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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, July 23, 1981 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Reverend Edward L. Foggs, 

Church of God, Anderson, Ind., of· 
fered the following prayer: 

Eternal and all·wise God, Creator 
and Sustainer of Life: We pause to ac· 
knowledge Your gracious love and to 
give You thanks for Your constant 
and bountiful blessings. 

Be present today, we pray, to give in· 
sight and wisdom to these elected rep· 
resentatives who grapple with momen· 
tous issues confronting our Nation and 
our world. Keep them ever mindful of 
the heritage and trust committed to 
them. Make them keenly sensitive to 
hurts of the human spirit and boldly 
responsive to the healing promptings 
of Your spirit. 

As all of us seek to exercise responsi· 
ble citizenship, enable us to under· 
stand and embrace Your will for our 
lives. Make us instruments of Your 
peace, love, mercy, and justice so that 
our journey here will please You and 
touch the lives of others in ways that 
ennoble their living. 

Hear our prayer, 0 God, and uphold 
us by Your eternal spirit. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex· 

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

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

Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 
that Mr. MATSUNAGA has been appoint· 
ed a conferee, on the part of the 
Senate, on the bill <H.R. 3982) entitled 
"An act to provide for reconciliation 
pursuant to section 301 of the first 
concurrent resolution on the budget 
for the fiscal year 1982," for section 
1302 of Senate amendment and section 
14003 of the House bill, vice Mr. RAN· 
DOLPH, excused. 

THE REVEREND EDWARD L. 
FOGGS 

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

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Speaker, we have 
been honored this morning in hearing 
the inspiring words of a guest chaplain 
who is one of my distinguished con· 
stituents. He is Edward L. Foggs, an 
executive officer of the Church of 

God, which has its national offices in 
Anderson, Ind., in my congressional 
district. 

Mr. Foggs, an ordained minister, 
served 10 years as pastor of the Sher· 
man Street Church of God in Ander· 
son, beginning in 1959. He led the 
church in a major expansion program, 
at the same time being active as a civic 
leader in the Anderson community. He 
later became director of Urban Minis· 
tries for the Church of God under its 
Board of Church Extensions and 
Home Missions. 

Mr. Foggs' ministry has extended 
beyond his own denomination to other 
significant endeavors. He has served as 
a member of the board of directors of 
the National Conference of Black 
Churchmen, Operation PUSH, and the 
Urban Training Center for Christian 
Missions. He is currently a member of 
the National Religious Advisory Coun· 
cil of the National Urban League, and 
is chaplain of the local Rotary Club. 
For the past 13 years he has taught 
Afro·American culture as an adjunct 
faculty member of Anderson College. 

I would like to add that Mr. Foggs is 
a man who is not entirely unknown on 
Capitol Hill. He is the father of a son, 
and four daughters-two of whom 
have served as interns in my Washing· 
ton office. Both are now employed on 
Capitol Hill, in the offices of my Hoo· 
sier colleagues, Congressman SHARP 
and Congressman DECKARD. 

It is a pleasure for me to welcome 
him here today, and to renew my ac· 
quaintance with him and with his out· 
standing family. 

THE REVEREND EDWARD L. 
FOGGS 

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

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Speaker, I am de· 
lighted to join my Hoosier colleague, 
Mr. HILLIS, in welcoming Pastor Foggs 
here this morning. 

As my colleague has pointed out, he 
has a distinguished career and has 
provided outstanding leadership in 
communities in Indiana. I want to par· 
ticularly comment on his good Chris· 
tian family. His daughter, Miss Ly· 
nette Foggs, has been an exceptional 
public servant in my office, and I just 
want to say that these are the kinds of 
citizens, Mr. Speaker, that I think 
make America great. 

U.S. AIR DEFENSE 
<Mr. SKELTON asked and was given 

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

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, yester· 
day the House Armed Services Com· 
mittee began the first in a series of 
hearings on the need for air defense in 
our Nation. I commend Chairman 
PRicE for initiating these hearings 
which I suggested. 

I have a concern for America's air 
defense system. The air defense 
system that I speak of is simply the 
protection of the United States from 
enemy bombers. 

The causes of our frail air defense 
program go back some 20 years. In the 
1960's our military strategy adopted 
the policy of deterrence and, accord· 
ingly, we began to gradually dismantle 
our strategic or active defense system. 
Air defense was one of those victims. 

In the 1960's, air defense had about 
2,600 interceptor fighter planes. 
Today, we have less than 300. In the 
1960's we had over 1,000 surface·to·air 
or SAM missiles assigned a role of 
guarding our key military installa· 
tions. Today, we have none. In the 
1960's the United States had a formi· 
dable air defense radar system. Today, 
that tier of radar systems known as 
the DEW line-or Distant Early Warn· 
ing line-has gaps in it that allow an 
enemy aircraft to go through it with· 
out detection. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the Armed 
Services Committee for its initiation of 
these hearings, and I certainly hope 
that something substantial in the way 
of positive air defense will come about 
as a result. 

FITTING MEMORIAL TO 
FRANKLIN DELANO ROOSEVELT 

<Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday this House debated what to 
do about a memorial for Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt. I would like to 
make a proposal that I think is the 
kind of memorial F. D. R. would want 
more than anything made of concrete, 
or another statue or monument. 

When he created social security, he 
truly cared about the elderly in Amer· 
ica. F. D. R. insisted social security be 
kept separate from the rest of the 
budget. We allowed that to be changed 
under Nixon and I think that was 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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wrong. Social security was created and UPDATE ON RECONCILIATION 
it was separated from the budget. In CONFERENCE 
1969, under President Nixon, we <Mr. PANETTA asked and was given 
moved it into the unified budget. permission to address the House for 1 

The best monument to Franklin minute, to revise and extend his re
Delano Roosevelt would be to get marks, and to include extraneous 
social security out from under the uni- matter.> 
fied budget so ~o more politic~! a~d Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, this is 
budget games Will be played. With It. . a continuing update on the reconcilia
People need to know what IS really tion conference. 
going on. We must make social secur!- Yesterday we had a number of con
ty separate. ~e must know what IS ference meetings. In agriculture the 
really happerung. We must keep sepa- issues related to Public Law 480 and a 
rat~ ~ooks. Th~t is the ~ay F. D. ~· 9-percent cut in administration were 
envisioned social ~ecur1ty and It resolved. They are continuing today 
worked very well until 1969. on the food stamp issue and dairy 

Let us give a real monument to cuts. 
F. D. R. I think the elderly are tired The Banking Committee completed 
of having games played with them and its conference. 
F. D. R. ~ould ~e shoc~ed by t~is Energy and Commerce met on the 
body treatmg social security as a ball- health issues and will continue to 
out fund for the rest of the budget. meet today. The energy issues in that 

conference were largely resolved yes
terday afternoon. 

Education and Labor met on employ
ment issues and resolved the CETA 
area and vocational education and 
today will be meeting on poverty pro
grams and older Americans. 

0 1010 
The Public Works Committee re

solved late last night and completed 
its work on reconciliation. 

The Government Operations Com
mittee expects to resolve today. 

For today, the following committees 
are meeting in conference: Agricul
ture, Armed Services, Education and 
Labor, Government Operations, Mer
chant Marine, and Ways and Means. 

Mr. Speaker, all of us, very frankly, 
ought to be very proud of the process 
and the way it is going and the per
formance of the chairmen and Mem
bers on both sides of the Hill. There 
are some difficult challenges left, but I 
have every confidence that we will 
complete reconciliation within our 
timeframe. 

DAILY REPORT ON CONFERENCE ACTIVITY-JULY 22, 1981, 6 P.M. 

SUBCONFERENCE COMPLETED 
[Dollars in millions] 

Committees: House/Senate Date completed 
Savings achieved 

Budget authority Outlays 

-$244 
-4,706 
-1,474 
-1,363 

- $158 
- 5,163 
- 1,457 

- 615 

• Preliminary CBO estimates. 

WEDNESDAY'S ACTIVITIES 
[Dollars in millions] 

Committee Activity ( miniconference No.) Issues 
1982 savings achieved 

Comments 
Budget authority Outlays 

Agriculture ....................... ..... .......................... Agriculture/Agriculture miniconference (1-9) ....... All open issues ........................................................................................................ Conference agreement on Public Law 480 (mini-
conference No. 2) 

