG. Why not? 
Miss. K. Because your high lawyer Cog in 

Washington said I didn't have to produce my 
books and papers, that I am entitled to the 
protection of the 5th Amendment. Haven't 
you seen this? 

With which I gave him a copy of the let
ter to the Judge. He asked, "May I keep this?" 
I replied in amazement, "Why, yes, of course. 
But do you mean to say you haven't seen 
it?" Apparently it was in the file, but as you 
can imagine by now the file must be volumi
nous. 

CoG. (Almost pleading) Why didn't you 
bring the papers? 

Miss K. You have dragged me through two 
expensive lawsuits to force me to surrender 
those papers. If I wouldn't produce them 
under subpoena, what makes you think I 
would bring them here today? 

CoG. But this is voluntary. 
Miss K. Voluntary! (Mr. Secretary, with a 

gun at my head.) 
Now it is possible I could make a mistake 

of $500 in two years, it's possible I could 
make a mistake of $5,000, although I have 
excellent accountants whom you know. But 
never could I make a mistake of $50,000. 

You are not here to justify a deficiency. 
You are here making criminal charges 
against me. When you say I owe you $50,000, 
you are accusing me of lying and cheating 
on my income tax, you are accusing me of 
embezzling the funds of the Government. I 
demand that you take me to court and prove 
these charges. 

And don't you take me to that Tax Court. 
You take me to a proper Court where I can 
have a jury Of my peers. That Tax COurt ls 
a rigged deal set up to cheat the taxpayer 
out of a jury trial. It was spawned by the 
IRS and is staffed by so-called Judges who 
have come up through the IRS. Its a heads
I-win, tails-you-lose Court, and I haven't a 
prayer. But let them decide against me on 
the constitutional question of the penalty 
tax on singles. Then I can appeal and take 
1t to the Supreme Court where it belongs. 

COG. I believe you want to go to Court. 
Miss K. What else is there to do? The 16th 

Amendment says: "The Congress shall have 
the power to lay and collect taxes on in
comes, from whatever source derived, with
out apportionment among the several stat.es, 

and without regard to any census or enu
meration." 

I do not question the 16th Amendment. It 
was passed by Congress and ratified by three
quarters of the States. It is a part Of our 
Constitution. I do not question the power 
of Congress to levy an income tax. Nor do 
I question your power, as an agent of the 
government to collect the tax. But where in 
the 16th Amendment does it say I have to 
help you collect that tax? 

That ls your job. You are paid for it. So 
go right ahead and collec~I a.m not going 
to help you. 

Mr. Secretary, again the poor, old machine 
is bogged down. I await your next move. Bet
ter push another button. 

Respectfully yours, 
VIVIEN KELLEMS. 

A woman's last word: I understand you 
have a charming and beautiful wife. If you 
should lose your wife or she should divorce 
you, can you tell me why your taxes should 
go up? That is what has happened to mil
lions of other Americans. 

(Note.-This advertisement paid for by 
Vivien Kellems, East Haddam, Connecticut, 
06423.) 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of 
absence was granted as follows to: 

Mr. HAGAN Cat the request of Mr. 
BoGGS), for today, on account 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: 

Mr. HOWARD, for 30 minutes, today, to 
revise and extend his remarks and in
clude extraneous material. 

<The following Members Cat the re
quest of Mr. FRENZEL), to revise and ex
tend their remarks, and to include extra
neous matter:) 

Mr. SKUBITZ, on March 17, for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio, today, for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. MlzELL, today, for 5 minutes. 
Mr. FINDLEY, today, for 5 minutes. 
Mr. GUBSER, today, for 15 minutes. 
Mr. HALPERN, today, for 5 minutes. 
CThe following Members Cat the re-

quest of Mr. BERGLAND), to revise and ex
tend their remarks, and to include extra
neous matter:) 

Mr. MINISH, today, for 10 minutes. 
Mr. PATMAN, today, for 10 minutes. 
Mr. KASTENMEIER, today, for 10 min

utes. 
Mr. METCALFE, today, for 10 minutes. 
Mr. MIKVA, on March 18, for 30 min

utes. 
Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas, on March 24, 

for 60 minutes. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. EDMONDSON in three instances and 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. YATES, in the Committee of the 
Whole today, and to include extraneous 
material. 

Mr. KEATING Cat the request of Mr. 
CONTE), his remarks during general de-

bate on the SST in the Committee of the 
Whole today. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD, to revise and ex
tend his remarks made earlier in the day, 
and to include the testimony of the Un
der Secretary of Labor before the House 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

CThe following Members Cat the re
quest of Mr. FRENZEL) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. SCHMITZ in three instances. 
Mr. PELLY. 
Mr. KEMP in two instances. 
Mr. SPENCE. 
Mr. MCCOLLISTER. 
Mr. WYMAN in two instances. 
Mr. FISH. 
Mr. LATTA. 
Mr. DEVINE. 
Mr. HORTON. 
Mr. LENT in two instances. 
Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. 
Mr. ERLENBORN. 
Mr. MYERS. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. 
Mr. SHOUP. 
Mr. McDoNALD of Michigan. 
Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. 
Mr. VEYSEY. 
Mr. SEBELIUS. 
Mr. SHRIVER. 
Mr. ASHBROOK in two instances. 
Mr. WYDLER. 
Mr. MICHEL in two instances. 
Mr. ROUSSELOT in two instances. 
Mr. DERWINSKI in three instances. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois in two in-

stances. 
Mr. BLACKBURN. 
Mr. HOSMER. 
Mr. HASTINGS. 
Mr. MCCLORY. 
<The following Members Cat the re

quest of Mr. BERGLAND) and to include 
extraneous matter: ) 