Armed Services. .. ............ ....................... .......... None .................................................................................................................................... ...................................................... .. 

~~~g oi'COiiimiiia:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: =~~-~~~~~~~ .. ~~~-~~~~ .. ~ ~~-~ .:: : :: : ::::: : :: :: ::::::::: ::: ::: : : : ::: :::: : :: :::::::: :: :: : : :: :: ::::: :: :: : :: : :: :: : :::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Conference still in session at 6 p.m. 
Education and Labor ...................... ........ ........... Education and Labor/Labor and Human Resources CETA ..................................................................................................................... Issues resolved. CBO estimates not available. 

miniconference (15). ~:~=:::: : : :: ::: : :::::::: : :: : ::: :::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Energy and Commerce .......................... ............ Energy and Commerce/Labor and Human Re- ~~~ .. ~-~~~:::::: :: : : ::: :::: :: : :: ::: :: : : :: ::: : :: : ::: : : :: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Staffs developing a block grant package. 

sources miniconference (27). 
Energy and Commerce/Energy and Natural Re

sources miniconference (2~). : ~i-~~~::::: : : :: :: : :::::::::: : :::: : : ::::::::: : ::: : :: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Conference agreement 
SPRO ............ .. .......................... ............... ............................................................ .. 

=~~-~~~~~::: :::::: :::::: : ::::::::::::::::: : :::: ~c!O:::::: : :: : :: : :: :: :: : ::: : :: ::: :::: : : :: : : : : :::: : ::::::: ::: : :: :::::::: : : :: : : :::::::: : ::::::::: : :: : :::::: : :: :: :: :: : : ::: : :::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
=~i'M:lriiie: ::: ::: : :::::::::::::::::: :: : : : :: :: :: : : : : :: :: : sia;rdiSCUSSiOOs:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

~!~~~~:::: :: ::: : ::: : : : ::: :: ::: ::: :::::::::: ~=:~:~~~==:~:~~~:~~=::~~~~::::: : :~~:=::~:::: :::: : :::: ::: : :: :: :: ::::: ::: :::::: :::: :: :: : :: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Conference agr~l 
Ways and Means ........................ ..................... .. .... do ................. ...... .......... ............. ................................................................................................................ ........ .................. .. 

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

Mr. PANETTA. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. I want to compliment 
the gentleman on his excellent leader
ship and the work he has done on the 
reconciliation conference. The gentle
man has really done a superb job, and 
I particularly want to compliment the 
gentleman on keeping all the Members 

of the House fully informed as to what 
is happening in the conference. 

Mr. PANETTA. I thank the gentle
man. 

SOCIAL SECURITY CUTS 

<Mr. DASCHLE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 

remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, this 
House is now on record in opposition 
to the Reagan administration's intent 
to terminate the minimum benefit for 
social security recipients. Though it 
appears the administration is reconsid
ering its increased penalties for early 
retirement scheme, those currently re
ceiving the minimum benefit will not 
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likely receive the courtesy of such a 
retrospective analysis. 

Over 10,000 persons in my State will 
likely lose their minimum benefit 
should this cutback remain in the rec
onciliation bill. Most of these people 
are farmers or schoolteachers, in other 
words, those who are prevented by law 
from participating in social security 
until only recently. I consider ' this 
effort particularly a callous affront to 
the dignity of these older Americans. I 
feel that the President has been ill-ad
vised on both of these proposals and I 
remain hopeful that the benefits of 
current social security beneficiaries 
will not be further tampered with. 

Mr. Speaker, I received what I be
lieve to be an excellent letter from a 
constituent of mine the other day stat
ing his feelings about the proposed 
social security cuts. Mr. Leggett's 
statements echo a number of letters 
and calls my office has received in 
recent weeks since the social security 
changes were first proposed. Following 
is the text of the letter: 

JULY 14, 1981. 
DEAR MR. DASCHLE: There are a few things 

in President Reagan's budget, and tax cuts 
that bother me quite a bit. I am a senior cit
izen, having retired in 1974, at the age of 62 
years old. I believe the age limits for retire
ment should be left as they are. Many men 
develop some kind of physical problems 
that force them to retire early, or at least 
by age 65. In these times I see very little 
reason to tamper with Social Security. 
When we were working the Social Security 
deductions were just as hard on us, as it is 
on present day workers, because we were 
making considerably less. 

There are many other things that he, and 
I, don't agree on. I believe these issues 
should be non-partisan in scope, and a lot of 
common sense should be used in deciding 
the final outcome. I am one small voice 
among many. I do know that most of the 
tax money that is collected, comes from the 
little people, because there are so many of 
us around the country. I still pay at least 
half as much income tax, as I did before I 
retired. Other than a small private pension, 
my income is from interest on money I 
saved over the years, for the purpose of 
being able to live comfortably when I did 
retire. I also get a Social Security check. In
flation has sure bit into us retirees. 

You probably get lots of letters like this 
one, but I feel that many people were in the 
same boat that I am, so I would vent my 
feelings for myself, and all the rest. 

Sincerely yours, 
EvERETT E. LEGGETT, 

Aberdeen, S. Dak. 

WALL STREET EXPECTS HIGH 
INTEREST RATES 

<Mr. PEASE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for l 
minute.) 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, I am send
ing out a dear colleague letter today I 
would like to call to the attention of 
my colleagues which shows a cartoon 
of President Reagan trying to pull a 
bull out of a hat for Wall Street, but 
actually it is a bear that comes out in-

stead. For all of the talk about bal
anced budgets and the new economic 
program, Wall Street simply is not 
buying it. It expects to have high in
terest rates fueled by the big deficits 
built into the Reagan budget over the 
next 3 years. 

Larry Chimerine, chairman and 
chief economist of Chase Economet
rics, is the latest to predict a budget 
deficit as high as $75 billion by 1984, 
in contrast with the balanced budget 
predicted by the President. Independ
ent economists are unanimous in pre
dicting budget deficits of that size in 
fiscal year 1984. 

I think we need to be careful about 
building in a large tax cut for 1984. 

SUBSIDIZED BOY SCOUTS? 
<Mr. RUDD asked and was given per

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

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, when I was 
a Boy Scout, the small troop I was in 
used to scrape together enough 
money, either by donation or fundrais
ing events, and plan for a modest little 
camping outing that we took every 
month or so. This activity was part of 
what it meant to be a Boy Scout. 

Recently, I was shocked to learn of a 
tax-supported Boy Scout program set 
up by the Cook County Juvenile Court 
System in Illinois, which places repeat 
juvenile offenders in two specially 
crafted troops, all expenses paid. I was 
told that all of the juveniles in this 
program have been involved in serious 
or violent crimes, averaging almost 
five previous arrests with court refer
rals, and that 40 percent of those 
chosen do not even complete the pro
gram. These special Scouts are run by 
paid, full-time scoutmasters who make 
court appearances for the Scouts, take 
extravagant outings three weekends 
out of every four during the summer 
to places like Michigan, Wisconsin, 
West Point, and New Mexico. A large 
part of the funding from this program 
is subgranted down to the Boy Scouts 
from the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, which contributes 
about $1,600 per participant, in addi
tion to other State and local sources. 
These LEAA Federal grants alone 
have added up to $110,628 for the first 
year of the experimental program in 
1979, $82,971 in 1980, and $58,387 for 
this year-all for two Boy Scout troops 
with a total of 50 members. 

This program totally distorts what it 
means to be a Boy Scout-that is, 
taking part in a volunteer organization 
which stresses the principles of hones
ty, hard work, and thriftiness, among 
other attributes. I do not think we 
should be using Federal tax dollars for 
questionable programs like this, espe
cially when there is need for help in 
more essential services to the public. 

You can be sure I have written to 
LEAA for an explanation. 

SPECIAL INTEREST 
BOONDOGGLE 

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

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, the Ways 
and Means Committee has adopted a 
$3.3 billion bailout for some big busi
nesses as a part of its tax bill. I will be 
seeking authorization under the rule 
to offer an amendment to strike this 
provision from the bill when it reaches 
the floor. 

The bailout provision allows only 
certain select "distressed industries" 
to carry back unused investment cred
its all the way to 1962, when ITC's 
were created, while the rest of busi
ness and industry can only go back 3 
years. I have contacted the major busi
ness organizations and not one of 
them supports this provision. The 
Chamber of Commerce, Business 
Roundtable, National Association of 
Manufacturers, American Council for 
Capital Formation, and National Fed
eration of Independent Business all 
have refused to endorse this special in
terest boondoggle. 

Only this new class of superindus
tries which intend to slip into the 
Treasury unnoticed to raid it for $3.3 
billion evidently support it and few of 
them do so publicly. Since there were 
no hearings on it, these business orga
nizations have not considered or en
dorsed it, and it is special interest leg
islation, Members should have the 
right to debate and vote on it sepa
rately through the amendment I will 
offer. 

0 1020 

THE TAX BILL 
<Mr. GINGRICH asked and was 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let 
me say in the beginning, it is always a 
delightful thing to see a colleague 
from Atlanta sitting in the chair. 

Mr. Speaker, next week, this House 
will vote on a historic tax bill. Presi
dent Reagan will offer us an opportu
nity to genuinely cut spending and cut 
taxes, fight high interest rates and 
create jobs. · 

Mr. Speaker, the bill which has been 
reported out by the Committee on 
Ways and Means, which is supported 
by the liberal Democratic leadership, 
is, in the long run, a tax increase bill. 
Any Member who votes for it should 
realize full well in 1982 his taxpayers 
or her taxpayers will have an opportu
nity to decide whether or not they 
wish to be represented by someone 
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who is in fact voting for a tax increase 
bill which will lead to higher taxes by 
1984. 

REAGAN TAX CUT IS NEEDED 
NOW 

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

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, 
there is really only one reason why 
the majority wants to limit the tax cut 
to 2 years. They are doing it because 
they want to have the extra money to 
spend in 1984. 

Can anybody who has been here 
more than 2 years doubt that Con
gress will spend every last dime of the 
money it takes in through taxes, and 
then some? 

The only way to cut Government 
spending and bring inflation under 
control is to enact a meaningful cut in 
taxes. The American people under
stand this. They know the way to dis
cipline a free-spending son or daugh
ter is to cut their allowance. The way 
to discipline a free-spending Congress 
is to limit its revenues and then re
quire that it live within its means. 

A 2-year tax cut is not good enough. 
At best it will mean a momentary 
pause in the race to spend every dollar 
in the Treasury. We need the Reagan 
tax cut now. 

URGENT SUPPLEMENTAL AP
PROPRIATION FOR THE DE
PARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 308) making an urgent sup
plemental appropriation for the De
partment of Health and Human Serv
ices for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1981; and I would like to state 
at this time, Mr. Speaker, that this 
meets with the approval of the Com
mittee on Appropriations, the Presi
dent, the Office of Budget and Man
agement and the Department of 
Health and Human Services. There is 
no controversy about this matter at 
all, Mr. Speaker. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kentucky? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, I would like to 
inquire of the gentleman from Ken
tucky (Mr. NATCHER), if I COUld, why in 
this language, which is general lan
guage going to health services, that 
the language that the House has regu
larly adopted referring to abortion 
under the so-called Hyde amendment, 
is not included in this particular legis
lation? 

It seems to me that we are providing 
an additional amount for health serv
ices with no restrictions and that 
there is no language in here which 
would keep the health services bu
reaucracy of the Department of 
Health and Human Services from per
forming abortions with this money. 

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

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. NATCHER. In answer to the 
gentleman's inquiry, this request is for 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services in the operation of the 8 
Public Health Service hospitals, the 27 
clinics, and for that reason, the lan
guage that the gentleman refers to is 
not necessary in this supplemental re
quest. 

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. NATCHER. If the gentleman 
would pardon me for interrupting, on 
the regular bill for fiscal year 1982, for 
the Department of Education, the De
partment of Health and Human Serv
ices, and the Department of Labor, the 
provisions concerning abortion in this 
regular bill would apply to the oper
ation of the Public Health Service hos
pitals and the clinics until they are 
phased out and to all supplemental 
bills. 

This is a phasing out proposition 
whereby they will go out of existence 
and it is not necessary to have that 
language at this time. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
knows the lJOsition of the gentleman 
from Kentucky and the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, in regard to the 
abortion language. That has been es
tablished all down through the years 
and the gentleman can take the word 
of the gentleman from Massachusetts 
and my word that the gentleman's in
terest will be fully protected. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man. The problem that I have, and 
the gentleman can correct me if I am 
wrong, is that this is for closedown 
costs for a particular public service 
hospital that is not specified in the 
legislation and neither is there any 
specification that this additional 
money over and above the supplemen
tal that was previously passed by the 
House has the antiabortion protec
tions in it. 

I know, for instance, when we passed 
the previous supplemental we had the 
protection language in it with regard 
to abortions. This supplemental would 
seem to fall into the same category as 
that legislation and I am wondering 
why that language could not be in
cluded in this particular bill. 

Mr. NATCHER. If the gentleman 
will yield further, I would like to say 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
that any language in the regular bill 
for these three Departments would 
apply for any supplemental appropria-

tion request and that is the major 
reason why it is not necessary at this 
time. 

The language in the regular bill and 
under the continuing resolution, 
would apply to the urgent supplemen
tal request now before the House, and 
to all such bills for these three De
partments. 

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving 
the right to object, and I ask the gen
tleman because I have the greatest re
spect for him, but, I ask the gentle
man, why in that case did we include 
the abortion language in the previous 
supplemental if in fact the overall law 
applies without regard to the supple
mentals. 

Mr. NATCHER. If the gentleman 
will continue to yield, the gentleman 
will recall that at that time we 
changed the language somewhat and 
it was in the continuing resolution. 
The gentleman is correct and the 
matter that he has called up at this 
time is proper in every respect and his 
interest will be fully protected. 

To extend the continuing resolution 
was the reason why we placed the lan
guage back at that time. 

0 1030 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, further 

reserving the right to object, I would 
ask the gentleman, could we not in
clude the language in this legislation 
just to provide that protection and 
thereby assure the Members of this 
House there is no problem? 

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

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. NATCHER. It is not necessary. 
The language that the gentleman is 
concerned about applies to this supple
mental request like it would apply to 
any other supplemental request until 
we pass the regular bill for fiscal year 
1982, and the gentleman has a good 
idea now about the language that will 
be in that bill. We would hope that 
the gentleman would not object. This 
is an urgent matter pertaining to 4,000 
employees of the Public Health Serv
ice hospitals. It applies to these eight 
hospitals that are of great concern to 
a great many Members in the House. 

This is a request direct from the 
President, sent up here on July 16. We 
held meetings on the 17th, marked it 
up the same day. We would hope that 
the gentleman would not object to the 
action that we request at this time. 

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving 
the right to object, just let me clarify 
for the record, if this bill were to pass 
the House, is the gentleman saying for 
the legislative record and stating to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania that 
all present language with regard to 
abortion would apply to every dime 
that is in this bill and that, therefore, 
the Hyde amendment would apply to 
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this bill just as it applies to every 
other dollar which is in the budget of 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services? 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield further at this 
point? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. NATCHER. I would like to say 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
<Mr. WALKER) that the gentleman is 
correct. Every word the gentleman ut
tered is correct. It will apply. We will 
see to it on this committee that every 
word of it applies. 

The gentleman is correct. 
Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle

man. 
Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle

man from Massachusetts. 
Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, here is 

what happened. The administration 
asked for a $36 million rescission. We 
went along with the administration. 
They now realize that they do not 
have enough money to carry on until 
October 1 for these hospitals. These 
eight hospitals are going to close. 

This has nothing to do with abor
tion. We do not need the gentleman 
prodding us. The gentleman and I 
have always put the Hyde language in 
our appropriations bill. The Hyde lan
guage is in there. This is merely a 
little bookkeeping item to keep 3,800 
Public Health Service employees on 
the payroll who otherwise will be fur
loughed August 15. And, 497 tempo
rary employees will be furloughed 
August 1 unless we provide this 
money. 

We are not repealing any law that 
we passed in this Congress in the sup
plemental rescissions bills. The terms 
of that bill apply to these funds as 
well. I give you my word on that. 

Mr. Speaker, let me further say that 
none of us on the subcommittee were 
pleased at this request for a supple
mental appropriation on the Public 
Health Service hospitals. 

We were displeased because little 
more than a month ago this commit
tee approved a $36 million rescission 
requested by the administration to be 
taken from the hospitals. Now, less 
than 60 days later, we are asked to 
provide an additional $16.8 million to 
keep the hospitals and clinics open 
through the end of the fiscal year. 
Clearly poor planning and faulty esti
mates of potential revenues have been 
badly handled. 

In spite of my displeasure with the 
way the Public Health Service has es
timated its operating costs and needs, 
I do support the supplemental request 
before us at this time. 

I support this supplemental because 
if we fail to make the $16.8 million 
available, more than 3,800 Public 
Health Service employees will be fur-

loughed on August 15. And, even prior 
to that on August 1, 497 temporary 
civil service employees will be laid off. 
They will lose their jobs and their live
lihood with very little advanced notice. 
Further, I am concerned that ade
quate plans have not been made to ac
commodate needy patients that may 
be displaced by a rushed closing. 

And, if we look at the slightly longer 
term picture for the hospitals and the 
communities they serve, it also does 
not make good sense to allow them to 
close prematurely. Right now four 
communities have submitted prelimi
nary plans to take over the hospitals 
in their areas. Other communities are 
expected to draw up plans before long. 
If the hospitals are forced to close and 
then reopen, the cost to these commu
nities would be prohibitively high. In 
addition, the loss of staff from prema
ture closure would make restaffing by 
the communities particularly difficult. 

For these reasons I urge my col
leagues to support this supplemental. 

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving 
the right to object, I think the gentle
man from Massachusetts <Mr. CoNTE), 
because of his long involvement with 
this issue, knows this is a matter of 
great concern to many Members of 
this House and many people in the 
body politic. I am very, very concerned 
about general language with regard to 
health services. I am pleased to get 
the assurances of both the gentleman 
from Massachusetts <Mr. CONTE) and 
the gentleman from Kentucky <Mr. 
NATCHER) that we are not, in fact, 
changing anything with regard to the 
law, that every penny of this money
the $16,800,000-would be covered by 
the Hyde amendment in this bill; and 
with those assurances, I shall not 
object, but I would make the point 
that we are extremely concerned 
about any language in general with 
regard to health services that might in 
any way whatsoever begin to impact 
on the abortion question. 

I know the gentleman shares that 
concern, and the gentleman from Ken
tucky shares that concern. 

Mr. CONTE. We are with you 100 
percent. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kentucky? 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, I do this 
just to clarify a point and see if there 
is a lesson in this particular legisla
tion. 

I am not opposing the legislation, 
but I see where the total budget for 
these facilities is comprised of appro
priated funds plus reimbursement 
from patients who do not qualify for 
free care. 

Unfortunately, reimbursements have 
fallen substantially below the level an
ticipated earlier in the year, leaving a 

critical deficit in operating funds. My 
question is: Why did the reimburse
ments fall? Are these people covered 
by other Federal programs and, there
fore, they could go to a hospital and 
not be charged at all, and then the 
Federal Government would not have 
the reimbursement coming back to the 
Treasury? 

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

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, there are 
two basic reasons why there is a short
fall in revenues for the operation of 
the Public Health Service hospitals. 
New York is holding back on the pay
ment of medicaid reimbursements to 
the Staten Island Public Health Hos
pital in New York. More critical is the 
fact that because the hospitals are 
slated to close, patients are already 
going elsewhere for care and therefore 
needed revenues to operate the hospi
tals have fallen way off. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. The State is 
holding back? 

Mr. CONTE. On medicaid payments. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Will those 

payments be forthcoming in the 
future? 

Mr. CONTE. We asked that of the 
witness who represented the Health 
and Human Services Agency before us 
last week, and what happened, really, 
is that once they found out that these 
hospitals were going to be closed, then 
they started foot dragging. Efforts are 
being made to collect past due reve
nues. As I said, the other problem is 
there are not as many patients in the 
hospitals right now. So there are fewer 
revenues coming into the hospitals. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. That is part 
of my question. There are not as many 
patients in the hospital, but have they 
found other ways in order to enter a 
hospital through other Federal pro
grams and, therefore, they would not 
have to pay anything? I am just trying 
to clarify the record as to why the re
imbursements are not coming into the 
Federal Treasury. 

Mr. CONTE. They are negotiating. I 
think they have four of these hospi
tals now that the States or communi
ties will take over. The one in New Or
leans, they are negotiating with the 
Veterans' Administration; the one in 
Seattle, they are negotiating with the 
Veterans' Adminstration. They hope 
to have them take over these hospi
tals. And I should add that the pa
tients who use these facilities will be 
provided with proper and adequate 
care through contract arrangements 
with other providers or through care 
provided by their branch of the mili
tary. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: 
H.J. RES. 308 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the following 
sum is appropriated, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1981, namely: 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 

HEALTH SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

HEALTH SERVICES 

For an additional amount for "Health 
Services", $16,800,000: Provided, That not 
more than $145,199,000 shall be available 
under this head for operation of Public 
Health Service hospitals and clinics. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, the 
bill which we bring to the House 
today, House Joint Resolution 308, 
provides for an urgent supplemental 
of $16.8 million for the Public Health 
Service hospitals and clinics of the De
partment of Health and Human Serv
ices. These funds will be used to aug
ment the operating budget of these 
health care facilities in order to avoid 
the premature closure of the system 
approximately 6 weeks from today. 
This supplemental was proposed by 
the President on Thursday, July 16. 
The Subcommittee on Labor, Health, 
and Human Services and Education 
held a hearing on July 17. Immediate
ly following the hearing, the subcom
mittee recommended unanimously 
that the full amount of the Presi
dent's request be approved. 

As most Members know, there are 
currently 8 hospitals and 27 clinics in 
the PHS system. The hospitals are lo
cated in Boston, Staten Island, Balti
more, Norfolk, New Orleans, Nassau 
Bay <Texas), San Francisco, and Seat
tle. On March 10 the President sub
mitted a budget to Congress which in
cluded a proposal to close the last of 
these hospitals or transfer them to 
local communities in fiscal year 1982. 
The Congress has approved the basic 
provision of the closure proposal in its 
action on the 1981 rescission bill and 
in its action in the reconciliation bill 
which is currently in conference. Ap
proval of this supplemental does not 
alter this decision. Additional funds 
are required in 1981, however, if this 
closure is to be conducted in an order
ly and responsible fashion and if local 
communities are to be given a chance 
to take over hospitals as proposed by 
the President and agreed to by the 
Congress. 

When the President submitted his 
proposal in March it was estimated by 
the administration that $234.3 million 
would be required to run the hospital 
system in 1981. The 1981 rescission/ 
supplemental bill put this budget in 

place by approving a rescission of $36 
million in the general operating 
budget of the hospitals. In addition a 
supplemental of $40 million was ap
proved in the same bill to begin imple
mentation of the closure plans. Of the 
$234.3 million required in 1981, $168.4 
million was to come from appropriated 
funds and $65.9 million from fees paid 
into the system by nonentitled users, 
principally active duty and retired 
military and their families. Unfortu
nately, nonappropriated revenue to 
the system has fallen short of expecta
tions as military and other paying pa
tients have begun to find alternative 
sources of care. In addition the Feder
al court in San Francisco temporarily 
delayed the Department's plans to 
limit contract care to emergencies. 
The result is that the system is short 
$16.8 million in its 1981 operating 
budget. Without this supplemental, 
the hospitals will have to close by Sep
tember 1 rather than during 1982 as 
originally planned. Furlough notices 
have already been sent to its 4,000 em
ployees. 

Some persons may ask why we do 
not let the system close early if it is 
going out of business anyway. The 
answer is twofold. First, I believe there 
is a responsibility io carry out closure 
in an orderly fashion which is fair 
both to employees of the system and 
to patients who have not yet found al
ternative sources of care. Second, the 
Congress has made a commitment to 
give local communities a reasonable 
opportunity to take over these facili
ties in 1982 if they want them. Take
over proposals have already been sub
mitted by five of the communities and 
these would all be seriously jeopard
ized by premature closure. The Con
gress commitment to helping these 
communities is clearly stated in the 
House report and conference report 
accompanying Public Law 97-12 and I 
quote: 

Page 207 of House Report 97-29: "The 
Committee has heard testimony from the 
Administration indicating that several com
munities are considering takeover of a par
ticular facility . . . The Committee will seri
ously consider a request to add funds to up
grade such a facility for community use." 

Page 69 of House Report 97-124: "The 
conferees are agreed that any community 
may submit a plan for community use of 
these facilities and that no hospitals should 
be closed prior to October 1, 1981." 

I believe that we have the responsi
bility to honor this commitment and I 
strongly urge my colleagues to ap
prove this supplemental. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
support House Joint Resolution 308, 
making urgent supplemental appro
priations for the Department of 
Health and Human Services. The $16.8 
million in this unusual and very 
urgent request is vital to keep the 8 
Public Health hospitals and 27 satel
lite clinics open until the end of the 
fiscal year. Most importantly, approv-

al of this request will prevent the pre
mature furlough of almost 4,000 em
ployees of the hospital system on 
August 15. 

The Department of Health and 
Human Services notified Congress 
that this shortfall in funding became 
apparent only after we had already 
passed the 1981 supplemental/rescis
sion bill. It is unfortunate and beyond 
my comprehension why the Public 
Health Service was not able to accu
rately estimate the actual costs neces
sary to keep the hospitals and clinics 
open until October. In any event the 
shortfall exists and we must act before 
the recess to avoid additional hardship 
being laid on approximately 4,000 em
ployees of the Public Health Service 
system. 

The administration and Congress in 
moving ahead with the closure of 
these hospitals have made a commit
ment to affected communities and em
ployees to keep these facilities open 
until the end of the fiscal year. The 
1981 supplemental/rescission bill ap
proved in June allows Congress to con
sider future appropriations in the 
event affected communities or private 
or public entities express interest in 
taking over a hospital in their area. 
Both the House and the Senate recon
ciliation bills now pending before Con
gress contain language allowing inter
ested parties to submit proposals to 
the Secretary of HHS for takeover of 
facilities. In addition, the Secretary is 
given discretion under both bills to 
keep hospitals open into 1982 in order 
to facilitate orderly transfers to those 
parties who have submitted a takeover 
proposal. With these commitments in 
mind, it is incumbent upon us to act 
favorably and as quickly as possible on 
a solution to this funding shortfall for 
the Public Health hospitals. This sup
plemental provides us with a quick so
lution. Hopefully the Senate will 
follow the House lead and expedite 
this urgent matter. If not, the House 
report to House Joint Resolution 308 
clearly states that the Appropriations 
Committee would be willing to consid
er a reprograming request as an alter
nate solution to this problem and 
would do so on an expedited basis. 

I concur with this language and sup
port any effort, including House Joint 
Resolution 308, which will resolve this 
issue favorably and quickly. 

Mrs. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of House Joint Resolution 
308, a bill making an urgent supple
mental appropriation for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1981, for 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services in an amount of $16,800,000. I 
want to thank Chairman NATCHER and 
the subcommittee members and of 
course, Chairman WHITTEN and the 
full committee members, with whom I 
have the privilege of serving, for their 



16974 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 23, 1981 
prompt consideration of this emergen
cy supplemental request. 

This $16.8 million needed to achieve 
the fiscal year 1981 transition is well 
within the realm of possibility and 
well within the contemplation of both 
the administration and the Congress 
as they both dealt with the possibility 
of local control. Without the addition
al money, about 4,000 Public Health 
Service employees, including doctors 
and nurses, will be furloughed for 
about 6 weeks beginning on August 15, 
and as many of my colleagues know, 
about 400 of these employees are em
ployed at the New Orleans PHS Hospi
tal. 

Mr. Chairman, although the PHS 
system is scheduled to close Septem
ber 30, there is a provision in the sup
plemental appropriations and rescis
sions for 1981, on page 207 which in
corporates the following language and 
I quote: 

The committee has heard testimony from 
the administration indicating that several of 
the communities in which these hospitals 
are located are considering the possibility of 
taking over operation of a particular facili
ty. 

Should any of these communities make a 
firm commitment to take over one of the 
hospitals, the committee will seriously con
sider a request to add funds to the 1982 ap
propriations bill to upgrade the facility for 
community use. 

I urge you to support the promise 
Congress has made to these communi
ties. The transfer of control of the 
hospital to community contro~ would 
necessitate the hospital carrying out 
the tentative plans regarding current 
employees. This would have a signifi
cant effect on facilitating such a trans
fer. 

While I have strong concerns regard
ing the closing of the PHS system, one 
of the many side effects of the drastic 
budget action the Congress has chosen 
to take this year, the least we can do is 
to see that the termination of this 
system is carried out in a rational, 
sympathetic manner. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the passage of 
the supplemental appropriations for 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services for fiscal year 1981. 
e Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this emergency supplemen
tal appropriation and urge my col
leagues to support this vital measure. 

As my good friend from Kentucky 
has explained, this emergency supple
mental is absolutely essential because 
the Public Health Service hospitals 
and clinics are providing necessary and 
valuable health care to thousands of 
Americans. 

Additionally, if this supplemental is 
not approved, communities that want 
to take over these hospitals and con
tinue their operations will be denied 
the opportunity to do so. 

Both Congress and the administra
tion support allowing communities to 
take over these hospitals. The Assist-

ant Secretary for Health at the De
partment of Health and Human Serv
ices recently reiterated the administra
tion's commitment to community take
over on July 17, and Congress ex
pressed their support for this ap
proach in the report accompanying 
the fiscal year 1981 appropriations/re
scission bill and in the Omnibus Rec
onciliation Act. 

At this time, many communities 
have expressed serious interest in as
suming control over their PHS Hospi
tal. All have submitted plans for com
munity takeover to the Secretary of 
HHS, who is now reviewing them. If 
these plans are viable, the Secretary 
will approve the transfer of these fa
cilities to the communities. 

In my view, to close these facilities 
prior to the end of this fiscal year 
would be extremely unfair-especially 
to cities like Seattle, Wash., which has 
worked diligently and at considerable 
expense for community takeover of its 
hospital. 

The city of Seattle has submitted a 
plan for community takeover of the 
Seattle PHS hospital because the hos
pital serves a vital role in the local 
health-care delivery system. The hos
pital has no surplus beds, serves over 
100,000 persons through its facilities 
and clinics, and is a major research 
and training center in the Pacific 
Northwest. 

If this supplemental appropriation is 
not approved, all temporary civil serv
ice employees at his hospital will be 
terminated on August 1, and all civil 
service employees, with the exception 
of caretaker personnel, are to be fur
loughed on August 15. 

If these employees are furloughed, 
all PHS hospitals will close and the 
possibility for community takeover of 
the hospitals will end. 

In my view, this would be interpret
ed as a demonstration of extreme in
sensitivity to local health-care needs 
by the Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, by its action on the 
fiscal year 1981 appropriations andre
scission bill and on the Omnibus Rec
onciliation Act, this Congress made a 
·commitment to communities, like Se
attle, to continue the service and oper
ations of PHS hospitals while the Sec
retary of HHS reviewed their plans for 
a community takeover and arranged 
for viable transfers to local control of 
these hospitals. 

This Congress also made a commit
ment to provide quality, effective 
health care to this Nation's citizens. 

My good friends, Chairman NATCHER 
and Mr. CoNTE, and the other mem
bers of the Appropriations Committee 
have worked hard to meet these com
mitments by approving this legisla
tion. 

These individuals must be commend
ed for their diligence and efforts over 
the past week and for their commit-

ment to the citizens and communities 
of this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, for these reasons, I 
strongly urge my colleagues to support 
this necessary appropriation.• 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the House Joint Resolution 
308 just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4241, MAKING APPRO
PRIATIONS FOR MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION FOR DEPART
MENT OF DEFENSE FOR 
FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEPTEM
BER 30, 1982 

Mr. GINN, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, s.ubmitted a privileged 
report <Rept. No. 97-193) on the bill 
<H.R. 4241) making appropriations for 
military construction for the Depart
ment of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1982, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the Union Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. REGULA reserved all points of 
order on the bill. 

NATIONAL CHILDREN'S DAY 
Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the joint resolution <H.J. Res. 191) 
designating August 8, 1982, as "Na
tional Children's Day," and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. · 

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object-and I shall not 
object-it certainly seems like worth
while legislation that the gentleman is 
bringing to the floor, but I would like 
to give the gentleman an opportunity 
to explain the bill for the membership 
of the House. 

I yield to the gentleman for that 
purpose. 

Mr. GARCIA. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, what is significant 
about this bill, besides the fact that it 
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does honor children, this resolution 
was introduced by a late Member of 
this body from the Ohio delegation, 
Congressman Tennyson Guyer; and 
this was one of the last acts that he in
troduced in Congress. I think it is fit
ting and appropriate that today this 
Congress act not only because of the 
real significance of the resolution but 
also for the gentleman himself, Mr. 
Guyer, of Ohio. 

House Joint Resolution 191 desig
nates August 8, 1982, as "National 
Children's Day." America's children 
represent new life and hope for the 
future of the Nation and the world 
and should be regarded as this Na
tion's most precious resource. This 
Nation should affirm its commitment 
to focus on the joys, the rights, and 
the needs of children so as to create a 
better life for them. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man for that explanation. We appreci
ate the gentleman from New York 
bringing this to the floor. It is a fitting 
tribute and a memorial to Tenny 
Guyer, who served this body and his 
constituents so well, to have this Na
tional Children's Day approved. 

Further reserving the right to 
object, I yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. REGULA). 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to commend the gentleman from New 
York and the committee for bringing 
this resolution to the floor. I served 
with our former colleague Tenny 
Guyer as a member of the Ohio 
Senate and also here. 

0 1040 
Mr. Speaker, I know that Tenny 

Guyer had a long-time dedication to 
legislation that would improve the 
quality of life for children in this 
Nation. I think it is very appropriate 
that this type of resolution be brought 
before us, and that his name be associ
ated with it. This is a fitting legislative 
tribute to his compassion and concern 
for the youth of our Nation. 

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

Mr. WALKER. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from New York under 
my reservation. 

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to make just one additional point 
as it relates to this resolution. 

A group of youngsters from the dis
trict that was represented by Mr. 
Guyer of Ohio came to my office and 
visited with me. We talked about this 
resolution, and I think probably what 
triggered it as far as I am concerned 
and the committee is concerned was 
the enthusiasm that these children ex
pressed as it related to this resolution 
because it came out of an eighth grade 
class in Mr. Guyer's congressional dis
trict. 

They had made some suggestions 
that because Mr. Guyer had passed 
away, his replacement would be able 

to introduce this resolution, but I felt, 
after checking with the Parliamentari
an and finding that it was appropriate 
to introduce it and to pass it in Mr. 
Guyer's name, that we should go for
ward, and so we did. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, again I 
thank the gentleman from New York 
<Mr. GARCIA) for his interest in this 
matter. It appears that he has indeed 
helped in memorializing Tenny Guyer 
in a way that Tenny himself, I think, 
would have liked. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: 
H.J. RES. 191 

Whereas America's children represent 
new life and new hope for the future of the 
Nation and the world; 

Whereas children should be regarded as 
this Nation's most precious resource, and be 
assured of proper productive citizens and re
sponsible leaders of tomorrow; 

Whereas children have a right to quality 
education, freedom from hunger, freedom 
from poverty, freedom from discrimination, 
and the legacy of a world at peace; 

Whereas the Nation's adults have an obli
gation to create a better world which is con
ducive to the well-being of the children of 
the United States, a world in which children 
can feel secure in the knowledge that they 
will have the opportunity to achieve their 
maximum potential as adults; and 

Whereas the Nation should affirm its 
commitment to focus on the joys, the rights, 
and the needs of children so as to create a 
better life for them: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That August 8, 1982, 
is designated as "National Children's Day" 
and the President is requested to issue a 
proclamation commemorating the occasion 
and calling upon the people of the United 
States to observe that day with appropriate 
ceremonies and activities. 

Mr. WEBER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
today the House adopted House Joint 
Resolution 191 which designated 
August 8, 1982, as National Children's 
Day. This bill was introduced by our 
late Member Tennyson Guyer on Feb
ruary 25, 1981, and I am sure that we 
all agree with Mr. Guyer that children 
should be regarded as this Nation's 
most precious resource. 

Honoring the Nation's children in 
this way also serves to honor the 
memory of Congressman Guyer. 

I wish to commend my colleague, the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. 
GARCIA), for bringing this bill to the 
floor for passage. I was deeply sad
dened by the untimely death this year 
of our colleague in Congress and 
fellow Ohioan, Tenny Guyer. He will 
be missed by his family and friends, 
his colleagues in Congress, and by the 

many people in western Ohio, who 
knew and loved him well. 

When I came to the House this year, 
as a freshman Member, I was looking 
forward to joining with Tenny to work 
for Ohio and the country. I was 
hoping to take advantage of his expe
rience and his wisdom in order to 
make the work of a newcomer to 
Washington in these critical times 
that much easier. 

Now, with his passing I hope that I 
can gain some inspiration from his 
memory and pursue my duties in Con
gress with the same spirit and love of 
the job that he brought to the office. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
to include extraneous matter, on the 
joint resolution just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF 
ORDER AGAINST H.R. 4144, 
ENERGY AND WATER DEVEL
OPMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 
1982 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by di
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 185 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. REs. 185 
Resolved, That during the consideration 

of the bill <H.R. 4144) making appropria
tions for energy and water development for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1982, 
and for other purposes, all points of order 
against the following provisions in said bill 
for failure to comply with the provisions of 
clause 2, rule XXI are hereby waived: begin
ning on page 4, line 11 through page 5, line 
2; beginning on page 6, line 1 through page 
7, line 23; beginning on page 15, line 21 
through page 16, line 6; beginning on page 
16, line 8 through page 27, line 2; beginning 
on page 28, line 22 thro~gh page 30, line 3; 
and beginning on page 30, line 22 through 
page 31, line 4. It shall be in order to consid
er en bloc amendments to the bill printed in 
the Congressional Record of July 17, 1981, 
by Representative Derrick of South Caroli
na, and said amendments shall not be sub
ject to a demand for a division of the ques
tion in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
TRAXLER). The gentleman from South 
Carolina <Mr. DERRICK) is recognized 
for 1 hour. 
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Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for 

purposes of debate only, I yield the 
customary 30 minutes for the minority 
to the gentleman from Missouri <Mr. 
TAYLOR), pending which I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 185 
is a rule to facilitate consideration of 
H.R. 4144, making appropriations for 
energy and water development for the 
fiscal year ending September, 30, 1982, 
and for other purposes. This resolu
tion waives points of order against des
ignated sections of the bill for failure 
to comply with cl~use 2 of rule 21 of 
the rules of the House. The bill is, of 
course, open for amendment and the 
time of general debate will be deter
mined by unanimous consent. 

Clause 2 of rule XXI prohibits both 
unauthorized appropriations and legis
lation in an appropriations bill. The 
waiver applies only to sections of the 
bill that are specified in the rule, and 
is primarily necessary due to the fact 
that appropriations are provided in 
this bill for several programs whose 
authorizations have reached some 
stage of the legislative process, but 
have not yet been enacted into law. 
The bill alSo contains provisions that 
constitute legislation and which re
quire waivers for their consideration. I 
submit for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
a copy of the letter from the chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations 
outlining the need for this waiver. 

In addition, the resolution provides 
that the amendments printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of July 17, 
1981, by Representative DERRICK, shall 
be considered en bloc and that this 
amendment shall not be subject to a 
demand for a division of the question 
in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. This provision enables the 
two amendments which address impor
tant and related issues within the 
State of South Carolina to be consid
ered at the same time even though 
they appear in different paragraphs 
within title 3 of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4144 provides ap
propriations of $3.1 billion for Army 
Corps of Engineers civilian projects, 
$838 million for the Bureau of Recla
mation in the Department of the Inte
rior, $8.3 billion for the Department of 
Energy, and $821 million for seven in
dependent agencies, including the Nu
clear Regulatory Agency and the Ap
palachian Regional Commission. 

The total new budget authority pro
vided by this legislation is $13.1 billion 
which is $232 million below what the 
President requested. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
House Resolution 185 so that we may 
proceed to the consideration of this 
very important appropriations bill. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the 
RECORD I include a copy of a letter 
dated July 14, 1981, from the chair
man of the Committee on Appropria-

tions to the chairman of the Commit
tee on Rules, as follows: 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C., July 14, 1981. 

Hon. RICHARD BOLLING, 
Chairman, Committee on Rules, House of 

Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Committee on 

Appropriations on July 14 reported the 
Energy and Water Development Appropria
tion Bill for fiscal year 1982. A number of 
paragraphs in the bill are lacking completed 
legislative authorization. In addition, bill 
language which might be considered as leg
islative in nature is required for certain ac
counts to continue the efficient execution of 
ongoing programs and projects. Therefore, 
we request . a rule waiving points of order 
against the following sections of the bill for 
possible failure to comply with the provi-
sions of Clause 2 of Rule XXI. · 

In Title I of the bill, under Special Recre
ation Use Fees, language is included to con
tinue the availability of funding from the 
special account established by the Land and 
Water Conservation Act of 1965, as amend
ed (16 U.S.C. 4601) for the Corps of Engi
neers. This language is necessary to ensure 
that certain provisions of P .L. 96-514, De
partment of the Interior and Related Agen
cies Appropriation Act, 1981, are not applied 
to Corps of Engineers programs funded in 
this appropriation bill. 

Titles I and II also contain certain general 
provisions which may constitute legislation 
in an appropriation bill. These provisions 
have been reviewed with the appropriate 
legislative committees and are considered 
necessary in this bill to permit timely ac
tions required for the efficient execution of 
ongoing public works programs and projects 
of the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau 
of Reclamation. 

For Title III, Public Law 95-91, along with 
other legislation, provides generic authority 
for Department of Energy programs funded 
in the bill. However, the annual authorizing 
legislation contemplated in section 660 of 
P.L. 95-91 is in various stages of the legisla
tive process. Differing versions of authoriza
tion legislation pertinent to this title have 
been reported in H.R. 3505 by the Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee and in H.R. 
3146 and H.R. 344 7 by the Science and 
Technology Committee; H.R. 3505 and H.R. 
3447 are presently pending before the 
Energy and Commerce Committee. H.R. 
3413 was reported by the Armed Services 
Committee and passed by the House on 
June 11. Each bill contains portions of the 
FY 1982 authorization for DOE programs. 
Two general provisions are included in Title 
III to permit account consolidations for 
more efficient management of authorized 
programs. 

In Title IV, the Nuclear Regulatory Com
mission and Water Resources Council pro
grams for FY 1982 are not yet authorized. 
Differing versions of the NRC annual au
thorization were reported in H.R. 2330 by 
the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee 
on April 10 and the Energy and Commerce 
Committee on June 9. Authorization for the 
Water Resources Council was reported by 
the Public Works and Transportation Com
mittee in H.R. 3432. 

We should also note that the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1982, H.R. 
3982, contains several provisions which may 
constitute authorization for, or limitations 
on, certain programs funded in the bill. To 
the extent we can determine, the bill is 
within the provisions of H.R. 3982. 

It is unlikely that authorizing legislation 
for those sections of the bill mentioned 
above will be enacted before House consider
ation of this bill is necessary. Under the cir
cumstances and in the interest of orderly 
procedure, we respectfully request a hearing 
before your Committee to seek a rule waiv
ing all points of order under Clause 2 of 
Rule XXI for the following: 

Title !-Special Recreation Use Fees and 
General Provisions 

Title 11-General Provisions 
Title III-Department of Energy 
Title IV-Independent Agencies-Nuclear 

Regulatory Commission and Water Re
sources Council 

We greatly appreciate your continued sup
port. 

Sincerely, 
JAMIE WHITTEN, Chairman. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 185 
is a rule to facilitate consideration of 
H.R. 4144, the Energy and Water De
velopment Appropriations bill for 
fiscal 1982. The resolution waives 
points of order that would otherwise 
lie against specified provisions of the 
bill for failure to comply with clause 2 
of rule XXI. 

Clause 2 of rule XXI prohibits ap
propriations for any expenditure not 
previously authorized by law as well as 
prohibits legislation in an appropria
tions bill, and the waiver provided by 
this rule is necessary because 35 para
graphs of H.R. 4144 have either not 
yet been authorized or do constitute 
legislation. 

The 35 paragraphs are specified in 
the resolution, and at the appropriate 
time I will ask unanimous consent to 
place in the REcoRD a brief summary 
of the provisions of the bill for which 
waivers of points of order are provided 
for in this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, in addition to granting 
the waivers as requested by the Com
mittee on Appropriations, the Com
mittee on Rules provides for the en 
bloc consideration of amendments 
printed in the RECORD of July 17 by 
Representative DERRICK. These 
amendments shall not be subject to di
vision either in the House or in the 
Committee of the Whole. It should be 
pointed out to the Members, I think, 
that when the Committee on Rules 
met on July 16 we did not have the 
amendments to be offered by Mr. DER
RICK before us nor were we given an 
explanation of them. Other than that, 
we were told, the amendments are re
lated to South Carolina. 

In essence, this rule provides for or
derly consideration of a very impor
tant appropriations bill, where we 
once again find ourselves taking up 
the bill before the authorization bills 
have been passed. 

As to the bill itself, H.R. 4144 appro
priations $13.1 billion for the Energy 
and Water Development functions of 
the Corps of Engineers, the Depart
ment of Energy, the Department of 
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the Interior Bureau of Reclamation 
and several related agencies in fiscal 
1982. 

The amount provided in the bill is 
$232,313,000 less than the budget esti
mate in the administration request, 
and the Appropriations Committee 
report notes that the bill is $533 mil
lion under the new budget authority 
target set forth in the first concurrent 
resolution on the budget. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill continues the 
downward trend of recent years in 
funding for the Army Corps of Engi
neers and the Department of the Inte
rior Bureau of Reclamation and due to 
our general economic conditions, no 
new construction starts are contained 
in H.R. 4144, even though 30 critically 
needed projects are authorized, engi
neered and ready to be started. 

There was no disagreement about 
the necessity for providing these waiv
ers in the Committee on Rules, and I 
urge the adoption of the resolution. 

At this point in the RECORD, Mr. 
Speaker, I include a brief summary of 
the provisions of H.R. 4144 for which 
the waivers contained in the rule 
apply. 
PROVISIONS OF H.R. 4144 FOR WHICH WAIV· 

ERS OF POINTS OF ORDER ARE PROVIDED FOR 
IN HOUSE RESOLUTION 183 
In Title I, Special Recreation Use Fees. 

The provision states that notwithstanding 
certain language in the fiscal year 1981 In
terior Appropriations Act, recreation use 
fees deposited into the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund shall be available for ap
propriation to the Corps of Engineers. 

General Provisions. Contains provisions 
dealing with seven current water projects or 
waterways and a provision changing the 
name of a lake in Oklahoma. 

In Title II, Department of Interior Gener
al Provisions. Contains a provision dealing 
with the availability of funds appropriated 
to the Colorado Salinity Control Project for 
pumping capacity at the Yuma Mesa Pump
ing Plant. 

In Title III, Department of Energy. None 
of the funds appropriated in this title have 
yet been authorized in law. Differing ver
sions of authorization legislation pertinent 
to this title have been reported in H.R. 3505 
by the Interior and Insular Affairs Commit
tee and in H.R. 3146 and H.R. 3447 by the 
Science and Technology Committee; H.R. 
3503 and H.R. 3447 are pending before the 
Energy and Commerce Committee. H.R. 
3413 was reported by the Armed Service 
Committee and passed by the House in June 
11. Each bill contains portions of the fiscal 
year 1982 authorization for DOE programs. 

In Title IV, Nuclear Regulatory Commis
sion. The authorizing legislation for this 
agency, H.R. 2330, has been reported in dif
fering versions by the Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee and the Energy and 
Commerce Committee. 

Water Resources Council. Legislation au
thorizing the activities of this agency, H.R. 
3432, has been reported from the Public 
Works and Transportation Committee. 

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

Mr. TAYLOR. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
somewhat concerned about these waiv
ers of points of order in this bill. 

0 1050 
It seems to me in going through the 

overall legislation that a number of 
these waivers speak to appropriating 
sections where without authorizing 
legislation we are going above budget 
figures, Gramm-Latta budget figures, 
on the outlay side. 

I am somewhat concerned about the 
fact that those waivers seem to track 
an outlay problem that the Office of 
Management and Budget has indicat
ed exists in the appropriation bills. 

Is the gentleman familiar with that 
particular problem? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I would simply say to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania that 
the Rules Committee was assured that 
these did not exceed those budget fig
ures. 

Now, as to whether or not they do, I 
am not privy to that information. I do 
not have all the budget figures. 

I would certainly suggest that in
quiry be made at the proper tinie 
under the debate. 

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

Mr. TAYLOR. I will be happy to 
yield to the ranking member, the gen
tleman from Indiana <Mr. MYERS). 

Mr. MYERS. We have all seen those 
figures presented to us by the Office 
of Management and Budget. Of 
course, they are speculative figures in 
that they refer beyond this year. 
What will happen in 1983 and 1984 is, 
of . course, subject to what this Con
gress will enact in the future as far as 
appropriations are concerned; as far as 
rescissions and deferrals considered 
and acted upon by Congress. No one 
can today project what will happen in 
1983, of the Office of Management 
and Budget, the Rules Committee, or 
any Member of this Congress. 

I think it is the understanding here 
that all Members working on this bill 
and all appropriations are concerned 
about outlays and getting our econom
ic house in order. 

It is purely speculative when you 
consider that in future years we would 
rescind or defer funds that are not 
needed; so those figures that the gen
tleman is using with OMB are com
pletely speculative for 1983 and 1984 
because we do not know what action 
Congress will take in the future. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the point, however, is that on these 
particular sections that we are, in fact, 
in this bill committing to outlays for 
the future which, indeed, would have 
to be rescinded and that in the sec
tions that are being waived, where no 
present authorizations exist, we are, in 

fact, exceeding what the Office of 
Management and Budget sees as ap
propiate outlay figures in the upcom
ing years and, indeed, this may pre
vent us from arriving at a balanced 
budget by 1984 in the opinion of the 
Office of Management and Budget. 
That is the key question here. Wheth
er or not we should be granting rules 
waiving those provisions where no au
thorizations exist and where the au
thorizing committees have yet to make 
their determinations is, I think, a very 
serious question in this House that 
goes not only to this appropriation 
bill, but goes to appropriation bills 
that may follow. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from Missouri yield fur
ther? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. MYERS. Using the analogy that 
our colleague from Pennsylvania is 
using, there would be very few appro
priations get out of here before Christ
mas. I do not think we could do much 
between Christmas and New Year's, 
assuming we would have all the au
thorizations completed. 

Again, I do not know how anyone in 
OMB or anyplace else can say what 
Congress is going to do. We are all 
concerned about the same objective 
and we share our concern with Mr. 
Stockman that we are going to try to 
hold the line. We have done this. 

According to the Congressional 
Budget Office, we are $150 million 
under the outlay figure laid down by 
Gramm-Latta. In the outyears, again I 
do not know what is going to happen 
in the future. No one here can predict 
that. 

Assuming what OMB assumes that 
there would be no action by Congress 
to hold the line in the future, well, 
you could use that figure any way you 
want to, you can bounce that back and 
forth; but again we are under for 1982 
and I am quite sure that the Commit
tee on Appropriation is just as con
cerned about inflation and high inter
est rates and we will hold the line in 
the future, too. We all share the same 
concern the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania has. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. WALKER. The problem is that 
what we are doing here is that we are 
waiving the rules of the House. We are 
saying that the rules of the House 
should not apply because we are 
taking certain actions that are basical
ly in violation of the rules of the 
House. When you do that, it seems to 
me you have an obligation to assure us 
that we are also then complying with 
what the House has previously deter
mined. 
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In Gramm-Latta we made some pro

jections toward the future as well as 
toward the next year that we are com
mitting ourselves as a Congress to a 
balanced budget in 1984. When we are 
waiving the rules of the House here in 
order to achieve a particular end in 
violation of previous determinations of 
this House, I think it is a concern. 
That is the concern I am expressing 
with regard to this rule. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I would say to the 
gentleman that I certainly think we 
all agree that we have a concern in 
granting these waivers on appropria
tions before authorization; but by the 
same token, I think the gentleman 
from Indiana makes a very valid point 
that if we are going to get this work 
done this year, it is important that we 
move forward. 

I have received no communication 
from Mr. Stockman relative to his po
sition on this. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania that the letter of the 
chairman, the gentleman from Missis
sippi (Mr. WHITTEN) to the Rules Com
mittee agrees with the gentleman 
from Indiana <Mr. MYERS), the rank
ing member, that it does comply, in 
fact, with Gramm-Latta II, the recon
ciliation bill, and with the assurance 
on the part of the chairman of the Ap
propriations Committee and the rank
ing member on the subcommittee deal
ing with energy and water, we felt con
strained to at least vote out the bill. 

I would suggest that in the future 
consideration of the bill on the floor 
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
would make the proper inquiry at that 
time. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? I have an
other provision of the rule that con
cerns me. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes. 
Mr. WALKER. The rule also talks 

about block amendments to be printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of July 
17, 1981, by Representative DERRICK of 
South Carolina and the amendments 
are not subject to a demand for divi
sion of the question in the House or 
the Committee of the Whole. 

Now, this rule somewhat concerns 
me in that regard, because here we are 
on July 23 considering the rule. 
Nobody in the House has probably fo
cused on it. Already we have gone past 
the date in which those particular 
amendments could go into the RECORD, 
and as I understand it, this rule came 
out of the committee on July 16. The 
amendments were to be printed in the 
RECORD July 17. 

I am just concerned about the fact 
that over the period of the last few 
weeks we have had the chairman of 
the Rules Committee, for example, on 
the House floor talking about how 
there is a need for Members to have 
access to amendments and have access 
to bills well in advance and now we get 

a rule that all happened in a 1-day 
period, where the Members have had 
no chance really to examine it and 
where the Rules Committee had not 
seen the amendment before acting on 
it. 

I would ask the gentleman whether 
or not there was any discussion of this 
particular provision in the Rules Com
mittee. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Well, I would say to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania that 
he is correct in that it does violate the 
new regulations that I understood are 
provisions that have been implement
ed by the Rules Committee; however, 
because it was not printed in the 
RECORD prior to the time that the rule 
was granted, the amendment was sub
sequently printed in the RECORD on 
the 17th. I had no idea of what it re
lated to until that time. 

My colleague on the committee, the 
gentleman from South Carolina, is in
terested in this amendment. Perhaps 
the gentleman would like to respond 
to the question. 

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

Mr. TAYLOR. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. DERRICK. The chairman of 
the committee, the gentleman from 
Missouri <Mr. BoLLING) in his letter of 
July 9, and I will read the paragraph 
that is pertinent: 

I wish to advise all Members of the House 
about some of the procedures I propose to 
follow in the future, except under the most 
unusual and/ or critical circumstances on 
very complex matters such as budget resolu
tions, reconciliation bills, tax bills, to name 
three. 

Complex "rules" on such matters usually 
provide that the bill or resolution reported 
from the appropriate committee be made in 
order for consideration· and that a limited 
number of amendments, including substi
tutes, may be offered. 

I direct the gentleman's attention to 
the chairman's letter. His letter speaks 
to the procedure to be followed on 
complex rules and further the chair
man defines "complex" rules. The rule 
we are now considering is not a com
plex rule. All germane amendments 
can be offered. 

Further, my amendments do not re
quire waivers of points of order for 
their consideration. The provision in 
the rule just allows for me to offer 
them together when considering title 
III of the bill. Therefore, this provi
sion is not pertinent to the matter of 
complex rules. 

As a matter of fact, the Rules Com
mittee had my proposed amendment 
before it the day before we considered 
it. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield further? 
Mr. TAYLOR. I would be happy to 

yield. 
Mr. WALKER. The problem for 

some of us is that it appears as though 

we are getting a double set of stand
ards here with regard to how we are 
going to operate and that it is a stand
ard then where the judgment is made 
in the Rules Committee and perhaps 
by the chairman of the Rules Commit
tee as to what is complex and what is 
not complex, what some Members can 
do and what other Members cannot 
do. 

I am very concerned that we are not 
meeting the mandates as laid down by 
the chairman himself. 

I would hope that as we go through 
the process that we assure that every
one is treated the same way. You 
know, if we are adopting new processes 
around here, they should all meet 
similar standards. 

All the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia is attempting to do is say that I 
think that there should be some fun
damental fairness in this process, par
ticularly when we see rules coming on 
to the floor which basically make the 
parameters of the debate on the sub
stantive issues very, very narrow. 

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

Mr. TAYLOR. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. DERRICK. One thing the gen
tleman should understand is that 
there are no restrictions on amend
ments in this rule and that Chairman 
BoLLING's letter is only concerned with 
the procedure to be followed for rules 
which limit amendments. 

0 1100 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. WALKER. It is my understand

ing, for instance, we are going to be re
quired on the tax bill to have our 
amendments printed by I think it is 3 
o'clock this afternoon or tomorrow 
afternoon. All I am saying is I think 
the principle should be the same, that 
we are not following the same princi
ples on this bill that we are evidently 
following with regard to the tax bill. 

Mr. DERRICK. If the gentleman 
will yield further to me, the principles 
have not been deviated from. Chair
man BoLLING's letter is concerned with 
complex rules. This is not a rule, as I 
just said a minute ago, that restricts 
amendments, so it is not applicable. 

I think we are arguing about some
thing that is really not germane to 
this particular rule. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield further to me at this point? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man. The point here is that this par
ticular rule did make in order an 
amendment which had not been print
ed in the REcoRD, and that is the prin
ciple we are discussing here. It is a 
principle that I think, in fundamental 
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fairness, should apply across the 
board. That is the only point I wish to 
make, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing. 

Mr. TAYLOR. The gentleman is cor
rect. It does make in order an amend
ment that had not been printed in the 
RECORD prior to the committee meet
ing, which was a part of the new regu
lations by the chairman, which did de
scribe such a situation as being a com
plex rule. But the gentleman that 
wrote the book interprets the rules, 
and he interprets that this is not a 
complex rule. So I suppose that the 
pattern could be cut to fit the cloth, 
but that is life as it is. 

So this is the situation that we have 
before us. The Rules Committee does 
report out this rule, and I think that 
further criticisms, and perhaps sugges
tions, and perhaps debate can occur on 
the bill itself. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re
quests for time and yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
Ohio <Ms. OAKAR) for purposes of 
debate only. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I rise in 
support of the rule, and I want to pub
licly thank the Rules Committee for 
the waiver that they did allow which 
permits a very small item to be insert
ed in the bill. Thus our project related 
to flood control for our Cleveland zoo 
is included in this bill. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. DERRICK. We thank the gen

tlewoman for her kind remarks. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 minutes to the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania, <Mr. 
EDGAR), for purposes of debate only. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Speaker, we are 
about to begin today a very interesting 
and, I hope, creative process of looking 
at water policy and energy policy for 
our Nation as it relates to the appro
priation bill. We have in this bill a 
number · of important water projects 
and a number of important energy 
projects. 

In these very few minutes, we are 
looking at a rule that waives points of 
order. If I could have the attention of 
the gentleman from Missouri <Mr. 
TAYLOR), the ranking minority 
member of the Rules Committee, as 
well as the gentleman from South 
Carolina <Mr. DERRICK), the majority 
member of the Rules Committee man
aging this bill, I have some specific 
questions that I would like to ask on 
the rule. 

Over the last several years, we have 
seen in this House the failure of the 
authorizing committee to pass a water 
bill, an omnibus water bill. It has been 
my fear that because of the inability 
to come up with a merit water policy 
out of the Public Works and Transpor
tation Committee that can receive the 
~ndorsement of both the House and 

the Senate that we would begin to 
place within a bill such as these au
thorizations that have never seen the 
light of day of the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee. There are 
a number of points of order waived 
against particular sections, and I 
would like to draw the attention of 
both gentlemen to pages 6 and 7, 
which will be the focus of my ques
tions. 

On pages 6 and 7, we have all points 
of order waived on these projects, and 
I wonder if the gentleman could indi
cate whether or not on pages 6 and 7 
all of these projects have received 
clearance from the appropriate Feder
al agency; namely, the Corps of Engi
neers? 

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

Mr. EDGAR. I yield to the gentle
man from South Carolina. 

Mr. DERRICK. I would like to defer 
that question to the Appropriations 
Committee for their answer. 

Mr. EDGAR. Let me repeat the 
question. On pages 6 and 7 of the bill, 
we authorize a project in Ohio at full 
Federal expense on the Cuyahoga 
River, and we authorize for Beverly 
Shores, Ind., a project, and I am 
asking whether or not these projects 
have received the final approval of the 
Army Corps of Engineers, and wheth
er or not each of these projects have 
met the minimal water standards that 
the Army Corps of Engineers has? 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yeild? 

Mr. EDGAR. I yield to the gentle
man from Alabama <Mr. BEVILL). 

Mr. BEVILL. I would ask the gentle
man to yield to our colleague from 
Ohio <Ms. OAKAR), who can answer the 
question on her project. I understand 
one of the projects in question is in 
the district of the gentlewoman from 
Ohio, and I would ask the gentleman 
to yield to her. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDGAR. I yield to the gentle
woman from Ohio. 

Ms. OAKAR. I would say to the gen
tleman with reference to section 102, 
the project for the Cuyahoga River 
Basin, this has received approvaJ and 
it was an oversight. 

Mr. EDGAR. From the Army Corps 
of Engineers? 

Ms. OAKAR. Yes. And it was an 
oversight initially by an arbitrary ad
ministrative decision in April 1980, 
which they have corrected, and also it 
has White House support in addition. 

Mr. EDGAR. I thank the gentle
woman. 

Could the gentlewoman answer fur
ther, is there any reason why this is at 
full Federal expense? 

Ms. OAKAR. The reason is that this 
project involves simply the removal of 
some lions to another area and to 
allow for flood control because our 

animals have been drowning in our 
Cleveland Zoo every time there is a 
substantial rainfall. The local author
ity, however, does make a substantial 
contribution, so I would not want the 
gentleman to think that my area of 
Cleveland is not making a substantial 
contribution to the project also. 

Mr. EDGAR. If the gentleman 
would respond to several other ques
tions, we talk about the Saginaw River 
in Michigan, and we have the Missis
sippi River and Tributaries project, 
the Illinois Waterway project, and the 
Clayton Lake project. I wonder if the 
gentleman might indicate whether or 
not these projects have passed the full 
House and the Senate in an authoriza
tion bill, or whether or not that legis
lation is still pending in the House and 
in the other body. 

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

Mr. EDGAR. I yield to the gentle
man from Alabama <Mr. BEVILL). 

Mr. BEVILL. All except one of these 
projects are authorized but they all 
have received waivers from the Rules 
Committee. These provisions are 
needed to perfect the authorizations. 

Mr. EDGAR. I appreciate that. I 
have just one final question. Can 
anyone tell me the total number of 
projects and the cost of those projects 
that have not been authorized by the 
full House and Senate and are subject 
to the waivers in the water section of 
this legislation? 

Mr. BEVILL. As I stated earlier, all 
the projects except one are author
ized. The cost is difficult to estimate, 
but I do not believe the cost is exces
sive. 

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

Mr. EDGAR. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. ALBOSTA. I am glad to try to 
answer that question on the Saginaw 
River project. There is no cost cur
rently in the appropriations for any
thing on the Saginaw River project. 

Mr. EDGAR. I thank the gentleman. 
If the gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
BEVILL) would submit that for the 
record, I would appreciate it. 

Let me make one final comment. 
In asking the questions that I have 

asked, Mr. Speaker, I simply want to 
draw attention to the fact that we 
need a merit water policy in this 
House. We need the Government of 
the United States to set out minimal 
standards for flood control, for dams, 
for rivers, for navigation, for dredging 
projects throughout the Nation. 

A lot of people have looked at BoB 
EDGAR as though I am the one who is 
opposed to all water projects in all 
parts of the Nation. It is not true. 
What I simply want to do in suggest
ing that we ought not to be authoriz
ing in an appropriation bill is to put 
pressure on the House Public Works 
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and Transportation Committee to 
come up with a merit water policy for 
the Nation. 

0 1110 
I think water is our next crisis, and I 

think to nickel-RiRFdime the Nation in 
a large appropriation bill by slippins 
in those projects that gain the favor of 
the chairman of the full committee or 
a chairman of a subcommittee is an in
appropriate way to legislate. And 
given the pressure that we have heard 
from many Members, particularly the 
conservative Members of the House, 
concerning limited Federal dollars, we 
have got to begin to spend those dol
lars wisely, make sure that when we 
authorize projects we have a certain 
amount of cost-sharing, when we au
thorize projects, we have looked at 
their full engineering and environmen
tal constraints, and we stand behind 
those projects. 

I am afraid that what we are doing 
in waiving points of order on this legis
lation-not that the projects do not 
have merit-is, we are simply saying 
that in Cleveland or in Illinois or in 
Washington, if you can get to the 
chairman of the committee, you can 
have your project. But those of us who 
cannot get to them, those of us who 
come from other States and other re
gions fail to have a merit process on 
which projects can be selected and, 
therefore, we have to simply sit back 
and wait. 

I think it is incumbent upon the 
House to have a national omnibus 
water policy based on merit so that 
New York, Michigan, California, 
Washington, Texas, Oklahoma, and 
Louisiana, can all be dealt with in an 
equitable manner. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the resolu
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 233, nays 
178, not voting 22, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 

[Roll No. 1541 
YEAS-233 

Asp in 
Atkinson 
AuCoin 
Bailey<PA> 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Beard 
Beilenson 

Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Boggs 
Boland 

Bolling 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Brown<CA> 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Byron 
Chappell 
Chisholm 
Clausen 
Clay 
Coelho 
Collins <IL> 
Conyers 
Coyne, William 
Crockett 
D'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
de Ia Garza 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Duncan 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Ertel ! 
Evans<GA> 
Evans <IN> 
Fary 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Ferraro 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford<MI> 
Ford<TN> 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frank 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Ginn 
Gonzalez 
Gore 

Anderson 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Bad ham 
Bafalis 
Bedell 
Benedict 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
BUley 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Brown<OH> 
Broyhill 
Butler 
Campbell 
Carman 
Carney 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coleman 
Collins <TX> 

Gray Patterson 
Guarini Pepper 
Hall <OH> Perkins 
Hall, Ralph Peyser 
Hall, Sam Pickle 
Hamilton Price 
Hammerschmidt Pursell 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Hertel 
Hightower 
Hillis 
Holland 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hutto 
Ireland 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Jones<NC> 
Jones<OK> 
Jones<TN> 
Kastenmeier 
Kazen 
Kndee 
Kogovsek 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Leath 
Lehman 
Leland 
Long<LA> 
Long<MD> 
Luken 
Lundlne 
Marks 
Marlenee 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCUrdy 
McDade 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Min eta 
Minish 
Mitchell <MD> 
Mi!;chell <NY> 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Ottinger 
Panetta 
Patman 

NAYS-178 
Conable 
Conte 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Daniel, R. W. 
Dannemeyer 
Deckard 
DeN ardis 
Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Edgar 
Emery 
Erdahl 
Erlenbom 
Evans <DE> 
Evans <IA> 

Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Santini 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Seiberling 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Shelby 
Simon 
Skelton 
Smith<IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Snyder 
Solarz 
StGermain 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Traxler 
Udall 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Washington 
Watkins 
Waxman 
White 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Fenwick 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Findley 
Fish 
Fithian 
Forsythe 
Frenzel 
Fuqua 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goldwater 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Green 
Gregg 
Grisham 
Gunderson 
Hagedorn 
Hansen (ID> 
Harkin 
Hartnett 

Heckler 
Hendon 
Hiler 
Hollenbeck 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Jacobs 
Jeffries 
Johnston 
Kemp 
Kindness 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Leach 
LeBoutillier 
Lee 
Lent 
Levitas 
Livingston 
Loeffler 
Lott 
Lowery<CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Lujan 
Lungren 
Madigan 
Markey 
Marriott 
Martin <IL> 
Martin<NC> 
Martin<NY> 
Mavroules 
McClory 

McCloskey 
McCollum 
McDonald 
McEwen 
McGrath 
Michel 
Miller<OH> 
Moff?e!tt 
Molin i 
Moor ead 
Morrison 
Mottl 
Napier 
Nelligan 
O'Brien 
Obey 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Paul 
Pease 
Petri 
Porter 
Pritchard 
Railsback 
Rhodes 
Ritter 
Roberts <KS> 
Robinson 
Roemer 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rousselot 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 

Sharp 
Shaw 
Shumway 
Shuster , 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Smith<AL> 
Smith<NJ> 
Smith <OR> 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Staton 
Tauke 
Thomas 
Trible 
VanderJagt 
Walker 
Wampler 
Weaver 
Weber<MN> 
Weber<OH> 
Weiss 
Whitehurst 
Whittaker 
Williams<MT> 
Williams <OH> 
Winn 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Young<AK> 
Ypung<FL> 

NOT VOTING-22 
Bailey<MO> 
Bonker 
Burgener 
Chapple 
Cotter 
Danielson 
Doman 
Dougherty 

Dymally 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gramm 
Hance 
Hansen<UT> 
Latta 
Lewis 
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Mattox 
Neal 
Oxley 
Roberts <SD> 
Rosenthal 
Savage 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Danielson with Mr. Hansen of Utah. 
Mr. Dymally with Mr. Oxley. 
Mr. Mattox with Mr. Dougherty. 
Mr. Neal with Mr. Doman of California. 
Mr. Rosenthal with Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. Gaydos with Mr. Latta. 
Mr. Frost with Mr. Burgener. 
Mr. Bonker with Mr. Chappie. 
Mr. Savage with Mr. Roberts of South 

Dakota. 
Mr. Hance with Mr. Gramm. 
Mrs. FENWICK, Messrs. SCHU

MER, WILLIAMS of Montana, 
DECKARD, FORSYTHE, and MAV
ROULES ·. changed their votes from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mr. YATES and Mr. CLAUSEN 
changed their votes from "nay" to 
"yea." 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate, 
by Mr. Sparrow, one of its clerks, an
nounced that the Senate disagrees to 
the amendments of the House to the 
bill <S. 815) entitled "An act to author
ize appropriations for fiscal year 1982 
for procurement of aircraft, missiles, 
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naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, 
torpedoes, and other weapons and for 
research, development, test, and eval
uation for the Armed Forces, to au
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
1982 for operations and maintenance 
expenses of the Armed Forces, to pre
scribe the authorized personnel 
strength for each active duty compo
nent and the Selected Reserve of each 
Reserve component of the Armed 
Forces and for civilian personnel of 
the Department of Defense, to author
ize the military training student loads, 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 1982 for civil defense, and for 
other purposes," and agrees to the 
conference asked by the House on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. TowER, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. COHEN, 
Mr. JEPSEN, Mr. QUAYLE, Mr. DENTON, 
Mr. STENNIS, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. 
CANNON, Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR., Mr. 
NUNN, Mr. HART, Mr. EXON, and Mr. 
LEviN to be the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF 
ORDER AGAINST H.R. 4119, AG
RICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP
MENT AND RELATED AGEN
CIES APPROPRIATIONS, 1982 
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by di-

rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 178 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 178 
Resolved, That during the consideration 

of the bill <H.R. 4119) making appropria
tions for Agriculture, Rural Development, 
and Related Agencies programs for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1982, and 
for other purposes, all points of order 
against the following provisions in said bill 
for failure to comply with the provisions of 
clause 2, rule XXI are hereby waived: begin
ning on page 5, lines 10 through 14; begin
ning on page 19, lines 7 through 11; begin
ning on page 22, lines 19 through 23, line 16; 
beginning on page 25, line 23 through page 
27, line 3; beginning on page 28, line 19 
through page 29, line 12; beginning on page 
31, line 15 through page 32, line 6; begin
ning on page 41, lines 20 through 24; begin
ning on page 42, line 9 through page 44, line 
7; beginning on page 47, lines 1 through 21; 
and beginning on page 50, line 19 through 
page 51, line 2; and all points of order 
against the following provisions in said bill 
for failure to comply with the provisions of 
clause 6, XXI are hereby waived: beginning 
on page 47, lines~ through 21. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from South Carolina <Mr. 
DERRICK) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri <Mr. TAYLOR), pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 178 
provides for the consideration of H.R. 
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4119, the 1982 agriculture, rural devel
opment and related agencies appro
priations by waiving points of order 
against certain provisions in the bill 
for failure to comply with the provi
sions of clause 2 and clause 6 of rule 
XXI. 

Clause 2, rule XXI prohibits the 
consideration of appropriations that 
are unauthorized and prohibits the 
consideration of legislation in an ap
propriations bill. The provisions cov
ered by the waiver included: in title I, 
the dairy indemnity program; in title 
II, rural housing programs and rural 
telephone bank; in title III, the com
modity supplemental food program, 
the food donations program and the 
food stamp program; and in title IV, 
Public Law 480, the food for peace 
program. In addition, the waiver is re
quired for section 608 of the bill which 
extends the availability of funds 
beyond a single fiscal year and for 
four rescissions which include the 
child nutrition program, the special 
milk program, the Federal Grain In
spection Service and the Agriculture 
Marketing Service. 

Clause 6, rule XXI, prohibits reap
propriations of unexpended balances. 
This waiver is necessary because the 
bill provides appropriations for the 
food for peace program including use 
of certain carryover balances from 
prior years' appropriations and thus, 
constitutes a reappropriation. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4119 provides ap
propriations of $22.7 billion for fiscal 
year 1982 for the Department of Agri
culture, the Food and Drug Adminis
tration, the Farm Credit Administra
tion, and the Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission. This appropria
tion is $1.06 billion less than the Presi
dent's request and $2.8 billion less 
than provided in the 1981 appropria
tion. Included in this appropriation is 
$9.7 billion for the food stamp pro
gram, which is the level requested by 
the President, and the bill provides 
that these appropriations shall be 
available between October 1, 1981, and 
August 15, 1982. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sure my col
leagues are well aware that the pro
grams requiring waivers are contained 
in either the 1982 farm bill or the Rec- · 
onciliation Act, neither of which have 
been enacted into law. In order that 
we may proceed in an orderly fashion 
and finish the 1982 appropriations in a 
timely manner, I urge my colleagues 
to adopt this rule so that the House 
may take up the matter of the 1982 
agriculture appropriations. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 178 
is a rule to facilitate consideration on 
H.R. 4119, the agriculture, rural devel
opment and related agencies appro
priations bill for fiscal 1982. The reso
lution waives points of order that 
would otherwise lie against specified 

provisions of the bill for failure to 
comply with clause 2 or clause 6 of 
rule XXI. 

Clause 2 of rule XXI prohibits ap
propriations for any expenditure not 
previously authorized by law as well as 
prohibiting legislation in an appropria
tion bill, and the waiver provided by 
the rule is made necessary because 15 
provisions of H.R. 4119 have not yet 
been authorized and 4 of those do 
technically constitute legislation. In 
addition, clause 6 of rule XXI prohib
its reappropriating unexpended bal
ances of appropriations, and the 
waiver provided by this rule is made 
necessary because one provision does 
constitute a reappropriation. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4119 provides ap
propriations of $22.7 billion for fiscal 
1982 for the Department of Agricul
ture, the Farm Credit Administration 
and the Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission. 

This appropriation is over $1 billion 
less than the President's request and 
is some $2.8 billion less than was pro
vided in fiscal 1981. In addition, the 
appropriation is almost $2 billion less 
than the target set by the first concur
rent resolution on the budget. 

Because of the time constraints im
posed on the authorization and appro
priation process and the fact that we 
are fast approaching the beginning of 
the new fiscal year, we often find our
selves in the position of needing to 
take up an appropriation bill prior to 
the time that all of the bills authoriz
ing certain parts of it have been 
passed into law. 

This is not a new situation, and for 
this reason there was no controversy 
about the necessity for the waivers 
provided in this rule in the Committee 
on Rules. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the 
RECORD I include a brief summary of 
the provisions for which the waivers 
contained in the rule apply: 
PROVISIONS OF H.R. 4119 FOR WHICH WAIV

ERS OF POINTS OF ORDER ARE PROVIDED FOR 
IN HOUSE RESOLUTION 178 
In title I, the dairy indemnity program is 

not yet authorized. The necessary authori
zation for this program is contained in H.R. 
3982 and H.R. 3603. 

In title II, the rural housing programs are 
not yet authorized. These program authori
zations are contained in both H.R. 3982 and 
H.R. 3534, and include loans under the 
Rural Housing Insurance Fund, Very Low
Income Housing Repair Grants, Rural 
Housing for Domestic Farm Labor Grants, 
Mutual Self-Help Housing Grants, Self-Help 
Housing Land Development Fund, and the 
Rural Telephone Bank. 

In title III, the Commodity Supplemental 
Food Program, the Food Stamp Program, 
and the Food Donations Program are not 
yet authorized. The authorization for these 
programs is contained in H.R. 3603. 

In title IV, titles II and III of the Public 
Law 480 Food-for-Peace program are not yet 
authorized. The authorization for this pro
gram is contained in H.R. 3603. 
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Section 608 of H.R. 4119 provides that the 

new obligational authority for certain ap
propriations items shall remain available 
until expended. · 

In addition, the bill contains four rescis
sions of budget authority contingent upon 
passage of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act 
of 1981 <H.R. 3982) as follows: In title I, a 
$24,101,000 rescission for the Federal Grain 
Inspection Service and a $20,820,000 rescis
sion for the Agriculture Marketing Service; 
in title II, a $1,115,700,000 rescission in child 
nutrition program levels and a $95,000,000 
rescission in special milk program levels. 

0 1140 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. TAYLOR. I yield to the gentle

man from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, my concerns about this 

rule are similar to the concerns that I 
expressed about the previous rule, and 
that is that as we look through the 
rule, we see that it consists of a series 
of waivers. If we take a look at the bill 
itself, we see that those waivers we 
talk about begin to red line sections of 
the bill that are waived. Under this 
provision we find that a goodly por
tion of this bill is waived. 

The problem with that is that what 
we are waiving is the concept that we 
ought to have an authorization before 
an appropriation. And why that is im
portant in our process here is because 
up until now in the budgetary process 
we have been dealing with authoriza
tions. We have been dealing in the 
budget process essentially with an au
thorization process. Now we come 
down to the appropriation bills, and 
where we have no authorizations that 
exist, we are beginning to waive all the 
points of order against the rule that 
says there has to be an authorization 
before an appropriation. 

What is happening is, if we look 
down the road a little way, we are be
ginning to impact upon the outyears 
in the budget process, and what we are 
beginning to do with these rules that 
are permitting that kind of waiver is 
that we are beginning to say in fiscal 
years 1983 and 1984 we are going to 
find it impossible to achieve a bal
anced budget because we have appro
priated ahead more money than the 
Office of Management and Budget 
says we can in order to meet that bal
anced budget criteria. 

So in the two-track finance process 
around here, on one track the House is 
making determinations in the authori
zation process in regard to Gramm
Latta, and we are looking forward 
through the years and saying that by 
1984 we want to achieve a balanced 
budget, but on the appropriation track 
we are waiving the authorization and 
going ahead and appropriating toward 
the outyears more money than we 
should in order to achieve that bal
anced budget. 

I am concerned about that kind of a 
rule. The point I am making here is 
that we cannot simply use these rules 
any longer as a parliamentary mecha
nism. It has become more than a par
liamentary mechanism; it has become 
a way around the whole Gramm-Latta 
proposal toward a balanced budget in 
those outyears. 

What I am hopeful of is that the 
Members of this House will begin to 
reflect on these rules and begin to re
alize that the waivers therein granted 
not only commit funds in 1982 but 
commit in the years ahead, and in 
committing toward the years ahead 
they have brought us to a point where 
we may not be able to achieve that 
balanced budget that most of the 
Members of the House have on repeat
ed occasions said they want to achieve. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
very much for yielding. 

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

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield to the distin
guished chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I say 
to my friend, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. WALKER), that this 
is the second time in 30 years that we 
have asked for a rule on agriculture. 
May I say that all this came about be
cause authorizing legislation has not 
yet been enacted. 

The Budget Act calls for budget tar
gets to be set in the first budget reso
lution. You cannot fix firm figures for 
the various programs before you have 
hearings, before you find out what is 
needed. 

The Committee on Appropriations 
has worked very closely with the Com
mittee on the Budget as they came out 
with all the proposed budget targets. 

So the problem we have here is that 
the end of the fiscal year is coming up, 
and unless the Committee on Rules 
waives points of order on our appro
priation bills we would have our whole 
Government closing down by the first 
of October. So we either want to do 
this or close down the whole Govern
ment. 

May I point out that the gentleman 
talked about the rules of the House, 
but part of the rules of the House pro
vides that we can waive the rules when 
certain situations require it. That is 
provided in the rules, too. We are 
faced with a situation where we are 
between a rock and a hard place. I 
think we are going to be voting for a 
continuing resolution in the near 
future, not because of this, but be
cause there is not enough time left to 
complete the appropriation business, 
the authorizing committees have been 
busy dealing with the reconciliation 
matters and the tax issue must be set
tled. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we just have not 
gotten any authorizations, and we 
either keep the Government running 

or we do not. This is the only way I 
know how to do it. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say that within this appropriation bill 
there are some definite cuts below the 
administration's request, and in the 
bill there is a cutback in the $24.1 mil
lion that reflects a shift to the private 
sector of functions in respect to grain. 

So there have been some definite 
cutbacks made by the Committee on 
Appropriations, even below what the 
administration request was. I will ask 
the committee chairman, is that not 
true? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, that is certainly 
true. I might say that if the current 
situation changes and we have to take 
additional action, we will take action, 
but right now we have to act on the in
formation that we have. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the resolu
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 27 4, nays 
131, not voting 28, as follows: 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
AuCoin 
Bafalis 
Bailey CPA> 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Beard 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Breaux 

[Roll No. 1551 
YEAS-274 

Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Brown<OH> 
Broyhill 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Byron 
Campbell 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Collins <IL> 
Conte 
Conyers 
Coyne, William 
Crockett 
D'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Danielson 
Daschle 
Daub 
de la Garza 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dowdy 

Downey 
Duncan 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Ertel 
Evans<GA> 
Evans <IN> 
Fary 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Ferraro 
Fiedler 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Ford<TN> 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frank 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Ginn 
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Glickman Mazzoli 
Gonzalez McClory 
Gore McCurdy 
Gramm McDade 
Gray McHugh 
Green McKinney 
Guarini Mica 
Hagedorn Mikulski 
Hall <OH> Miller <CA) 
Hall, Sam Miller <OH> 
Hamilton Mineta 
Hammerschmidt Minish 
Hance Mitchell <MD> 
Hatcher Mitchell <NY> 
Hawkins Moakley 
Heckler Moffett 
Hefner Mollohan 
Heftel Montgomery 
Hendon Moore 
Hertel Mottl 
Hightower Murphy 
Hillis Murtha 
Holland Myers 
Holt Napier 
Howard Natcher 
Hoyer Neal 
Hubbard Nelson 
Huckaby Nichols 
Hutto Nowak 
Hyde O'Brien 
Ireland Oakar 
Jeffords Oberstar 
Jenkins Obey 
Jones <NC> Ottinger 
Jones <OK> Panetta 
Jones <TN> Patman 
Kastenmeier Patterson 
Kazen Pease 
Kildee Pepper 
Kindness Perkins 
Kogovsek Peyser 
LaFalce Pickle 
Lantos Price 
Leach Pursell 
Leath Quillen 
LeBoutillier Rahall 
Lehman Rangel 
Leland Ratchford 
Livingston Regula 
Loeffler Reuss 
Long <LA> Rhodes 
Long <MD> Richmond 
Lowry <WA> Roberts <KS) 
Markey Robinson 
Marks Rodino 
Marlenee Roe 
Matsui Rogers 
Mavroules Rose 

Archer 
Ashbrook 
Badham 
Benedict 
Bereuter 
BUley 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Butler 
Carman 
Carney 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coats 
Collins <TX> 
Conable 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Daniel, R. W. 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
Deckard 
DeN ardis 
Derwinski 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Edgar 
Emery 
Erlenborn 
Evans <DE> 

NAYS-131 

Evans <IA> 
Fenwick 
Fields 
Findley 
Fish 
Fithian 
Forsythe 
Frenzel 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goldwater 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Gregg 
Grisham 
Gunderson 
Hansen <ID> 
Harkin 
Hartnett 
Hiler 
Hollenbeck 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Jacobs 
Jeffries 
Johnston 
Kemp 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Levitas 
Lott 
Lowery<CA> 
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Rostenkowski 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Santini 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Simon 
Skelton 
Smith <IA> 
Smith(NE) 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spence 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Traxler 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Wampler 
Washington 
Watkins 
White 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams<OH> 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young(AK) 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Lujan 
Luken 
Lungren 
Madigan 
Marriott 
Martin<NC> 
Martin<NY> 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McDonald 
McEwen 
McGrath 
Michel 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morrison 
Nelligan 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Paul 
Petri 
Porter 
Pritchard 
Railsback 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roemer 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rousselot 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 

Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Smith<AL> 
Smith <NJ) 
Smith<OR> 
Snowe 
Solomon 

Stangeland 
Stanton 
Staton 
Tauke 
Thomas 
Trible 
Vander Jagt 
Walker 
Weaver 

Weber<MN> 
Weber<OH) 
Weiss 
Whitehurst 
Williams <MT> 
Winn 
Wolf 
Wortley 

NOT VOTING-28 
Bailey<MO> 
Bonker 
Brown<CA> 
Burgener 
Chapple 
Cotter 
Dicks 
Dornan 
Dougherty 
Dymally 

Erdahl 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Hall, Ralph 
Hansen<UT> 
Latta 
Lee 
Lewis 
Lundlne 
Martin <IL) 

0 1200 

Mattox 
Oxley 
Roberts <SD> 
Rosenthal 
Savage 
StGermain 
Udall 
Waxman 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Mattox with Mr. Chappie. 
Mr. Waxman with Mr. Oxley. 
Mr. Dymally with Mr. Roberts of South 

Dakota. 
Mr. Gaydos with Mr. Latta. 
Mr. Frost with Mr. Lee. 
Mr. Rosenthal with Mr. Burgener. 
Mr. StGermain with Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. Savage with Mr. Ralph M. Hall. 
Mr. Udall with Mrs. Martin of Illinois. 
Mr. Lundine with Mr. Erdahl. 
Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Dough

erty. 
Mr. Dicks with Mr. Bailey of Missouri. 
Mr. Bonker with Mr. Doman of Califor

nia. 
Mr. MARTIN of New York changed 

his vote from "yea" to "nay." 
So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
bill, H.R. 4144, making appropriations 
for energy and water development for 
1982, and that I be permitted to in
clude extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
BoNIOR of Michigan). Is there objec
tion to the request of the gentleman 
from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP
MENT APPROPRIATION, 1982 
Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consider
ation of the bill <H.R. 4144) making 
appropriations for energy and water 
development for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1982, and for other pur
poses; and pending that motion, Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
general debate be limited to not to 
exceed 1 hour, the time to be equally 

divided and controlled by the gentle
man from Indiana <Mr. MYERS) and 
myself. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
BEVILL). 

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 consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 4144, with Mr. BEILENSON in the 
chair. 

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

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

mous consent agreement, the gentle
man from Alabama <Mr. BEviLL) will 
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the 
gentleman from Indiana <Mr. MYERS) 
will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alabama <Mr. BEVILL). 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the debate on 
the amendments by the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. PRITCHARD) and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
EDGAR) in title I to the paragraph enti
tled "Construction, General" on page 
2, be limited to 2 hours, one-half of 
the time to be controlled equally by 
the gentleman from Washington and 
one-half by myself. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that the debate on 
the amendments by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. CouGHLIN) in 
title III to the paragraph entitled 
"Energy Supply, Research and Devel
opment Activities" on page 16, be lim
ited to 2 hours, one-half of the time to 
be controlled equally by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania and one-half 
by myself. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 14 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, · we bring to you 

today for your favorable consideration 
the energy and water development ap
propriation bill for 1982. I am joined 
in this effort by my colleagues on the 
Energy and Water Development Sub
committee who have worked long and 
hard to bring this legislation to the 
floor, including the gentleman from 
Massachusetts <Mr. BoLAND), the gen
tlelady from Louisiana <Mrs. BoGGS), 
the gentleman from Florida <Mr. 
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CHAPPELL), the gentleman from Cali
fornia <Mr. FAZIO), the gentleman 
from California <Mr. BuRGENER), and 
the gentlelady from Nebraska <Mrs. 
SMITH). Let me also make special men
tion of our new subcommittee mem
bers, the gentleman from Oklahoma 
<Mr. WATKINS), the gentleman from 
Indiana <Mr. BENJAMIN) and the gen
tleman from Arizona <Mr. Runn). Our 
subcommittee has greatly benefited 
from the enthusiasm and interest of 
its members in all aspects of this bill. 
Let me also express my special appre
ciation to our ranking minority 
member, the gentleman from Indiana 
<Mr. MYERS). As in years past, he and I 
and the entire subcommittee have 
worked together without any trace of 
partisanship to fashion a bill that 
meets the present and future needs of 
our entire country. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill before the 
committee today would provide 
$13,177,974,000 in new budget author
ity to the Army Corps of Engineers, 
the Bureau of Reclamation, the De
partment of Energy, and six independ
ent agencies and commissions. This 
$868,876,000 more than was provided 
in last year's appropriation legislation 
but it is $232,313,000 less than the 
amounts requested in the President's 
revised 1982 budget. The increase over 
fiscal year 1981 consists of an increase 
totaling $1,029,378,000 for atomic 
energy defense activities offset by a 
decrease of $160,502,000 for other ac
tivities in the bill. The bill is also 
$533,026,000 below the subcommittee's 
section 302 allocation under the first 
concurrent resolution on the 1982 
budget. We believe the outlays associ
ated with this bill meet the estimated 
outlay targets established by CBO for 
the programs funded in the bill. 

WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. Chairman, in fiscal year 1982 
and in the years ahead, our Nation 
must continue to face an issue that 
has been with the American Republic 
since it was founded over 200 years 
ago. Indeed, it is an issue that every 
civilization has had to deal with all 
throughout recorded history-the wise 
and prudent development of our water 
resources. 

As shown on the top of page 3 of the 
report, title I includes $3,154,502,000 
for the Corps of Engineers, which pro
vides for 284 water resource projects 
in the planning or construction 
phases. This includes two new plan
ning starts but no new construction 
starts. 

Title II includes $838,588,000 for the 
Bureau of Reclamation, which pro
vides for 95 water resources projects in 
the planning or construction phases. 
This title contains no new planning or 
construction starts. 

Titles I and II provide for continu
ation of ongoing construction projects 
and operation and maintenance pro
grams. Within the available funds, the 

subcommittee has attempted to ac
commodate the most critical needs 
identified through the extensive hear
ings conducted with administration 
witnesses, the public, State and local 
officials, and Members of Congress. 

Due to the budget constraints facing 
the Nation for fiscal year 1982, the 
committee is not proposing any new 
construction starts for water projects. 
There are many projects pending at 
the Water Resources Council which 
require authorizing legislation by the 
Congress before funding can be con
sidered. In addition, there are many 
worthy projects that have been fully 
authorized by the Congress and re
quire only to be funded before con
struction can begin. 

The current administration has pre
sented testimony indicating that as 
soon as the economic conditions im
prove they will be recommending new 
construction starts. The committee 
wants to emphasize that while the ad
ministration's proposals are always 
given every consideration, the Con
gress will determine which programs 
and projects will be funded. 

The committee will review each proj
ect that is eligible for a new construc
tion start in fiscal year 1983 and will 
recommend such funding for them as 
the economic situation dictates at that 
time. 

TITLE III-DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

The bill contains $8,363,425,000 in 
new budget authority for the Depart
ment of Energy. This includes 
$3,665,409,000 for energy and general 
science programs and $4,698,018,000 
for atomic energy defense activities. 

The amount recommended for 
energy programs reflects numerous 
changes in the request to reflect the 
testimony received and committee's as
sessment of funding needs. For exam
ple in solar, geothermal, and hydro
power, the committee has added 
$125,041,000 to the request of 
$241,675,000. The evidence is that the 
reductions proposed by the adminis
tration from the fiscal year 1981 pro
gram levels were too drastic and would 
not maintain the momentum devel
oped to date in the use of renewable 
energy. 

As explained in the committee 
report, the committee has serious con
cerns relating to the administration's 
proposals for solar energy, principally 
as they relate to the termination of 
support for near-term efforts. For ex
ample, in passive solar and biomass, 
the paramount need of both potential 
customers and suppliers is the need 
for accurate and reliable information 
from the Federal program. However, 
the administration proposes to drasti
cally curtail this effort. For that 
reason, the committee recommenda
tion includes a reserve account which 
the committee expects the Depart
ment to use with the committee's 

agreement where necessary to support 
near-term efforts of the private sector. 

The recommendation of nuclear fis
sion programs is $883,757,000, exclu
sive of the Clinch River breeder reac
tor. We have included $228,000,000 for 
that project. Nuclear power now pro
vides the energy to produce 12 percent 
of the Nation's electricity. To extend 
this capability for future generations 
requires development of advanced re
actors including breeders. The Clinch 
River project will provide a bridge 
from the developed technology to pos
sible commercial system applications 
near the tum of the century. 

Impressive progress is being made in 
developing and demonstrating the 
technological basis for the safe dispos
al of nuclear waste. On a pilot scale, 
the program has demonstrated the 
technology to solidify nuclear wastes, 
to provide suitable overpack contain
ers and to provide suitable casks for 
transporting the containers to a dis
posal site. Test emplacements in geo
logic storage are beginning to confirm 
the a'bility to engineer and utilize 
stable geologic formations for long
term isolation. There remain the con
firmatory programs and resolution of 
political and institutional barriers to 
put this problem behind us. 

The bill also includes $465,530,000 
for fusion energy research and devel
opment which is $5,530,000 over the 
budget request and $89,913,000 over 
last year's level of $375,617,000. Fusion 
energy is recognized to be one of the 
most significant potential sources of 
energy for the future. Impressive 
progress is being made. However, prac
tical fusion energy is still a long-term 
effort available to us hopefully around 
the tum of the century. 

The committee has recommended re
vised bill language for the uranium 
supply and enrichment accounts. This 
language is necessary to provide for 
continuity of operations because of 
revenue fluctuations. The committee 
fully expects the Department to 
manage this program so as to stay 
within the final appropriation, either 
through collection of sufficient reve
nues or withholding of obligations as 
necessary to stay at or under the final 
amounts appropriated in the bill. 

For general science and research, 
the committee recommendation pro
vides a total of $559,360,000, compared 
to $504,415,000 in fiscal year 1981. 
There continue to be exciting and im