Mr. BRADEMAS in six instances. 
Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD in two instances. 
Mr. JAMES v. STANTON in two instances. 
Mr. DRINAN. 
Mr. CARNEY. 
Mrs. GRAsso in 10 instances. 
Mr. CELLER. 
Mr. ROONEY of New York. 
Mr. RYAN in three instances. 
Mr. ASHLEY in two instances. 
Mr. ABOUREZK in two instances. 
Mr. NIX. 
Mr. Ro DINO in two instances. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. 
Mr. SCHEUER in two instances. 
Mr. MINISH. 
Mr. CORMAN. 
Mr. RARICK in three instances. 
Mr. KARTH. 
Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. 
Mr. FOUNTAIN in two instances. 
Mr. PATTEN. 
Mr. GIBBONS in two instances. 
Mr. FULTON of Tennessee in two in-

stances. 
Mr. PuRCELL in two instances. 
Mr. WALDIE in two instances. 
Mr. BINGHAM in two instances. 
Mr. BOLAND. 

Mr. MONAGAN. 
Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania in five 

instances. 
Mr. ASPIN. 
Mr. DOWNING in two instances. 
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Mr. BENNETT in two instances. 
Mr. GIAIMO in 10 instances. 
Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts in 

two instances. 
Mr. HENDERSON in four instances. 
Mr. WRIGHT in two instances. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. 
Mr. JOHNSON of California in three 

instances. 
Mr. JACOBS. 

SENATE JOINT AND CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION REFERRED 

A joint and a concurrent resolution of 
the Senate of the following titles were 
taken from the Speaker's table and, un
der the rule, ref erred as follows: 

S.J. Res. 17. Joint resolution to establish a 
Joint Committee on the Environment; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

S. Con. Res. 9. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of additional copies 
of Senate hearings entitled "Investigation 
Into Electronic Battlefield Program"; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESO
LUTION SIGNED 

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled a bill and a joint resolution of 
the House of the following titles, which 
were thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 4690. An act to increase the public 
debt limit set forth in section 21 of the Sec
ond Liberty Bond Act, and for other pur
poses; and 

H.J. Res. 465. Joint resolution making a 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 
1971 for the Department of Labor, and for 
other purposes. 

BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
committee did on this day present to the 
President, for his approval, a bill and a 
joint resolution of the House of the fol
lowing titles: 

H.J. Res. 465. A joint resolution making 
a supplemental appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1971 for the Department of Labor, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 4690. An act to increase the public 
debt limit set forth in section 21 of the Sec
ond Liberty Bond Act, and for other pur
poses; and 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. BERGLAND. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 5 o'clock and 47 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until tomorrow, Thursday, 
March 18, 1971, at 11 o'clock a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COM1\1UNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

426. A letter from the Administrator, En
vironmental Protection Agency, transmitting 

the environmental impact statement on the 
draft of proposed legislation submitted Feb
ruary 17, 1971, to protect the public health 
and welfare and the environment through 
improved regulation of pesticides, and for 
other purposes, pursuant to section 102(2) 
(c) of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969; to the Committee on Agricul
ture. 

427. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Comptroller), transmitting a re
port for the second quarter of fiscal year 
1971 of receipts and disbursements pertain
ing to the disposal of surplus military sup
plies, equiprr..ent, and materiel, and for ex
penses involving the production of lumber 
and timber products, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 
2665; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

428. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Installations and 
Housing), transmitting notice of the loca
tion, nature, and estimated cost of a facili
ties project proposed to be undertaken for 
the Army Reserve, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 
2233a(l); to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

429. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Congressional Relations, trans
mitting copies of the Determination of the 
President numbered 71-8 authorizing certain 
military grant assistance, pursuant to sec
tion 614{a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, as amended; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

430. A letter from the Acting Administra
tor, National Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration, transmitting a report on the dis
posal of certain foreign excess property, pur
suant to 40 U.S.C. 514; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

431. A letter from the Administrator En
vironmental Protection Agency, transmitting 
the environmental statement on the draiflt of 
proposed legislation submitted February 17, 
1971, to amend the Federal Hazardous Sub
stances Act, as amended, and for other pur
poses, pursuant to section 102(2) {c) of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

432. A letter from the Commissioner Im
migration and Naturalization Service,' U.S. 
Department of Justice, transmitting reports 
concerning visa petitions approved according 
certain beneficiaries third and sixth prefer
ence classification, pursuant to section 204 
{d) of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
as amended; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

433. A letter from the Adjutant General, 
Military Order of the Purple Heart, trans
mitting the audit of the Order for fiscal year 
1970, pursuant to section 14b of Public Law 
85-761; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

434. A letter from the Administrator, En
vironmental Agency, transmitting the en
vironmental impact statement on the draft 
of proposed legislation submitted February 
17, 1971, to regulate the dumping of mate
rial in the oceans, coastal, and other waters 
and for other purposes, pursuant to section 
102(2) (c) of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

435. A letter from the Secretary of Trans
portation, transmitting a report on oil pollu
tion liability and financial responsibility, 
pursuant to the Federal Water Pollution Con
trol Act, as amended; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

436. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend section 5688 of the In
ternal Revenue Code to provide fox the sale 
of forfeited distilled spirits, wines and beer; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

RECEIVED FROM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

437. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a report 

on a defense industry profit study made pur
suant to Public Law 91-121; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Committee 
on House Administration. House Resolution 
149. Resolution to provide funds for the 
expenses of the investigation and study au
thorized by H. Res. 20; with amendments 
(Rep. No. 92-45). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Committee 
on House Administration. House Resolution 
202. Resolution to provide for the expenses 
of investigations and studies to be conducted 
by the Committee on Armed Services pur
suant to H. Res. 201; with amendment (Rep. 
No. 92-47). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Committee 
on House Administration. House Resolution 
175. Resolution to provide funds for the 
Commi:ttee on the Judiciary; with amend
ments (Rept. No. 92-46) . Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Committee 
on House Administration. House Resolution 
210. Resolution providing funds for the Com
mittee on Rules; with amendment (Rept. No. 
92-48). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Oommittee 
on House Administration. House Resolution 
218. Resolution to provide funds for the ex
penses of the investigations and study 
authorized by H. Res. 21; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 92-49). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Committee 
on House Administration. House Resolution 
225. Resolution to provide funds for the ex
penses of the investigations and studies by 
the Committee on Ways and Means (Rept. 
No. 92-50). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Committee 
on House Administration. House Resolution 
226. Resolution to provide funds for the ex
penses of the studies, investigations, and 
inquiries authorized by H. Res. 114; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 92-51) . Referred to 
the House Oalendar. 