portant discoveries on the frontiers of 
basic knowledge concerning the struc
ture and nature of matter from this 
program. The application of nuclear 
science for medical purposes also has 
provided some important new discov
eries and potential breakthroughs in 
the treatment of cancer and other 
medical disabilities. The committee 
recommendation continues our strong 
support for this program. 
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ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES 

The committee recommendation 
provides $4,698,018,000 for atomic 
energy defense activities, an increase 
of $1,029,378,000, or 27 percent, over 
the amount provided in fiscal year 
1981. The increase results from the in
troduction of new weapon systems, 
renovation and rehabilitation of exist
ing production facilities, inflation in
creases and the employment· of about 
3,400 additional personnel in R. & D., 
testing, and production of warheads. 
This is the largest single-year increase 
in the history of the weapons program 
and represents a milestone in our ef
forts to upgrade the weapons complex, 
increase the level of testing activities 
so essential to a viable program. I am 
encouraged that the Department and 
the administration are following the 
lead of this committee in reinvigorat
ing the weapons program. I personally 
took the opportunity last year to meet 
with then-President Carter to encour
age him to provide adequate funding 
for these activities. The administra
tion responded with two supplemental 
requests which the Congress approved, 
and substantially increased the fiscal 
year 1982 request to provide for neces
sary activities. The record of the com
mittee clearly has been one of strong 
and continued support for the atomic 
energy defense activities and it will 
continue to be so. 

In the revised request for fiscal year 
1982 funding there were a number of 
items that appeared to the committee 
to be either premature or in excess of 
what can reasonably be obligated 
during the course of the fiscal year. 
Several projects, in addition, were not 
fully justified and in the view of the 
committee could not be supported 
without additional evidence or data. 

The committee was concerned that 
the Department may not have suffi
cient resources to manage adequately 
the very large increases requested in 
weapons production activities, particu
larly in construction of additional pro
duction facilities. The recommended 
reductions in this area are made partly 
to reduce the level of activity and 
number of individuals which must be 
supervised to manageable proportions. 
Reductions made in specific weapons 
systems are within the prerogative of 
the committee to fund only those ac
tivities that can be demonstrated to be 
fully ready for production, capable of 
being deployed and essential for the 
national defense. The specific weapons 
systems addressed and reduced by the 
committee did not meet these three 
criteria. 

The recommendation of $4.7 billion, 
with an increase of more than $1 bil
lion over fiscal year 1981, reflects the 
continued support of the committee 
for defense atomic energy activities. 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COlllliiiSSION 

The committee recommendation 
provides $78,677,000 for the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission in
stead of $82,173,000 as requested, in 
the following object class control ac
counts: 

FISCal 

rn~ 
estimate 

FISCal 

rn2 
budget 
request 

Commit· 
tee bill 

Salaries and benefits.................................... $50,083 $52,064 $50,064 
T l'lMI; transportation of things; rents, com. 

munications, and utilities.......................... 10,116 11,227 11,227 
Printing and reproduction; other services; sup-

plies and materials; equipment................... 15,175 18,882 17,386 

Total F~ Energy Regulat01y 
QJmmiSSIOil............................. 75,374 82,173 78,677 

TITLE IV-INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

Title IV of the bill includes 
$821,459,000 for six independent agen
cies. This is $147,651,000 or 15 percent 
below last year's level. 

We have provided $202,900,000 for 
the Appalachian Regional Commis
sion; $477,534,000 for the Nuclear Reg
ulatory Commission; $137,743,000 for 
the Tennessee Valley Authority, and 
$2,500,000 for the Water Resources 
Council salaries and related expenses. 
The funding for the Appalachian Re
gional Commission continues the 
phasedown of this program started in 
the fiscal year 1981 supplemental and 
rescission bill. The following specific 
programs warrant additional comment 
beyond what is in the committee 
report. 

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COlllliiiSSION 

The committee's action provides a 
total of $202,900,000 for the Appalach
ian Regional Commission in fiscal year 
1982. The administration had pro
posed to terminate the ARC as of Oc
tober 1, 1981, and had therefore not 
requested funding for fiscal year 1982. 
The Congress agreed in the Fiscal 
Year 1981 Supplemental/Rescission 
Act <Public Law 97-12) that the ARC 
would be phased down because much 
has been accomplished in Appalachia 
as a result of the Commission's pro
grams. It was also the consensus at the 
time Public Law 97-12 was enacted 
that much was yet to be done, and for 
this reason it would be premature to 
simply terminate the ARC, leaving 
hundreds of planned projects undone 
and leaving to already fiscally 
strapped States the need to pick up 
the operating costs of activities now 
funded through the ARC. In the view 
of the House, this would result in 
undue suffering in a region that has 
suffered more than most of the rest of 
the country and would leave unfin
ished the efforts begun 16 years ago to 
bring Appalachia up to the level of the 
rest of the country. In such areas as 
employment, education, health care, 
governmental services, natural re
source development, and transporta
tion, Appalachia has lagged far behind 
the country as a whole. 

It is for these reasons that the com
mittee has chosen to include funding 

for the ARC in fiscal 1982. These 
funds would be used to finance high 
priority projects and activities ap
proved by the Commission. The com
mittee directed that no area develop
ment projects be started that cannot 
be completed with available funds and 
that the Commission prepare a report 
for the consideration of the Congress. 
This report should include, in addition 
to those items identified in the com
mittee report, an analysis of the po
tential for exporting Appalachian coal 
in furtherance of the economic devel
opment objective of the Commission. 

The committee anticipates that the 
Congress will support continued au
thorization for the ARC beyond fiscal 
year 1982, and expects the ARC to 
prepare a fiscal year 1983 budget re
quest consistent with authorization 
committee actions and in accord with 
the plan required by the Appropria
tions Committees. 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COlllliiiSSION 

The recommendation provides 
$477,534,000 for the Nuclear Regula
tory Commission in fiscal year 1982, 
an increase of more than $35 million 
over fiscal year 1981. The committee 
continues to be concerned about the 
Commission's progress in licensing of 
nuclear powerplants. Although some 
progress has been made this year in 
the review of operating license re
quests, estimates still indicate that 
delays totaling 49 months in seven 
1981 plants will result in increased 
costs to consumers of $1.6 billion. Of 
the 11 plants scheduled for operation 
in 1982, 3 are currently impacted a 
total of 6 months, which will cost con
sumers $283 million, and 2 plants 
planned to operate in 1983 will be de
layed a total of 21 months by licensing 
delays at a total cost of $504 million. 
So in spite of what has been done to 
date, 12 nuclear powerplants will be 
ready for operation before the end of 
1983 but will not be licensed for a total 
of 76 months beyond the point when 
they should be generating electricity. 
This will cost electric ratepayers $2.4 
billion more than they would have 
spent had the NRC properly exercised 
its responsibilities to license these 
plants. 

I am of the opinion that these delays 
are avoidable if the Commission takes 
steps now to improve its procedures 
and assure timely staff preparation 
and hearings. If the Commission is 
unable to do this, additional legislative 
action will certainly be required. 

The House may soon consider au
thorization proposals for the NRC in 
fiscal year 1982. I endorse the interim 
licensing provisions that will assure 
the most expeditious licensing of nu
clear powerplants without redundant 
public hearings or unnecessary oppor
tunities for delay or judicial review. 

The committee will continue to mon
itor the activities of the NRC and its 
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Commissioners to be certain every
thing possible is being done to elimi
nate needless delays in licensing. Any 
steps necessary to this end will be 
carefully considered in future legisla
tive actions of the committee. 

On pages 151-152 of the report, we 
discuss the NRC program to establish 
a safety goal for nuclear power reac
tors. Such goals would be in the form 
of quantitative criteria against which 
various Commission rules changes or 
safety objectives could be measured. 
Because this is the first time the Com
mission has attempted to establish 
safety goals, the committee believes 
they should be initially proposed on 
an interim basis for trial use so that 
the Commission can have the benefit 
of experience in their application. Ac
cordingly, it would appear to us that 
the Commission should initially issue 
any proposed safety goals as a policy 
statement which could be used by the 
Commission staff in assessing the ef
fectiveness of rules, regulations, and 
criteria. After experience is gained in 
application of the safety goal tech
nique it may then be appropriate to 
promulgate the safety goals in some 
more formal manner. 

TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY 

An amendment will be offered to the 
bill deleting the funding for the Ten
nessee-Tombigbee Waterway. I think 
it is important to note the following 
facts about the project: 

The navigation features of the proj
ect are 63 percent physically complet
ed and are projected to be 69 percent 
complete at the end of fiscal year 
1981. 

Eighty-one percent of the project 
funds have been committed to date 
and it is estimated 85 percent will be 
committed through fiscal year 1981. 

States and localities have invested 
millions of dollars in anticipation of 
project completion. 

It is estimated that only $12 million 
in average annual benefits will be 
achieved if the project is stopped com
pared with $137 million if the pr9ject 
is completed. 

The remaining benefit to cost ratio 
for the project is 3 to 1. 

The users of the Tennessee-Tombig
bee project will be expected to pay the 
same fee as are paid on other water
ways. 

The last six Presidents, including 
President Reagan, have supported the 
Tennessee-Tombigbee project. 

The recent court decision brought to 
your attention by the opponents does 
not stop construction of the entire wa
terway. The Fifth Circuit Court of Ap
peals directed the district court to 
issue a temporary injunction halting 
further construction of a portion of 
the project only until a supplemental 
environmental impact statement can 
be completed on this portion. The 
court is expected to rescind the injunc
tion as soon as the supplemental EIS 

is satisfactorily completed. The court 
did not rule against the merits of the 
project. 

The court decision had nothing to 
do with the merits of the project. In 
fact, the decision affirms the project. 
It merely requires the filing of a sup
plemental EIS on a portion of the 
project because the corps did not 
follow its own regulations. 

I repeat, the court has not stopped 
construction on the Tennessee-Tom
higbee. That small portion of the wa
terway which may be stopped is the 
very section that the corps changed to 
improve the environmental aspects of 
the project. The court said, "A benefi
cial impact must nevertheless be dis
cussed in an EIS, so long as it is signif
icant. NEPA is concerned with all sig
nificant environmental effects, not 
merely adverse ones." The court reaf
firmed the sufficiency of the EIS writ
ten prior to the start of the project. 

The divide cut where half of the 
construction occurs continues to move 
along toward timely completion. 

It is a good project and all of the 
Members and Governors from the 
States affected strongly support it. 

CLINCH RIVER BREEDER REACTOR PROJECT - • 

We also expect an amendment to 
delete funding for the Clinch River 
breeder reactor demonstration project. 

My colleagues, amid the conflicting 
statements you are receiving on this 
project, let me summarize briefly the 
broader considerations and the weight 
of the evidence presented to the sub
committee which led to our recom
mendation to continue this project. 

First, it is clear that the Nation will 
need substantial additional nuclear 
electric generating capacity in the 
next several decades, even assuming 
that all the goals for additional coal 
production, conservation, solar and re
newable energies are met. The evi
dence is that nuclear-generated elec
tricity will continue to be one of the 
most economical sources of the in
creased energy the country will need 
for future growth. 

Second, despite varying estimates, 
the Nation's supply of energy re
s·ources is finite. We must use these re
sources prudently and with an eye to 
the needs of future generations. It 
makes no sense to use up all our urani
um resources if we can preserve and 
extend these resources through use of 
breeder reactors. 

Breeder reactors make use of the 
"tails" or byproduct materials from 
the fuel for present reactors. The 
energy available from the uranium al
ready mined-the "tails" now in stor
age-provide an energy resource for 
electricity production that is equiva
lent to all the Nation's unmined coal, 
and three times the energy from 
OPEC oil. 

Breeder reactors systems are more 
advanced than today's reactors. Be
sides using the uranium fuel much 

more efficiently-30 to 50 times as ef
ficient-the breeder reactor systems 
offer the potential for significant tech
nical, economic, and safety advantages 
over today's reactors. 

The Clinch River project is a unique 
research and development project. It 
is needed to demonstrate the Nation's 
ability to bridge from the technology 
program to a safe, economical, and li
censable breeder power system. It is 
not an effort to build a commercial 
breeder reactor. 

GAO has confirmed the need for a 
project such as Clinch River to focus 
our development efforts, obtain utility 
experience, and maintain U.S. influ
ence on worldwide nuclear develop
ment. 

Clinch River is the most economical 
means of determining whether or not 
breeder technology is viable and eco
nomic for commercial appliction. 
Clinch River will cost an additional 
$1.7 billion over the $1.1 billion invest
ed to date; but its revenues over a 30-
year life will repay $3 to $4 billion 
toward the Federal investment. 

There is extensive utility and indus
try involvement in and support for the 
CRBR project. Utility contributions 
with interest will total over $360 mil
lion. 

Terminating the project losses the 
Federal investment to date, probably 
foreclosing a breeder energy option if 
needed in this century. 

The committee long has supported a 
balanced energy development pro
gram, including solar and renewable 
energy, increased use of coal, and de
velopment of nuclear fission and 
fusion. The overwhelming weight of 
the testimony and data we have is 
that the breeder energy option should 
be demonstrated through the Clinch 
River breeder reactor project. 

As President Reagan stated: 
It <nuclear energy) could supply electrici

ty for thousands of industries and millions 
of jobs and homes. It must not be thwarted 
by a tiny minority opposed to economic 
growth which often finds friendly ears in 
regulatory agencies for its obstructionist 
campaigns. 

I urge you to reject the amendment. 
OTHER AMENDMENTS 

There may be other amendments of
fered to the bill. We have worked hard 
to balance this bill on an equitable 
basis. We believe it merits your sup
port and ·hope that you· will vote with 
the committee. 

COMMITTEE REPORT 

The report accompanying the bill 
provides a good explanation of the rec
ommendations reflected in the bill. I 
would encourage the Members to look 
through it. 

This is a good bill and report. It is 
under the President's budget. It is 
under our committee allocation. I rec
ommend its adoption by the commit
tee. 
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to call 

the Members' attention to several 
printing errors in the committee 
report <H. Rept. 97-177). 

On page 7, the third line in the table 
under California should read: "Coast 
of Northern California <Harbors for 
Light Draft Vessels.)" 

On page 8, the first line in the table 
should be deleted. 

On page 9, "Juniper" Inlet, Fla., 
should be "Jupiter" Inlet. 

On page 13, "Hannibal, Missouri" 
should be in the "planning" column 
rather than under "general investiga
tions." 

Also on page 13, the St. Johns and 
New Madrid Floodway, Mo., project 
should be shown on page 34 under 
"Flood Control, Mississippi River and 
tributaries." 

On page 26, the total cost for the 
Beverly Shores, Ind., project should be 
$600,000 and the total cost for the Big 
South Fork National River and Recre
ation Area, Ky. and Tenn., should be 
$278 million. 

On page 29, the entire "subtotal" 
line should be deleted as it is meaning
less. 

On page 116 of the report, project 
82-D-109 should read "155 MM 
AFAP," not "105 MM AFAP." 

On page 142 of the report, the item 
identified as "MX-RES" should be 
identified as "Program Support." 

In addition, the pagination of the 
bill in the index on page 2 of the 
report is out of sequence in some in
stances. 

0 1220 
Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 8 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, our chairman, as 

always, has done an excellent job in 
presenting what is in this bill. 

I join the chairman in showing our 
appreciation and thanks to the other 
colleagues on the Subcommittee on 
Energy and Water of the Committee 
on Appropriations, as well as the very 
hard working staff. This is a hard 
working committee and I am not here 
today to offer accolades or thank yous 
but the staff does work particularly 
hard and we brought to the floor what 
we believe to be one of the better bills 
that we have written. There are some 
differences; some Members will be of
fering amendments to make some 
changes. 

With one or two exceptions the bill 
cannot be improved upon. We ask our 
colleagues to vote with the committee. 

This is the bill that used to be re
ferred to as the "all American" bill. A 
former Member, who was chairman of 
this subcommittee for many, many 
years, stood in the well and said, "We 
bring to you today the 'all American' 
bill." It truly is an all American bill, 
just as it was back then. 
It is somewhat more controversial 

today for a variety of reasons. I am 

sure the opponents of various sections 
of the bill and the proponents of 
changes will describe those and I need 
not take the Members' time at this 
time. 

But it is an all-American bill because 
this is the bill that provides for the re
search, for alternate sources of energy 
for our children and grandchildren if 
they are to find new sources of energy. 

This is the bill that provides the 
needed water resources, the enhance
ment, the development, the access, 
that our children and grandchildren 
shall have if they are to have an ade
quate water supply. 

This is the bill that contains the 
funds that will provide this. 

Now, the chairman has told us of 
the modest increases that we have this 
year, not as much as some Members 
would like to have had. As the chair
man has told this body, we had a great 
many Members come before our com
mittee making requests for additions 
in funding or new starts. 

Again this year, contrary to what 
has been suggested during the discus
sion and debate on the rule, there are 
no new starts in this bill. There is 
nothing in this bill for water develop
ment that is not authorized except one 
locality that is being washed away at 
an unbelievable rate by erosion from 
the lake, and the community is losing 
not only its roads and beach, but also 
losing houses today. 

Now we could sit here today and we 
as a committee could say, we are sorry, 
we have no authorization to do some
thing about this, but in compassion for 
those who are losing their property, 
and for the environment that is being 
destroyed, not only by storms, but ev
eryday, just by natural wave reaction 
and actions of the waves, the commit
tee saw fit to add a small sum here to 
start resolving and doing something 
about this erosion that is brought 
about by natural causes. 

The committee has made some 
minor changes from the President's 
recommendations. In most instances 
we are below what the President has 
recommended. 

Again, there are some differences 
from OMB as it was discussed in the 
discussion on the rule, and I might add 
here that this is in all fairness to Mr. 
Stockman. We all agree he has a tre
mendous job to do and we are trying 
to cooperate with the Office of Man
agement and Budget, to halt higher 
interest rates and to reverse this trend 
to stop inflation. 

We share that concern with the 
Office of Management and Budget, 
with the President, with the other 
body, and we are working together 
trying to do just that; but we do have 
some differences about priorities, what 
programs shall be funded and how 
much. 

Now we can argue about the out
years. Those are the years 1983, 1984, 
and 1985. 

The Office of Management has 
taken the figures that we have this 
year and fully funded what we have 
appropriated in existing projects this 
year if we carried them out to those 
years. 

It is true that if we took no restraint 
by this body we bust the budget, but 
that is not any different than we had 
3 or 4 years ago when some of these 
were started. 

If we fully funded those we would 
exceed the budget today. The commit
tee and Congress has done something 
about it. We have said "no" on many 
occasions. We have exercised restraint 
and we will continue to do that, but it 
is not within the power, nor the au
thority of this Congress, seated today, 
to exercise the future will of Congress 
that we will not spend or that we shall 
spend. We all know we cannot obligate 
future Congresses, so it is unfair to say 
that the outlays, the outyears, will 
exceed the budget. 

I am sure that future Congresses 
using the good judgment and exercise 
restraint in funding new starts when 
they do finally come around once 
again as well as restraining how much 
money we spend on the existing pro
grams. 

Now specifically in the water re
source development, once again this 
year the committee has seen a down
ward trend in the development of our 
water resources. I am not at all sure 
this is wise. But again, understanding 
that we must hold the line on expendi
tures, we have selected this area to 
once again exercise more restraint 
than we have in the Department of 
Energy, and some of the other agen
cies that we are charged with the re
sponsibility of funding. 

The only increase we have in the 
water resource development is in oper
ation and maintenance. 

Recognizing that some of the proj
ects that are in operation around the 
country, the dams and the waterway 
locks, are deteriorating, we have in
creased over last year the amount of 
money for operation and management 
and the running of these operations 
by $143 million. 

If we had not increased this oper
ation and maintenance we would not 
be fulfilling our responsibility and we 
would be costing our taxpayers more 
in the future. 

0 1230 
This is the big increase in operation 

of water resource projects. 
In the Bureau of Reclamation, we 

have increased by $22 million the 
amount requested for operation and 
maintenance. 

In the Department of Energy, the 
largest increase is in weapons systems, 
but again, not nearly as high as the 
administration requested. We feel we 
have put in what can reasonably be 
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spent and that we are meeting needs 
of Defense in nuclear weapons. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, we are 
going to have some disagreement 
today. 

I compliment our colleague, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
EDGAR), as well as the gentleman from 
Washington <Mr. PRITCHARD), and the 
other gentleman from Pennsylvania 
<Mr. CouGHLIN), in exercising some re
straint in the time consumed. These 
issues they are going to be discussing, 
the two amendments they are offer
ing, are not new to those of us who 
served in previous Congresses, but in 
order that the newer Members may 
have the opportunity to hear what is 
at stake, we voluntarily have agreed 
under a previous unanimous consent 
that we will limit the debate on each 
of those amendments to 2 hours. Both 
the proponents as well as the oppo
nents feel this is ample time for Mem
bers who are concerned and will take 
the time to listen on the floor to what 
is involved. 

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the 
hardworking subcommittee and the 
full Appropriations Committee, we 
recommend passage of the bill with 
two or three technical amendments we 
will be making for the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Alabama <Mr. BEVILL) has con
sumed 13 minutes of his time. The 
gentleman from Indiana <Mr. MYERS) 
has consumed 8 minutes of his time. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Mississippi <Mr. 
WHITTEN), our distinguished chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, it is 
a pleasure for me to take this floor 
today to speak to what I believe is 
something we must keep in sight. That 
is the protection and development of 
our own country. 

I do not question the attitude or the 
reasons behind those that might differ 
in particular matters, particular proj
ects. That has existed throughout our 
history. I do say the reason we have 
the standard of living today and the 
reason we have the rich country we 
have-even with its many financial 
problems-is because our forefathers 
had the foresight and the nerve, if I 
might say so, to develop the St. Law
rence Seaway, the New York Harbor, 
the San Francisco Harbor, our rail 
system back in the early days, naviga
tion on the Red and the Arkansas 
Rivers, the irrigation in the West, the 
Bonneville Power Administration and 
other undertakings that have contrib
uted to development and vitality of 
our Nation. 

Where would we be today if we did 
not have the Bonneville Power Admin
istration to serve the business inter
ests as well as the people of the North
western part of the United States? Do 
the Members know if we did not have 

the power facilities there, we would 
have to furnish it from other sections? 

I made a motion to override the rec
ommendations of the President on the 
veto of the public works bill some 
years ago. He said because of the fi
nancial problems existing at that time 
we could not afford new starts on de
veloping our own country. In my argu
ment, which the Congress approved 
and accepted, I said the more prob
lems we have, the more imperative it 
is that we do develop our own country. 
History has proved this correct. 

I say that about 18 percent of our 
income goes for food and clothing, be
cause we have developed our country. 
Just think of the United States when 
you first remember it and how it is 
today. We have a rich country in real 
resources because our people have 
worked at developing and improving it. 

I am not going to go into the many 
things which my good friend, the gen
tleman from Indiana <Mr. MYERS), and 
my friend, the gentleman from Ala
bama <Mr. BEVILL), have gone into. 
There are many things in this bill. We 
all recognize one fight is going to be 
made on a project that means not only 
a whole lot to the Southeastern part 
of the United States but to the entire 
Nation. Let me tell the Members, 
whatever the reasoning of the Mem
bers might have been at the beginning 
of this project to stop a project that is 
over 60-percent complete, to stop a 
project which will contribute greatly 
to the development of the whole 
United States would be a grave mis
take. Now that it is not raining, are we 
going to neglect our roof? Are we 
going to neglect the chance to get the 
coal in the biggest coal section of the 
United States out for the use of the 
worid and at great benefit to the 
United States? 

Now is the time to do it. Think 
about this: We are committed to a 
policy that mining and other activities 
by private industry must return the 
area to an environmentally satisfac
tory condition. In my own district, I 
have a big gash across two counties. 
My State gave up six highways and six 
bridges. They are gone. So if we stop 
this project now, not only will it cost 
us a whole lot more than we have 
spent up to now, but under the policy 
that we are following everywhere, we 
will spend many times what we spent 
restoring conditions to about what 
they were. 

As Congressmen, we come from vari
ous districts. We represent our dis
tricts, we represent our people; but our 
title is Representative in the Congress 
of the United States. This is a big 
country. I want to tell the Members in 
my experience here, I am proud to say 
that I have supported every section of 
the United States because of how the 
United States goes, so will my area go 
and so will the area of each Member. 

When we go along with the Bonne
ville Power Administration, with irri
gation in the West, and with programs 
and projects to benefit every section of 
country we strengthen ~nd protect the 
entire Nation. Now we have all the 
problems in California with the 
Medfly and we do not hesitate. When 
we had the tragic Hurricane Agnes 
and flood problems in Pennsylvania 
some years ago and we did not hesi
tate. We provided $1 billion almost 
overnight. We did not hesitate. We 
were here meeting the needs of our as
sociates. I am proud last year to have 
had the foresight when we had this 
terrible tragedy in the State of Wash
ington-Mount St. Helens-to help 
provide funds promptly for relief. I 
had already, as chairman of this com
mittee, reported a major appropriation 
bill. I canceled it and introduced a new 
one so my colleagues in the House 
could be in on taking care of this great 
problem in the Pacific Northwest. 

So I say to the Members today, 
whatever one may feel about my sec
tion or any other section, please look 
at this thing in perspective and look at 
it carefully. If Members will do this 
they will find that having gone this 
far, it is a very different question from 
what one might have been confronted 
with, at the outset. I have been telling 
Members that the entire project is 
close to completion and, according to 
my best information, the project will 
benefit 26 States directly and help the 
economy of the entire Nation. It will 
open up water transportation to our 
biggest coal deposits and, locally, will 
aid the development of this low
income area. The navigation features 
of the project will be over 69 percent 
complete by the end of fiscal year 
1981. At least 85 percent of the total 
Federal cost will be committed by the 
end of the current fiscal year. 

I point out that if you stopped the 
project now, annual benefits available 
would only be $12 million-when the 
total project is completed, annual ben
efits will be $125 million. If the project 
is halted now, we will have a partly 
finished canal; some locks and dams in 
various stages of completion. If the 
waterway is completed, we will have 
an important navigation system. 

The cost to stop the project and to 
restore the project area to an environ
mentally acceptable condition would 
certainly exceed the cost to complete 
the project many times over, for all 
232 miles are in some phase of con
struction. 

Mr. Chairman, I beg the Members to 
take the position that with all the 
problems we have in the United States 
today, at home and abroad, the one 
thing we cannot neglect is to look 
after our own country. 

This is a project that helps the 
United States. If we compare this in
vestment with what we do with our 
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money in many other countries in the 
world, without any cost-benefit ratio 
test, it is at the top of the list as a wise 
investment. 

D 1240 
Mr. Chairman, I ask the Members

and I do not do it often-to remember 
that I have been busy trying to look 
after every want that anybody has 
asked me for. But I say to the Mem
bers, "Do not be shortsighted and stop 
that which is good and wreck that 
which is absolutely essential if we are 
going to look after the country for the 
future." 

I appreciate the Members' support 
through the years. I assure them of 
my support, and because I have done 
these other things, they do not owe 
me or our people or our area anything. 
But again, we are doing something 
good for the whole United States, and 
I call on the Members to support us. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to a very outstanding 
member of the subcommittee, the gen
tleman from Arizona <Mr. Runn). 

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RUDD. I yield to the gentle
woman from California. 

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the bill. I would also like 
to briefly comment on the Hansen 
Dam project, which is located in my 
congressional district in the city of Los 
Angeles, and is one of the projects rec
ommended by the California Water 
Commission. The Appropriations Com
mittee has recommended $100,000 be 
appropriated in fiscal year 1982 for 
the U.S. Corps of Engineers to com
plete a feasibility study to determine 
the best means of desilting Hansen 
Dam and restoring the water conserva
tion and recreation operation as well 
as meeting the needed flood control 
requirements. I am in full agreement 
with this recommendation. 

Hansen Dam was authorized by the 
Flood Control Act of 1936, and com
pleted in 1940. For 4 decades it has 
provided important benefits to the 
residents of southern California by 
controlling floods, conserving storm 
runoff and local rainfall that add to 
the city's water supply, and by serving 
as a source of water-oriented recrea
tion. Recreation at the project was au
thorized by the Flood Control Act of 
1944. 

However, since 1969 the reservoir 
behind the dam has been filling up 
with silt-estimated in excess of 20 
million cubic yards of mineral debris
primarily due to fire-related erosion 
originating from the local canyon 

· hills. As a result, the total storage ca
pacity of the reservoir has been re
duced from a 1940 figure at 35,000 
acre-feet to a present estimate of 
26,000 acre-feet, a volume reduction of 
27 percent. According to the Corps of 
Engineers, the present capacity ex-

ceeds the flood control storage re
quired for safe operation by 1,000 acre
feet; however, additional inflows of silt 
will eliminate this margin of safety in 
the near future. 

Moreover, this situation has resulted 
in the loss of water supply to the city 
and virtual elimination of the water 
recreation benefits once realized. 
Spreading basins of recharge of the 
local water table are operated down
stream of the dam by the Los Angeles 
County Flood Control District, and by 
the Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power. In the past, the Corps of 
Engineers, in coordination with these 
two agencies, had a part of the dam 
operation, has impounded water 
behind the dam for controlled release 
into these spreading grounds. How
ever, due to the significant reduction 
in reservoir immediately after the 
floods, this has caused increased silta
tion of the downstream grounds. 

Furthermore, the recreational use of 
the reservoir has been seriously cur
tailed by the silt accumulation. The 
surface area of the reservoir has been 
significantly reduced from 140± to 30 
acres, a surface area reduction of ap
proximately 79 percent. In the past, 
the reservoir was used for water 
skiing, boating, swimming, fishing, and 
other activities under the supervision 
of the Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks. This reservoir is 
the only water-oriented recreation in 
the San Fernando Valley and is very 
important to residents. The local com
munity is now forced to go without 
water-oriented recreation, or travel 
significant distances. 

The Corps of Engineers is presently 
conducting a limited $10,000 alterna
tives study, initiated in November 
1980, to determine possible methods to 
alleviate solely the short-term flood 
control problem of the dam. Among 
some of the alternatives under study 
include, first, trucking part of the 
debris from the dam; second, raising 
the dam's embankment; and, third, in
creasing the water outflow capability 
of the dam. The corps estimates that 
the study will be completed in Novem
ber 1981. The corps has also indicated 
that the modification of the project to 
provide water conservation is being ex
amined under the Los Angeles County 
drainage area review study scheduled 
for completion in October 1985. 

Under the corps' current study plan, 
the residents of the city would not re
alize the potential water conservation 
and recreation benefits of Hansen 
Dam until about 1987. 

Both the city of Los Angeles and the 
Appropriations Committee of the 
House believe that the Hansen Dam 
project warrants a separate study and 
that the current study scope should be 
expanded to include all three project 
purposes-flood control, recreation, 
and water conservation. Various alter
natives, which consider all three proj-

ect purposes in an integrated manner, 
should be identified and assessed in
cluding the preparation of compara
tive cost estimates. 

In closing, let me say that I am con
fident that if this study is completed 
promptly, we will be able to act in 
time to protect Los Angeles from in
curring the cost, both in dollars and 
human lives, that would result if 
Hansen Dam were not upgraded to 
protect the public from floods and the 
high cost of importing water to our 
citizens. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RUDD. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman from Indiana <Mr. 
MYERS) for yielding me this time, and 
I would like to take this opportunity 
to commend the very distinguished 
chairman of this subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
BEVILL), and the very distinguished 
ranking minority member, the gentle
man from Indiana <Mr. MYERS), as 
well as all of the members of this sub
committee. I commend my colleagues 
who have worked so diligently and so 
hard, and also the staff who have paid 
great attention to detail, in order that 
we can put this bill together and bring 
it to the floor. This is a bill that any
body can be proud of. 

Mr. Chairman, the measure we con
sider today, the energy and water de
velopment appropriations bill, 1982, is 
representative of the kind of work this 
body can produce when the best inter
ests of all the people are kept fore
most in mind. 

This bill provides the means by 
which our country can meet its energy 
requirements next year. Without a 
constant and dependable flow of 
energy and without a constant and de
pendable attention to water develop
ment, the economic activity of the 
United States would quickly grind to a 
halt. 

As a member of the Energy and 
Water Development Subcommittee, I 
know the work that went into the 
preparation of this bill. The hearings 
fill 12,442 pages, and our witnesses 
came from Members of Congress, offi
cials of the executive branch, several 
Governors and other State and local 
government officials, and many pri
vate citizens. 

All possible views were heard, and all 
possible consideration was given to 
these views. These were balanced with 
the constraints of the administration's 
budget goals, and the result is before 
us today. 

The bill provides funding for the 
Army Corps of Engineers, the Interior 
Department's Bureau of Reclamation, 
the Department of Energy, and a host 
of independent agencies. 

These departments and agencies 
provide individual parts of a total pic
ture. 
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And it is that total picture that we 

must concentrate upon as we debate 
the bill. 

There will be temptations to attempt 
to put a little something extra in here, 
or take a little something out there, or 
even to cut out major items here and 
there. 

This bill, perhaps more than any 
other we will consider this year, re
quires national statesmanship rather 
than regional bickering. We have ana
tional water problem that requires a 
national policy. We have a national 
nuclear energy program that requires 
a national understanding. 

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that I 
support this bill. It meets the require
ments of our Nation's needs for energy 
and for development of our precious 
water and it does so in a careful and 
thoughtful and economical manner. 

Our environment will be safe with 
this bill, our resources will be wisely 
husbanded, and our economic health 
will be preserved. 

I thank the chairman, Mr. BEVILL, 
and our ranking member, Mr. MYERS, 
for an outstanding leadership per
formance·, and I urge the adoption of 
this bill. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington <Mr. MoRRISON). 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished ranking mi
nority member for yielding me this 
time, and I would ask if the distin
guished chairman of the committee, 
the gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
BEVILL), would enter into a colloquy 
with me for the purpose of establish
ing a few facts for the record. 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to compliment the subcommittee 
chairman and the subcommittee for 
their work on the energy and water 
development appropriations. I would 
especially like to commend the sub
committee for its foresight in the area 
of magnetic fusion. 

Perhaps the lynchpin, Mr. Chair
man, of this program is the Mike 
McCormack Fusion Materials Irradia
tion Test Facility, named in honor of 
my predecessor, more commonly 
known as FMIT. Without the ability 
to test materials, the fusion program 
could not move ahead in a logical 
manner. 

Construction in terms of site prepa
ration for FMIT began at the Hanford 
Nuclear Reservation in 1980. In the 
Report of H.R. 6796 in the 95th Con
gress, which became Public Law 95-
238, FMIT, Project 78-3-B, was sited 
at the Hanford Energy Development 
Laboratory, Washington. I would like 
to reconfirm that it was the intention 
of the committee in fiscal year 1978, 
when FMIT was first appropriated, to 
have the project sited at Hanford. 
That is correct; is it not? 

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

Mr. MORRISON. I yield to the sub
committee chairman. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

The gentleman from Washington 
<Mr. MoRRISON) is correct, and that is 
what was authorized. 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. 

It is also my understanding that the 
committee has directed the Depart
ment of Energy to move ahead with 
FMIT in a timely manner. In this bill 
the committee appropriated $14 mil
lion which was deferred from fiscal 
year 1981, and it is the consideration 
of the committee that up to an addi
tional $12 million in operating ex
penses could be provided in support of 
this effort. Is that correct, Mr. Chair
man? 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman is correct. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle
man, and I appreciate those responses. 

Mr. Chairman, I include herewith 
the following material: 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
July 20, 1981. 

Hon. JAMES B. EDWARDS, 
Secretary, Department of Energy, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: This letter is to sug
gest a method of accelerating the pace of 
the magnetic fusion engineering and materi
als development program, consistent with 
the funding levels authorized by the House 
and Senate conferees on the reconciliation 
and authorization legislation for Fiscal Year 
1982. 

As you are probably aware, the conferees 
have agreed on a budget figure of $476.2 
million for magnetic fusion for Fiscal Year 
1982, along with $16 million of deferred 
funds for construction. 

Within these numbers, the following 
funding is provided for the FMIT for Fiscal 
1982: $12.7 million for operations, $1.0 mil
lion for capital equipment <at Los Alamos), 
$14.0 million for construction (deferred 
from fiscal year 1981). 

In addition, the conferees agree on $5 mil
lion for the Center for Fusion Engineering. 

These figures indicate an insistence on the 
part of the Congress to move ahead with ag
gressive implementation of the programs es
tablished in the Magnetic Fusion Energy 
Engineering Act of 1980, to continue work 
on the FMIT, and to bring into being the 
Center for Fusion Engineering as a manage
ment entity during Fiscal Year 1982. 

At the same time, the Report of the Euro
pean Fusion Review Panel, which was re
leased in June, calls on pages 40 and 41 and 
on page 50 for early completion of the 
FMIT with possible support from the Euro
pean community. Similar suggestions have 
originated with leaders and spokesmen of 
the Japanese fusion program. 

I know that you will, on reflection, consid
er it significant that the Western European 
community and the Japanese each initiated 
a review of their fusion programs immedi
ately following enactment of the Magnetic 
Fusion Energy Engineering Act of 1980 in 
this country, and that both the Japanese 
and the European communities have now 
undertaken aggressive fusion enginering, de
velopment, and materials testing programs 
similar to the one set forth in the new U.S. 
law. It is obvious that passage of the 1980 

act stimulated these reviews. Unless the 
U.S. meets the goals set forth in the 1980 
act, both the Japanese and the European 
communities will move ahead of the United 
States in fusion engineering development 
and with the demonstration of magnetic 
fusion electric energy production. 

However, there is a strong tendency in 
both Japan and Western Europe to cooper
ate with the United States in fusion engi
neering and development. Since the FMIT 
is the only machine of its type being consid
ered in the free world, and since it is already 
under construction <about $63 million has 
been spent on plant and capital equipment 
and operations), it seems altogether appro
priate that both the European nations and 
the Japanese could reasonably be expected 
to join in funding the FMIT. 

I am informed that the FMIT can be 
brought into operation <under its present 
schedule) in Fiscal Year 1986 and that the 
total cost, including operational costs for 
shakedown and standardization, will be 
about $240 million. This could be reduced 
somewhat by speeding up the program and 
bringing the FMIT on line closer to the 
original completion date. 

It seems logical to me that the Japanese 
and Western European nations could be in
vited to each contribute $60 million (of 25% 
of the total cost> of the FMIT over the next 
three or four fiscal years and that they 
could be brought into joint operations of 
the FMIT in quite the same way as the Jap
anese are now participating in research with 
Doublet III. It is especially important to 
recognize that if such a program were initi
ated during the remaining months of this 
calendar year, it might be possible to speed 
up the program, bring the FMIT onto line 
at an earlier date, and reduce the total cost. 

I cannot overemphasize the importance of 
the fusion program or the importance of 
maintaining the momentum that was estab
lished by the passage of the law. I would ap
preciate your thoughts on this matter, and I 
stand ready to provide any assistance in any 
way that I can. 

Sincerely, 
MIKE McCORMACK. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia <Mr. FAZIO), who is a distin
guished and very outstanding member 
of this subcommittee. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, my pur
pose for taking this time is, first of all, 
to congratulate the gentleman from 
Alabama <Mr. BEVILL) and the gentle
man from Indiana <Mr. MYERs) for the 
fair and comprehensive job they have 
done in shepherding this bill to the 
floor, a bill that is full of so many dif
ferent approaches toward the solution 
of our water resource and energy-re
lated problems. 

I would like to focus on some aspects 
of the bill that may not get a great 
deal of attention today. We know that 
the bill is somewhat controversial in 
some areas. We are going to fight 
about the Clinch River project, and we 
are going to fight about the Tennes
see-Tombigbee, but I think many 
Members of this body are not aware of 
the fact that this committee has done 
an outstanding job in a number of 
areas to try to right some of the im-
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balances in the administration's ap
proach to energy development. 

We are in an era when we had antici
pated deriving a tremendous amount 
of money from the passage of the 
windfall profit tax on decontrolled oil. 
My constituents anticipated, as I am 
sure many of us on this floor did, that 
some of this revenue would be spent 
on the development of alternative 
energy forms in this country to help 
us find a way out of the yoke of 
OPEC. In lieu of that we find this ad
ministration cutting back on the 
energy budget across the board, par
ticularly in areas other than nuclear 
fission. At the same time, it is propos
ing to spend-and I am not sure this is 
inappropriate, but it is ironic-$20 bil
lion on a rapid deployment force in 
order to develop the kind of protection 
for an OPEC pipeline which we all 
had hoped to be free of in the future. 

So this committee, in prudently re
storing energy forms which have been 
so unnecessarily cut by the adminis
tration-areas like solar energy, wind 
energy, photovoltaics, ocean thermal 
technology, and geothermal technolo
gy-has, I think, fulfilled its responsi
bility to those who supported decon
trol not only because they knew it 
would have a positive effect on energy 
conservation in this country but also 
because they anticipated that we 
would use some of the revenue to find 
ways to develop renewable alternatives 
to the overseas supply which has been 
so detrimental to our economy which 
is so ridden with energy price-driven
inflation. 

I am proud of the fact that this bill 
moves us back in the direction of a 
broader and, I think, fairer and more 
comprehensive energy policy, and I 
would like to commend the subcom
mittee chairman and the members of 
the subcommittee for having made 
that wise decision. 

In addition, I would also say that in 
the water development area we have 
found, particularly in the West, that 
we have many,_ many environmentally 
sound, carefully planned, and conserv
ative water projects with a very posi
tive cost benefit ratio in this bill. I 
think the committee deserves credit 
for that. 

I would particularly like to thank 
the chairman and the ranking minori
ty member for their pursuit of a bal
anced water policy for the West. This 
is something that has been consistent 
with the past history of the commit
tee, and I think it is too often over
looked. 
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So in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I 
think there are many aspects of this 
bill that a broad majority of this 
House can support. I am proud to be 
associated with it. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
(Mr. MARRIOTT). 

Mr. MARRIOTT. If the chairman 
would enter into a colloquy with me, I 
would just like to make a couple 
points and ask a question. 

It is my understanding that the ra
dioactive mill tailings appropriations 
were reduced in this legislation from 
$30 million to $13 million in fiscal year 
1982; is that correct? 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, the gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. MARRIOTT. Again, it is my un
derstanding that the reason that the 
committee cut that back was because 
of continuous bureaucratic delays in 
getting the regulations in line. I take 
it that the EPA again is way behind in 
terms of their regulations. Is that the 
reason why this has been cut? 

Mr. BEVILL. That is exactly right. 
The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. MARRIOTT. It is not the intent 
of the committee, as I understand it, 
to set a precedent here. It is the intent 
under the appropriations bill to fund 
these mill tailings removal as time ar
rives; is that correct? 

Mr. BEVILL. The gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. MARRIOTT. I thank the chair
man. 

I would like to just make one point 
that is very frustrating to me. In 1978 
in the Interior Committee we passed 
legislation to begin removing these 
tailings. We gave the EPA, as I recall, 
some 1% years to complete the regula
tions. They are now 1% years delin
quent. 

Now we understand they want an
other 1% years to complete the regula
tions. To me, this is unreasonable and 
it now means that legislation that was 
passed in 1978 will not go into effect 
until 1990. It will be 1990 before we 
move these hazardous waste materials 
from some 25 cities around the United 
States. 

I would urge all the Members of this 
House, my friend, the ranking minori
ty member of the committee, the 
chairman, and everyone else involved, 
to see if they could not stick a pin in 
the EPA and these other agencies to 
get busy and do the job they are being 
paid to do. 

To pass legislation in 1978 and still 
to be fiddle-!addling some 3 or 4 years 
later on regulations to remove the tail
ings, to me is just an example of the 
ineffective bureaucracy. 

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

Mr. MARRIOTT. I would be happy 
to yield. 

Mr. MYERS. I certainly concur with 
what our chairman has told the gen
tleman, but it is not quite as simple as 
just authorizing it and sending some 
people out to remove it. There are 

some safety factors in handling these 
tailings that will have to be resolved. 

We will certainly give every effort to 
make sure this happens, but it is not 
just such a simple thing as loading it 
on a boxcar or on a flatcar or on a 
truck and hauling it away. There are 
some safety factors that have to be 
worked out. 

We will certainly work with the gen
tleman from Utah on that. 

Mr. MARRIOTT. I understand 
those safety factors, but in a process 
that should take a year and a half to 
solve and now we are talking about 4 
years seems to be a bit ridiculous. 

Mr. MYERS. We will do our part to 
expedite it. 

Mr. MARRIOTT. I thank my good 
friend. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING). 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I would merely like to say that I ap
preciate the $29 million that is in here 
earmarked for Three Mile Island. I 
would hope that it would be $37 or $39 
million. That was the understanding 
that I had. 

I would ask that you not be too re
strictive with that money. We have a 
situation that could be 100,000 times 
worse than anything that could ever 
happen at Mount St. Helens. No one 
knows, we have never had this kind of 
situation. 

The same Government who refuses 
to permit the company to raise the 
money in order to clean up is also the 
same Government who refuses to offer 
any money to help clean up, and there 
we sit. No one knows with all that ra
dioactive water, with that damaged 
core, no one knows how much time we 
have; we cannot get any support from 
anyone. It is the Federal Government 
who authorized it. It is the Federal 
Government who started the research 
and the development. It is the Federal 
Government who in turn determined 
how well those people should be 
trained, and they were trained better 
than the Federal Government asked 
them to be trained, and at the same 
time that Federal Government costs 
my ratepayers $14 million more every 
month because they refuse to let them 
operate unit 1, which operated beauti
fully for 7 years. They authorized 
every other unit to go back into oper
ation, but not this one; so there is no 
way the company can ever raise any 
money to clean up. 

Then at the same time to say we will 
not allow you to raise money, but we 
will not give you any, I just do not un
derstand. It is a health and safety 
factor that we are faced with up there. 

I appreciate the money that is there 
now. I would certainly hope that we 
could somehow make the rest of the 
Congress understand it is a health and 
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safety factor. It has nothing to do 
with whether you are for or against 
nuclear energy. 

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

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the 
chairman. 

Mr. BEVILL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I agree with what the gentleman 
says. There is one error, though. We 
do have $37 million in this bill, $29 
million for operation and $8 million 
for equipment. 

Mr. GOODLING. I appreciate that. 
I am asking for all the help we can get 
before we blow, and then you come 
and give us help after we are already 
destroyed, either economically or 
physically. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to my colleague, the gentle
man from Pennsylvania <Mr. EDGAR). 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, we will 
have adequate time to discuss the Ten
nessee-Tombigbee Waterway and its 
implications for our future. 

I would commend to my colleagues 
some of the many editorials that have 
been printed throughout the country, 
in the Los Angeles Times, in papers 
from Connecticut to Florida, talking 
about the inappropriateness of moving 
on construction of the Tennessee
Tombigbee Waterway. 

Let me read just two quotes from 
two of those editorials; first from the 
New York Times of yesterday: 

The economic case against both projects 
was forcefully stated by President Reagan's 
own Budget Director, David Stockman, 
while he was still a Congressman. • • • He 
suggested that if Congress paid for marginal 
enterprises like Tenn-Tom, it ought to "go 
whole hog and build a pyramid in every 
State." 

That is a direct quote from David 
Stockman. 

Second, in yesterday's Philadelphia 
Inquirer an editorial states: 

The court enjoined further construction 
of a major portion of the waterway, ruling 
that the Corps had "blatantly" violated 
Federal environmental requirements and in
tentionally used outdated financial statistics 
to make the project appear economically 
viable. 

That is just a selection of two quotes 
from many that implicate the prob
lems of this project, but let me just 
close by talking about some equity 
issues. 

The funding for the Tennessee-Tom
bigbee Waterway, $189 million in this 
bill, equals the subsidy for the public 
service postal subsidy. It is nearly as 
much as the subsidy for Conrail. It is 
almost equal to the funding for the 
National Endowment for the Arts and 
Humanities. It would provide for 
189,000 minimum student loans. It 
would provide nearly 2,000 units of 
subsidized housing. 

If you cut $100 million out of the 
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, you 
would still fund it at $100 million more 

money than any other water project in 
the Nation. 

I think there is a matter of equity 
here. I urge my colleagues to look at 
the details and the facts of this issue. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. SHUMWAY). 

Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in general support of H.R. 4144, 
the energy and water development ap
propriations bill for fiscal year 1982. It 
hardly needs to be said that a differ
ent set of priorities and guidelines will 
govern the actions of this Congress 
during its fiscal year 1982 appropria
tions debates. In short, we must follow 
through on the overriding need to 
reduce the rate of growth in Federal 
spending and to provide serious tax 
relief to all Americans. By appropriat
ing $232 million less than requested by 
the administration and allowed under 
section 302 of the Budget Act, H.R. 
4144 meets the objectives of the Presi
dent's economic recovery program, 
while still providing Federal assistance 
to essential public works projects 
across the country. 

As my colleagues know, H.R. 4144 
provides $13.2 billion in funding for 
programs administered by the Depart
ment of Energy, the Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
and other related agencies. This meas
ure touches on nearly every facet of 
our Nation's water and energy needs 
by assisting the construction of facili
ties, dredging harbors, hydropower li
censing, recreation, research and de
velopment, and defense activities. Al
though there is hardly a congressional 
district which would not benefit from 
the passage of H.R. 4144, there are 
also very few areas which have not ab
sorbed necessary funding reductions 
this year. The cuts proposed by the 
President and recommended by the 
Appropriations Committee will elimi
nate more than $2.5 million in funding 
for water- and energy-related projects 
of immediate interest to my constitu
ents in northern California. And yet, 
Mr. Chairman, I am convinced that 
our long-range interests-namely, a 
healthy and prosperous economy-will 
only be served if we in Congress have 
the resolve to make these necessary 
cuts now. 

Mr. Chairman, we hear a great deal 
here in the Congress about so-called 
pork barrel public works projects. But 
I would like to make clear that such 
sentiments are shortsighted and do 
not focus on the real and lasting bene
fits which accrue from providing Fed
eral assistance to essential projects 
whose costs would normally preclude 
their construction. To illustrate this, 
my colleagues will be interested to 
know that J. Gordon Milliken, a senior 
research economist at the Denver In
stitute recently spoke on the subject 
of whether water projects pay their 
way. My friend, the distinguished gen-

tleman from California (Mr. CoELHo) 
has already inserted the bulk of Mr. 
Milliken's address into the RECORD. I 
would just like to highlight Mr. Milli
ken's conclusions: 

Nationally, the Federal reclamation pro
gram activities brought about $2.75 billion 
in Federal revenues during 1979, and an
other $1.24 billion in State and local reve
nues. Jobs were provided for 815,000 full 
time equivalent workers. Valued agricultur
al crops, hydroelectric power, municipal 
water supplies, recreation and flood control 
were provided by project lands and struc
tures. And, as usual, a substantial portion of 
the Nation's investment in the Reclamation 
program was repaid to the Treasury by 
water and power users. 

From an economic viewpoint, there is 
good evidence that water projects do pay 
their pay. The Nation is richer because of 
them. 

As we vote hereafter on a series of 
amendments to H.R. 4144, many of 
them directed toward deleting funds 
from projects which have already been 
cutback, I urge the consideration of 
these long-range benefits, that the 
costs and benefits of each project 
must be integrated into those of the 
entire program, and that Federal as
sistance, as recommended by H.R. 
4144, will be a responsible step for
ward in our effort to utilize the Na
tion's water and energy resources. 
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Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished 
member of the Public Works Authori
zation Committee, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. CLAUSEN). 

Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to commend this committee for their 
diligent effort in bringing to the floor 
a bill under the most difficult of cir
cumstances, that being recognition of 
the fact that there are budget con
straints that all of us have to deal 
with. I think they have presented us 
with a product that represents an in
vestment in the public facility infra
structure of this country that is in 
very sad shape. 

As my colleague from California 
(Mr. SHUMWAY), who preceded me 
stated, there. is a tendency to label this 
legislation as "pork barrel legislation." 
Yet those of us that are dealing with 
both the authorizing committee and 
the appropriation committee responsi
bilities and actually track these 
projects that are funded, through the 
appropriation process and under con
sideration today, can provide or 
present a record of an extraordinary 
return on the investment to benefit 
the people in the areas involved. So it 
is to that end that I rise momentarily 
to offer my commendation to the com
mittee and to express my sincere ap
preciation for the kind of cooperation 
they have extended to me and other 
members who have specific project in
terests in the legislation before us. 
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In addition, Mr. Chairman, I want to 

extend some well deserved recognition 
to the gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
BEVILL) and the gentleman from Indi
ana <Mr. MYERs). Both of these gen
tlemen must be commended for their 
willingness to address a number of key 
issues and reestablish priorities which 
we in the Congress believe represent a 
sound investment in our natural re
sources. Dollars spent wisely and cau
tiously today in developing alternate 
sources of energy will assist us in ad
dressing one of the most critical chal
lenges confronting this Nation in the 
remainder of the 20th century-resto
ration of energy security. Until this 
country regains control over its energy 
future, U.S. industrial productivity, 
economic growth and national security 
will remain vulnerable to "energy 
blackmail.'' 

In this bill, the committee has con
tinued and extended its efforts toward 
the need for fiscal restraint in ac
cordance with the President's budget 
revisions for fiscal year 1982. The bill 
provides increased funding for solar, 
biomass, wind, and photovoltaic 
energy systems. I applaud these com
mittee recommendations and urge my 
colleagues to keep in mind as we 
debate this bill and amendments, that 
these programs are designed to ad
dress the development of longer term 
energy supply options to provide the 
energy resources needed for restora
tion of our energy security, national 
growth, and alleviate our dependence 
on fossil fuels. As you may know, I 
have always, and will continue to 
strongly support legislation which I 
feel is a positive step in the direction 
of our national goal of energy inde
pendence-this bill meets that criteria. 

In particular, I support this bill for 
the committee recommendations in 
the area of geothermal energy devel
opment which appear to be more in 
line with accelerating the development 
of geothermal technology. If there is 
one natural energy resource which is 
under-utilized today, it is geothermal. 
Experts believe that within the next 
20 years, there is the geological oppor
tunity to supply 20,000 megawatts of 
generating capacity. This is equal to 
700,000 barrels of oil per day or 8.5 
percent of today's crude oil production 
in the United States. Geothermal 
energy has several ecological advan
tages-it produces neither atmospheric 
pollution nor solid waste. The use of 
geothermal resources is environmen
tally sound when compared to present 
fossil fuel pollutants. Continued fund
ing of the Geothermal Resources De
velopment Fund has been provided at 
a level which will continue to assist 
the private sector in commercial devel
opment of geothermal energy. In rep
resenting the district in which there is 
the largest commercial power generat
ing plant driven by geothermal 

energy, I am especially pleased to see 
this continued funding. 

Mr. Chairman, the Nation faces 
some hard choices regarding its energy 
future. The committee has given care
ful consideration to all the facts and 
details made available to them and, I 
believe that the end product of their 
work is a balanced and responsive bill. 
I urge my colleagues to support its 
passage. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to my 
colleague, the gentleman from Ala
bama (Mr. FLIPPO). 

Mr. FLIPPO. I thank the chairman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
BEviLL) and the gentleman from Indi
ana <Mr. MYERS) for bringing this bill 
to the floor, and the members of the 
gentleman's committee for all of the 
hours of study they have placed in it. 

Mr. Chairman, I will speak again 
when we get to the amendment proc
ess, but I think it is important to point 
out two or three points at this time. I 
am not surprised that we have had 
editorials from Pennsylvania and New 
York opposing the projects taking 
place in the Term-Tom Canal. I am 
not surprised because all of us know 
that editorials are matters that can be 
assisted in, in so many areas and, 
indeed, those people are entitled to 
their opinions. 

But the other issues that have been 
raised against this project relate to 
the environment. I think we certainly 
have to consider the type of environ
mental problems that it will cause if 
this project is stopped at the present 
time. 

I think it has been mentioned about 
the GAO studies. The part of the 
GAO studies that has not been em
phasized is they say that in the neigh
borhood of $125 million a year will be 
lost in annual benefits if the project is 
stopped. 

Not only that, I think it is important 
to remember that the State of Ala
bama has invested more than $200 mil
lion in public improvements, in bridges 
and facilities, in port facilities, and 
others anticipating the completion of 
the Tennessee-Tombigbee. 

I believe it is a wise expenditure of 
funds. There are more than 5,000 
people employed in various aspects of 
this project at the present time. 

If one opposes this based upon mis
allocation of funds, or some idea that 
funds are not being fairly allocated to 
the various regions of the Nation, then 
I think that those who offer those 
kinds of arguments ought to remem
ber that when this body allocated 
funds for energy assistance there were 
those in this body who did not think 
they were fair allocations. When this 
body looks at mass transit funds and 
many other projects, any kind of allo
cation of funds into formulas, there 

can be honest disagreement about how 
they ought to be allocated. 

We should certainly strive for an eq
uitable allocation of funds, but as Lin
coln said when he was questioned 
about the fairness of collecting taxes, 
he said if we must wait until we have 
absolute equity, we shall never collect 
any taxes. Again, if we must wait until 
we have absolute fairness in the allo
cation of all projects, we will probably 
not have any projects if we must have 
unanimous agreement. 

I urge adoption of the gentleman's 
bill. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. PRITCHARD). 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Indiana. 
Before we start the debate on the Ten
nessee-Tombigbee Canal. I would just 
like to say that I want to thank the 
chairman, ToM BEVILL, for his courte
ousness and for the fact that we have 
been able to arrive at an arrangement 
today which I think can fully get out 
the feelings on both sides. The gentle
man from Alabama (Mr. BEVILL) ar
ranged for all of us to go down and 
look at the canal. I want to compli
ment him and thank him for his cour
tesy and the level of this debate taking 
place. 

I also want to say, to assure him and 
other Members that feel strongly, that 
I did not take this amendment lightly. 
As a matter of fact, I had serious res
ervations about taking it up until I got 
into both the GAO report, which I 
had asked for in the last meeting, and 
also the study of coal movements. 

But I did just want to take this 
minute to thank the chairman for his 
kindness and his courtesy. I think the 
debate can go forward, even though 
we do have very fundamental differ
ences and approaches on this subject. 

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to explain and clarify my position with 
respect to the O'Neill project in Ne
braska. 

My position and commitment remain 
unchanged. I will continue to oppose 
what I consider to be wasteful Govern
ment spending such as the O'Neill 
project. This is a project whose costs 
have excalated to $335 million from 
the $113 million authorized level. It 
would take 30,000 acres to irrigate 
77,000 acres-half of which are already 
privately irrigated-at a cost of $4,100 
per acre for land worth $550 an acre. 
O'Neill would benefit less than 1 per
cent of Nebraska's farmers who would 
be required to pay back less than 15 
percent of the cost. Additionally, the 
Bureau of Reclamation's cost/benefit 
analysis used to justify the project is 
seriously flawed and exaggerates the 
benefits in three instances in order to 
produce a ratio barely above unity. 

Mr. Chairman, my intention was to 
offer an amendment to delete the $3.3 
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million funding r~quest for 1982. How
ever, since the gentlewoman from Ne
braska has, along with her fellow Ne
braskans, agreed to reduce funding to 
$500,000 while a study is undertaken 
for project alternatives, I will not 
pursue the amendment. For my pur
pose is not to deprive the State of Ne
braska of water development, but 
rather to insure that it is done on a 
cost-effective basis with our taxpayers' 
money. 
• Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I am an 
enthusiastic supporter of this bill for a 
number of reasons. It represents, I 
think, a substantial improvement over 
the bill that was proposed to us by the 
administration. It gives us reason to 
hope that with the Federal Govern
ment's essential role carefully refined, 
we will once again be independent of 
foreign oil-and soon. Time is really 
the key to our energy dilemma. It is 
not whether we can devise the tech
nologies and adjust our habits to 
achieve independence sooner or later 
but whether we can do so quickly, 
quickly enough to help the economy, 
quickly enough to avoid an energy-re
lated conflict. 

This bill is in a delicate political bal
ance. It is made up of hundreds of sep
arate projects. The vast majority are 
noncontroversial. A few are very con
troversial. I would ask my colleagues 
to step back from the controversies 
and look at the bill as a whole. Is it 
better? Is it not about as good as we 
are going to be able to get? 

For my own State of California this 
bill contains studies for several new 
water projects which I think will 
result in more efficient water use at 
lower cost to the Federal Government 
and water users. I am also hopeful 
that these projects-including the 
sites pump storage reservoir and the 
relocation of the Contra Costa Canal 
intake-will help resolve some of Cali
fornia's statewide water problems in 
an environmentally sensitive manner. 

I want also to call attention to one 
small item, $154,000 for the comple
tion of a study into ways to preserve 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. 
The delta is a rich agricultural re
source and of great ecological impor
tance in California. It is also the hub 
of California's water delivery system. 
The delta is in grave danger of collaps
ing, and of leaving California's deliv
ery system broken in two. Complex ar
rangements must be worked out be
tween local, State, and National Gov
ernments to protect the vital interest 
each has in the delta's continued func
tioning. Completion of the corps study 
is an essential first step to that proc
ess. 

This is a good and important energy 
bill, at a time when the country's 
energy policy is taking a radical turn. I 
happen to believe that we have an 
energy crisis still, and that the fears of 
three previous President's did not 

become moot on election day in No
vember. 

The worldwide oil glut has given the 
appearance of calm to our situation. 
Prices are not rising; gas lines are re
ceding into memory. The stabilization 
of prices has contributed to reductions 
in the inflation rates. 

However, the glut is in fact another 
bit of evidence of the extraordinary 
control Mideastern nations wield over 
us. We are only fortunate that the 
most powerful among them, the 
Saudis, are moderately disposed 
toward us. Nonetheless anyone who 
looks at our national security situation 
will quickly conclude that our reliance 
on the Middle East and on the benefi
cience of the Saudi leadership in par
ticular is clearly our point of greatest 
vulnerability. It is for this reason that 
we are spending $20 billion to sustain 
a rapid deployment capability. I do 
not dispute the necessity of that ex
penditure, for Europe's and Japan's 
sake as well as our own. I do think, 
however, that the $20 billion plus 
should be seen as an index of just how 
severe our energy crisis continues to 
be. 

Another index, of course, is the state 
of our economy. Inflation has tracked 
the rise in oil prices. In fact, energy 
cost increases are a substantial factor 
in the inflation rate increases. Fur
ther, energy costs are a substantial im
pediment to the reindustrialization of 
America. A new study by the Solar 
Energy Research Institute notes that 
investments in energy production cur
rently constitute fully 40 percent of all 
the Nation's investment in plant and 
capital. 

It is ironic that in order to save $350 
million by cutting solar and geother
mal energy programs by 54 percent, 
the administration proposes to delay 
indefinitely, and in some cases kill al
together, near-term solutions to prob
lems that are costing us $20 billion in 
defense, percentage points on the in
flation rate, and 40 percent of our in
dustrial capital outlay. Against this 
backdrop, the administration's posture 
seems irresponsible. 

There are good elements in this ad
ministration's approach. DOE has 
grown enormously fast and problems 
have developed that require cutting 
back. Cutting back is not all DOE 
needs-improved management would 
be even more constructive-but DOE 
is misshapen. The hard look this ad
ministration is forcing can be con
structive. 

It is also proper that the Nation 
should pay the real cost of energy. 
President Carter decontrolled the 
price of oil and this administration 
was correct in speeding the process up 
by a year. It is important that we pay 
the true cost of energy. All subsidies, 
primary, secondary, or tertiary, should 
be accounted for in our setting of na
tional priorities. 

The administration has a point 
when it says that the marketplace can 
best make decisions about which 
energy sources are the best for the 
long run. Politicians and bureaucrats 
cannot choose as impartially and in as 
much fine detail as the marketplace. 

However, there are some truths 
which the proposed energy program
described in the media now as doing 
nothing at all-fails to recognize. With 
OPEC raising and lowering prices, 
with the Saudi's playing us like fish on 
a hook, it is clear that there is no free 
market. It is also clear that OPEC not 
only wants to sustain control of the 
energy market by manipulating prices, 
but that from time to time it cannot 
resist trying to achieve a political ob
jective as well. Thus true energy inde
pendence and foreign policy independ
ence are going to require assertive U.S. 
policy to drive other energy options 
forward, until oil becomes just an
other one in its rightful place. Since 
the market is not free, and since it is 
being manipulated precisely to main
tain our dependence, reliance on the 
market is tantamount to having OPEC 
make our energy policy-better we do 
it ourselves. 

Second, the energy policy fails to 
recognize that not only is energy inde
pendence key to fighting inflation, in
flation is particularly hard on efforts 
to achieve energy independence. It is a 
vicious circle. Utilities are among the 
most strapped of corporate entities. 
Conservative lending institutions are 
less inclined than ever to venture into 
new areas. Cash-hungry stockholders 
are going to demand dividends that 
could have been investments in new 
energy forms. 

Because the private sector is weak 
the Federal Government needs to de
liver viable options to the market
place. It needs a coherent policy by 
which each option is to be delivered. 
The private sector must know what is 
being delivered and when. The cuts 
proposed however, were done without 
this sort of planning and care for the 
needs of the private sector. 

For instance, this administration 
proposed cutting the photovoltaic 
budget from $132 million to $55 mil
lion, 55 percent. Since passage of the 
Photovoltaics Act of 1978, arrays have 
dropped from $25 per peak watt to 
only $7 to $12. The act set a $1 goal by 
1988. The program itself has estab
lished a 70-cent goal by 1986, 30 per
cent less 2 years sooner. This dramatic 
reduction would not have been possi
ble without the Federal program for 
applied research and market develop
ment. That is the way costs come 
down. However, the administration 
wants photovoltaic work to recede into 
the indefinite future with long-term 
research and development. R. & D. is 
fine, but we need to push on below 70 
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cents. Dropping the ball now is not to 
foster energy independence. 

Precisely in order to draw private in
dustry quickly into this field of enor
mous promise, the Government also 
needs to help with utility scale demon
strations to show us how photovolatics 
work in the grid, and to give industry 
incentive to perform the research and 
invest in the facilities to make techno
logical breakthroughs and mass pro
duction economies of scale possible. 

I am happy to report that this bill 
now contains $20 million more partly 
for the photovoltaic applied research 
program at the Pasadena Jet Propul
sion Laboratory. It also contains the 
Federal share of a 1 megawatt photo
voltaic plant to be constructed by the 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
in California. The plant will be the 
world's largest, and by itself would 
constitute 20 percent of all the U.S. 
photovoltaics built in 1982. The Feder
al share, together with a State share, 
represent the difference between pho
tovoltaic's current cost and the util
ity's current conventional source costs. 
It will be repaid as the cost of photo
voltaics drops. The utility project dou
bles as a model for the transfer of 
technologies to the private sector. 

The administration proposed cutting 
entirely the ocean thermal energy con
version program, from $34 million to 
zero. The action would kill the pro
gram at a point where it has achieved 
commercial feasibility in certain island 
locations of the world at $6,000 per kil
owatt of capacity. By 1990 these costs 
should be half that, and commercial 
feasibility would exist for the U.S. gulf 
coast. OTEC is baseload solar power, 
the only form of renewable energy be
sides geothermal that now is baseload. 

The OTEC program needs more Fed
eral research into some lingering tech
nical problems, and most importantly 
federally sponsored feasibility studies 
so that private lending institutions 
will risk the massive quantities of cap
ital the OTEC plants require. Killing 
OTEC now, in addition to depriving 
the country of baseload solar power, 
deprives our shipyards of enormous in
dustrial opportunities-the Japanese 
are not missing this potential. 

The administration proposed cutting 
the Federal wind program from $58 
million to $19 million, thus eliminat
ing the Mod 5 large-scale wind genera
tor and leaving us with the Mod 2. 
Boeing's Mod 2 has commercial appli
cation in less than 100 places around 
the Nation, at 10 to 12 cents per kilo
watt hour. By spending another $20 
million, which the committee bill rec
ommends, the Nation can obtain a 
Mod 5 device with commercial applica
tion in thousands of places at only 3 
cents per kilowatt hour. Boeing and 
General Electric would not have car
ried on with the Mod 5 on their own, 
given the outlays required, and the un
certainties of the market, especially as 

those uncertainties are abetted by an 
unsympathetic Federal Government 
insensitive to the manipulation of the 
marketplace by OPEC. 

The administration proposed slash
ing the geothermal program from $126 
million to $43.6 million, 65 percent. It 
further proposed cutting a medium 
temperature brine demonstration 
plant that could expand the potential 
of geothermal from one site with hot 
brines to over 400 warm brine sites in 
43 States. They have a potential of 
10,000 to 20,000 megawatts by year 
2000. We were able to restore that 
demonstration plant, and make avail
able to the administration existing 
funds to back geothermal loan guaran
tees. 

The administration proposed cutting 
active and passive solar, those ap
proaches which along with conserva
tion promise the greatest amount of 
energy the soonest, by 68 percent, 
from $31.4 million to $10.1 million. 
Solar thermal dropped 52 percent 
from $87.6 million to $42.6 million, 
and biomass by 40 percent from $48.9 
million to $29.5 million. We were able 
to restore solar thermal by $10 mil
lion, thereby improving the prospect 
that utilities will find thermal useful 
in small capital increments to add to 
their capacity in times of uncertain 
demand. Active and passive solar as 
well as biomass will be able to draw on 
a special $24 million solar reserve ac
count should the administration see 
the wisdom in spending more on these 
options. 

In sum, the bill attempts to restore 
to our energy policy some recognition 
that a marketplace manipulated by 
OPEC cannot be relied upon to liber
ate us from OPEC. We need to put oil 
in its rightful place among options. 
We have to provide industry with 
viable options to chose from and use. 
We have to do this as quickly as we 
can. 
e Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Chairman, 
H.R. 4144, the energy and water devel
opment appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1982, provides funding in two 
areas of particular interest to me and 
of importance to my constituents in 
Puerto Rico. 

Under the general construction pro
visions of title I, the legislation pro
vides for $16.3 million for the con
struction of the Portugues-Bucana 
Rivers dam project. This project, the 
total Federal cost of which is $282 mil
lion, is the largest ever U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers work undertaken 
in Puerto Rico. This project, once 
completed, will address the major 
problem of providing adequate water 
supplies to the southern coast of 
Puerto Rico, an area long plagued by 
drought conditions. 

A second program of interest to us is 
funded under the solar energy re
search and development budget. One 
of the most exciting new technologies 

with a solid future as an integral part 
of our Nation's energy picture is ocean 
thermal energy conversion. OTEC is a 
renewable and environmentally safe 
technology that uses the temperature 
differential between the ocean waters 
to power a turbine to generate electric
ity. The process is particularly appro
priate to islands such as Puerto Rico, 
Hawaii, the Virgin Islands, and Guam, 
and to coastal States like Florida and 
States in the gulf area. 

Despite the fact that the administra
tion wanted to eliminate funding for 
this program, the Committee on Ap
propriations reaffirmed congressional 
support for OTEC by allocating $29.3 
million for fiscal year 1982. The com
mittee is to be commended for its ac
tions and the budget conferees should 
also be praised for agreeing on a figure 
of $25 million for OTEC, an amount 
that will allow the development of 
OTEC to continue on track. 

I urge my colleagues to support 
these programs.e 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to address my fellow col
leagues about an item in the pending 
bill. I refer to the $500,000 appropria
tion for the O'Neill unit, Pick-Sloan 
Missouri River Basin program. 

For the past several years, this par
ticular project has been the subject of 
debate on the House floor as amend
ments have been offered to overturn 
the position of the Appropriations 
Committee by deleting funds for the 
project. This year I am unaware of 
any such effort. There is, of course, 
good reason for this turn of events. 
Because my office has been contacted 
about my plans with re'ipect to debate 
on this year's energy and water appro
priations bill, I have asked for this op
portunity to explain to my colleagues 
what has transpired these past several 
weeks. 

The O'Neill project is probably the 
most controversial water development 
project in the State on Nebraska. Both 
proponents and opponents of the proj
ect have examined reams of material 
about it and often have arrived at ex
actly opposite conclusions. The project 
is supported by the senior Member of 
our congressional delegation who also 
serves on the Appropriations Commit
tee, Congresswoman VIRGINIA SMITH. 
As the Representative from the First 
Congressional District in Nebraska, I 
oppose the project, as it is presently 
constituted. I also serve on the House 
Interior Committee, the committee 
which originally authorized the proj
ect. 

Recently I issued a comprehensive 
report that details the reasons why I 
oppose the project. The full report has 
been shared with members of the 
House Interior and Appropriations 
Committees. My colleagues are free to 
contact my office if they wish to see 
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the report or various summaries that I 
have prepared. 

The O'Neill project was in serious 
trouble long before I came to Con
gress. That is why I believe it is crucial 
to determine whether we can find an 
alternative way to deliver irrigation 
water to the general area that would 
be served by the current project. 

A compromise was reached that has 
enabled us to secure the support of 
the Secretary of Interior and the Com
missioner of the Bureau of Reclama
tion to conduct a study of alternatives. 
With the generous assistance of my 
two Republican colleagues on the Inte
rior Committee, Congressman DoN 
CLAUSEN and MANUEL LUJAN, Congress
woman SMITH and I, joined by our 
fellow colleague from Nebraska, Con
gressman HAL DAUB, have proposed 
and approved a plan of study for a 
120-day, field-level reconnaissance 
study of alternatives to the existing 
project. 

The study is to be completed by Oc
tober 10, 1981. A scope of work docu
ment has been agreed to by all parties 
which lists eight alternatives that will 
be examined during this 4-month 
period. 

During this study period, it was 
agreed by the Nebraska House dele
gates that no construction on the cur
rent project can proceed, even if the 
pending court injunction is lifted, and 
as also agreed, the Appropriations 
Committee has included a minimal 
$500,000 in the appropriation bill now 
before us. This figure was agreed to by 
Nebraska's House Members so it 
cannot be argued that deauthorization 
has taken place while alternatives are 
examined. 

Mr. Chairman, the controversy over 
the current project will not subside. 
Those who support the project do so 
with deep conviction. Those who 
oppose it do so with equal fervor. Part 
of a legislator's responsibility is to ex
amine all sides of an issue and then, if 
appropriate, try to seek compromise. 
It is in everyone's best interests to find 
a more publicly acceptable, cost-effec
tive way to deliver irrigation water to 
the general area that would be served 
by the O'Neill project. That has been 
my objective. That is what the three 
members of Nebraska's House delega
tion have now agreed to seek through 
the study of alternatives. 
e Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, it is a 
pleasure to speak in support of a spe
cific appropriation contained within 
H.R. 4144 for a most progressive 
energy project-the Sacramento Mu
nicipal Utility District's proposed 100-
megawatt photovoltaic powerplant. It 
constitutes an energy project benefi
cial both for the citizens of the Sacra
mento Valley and for the advance
ment of our national photovoltaic pro
gram. 

The Sacramento Municipal Utility 
District proposes to construct a 100-

megawatt photovoltaic powerplant for 
the provision of a near-term power re
source to match the summer peak 
loads of the Sacramento region. A 
photovoltaic endeavor of this magni
tude has never been attempted. Given 
the historic nature of this project, I 
firmly support the decision of the Ap
propriations Committee for a mutual 
sharing by the Federal Government 
and this utility district of the techni
cal and cost risks associated with this 
first major commercialization of pho
tovoltaics. 

The Appropriations Committee has 
recommended the appropriation of 
$6.8 million to help underwrite the ini
tial increment of generation for this 
powerplant-that is, the first mega
watt of photovoltaic power. The esti
mated cost for this first step is $12 
million, with private and State shares 
exceeding 43 percent of the cost. 
Hence, at this time, all that is needed 
to commence this innovative energy 
project is for the Federal Government 
to guarantee $6.8 million. 

As the Appropriations Committee 
has concluded, this proposed obliga
tion is of a very limited nature given 
the substantial safeguards inherent in 
the project. The energy plant will be 
constructed in incremental stages, 
with each stage requiring the adoption 
of innovative, proof-tested designs. 
The commitment to proceed with each 
new stage will not be made until spe
cific cost standards have been met. 
This approach will minimize risk of 
cost overruns for both the Federal 
Government and the ratepayers of the 
Sacramento Valley. 

Moreover, this proposed photovol
taic powerplant is consistent with the 
Department of Energy's announced 
support of a national photovoltaic pro
gram. The future commercialization of 
photovoltaics is very much dependent 
upon the establishment of online dem
onstration projects which can prove 
the economic viability of this alterna
tive energy resource. 

By endorsing the action of the Ap
propriations Committee, the Congress 
can act as a critical catalyst in achiev
ing this online demonstration project. 
From a cost perspective, we are in a 
position to leverage this initial $6.8 
million in reimbursable Federal ex
penditures against SMUD's commit
ment to expend $270 million in private 
sector outlays over the life of this 
project. Given the proposed budget re
ductions for our national photovoltaic 
program, this union of private sector 
funds with Federal assistance may be 
the sole means by which we will be 
able to translate photovoltaic theory 
into actual commercial generation. I 
ask the House of Representatives to 
support the recommendation of the 
Appropriations Committee on this spe
cific appropriation.• 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of our time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

For expenses necessary for the collection 
and study of basic information pertaining to 
river and harbor, flood control, shore pro
tection, and related projects, restudy of au
thorized projects, and when authorized by 
law, surveys and detailed studies and plans 
and specifications of projects prior to con
struction, $154,414,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FRANK 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FRANK: Page 

2, beginning on line 15, strike out 
"$154,414,000, to remain available until ex
pended" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$154,114,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That none of the funds 
appropriated by this paragraph may be used 
for the collection and study of information 
<including any surveys and detailed studies 
and the preparation of any plans and speci
fications) pertaining to the North Nashua 
Flood Control Project, located in the State 
of Massachusetts". 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, on 
behalf of my district I would just like 
to present back to the Federal Treas
ury $300,000 from this project that 
had been authorized. 

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

Mr. FRANK. I yield to the gentle
man from Alabama <Mr. BEVILL). 

Mr. BEVILL. The committee is fa
miliar with this. There is no objection 
to the amendment and we accept the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. FRANK. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. MYERS. This side offers no ob
jection to the amendment. 

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

The amendment was agreed to. 

0 1310 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

For the prosecution of river and harbor, 
flood control, shore protection, and related 
projects authorized by laws; and detailed 
studies, and plans and specifications, of 
projects <including those for development 
with participation or under consideration 
for participation by States, local govern
ments, or private groups) authorized or 
made eligible for selection by law <but such 
studies shall not constitute a commitment 
of the Government to construction), 
$1,509,941,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MYERS 

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

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

page 3, line 1, strike out "$1,5Q9,941,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$1,518,941,000". 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, this 
particular amendment is for continu
ing construction of a program in Ken
tucky that borders on the Tennessee 
line. This would have been offered by 
the gentleman from Kentucky <Mr. 
ROGERS), had lie been a member of 
this committee; but because he is not, 
and because it was inadvertently left 
out of our bill, I offer it. 

The gentleman from Kentucky <Mr. 
RoGERS) is here today, and he is pre
pared to explain that this is the Big 
South Fork National River and Recre
ational Area that we are putting funds 
in to keep this project going. 

At this time, I yield to the gentle
man from Kentucky <Mr. RoGERS) to 
explain this particular amendment, 
which is actually his amendment. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered 
by the distinguished gentleman from 
Indiana. I would like to commend him 
for his leadership in the formulation 
of this legislation, and for his willing
ness to offer this amendment on my 
behalf. I would also like to commend 
him and the gentleman from Alabama 
for their assistance in this project 
which is so vital to the people of my 
district. 

Mr. Chairman, the Congress is 
having to make many difficult budget
ary decisions this year. Programs for 
Federal spending are now subject to a 
tougher scrutiny than ever before. 
More than ever, programs are evalu
ated in terms of whether they are es
sential, whether they constitute a le
gitimate function of the Federal Gov
ernment, and whether they will un
leash private efforts that will lead to 
more jobs, more businesses, more 
thriving local communities. 

The Big South Fork National River 
and Recreation Area stands up admi
rably to this line of investigation. 

It is for this very reason that, since 
my arrival in Congress, I have been 
fighting for the survival of Big South 
Fork. I have lobbied the administra
tion. I have testified before the Appro
priation Committee's Subcommittee 
on Water and Development. I have 
worked with Governor Brown of Ken
tucky, Kentucky Secretary of Trans
portation Frank Metts, Col. Lee 
Tucker of the Nashville Corps of Engi
neers, representatives of the National 
Park Service, and representatives of 
McCreary, Wayne, and Pulaski Coun
ties, to support the development of 
Big South Fork. 

Let me tell you something about Big 
South Fork. 

Big South Fork is a unique natural 
wonder. With its river and gorge, it 

has the potential to become the Yel
lowstone of the East. With its combi
nation, not just of rivers and great 
natural beauty, but also mountains, 
forests, and a broad range of recre
ational pursuits, it will offer a wide 
choice of vacation possibilities to indi
viduals and families. 

The park will offer camping, both of 
a primitive variety for those who seek 
wilderness adventures, and developed 
for those who prefer a more civilized 
vacation. There will be hunting, with 
an abundance of game and fishing. 
There will be hiking, horseback riding, 
boating, swimming, picnicking, sight
seeing, and pleasure walking. 

And these exciting vacation possibili
ties will be accessible to tourists from 
the nearby urban areas who may not 
be able to afford longer trips with the 
current high gasoline prices. 

But Mr. Speaker, exciting as these 
possibilities are, they don't indicate 
what I see as being the special thrill of 
Big South Fork. 

Big South Fork is expected to at
tract more than 1 million visitors each 
year to McCreary, Pulaski, and Wayne 
Counties, as well as to the neighboring 
counties in Tennessee. They will re
quire service stations, restaurants, 
campgrounds, shops, and motel facili
ties-businesses and services which the 
men and women of my district are able 
and willing to provide. 

These visitors will have a substantial 
and beneficial impact on the local 
economies. In 1986, they are estimated 
to spend $42,656,000 locally; in 1991, 
this is expected to reach $93,841,800. 
Since, in 1978, the total lodging, res
taurant, amusement, and recreation
based revenue in McCreary County to
taled only $956,000, the potential for 
economic development as a result of 
the Big South Fork is absolutely enor
mous. 

And these additional revenues will 
mean jobs. These are jobs right at 
home, so that the men and women of 
my district will not have to leave their 
homes and families to find work. It is 
expected that there will be at least 
1, 761 new jobs as a result of Big South 
Fork in 1986, and 3,876 new jobs by 
1991-and these are conservative esti
mates. 

And the spinoff effects from these 
jobs will contribute to the economic 
development of these communities. 
And since McCreary County is now 
suffering from 10-percent unemploy
ment, these benefits will be particular
ly welcome. 

Mr. Chairman, the Big South Fork 
project will accomplish many of the 
goals of the current administration in 
terms of encouraging economic devel
opment. But most important, it will 
allow these communities to help them
selves. 

County and city governments areal
ready preparing. In addition, the State 
is contemplating the construction of a 

major access road to the park from I-
75. 

My constituents are fulfilling their 
end of the commitment. They have in
vested and planned on the expectation 
of promised Federal funding. To arbi
trarily cut off their funds at this point 
would not only prevent this extremely 
beneficial project, but would discour
age other communities from making 
the kind of investments in their devel
opment which we are actually so eager 
to encourage. 

Mr. Chairman, Big South Fork has 
the potential to become the Yellow
stone of the East. It has the potential 
to provide a tremendous economic 
boost to McCreary, Wayne, and Pulas
ki Counties. It will allow the men and 
women of my district to · help them
selves. The Federal money spent at 
this time will be unusually well-invest
ed money-the Federal Government 
will receive an ample return in terms 
of increased tax revenues and smaller 
public assistance rolls. 

The people in my district and I have 
worked hard for this project. It is a 
worthy project. The administration is 
persuaded that it is worthy, which is 
the reason that it requested $9.9 mil
lion. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
reinstating funding for this project, 
which will be so beneficial to my dis
trict. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PRITCHARD TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MYERS 
Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment to the amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PRITCHARD to 

the amendment offered by Mr. MYERs: In 
the proposed amendment strike the sum 
"$1,518,941,000" and insert "$1,320,941,000". 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
would first like to take a moment to 
explain what led me to offer this · 
amendment and why I believe it 
merits the committee's support. 

Prior to our consideration of last 
year's energy and water appropria
tions bill, I was made aware of the size 
and scope of the Tennessee-Tombigbee 
Waterway. It was then-and still is
the largest construction project the 
Corps of Engineers has ever undertak
en. It therefore deserves continuing 
congressional scrutiny. My review of 
the project at that time led me to con
clude that there were some fundamen
tal questions about the project-its 
costs and benefits-which required de
tailed investigation. I offered an 
amendment to substantially cut back 
the Term-Tom's funding until the 
GAO could provide Congress with 
some answers. Although my amend
ment was narrowly defeated, GAO and 
other experts have, in the past year, 
conducted studies of the project. Their 
conclusions have indeed justified the 
serious doubts about the Term-Tom 
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which I raised on the floor of the 
House last year. 

Let me briefly summarize for you 
what we have learned. 

First, GAO concluded that the 
Term-Tom is not one, but two projects 
whose ultimate cost to the Federal 
Treasury will approximate $3 billion. 
That is $2% billion more than the 
original estimates for the project. The 
currently authorized project will cost 
us about $2 billion. However, GAO 
said that, in order for the waterway to 
move commerce to the gulf Port of 
Mobile, your constituents and mine 
will be asked for another $1 billion. 

Second, about the only thing the 
project's proponents and opponents 
both agree upon is that the economic 
justification for this waterway rests 
almost entirely upon the movement of 
coal down the Term-Tom to Mobile. 
The coal movements projected by the 
corps have been studied by GAO and 
the Congressional Research Service. I 
have also discussed this issue with nu
merous experts in the transportation 
field and in the coal business. Not one 
of these sources has been able to 
verify the coal traffic projections of 
the corps. 

GAO studied coal movements which 
were to represent over half of the 
project's annual benefits. Only 20 per
cent of the benefits were expected to 
materialize. 

CRS reviewed two critical issues: 
First, whether coal from Illinois, Indi
ana, western Kentucky, and Tennessee 
would go down the Term-Tom for 
export through Mobile, and second, 
the likelihood of coal moving down 
the Term-Tom, as opposed to other 
waterways or transportation modes. 
CRS concluded: 

First, that Illinois basin coal has too 
much sulfur to be competitive in the 
export market, so it will likely be used 
here in the United States; 

Second, that if Illinois basin coal 
does move south, it will likely use the 
Mississippi River, which can handle 
barge tows anywhere from four to 
seven times the size of those which 
can operate on the Term-Tom or move 
on unit trains; and 

Third, that a survey of such influen
tial coal publications as the Keystone 
Coal Manual indicates that there is 
not expected to be any growth in coal 
mining activity in Tennessee through 
1988. 

Now, I support U.S. coal exports. I 
believe we have a responsibility to 
help our allies reduce their depend
ence on OPEC. However, I am con
vinced that this project will not be 
moving coal for export. By the way, so 
is Wall Street. 

These are difficult economic times. 
President Reagan and this Congress 
have made some far-reaching commit
ments to reduce Federal spending and 
get the budget under control. Like all 
other functions of the budget, expend-

itures for water projects will clearly cause water is of the utmost impor
feel the pinch in the coming fiscal tance. 
years. If we commit ourselves to com- In my opinion, his analysis is correct 
pleting the Term-Tom and putting it and I think that the issue of water is 
at the top of the water projects list, it not going to confront us only in 1981 
will consume about $200 million a year but even more so as time goes on. I am 
for at least the next 6 fiscal years. supporting this amendment for many 
Many necessary water projects reasons, but the main reason is be
throughout the country will not be cause this is no longer, as our friend 
funded because of the immense finan- from Indiana pointed out, the all
cia! burden which completing the American bill. In truth all-American 
Term-Tom will require. If you believe projects are all going to be put into 
your area might need a water project jeopardy if we continue funding this 
sometime in the next 10 years, remem- white elephant. 
ber the Term-Tom will still be with us. Let me give my colleagues a concrete 
Think about it. I believe you will con- example. Twenty years ago, this Con
clude as I have that we do not need it gress first authorized the Green Bay 
and we cannot afford it. Harbor project. That project, modest 

I urge your support for the amend- in size and scope, well within the tech-
ment. nological capability of the Corps of 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would Engineers and quite predictable in 
remind the Members, if the gentleman cost, is still waiting one generation 
would suspend, that the gentleman after authorization. 
from Washington, under the unani- Now, Green Bay was told, "Sorry, 
mous-consent agreement, has 55 min- there is no money in the bank," and 
utes remaining under his control of that is quite obvious. 
the time on this particular amend- This House is considering continued 
ment or on any subsequent amend- funding of the largest ditchdigging the 
ment he or the gentleman from Penn- world has ever seen; it is bigger than 
sylvania <Mr. EDGAR) may offer to the the Panama Canal; it is opposed by 
pending paragraph. Th s· Cl b 

The gentleman from Alabama has 60 many groups: e Ierra u • the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union, and many of 

minutes remaining under his control us here in Congress. 
of time on this or such subsequent The Tennessee-Tombigbee Water-
amendment. 

The Chair now recognizes the gen- way has become a real budget-busting 
tleman from Washington <Mr. PRITCH- $2 billion expense. We are throwing 
ARD) for such further time as he may good money after bad. Yet, the most 
consume. oft repeated argument and the most 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I persuasive argument I have heard 
will now yield time to other speakers. here on the floor is, "We cannot cut 
This will be a long debate, and I am back now, we already have too much 
sure all of the arguments will be invested." 

That reminds me of a time back in 
gotten out fully. I think that is just Fort Leonard Wood when I served in 
the way the system should be. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- the Army, playing poker one night. A 
nizes the gentleman from Alabama gentleman dropped $500 and I said, "I 
<Mr. BEVILL). don't think this your night. I think it 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield is time for you to get out." 
such time as he may consume to the "No, I have too much invested," he 
gentleman from Kentucky <Mr. PER- said, and he proceeded to lose $300 
KINS). . more. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise If we vote for this continued funding 
in support of the amendment of my we are emulating that losing poker 
colleagues, the gentleman from Ken- player. We are saying we are in this 
tucky <Mr. RoGERS) and the gentleman game, we have got too much invested, 
from Indiana <Mr. MYERS), the amend- we cannot draw back now. I think it 
ment for the Big South Fork. By over- takes a good deal of courage to draw 
sight, I understand through the com- back. We have a responsibility to the 
mittee, the money was left out. It taxpayers and their tax dollars. If tax 
never was intended to be left out. It is dollars are not invested in the best 
a very worthy project. It should be ap- possible way it is time for us to recon
proved by the committee, and I urge sider whether it is at the 1st stage, the 
all members of the committee to sup- lOth stage, or 20th stage, we have an 
port the project. obligation to do that. 

The Tennessee-Tombigbee is a pro-
D 1320 gram whose time quite frankly has 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I gone. It no longer earns our support. 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from Other improvements like, for example, 
Wisconsin <Mr. RoTH). Green Bay, starve while this ditchdig-

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, during ging dinosaur is soaring and using up, 
the debate this morning on the rule, soaking up every spare dollar our tax
our colleague from Pennsylvania ad- payers have. That is why I think it is 
monished this House saying that we time for us to take a look at this proj
need a well-thought-out program be- ect and if it does not make sense, if it 
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is not a good investment, let us be 
frank and candid and have the politi
cal courage to say it is time that we 
cut back on this project. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from Mississippi <Mr. BowEN). 

Mr. BOWEN. Mr. Chairman, this 
very vital project by the end of this 
fiscal year will be 85 percent commit
ted and under contract; $1% billion of 
the total $1.78 billion cost of the proj
ect will be under contract by the U.S. 
Corps of Engineers. 

The estimated close-down cost of 
this project is some $328 million-$328 
million to close the project down, if 
for some sad and tragic reason the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Washington should be adopted. 

In other words, it would cost the 
taxpayers of this country more to 
close the Tennessee-Tombigbee Water
way down now than it would cost to 
complete it, and, of course, obviously 
the full benefits envisioned in the 
project will certainly not materialize 
until we open the project, so that the 
entire Ohio/Tennessee system will 
have access to the waterway. 

Ten locks by the end of this fiscal 
year will have been completed or well 
underway. Five dams will have been 
completed or under construction. All 
but 16 miles of the total 232 miles of 
this project will be completed or under 
construction. 

It would obviously be an environ
mental disaster to try to close the 
project down at this time. 

Certainly there are valid arguments 
that may be raised against this proj
ect, as there can be against any public 
works project that we undertake; but 
those arguments should have been 
brought before us 10 years ago and 
not today when we are on the verge of 
completion of the project. 

The Corps of Engineers estimates 
that the benefit-cost ratio is now 3 to 
1-3 to 1-to complete the project as it 
stands right now. 

The opening of this great waterway 
will result in a savings of $3 a ton in 
coal shipped through the waterway. It 
will result in a reduction of $136 per 
mile in transportation costs, at a time 
when we need to save energy in every 
possible way. 

The coal flowing through this water
way will go to 10 foreign countries and 
key domestic markets in Florida, Ala
bama, Mississippi, Georgia, and other 
points around the gulf. 

I want to remind my colleagues that 
there has been no court opinion which 
has closed this project down, contrary 
to what the Members might have read 
in some places. There has been a find
ing by a three-judge panel of the fifth 
circuit that work in one 40-mile 
stretch of this waterway must be held 
up temporarily, where the corps decid
ed to utilize a chain of lakes as a part 
of environmental enhancement, as a 

part of a project to improve environ
mental conditions. The corps failed to 
provide an amendment to its original 
environmental impact statement, and 
as a consequence, that three-judge 
panel has asked only that that one 
short stretch be halted until the 
amendment is completed to the envi
ronmental impact statement. 

The work on the remainder of the 
entire waterway can move forward on 
schedule. 

Incidentally, the question always 
seems to come up about the fuel tax. I 
want to assure every Member of this 
body that the waterway user tax will 
certainly be applied to the Tennessee
Tombigbee Waterway. We have ap
plied that tax by statutes to all the 
other waterways of our Nation that 
are open for navigation. When this wa
terway is completed it will be applied 
there, and I might point out that the 
senior Senator from our State of Mis
sissippi has already introduced legisla
tion in the other body that would 
apply the tax immediately to the wa
terway. 

There is no question but that the 
Term-Tom will be covered, and I cer
tainly will help lead the effort to 
insure that it is covered. 

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

Mr. BOWEN. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. EDGAR. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Earlier in the gentleman's statement 
the gentleman made a comment which 
I think would be helpful if we could 
clarify for the record. 

The gentleman indicated the project 
is 232 miles and that only 16 miles of 
that waterway is yet to be completed. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. BOWEN. I said that by the end 
of this fiscal year, if we proceed with 
the money that has already been ap
propriated to us for this fiscal year, all 
but 16 miles would be completed or 
well under construction. 

Mr. EDGAR. Does that mean that 
the $189 million that we are appropri
ating in this bill for 1982, and similar 
figures that will be in the 1983, 1984, 
1985, and 1986 budget will only be for 
that 16 miles? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi <Mr. 
BowEN) has expired. 

<By unanimous concent, Mr. BOWEN 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. EDGAR. If the gentleman will 
yield further, the question I am asking 
the gentleman is that $1.1 billion has 
been spent on the project and it is esti
mated that close to an additional $1 
billion will be necessary to complete 
the project from Pickwick, Tenn., to 
Demopolis, Ala. 

The gentleman has indicated by the 
end of this year all but 16 miles of the 
project will be complete, and it trou-

bles me that what the gentleman is 
suggesting is that the remaining $1 bil
lion to complete the project to Demo
polis will be used essentially to do that 
16-mile section. Is that what the gen
tleman said? 

Mr. BOWEN. That is not correct. 
The corps has estimated the total cost 
as $1.78 billion with $1.5 billion com
mitted, and there is, of course, no pro
jected cost, no authorization legisla
tion, and no requested appropriations 
for the south of Demopolis stretch 
which the gentleman frequently refers 
to. 

0 1330 

Mr. EDGAR. If the gentleman will 
yield further, in this question, I am 
not asking about the project from De
mopolis to Mobile. I am simply asking 
the 232-mile section from Pickwick, 
Tenn., to Demopolis, the gentleman 
has suggested that is just about com
pleted. I have heard arguments made 
that 80 percent of the project is com
plete. I simply am trying to get clarity 
for the record. 

Mr. BOWEN. Eighty percent is not 
completed, but the point I made very 
explicitly was that by the conclusion 
of this fiscal year, 85 percent of the 
project will be under contract. As I 