Mr. THO:MPSON of New Jersey: Committee 
on House Administration. House Resolution 
236. Resolution providing funds for the ex
penses of the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct (Rept. No. 92-52). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Committee 
on House Adnlinistration. House Resolution 
253. Resolution to provide funds for the ex
penses of the investigation and study author
ized by H. Res. (Rept. No. 92-93). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Committee 
on House Administration. House Resolution 
272. Resolution providing for the expenses 
incurred pursuant to H. Res. 213; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 92-54). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Committee 
on House Administration. House Resolution 
279. Resolution to provide funds for the ex
penses of the !nvestigation and study au
thorized by H. Res. 217 (Rept. No. 92-55). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Committee 
on House Administration. House Resolution 
285. Resolution to provide funds for the ex
penses of the investigations and studies au
thorized by H. Res. 18 (Rept. No. 92-56). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Committee 
on House Administration. House Resolution 
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290. Resolution to provide funds for the ex
penses of the investigation and study au
thorized by H. Res. 170 (Rept. No. 92-57). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Committee 
on House Administration. House Resolution 
301. Resolution to provide funds for the ex
penses of the investigations and studies by 
the Committee on House Administration 
(Rept. No. 92-58). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ABBITI': 
H.R. 6217. A bill to amend the peanut mar

keting quota provisions of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. ABOUREZK: 
H.R. 6218. A bill to provide for the con

veyance of certain real property of the 
United States to the Yankton Sioux Tribe; 
to the Committee on Government Opera
tions. 

H.R. 6219. A bill to provide for the estab
lishment of a national cemetery near the 
Fort Randall Dam, S. Dak.; to the Commit
tee on Veterans• Affairs. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: 
H.R. 6220. A b111 to protect the safety and 

welfare of American workers by providing 
for a uniform system of identification for 
all receptacles containing compressed gas; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

H.R. 6221. A bill to amend chapter 44 of 
title 18, United States Code, to exempt am
munition from Federal regulation under the 
Gun Control Act of 1968; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 6222. A bill to modify ammunition 
recordkeeping requirements; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BINGHAM (for himself, Mr. 
ADDABBO, Mr. BERGLA.ND, Mr. BYRON, 
Mr. CAREY of New York, Mr. REES, 
Mr. ROYBAL, and Mr. UDALL) : 

H.R. 6223. A bill to create a new National 
Service Agency to fill military manpower re
quirements, to create a voluntary civilian 
service as an alternative to military service, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. CABELL: 
H.R. 6224. A bill to provide for realistic 

limits on the amount of money spent on 
political campaigns by candidates for the 
Senate and House of Representatives; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. GELLER (for himself and Mr. 
McCULLOCH) : 

H.R. 6225. A bill to implement article I, 
section 7, of the Constitution; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. CHISHOLM: 
H.R. 6226. A bi11 to amend the Public 

Health Service Act to continue and broad
en eligibility of schools of nursing for fi
nancial assistance, to improve the quality 
of such schools, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

H.R. 6227. A bill to permit officers and em
ployees of the Federal Government to elect 
coverage under the old-age, survivors, and 
disability insurance system; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DICKINSON: 
H.R. 6228. A bill 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 Serv
ice. 

By Mr. DINGELL: 
H.R. 6229. A bill to provide for a gradual 

reduction in the membership of the Inter
state Commerce Commission from 11 mem
•bers to five members; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 6230. A bill to provide for the is
suance of a commemorative postal stamp in 
honor of the 50th anniversary of the first 
Constitution of Ireland; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

H.R. 6231. A bill to amend the River and 
Harbor Act of March 3, 1899; to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

By Mr. DINGELL (for himself, Mr. 
ANDERSON of California, Mr. LEG
GETT, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. Moss. 
and Mr. VAN DEERLIN): 

H.R. 6232. A bill to authorize the control 
of marine traffic in the ports of the United 
States and certain other waterways; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries. 

By Mr. ERLENBORN (for himself, Mr. 
ABOUREZK, Mr. ANDERSON of Illi
nois, Mr. BELL, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. 
DoN H. CLAUSEN, Mr. COLLIER, Mr. 
CORDOVA, Mr. DAVIS of Georgia, Mr. 
DELLENBACK, Mr. DENT, Mr. DULSKI, 
Mr. DUNCAN, Mrs. DWYER, Mr. ESCH, 
Mr. FINDLEY, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. FRE
LINGHUYSEN, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. HAL
PERN, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. 
HANSEN of Idaho, Mr. HARRINGTON, 
Mr. HATHAWAY, and Mr. HAWKINS): 

H.R. 6233. A bill to authorize a White 
House Conference on Education; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. ERLENBORN (for himself, Mr. 
liELsTOSKI, Mr. HOSMER, Mr. JOHN
SON of Pennsylvania, Mr. KEMP, Mr. 
MCDADE, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. MAZ
ZOLI, Mr. MORSE, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. 
PERK.INS, Mr. PEYSER, Mr. POWELL, 
Mr. PRICE of Illinois, Mr. QUIE, Mr. 
REID of New York, Mr. RHODES, Mr. 
RUTH, Mr. SMITH of New York, Mr. 
STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr. TALCOTr, 
Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin, Mr. 
THONE, Mr. WYDLER, and Mr. 
BEGICH): 

H.R. 6234. A bill to authorize a White 
House Conference on Education; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. FOLEY: 
H.R. 6235. A bill to provide for regulation 

of pubic exposure to sonic booms, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GONZALEZ: 
H.R. 6236. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to make nonservice-connected 
disability pension benefits payable from the 
time the cause of the disability occurs if ap
plication for benefits is made within 1 year 
of the date of such occurrence, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs. 

By Mr. GUDE: 
H.R. 6237. A bill to amend the Foreign As

sistance Act of 1961, as amended; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GUDE (for himself, Mr. HOGAN, 
and Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia): 

H.R. 6238. A bill to authorlze the Com
missioner of the District of Columbia to lease 
airspace above and below freeway rights-of
way Within the District of Columbia, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. LEGGETT (for himself, Mr. 
PELLY, Mr. DELLENBACK, and Mrs. 
GREEN of Oregon) : 

H.R. 6239. A bill to amend the maritime 
lien provisions of the Ship Mortgage Act of 

1920; to the Committee on Merchant Marlne 
and Fisheries. 

By Mr. McFALL: 
H.R. 6240. A bill to amend the Civil Serv

ice Retirement Act to increase to 2¥2 percent 
the multiplication factor for determining an
nuities for certain Federal employees en
gaged in hazardous duties; to the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. MITCHELL: 
H.R. 6241. A bill to provide an equitable 

system for fixing and adjusting the rates of 
pay for prevailing rate employees of the Gov
ernment, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. MURPHY Of New York: 
H.R. 6242. A bill to amend section 409 of 

part IV of the Interstate Commerce Act, as 
amended, to authorize contracts between 
freight forwarders and railroads; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. OBEY {for himself, Mr. FULTON 
of Tennessee, Mr. GIAIMO, Mr. BING
HAM, and Mr. DELLUMS): 

H.R. 6243. A bill to amend titles II and 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to include 
qualified drugs, requiring a physician's pre
scription or certification and approved by a 
formulary committee, among the items and 
services covered under the hospital insurance 
program; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. O'HARA: 
H.R. 6244. A bill to amend section 5 of the 

Service Contract Act of 1965; to the Commit
tee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: 
H.R. 6245. A bill to amend section 5 of the 

Service Contract Act of 1965; to the Commit
tee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. PATTEN: 
H.R. 6246. A bill to improve and in

crease postsecondary educational opportuni
ties throughout the Nation by providing 
assistance to the States for the development 
and construction of comprehensive com
munity colleges; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. PUCINSKI: 
H.R. 6247. A bill to extend the provisions 

of the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and 
Control Act of 1968 for 5 years; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. RONCALIO: 
H .R. 6248. A bill to support the price of 

manufacturing milk at not less than 85 per
cent of parity for the marketing year 1971-72 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa (for himself, 
Mr. POAGE, :i..fr. PATMAN, Mr. SISK, 
Mr. OBEY, Mr. SIKES, Mr. STEED, Mr. 
CULVER, Mr. KYL, Mr. BERGLAND, Mr. 
ABBITT, Mr. ABOUREZK, Mr. KASTEN
MEIER, Mr. FASCELL, and Mr. BROY
HILL of North Carolina) : 

H.R. 6249. A bill to support the price of 
manufacturing milk at not less than 85 per
cent of parity for the marketing year 1971-
72; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa (for himself, 
Mr. CASEY Of Texas, Mrs. HANSEN of 
Washington, Mr. SHRIVER, Mr. 
PICKLE, Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas, Mr. 
BLANTON, Mr. FLOWERS, Mr. FULTON 
of Tennessee, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, 
Mr. WRIGHT, Mr. ASPIN, Mr. THONE, 
Mr. DAN.CEL of Virginia, Mr. DORN, 
Mr. FISHER, and Mr. EDWARDS of 
Louisiana) : 

H.R. 6250. A bill to support the price of 
manufacturing milk at not less than 85 per
cent of parity for the marketing year 1971-
72; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. STEELE: 
H.R. 6251. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to eliminate the provi
sions which presently prevent an individual 
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from receiving more than one benefit at the 
same time, and to provide that the marriage 
or remarriage of a. beneficiary shall not ter
mina. te his or her entitlement to benefits or 
reduce the amount thereof; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TALCOTr: 
H.R. 6252. A blll to a.mend title 39, United 

States Code, as enacted by the Postal Re
organiza tlon Act, to prohibit the malling of 
unsolicited samples of cigarettes; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. UDALL: 
H.R. 6253. A bill to a.mend the Mineral 

Leasing Act, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. ULLMAN: 
H.R. 6254. A bill to a.mend section 218 of 

the Social Security Act to provide that a 
policeman or fireman who has social security 
coverage pursuant to State agreement as an 
individual employee and not as a member of 
a. State or local retirement system may elect 
to terminate such coverage if he is subse
quently required to become a member of 
such a retirement system; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. VIGORITO (for himself and 
Mr. !CHORD) : 