say, only 16 miles of the proposed con
struction that the gentleman refers to 
of the 232 miles will be untouched at 
that point, that is, not be under con
struction in some manner or complet
ed by the end of this fiscal year. 

If we call a halt, then we only have 
16 miles of unspoiled, virgin territory 
that is not already under construction. 
That is why I say it would be an envi
ronmental disaster if we tried to stop 
the project at this time. We would 
have the longest swamp in America. It 
would not be a very attractive or desir
able kind of swamp to have. I know 
the gentleman would not want to be a 
party to that kind of environmental 
catastrophe. The remaining cost would 
be spread over the completion of work 
throughout the project and not solely 
over the 16 miles not under construc
tion. 

Mr. EDGAR. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I disagree with the gen
tleman in terms of what kind of envi
ronmental impact this would have. 

Mr. BOWEN. I would like to con
clude my remarks by reminding the 
committee that there is no bottleneck 
south of Demopolis. The river traffic 
there has been using that stretch of 
waterway for heavy commercial navi
gation since 1915. There is one small 
lock there which permits only a 6-
barge tow, but that happens to be the 
average size of tows on most of our 
inland waterways. It is the average for 
the Upper Mississippi, for the Ohio, 
the Illinois, the Arkansas, the Tennes
see, and the Alabama Rivers. It is a 



17000 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 23, 1981 
very common size tow for economical 
operation. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope we will keep 
the faith with the people of the 14 
States who will benefit directly and 
the entire Nation which will benefit 
immensely from the completion of 
this great project, an essential link in 
our national waterway system, the 
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Iowa, (Mr. LEACH). 

Mr. LEACH of Ig_wa. Mr. Chairman, 
I would first like to commend the 
gentleman from Washington <Mr. 
PRITCHARD) for this initiative and 
would stress that the issue at stake is 
above all one of modesty-whether we, 
as a Congress, can recognize past mis
takes. 

Clearly, it is difficult to bring to an 
end a project that is half built; it is 
better to have half a white elephant 
than a whole one. Water projects are 
important, and perhaps increasingly 
so, but we have to realize that the 
problems of water are much different 
today than the problems that we have 
known in this country over the last 
half century. A new direction in water 
projects is needed-one which places a 
clear emphasis on the importance of 
potable water for people rather than 
canal transportation for a limited 
number of industries. 

The $200 million a year savings that 
can be obtained over the next decade 
if this project is brought to a halt 
can-simply put-be better applied 
elsewhere with a different type of 
water project meeting a different type 
of problem. 

Accordingly, Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment of the gen
tleman from Washington. 

A similar amendment was offered 13 
months ago during consideration of 
the fiscal year 1981 energy and water 
appropriations. At that time, floor 
debate raised serious questions about 
the advisability of continuing this 
project. Although I voted to sustain 
the amendment, it was narrowly de
feated. Over the past year substantial 
time and effort has gone into re
searching the answers to those ques
tions. The results-which have been 
made available to the Members of the 
House-have reinforced my conviction 
that funding for the Tennessee-Tom
bigbee Waterway project should be 
terminated. 

However well intentioned those who 
conceived the project may be, the $3 
billion the General Accounting Office 
has confirmed the project will cost to 
finish is simply not justified by the 
benefits which would result. Term
Tom is an enormously impractical 
relic left over from a water manage
ment policy which is no longer in step 
with our present national needs and 
priorities. 

Last summer's drought was not an 
isolated incident, but part of what me
teorologists say is a long-term trend. 
The coming decades will see the coun
try facing mounting problems of water 
quantity and quality, and it is the 
issues of water conservation, collec
tion, and distribution that our ener
gies and resources must be turned, not 
to the building of limited utility behe
moths like Term-Tom. 

In States like my own, farmers and 
residents of small, rural communities 
are being forced to dig deeper and 
deeper wells, only to find that what 
water is reached is frequently contami
nated and unsafe for consumption by 
either themselves or their livestock. 
Similar problems with ground water 
quality and quantity have arisen in 
every State in the country. 

Problems of the sort encountered 
with ground water contamination at 
the Love Canal will without doubt 
occur elsewhere and must be ad
dressed. Droughts of the kind which 
limited the citizens of northern New 
Jersey to the use of 50 gallons of 
water per week earlier this year will 
recur and must be prepared for. The 
Ogallala acquifer, which extends from 
South Dakota to the Texas Panhan
dle, and which is so critical to approxi
mately 25 percent of our wheat crop is 
rapidly being depleted. The acquifers 
and river systems which irrigate the 
agriculture of much of the Far West 
are in similar straits. 

The maintenance and improvement 
of navigation on our major rivers, vital 
flood control projects, anti port con
struction must all continue under the 
Corps of Engineers budget. In this 
context, it should be noted that ex
penditures for Term-Tom over the 
next decade will dwarf those needed 
for any other corps construction proj
ect now planned. In 1972 the corps set 
the project's cost at $323 million; as of 
1980 the cost had ballooned to over $3 
billion and the estimates rise every 
year. 

At the same time, the GAO has 
found over 70 percent of the naviga
tion benefits estimated to develop for 
the project have not materialized. Pro
spective shippers have found alterna
tives, such as the Mississippi River, 
economically superior. The corps pro
jected 18 million tons of coal would 
have to move on the Term-Tom system 
to get a positive cost-benefit ratio for 
the project. A recent DOE-DOT study 
on energy transportation indicates the 
real number is likely to be less than 5 
million tons. 

At a time when major cuts in Feder
al spending are necessary for the re
covery of our economic health, the 
Term-Tom project is a prime example 
of the sort of wasteful extravagance 
we cannot afford and the voters have 
indicated they will not permit. The 
Term-Tom project is bigger than the 
Panama Canal, but the potential 

usage is trivial by comparison. Its con
truction creates jobs in the short term 
but in final measure the Term-Tom 
project stands as a monument to the 
extravagance of the congressional 
pork barrel rather than as a project 
useful to the economic well-being of 
the country. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, I urge support 
for the Pritchard amendment. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from Ohio <Mr. STOKES), a 
member of the Appropriations Com
mittee. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the Edgar amend
ment. I voted last year for the Ten
Tom project and I intend to do so 
again this year. One of my main con
cerns about a project of this magni
tude has been with reference to equal 
opportunity. Last year when this issue 
came to the floor a rumor had circu
lated to the Congressional Black 
Caucus that the NAACP in that area 
was opposed to this project because of 
the lack of participation of minorities 
in this project. 

As a result of this rumor I ap
proached Chairman ToM BEVILL and 
confronted him with this rumor. He 
was quite concerned about the rumor 
and assured me that it was untrue. In 
giving me that assurance he invited 
me to visit the project to see for 
myself and to talk with any and every 
one involved with the project in order 
to ascertain the facts for myself. As a 
result of his invitation I did accompa
ny the chairman and several other 
Members of Congress to a site visit of 
the Term-Tom project. Not only did I 
see the project, but I was given the op
portunity to talk with many people re
garding the project and minority par
ticipation in employment and contrac
tual opportunities. Included in those 
talks were not only the Corps of Engi
neers but also people like Wendell 
Paris, chairperson of Minority Peo
ple's Council on the Tennessee-Tom
higbee Waterway. Their organization 
has over 4,000 people organized into 15 
or more county chapters in the coun
ties bordering the Tennessee-Tombig
bee. These counties are in Alabama, 
Mississippi, and from Mobile to the 
Tennessee line. The major goal of 
their organization is to insure that mi
norities and poor people receive a fair 
and proportionate share of all of the 
benefits of this $2 billion Federal 
public works project. 

In talking with this organization I 
learned that they have consistently 
supported full Federal funding for 
construction of the waterway provided 
that minorities, women, and poor 
people are given an equitable share of 
the jobs, training contracts, and all 
other benefits of the project. 

It is important to note that the 
Tenn-Tom project is located in one of 
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the most rural and economically de
pressed regions of the Nation. Forty 
percent of the population in the Term
Tom corridor is black. In some coun
ties the minority population exceeds 
60 percent. In about half the counties 
about half the population is low 
income. In 1977 Congress put a provi
sion in the Water Resources Act which 
required the Secretary of the Army, 
acting through the Chief of Engineers 
to make a maximum effort to assure 
the full participation of minority 
groups in employment and the utiliza
tion of minority firms. 

Under this section of the law the 
Chief of Engineers is directed to 
report to Congress on July 1 of each 
year on their progress on implementa
tion of the law. As a result of this law 
and prodding by the Minority People's 
Council, I think a great deal of 
progress has been made in seeing that 
minorities receive their equitable 
share of participation in this project. I 
do not say that all has been done to 
insure their full participation, but 
great progress has been made. Nota
bly, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
has become more concerned and sensi
tive to providing minorities, women 
and local residents with a fair share of 
the project benefits. 

During my visit to the site and here 
in Washington since my visit, I have 
had meetings with Gen. E. I. Heiberg 
and Brig. Gen. James Ellis regarding 
constructive steps to improve upon the 
progress now being made by them. I 
think the corps would be the first to 
admit that this project is not yet a 
panacea and that in spite of the 
progress which has been made they 
still have a lot to do in implementing 
their goals. 

Two of my distinguished colleagues, 
PARREN MITCHELL and HAROLD FORD, 
have also worked with me in this 
matter to help insure minority partici
pation in this project. Mr. Chairman, I 
want also to commend the distin
guished chairman of the subcommit
tee, Mr. BEVILL, for his total commit
ment and insistence that the law be 
fully complied with and implemented 
to insure full minority participation. I 
have also received full and completed 
cooperation from this very able staff. 
Hunter Spillan and Ed Nolan have 
both been very helpful. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want 
to quote from a copy of a letter I re
ceived from an old friend, Dr. Aaron E. 
Henry, president of the State Confer
ence of NAACP in Mississippi. The 
letter was written to Chairman BEVILL. 
Dr. Henry said: 

We of the Mississippi State Conference of 
the NAACP feel very strongly that the Ten
nessee-Tombigbee project is a major em
ployment project in Mississippi. It has a 
large number of blacks employed that 
would be without obtainable employment 
should the Tennessee-Tombigbee project be 
curtailed or halted. . . . We urge this sub
committee to recommend that sufficient 

funds be appropriated so that the Tennes
see-Tombigee project can be completed. 

Mr. Chairman, I intend to vote 
against the amendment so that this 
project can continue. In my opinion, 
the completion of the Tennessee-Tom
bigbee will provide even greater eco
nomic opportunities for minorities. 
Economic growth generated by the wa
terway will provide much needed per
manent jobs, help increase personal 
income which is now the lowest in the 
Nation and generate new business op
portunities for minorities. I hope the 
amendment is defeated. 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New Jersey <Mr. 
HOLLENBECK). 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to express my 
staunch opposition to spending addi
tional moneys for the Tennessee-Tom
bigbee Waterway project during fiscal 
year 1982 and beyond. I do not believe 
that additional appropriations are 
warranted given the cost-benefit ratio 
and the budget implications posed by 
this massive boondoggle. 

To substantiate this view, I think we 
need only compare the funds required 
for Tennessee-Tombigbee to the total 
moneys appropriated for fiscal year 
1981 to the Army Corps of Engineers. 
Of 212 corps projects totalling $1.3 bil
lion, the Tenn-Tom project will run 
the taxpayers $220 million for 10 con
secutive years. When one considers 
that the average corps project costs 
roughly $6.1 million per year, it is easy 
to understand how seriously the Term
Tom project is out of line with eco
nomic reality. 

My home State of New Jersey re
ceived a total of $10.6 million in fiscal 
year 1981 construction money appro
priated to corps' projects. The entire 
Northeast including Connecticut, 
Delaware, the District of Columbia, 
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, New Hampshire, New 
Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, 
Rhode Island, and Vermont received a 
total of $115.2 million for fiscal year 
1981-$105 million short of the con
struction spent by the corps on the 
Tenn-Tom project alone. 

Last year, as the House debated the 
wisdom of appropriating funds, I 
recall assurances from proponents of 
the project that the cost would not 
exceed $1.7 billion. Unfortunately, this 
estimate has proven less than reliable 
given the recently released General 
Accounting Office <GAO> report 
which clearly places the cost at a stag
gering $3 billion. 

Supporters of the project have con
sistently maintained that the econom
ic justification for the Tenn-Tom rests 
almost entirely on the amount of coal 
moved down the waterway to the Port 
of Mobile. Unfortunately, studies by 
the GAO and the Congressional Re-

search Service have failed to indicate 
large movement of coal. Furthermore, 
the CRS study concluded that the 
Tenn-Tom project would face stiff 
competition from the existing Missis
sippi River system and, in the near 
future, railroads. 

Given these facts, I urge all of my 
colleagues to join with me in support
ing the amendment to H.R. 4144, the 
Energy and Water Development Ap
propriations, deleting funds for this 
232-mile canal that would eventually 
displace more earth than was moved 
in building the Panama Canal. The 
facts are simple: The Tenn-Tom is 
more than $1 billion over budget, will 
carry little coal, will not produce its 
claimed benefits, is a severe drain on 
the Federal Treasury, and will pre
clude other needed water projects 
from being funded during the coming 
years. I hope my colleagues in the dis
tinguished Chamber join me in voting 
to delete funding for this wasteful 
venture. 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, 
may I inquire, how much time have we 
consumed? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Washington <Mr. PRITCHARD) has 
consumed 11 minutes of his 60 min
utes. He has 49 minutes remaining. 
The gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
BEVILL) has consumed 11 of his min
utes. 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
EDGAR), the coauthor . of this amend
ment. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, I have 
asked the pages to bring a map so that 
we can get an idea of what this project 
entails from Pickwick, Tenn., all the 
way down to Mobile. 

As was indicated in some of the ear
lier testimony, this is a project that 
was initially authorized in 1946. How
ever, construction of the project did 
not begin until 1971, and here we are 
in July of 1981 with still the prospect 
of spending between $15 million and 
$20 million a month on this project 
every year between now and the year 
1990. 

The project is in really two parts. 
From the border of Tennessee down to 
Demopolis, Ala., is the first section, 
and that Tennessee-Tombigbee Water
way is the one which we are dealing 
with in this legislation. I would point 
out to the Members that there is some 
study money in the bill to provide for 
straightening out the Lower Tombig
bee section which goes from Demopo
lis to Mobile. 

I would draw the attention of the 
Members to page 89 of a recent GAO 
study dated May 15, 1981. On page 89, 
it points out that eliminating the bot
tleneck that will be caused between 
the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway 
from Pickwick to Demopolis and the 
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Black Warrior River that is already in 
use below Demopolis will cost an esti
mated $960 million. 

Let ne quote it exactly: 
Eliminating this bottleneck requires a 

project estimated by the Corps to cost $960 
million, $323 million [and this is October of· 
1979 dollars] for construction and $637 mil
lion for inflation to the end of the estimated 
construction period of 1997. 

What this basically says is that the 
project, which will cost approximately 
$2 billion to complete to Demopolis, 
will necessitate almost another $1 bil
lion down to Mobile. That is where the 
figure of $3 billion comes from. 

There has been a lot of opposition to 
this particular project. I could list out 
the many editorials around the coun
try and the many prominent people 
who have tried to fight the project. 

0 1340 
Mr. Chairman, let me read from a 

statement that appeared in the June 
18, 1980, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, at 
page 15332. Listen to these words: 

I think it is about time that someone blew 
the whistle around here on the misguided 
notion that giant public works projects are 
unambiguously in the national interest, are 
an undisguised, unequivocal economic bless
ing just because someone comes up with a 
mechanical count showing the number of 
construction jobs, the number of permanent 
jobs, the amount of barge traffic, the 
amount of revenues that might be generat
ed by the completion of a project of this 
sort, or even if they come up with an artifi
cally contrived cost-benefit ratio demon
strating that this might be a viable idea. 

This particular Congressperson goes 
on to state this: 

I would suggest to the House today, if we 
are unwilling to look at the displacement af
fects, just moving around economic activity, 
shuffling it from one part of the country to 
another, if you are unwilling to look at the 
opportunity costs of diverting huge amounts 
of our national resources and capital to this 
questionable and marginal project, then you 
might as well employ single-entry bookkeep
ing all the way, go whole hog and build a 
pyramid in every state because that would 
generate a lot of jobs, at least for a tempo
rary period of time and if you think that is 
too farfetched, then do something like 
buying the Jefferson Avenue plant that 
Chrysler shut down because it was obsolete 
and use it to build buggy whips and me
chanical cash registers and some other obso
lete products which the economy does not 
need. It would generate jobs and economic 
activity. 

Now, the person who made that 
statement, strongly in opposition to 
the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, 
happens to be a Republican and hap
pens to have been selected by the 
President of the United States, Ronald 
Reagan, to be the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget. 

We have been told in this House 
over the last 6 months that we live in 
difficult times, that inflation is spiral
ing out of sight, and that all of us 
should pull our belts very tight and we 
should not allow the public purse, the 

Treasury of the United States, to be 
expended on worthless projects. We 
have been asked by the President of 
the United States to cut $40 billion 
out of public expenditures. We have 
been asked to cut back on nutrition 
programs, on legal services, and on 
housing starts. We have been asked by 
the President of the United States to 
cut back on student loans. We have 
been asked by the President of the 
United States to cut back on subsidies 
to Conrail and other transportation 
facilities. 

But we have not been asked at this 
time in history to cut back on the Ten
nessee-Tombigbee Waterway. Oh, 
there was a small amount taken out. 
The committee cut $12 million from 
the original $201 million request. 

Let me remind the House that not 
only does David Stockman oppose this 
project-his words are clear in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-bUt many 
other Cabinet officers have expressed 
their concern about this particular 
project, mostly privately, because they 
are part of an administration that for 
some reason has not spoken out, but I 
believe they would speak out publicly 
if they could because they recognize 
the demerits of this project. 

Mr. Chairman, let me speak for a 
moment about the court challenge. It 
has been alleged that the court chal
lenged only systems on 40-some miles 
of the lake territory of the project. 

On July 13, 1981, the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Fifth Circuit ordered 
a halt to further construction of the 
major portion of the Tenn-Tom. The 
court held that the corps has blatantly 
violated NEPA, the National Environ
mental Policy Act, and its own regula
tions. The court held that the corps 
had used an unlawfully low interest 
rate, 3 1f4 percent, in calculating the 
benefits and costs to the project. And 
the court held-this is the court of ap
peals-that lawful determination of 
the required local support for the 
project had never been made by the 
corps. It is estimated that this court 
action will hold up the project for per
haps as much as 1 year. 

Now, because of the court's order to 
enjoin the project funding for the 
Tennessee-Tombigbee this year, the 
funds are unnecessary. Listen to why. 

First, major portions of the project 
are enjoined and cannot be built for at 
least 1 year. So why spend this year 
$189 million? 

Second, it is uncertain that the corps 
can ever come into compliance with 
the law regarding this project. 

Third, the corps should not be re
warded for such blatant violations of 
the law and its own regulations; 

Fourth, the Congress should permit 
the judicial branch to consider the 
corps' efforts to comply with the con
ditions of the injunction dispassionate
ly without further appropriations at 
this juncture; and 

Fifth, and most importantly, the 
Congress should not make any deci
sions regarding further funding of the 
project until it has had a full opportu
nity to review the new environmental 
and economic studies just ordered by 
the court of appeals. 

Now, there was some vague refer
ence a few moments ago that only 
newspapers in places like New York 
have editorialized against this project. 
Let me point out that in newspapers 
like the Los Angeles Times they have 
said, on the 19th of July, 1981, "Let's 
scuttle it." The Los Angeles Times in 
March of 1981, said that we ought to 
end the project. 

The Philadelphia Inquirer said we 
should "put cronyism aside" and end 
this project. 

Those are newspapers that we might 
expect, but the Saint Petersburg 
Times, the Atlanta Constitution, the 
Tallahassee Democrat, the Idaho Falls 
Post-Register, the Chicago Sun-Times, 
the Chicago Tribune, the Fort Wayne 
Journal, the Wichita Eagle, the Lex
ington Herald, the Boston Globe, the 
Detroit Free Press, the St. Louis Post
Dispatch, the Raleigh News and Ob
server, the Wall Street Journal, the 
Providence Journal, and the Washing
ton Post have all editorialized against 
this bad project. 

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that my col
leagues take a careful look at the edi
torials across the country. I suggest 
they take a look at statements from 
such distinguished people as David 
Stockman. Listen carefully, as we hear 
articulated by my colleague, the gen
tleman from Washington <Mr. PRITCH
ARD), the facts of this particular 
matter, and I think that any observer 
looking at it from an objective point of 
view would call for the termination of 
the project. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment that I have cosponsored 
with my colleague, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. PRITCHARD). I 
urge that we get on with the business 
of cutting waste, fraud, and abuse out 
of the Government, balancing the 
Federal Government's budget. 

Mr. Chairman, let us for once listen 
to the words of reason and cut this 
project. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. BEVILL). 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to my 
colleague and friend, the gentleman 
from Alabama <Mr. SHELBY). 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not want to belabor everything, but I 
want to tell this House that the Ten
nessee-Tombigbee runs through my 
district. Demopolis, Ala., that has been 
mentioned, the lock and dam, is right 
in the heart of my district. The 
Gainesville lock and dam is right in 
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the heart of my district and is oper
ational. 

If you have had the opportunity, 
and a lot of you have, to fly over the 
Tennessee-Tom big bee construction 
project, as I have, along with the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania earlier this 
spring, I think it would be a revealing 
sight. 

I say to you that when you try to 
extend the perimeter of the battle 
that we are talking about here of what 
this entire project is going to cost to 
include Demopolis, Ala., I believe that 
is a false argument. I do not think 
that Demopolis is in here. It is not a 
part of this project. The argument of 
my colleague from Pennsylvania is 
misleading. 

I think if we look at it in a realistic 
way, we will look at the project as a 
whole and say, "Look, we have just 
about got this thing finished. Let us 
finish it. It makes sense. It has made 
economic sense for a number of years, 
notwithstanding a lot of the critics." 

I say let us support the canal and let 
us defeat this amendment. 

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

Mr. SHELBY. I would be glad to 
yield. 

Mr. EDGAR. I wonder if the gentle
man could explain the statement on 
page 89 of the General Accounting 
Office report of May of this year 
which indicates that not to make the 
$960 million improvements below De
mopolis will, in fact, create a bottle
neck that will make the lower part of 
the Tombigbee virtually useless. 

Second, would the gentleman agree 
that in this legislation there is close to 
$1 million set aside to complete the 
study for the lower Tombigbee por
tion; is that correct? 

Mr. SHELBY. I do not have the 
exact figures on that. They are in vari
ous reports and I am sure the commit
tee staff will make them available to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

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

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 additional minute to the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. SHELBY. First of all, the Gen
eral Accounting Office, as all of us 
know, the people who make up those 
reports basically are an outstanding 
organization, but they are flawed like 
all of us are. The report by GAO is not 
well grounded. I do not think you are 
going to have a bottleneck in Demopo
lis. The Corps of Engineers does not 
think so and they certainly know the 
area better than GAO. I think it 
makes a lot of economic sense to finish 
the project and I believe we are going 
to do it. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHELBY. I would be glad to 
yield to the gentleman from Mississip
pi. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair
man, I certainly support the gentle
man's remarks. I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate having 
this opportunity to indicate my strong 
support for the funding that has been 
included in this bill for the Tennessee
Tombigbee. 

When complete, the Tennessee-Tom
bigbee will be a 232-mile channel con
necting 16,000 miles of mid-American 
inland waterways with ports in the 
Gulf of Mexico. The waterway will 
provide users access to a much shorter 
than currently available route to the 
gulf, saving shippers from the Tennes
see River systems alone as much as 
839 miles. 

Among the most important areas of 
concern for this 97th Congress are 
energy and our economy. The Tennes
see-Tom big bee will impact favorably 
on both, and, in fact, would not be jus
tifiable in these days of budget tight
ening were this not true. There is no 
doubt that the total outlay for the 
Term-Tom is high, but the benefits are 
great and are already being felt along 
the channel route with completion 
still4 or 5 years away. 

In the 9 years of construction to 
date, the Tennessee-Tombigbee has 
done much to introduce economic con
fidence into an area that has histori
cally had none. Employment opportu
nities along the waterway have flour
ished allowing persons in very eco
nomically depressed areas to experi
ence, in many cases for the first time 
in their lives, livable personal incomes. 
Most of the resultant economic 
growth has been a direct result of con
struction activities, with the stimulus 
coming from the new jobs and the 
purchase of supplies, material, and 
equipment from local businesses. Once 
construction is complete, the potential 
for industrial development along the 
channel will allow the higher living 
standard to continue. I am very enthu
siastic about the potential this project 
has for my State and the Southeast
ern United States, where the growth 
rate has for far too many years lagged 
behind the national average. 

Commerce moved along the channel 
will be largely coal and agricultural, 
and the advantage of a considerable 
reduction in the distance traveled for 
existing barge movements of these 
products will result in the Term-Tom 
becoming immediately one of the busi
est waterways in the Nation. Over 28 
million tons of commerce will move on 
the waterway in the first year of oper
ation. Consider, if you will, the naviga
tion benefits. The shorter route will 
result in an average savings of $3.28 
per ton of commerce. A typical coal 
movement will cost $7.54 per ton on 
the Tennessee-Tombigbee channel vis
a-vis $10.52 for the next cheapest form 
of transportation. 

Not only will the shorter and cheap
er route save money, it will also save 
fuel. It is estimated in the first year of 
operation alone 25.4 million gallons of 
diesel fuel will be saved by barges 
using the Term-Tom. 

The location in and around much of 
the most productive farmland in the 
country are key considerations for the 
project. Already more than 5 million 
bushels of soybeans have been shipped 
on the channel's limited navigation 
route. 

The more direct connection with the 
Gulf of Mexico for many agricultural 
shippers will encourage this amount to 
increase many times over when the 
waterway is completed. The advan
tages provided the transportation in
dustry should have a very positive in
fluence on our balance of trade, espe
cially since the benefits provided are 
to major U.S. exports. 

Although the Term-Tom has come 
under environmental attack, construc
tion has been very mindful of environ
mental needs. It is unfortunate that 
the recent court decision has cast 
doubt on the environmental awareness 
of the project, I have no doubt that 
this will be corrected in short order. 
Large numbers of game fish have al
ready been stocked in secondary lakes 
and game and wildlife preserves have 
been planned as an adjunct to the 
project. 

Progress on the construction of 
Term-Tom has moved along at a re
markable pace; 9 of the 10 locks are 
either already complete or under con
struction. The entire project is ap
proximately 60-percent complete and 
there is now limited navigation occur
ring south of Columbus, Miss., 
through Alabama to the Gulf of 
Mexico. The anticipated industrial de
velopment has already begun to 
appear; the future prospects are very 
exciting. 

I ask you to carefully consider the 
serious need for the Tennessee-Tom
bigbee as you vote on the funding for 
this project for the 1982 fiscal year. I 
am aware of the special constraints we 
have on the budget for the next few 
years, and in keeping with President 
Reagan's plans, I ask that you consid
er the outstanding merits, accomplish
ments, and fine future this project has 
and support a level of funding that 
will meet with the President's goals 
while allowing the construction to con
tinue uninterrupted. 

Thank you. 
Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. COATS). 

Mr. COATS. Mr. Chairman, there 
was a day when special interest, pork 
barrel projects were the accepted 
means of doing business in this House. 
At least one public works project for 
every district was the goal of any Con
gressman who wanted to be reelected 
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to this body. Even the voting public 
accepted this as a way of doing busi
ness, because they knew that their 
own district was either in the middle 
of a public works, money-infusing 
project or at least on the waiting list 
and due to be funded at some future 
date. 

I would suggest that the political cli
mate has changed in this country. A 
serious economic crisis is facing this 
Nation. It is time to reevaluate and 
rethink old priorities. We have taken 
steps in this body to recognize this 
crisis by voting to limit Federal spend
ing. Some of these votes to cut spend
ing have not been easy. Some of the 
cuts will hurt, but a majority of this 
body has been willing to make these 
short-term cuts in order to achieve the 
long-term good for the people of this 
Nation, because we believe that con
trol of inflation and a revitalized econ
omy will aid all Americans. 

Now, if we acknowledge that spend
ing cuts have to be made, then we 
must recognize that cuts have to be 
made first in public works projects 
that cannot stand up to economic jus
tification, and first on this list of firsts 
is the Term-Tom Waterway, an ulti
mate $3 billion effort to build a man
made river when the Good Lord has 
already given us free passage to the 
gulf, namely the Mississippi. 

Having said that, let me point out 
one of the specific reasons why this 
project is not economically justified. 
To maintain the navigation benefits 
needed to keep this project's benefit 
cost ratio above parity, the Corps of 
Engineers must be able to accommo
date two-way eight-barge tow traffic 
north of Demopolis, Ala., along the 
authorized portion of the waterway. 
In addition, it must be able to move 
these eight-barge tows south of 
Demopolis. 

Virtually all of the project benefits 
that the corps has determined are 
based on moving traffic to Mobile. The 
passage south of Demopolis to Mobile 
is critical to the economic justification 
of the Term-Tom project. 

Now, the problem with that is this: 
In its present state, the river south of 
Demopolis simply cannot accommo
date the volume of traffic needed to 
support the claimed project benefits 
by the Corps of Engineers. 

The corps claims that by reconfigur
ing the eight-barge tows at Demopolis 
into six-barge tows, it will be able to 
move enough traffic to Mobile. This 
assumption is demonstrably suspect 
and deserves critical examination by 
this Congress before passing on this 
issue. 

Photographs of the river south of 
Demopolis show that it is, in the 
corps' own words, "more crooked than 
a barrel of snakes." 

Let me hold up for the body some 
aerial photographs of the river south 
of Demopolis. This is mile 70 to 75. 

Here is mile 26 to 28. As you can see, it 
is more crooked than a barrel of 
snakes. You cannot move eight-barge 
tows down this river south of Demopo
lis without some major improvements. 

In 1976, the corps found that only 8 
percent of the barge traffic on this 
part of the river moved in six-barge 
tow configurations. None moved in 
eight-barge tow configurations. That 
means that the tows are going to have 
to be broken up at Demopolis, put into 
four-barge tows and moved on down 
the river. That changes the corps' eco
nomic justification and makes the 
project not economically justifiable. 

If the river below Demopolis cannot 
accomodate such tows, it is reasonable 
to assume construction of the project 
north of Demopolis will only serve to 
generate extreme pressure for the 
bend straightening, extensive bend 
straightening needed south of Demo
polis. In fact, that is precisely what we 
mean when we say the ultimate $3 bil
lion cost of the project. 

This is not idle speculation. This 
entire process is neatly outlined in a 
memorandum from the major project 
promoter, the Tennessee-Tombigbee 
Water Development Authority. In 
that memo entitled "Lower End 
Study" they state: 

It is becoming increasingly obvious that 
the Lower End Study should be stalled. The 
workshop for landowners held last Thurs
day in Jackson, Alabama, drew some 300 
persons including State political leaders, all 
of which voiced strong opposition to the 
proposed improvements and the taking of 
land. Therefore, we strongly recommend 
that the study be indefinitely shelved until 
some future time when congestion of traffic 
begins to occur on the Ten-Tom. At that 
time there will be much stronger evidence 
for these proposed improvements and much 
more support. 

As my colleague from Pennsylvania 
has pointed out, that proposed im
provement is going to cost this coun
try and the taxpayers of this country 
$960 million. That is where we come 
up with the $3 billion ultimate cost. 

I submit that this Congress should 
put a stop to any effort at accelerated 
funding for a project that is but the 
tip of the iceberg. If we fully fund the 
Tennessee-Tombigbee project north of 
Demopolis, we can fully expect to be 
told breathlessly only a few years 
from now in this body that just a little 
more work is needed to the tune of $1 
billion. 

The argument has been made since 
we have spent so much already that 
we ought to spend just a little bit 
more. I think the facts I have just 
stated, as documented by the GAO 
report, and the memorandums from 
the Corps of Engineers, indicate that 
we will spend quite a bit more to ulti
mately bring this project to conclu
sion. 

Prior to the time I joined this body, 
I spent a number of years in the in
vestment business. One of the basic 

rules by which we operated was that 
no matter how much money was previ
ously spent on a project, you don't 
make the situation worse by throwing 
good money after bad. I am afraid, Mr. 
Chairman, that in spending more 
money on the Tenn-Tom Waterway, 
we are throwing scarce, badly needed 
good money after a bad project. Just 
because we have already spent $1 bil
lion on this project does not mean we 
should spend an additional $1 or $2 
billion. 

This Nation can no longer afford 
this kind of wasteful, unjustified 
spending. 

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

Mr. COATS. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan <Mr. WOLPE). 

Mr. WOLPE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I would like to associate 
myself with the remarks of the gentle
man from Indiana. 

I rise in support of the amendment 
offered by my distinguished col
leagues, the gentleman from Washing
ton <Mr. PRITCHARD) and the gentle
man from Pennsylvania <Mr. EDGAR), 
and commend them for their leader
ship in this important effort. 

No single issue has dominated the 
attention of this Congress more than 
the effort to eliminate wasteful spend
ing. It is an issue worthy of our atten
tion, an issue that has been ignored 
for far too long, and an issue that now 
demands our immediate attention. 

Recognizing the need to put our eco
nomic house in order, this Congress 
recently passed an austerity budget 
that drastically reduced Government 
spending. But there is a troubling 
aspect about this budget: While it 
eliminated a vast number of costly 
Federal entitlements-entitlements, it 
should be noted, that were designed to 
address the dilemmas of our country's 
most economically vulnerable-it left 
untouched numerous and glaring ex
amples of waste and porkbarrel spend
ing. And of all the pockets of waste 
that remain in the budget, perhaps 
none is more deserving of elimination 
than the Tennessee-Tombigbee Water
way. 

From the outset, the benefits of the 
waterway were grossly overstated. In 
order to develop a persuasive case for 
the waterway's construction, the Army 
Corps of Engineers claimed that a 
multitude of businesses would be able 
to obtain more expedient and more af
fordable transportation as a conse
quence of the canal's construction. In 
truth, most of the businesses cited in 
the corps report either did not exist or 
denied that they had any interest in 
using the canal. 

Advocates of the waterway claim 
that its construction is necessary to 
handle the transportation of increased 
coal production. However, a congres
sional research study released just this 
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week reports that no major expansion 
of coal mining is planned in the parts 
of Appalachia that the $2 billion canal 
project is supposed to serve. 

Simply, we do not need Term-Tom. 
It is a boondoggle that we can live 
without. In fact, it is such a horrible 
waste of this Nation's resources that 
appropriations should be halted even 
if the project were under full-scale 
construction. But thanks to the 
wisdom of the Fifth Circuit Court of 
Appeals of New Orleans, we need not 
address that issue directly. 

On July 13-last Monday-the Fifth 
Circuit Court of Appeals of New Orle
ans ordered the district court to issue 
an injunction against the river and 
canal sections of the project, and 
against all activity affecting the envi
ronment of land acquisitions planned 
after 1971-over 35,000 acres of land. 
The court held that the Army Corps 
of Engineers had, and I quote: 

Blatantly violated the National Environ
mental Policy Act and its own regulations 
by refusing to prepare a supplemental envi
ronmental impact statement on the major 
changes in the Tennessee-Tombigbee Wa
terway that have occurred since 1971. 

The court further states that-
The fault lies with the decision of the 

corps to ignore its responsibility and to 
resist this lawsuit while continuing its de
fault. 

It would be the height of folly for us 
to appropriate another $189 million 
for this project when it has been 
shown to be unlawful, and has been 
halted precisely because of that ille
gality. 

There are far more important issues 
before us than creating a contingency 
fund for an obsolete and unlawful 
boondoggle that has been halted by 
the courts. If we fail to adopt this 
amendment, we will be throwing very 
expensive dice into the darkness-a 
frivolous and foolhardy gesture. 

I urge adoption of the Pritchard
Edgar amendment. 

Mr. COATS. I urge my colleagues to 
support the amendment of the gentle
man from Washington <Mr. PRITCH
ARD). 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. ALBOSTA>. 

Mr. ALBOSTA. I thank the chair
man and rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

I have listened to my good friend, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, and 
his opinions about our distinguished 
chairman and the Director of OMB, 
David Stockman. But I also know that 
Mr. Stockman has been against food 
stamps, he has been against economic 
development, he has been against 
most of those things. So I do not think 
in reference to the Tennessee-Tombig
bee that it is a good or valid argument 
to involve Stockman. 

I · respect the gentleman's opinion 
and his sincereness in opposing the 

Termessee-Tombigbee. But I want to 
point out to the gentleman and to this 
body that if we took the same attitude 
in terms of the Hoover Dam, if we 
took this same attitude in terms of de
veloping water projects in California 
that bring us the fruit into New York 
City, Detroit, and to Chicago during 
the winter months, if we took this 
same attitude 20, 30, or 40 years ago in 
developing any projects, I ask the gen
tleman to tell me where would this 
country be today, and is it in the best 
interests of the United States and its 
people that we do develop what we can 
afford? I do not disagree with anyone 
that wants to point out that we ought 
to conserve and cut back. We ought to 
do the best we can in terms of fiscal 
responsibility in this country. 

But I also want to point out that if 
we stop everything, if we stop every
thing because we want to take a anti
development position, then we will not 
accomplish the greatness that we have 
accomplished to this point in time in 
terms of the world itself. So we have 
the Corps of Engineers and their 
projects that the corps has carried out 
so that this country today is the envy 
of the rest of the world because we 
have been able to develop our natural 
resources and we have been able to de
velop our rivers. 

Let me tell my colleagues how far I 
think we yet have to go. We have a 
planned development by the Corps of 
Engineers to develop the hydroelectric 
potential of the Northeast and the 
Midwest, the only area of our country 
that does not have any type of mar
keting system for electric power, such 
as a power authority established by 
Federal law. How can we in the Mid
west continue to be competitive when 
we have the Tennessee Valley Author
ity? If I would have been here in Con
gress I would have supported those 
projects at that time, because it was 
great to develop them, and there was a 
potential and a need to develop them. 

But we need to develop essentially 
the Northeast and the Midwest, and I 
am going to need support, and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, is going 
to need support to develop that poten
tial in Pennsylvania. 

I would say to the gentleman not to 
expect his county government to do it 
and not to expect his State govern
ment to do it because they will never 
be able to do it or to afford it. They 
can participate, but they will not be 
able to afford it alone, so we need the 
Federal Government's participation. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ken
tucky (Mr. HUBBARD). 

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to this amendment 
which would discontinue funding and 
eventual completion of the Tennessee
Tombigbee Waterway project. 

As you know, I represent western 
Kentucky, an area rich in coal depos-
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its. One major factor preventing rapid 
development of our coal, as more uses 
are discovered for it, is the deplorable 
lack of bulk transportation capabili
ties. Completion of Term-Tom would 
allow cheap and efficient transport of 
our coal to ports on the Gulf of 
Mexico and the many points between. 

However, there are obstacles in the 
way. There are some who have fought 
Term-Tom since its inception. There 
are those in the House who have 
sought to cut its funding to the bone, 
saying such action is a cost-cutting 
one. I cannot agree with this view of 
the value of Term-Tom. To simply do 
away with over 8 years of construction 
effort and the planning that went into 
that effort would be unconscionable. 
Even worse, however, is the fact that 
the project would not fulfill its origi
nal purpose and that the nearly $1 bil
lion previously spent on the project 
would be completely wasted. 

Also, lest we foster the notion that 
only coal is to be transported on the 
waterway, we should remember that 
many agricultural commodities are 
transported by river barge and that 
the Central States and the South are 
some of the major agricultural areas 
of our Nation. Other commerce ex
pected to be moved on Term-Tom are 
limestone, chemicals, and other basic 
raw materials. 

But let us look more closely at the 
coal situation. As our national commit
ment to produce more coal began, we 
realized that production was only part 
of the problem. The coal must be 
moved to the location where it will be 
used or be shipped overS'eas, where its 
sale will allow us to close the gap on 
our trade imbalance. Indeed, Term
Tom has been criticized because the 
majority of commerce projected to be 
moved on the waterway is coal, one
half of which would be for export. At 
this time, and in the foreseeable 
future, however, coal is the best re
source we have for resolving our 
energy supply and trade imbalance 
problems. The Term-Tom route can 
move coal at $2.57 per ton cheaper 
than existing modes of transportation, 
further lowering the cost to consum
ers. Additionally, Term-Tom will move 
coal to five steam-generating plants. 
An efficient method of transporting 
coal will lower projected costs of meet
ing electrical demand in the years 
ahead. 

Information obtained direct from 
the coal industry indicates that com
pletion of Term-Tom will result in an 
increase in coal production in the 
Ohio Valley. These data indicate a 14-
percent increase in Kentucky alone, 
with Illinois increasing production by 
a whopping 42 percent, 32 percent in 
Indiana and a 26-percent increase in 
Ohio. Clearly, Kentucky is not the 
only State which would benefit from 
completion of Term-Tom. 
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Term-Tom is a vital and necessary 

project. To allow it to die from lack of 
funding would be a catastrophe. It 
must be completed quickly and I urge 
you to approve the administration's 
request for $201.9 million in fiscal year 
1982. 

Thank you. 

D 1410 
Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Rhode Island (Mrs. SCHNEIDER). 

Mrs. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Washington. In my opinion, the gen
tleman has identified a large expendi
ture of Federal funds which, simply 
put, does not stand the stringent test 
of cost effectiveness required of a re
sponsible legislative body. Despite the 
heavy reliance on facts by the oppo
nents to the SRC-I project yesterday, 
it was obvious the more emotional, 
rhetorical lingo was more persuasive. 
Nonetheless, I personally feel com
pelled to make a few points that are 
verifiably factual. 

Let us look at the facts. With the $1 
billion required to upgrade and com
plete the Demopolis to Mobile seg
ment, this project will cost some $3 
billion to complete. And what are we 
getting for this massive expenditure? 
The answer is less than encouraging. 

The Army Corps of Engineers and 
other supporters of the project base 
its economic justification on the move
ment of coal. But both GAO and CRS 
find corps' estimates of coal move
ments greatly exaggerated, noting in
tense competition which would devel
op between Tenn-Tom and the Missis
sippi River and the railroads. 

The Mississippi, despite its greater 
length, would still be more attractive 
to coal shippers. The tows, or strings 
of barges, would be larger on the Mis
sissippi by a factor of 5 to 6. The 
Term-Tom would pose a very restric
tive and slow passage, having 10 locks, 
while the Mississippi has none. CRS 
has estimated that a ton of coal can 
move down the Mississippi for as little 
as 10 percent of the cost of moving the 
same ton down Term-Tom. 

Can this situation be worth another 
$1 billion? I think not, and I have not 
even addressed the competitive move
ment of coal by railroad. 

The original cost estimate for Tenn
Tom was about $325 million. Today, 10 
years later, it has increased 900 per
cent and is partially blocked by a court 
injunction. 

This is simply another example of a 
huge, unnecessary, extravagant Feder
al porkbarrel project breaking the 
backs of the taxpayers. Let us shut it 
down this year and save close to $200 
million. Do you realize what $200 mil
lion can buy? If we can shut it down 
for good when we have the opportuni
ty, we can save an estimated $600 mil-

lion plus $1 billion more on the Dem
opolis segment. 

The amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Washington is an impor
tant first step, and I commend him for 
offering it. I sincerely urge my col
leagues to join with us in slaying this 
sacred cow. 

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

Mrs. SCHNEIDER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. EDGAR. I would like to con
gratulate the gentlewoman for her 
statement. I think it is right on target. 
And just to clarify a point which was 
made earlier, the gentleman from 
Michigan was speaking about the eco
nomic problems of our region of the 
country, particularly Michigan. 

I would like to point out for the 
House that this project is going to 
expend $189 million in the function 
category for Tennessee-Tombigbee 
under Alabama, but it is also going to 
provide $800,000 for the Tombigbee 
River and tributaries in Mississippi. 
The whole State of Michigan is only 
going to get $600,000 a year under this 
bill. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
distinguished gentlewoman from Ten
nessee <Mrs. BouQUARD). 

Mrs. BOUQUARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to this amendment. 

Today the Tennessee-Tombigbee 
Waterway. stands 63 percent complet
ed, and by the end of fiscal year 1981 
it is projected that 69 percent of the 
navigation portion of this waterway 
will be completed. 

The Congress already has committed 
85 percent of the Federal funds for 
the completion of the Term-Tom, and 
it seems incredulous that we would be 
thinking of halting funding for this 
project at this late date. 

The opponents of continued funding 
of the Term-Tom argue that it will 
either be too successful, requiring ad
ditional work on connecting water
ways, or that it will be empty, and 
therefore a waste of money. 

I think that my colleagues will real
ize that you cannot argue both ways at 
the same time. The truth is that this 
waterway has been the topic of more 
investigations than any other Federal 
public works project in history. And it 
has met the test of each legitimate 
and complete investigation. 

Those of us from the coal-producing 
States of this great Nation realize that 
America's answer to the energy crisis 
lies in its most abundant energy re
source-coal. And we realize, also, that 
America has made a commitment to 
the rest of the world to double its pro
duction of steam coal by 1990 and 
triple it by the end of this century. 

To do so will mean hundreds of 
thousands of additional jobs for Amer
ica's coal miners. It will also mean a 
great deal of additional coal will need 
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to be transported to our ports for 
export to other countries. To argue 
the contrary is to argue against the 
continued expansion of America. 

We have the coal, we have the work
ers, we have the desire to eliminate 
our costly dependence on foreign oil. 
We now must ready our transporta
tion network for the increased level of 
coal, for domestic use and for export. 
The Term-Tom stands ready to help 
do this. Let us not stop a worthy proj
ect, nearly two-thirds complete today. 
Let us vote for commonsense and vote 
to continue support for the Term-Tom. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from Mississippi <Mr. WHITTEN). 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, may 
I say to my colleagues again that this 
debate is, in my judgment, much ado 
about nothing in many ways. 

I talked to the Director of the Gen
eral Accounting Office, and he said 
the GAO was entitled to go back to 
the St. Lawrence Seaway or even fur
ther in history if the Senate or a 
chairman of a committee asked the 
agency to do so and to supply informa
tion. Thus the information asked of 
the GAO and supplied by that agency 
was in response to a Senate request 
and did not go to any conclusion as to 
the project, its present status, or its 
eventual merits. 

Now, let us see what the court said 
in its opinion. I quote: 

We are extremely reluctant to interfere 
with the construction of a project that Con
gress has authorized for the last 10 years 
and is now 55 percent complete. 

This was the figure at the time the 
suit was filed. 

Thus the court acknowledges that 
the project has been approved by the 
Congress each of 10 years. The court 
does say to file a supplemental envi
ronmental impact statement. This is 
being done now. I shall not dwell here 
on the value of the Term-Tom to the 
Southeastern States and they are tre
mendous. 

The question before us is, Shall we 
spend the money and complete the 
project and receive the estimated 
$125,000,000 income per year, or close 
the project which will result in the 
loss of more money and we will receive 
no benefits? 

Reference has been made to the 
court's opinion that failure of the 
corps to file the supplemental environ
mental impact statement was suffi
cient to reverse the district court and 
directs such court to enjoin certain 
further construction until the corps 
had filed such supplemental environ
mental impact statement. In fact, the 
court said, "if such impact statement 
had been filed there would have been 
no need for a lawsuit." Again this 
impact statement is being prepared. 

Now, we all wonder why the corps 
did not file a supplemental environ-
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mental statement. I can only surmise 
that since the changes improved the 
environment, or so they thought, it 
was not necessary. They provided for 
the development of this area in the 
new section. Local people were satis
fied. This lawsuit was brought by 
people from other areas. 

The court of appeals answered in its 
opinion that you have to file the state
ment because the law says so, even if 
it does improve the situation. 

The court of appeals returned the 
case to the district judge, and in the 
opinion said the district court, on a 
proper evidentiary showing, can re
lease any part of the project from the 
injunction. 

As to the amount of money involved 
it will be needed-perhaps to meet the 
expense of a new supplementary envi
ronmental statement plus construc
tion. If the statement is filed early 
then the money is necessary for con
struction. 

If the local district judge does re
lieve them from some of the injunc
tion, you will need the funds for con
struction. 

So let me say again, I am not only 
asking you to treat my section of the 
United States like we treated yours; 
but I am asking you that when you go 
this far down the road, do not have us 
coming here asking you for money to 
restore the environmental quality of 
this area like it was when the project 
was started. 

Please realize this is an investment 
in a valuable project of great value lo
cally, and also to the Nation. 

Let us rush to completion so that we 
may reap the benefits of this sound 
project. I hope the Members will vote 
this amendment down. 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. DERWINSKI). 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, as 
you know, nearly 70 percent of the 
benefit/cost justification for the Ten
nessee-Tom big bee project is based 