H.R. 6255. A blll to reduce pollution which 
is caused by Utter composed of soft drink 
and beer containers, and to eliminate the 
threat to the Nation's health, safety, and 
welfare which is caused by such litter by 
banning such containers when they a.re sold 
in interstate commerce on a no-deposit, no
return basis; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WOLFF: 
H.R. 6256. A b1ll to equalize the retired 

pay of members of the uniformed services 
retired prior to June 1, 1958, whose retired 
pay ls computed on laws enacted on or after 
October 1, 1949; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. BENNETT (for himself, Mr. 
HANNA, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. DON H. 
CLAUSEN, Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsyl
vania, Mr. HUNGATE, Mr. DUNCAN, 
Mr. HELSTOSKl:, Mr. MEEDS, Mrs. 
MINK, Mr. DELLENBACK, Mr. HAM
MERSCHMIDT, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. 
SCHERLE, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. BUR
LISON of Missouri, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. 
COUGHLIN, Mr. HANSEN of Idaho, 
Mr. MANN, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. 
MELCHER, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. 
ABOUREZK, and Mrs. GRASSO) : 

H.R. 6257. A blll to a.mend the a.ct of 
27, 1960 (74 Stat. 220), relating to the 
preservation of historical and a.rcheologlca.l 
data; to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

By Mr. BENNE'IT (for himself, Mr. 
SIKES, Mr. FISHER, Mr. BYRNES Of 
Wisconsin, IVIr. MILLER of ca.Ufor
nia, Mr. SAYLOR, Mr. EDMONDSON, 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. HOSMER, 
Mr. Moss, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. COLLIER, 
Mr. CASEY of Texas. Mr. DOWNING, 
Mr. HALPERN. Mr. HECHLER of West 
Virginia, Mr. JOHNSON of California, 
.M.r. KASTENMEIER, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. 
PIKE, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. UDALL, 
Mr. NEDZI, Mr. ROBERTS, and Mr. 
CLEVELAND) : 

H.R. 6258. A bill to amend the act of June 
27, 1960 (74 Stat. 220), relating to the ?res
ervation of historical and a.rcheologlcal data.; 
to the Committee on Intenor and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. BENNETT (for himself and Mr. 
FOLEY): 

H.R. 6259. A bill to amend the a.ct of June 
27, 1960 (74 Stat. 220), relaiting to the pres
ervat ion of historical and archeological data; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. BERGLAND: 
H.R. 6260 A bill to declare that certain 

federally owned lands Within the White 

Earth Reservation shall be held by the United 
States in trust for the Minnesota Chippewa 
Tribe, and for other purposes; to the Com
mit tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

H.R. 6261. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code Of 1954 to provide for an in
vestment tax credit for small businesses, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BROOMFIELD: 
H.R. 6262. A bill to set standards of ethics 

and financial disclosure in campaigns for 
election to Federal office; to the Committee 
on House Administrat ion. 

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 6263. A b111 to provide that the Fed

eral Government will collect State and local 
individual income taxes which are a per
centage of Federal tax liability or a.re based 
on a percent age of Federal taxable income; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CABELL: 
H.R. 6264. A bill to authorize the Govern

ment of the District of Columbia to fix cer
tain fees; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

H.R. 6265. A bill to amend the District of 
Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Act, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr.CORMAN: 
H.R. 6266. A bill to provide for a national 

program of disaster insurance; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

H.R. 6267. A bill to provide for a national 
program of earthquake insurance; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

H.R. 6268. A bill relating to the Federal 
income tax treatment of losses sustained as 
the result of the 1971 Los Angeles, Calif., 
earthquakes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CORMAN (for himself, Mr. 
ANDERSON of California, Mr. BELL, 
Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN, Mr. DANIELSON, 
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. 
GUBSER, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. JOHNSON 
of California., Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. Mc
DONALD of Michigan, Mr. MILLER of 
California, Mr. PET'l'Is, Mr. PucINsKI, 
Mr. REES, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. SISK, Mr. 
SMITH Of California, Mr. TALCO'IT, 
Mr. VAN DEERLIN, Mr. WIGGINS and 
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON): 

H.R. 6269. A blll to provide for contribu
tions by the Federal Government to repair, 
restore, reconstruct, or replace nonprofit hos
pitals under the provisions of the Disaster 
Relief Act of 1970; to the Committee on Pub
lic Works. 

By Mr. CORMAN: 
H.R. 6270. A bill to amend section 235 of 

the National Housing Act to make periodic 
assistance payments thereunder available to 
familles whose homes a.re destroyed or dam
aged by natural disasters; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. DERWINSKI (for himself, Mr. 
BUCHANAN, Mr.VANDERJAGT, and Mr. 
WOLFF) : 

H.R. 6271. A bill to limit the period of time 
during which apprcpriations are authorized 
to carry out the purposes of the U.S. Informa
tion and Educational Exchange Act of 1948; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. DRINAN: 
R.R. 6272. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that blood 
donations shall be considered as charitable 
contributions deductible from gross income; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ERLENBORN (for himself and 
Mr. RoE): 

H.R. 6273. A bill to authorize a White House 
Conference on Education; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. FASCELL: 
H .R. 6274. A bill to give the consent of 

Congress to the construction of certain inter
national bridges; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. FISHER: 
H.R. 6275. A bill to establish the Amistad 

National Recreation Area in the State of 
Texas; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. FOLEY: 
H .R. 6276. A blll to amend the act of June 

27, 1960 (74 Stat. 220) relating to the pres
ervation of historical and archeological data; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.R. 6277. A blll to establish a grant-in

aid program to encourage the licensing by 
th,) States of motor vehicle mechanics; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho (for himself, 
Mr.ABOUREZK,Mr.KYROS,Mr.HATH
AWAY, Mr. McCLURE, Mr. STAFFORD, 
and Mr. WYMAN) : 

H.R. 6278. A blll to amend the Rall Pas
senger Service Act of 1970 in order to expand 
the basic rail passenger transportation sys
tem to provide service to certain States; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HARSHA (for himself, Mr. 
GROVER, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. DON H. 
CLAUSEN, Mr. TERRY, and Mr. 
SCHWENGEL) : 

H.R. 6279. A bill to amend the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965, to extend the authorization for titles 
I through V through fiscal yea.r 1972; t.o the 
Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. HARSHA: 
H.R. 6280. A bill to amend section 37 of 

the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to in
crease the credit against tax for retirement 
income and to coordinate it with the maxi
mum yearly social security retirement bene
fit; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HELSTOSKI: 
H.R. 6281. A bill to establish a Depart

ment of Peace, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

H.R. 6282. A bill to provide educational as
sistance to children of civilian employees of 
the United States killed a.broad as a result 
of war, insurgency, mob violence, or similar 
hostile action; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil service. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD (for himself, Mrs. 
DWYER, Mr. GARMATZ, Mr. HORTON, 
Mr. RoSENTHAL, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. 
WRIGHT, Mr. WYDLER, Mr. ST GER
MAIN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. FuQUA, 
and Mr. MOORHEAD) : 

H.R. 6283. A bill to extend the period with
in which the President may transmit to Con
gress reorganization plans concerning agen
cies of the executive branch of the Federal 
Government, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. LONG of Maryland: 
H.R. 6284. A bill: The Southeast Asia Dis

engagement Act; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA (for himself, Mr. 
STEELE, and Mr. STEIGER of Wiscon
sin): 

H.R. 6285. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to prohibit the establishment 
of emergency detention camps and to pro
vide that no citizen of the United States 
shall be committed for detention or impris
onment in any facility of the U.S. Govern
ment except in conformity With the provi
sions of title 18; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MINISH: 
H.R. 6286. A b111 to promote and protect 

the free flow of interstate commerce with
out unreasonable damage to the environ
ment; to assure that activities which affect 
interstate commerce Will not unreasonably 
injure environmental rights; to provide a 
right Of action for relief for protection of the 
environment from unreasonable infringe-
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ment by activities which affect interstate 
commerce; and to establish the right of all 
citizens to the protection, preservation, and 
enhancement of the environment; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MURPHY of New York: 
H.R. 6287. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the Gateway National Recrea
tion Area in the States of New York and 
New Jersey and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. NEDZI: 
H.R. 6288. A blll to amend titles 10 and 

32 of the United States Code; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. O'KONSKI: 
H.R. 6289. A bill to support the price of 

manufacturing milk at not less than 85 
percent of parity for the marketing year 
1971-72; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. PATMAN: 
H.R. 6290. A bill to provide for an audit of 

the Federal Reserve System by the Comptrol
ler General; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. PELLY (by request): 
H.R. 6291. A bill to provide for the dis

position of funds arising from judgments 
in Indian claims commission dockets num
bered 178 and 179, in favor of the Confeder
ated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. PEPPER (for himself, Mr. 
BYRNE Of Pennsylvania, Mr. COLLINS 
of Illinois, Mr. MANN' Mr. MURPHY 
of New York, Mr. RooNEY of Penn
sylvania., and Mr. YATRON): 

H.R. 6292. A bill to provide for a program 
of Federal assistance in the development, 
acquisition, and installation of aircraft anti
hijacking detection systems, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. PODELL: 
H.R. 6293. A bill to amend the Controlled 

Substances Act to move amphetamines and 
certain other stimulant substances from 
schedule III of such act to schedule II; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. ROBERTS (for himself and Mr. 
KOCH): 

H.R. 6294. A bill to amend the Housing Act 
of 1949 to provide that owners of a farm 
may receive grants and special loans to make 
certain repairs or improvements on f.arm 
dwellings occupied by the family of the oper
a.ting tenant, lessee, sharecropper, or migrant 
worker, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. ROE: 
H.R. 6295. A bill to require the Depart

ment of Defense to determine disposal dates 
and methods for disposing of certain military 
material; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

H.R. 6296. A bill to provide benefits for 
sufferers from byssinosis; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

H .R. 6297. A bill to establish a senior citi
zens skill and talent utilization program; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

H .R. 6298. A bill to amend the Wagner
O'Day Act to extend the provisions thereof 
to severely handicapped individuals who are 
not blind, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

H.R. 6299. A bill to require the Secretary 
of Transportation to prescribe regulations 
governing the humane treatment of animals 
transported in air commerce; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 6300. A bill to amend section 401 (e) 
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 to pro
vide that the Civil Aeronautics Board shall 
have authority to regulate the type ot serv
ice performed by an air carrier under the 

terms of any certificate issued under that 
act; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 6301. A bill to provide for a compre
hensive program for the control of noise; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

H.R. 6302. A bill to a.mend the Public 
Health Service Act so as to add to such act 
a new title dealing especially with kidney 
disease and kidney-related diseases; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

H.R. 6303. A bill to amend the Im.migra
tion and Nationality Act to make additional 
Immigrant visas available for immigrants 
from certain foreign countries, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H.R. 6304. A bill to make use of a fire
ann to commit a felony a Federal crime 
where such use violates State law, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H .R. 6305. A bill to require the Council on 
Environmental Quality to make a full and 
complete investigation and study of national 
policy with respect to the discharging of 
material into the oceans; to the Commit
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

H.R. 6306. A bill to amend the National 
Environmental Polley Act of 1969 to require 
the Secretary of the Army to terminate 
certain licenses and permits relating to the 
disposition of waste materials in the waters 
of the New York Bight, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

H.R. 6307. A bill to require the establish
ment of marine sanctuaries and to prohibit 
the depositing of any harmful materials 
therein; to the Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. 