upon alleged coal movements from 
mid-America to the gulf. I have exam
ined this claim closely, particularly as 
it relates to the potential for Illinois 
coal to move down the Term-Tom, and 
have found it to be very problematical. 

A recently released study of poten
tial Tenn-Tom coal traffic prepared by 
the Library of Congress asserts that 
very little, if any, Illinois coal will be 
shipped on the project: 

First, the study correctly noted that 
Illinois coal tends to be higher in 
sulfur content than certain other coal. 
Thus there is at the outset a more lim
ited export market for the coal, since 
foreign countries prefer to import 
lower sulfur coal. 

Second, the study concluded that Il
linois coal will be more expensive to 
burn, due to the need to scrub out the 
sulfur. Therefore, the study pointed 
out that Illinois coal-even more than 

other coal-will be moved to market 
by the cheapest means possible in 
order to offset the extra burning costs. 

Third, the study concluded that it 
will be far cheaper to move coal down 
the Mississippi River than down the 
Term-Tom, for the following reasons: 

First, the Mississippi is free of locks 
all the way from southern Illinois to 
the Port of New Orleans-while the 
Term-Tom is burdened with 10 sepa
rate locks, each of which would delay 
an eight-barge tow for periods of at 
least 45 minutes. In addition, the river 
between Demopolis and Mobile is ex
tremely narrow and winding, a fact 
which would further impede barge 
traffic. 

Second, barge tow sizes on the Mis
sissippi can run as high as 45 to 50 
barges-while the maximum tow size 
on the Term-Tom will be a mere 8 
barges on the upper portion <above 
Demopolis) and only 4 to 6 barges on 
the lower portion (below Demopolis). 

Based on these barge tow disparities, 
the Library of Congress concluded 
that-

The direct labor cost of moving 6,000 or 
9,000 tons of coal <on the Term-Tom) could 
approach that of moving 60,000 tons of coal 
down the Mississippi. <Study at page 5.) 

Thus it is clear that very little Illi
nois coal will move on the Term-Tom. 
It is also clear that very little coal 
from other States will be moved on 
the project. Since the major justifica
tion for the project is the alleged 
movement of coal, it will clearly be an 
economic white elephant. We should 
not spend a penny more on the proj
ect. 

0 1420 
Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
FLIPPO). 

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

We, in the South, do not ask for 
policies which guarantee equality of 
economic condition. Rather, we sup
port policies which guarantee equality 
of economic opportunity. The Tennes
see-Tombigbee Waterway probably 
represents our No. 1 economic oppor
tunity. 

We have labored for many years-in
cluding 11 years of actual construc
tion-on the Term-Tom and now have 
the navigation features almost 70 per
cent complete. I find it hard to believe 
that there are those who want us to 
abandon it now. 

We have already spent over $1.4 bil
lion. 

Every major structure is already 
under contract. 

It will cost almost as much to termi
nate it as it will to complete it. 

This project is being built in Missis
sippi, which is 50th in per capita 
income in the United States. The proj
ect is finished in Alabama, which 

ranks 47th in per capita income, but 
Alabama will get very little benefit 
from this waterway unless it is com
pleted and Tombigbee River is con
nected to the Tennessee by this new 
waterway route. Incidentally, Ala
bama, has already spent more than 
$130 million to relocate roads and 
bridges and expand the Port of Mobile 
in getting ready for this project. 

I have never seen more misinforma
tion about any project, than I have 
seen about Term-Tom this week. Some 
of the letters I received said it would 
be a "free waterway" and that we are 
subsidizing barge transportation. 

I wish someone would cite for me a 
form of transportaion that is not sub
sidized to some degree by the Federal 
Government. 

But we only ask for equal opportuni
ty, and I assure you that there was 
never any intent that Term-Tom be 
any different from any other water
way. Every other waterway in this 
country was built without user 
charges being assessed on it. 

But just to prove that we want to be 
fair with the other sections of this 
country, I have introduced legislation 
that will assess user charges on the 
Term-Tom. 

I might add that the administration 
bill on user charges for waterways 
does include the Term-Tom. It levies a 
tax on fuel used on waterways, and 
provides for other methods such as li
censes, ton-mile charges over given 
segments, lockage fees, congestion 
fees, and assessments based on cargo 
capacity. 

These fees will be used to provide 
for full recovery of operation, mainte
nance and construction costs, with in
terest, over a period of 50 years. 

But gentlemen, if this project is not 
completed, how is the Federal Govern
ment going to get back its $1.4 billion 
that has already been invested in this 
project? I submit to you that there 
will be no way to recover the taxpay
ers' money already spent. 

I repeat, every public ·waterway 
system built in this country before 
Term-Tom was built without user fees 
being assessed on it. But we are not 
asking that Tenn-Tom be a free water
way. I have introduced legislation 
before it is completed to provide for 
recovery of all costs, with interest, in 
building and operating the Tennessee
Tombigbee Waterway. 

To complete it will cost $475 million 
after this fiscal year. The full $1.7 bil
lion cost of the project can be recov
ered through user fees, not to mention 
the thousands of new jobs that it will 
create through new industry and busi
ness. 

If we stop it now, the $1.4 billion al
ready sunk in concrete and moving 
dirt will be lost forever and there will 
be no way to recover it. 
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Gentlemen, I urge you to support 

completion of this much-needed proj
ect. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle
woman from Louisiana <Mrs. BoGGS), a 
member of the Appropriations Sub
committee and a very able member. 

Mrs. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. I rise 
not only as a member of the Subcom
mittee on Energy and Water Develop
ment, who has listened to the testimo
ny, read the testimony, visited the site, 
but also as the Representative of the 
Second Congressional District of Lou
isiana, in which the Port of New Orle
ans is located. 

There are those who criticize this 
project, the Tennessee-Tombigbee 
project, as duplicating or cloning the 
Mississippi River. I can tell my col
leagues that the Tennessee-Tombigbee 
has had the support of the Port of 
New Orleans, which is on the Missis
sippi River, since its inception. 

This project will be in the Port of 
New Orleans' judgment a welcome ad
dition to service the entire range of 
ports along the Gulf of Mexico. 

We recognize that it will provide the 
heartland of America another direct 
and vitally important route to the 
deep water gulf port system. Its timely 
completion will provide added stability 
to the entire region's economy by in
creasing the viability of its industry. It 
will also be a great stimulus to region
al and economic development in the 
area that it traverses which for the 
most part involves economically and 
underdeveloped or deprived locations, 
as the gentleman from Ohio has so 
well pointed out. 

In a parochial way, I should like to 
say to the gentleman from Illinois 
that we are very grateful at the Port 
of New Orleans and on the Mississippi 
River for the movement of coal from 
the Illinois region through our ports, 
but we also recognize that with the 
great expansion of ports for the 
export of coal that we very much need 
another waterway that can also move 
the coal from the ports of Illinois. 

So, in the light of the worldwide 
energy crisis, perhaps the single most 
important role of the new waterway in 
our Nation's future will be to provide 
another needed route for coal move
ments. In that role, the Tennessee
Tombigbee Waterway will add a major 
new fuel-efficient artery for the deliv
ery of Appalachian coal to the world's 
coal markets through the Port of 
Mobile. 

Over 1.2 billion tons of coal are ex
pected to move on the Tennessee-Tom
higbee during the 50-year economic 
life of the project, an average of 23.5 
million tons annually. 

Mr. Chairman, I join with the Port 
of New Orleans commissioners in 
strongly supporting the early comple
tion of this vital waterway which we 

feel is very much in the overall nation
al interest and I urge the defeat of 
this amendment. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
three minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Oklahoma <Mr. WAT
KINS), who is a member of this sub
committee. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment and I 
support the Tennessee-Tombigbee. I 
would like to say to my colleagues in 
the House, hopefully with some com
monsense, I really do not even think 
this discussion should be taking place 
today on this July 23, 1981. 

I have never taken any of the trips 
across the waters to a foreign country. 
I have never taken one inspection trip 
across the seas. But I have taken a trip 
down to get a firsthand view of the 
Tennessee-Tombigbee. I would like to 
put it in perspective, hopefully with 
what I consider commonsense. 

Before coming to Congress, I was a 
homebuilder and a land developer. 
Now think with me just a little bit. We 
are talking about a project here that is 
really a canal that connects two rivers. 
It is useless unless we finish it. It is 
useless unless we finish this project 
which has already had 70 percent of it 
completed with over 81 percent of the 
taxpayers' dollars spent to complete 
the project. 

Now as a builder I would not even 
consider building a home or some fa
cility, to three-fourths of the way com
plete and just stopping and not com
pleting the project to get a financial 
return for the taxpayers dollars. 

I would not consider changing some 
land development in a project and let 
it become useless and stop it. 

If we go ahead and build this project 
with the additional 30 percent to make 
it so the water will flow through, we 
can ship barges and receive a financial 
return for the taxpayers. I have seen 
six barges tied together going down 
the lower part of the river. I have per
sonally investigated the project. I have 
been down there and got ticks and 
chiggers on me. I can say from first
hand, personal inspection we can not 
just quit this project. 

I ask my colleagues to go down 
there. If my colleagues want a white 
elephant to exist, to place egg on the 
face of this Congress and egg on the 
face of the taxpayers of this country, 
we can just stop this project and let it 
sit there. 

But I appeal to the Members, let us 
go ahead and finish this project. Let 
us see some money come back in 
return. It will pay its way. We will 
open up a depressed area of this coun
try. We will allow jobs to be created 
and economic development to take 
place. I think we all will be proud of it. 

I just ask and I appeal to my col
leagues, whether Democrat or Repub
lican, whether conservative or liberal, 
to look at this as an economically 

I 

viable project for the future of the 
citizens of our Nation. 

If we leave it now 70-percent com
plete, with 81 percent of the money in
vested, it will take more money to fill 
the ditch back up or we can let it sit 
there, a scar on the face of this great 
country of ours, or we can go ahead 
and finish it and get some return to 
the taxpayers for this investment. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
6 minutes to my friend and colleague, 
the gentleman from Alabama <Mr. En
WARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, I rose about this time last 
year and came to this very same 
microphone and I said to our col
leagues in the House that in all of the 
years that the Tennessee-Tombigbee 
has been before this Congress I have 
made very few speeches about it; and 
the reason, frankly, is that I did have 
a very keen parochial interest in this 
project and I tend to shy away from 
getting involved in debates where I do. 

I should have thought that after we 
debated this fully and fairly and com
pletely last year, that that would have 
been the end of it. And I must say that 
I am a little dismayed that we find 
ourselves back here again making the 
same arguments. We could almost pull 
out our old speeches from a year ago 
and say the same things because not a 
whole lot has changed since then. 

If that should have any bearing at 
all on our thinking, it should be the 
fact that we are 1 year closer to com
pletion and, therefore, . we should go 
ahead and see this project through. 

0 1430 
The biggest problem we have with 

the Tennessee-Tombigbee is bigness. If 
this same project were on a smaller 
scale somewhere else, all these things 
we are talking about would not be 
before us today. It sticks out like a 
sore thumb. We know that. It is the 
biggest waterway project of its kind in 
the history of this country, and the 
chances are it will be the last of this 
kind. 

I would suggest that it will be tough
er in the years to come to see these 
kinds of projects get through the Con
gress because of the kinds of argu
ments we have been hearing today. I 
think that is sad. We should build 
America. We should do those things 
that develop our own country, and 
that is what the Tennessee-Tombigbee 
does. 

I give the Members one little rural 
county in my district, one of the poor
est counties in this country, certainly 
one of the poorest in my State. An in
dustry of some 400 employees is right 
now getting ready to come into that 
county because of the Tennessee-Tom
higbee Waterway, to pick that county 
up by its bootstraps and hire people 
and generate commerce. 
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That is what these waterways are all 

about, to move traffic. That little 
county is south of Demopolis. I do not 
think I have had one dime in this bill 
in 10 years for the Tennessee-Tombig
bee that is in my district. South of De
mopolis has been hauling barges back 
and forth for as long as the memory of 
man runneth not to the contrary, six
and eight-barge tows. There are locks 
there that can handle eight barges. 
Whether the operators want to use 
eight barges is their business, but they 
can handle them. 

Sure, that river looks like a snake, 
the blue part south of Demopolis. I 
would say the gentleman from Penn
sylvania <Mr. EDGAR) did not put 
enough curves in there. They are 
there, but barges and towboats have 
been going around those curves for 
100 years. There is nothing unusual 
about that. Those boys that run those 
things know how to go around that 
river. I can show the Members some 
rivers in my district and in southwest 
Alabama curved more than that. They 
have been using those rivers to push 
or pull barges for a long, long time. 

So the problem we face here, I sug
gest, is one of bigness. The Corps of 
Engineers has found the benefit-cost 
ratio on this project is 3 to 1-3 to 1 
without dealing with anything south 
of Demopolis. I do not know why that 
should not be sufficient. I would argue 
if 3 to 1 on this project is no good that 
the chances of ever building another 
waterway project are pretty slim. 3 to 
1 in most cases I have ever heard of 
has been very good and something 
that should be accepted by people who 
deal in this kind of thing. 

What else does it mean? The State 
of Alabama has already put out $45 
million to build the Port of Mobile up 
to take this traffic. We have passed 
another $100 million bond issue to fur
ther improve the Port of Mobile to 
handle the coal. We have been build
ing the bridges, along with the State 
of Mississippi, to prepare ourselves for 
this project. 

To now tell the people in that part 
of the country and the 23 States it will 
serve that, after about two-thirds com
pletion, we are going to stop just does 
not make sense to me and it surely 
does not make sense to them. 

So I ask the Members not to be con
fused and fuzzed up about this issue 
south of Demopolis. 

There is no project south of Demo
polis. There has been no request for a 
project south of Demopolis. There has 
been no authorization for a project 
south of Demopolis other than it is 
part of the Warrior-Tombigbee system 
which already exists. I can tell the 
Members that the people in my dis
trict would not look very kindly on 
doing anything south of Demopolis in 
any case. 

The Tennessee-Tombigbee can stand 
on its own. It has a good benefit-cost 

ratio that merits the Members' sup
port. I would urge the Members of this 
House to oppose this amendment and 
get on with the completion of this 
project. 

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

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. If I 
have any time remaining, I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, is the 
gentleman indicating that in this bill 
there is not close to $1 million for the 
study south of Demopolis? 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. What 
the gentleman said is there is no au
thorization to build anything south of 
Demopolis. There has been no request 
for money to build anything south of 
Demopolis. There is no money in this 
bill to construct anything south of De
mopolis, and that is all I said. 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, 
may I inquire, what is the time situa
tion? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. PRITCHARD) has 
26 minutes remaining. 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. WEBER). 

Mr. WEBER of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment of my colleague from 
Washington (Mr. PRITCHARD) to delete 
the funding for the Tennessee-Tom
higbee Waterway. Although I am rela
tively new to the debate, after examin
ing the economic facts of this project, 
I can find absolutely no compelling 
reason why the taxpayers of this coun
try should continue to bear the finan
cial burden of a multibillion-dollar 
project with limited, if any, benefits. 

Mr. Chairman, a year ago the Gen
eral Accounting Office was requested 
to take a close look at the Term-Tom 
project, and reported its findings to 
Congress in May of this year. Their 
conclusions confirmed everything 
which was said last year by opponents 
of the project. To briefly summarize: 

The Corps of Engineers is construct
ing a severe bottleneck on the Tombig
bee River. As GAO stated: 

Completing Term-Tom will create a bottle
neck on the waterway south of Demopolis, 
Alabama. Eliminating the bottleneck would 
cost about $860 million. . . . Continuing 
Term-Tom may be sowing the seed for this 
additional project. 

The conclusion seems inescapable to 
me that Term-Tom is going to be a $3 
billion undertaking-$2 billion for the 
project north of Demopolis, and $1 bil
lion for the project south of there. 

More than $1.6 billion would be 
saved if Term-Tom were halted now, 
including the $1 billion needed to sal
vage the project south of Demopolis. 

The navigation benefits used to jus
tify the project have simply not mate
rialized. GAO examined the benefits 
estimated by the Corps to arise be
tween 1976 and 1981-benefits estimat-

ed to total $77 million annually. How
ever, during that time, less than $16 
million in benefits have actually mate
rialized, or less than one-quarter the 
projected total. 

At that rate, the project will be a 
dismal economic failure. Rather than 
producing $125 million in annual navi
gation benefits, the project will 
produce less than $26 million, while 
the annual costs on the northern por
tion of the waterway alone are likely 
to exceed $100 million. 

The project is immense. Although 
over $1 billion has been committed to 
date, over $1.6 billion more remains to 
be spent on the portions of the water
way above and below Demopolis. 
Thus, the remainder of this project 
will require $200 million in annual 
Federal funds for the rest of this 
decade. 

In terms of sheer size, the project is 
no less massive. The corps itself states 
that the amount of earth to be exca
vated for Term-Tom would build a 16-
foot highway from the Earth to the 
Moon-a distance of one-quarter of a 
million miles. 

In addition, during last year's 
debate, one of the most eloquent sup
porters of this amendment was the 
present Director of the Office of Man
agement and Budget, David Stockman. 
Mr. Stockman made two extremely im
portant points during that debate: 
First, that some of the economic activ
ity generated by the project does not 
represent a net gain to the national 
economy. Rather, it will bring about 
regional shifts in economiC" activity 
from one area of the country to an
other. And second, that the opportuni
ty costs of spending these additional 
billions of dollars to complete the 
Term-Tom project have not been 
counted. He stated, and I quote: 

If you spend $3 billion to build this new 
kind of transportation system or transporta
tion complex, then that money is not going 
to be available to build steel plants, to build 
new auto plants, that this country needs, to 
build synfuels plants this country is going 
to need over the next decade. 

And he concluded that if Congress is 
going to ignore the fact that projects 
of this type would not help develop 
new economic activity, except on a 
very parochial level, then: 

You might as well employ single-entry 
bookkeeping all the way, go whole hog and 
build a pyramid in every state because that 
would generate a lot of jobs. 

There is clearly no rationale for con
tinuation of this project. It does not 
constitute a successful or productive 
component of sound economic policy, 
transportation policy, or any other 
policy of this Nation. It is, however, 
pork policy, and one for which a radi
cal overhaul is long overdue. Projects 
such as the Term-Tom Waterway 
should not be exempt from the sacri
fices that far worthier programs are 
being forced to make in the name of 
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fiscal restraint and Federal budget 
austerity. 

1 would welcome the support of each 
and every Member of this body for my 
colleagues' amendment t~ d~lete the 
Term-Tom project from this bill. 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
EDGAR). . 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, this 1?-as 
been a healthy and an inter~stmg 
debate. As it winds to a conclusiOn, I 
know there will be a number of sum
mary points that have.to be .made. Let 
me just make three qmck pomts. . 

Our chairman of the full committee, 
the gentleman from Mississippi <Mr. 
WHITTEN) was very articulate in his 
reading of a sentence from the court 
decision. Let me repeat the words that 
he used. He said: 

We are extremely reluctant to interfere 
with the construction of a project that Con
gress has authorized for the last 10 years 
and that is now 55 percent complete. 

That is a quote out of the conclusio!l 
of the court decision. The problem IS 
that the gentleman did not read what 
follows, which begins: 

But the plaintiffs have established that 
the Corps has blatantly violated NEPA and 
its own regulations by refusing to prepare. a 
supplemental EIS on the major changes m 
the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway that 
have occurred since 1971. 

Any lay person looking at a list of these 
changes would at once perceiye .t~at such 
major alterations could have sigmfican~ en
vironmental impacts. All the expert testrmo
ny offered by the parties has confirmed 
that lay judgment, and the Corps ?as. been 
at an utter loss for evidence to justifY Its re-
fusal to file a supplemental E~S. . 

If the limited injunctive relief we have~
posed seems harsh or late, the ~ault l~es 
with the decision of the Corps to. Ignore I~s 
responsibility and to resist this lawsmt 
while continuing its default. 

1 think that clarifies the court's con
clusion, and I invite Members to see 
the total statement that was made by 
the court. 

The second summary point I would 
like to make is that in 1980-last 
year-the fiscal request 3;n~ budget ai?
propriation was $246 million for this 
project. In 1981, this prese~t. fiscal 
year we are spending $220 million on 
this 'project; and in these 3 years of 
fiscal constraint, fiscal year 1980, 
fiscal year 1981, and now in 1982, t~e 
total cost over 3 years will be $655 mil
lion. 

Let me just share with my . col
leagues the fact that if we combme? 
all of the money for Corps of Engi
neers water projects that we are 
spending in Ohio, Maryland, .New 
York, West Virginia, Florida, Indiana, 
Kansas, Iowa, Montana, Colorado, and 
Arizona and added up the total 
amount' of money spent in all of those 
States, you would not co~e to the 
figure that is being appropriated, $189 
million, for this legislation. 

· o 1440 This is Bill Brock writing to a 
This is my final point. My colleague, 

the gentleman from Washington <Mr. 
PRITCHARD), has a good amendme~t. 

There will be a follow-on amend
ment offered, but this amendment, I 
think is the one we ought to support. 
There is money in the pipeline to shut 
down the project. There are usable 
sections of the project from Columbus 
down. There is opportunity ~o resell 
some of the land, and, particular!~, 
there is opportunity to pause and wait 
and see where the court decision takes 
us to determine what the final aspects 
of this particular project are. 

But 1 would argue very strongly with 
my colleagues that if we do live in .a 
time of limited Federal dollars and If 
we do live in a period of time when we 
have to be in great restraint in the use 
of those Federal dollars, we ought to 
question any project in ~hich, if we 
cut $100 million out of It, we would 
still be spending more money on that 
project than all other projects in the 
Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is the .re
sponsibility of this Congress, which 
has set the tone for cutting Federal 
spending, to cut this project, and move 
on and serve the Nation in construct
ing those needed water projects 
throughout the country that have 
merit and are clearly more justified 
than the project that has been laid 
out before us. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to my good friend and col
league, the gentleman from ~ndian~ 
<Mr. MYERS), who is the ranki!lg mi
nority member of this subcommittee. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in very strong 
opposition to this amendment. 

1 know that the proponents of this 
amendment meant not to leave the im
pression that this administration did 
not favor completion of this project. 
Just in case anyone got that impres
sion from some of the discussion this 
afternoon, I quote from a former 
member of this body who wrote a 
letter just today to a Member of the 
other body. I am speaking now about 
our U.S. trade representative, William 
E. Brock, and I will read just part of 
that letter that he sent today: 

I am writing to you in support of your ef
forts and those of your colleagues in defend
ing the Administration's funding proposal 
for the completion of the Tennessee-Tom
higbee · project. As U.S. Trade Represen~a
tive I believe that the Tennessee-Tombig
bee 'project has the potential to provide im
portant benefits for shipping interests and 
foreign commerce. This is especially imp?r
tant for U.S. coal exports. Increased ship
ping capacity on the Tennessee-Tombigbee 
or any other American waterway can do 
much to encourage and facilitate intern~
tional trade and to strengthen our domestic 
economy. 

Member of the other body. 
It has also been mentioned that our 

former colleague who served two 
terms here last year inserted into the 
RECORD some comment about this 
project. This, of course, we must rec
ognize, was at a time when he :ep~e
sented 465,000-plus people in a distnct 
in Michigan. Today he has a much 
larger constituency, and I do not be
lieve any Member here has a comment 
from him that he opposes the comple
tion of the Tennessee-Tombigbee. 

Now, the argument this afternoon 
seems to have hinged on the fact that 
the use of the upper part of the Ten
nessee-Tombigbee would become so ex
pansive and so great that the tows 
would be larger and they would be 
unable to navigate the already com
pleted lower section. If that is true, 
the argument of these same people 
that it will never become cost benefi
cial and economically feasible destroys 
itself by its own evidence. It has to be 
either one way or the other. Either 
there has got to be not enough traffic 
on it that is will never pay or they 
cannot use the argument that the 
lower part is going to have to be ex
panded. One argument has to concede 
the other. We hear from the propo
nents of this amendment that the 
cost-benefit ratio they talk about is on 
eight-barge tows. The economic study 
was on six-barge tows, and it has been 
determined in a recent court decision, 
so I think we easily destroy this argu
ment by fact. 

Much of the argument this after
noon has been along the line that if 
we had to start this, this is where we 
would be. I can understand the new 
Members who have not voted on this 
issue wishing that they did not have to 
vote on this, but they, too, cannot 
escape the fact that we have this in
vestment. 

There is not a segment of this water
way that is not under some type of 
construction, and much of it is already 
completed. So whatever happened in 
the past, right or wrong, we are where 
we are today. We either complete a 
project that is 60-percent complete or 
we do not. This is a project that, from 
every economic study, from those who 
know, is worthwhile, except for the 
GAO and I do not know whether they 
were 'ever there to see it. From what I 
read, I am not sure they ever went 
there to see it. 

It is unfortunate that many of the 
Members here today have to vote on 
something they have never seen. It is 
unfortunate, without any disrespect to 
those who have expressed views, that 
we must often vote on something that 
we know very little about. We can only 
get the studies someone else has given 
us. 

Again, most of the opposition today 
to the completion has come from a 
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report from the General Accounting 
Office. Again, I see no evidence that 
anyone from the General Accounting 
Office ever went on the ground to see 
the project. Yet this committee has 
seen it on several occasions, and we 
strongly recommend that it would not 
be wise to accept this amendment and 
waste the money we have in the 
project today. 

The chairman of the full committee 
has very ably said that it is not a 
simple matter of just stopping it in its 
tracks and say that we have wasted a 
billion dollars, and we are not wasting 
any more, as someone has suggested. 
It is not that simple. If we should not 
complete this waterway, if we adopt 
this amendment offered by our col
league, the gentleman from Washing
ton <Mr. PRITCHARD), this would not 
simply just write it off and terminate 
it. There would be termination costs. 
We would have to pay contractors, and 
in the larger amounts there would be 
court suits that would be involved. I 
am sure there would be discussion in 
Congress that we would have to go 
back and restore the land to its origi
nal contour as closely as we can, at tre
mendous cost and with no return to 
the taxpayers. 

Mr. Chairman, from all the evidence 
we have, this will be a viable project 
when completed, and from evidence 
both from the administration and 
from the committee that does have 
knowledge, we strongly recommend 
that we complete it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. PRITCHARD). 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not an easy de
cision. I know that most Members 
have made up their minds. There may 
not be a loose vote in the House. I 
repeat, it is not an easy decision. 

My friend, the gentleman from Ala
bama, said, "I don't know why we are 
here." It is not easy to be here and 
question a project that is this far 
along. I would agree with him on that. 

When I left here the last time last 
year, I said, "I don't see how we can 
justify stopping it." 

I would also agree with the gentle
man that it is a big project, and that is 
why it stands out. But the fact that it 
is big does not mean that we do not 
check it out. Honestly, if I could see 
economic justification for this project, 
whether it was small or whether it was 
big, I would vote for it and continue it. 

I am not trying to attack any part of 
the country and not give them their 
just due. I want this country to be 
strong. I think legitimate water 
projects are in the best interest of this 
country, and that we ought to fund 
them and we ought to support them. 

But that does not mean that any 
time a project is started we do not look 

at it carefully in case we made a mis
take. The sad truth is that we have 
made a mistake. That is the truth. It 
is just like the situation if you have a 
relative and you have been dumping 
some money in a business he is in; if 
things are bad, you do not say, "Well, 
I have given him $10,000 last year. I 
just have to keep dumping more 
money in it." 

I think the facts show that we 
should stop this project. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just cite sever
al points. As far as the economics of 
this project is concerned, it just will 
not wash. The studies prove this con
clusively. The Department of Energy 
in 1980 said there is not going to be 20 
million tons of coal moving down the 
Term-Tom. They estimated 4 million 
tons. So that is a 500-percent error. 

Then the General Accounting Office 
in 1981 said that the facts do not sup
port this project. 

D 1450 
How about the bond issue, when the 

Port of Mobile sold bonds to pay for 
an expansion? If you look into the pro
spectus and you look into what the 
bond people said, they do not antici
pate a 20-million-ton increase in coal 
that was going down that waterway. 
They said it will be 1 million tons. 

Now, these are the people who are 
promoting the sale of bonds in that 
very area. 

I know the gentleman wants to ask 
me a question, so I would be glad to 
yield to him. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Well, 
just simply to ask, has the gentleman 
not been advised by the bond company 
that that figure was used as an abso
lute minimum and was never intended 
to be what was perceived to be the 
maximum or normal flow of coal down 
that river? 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Well, I was not. 
All I would answer is that if Mobile is 
supposed to have a lot of coal and you 
only have .1 million tons, even if it is 
the minimum, I would think in selling 
bonds you would be on that shaky 
ground. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. The 
gentleman, unless I am mistaken, nei
ther the gentleman in the well nor the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
EDGAR) has been talked to by the State 
docks people and/ or the bond people 
explaining that provision in that docu
ment. 

Mr. PRITCHARD. I have not. I will 
take the gentleman's word that that is 
the minimum. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. It is 
not indicative of the coal and anybody 
who looks at those numbers knows 
that it is not. It is a number that was 
used without regard to any of these 
things we are talking about, I would 
suggest to the gentleman. 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Let us take the 
Coal Weekly. In 1979, this is a trade 

journal, it described the Term-Tom 
and its estimates of coal delivery as a 
"pipe dream." That is the industry 
that ships coal. 

The CRS service that came in and 
made a study of coal shipments, you 
know, they concluded that there just 
was not any way that you are going to 
get the coal shipments to justify this 
canal. Remember, that is the basis of 
the justification today. 

I would hasten to add when this 
project was started, the basis was on 
shipments from south to north. If you 
go back and look in the records when 
it was started, they talked about ship
ments going north. Now all we do is 
talk about shipments going south. 

The Keystone Coal report, now, that 
is the industry manual; you do not 
have to go down and walk along this 
canal to find out about coal ship
ments. You go to the industry itself 
and the Keystone Manual, which is 
the bible for the coal industry, they 
said it shows no planned expansion in 
coal production for Tennessee over the 
next few years. Now, why? 

Well, it is high sulfur coal and for
eign governments are not buying high 
sulfur coal. They can buy other types 
of low sulfur coal and use it in their 
production of electricity. They have 
got air problems in foreign cities, just 
as we have; so they are not buying 
high sulfur coal. 

Let us just look at three or four 
facts. The project is SO-percent com
plete, they said. Now, it is 55-percent 
complete in the authorized project 
and it is 33-percent complete, when 
you include the necessary work south 
of Demopolis. 

Another assertion is that it will cost 
over $300 million to terminate the 
project. The assertion is belied by sev
eral facts. First, the major portion of 
the project has already been halted by 
the court of appeals. Second, the Gen
eral Accounting Office in its report in 
May of 1981 concluded that termina
tion costs would be no more than $120 
million, and possibly less, depending 
upon the degree of area restoration. 

Third, even this figure would be re
duced by at least $29 million through 
the resale of lands. It is a far cry from 
the $300 million that was claimed. 

There is the assertion that the proj
ect will permit the economical ship
ment of large amounts of coal. The 
facts just do not show that. 

Finally, what has happened in the 
Senate? We have a lot of people say, 
"Oh, we know over in the Senate it is 
going to go sailing through." The 
Senate Subcommittee on Public Works 
voted 9 to 5 to limit the funding of the 
project to just $25 million this year. 
This is the committee that held the 
hearings in the Senate and they voted 
9 to 5 against it; so funding is not as
sured once it gets to the Senate. 
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We do have an opportunity and are

sponsibility right now to make a judg
ment whether it is proper to put more 
money into this project, and if it 
makes sense to you, I think you 
should; but I would urge you people 
who are convinced that it is not viable 
and have looked at the facts, I would 
urge you to take this step today. Do 
not keep prolonging it. Do it today. 
We have an opportunity right now to 
stop what I think is not effective 
spending of the American dollars. If 3, 
4, or 5 years from now, our economy 
turns around and we have lots of 
money and we can fund projects that 
are very questionable and very mar
ginal, why then we can take a look at 
it again; but today we ought to vote in 
favor of this amendment. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 12 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a lot 
of talk here today. You know, it is 
amazing to me to sit here and hear 
about this project that I have been lis
tening to testimony on for years. I do 
not believe anybody here that is in 
this Congress has heard more testimo
ny, other than my good friend, the 
dean of the House, the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. WHITTEN). We 
have had 2,000 people before our com
mittee, but I hear more things when 
this bill comes up on the floor that I 
never heard before. 

We have over 200 projects in this ap
propriation bill and every single one of 
them probably has some opposition. 
When this project is finished, and you 
are going to finish it, you are not 
going to stop a project this practically 
finished; I will guarantee that you are 
going to see the same type of opposi
tion on other projects. They will 
target another project for deletion. 

Last year, I pointed out that by acci
dent I got hold of this publication I 
am holding up. It tells me what is 
going to happen before it happens, 
before I come to the floor I know what 
is going to happen. Its says here: 

Strategy: How to kill the Term-Tom. 
I tried last year, to find out who 

publishes this document. There is no 
signature, but I will tell you, there 
is some very sophisticated material in 
this publication. It tells you about a 
visit: 

It is probably worth a hundred letters. 
You got to your Congressman and let him 
know that you are against the Term-Tom. 

This first time in all these years I 
ever heard the cost of this project; 
somebody said $3 billion. I nearly 
fainted. It never has been over $1.78 
billion. That is just all there is to it. 
You cannot make anything else of it; 
but in here they say it is going to cost 
$3 billion. Three billion dollars, that is 
a big difference; but that is the only 
place I ever hear it. We never hear it 
before the committee and I never 
heard it anywhere except in here 
when this bill comes up. 

But I want you to listen now. You 
listen a minute and see if this rings a 
bell with you. It says here: 

The most effective way to get in touch 
with your Congressman, don't go to Wash
ington, because then you would be lobbying. 
He would look at you, you know, and he 
would know you done bought a ticket to 
come up here and he would think you are 
lobbying somebody. You get an appoint
ment with him in his office back in his dis
trict and you go in there and you look at the 
Congressional Almanac before you go and 
pick out some votes that you like so you can 
brag on him. You go in there and make him 
feel good. You brag on him and tell him 
how much you appreciate that vote, the way 
he voted on such and such a bill, and then 
you pop it to him. You say, "Now, listen, I 
am against the Tombigbee." Now, this is not 
up here in your section of the country. All 
you have got to do is just be for it. I want 
your commitment. You know, that is way 
down there. That is a boondoggle. 

They have never seen it, of course. 
They do not know anything about it, 
but they call it a boondoggle. 

Now, this has been going, on, start
ing last year, and this is the second 
year of it, the same old thing. These 
people that are opposing this project, 
not one of them, not one of them have 
come before our committee to give us 
the benefit of their knowledge. 

They have not told us anything. 
I invited my good friends Congress

man PRITCHARD, and Congressman 
EDGAR, to go down and see this project. 
We have nothing to hide about this 
project. I invited them to go down, and 
I appreciated them going down and 
seeing it. They looked at it and they 
were briefed by the Corps of Engi
neers. 

The people who are building this 
project, the corps, are professional en
gineers, and they would be working 
somewhere else if they were not here 
working on the Tennessee-Tombigbee. 
They are professional engineers, and 
we rely on them for technical informa
tion. 

I am glad we do not rely on what we 
hear on this floor because we would be 
in trouble. It would be a terrible water 
project when we got through with it if 
we relied on what we hear here. 

The corps said the total cost of the 
project is $1.78 billion. No one raised a 
question about it, nobody questioned 
that figure. 

The GAO in its recent study, dis
cussed coal shipments. My good friend 
from Washington, Congressman 
PRITCHARD, has been told that they 
cannot use this high-sulfur coal from 
that area down there in foreign coun
tries. 

I will tell my colleagues right now if 
they will go down there they will see 
barges of coal, six barges together 
south of Demopolis, just where they 
have been for the past 65 years, travel
ing that part of the river, and they say 
it is not navigable and they cannot 
turn the curves. It is a crooked river, 
but it is not so crooked that six barges 

cannot go down it and have been going 
down it, tied together-eight could, 
but they use six, and it has been that 
way for 65 years. There is no authori
zation, and no one is even thinking of 
building a project south of Demopolis. 

Let me finish by saying that from 
my home county, coal is going down 
the Tombigbee, down the Warrior 
River to Demopolis, and on down to 
Mobile, and being hauled from there 
into seagoing vessels to Japan and all 
over the world. So, if the gentleman 
will, he needs to tell the people in 
Japan that have been using that coal 
for 10 years and they are buying mil
lions of tons. 

What does the GAO say about the 
coal? The GAO in its recent study was 
asked, and I picked this up because my 
colleagues have been quoting and find
ing things in here, and they indicate 
that it says to stop the project. There 
is not anybody that knows anything 
about that project that ever said to 
stop it. Nobody would recommend 
that. The court would not recommend 
it. The court specifically said it would 
be a mistake to stop the whole project. 

The GAO in its recent study was 
asked to determine whether the coal 
reserves were available to meet pro
jected shipments over the 50-year life 
of the Term-Tom. The GAO finding, 
and here I am quoting them, found: 

An estimated 58 billion tons of recoverable 
coal reserves are located in those States ad
jacent to the inland waterway systems with 
a potential for movement on the Term-Tom. 
This amount is 48 times the coal estimated 
to move on Term-Tom during its 50-year 
economic life. 

The Corps of Engineers has consist
ently for 200 years been conservative 
in their estimates. We have checked 
them out and the benefits have always 
been more than the corps has estimat
ed. 

Someone mentioned that a million 
dollars is going for a study down south 
of Demopolis. Of course this is in the 
report, and all they have to do is look 
and see what is in here. Do not make 
it sound like we are trying to start an
other project. We are not. There are 
some locks down there. They have 
been there for 65 years. 

The Oliver lock is going to have to 
be replaced one day. This money is to 
study these old locks. One of these 
days they are going to have to have 
some repairs on them and some work 
done on them. 

There is no new project that we are 
talking about south of Demopolis. 

We have all of these smoke screens 
and I cannot answer all of them. I do 
not have that much time. But my col
leagues have heard what Mr. Brock 
said about the coal that we need to be 
moving on the Term-Tom. We need to 
ship that coal overseas, and more is 
going to be going overseas. The corps 
said 70 percent of the freight on the 
Term-Tom will be coal. My colleagues 
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know the important role that coal is 
playing now. 

Some Members have said that mem
bers of the Cabinet are against the 
Term-Tom. My colleagues heard what 
Mr. Brock has said. He is very much in 
favor of it. The President is for it and 
the last six Presidents were for it. 

There are other projects in there 
that cost just as much as the Term
Tom. There is not a State in this 
Nation that does not receive money 
through the projects funded in this 
appropriation bill. Every one of the 50 
States is receiving money. So let us 
not throw up all of these smoke 
screens. 

I have never seen such a phony 
attack as is made on this Tennessee
Tombigbee project. This project has 
been studied more than any project, 
not just any project in the United 
States, but any project in the world. It 
has met every test. 

The L. & N. Railroad started this op
position with $15,000. This is where 
the ball started rolling. They do not 
have their name on this, but they put 
$15,000 into it to start this opposition 
when the project started. They have 
been to the U.S. Supreme Court twice, 
and the Supreme Court of the United 
States says you have not got a case. 
They have been in the Federal court. 
This is the sixth decision last week 
which really affirms the strength of 
this project. There actually have been 
six Federal court decisions, and twice 
the U.S. Supreme Court said no, said 
the lower courts have handled it right. 
This was on the environmental ques
tion, on economic feasibility, on every 
kind of question that could be raised, 
and they have raised it. 

So I urge my colleagues to vote 
against this Pritchard amendment. If 
my colleagues approve this Pritchard 
amendment they are going to have an 
area out there that looks like the 
worst tornado that ever hit any part 
of the United States. I asked one of 
the engineers yesterday, what would 
happen if we did not get the funding 
for the project and just stopped it like 
one or two are advocating here. 

He said, well, the first thing is that 
you would have to have people out 
there to pump the water, to dewater 
the locks and dams. There are still six 
locks and dams in different stages of 
completion. He said if we did not they 
would just push them up out of the 
ground. Talk about a disaster area. 

Let me just urge my colleagues, vote 
no on the Pritchard amendment. 
e Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to support the amendment of
fered by Representatives PRITCHARD 
and EDGAR to delete $189 million for 
the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway 
project from the energy and water ap
propriations bill. 

As a member of the Budget Commit
tee, I am particularly concerned about 
this needless and wasteful appropria-

tion. We have completed work on the 
first budget resolution for fiscal year 
1982 and are well into the reconcilia
tion process which will reduce Federal 
spending by some $37 million. Over 
the last several months we have cut 
the flesh and muscle from vital and 
well-functioning programs because the 
Congress has accepted the argument 
that Government is living beyond its 
means. In this context there can be no 
justification for continuing to fund 
Tennessee-Tombigbee. 

Let me also make it clear that I sup
port public works and infrastructural 
spending as a necessary precondition 
to America's economic revitilization. 
All the tax cuts in the world will not 
improve productivity if we do not have 
the roads, waterways, and tracks to 
carry goods. But, I am convinced that 
Tennessee-Tombigbee will not improve 
our infrastructural capacity. 

The rationale for Tennessee-Tom
higbee is that it would provide a trans
portation avenue for coal exports. The 
Library of Congress reported on July 
16, however, that there does not exist 
any substantial quality of coal for 
export to move on Tennessee-Tombig
bee. Also, Tennessee-Tombigbee will 
not improve on the Ohio and Missis
sippi Rivers which can handle what
ever coal there is. 

GAO estimates that the total cost 
for this superfluous project will be $3 
billion. GAO also found that the Army 
Corps of Engineers wildly exaggerated 
the project's benefits. Indeed, the ma
jority of the tonnage claimed as a ben
efit comes from businesses which 
either do not exist or denied that they 
had any interest in the project. In 
fact, the Tennessee-Tombigbee Water
way will never justify its cost. 

Finally, documents filed with the 
Federal district court in Mississippi 
show that in 1975 the corps withheld 
the true cost of the project because it 
would have had too great an emotion
al impact on Congress. On July 13, the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth 
Circuit enjoined the Corps of Engi
neers from continuing work on the 
major construction area, concluding 
that the Army Corps had blatantly 
violated the law. How, in good con
science, can we rush to drastically 
reduce necessary programs and contin
ue to fund such a boondoggle? 

I urge you to support the amend
ment and vote against the Tennessee
Tombigbee appropriation.• 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
reserve the balance of my time .. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Washington <Mr. PRITCH
ARD) to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Indiana <Mr. MYERS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

79-059 0 - 85 - 19 (Vol. 127) Pt. 13 

RECORDED VOTE 

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

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 198, noes 
208, answered "present" 1, not voting 
26, as follows: 

Applegate 
Archer 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
Bafalis 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonior 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Broomfield 
Broyhill 
Burton, John 
Butler 
Carman 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Collins <IL> 
Collins <TX> 
Conable 
Conte 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Daniel, R. W. 
Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
Davis 
Deckard 
Dellums 
DeN ardis 
Derrick 
Derwinski 
Dingell 
Dougherty 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Early 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards < CA> 
Emery 
Erdahl 
Erlenborn 
Evans <DE> 
Evans <IA> 
Fary 
Fenwick 
Ferraro 
Fiedler 
Fish 
Fithian 
Florio 
Foglietta 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Ashbrook 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Bailey <PA> 
Barnard 
Beard 

[Roll No. 1561 
AYES-198 

Forsythe 
Fountain 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Green 
Gregg 
Grisham 
Gunderson 
Hall <OH> 
Hamilton 
Harkin 
Hartnett 
Heckler 
Hertel 
Hiler 
Hillis 
Hollenbeck 
Hopkins 
Hyde 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jeffries 
Johnston 
Kastenmeier 
Kildee 
Lagomarsino 
Lantos 
Leach 
LeBoutillier 
Leland 
Lent 
Lowery<CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Lundine 
Lungren 
Madigan 
Markey 
Marks 
Marlenee 
Martin <IL> 
Martin<NC> 
Martin<NY> 
Mavroules 
McClory 
McCloskey 
McDonald 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Michel 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Minish 
Mitchell <NY> 
Moffett 
Molinari 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Mottl 

NOES-208 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Billey 
Boggs 
Boner 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Brown<CA> 

Murphy 
Neal 
Nelligan 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Panetta 
Paul 
Pease 
Petri 
Peyser 
Porter 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Railsback 
Ratchford 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Roberts <KS> 
Rodino 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rousselot 
Russo 
Santini 
Sawyer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Siljander 
Smith<NJ> 
Smith<OR> 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Stanton 
Stark 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauke 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Walgren 
Walker 
Washington 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber<MN> 
Weber<OH> 
Weiss 
Whitehurst 
Whittaker 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<FL> 

Brown<CO> 
Brown<OH> 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carney 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Chisholm 
Clausen 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Conyers 
Craig 
crockett 
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Daniel, Dan Hunter 
Daschle Hutto 
de la Garza Ireland 
Dickinson Jenkins 
Dicks Jones <NC> 
Dixon Jones <OK> 
Donnelly Jones <TN> 
Dorgan Kazen 
Dowdy Kindne~ 
Duncan Kogovsek 
Dwyer Kramer 
Dyson LaFalce 
Edwards <AL> Leath 
Edwards <OK> Lee 
Emerson Lehman 
English Levitas 
Ertel Livingston 
Evans <GA> Loeffler 
Evans <IN> Long <LA> 
Fas.;ell Long <MD> 
Fazio Lott 
Fields Lujan 
Findley Luken 
Flippo Marriott 
Foley Matsui 
Ford <MI> McCollum 
Ford <TN> McCurdy 
Fuqua McDade 
Garcia McEwen 
Gibbons Mica 
Ginn Miller <OH> 
Goldwater Mineta 
Gonzalez Mollohan 
Gore Montgomery 
Gramm Morrison 
Gray Murtha 
Guarini Myers 
Hagedorn Napier 
Hall, Ralph Natcher 
Hall, Sam Nelson 
Hammerschmidt Nichols 
Hance Nowak 
Hatcher O'Brien 
Hawkins Oakar 
Hefner Oberstar 
Heftel Oxley 
Hendon ~ 
Hightower Pashayan 
Holland Patman 
Holt Patterson 
Horton Pepper 
Howard Perkins 
Hoyer Pickle 
Hubbard Price 
Huckaby Quillen 
Hughes Rahall 

Rangel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Robinson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowsk.i 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Sabo 
Scheuer 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith <AL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Snyder 
Spence 
StGermain 
Stangeland 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Stump 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
Udall 
Volkmer 
Wampler 
Watkins 
White 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Williams <MT> 
Williams <OH> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wortley 
Wright 
Young<AK> 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-! 

Balley<MO> 
Bonker 
Burgener 
Chapple 
Cotter 
D'Amours 
Doman 
Downey 
Dymally 

Burton, Phillip 

NOT VOTING-26 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gilman ' 
Hansen <ID> 
Hansen<UT> 
Kemp 
Latta 
Lewis 
Mattox 

0 1520 

Mazzoli 
Mitchell <MD> 
Moakley 
Ritter 
Roberts <SD) 
Rosenthal 
Savage 
Wylie 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Phillip Burton for, with Mr. Burgener 

against. 
Mr. Mattox for, with Mr. Latta against. 
Mr. Dornan for, with Mr. Hansen of Utah 

against. 
Mr. Lewis for, with Mr. Hansen of Idaho 

against. 
Mr. STGERMAIN changed his vote 

from "aye" to "no." 
Messrs. PURSELL and EVANS of 

Iowa changed their vote from "no" to 
"aye." 

Mr. PHILLIP BURTON. Mr. Chair
man, I have a live pair with the gentle
man from California <Mr. BuRGENER). 
If he were present he would have 

voted "no." I voted "aye." I withdraw 
my vote and vote "present." 

So the amendment to the amend
ment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

0 1800 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. RIT'I'ER. Mr. Chairman, I was 
unavoidably absent during rollcall 
number 156. Had I been present I 
would have voted "aye.'' Such a vote 
would have been consistent with my 
vote in the previous Congress on this 
issue. 

0 1530 
Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

If I could engage the chairman of 
the subcommittee in a brief colloquy, I 
wish to inquire as to the Appropria
tions Committee's specific intentions 
for the Weymouth-Fore River project 
in Massachusetts. It is not addressed 
in the language of the energy and 
water appropriations bill. It is my un
derstanding that final plans and speci
fications will be completed in October 
1981, after more than 10 years of 
study and planning. Local sources are 
prepared to provide 50 percent of the 
total $401,000 cost of the dredging 
project, contingent upon prompt Fed
eral approval of the remaining 50 per
cent, and I understand the gentleman 
has been assured by the office of the 
chief engineer that the project will 
proceed October 1, 1981. 

Mr. BEVILL. Yes, the gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. DONNELLY. I thank the chair
man for his support. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. EDGAR TO THE 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MYERS 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. EDGAR to the 

amendment offered by Mr. MYERs: In the 
Myers amendment, strike out 
"$1,518,941,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$1,429,941,000". 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair should 
point out that under the unanimous
consent agreement, there are 11 min
utes remaining under the control of 
the gentleman from Washington <Mr. 
PRITCHARD), and there are 4 minutes 
remaining under the control of the 
gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
BEVILL). 

The Chair now recognizes the gen
tleman from Washington <Mr. PRITCH