H.R. 6308. A bill to encourage States to 
establish abandoned automobile removal pro
grams and to provide for tax incentives for 
automobile scrap processing; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 6309. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide payment 
for chiropractors' services under the program 
of supplementary medical insurance benefits 
for the aged; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 6310. A bill to reorganize the functions 
of the executive branch of the Government 
which relate to the regulation of commercial 
uses of nuclear power, except those which 
relate to source materials, by transferring 
such functions from the Atomic Energy Com
mission to the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare to be administered through the 
Public Health Service subject (in certain 
cases) to disapproval by the Federal Power 
Commission or the Secretary of the Interior; 
to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. RUPPE: 
H.R. 6311. A bill to extend title V of the 

Public Works and Economic Development 
Ad of 1965 for 2 additional years; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. STAGGERS (for himself and 
Mr. SPRINGER) : 

H.R. 6312. A bill to a.mend the first sec
tion of the Federal Power Act; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 6313 . A blll to amend the Federal 
Trade Commission Act; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 6314. A bill to provide Increased war
ranty protection for consumers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

H .R. 6315. A bill to provide Increased pro
tection !or consumers, prevent consumer 
fraud, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H .R. 6316. A b1ll to amend the Federal 
Hazardous Substances Act, as amended, and 

for other purposes; t o the Committee on In
ters tate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. UDALL: 
H.R. 6317. A bill to provided needed facili

ties and services not otherwise available for 
the accommodation of visitors in t he areas 
administered by the National Park Service, 
by aut horizing the Secretary of Interior to 
guarant ee loans which are part of conces
sioner investments in .such facilities and 
services, and for othn p urposes; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. ULLMAN: 
H.R. 6318. A bill to declare that certain 

federally owned lands shall be held by the 
United States in trust for the Burns Indian 
Colony, Oreg., and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insula.r Af
fairs. 

By Mr. WHITE: 
H.R. 6319. A biD to amend the Railroad 

Retirement Act of 1937 to provide that 
actual ent itlement to a social security bene
fit shall not have the effect of reducing an 
individual's railroad retirement annuity by 
depriving such individual of the full advan
tage of the so-called social security guaran
tee formula in the computation of his or her 
annuity; to l;he Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CASEY of Texas: 
H.J. Res. 474. Joint resolution to author

ize and request the President to proclaim the 
week of June 20, 1971 . through June 26, 1971, 
as "National Royal Ranger Week"; to the 
Cammittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FOLEY: 
H.J. Res. 475. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States, extending the right to vote to citizens 
18 years of age or older; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RARICK: 
H.J. Res. 476. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States to extend the right to vote to persons 
18 years of age and older and to require that 
they be treated as adults for the purposes of 
all law; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr.ROE: 
H.J. Res. 477. Joint resolution to provide 

for a study by the Secretary of Transportation 
of the feasibility of Government acquisition, 
operation, and maintenance of railroad 
tracks, rights-of-way, signal systems, and 
other fixed facilities (as a separate activity 
or as a part of a coordinated Federal trans
portation program); to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WOLFF: 
H.J. Res. 478. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution to provide 
for the direct popular election of the Presi
dent and Vice President of the United States; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROOMFIELD: 
H. Con. Res. 207. Concurrent resolution re

lating to an Atlantic Union Delegation; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. EILBERG: 
H. Con. Res. 208. Concurrent resolution 

expressing the sense of the Congress with 
respect to the establishment of permanent 
Peace Ambassadors by the United Nations; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr.ROE: 
H Oon. Res. 209. Concurrent resolution 

expressing the sense of the Congress with 
respeot to the pollution of waters all over the 
world and the necessity for coordinated in
ternational action to prevent such pollution; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

H. Oon. Res. 210. Concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of Congress relating to 
films and broadcasts which defame, st ereo
type, ridicule, demean, or degrade ethnic, 
racial, and religious groups; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
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By Mr. BARRETT: 

H. Res. 310. Resolution; Mass transit-A 
national priority; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mrs. CHISHOLM: 
H. Res. 311. Resolution to abolish the House 

Committee on Un-American Activities and 
enlarge the jurisdiction of the House Com
mittee on the Judiciary; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. EVINS of Tennessee: 
H. Res. 312. Resolution to provide funds for 

the expenses of the investigations and studies 
authorized by House Resolution 5 and House 
Resolution 19; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania: 
H. Res. 313. Resolution expressing the sense 

of the House of Representatives with respect 
to the establishment and staffing of a perma
nent position of Science Atta.che in Canada; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania (for 
himself and Mr. TEAGUE of Texas): 

H. Res. 314. Resolution expressing the com
mendation and gratitude of the House to 
the men and women of the national space 
program in connection with the Apollo 12 
mission; to the Committee on Science and 
Astronautics. 

H. Res. 315. Resolution expressing the com
mendation and gratitude of the House to 
the men and women of the national space 
program in connection with the Apollo 13 
mission; to the Committee on Science and 
Astronautics. 

H. Res. 316. Resolution expressing the com
mendation and gratitude of the House to 
the men and women of the national space 
program in connection with the Apollo 14 
mission; to the Committee on Science and 
Astronautics. 

By Mr. HAYS (for himself and Mr. 
KLUCZYNSKI): 

H. Res. 317. Resolution creating a select 
committee to be known as the Select Com
mittee on the House Restaurant, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. HUNGATE: 
H. Res. 318. Resolution expressing the sense 

of the Congress to place more emphasis on 
mass and rapid transportation, and suspend 
our commitment to the SST until a more ra
tional national transportation program can 
be implemented; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. JACOBS: 
H. Res. 319. Resolution on U.S. with

drawal from Vietnam; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By. Mr. PATMAN (for himself, Mr. 
EVINS of Tennessee, Mr. WIDNALL, 
and Mr. CONTE) : 

H. Res. 320. Resolution transferring juris
diction of the Subcommittee on Foundations 
of the Select Committee on Small Business 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. ROE: 
H. Res. 321. Resolution for the appointment 

of a select committee to study the effects of 
Federal policies on the quality of education 
in the United States; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

H. Res. 322. Resolution to create a Select 
Committee on the Investigation of Porno
graphic Enterprises; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr.RYAN: 
H. Res. 323. Resolution creating a select 

committee to conduct an investigation and 
study of the files retained by the Committee 
on Internal Security; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. VANIK (for himself, Mr. 
MOSHER, Mrs . .ABzuG, Mr. ABOUREZK, 
Mr. ASHLEY, Mr. BERGLAND, Mr. 
CAREY of New York, Mrs. CHISHOLM, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. DRI
NAN, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. FRASER, Mr. 

FRENZEL, Mr. GALLAGHER, Mr. GREEN 
Of Pennsylvania, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr. METCALFE, Mr. 
MIKVA, Mr. MORSE, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. 
ST GERMAIN, Mr. Ev!Ns of Tennessee, 
and Mr. MAzZOLI) : 

H. Res. 324. Resolution: Mass transporta
tion-A national priority; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 
72. By Mr. BARING: Memorial of the 

Senate and Assembly of the State of Nevada, 
jointly, that the U.S. Forest Service is re
spectfully requested not to grant requests 
heretofore made to increase the maximum 
number of gallons of sewer effluent now au
thorized and allowed by it to be discharged 
into the "Cinder cone" area of the Truckee 
River Basin near Tahoe City, Calif., nor to ex
tend the termination date set for discon
tinuance of the use of the "Cinder Cone" as 
a locale for sewer effluent discharge until 
such time as the States of Nevada and Cali
fornia and agencies of the Federal Govern
ment concerned with water quality are satis
fied that such requested actions are not de
trimental to the domestic water supply of 
the inhabitants of the Reno-Sparks area and 
the fish , wildlife and recreational facilities 
and potentials of the Truckee River, Pyramid 
Lake and Lahontan Valley; and be it further 

Resolved, That the U.S. Forest Service, 
through its appropriate officers, provide the 
Legislature of the State of Nevada with 
copies of current reports concerning the use 
of the "Cinder Cone" area as a dumping 
ground for sewer effluent originating in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. ADDABBO: 
H.R. 6320. A bill for the relief of Carmine 

Aletto; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 6321. A b111 for the relief of Anna Gioia 

Bosco and daughter, Francesca Bosco; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 6322. A bill for the relief of Shiela 
Joy Brown; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H.R. 6323. A b111 for the relief of Filippo 
and Lilla Galletta. and minor child, Antonina 
Galletta; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 6324. A bill for the relief of Antonio 
and Maria Sferrazza and minor child, Gio
vanna Maria Sferrazza; tc the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H.R. 6325. A b111 for the relief of Francesco 
Sorce; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRASCO: 
H.R. 6326. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe 

Ancona, Maria Ancona, and their daughter, 
Maria Ancona; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 6327. A bill for the relief of Ferrucclo 
Bertulli; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 6328. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Ca.Io
gera. Carollo and Miss Raffaela. Carollo; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 6329. A bill for the relief of Leonard 
and Giuseppa Patti; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H.R. 6330. A blll for the relief of Angelo, 
Antoninia, and Nunzia Brigida Zuzze; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROOMFIELD: 
H.R. 6331. A bill for the relief of Mrs. n 

Sun Ko (Baik); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 6332. A bill for the relief of Emilio 

D'Adamo, Anamaria D'Adamo, Aldo D'Adamo, 
and Dora. D'Adamo; to t he Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CAREY of New York: 
H.R. 6333. A bill for the relief of Socorro 

Cruz; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 6334. A bill for the relief of Angelo 

Ferrante and his wife, Maria Ferrante, and 
their son, Daniel Ferrante; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 6335. A bill for the relief of Pietro 
Ferrantelli; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

H.R. 6336. A bill for the relief of Cata.Una 
Chien Hsia; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

H.R. 6337. A bill for the relief of Melbourne 
Murray; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 6338. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Santa Buffa Pagano; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. CHISHOLM: 
H.R. 6339. A bill for the relief of Leslie 

Gerard Paul; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CORMAN: 
H.R. 6340. A bill for the relief of Adolfo 

Lopez Sanabria; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DELANEY (by request) : 
H.R. 6341. A bill for the relief of Guadalupe 

Lily Tai Liu; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of California: 
H.R. 6342. A bill for the relief of Carmen 

Maria. Pena-Garcano; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HENDERSON: 
H.R. 6343. A bill for the relief of Capt. 

Charles A. Aycock; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 6344. A b111 for the relief of Donald 
L. Tyndall, Bruce Edward Tyndall, Kimberly 
Fay Tyndall, Lisa Michele Tyndall, and the 
estate of Elizabeth M. Tyndall, deceased; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KUYKENDALL: 
H.R. 6345. A bill to release the conditions 

in a deed with respect to certain property 
heretofore conveyed by the United States to 
the Columbia M1litary Academy and its suc
cessors; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. MINISH: 
H.R. 6346. A bill for the relief of Laura 

Colubig and her daughter, Barbara Colubig; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PODELL: 
H.R. 6347. A blll for the relief of Olive R. 

Lawrence; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

By Mr. ROONEY of New York: 
H.R. 6348. A bill for the relief of Domenico 

DeBellis; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 6349. A bill for the relief of Pietro 

Palazzo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 6350. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 

Mrs. Paola Pesce; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H.R. 6351. A bill for the relief of Paz I. 

Cruz; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 6352. A bill for the relief of Miss Bet

tina. Woon Sum Yau; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCHMITZ: 
H.R. 6353 . A bill for the relief of Ola Belle 

Meredith; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

By Mr. VIGORITO: 
H.R. 6354. A bill for the relief of Teresa. 

Martelletti; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. WHITE: 
H.R. 6355. A bill for the relief of Michiko 

Unoki Gonzalez; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WOLFF: 
H.R. 6356. A bill for the relief of Thalia 

Simos; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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