ARD) to yield such time as he desires. 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
EDGAR). 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, I be
lieve it will only take 10 minutes on 
my amendment-S minutes for me to 
explain my amendment, 5 minutes for 

the gentleman from Alabama, <Mr. 
BEVILL), to respond. Then we can have 
a vote on my amendment on the Ten
nessee-Tombigbee Waterway. 

Let me just indicate to you the 
status. We lost by a very few votes the 
Pritchard amendment, which was an 
attempt to eliminate all funding for 
the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway. 
The amendment which I have pending 
simply reduces the funding of that 
project to $100 million for fiscal year 
1982. 

It leaves in the project more money 
than any other water project in the 
Nation. In fact, my amendment will 
provide for $13 million more than is 
spent on the nearest, closest project, 
which is lock and dam 26. 

As we have just determined by an 
action of the House, the House on this 
particular day does not want to kill 
the project. 

Mr. Chairman, for two specific rea
sons, I believe that this project can 
proceed with the reduction of $89 mil
lion. Let me state them very quickly: 
First, the court of appeals has en
joined a major section of the project, 
therefore a great portion of the 
project will not need the kind of fund
ing that was anticipated in placing 
$189 million in the project; and 
second, and probably more important
ly, there is responsibility on the part 
of the States involved, the communi
ties involved, to have a certain amount 
of cost sharing. 

Let me quote for my colleagues a 
statement that is found on page 88 of 
the GAO report of May 1981. Under 
"Alternative Financing Is A Possibili
ty," it states: 

We believe during this period when there 
is enormous pressure to reduce Federal 
spending, if the concern of the Congress is 
the remaining Federal expenditure, explor
ing alternative arrangements to finance the 
incomplete segments of Term-Tom may be 
worthwhile. While it was not within the 
scope of our review to examine alternative 
financing, we feel this is a possibility. Some 
methods that come to mind include: 

States or others could borrow funds from 
the Federal Government and repay through 
user charges. 

Alabama and Mississippi could issue long
term bonds and repay through user charges. 

Alabama and Mississippi could finance 
portions of the project through general rev
enue funds. 

I indicated in earlier debate in hopes 
of supporting the Pritchard amend
ment that David Stockman spoke in 
the well of the House just a year ago 
in opposition to this project. I had in
dicated that all over the country there 
is concern about Federal spending, 
and we have had editorial endorse
ments from everywhere indicating the 
need to reduce Federal funding and 
particularly reduce it for the Tennes
see-Tombigbee Waterway. 

My amendment, in short, leaves $100 
million, does not impact on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
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from Indiana <Mr. MYERS). In fact, it 
includes the increase of $9 million of
fered by the gentleman, and it is an 
opportunity for those Members-many 
of whom supported completion of the 
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway-to 
say that maybe it is more appropriate 
for us to spend close to $10 million a 
month rather than spending close to 
$20 million a month. 

I urge my colleagues to reduce the 
funding to $13 million above the fund
ing for any other project in the 
Nation, to fund it at $100 million, and 
to return $89 million to the Federal 
Treasury. 

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

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

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
congratulate the gentleman on his 
amendment. I hope the people in this 
body will support it. I think since the 
Members have decided on a close vote 
to continue this project, it makes rea
sonable sense to cut down the pace, 
particularly since there is a court case 
that will slow down construction in 
the next 6 months. 

Mr. EDGAR. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments. 

I would like to congratulate the gen
tleman on his efforts on this issue. I 
hope the House will be responsible 
and vote $100 million rather than $189 
million for this particular project, the 
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 

recognize the gentleman from Ala
bama <Mr. BEVILL) and inform the 
gentleman he has 4 minutes remaining 
under the unanimous-consent agree
ment. 

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

The gentleman has pointed out that 
we have no need for any more money. 
Frankly, 85 percent of the project will 
be committed by October 1. To ap
prove this amendment will kill the 
project. 

0 1540 
As the Members know, we have 

funded this project for 11 years. The 
project is like a bridge. We cannot use 
a bridge unless it goes all the way 
across the river. Eighty-one percent of 
the funding of that bridge has already 
been committed, and as of October 1 it 
will be 69 percent complete. 

After this bill, we will need but four 
more smaller appropriations to com
plete the project and get the benefit 
of it. 

Let me speak about the economy 
vote. We keep talking about the econo
my. The Corps of Engineers advise me 
that it will cost more to tear these 
locks and dams down and put this land 
back in an environmentally acceptable 
condition, than we have already spent. 
It will cost more to do that than it will 
to complete the project. 

So the economy vote is to complete 
this project, and if Members vote for 
this amendment, they are still killing 
the project because this is going to 
cancel a great part of the ongoing 
work and it is going to wreck the 
project. 

This a good project. It stands all 
tests. I urge the Members to vote 
against this amendment. If they ap
prove the amendment, they are going 
the kill the project. 

So please vote no on the amendment 
to cut out $89 million from the Ten
nessee-Tombigbee. 

Mr. Chairman, let me correct one 
thing. We keep putting up these 
smokescreens. I do not want to spend 
my time explaining this, but there are 
other projects in the bill that cost 
more than the Term-Tom. Every State 
in this Nation is represented in the ap
propriation bill. I will just say there 
are appropriations for energy and 
water projects for every State in the 
Union. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I urge the Mem
bers to support this project. Let us 
complete the project and get the bene
fits of it. The country needs it. We 
need to keep moving coal. Coal is no 
good in the ground. The fact is that 
we have one-third of the coal in the 
world, but it is no good if we do not 
have the transportation facilities to 
move it. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I urge the Mem
bers to vote "No" on this amendment. 

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

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

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my colleague for yielding. 

Carrying on with what the chairman 
of the subcommittee just said, if we 
are going to kill the project, we might 
as well kill the project right and kill it 
dead in its tracks. It would be foolish 
now to vote for $100 million if Mem
bers want to kill it entirely. So if they 
want to kill it, they might as well vote 
not to spending another $100 million. 

If we are going to spend $100 mil
lion, we might as well spend $189 mil
lion and do it right. If we continue it 
at $100 million, it would be at a much 
slower pace and at greater cost to the 
taxpayers. The quicker we get the job 
done, the cheaper it is going to be. We 
all know what has happened with in
flation. 

So really, with all deference to my 
friend, the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia <Mr. EDGAR), the real issue was the 
last vote, and I can fully understand 
how someone might have voted for the 
last amendment thinking that we 
might save money. But on this amend
ment we would absolutely be wasting 
money to vote for $100 million. 

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

Mr. PRITCHARD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman's yielding. 

Let me just say this as we move 
toward the vote. We passed a highway 
bill before this House that included 
$100 million for bridges over Federal 
projects. Ninety percent of those 
funds were used as a local match for 
the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway. 

There has been very little responsi
ble cost sharing, and I believe part of 
the $89 million can be made up by 
local cost sharing within the area. 

Second, the court of appeals has ef
fectively shut down a major section of 
the project. Much of the cost sharing 
can go in that direction. 

The chairman of the subcommittee 
indicates that if we vote for the Edgar 
amendment, all these contracts will 
have to be stopped. Those contracts 
will have to be stopped under the 
court action anyway, and it is my opin
ion-and I hope it is shared by many
that we will move quickly to action on 
this to save the Federal Government 
$89 million. If Mississippi, Alabama, 
and Tennessee believe the project is as 
significant as they have stated, then 
they can share in some of the costs of 
the project. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that we will 
move to a vote on the amendment. 

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

Mr. PRITCHARD. I yield to the sub
committee chairman. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure the gentle
man does not mean to be erroneous, 
but the States and local governments 
have spent millions of dollars building 
bridges and roads. They have commit
ted themselves with bond issues in an
ticipation of this waterway. 

Recently, the Mobile, Ala., State 
Dock Commission issued bonds for 
$100 million for improved coal-loading 
facilities at the port of Mobile in an
ticipation of this project being com
pleted in 1986, as scheduled. The Fifth 
Circuit Court of Appeals order has not 
stopped work on the project at this 
time and when the district court issues 
its order I am confident the corps will 
comply and make the necessary envi
ronmental impact statement available. 

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

Mr. PRITCHARD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just like to close by saying that I 
thank my colleagues for this debate on 
the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway. 

I think full funding of the project at 
$100 million clearly indicates the Fed
eral commitment to the project that 
the House has just determined, and 
yet it saves the Federal Government 
$89 million. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
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man from Pennsylvania <Mr. EDGAR) to 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Indiana <Mr. MYERS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

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

A recorded vote was refused. 
Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, I 

demand a division. 
On a division <demanded by Mr. 

EDGAR) there were-ayes 31, noes 67. 
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment 

is not agreed to. 
Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, I 

demand a recorded vote. 
Mr. MYERS. A point of order, Mr. 

Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The point of 

order stands. A recorded vote has al
ready been denied. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is 
not present on the last vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count for a quorum. 

One hundred and fifty-six Members 
are present, a quorum. 

So the amendment to the amend
ment was rejected. 
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FRANK TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MYERS 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FRANK to the 

amendment offered by Mr. MYERs: In the 
proposed amendment strike $1,518,941,000 
and insert in lieu thereof $1,501,121,000 and 
strike the period and insert in lieu thereof: 
"Provided, That none of the funds appropri
ated by this paragraph may be used for the 
Stonewall Jackson Lake Project, located in 
the State of West Virginia (including to ac
quire any land for such project or to com
mence construction on such project)." 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, first, I 
would like to offer my regrets for the 
historical circumstance that this is 
named the Stonewall Jackson Dam. I 
mean no disrespect to his memory. I 
would be glad, if the amendment car
ried, to name some other project the 
Stonewall Jackson Dam. 

This amendment would strike $17.8 
million from the appropriation and 
would prohibit any further expendi
ture on the Stonewall Jackson Dam in 
West Virginia. 

Land acquisition has gone forward 
for this dam, but , there has been no 
construction of the dam itself, so this 
is not a case where the argument that 
we have already been committed 
seems to have that much relevance. 

It is a highly controversial project 
within the State of West Virginia 
itself. 

The proposal is to build a dam, the 
benefits for which, as put forward by 
the Corps of Engineers, do not justify 
the expenditure. There is $17.8 million 
now at stake, but there is a remaining 

Federal loss totaling $142 million, so 
we are talking over the life of this 
project about a significant amount of 
money. 

This is a time of austerity when 
tight standards have been applied to 
spending. I think logically the applica
tion of standards even far looser from 
those we have applied to most pro
grams this year would lead the mem
bership to agree to delete the Stone
wall Jackson Dam. 

As I said, it is controversial within 
West Virginia. Fourteen percent of the 
benefits claimed by the Corps of Engi
neers are for recreation, but that 
recreation has to be paid for in part by 
the State of West Virginia. The State 
senate of West Virginia this year 
adopted a resolution announcing that 
it had no intention, the State senate, 
of appropriating those funds. 

The agriculture commissioner of the 
State of West Virginia has reiterated 
his opposition. 

The Farm Bureau is opposed to it. 
It is a project which would take ap

proximately 140 farms in West Virgin
ia, dislocating over 1,000 people. 

We have got a consensus, I would 
hope, on money not being spent for 
projects of a low priority. I do not 
deny that there are benefits that 
would accrue from this project. I do 
disagree that they are worth the ex
penditure of $145 million of Federal 
funds. 

Forty-seven percent, by far the larg
est single item of claimed benefits for 
this project, is for water quality con
trol. It is water quality control solely 
by the method of flow augmentation, 
having the river flow better from the 
standpoint of controlling waste. 

This dam entirely predates legisla
tion which has since been enacted and 
has been carried out in substantial 
part which mandates treatment of 
water pollution at the source. The 
method of dealing with pollution by 
waterflow is no longer the public 
policy of the country. We have, in 
fact, spent tens of millions of dollars 
in this particular area alone, and I am 
glad we have, to deal with water pollu
tion at its source. To continue to 
commit $145 million in Federal funds 
for a project whose main claimed ben
efit is water quality control and to 
ignore the fact that the country has in 
the interim since it was proposed 
changed its view on how to deal with 
water quality control, simply does not 
meet the standards of fiscal sanity and 
fiscal tightness to which we ought to 
be adhering. 

Flood control is 29 percent. There is 
a problem with floods in western West 
Virginia; but we ought to be clear 
about what we are talking about. 
These are not life threatening floods. 
These are not the kinds of floods that 
send raging walls of water down on in
nocent people. There is a problem 
with backup and there is a problem 

with property damage by floods. This 
project would abate some of it. It does 
not seem to me it abates $145 million 
worth of it. If you look at the flood 
damage which has occurred, and again 
we are talking about property damage 
and nothing life threatening, so we are 
not here talking about putting anyone 
in jeopardy, I do not think you will 
find a degree of need to justify $145 
million. 

Mr. Chairman, earlier today I asked, 
and the chairman of the subcommit
tee, who has been very gracious in this 
work, and the ranking minority 
member agreed to an amendment 
which deleted a $300,000 study for a 
water project in my own district. 
There are some people in there who 
would benefit from it if it went ahead, 
but it did not seem to me that that 
study could eventuate in any project 
which would be worth the tens of mil
lions of dollars it would have to cost 
us. 

We are told we are in a new period 
and I hope, Mr. Chairman, that we are 
not dealing with this in a time warp. 
We have been told over and over again 
this is 1981, not 1965 and not 1968, and 
we simply cannot spend the way we 
used to. 

I do not deny the project has merit. 
I deny it has $145 million worth of 
merit by today's standards. 

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

Will the distinguished gentleman 
from Massachusetts answer some 
questions for me, please? 

Mr. FRANK. Certainly. 
Mr. KAZEN. Is this amendment pur

porting to strike out $17.8 million? 
Mr. FRANK. I believe it purports to 

do that; in fact, it does do that. 
Mr. KAZEN. It is strictly the cost 

that goes to the Stonewall Jackson 
Lake project in West Virginia, and no 
other? 

Mr. FRANK. I can say to the gentle
man that it does not affect San Anto
nio in any way, shape, or form yet. 

Mr. KAZEN. Will the gentleman 
answer my question. It is strictly for 
that one project? 

Mr. FRANK. Yes; it is. It is $17.8 
million solely for the Stonewall Jack
son project. I have other amendments 
to deal with other projects with which 
the gentleman is concerned. 

Mr. KAZEN. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. BENEDICT. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in opposition to this amendment. 
The Stonewall Jackson Dam, the 

object of this discussion, is in the 
second district of West Virginia, which 
I have the honor and the responsibil
ity to represent. 

We have heard a great deal of com
ment about numbers. I would almost 
think that my good friend and col
league, the gentleman from Massachu
setts, had been to West Virginia; but I 
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think a few observations on the sub
ject are appropriate. 

This project is for water quality and 
flood control, pure and simple. It has 
been reviewed since its original au
thorization in 1966 by five different 
administrations, Democratic and Re
publican alike. It has been reviewed by 
the General Accounting Office. It has 
been reviewed by the Standing and 
Authorizing Committees of this body 
and, indeed, 2 years ago under like cir
cumstances an amendment was of
fered by another freshman Member of 
this body and this body as a whole 
again brought this project forward. 

By the end of this fiscal year, 80 per
cent of the lands necessary for this 
project will have been purchased. The 
work of moving utilities and highway 
reconstruction is ongoing. It repre
sents the culmination of some 60 years 
of effort on the part of the citizens of 
Weston, W.Va., people who have 
worked now for three generations to 
achieve some measure of protection 
from recurring flooding to their 
homes and to their businesses. 

I wish my colleague, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, would come with 
me to West Virginia, to Lewis County, 
and to walk in my shoes and meet 
with these people whose lives are 
touched by this project. 

Certainly there is controversy. Cer
tainly there are those few who lose 
land in this project and whose pain is 
very intense over that loss, make no 
mistake of that. I have firsthand 
knowledge in my own family of the 
pain involved in losing land through a 
condemnation. No matter how worthy 
the project, there is no way it is ac
ceptable to these individuals. These in
dividuals have worked hard and they 
continue to do so in opposing the proj
ect. 

In this world there are individuals 
who see this pain and this agony by 
these few people as an opportunity to 
further an advehture or an agenda of 
their own, sometimes with the best 
motives in the world, as I know my col
league, the gentleman from Massachu
setts, has only the best of motives; but 
sometimes they are used quite cynical
ly and this pain becomes an asset to be 
used by other persons for their own 
ends. 
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So before my colleagues pass judg

ment on this project I wish they would 
come with me to the city of Weston to 
talk to the business people whose busi
nesses are subject to recurrent flood
ing and the people whose homes are 
subject to recurrent flooding, and 
those who fear that a fire will go un
tended because the streets of the city 
are blocked with floodwater. I wish my 
colleagues would come and meet with 
me and with the administrator of the 
local hospital who sent me a telegram 
along with dozens of other people 

from the city of Weston urging con
tinuation of this project. 

You should talk with the hospital 
administrator who is concerned that 
floodwaters will again fill the streets 
and emergency vehicles will not be 
able to travel from the scene of an ac
cident or serious illness to the hospi
tal. 

We are dealing with people's lives 
here as well as dollars and cents. I 
think it is incumbent upon the Mem
bers of this House to have first-hand 
knowledge of those lives. 

Make no mistake, there are two sides 
of this debate. There are a significant 
number of people who stand to benefit 
and who need this project badly. 
There are those who would say we 
could have used another method to 
have achieved flood control for the 
city of Weston. Ten years ago that is 
certainly true. But we must live in the 
world as it is today, not as we would 
like it to be, but as it is. This is the 
project that is available and at hand. 

This project has bipartisan support 
from the congressional delegation. It 
is supported by our Senators and it is 
supported by the Governor of our 
State. It is supported by numerous 
local and civic organizations, the 
chamber of commerce, and others. It 
is important to the people of Lewis 
County and to Weston. 

I thank my colleagues for their at
tention and urge defeat of this amend
ment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I compliment the 
gentleman from Massachusetts for his 
sincere interest to reduce Federal ex
penditures and his research on the 
Stonewall Jackson Lake project in 
West Virginia. It is indeed gratifying 
to know that legislators from other 
parts of the Nation have taken a very 
keen interest in becoming familiar 
with a project in my home State. 

However, some rather broad general
izations have been made about Stone
wall Jackson, so let me discuss for only 
a few minutes the justification for the 
Stonewall Jackson Project. 

It has been suggested that the 
amount of land in the project has in
creased. This is correct. But the fact is 
that the total land involved accounts 
for less than 1 percent of all property 
taxes collected in the entire county 
and amounts to roughly $14,000 per 
year. 

It is contended that the project will 
eliminate 400 farms and relocation 
prospects are slim. The fact is that 
only 132 farms will be involved-and 
most of them are part-time operations. 
Property acquisition is over 60 percent 
complete and already almost 200 fami
lies have been successfully relocated. 
There is not a lack of housing in the 
area, and the impact of relocation is 

not nearly as severe as we would be led 
to believe. 

It is stated that improvements to 
water quality have been superseded 
and the project is not needed for that 
purpose. The fact is that the West 
Fork River is spoiled by mine drain
age, domestic wastes and sediment. It 
has the highest mineral content of 
any major stream in the Monongahela 
River Basin. Both the Interior Depart
ment and the Environmental Protec
tion Agency favor the water quality 
benefits that will result. 

It is claimed that flood benefits are 
exaggerated and include protection for 
new development. The fact is that the 
economic justification does not include 
benefits for new development. If that 
occurs in the area, it will be over and 
above the estimated benefits. 

But the project will all but eliminate 
flood damages in the Weston area, 
which is flooded on the average of 
once a year, and will reduce by 76 per
cent annual damages caused by flood
ing of the West Fork River. 

The claim is made that the water 
quality in the dam will be so poor that 
a separate swimming pool will have to 
be built. The fact is that the water 
quality will be more than adequate for 
swimming. However, West Virginia 
State health regulations prohibit 
swimming beaches in all new lakes. 

The claim is made that large coal re
serves will be lost having a real value 
of $1,844 per acre. Relatively, only a 
small coal acreage is involved and in 
no case has a farm with residence, 
farm buildings, and coal been pur
chased at a cost exceeding $700 per 
acre. Coal is being given a fair market 
value based on the sale of similar 
types and quantities of coal in the sur
rounding area .. 

It has been alleged that the Corps of 
Engineers did not fully explore small 
watershed alternatives. That is just 
not true. Detailed studies were made. 
When this question was first raised, I 
personally asked the Federal Soil Con
servation Service State director to 
make an evauation of small watershed 
alternatives. He advised in a formal 
letter that there was no way a small 
watershed program could provide the 
essential benefits provided by the 
Stonewall Jackson Lake project. 

With reference to legal action on the 
project-the truth is that Stonewall 
Jackson has met all legal require
ments, including an environmental 
impact statement. Objections to the 
project made in Federal district court 
were overruled, appealed to a Federal 
circuit court of appeals and overruled, 
and an appeal to the U.S. Supreme 
Court was denied. 

These are the facts, and it is indeed 
regrettable that misinformation is 
being used as a basis for this amend
ment. 



17018 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 23, 1981 
But this is not the first time these 

points have been raised concerning the 
Stonewall Jackson Lake project. I can 
attest that these points have been 
thoroughly explored by the appropri
ate authorizing and Appropriations 
Committees and debated right here on 
the floor of the House in each of the 
last 10 years. And I might add that the 
same scrutiny has taken place on the 
Senate side. And each year the project 
is given a clean bill of health and 
funded by the Congress. During the 10 
years I have supported this public im
provement in my home State of West 
Virginia, three different Presidents 
have endorsed it. 

Stonewall Jackson will provide flood 
protection, adequate domestic water 
supplies, water quality improvements, 
and recreation benefits which will con
tribute greatly to the advancement of 
tourism, the second largest employer 
in West Virginia. 

This is an important project to my 
district and to the adjoining district. It 
would be tragic if we did not move for
ward with its construction. 

Stonewall Jackson has the support 
of the new administration as illustrat
ed through a budget request for fiscal 
year 1982. As we have heard, it has the 
vigorous support of the Appropria
tions Committee. And most important
ly, it has the support of the largest 
conceivable majority of people in 
north central West Virginia. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say 
that we have heard a lot of conversa
tions about water projects, somewhat 
emotional and often partisan, not by 
party but by district. One of the most 
telling arguments offered so far about 
these projects are those that are 
midway in their construction. 

Unfortunately for the gentleman 
from West Virginia, this project 
cannot even offer that recommenda
tion to the Members. It is a project 
that, if begun at all, has just been 
barely begun. It is a project which is 
marginally beneficial as to its benefits 
over costs, by the Corps of Engineers 
own reckoning. It is 1.3 to 1, and that 
is at a 4-percent interest rate. 

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

Mr. ROEMER. I yield to the gentle
man from West Virginia. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. The gentleman 
said that the project has not even 
been started. The project calls for 
$189 million, and approximately $46 
million has been spent. That has been 
spent for road relocation, utility, utili
ty relocation, and for land acquisition. 

Mr. ROEMER. Yes. 
Mr. MOLLOHAN. And over 14,000 

acres of 19,500 acres have already been 
purchased. 

Mr. ROEMER. Yes. 
Mr. MOLLOHAN. That has already 

been purchased, and the families have 
been relocated. 

Mr. ROEMER. If I could reclaim my 
time, let me respond to that by saying 
that I said it had barely been just 
begun, and only land acquisition. The 
land is not going to go anywhere. It is 
still going to sit there, growing in 
value. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Over $40 million 
of $170 million is not "barely." 

Mr. ROEMER. It has some value to 
the purchaser. 

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

Mr. ROEMER. I yield to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to my friend, 
the gentleman from West Virginia, 
that I understand and admire his ad
vocacy of his district's needs as he con
ceives them. I do not deny that there 
would be some benefit for Clarksburg 
and for other parts of West Virginia. 

The question is not whether this is a 
good thing but whether by the current 
fiscal standards that we are talking 
about that we should now commit our
selves to an additional $145 million ex
penditure. 

As the gentleman from Louisiana 
has pointed out, no construction has 
started yet. Land has been acquired. 
Land acquired can be reacquired; it 
can be sent back. There is not a loss, in 
the economic sense. 

I would also say to the gentleman 
from West Virginia that I appreciated 
the rebuttal he made of various argu
ments. I would only like to have the 
record state that none of the argu
ments I made were the ones he was re
butting. I understand that people have 
made arguments. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. You recognize I 
did not say you said that. 

Mr. FRANK. Yes, I recognize that 
you did not say I said it. And if I spill 
this one out any longer, the record will 
become unrecognizable. 

I simply wanted to make it clear 
that the arguments were not being put 
forward here. 

The point is this: The gentleman 
from West Virginia who spoke first 
said flood control was the issue. The 
Corps itself only claims 29 percent for 
flood control. They claim 14 percent 
for recreation, but the State Senate of 
West Virginia says they are not going 
to put the money up for recreation. 

The second gentleman from West 
Virginia says, "Well, the only reason 
they are not going to swim in the lakes 
is that State law says you cannot." 

Frankly, if you cannot swim in the 
lakes, I do not care why, it is not very 
recreational. Not swimming in the 
lakes for health reasons is no more 
recreational than not swimming in the 
lakes because it is against the law. 

The fundamental point remains that 
the project has some worth, but it 
does not seem to me to be worth $145 
million additionally, particularly since 
its main point to claim benefit, water 
quality control, has been preempted 
not entirely, but in part, by the addi
tion since this budget was conceived of 
a whole new way in this country of 
trying to deal with water quality. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. The committee has 
reviewed this project for the past 10 
years and it is a good project. The 
main benefits of this project are water 
quality control and flood control. This 
is an important project and I urge the 
Members to vote against this amend
ment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who is 
the author of this amendment offered 
an earlier amendment that affected 
his State, and the committee accepted 
that, as has been the policy of this 
committee not to push a project on a 
Member who should know more about 
it than anyone else, members of this 
subcommittee included. In this par
ticular instance now we have heard 
from two Members of the State affect
ed, and they have both testified to the 
agony, the suffering, the loss associat
ed with the fact that we have not pro
vided protection from floods as well as 
water quality for this area. So the 
committee again urges the members of 
the committee here to support the 
Members who should know the most 
about it, the Members of the State as 
well as the members of the subcom
mittee, and to vote down this amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) 
to the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Indiana <Mr. MYERS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote, and pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. A quorum is not 
present. Pursuant to the provisions of 
clause 2 of rule XXIII, the Chair an
nounces that he will reduce to a mini
mum of 5 minutes the period of time 
within which a vote by electronic 
device, if ordered, will be taken on the 
pending question following the 
quorum call. Members will record 
their presence by electronic device. 

The call was taken by electronic 
device. 
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The following Members ·responded 
to their names: 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkinson 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Bafalis 
Bailey <PA> 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Beard 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
BUley 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Brown<OH> 
Broyhill 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carman 
Carney 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Chisholm 
Clausen 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Collins <IL> 
Collins <TX> 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Coyne, William 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Crockett 
D'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Danielson 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
de Ia Garza 
Deckard 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 

[Roll No. 1571 
Donnelly Hoyer 
Dorgan Hubbard 
Dowdy Huckaby 
Dreier Hughes 
Duncan Hunter 
Dunn Hutto 
Dwyer Hyde 
Dyson Ireland 
Early Jacobs 
Eckart Jeffords 
Edgar Jeffries 
Edwards <AL> Jenkins 
Edwards <CA> Johnston 
Edwards <OK> Jones <NC> 
Emerson Jones <OK> 
Emery Jones <TN> 
English Kastenmeier 
Erdahl Kazen 
Erlenborn Kemp 
Ertel Kildee 
Evans <DE> Kindness 
Evans <GA> Kogovsek 
Evans <IA> Kramer 
Evans <IN> LaFalce 
Fary Lagomarsino 
Fascell Lantos 
Fazio Latta 
Fenwick Leach 
Ferraro Leath 
Fiedler LeBoutillier 
Fields Lee 
Findley Lehman 
Fish Lent 
Fithian Levitas 
Flippo Livingston 
Florio Loeffler 
Foglietta Long <LA> 
Foley Long <MD> 
Ford <MI> Lott 
Ford <TN> Lowery <CA> 
Forsythe Lowry <WA> 
Fountain Lujan 
Fowler Luken 
Frank Lundine 
Frenzel Lungren 
Fuqua Madigan 
Garcia Markey 
Gejdenson Marks 
Gephardt Marlenee 
Gibbons Marriott 
Gingrich Martin <IL> 
Ginn Martin <NC> 
Glickman Martin <NY> 
Goldwater Matsui 
Gonzalez Mavroules 
Goodling McClory 
Gore McCloskey 
Gradison McCollum 
Gramm McCurdy 
Gray McDade 
Green McEwen 
Gregg McGrath 
Grisham McHugh 
Guarini McKinney 
Gunderson Mica 
Hagedorn Michel 
Hall <OH> Mikulski 
Hall, Ralph Miller <CA> 
Hall, Sam Miller <OH> 
Hamilton Mineta 
Hammerschmidt Mitchell <MD> 
Hance Mitchell <NY> 
Hansen <ID> Moffett 
Harkin Molinari 
Hartnett Mollohan 
Hatcher Montgomery 
Hawkins Moore 
Heckler Moorhead 
Hefner Morrison 
Heftel Murphy 
Hendon Murtha 
Hertel Myers 
Hightower Napier 
Hiler Natcher 
Hillis Neal 
Holland Nelligan 
Hollenbeck Nelson 
Holt Nichols 
Hopkins Nowak 
Horton O'Brien 
Howard Oakar 

Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Oxley 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Patman 
Patterson 
Paul 
Pease 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
QuQien 
Rahall 
Railsback 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Reuss 
Rhodes 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts <KS> 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rousselot 
Roybal 

Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sawyer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith<AL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NE> 
Smith<NJ> 
Smith<OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
StGermain 
Stangeland 
Stanton 
Stark 
Staton 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Swift 
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Synar 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
VanderJagt 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Walker 
Wampler 
Washington 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber<MN> 
Weber<OH> 
Weiss 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams <MT> 
Williams <OH> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

The CHAIRMAN. Three hundred 
and ninety-seven Members have an
swered to their names, a quorum is 
present, and the Committee will 
resume its business. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the demand of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts <Mr. FRANK) for a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair re

minds the Members they will have 
just 5 minutes in which to record their 
votes. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-ayes 137, noes 
267, not voting· 29, as follows: 

Archer 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Bingham 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonior 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Clay 
Coats 
Collins <IL> 
Collins <TX> 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 

[Roll No. 1581 
AYES-137 

D'Amours 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Deckard 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dorgan 
Early 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Emery 
Erdahl 
Evans <DE> 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IN> 
Fascell 
Fenwick 
Ferraro 
Fish 
Fithian 
Foglietta 
Forsythe 
Frank 

Frenzel 
Garcia 
Gejdenson 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Green 
Hagedorn 
Hall<OH> 
Harkin 
Heckler 
Hertel 
Hiler 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jeffries 
Johnston 
Kastenmeier 
Kildee 
LaFalce 
Leach 
Leland 

Lowry<WA> 
Markey 
Marks 
Martin<IL> 
Martin<NC> 
Mavroules 
McDade 
McDonald 
McGrath 
McKinney 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Minish 
Mitchell <MD> 
Mitchell <NY> 
Moffett 
Neal 
Nowak 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Oxley 
Patterson 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Atkinson 
Badham 
Bafalis 
Bailey <PA> 
Barnard 
Beard 
Beilenson 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Blagg! 
Blanchard 
BUley 
Boggs 
Boner 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Brown<CO> 
Brown<OH> 
Broyhill 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carman 
Carney 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Chisholm 
Clausen 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Coleman 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Coyne, William 
Craig 
Crockett 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. W. 
Danielson 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dowdy 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Edwards <AL> 

Paul 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Rodino 
Roemer 
Roth 
Roukema 
Russo 
Sabo 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shamansky 

NOES-267 
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Shannon 
Siljander 
Smith<OR> 
Solarz 
Solomon 
StGermain 
Stark 
Staton 
Studds 
Synar 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Washington 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber<MN> 
Weiss 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

Edwards <OK> LeBoutillier 
Emerson Lee 
English Lehman 
Erlenborn Lent 
Ertel Levitas 
Evans <GA> Livingston 
Fary Loeffler 
Fazio Long <LA> 
Fiedler Long <MD> 
Fields Lott 
Findley Lowery <CA> 
Flippo Lujan 
Florio Luken 
Foley LUJldine 
Ford <MI> Lungren 
Ford <TN> Madigan 
Fountain Marlenee 
Fowler Marriott 
Fuqua Martin <NY> 
Gephardt Matsui 
Gibbons McClory 
Gingrich McCloskey 
Ginn McCollum 
Glickman McCUrdy 
Goldwater McEwen 
Gonzalez McHugh 
Gore Mica 
Gramm Michel 
Gray Miller <OH> 
Gregg Mineta 
Grisham Molinari 
Guarini Mollohan 
Gunderson Montgomery 
Hall, Ralph Moore 
Hall, Sam Moorhead 
Hamilton Morrison 
Hammerschmidt Murphy 
Hance Murtha 
Hansen <ID> Myers 
Hartnett Napier 
Hatcher Natcher 
Hawkins Nelligan 
Hefner Nelson 
Heftel Nichols 
Hendon O'Brien 
Hightower Oakar 
Hillis Oberstar 
Holland Panetta 
Hollenbeck Parris 
Holt Pashayan 
Hopkins Patman 
Horton Pease 
Hubbard Pepper 
Huckaby Perkins 
Hunter Peyser 
Hutto Pickle 
Hyde Price 
Ireland Quillen 
Jenkins Rahall 
Jones <NC> Railsback 
Jones <OK> Regula 
Jones <TN> Rhodes 
Kazen Roberts <KS> 
Kemp Robinson 
Kindness Roe 
Kogovsek Rogers 
Kramer Rose 
Lagomarsino Rostenkowski 
Lantos Rousselot 
Latta Roybal 
Leath Rudd 
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Sawyer 
Schulze 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith <AL> 
Smith<IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith<NJ> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Spence 

Alexander 
Ashbrook 
Bailey <MO> 
Bonker 
Burgener 
Chapple 
Cotter 
DeN ardis 
Doman 
Dougherty 

Stangeland 
Stanton 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Stump 
Swift 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Trible 
Udall 
VanderJagt 
Walgren 
Wampler 
Watkins 

Weber<OH> 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitley . 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams <MT> 
Williams <OH> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wright 
Yatron 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

NOT VOTING-29 

Downey 
Dymally 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gilman 
Hansen<UT> 
Lewis 
Mattox 
Mazzoli 
Moakley 
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Mottl 
Pritchard 
Roberts <SD> 
Rosenthal 
Santini 
Savage 
Vento 
Wylie 
Young<AK> 

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON changed his 
vote from "aye" to "no." 

So the amendment to the amend
ment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROEMER TO THE 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MYERS 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to the amend-
ment. · 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RoEMER to the 

amendment offered by Mr. MYERs: In the 
proposed amendment strike out 
"$1,518,941,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$1,298,000,000". 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment that has just 
been read and which, if adopted by 
this House, would save about $330 mil" 
lion from the Jimmy Carter budget 
and about $200 million from the Ap
propriation Committee budget as pre
sented to this House today. 

The question becomes this: How can 
we save those enormous sums of 
money? There are two ways to cut the 
budget. The first technique is taking it 
project by project or program by pro
gram and asking each project or each 
program to stand or fall on its own 
merits or demerits. 

This approach is intelectually and 
economically the most comfortable 
way to approach budget cuts. project 
by project and program by program. 

But in this first technique of doing it 
project by project and program by 
program, there are problems, the most 
pressing of which is time. We have 
either not taken the time or had the 
time to discuss the programs which we 
cut across the board in this Congress. 
Also with these water projects, individ
ual project review becomes horrib.ly 
subjective as we look at the benefit
cost ratios and human life and proper-

ty equations and compare those with 
the costs already sunk in the project. 

The second way to cut the budget is 
across the board. It is the way that, in 
this case, I prefer. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman Yield? 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, when 
I get finished, I will be glad to yield to 
the distinguished committee chair
man. 

The second way to cut the budget is 
across the board. Instead of pitting 
project against project, program 
against program, and review against 
subjective review, we make modest and 
manageable cuts equitably distributed 
and thereby yield enormous savings. 

It is this second method that my 
amendment attempts to follow. The 
amendment does not target any proj
ect for termination. The amendment 
does not pit any project, one against 
the other. What the amendment does 
is to ask the Appropriations Commit
tee, under certain broad categorical 
guidelines, to reduce all projects that 
fit beneath these guidelines by a simi
lar 25 percent, from the Carter 
budget, excepting those projects 
which have already been reduced by at 
least 25 percent, saving $211 million 
over what the Appropriations Commit
tee first recommended. 

The criteria are as follows: First, all 
water projects less than 80 percent 
complete; second, all water projects 
that do not have at least a 10-to-1 ben
efit-to-cost ratio; third, exempt all 
projects already reduced by 25 percent 
or more from the Carter budget; 
fourth, all projects that are not desig
nated in the committee report as reha
bilitation or replacement or hurricane 
protection; and fifth, we reserve a $30 
million amount saved under the crite
ria just stated, to the Appropriation 
Committee's discretion to fully fund 
those projects categorized as predomi
nately flood control. 

This amendment will reduce funding 
by 25 percent from the Carter budget 
on some 116 projects. 

Let me conclude my remarks by 
saying this: I have learned a lot in my 
few months here, and I have learned it 
is most difficult to fool with projects 
because, although we talk about the 
common good and the broad scope of 
economy, we start first at home and 
then look outward. 
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I am asking that no project, not even 

those in my district, escape the catego
rization by these criteria. We can save 
a quarter of a billion dollars at a time 
when this country has no national 
water policy, at a time when we have 
asked program after program to cut 
back with almost no review and no 
consideration. 

Should we not require the same sac
rifice of brick and mortar that we ask 
of human beings? 

I hope you can support this amend
ment. I hope you can support this goal 
of ours to bring some economic sanity 
into the area of water development. 

I want to say that the strongest ar
guments that I have heard against de
laying these projects is that inflation 
will cost us more in the long run. Well, 
this is not 1965. The reason we got 
into this inflationary mess is that we 
decided to spend now, regardless of 
the budget. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Louisiana has ex
pired. 

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

Mr. ROEMER. When will we end 
the inflationary spiral? I predict we 
never will if we continue to spend be
cause it is cheaper now than some
where down the road. 

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

Mr. ROEMER. I would be glad to 
yield to the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. DAUB. I appreciate the gentle
man yielding. I will rise later in oppo
sition if I get time; but I want to ask 
the gentleman a question about the 
criterion. 

Did the gentleman say that flood 
control projects are specifically ex
cluded from the criterion that the gen
tleman offers the House now for con
sideration? 

Mr. ROEMER. What we have done 
is applied the 25-percent cut on the 
100-some odd projects that we looked 
at, which yield an additional $30 mil
lion in savings that we did not put in 
our amendment. 

We ask in our criteria that the Ap
propriations Committee apply that 
$30 million to flood control projects. 

Mr. DAUB. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I have not seen a copy 
of the gentleman's amendment and be
cause of its importance, I really would 
like, and I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman be given additional 
time to read precisely to this body the 
language of the amendment. 

Mr. ROEMER. All right. I will be 
glad to. We have copies and I will be 
glad to give the gentleman one. I ask 
the gentleman to recognize that these 
are amendments to the appropriations 
bill. By the nature of the bill, the 
amendments cannot authorize. That is 
why I have spent considerable time 
here today spelling out the criteria 
which I could not place in my amend
ment. 

Mr. DAUB. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to this amendment. It is a 
far-reaching amendment, as we have 
noticed. It would knock out about 80 
percent of the projects in this bill. 

I urge that we vote "no" on the 
amendment. 
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Mr. DAUB. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. I rise in opposi
tion to the amendment. 

I just had a chance to read the lan
guage of the proposed amendment 
from my good friend. I thank the gen
tleman. He has brought further ipfor
mation to me and I do appreciate the 
gentleman's indulgence. 

I had the privilege of being 1 of ap
proximately 2,000 witnesses that came 
before the Appropriations Committee. 
I happened to have had a chance to 
examine carefully, and I spent a lot of 
time with this, I would like to say to 
my colleagues, going through the 
12,442 pages of testimony, many 
coming from persons 3,000 miles away 
to share with the experts on this sub
ject their views on projects in their 
districts. 

This particular language does not 
give, in my judgment, legitimate guid
ance to either the corps or to the 
Chief of the Bureau of Rivers and 
Harbors. 

I take particular exception to this' 
kind of language, because I do not be
lieve that this body would have time 
in 1 week to examine probably 80 per
cent of the projects contained in the 
bill should their cost-benefit ratio not 
be better than 10 to 1. 

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

Mr. Chairman, perhaps if we had 
commenced this budget cutting activi
ty when it first had been suggested by 
an earlier President, we might not find 
it necessary to contemplate the proj
ect cuts that this amendment draws to 
our attention. 

This Congress failure to restrain 
pork barrel and other unneeded proj
ects requires us to take decisive action 
today. 

It is important to point out to the 
committee that 162 of the water proj
ects in this bill are funded at the levels 
requested 4 years ago and that the cri
teria being suggested by the gentle
man from Louisiana in his amendment 
is not the kind of broad meat-ax cut 
that is not in tune with what might be 
the needs of a particular project, but 
that the gentleman's amendment is re
flective of a strict review of projects 
that are well on the way to be com
pleted. It does not pit individual proj
ects against the other and does not 
terminate any projects nor provide for 
zero-based funding. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. ECKART. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. ROEMER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

I would like to make that point 
again. Unlike some comments on the 
floor and some made at this micro
phone, this amendment does not zero 
fund nor target any project. 

As to the comments of my colleague, 
the gentleman from Nebraska, as to 
the criteria, in the appropriations bill, 
I trust and appreciate the wisdom of 
the Appropriations Committee and its 
various subcommittees. It is turning 
back to them the job of some modest 
cost savings in line with what we have 
done with everything from health care 
to human needs that I think is not 
only needed, but is necessary in the 
economic life of this country. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. ECKHART. Well, I appreciate 

the gentleman's request and commend 
him for bringing this amendment to 
our attention. It is important that 
these cuts not affect only certain parts 
of the country but are fair and equita
ble. This amendment helps accomplish 
that purpose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Louisiana <Mr. RoEMER) to 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Ind!.ana <Mr. MYERS). 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

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

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 104. The discount rate for the Sagi

naw River, Michigan, project authorized in 
section 203 of Public Law 85-500 <72 Stat. 
311> shall be as provided for in section SOb 
of Public Law 93-251 <88 Stat. 34) if non
Federal interests subsequently provide ap
propriate assurances for the non-Federal 
share of project costs. 

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to engage the 
chairman of the committee in a collo
quy with regard to a particular issue 
that involves the Midwest. 

I want to commend the chairman of 
the subcommittee, the gentleman 
from Alabama, and the ranking minor
ity member, the gentleman from Indi
ana, for their assistance on the issue 
of winter navigation extension on the 
Great Lakes. This is an issue of great 
regional importance raising complex 
environmental and economic issues. 

From 1970 through September 1979, 
on a demonstration project basis, the 
corps was authorized to extend the 
navigation season on the Great Lakes, 
and, in addition, to conduct a full fea
sibility study of a continuing exten
sion. Since then, when their specific 
authority expired, the corps has devel
oped an operational extension to Jan
uary 7 plus or minus 1 week. 

As part of the full feasibility study, 
the corps had authority to undertake 
environmental studies, and had some 
$6 million set aside for that purpose. 
They chose, however, to postpone en
vironmental studies until after they 
were given authority for a continuing 

extension. The result is that today, 
some 10 years after Congress began to 
study extension of the navigation 
season, we still do not know the envi
ronmental impact of an extension. 

The committee has generously put 
aside $2 million for fiscal year 1982 to 
allow the Corps of Engineers to begin 
the important studies necessary to 
assess the environmental impact of 
navigation extension. The full studies 
will require $8.5 million, and the com
mittee has also agreed to complete 
that funding in subsequent years. Is 
that correct, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. BEVILL. The gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank the gentle
man. At the center of any environmen
tal assessment, is the need to develop 
base-line data on the Great Lakes eco
system absent navigation extension. If 
we do not know what the system looks 
like without an extension, we can 
hardly measure the impact of an ex
tension. In order to meet the need for 
baseline data, it is necessary that we 
suspend the corps' operational exten
sion, prohibiting navigation between 
December 15, plus or minus 2 weeks 
and Aprill. 

The chairman is well aware of this 
problem. In funding the environmen
tal assessment, am I not correct in un
derstanding that the chairman envi
sions that the operational extension 
will be suspended to allow for the col
lection of baseline data, and that the 
committee will declare that intent as 
part of next year's action on the fiscal 
year 1983 appropriation bill? 

Mr. BEVILL. The gentleman is cor
rect, for that 1 year. 

Mr. BONIOR. The solution we have 
reached here tracks the solution that 
was proposed in section 124 of H.R. 
4788, and explained in Water Re
sources Development Act of 1979, 
House Report No. 96-508, to accompa
ny that bill. Unfortunately, H.R. 4788 
died in the Senate. I thank the chair
man again for his cooperation in resus
citating this important measure. 

I would like to close with a caveat. 
As the chairman knows, I am deeply 
concerned that the corps has chosen 
to proceed with an operational exten
sion. I think it is clear that Congress 
has reserved to itself the decision on 
whether or not the corps should 
extend the season. It is an authoriza
tion matter. 

In closing, accordingly, I want to un
derline the fact that today's action 
does not affect the question of wheth
er or not authority exists for naviga
tion extension. Today's action in fund
ing studies does not presume that au
thority exists. Rather, it is consistent 
with the need to develop fuller envi
ronmental studies so that Congress, 
and not the corps, can make the final 
decision. Similarly, today's commit
ment to suspend the operational ex-
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tension does not assume that the corps 
is without authority. Rather, it re
flects the needs of the studies them
selves. 

Today's action in short, leaves the 
question of authority exactly where it 
was yesterday-waiting for resolution. 
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The conclusion we have reached 

here tracks the solution that was pro
posed in section 124 of H.R. 4788 and 
explained in the Water Resources De
velopment Act of 1979. 

Mr. SIMON. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. MYERS. I am very familiar with 
the problems the gentleman is ad
dressing. They certainly do need at
tention. I know this is a very real prob
lem and a frequent problem in the 
gentleman's district, and this side is 
pleased to accept the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. SIMON. I thank my colleague 
from Indiana. 

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

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONTE 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Alabama <Mr. BEVILL) and the 
gentleman from Indiana <Mr. MYERS). 
I will have further comments to make 
on this issue at a later time. Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SIMON an amendment. 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. Chairman, I offer The portion of the bill to which the 

an amendment. amendment relates is as follows: 
The portion Of the bill to Which the CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

amendment relates is as follows: For construction and rehabilitation of 
SEc. 108. Clayton Lake which is an ele

ment of the flood control project for the 
Clayton and Tuskahoma Reservoirs, Kiami
chi River, Oklahoma, authorized by section 
203 of the Flood Control Act of 1962 (76 
Stat. 1187), shall hereafter be known as 
"Sardis Lake". Any law, regulation, map, 
document, or record of the United States in 
which such lake is referred to shall be held 
and considered to refer to such lake as 
"Sardis Lake". 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SIMON: Page 7, 

after line 23, insert the following new sec
tion: 

SEc. 109. From the funds appropriated by 
the second paragraph of this title for gener
al investigations, no more than $70,000 shall 
be expended for a study of flooding and 
drainage problems in Alexander County and 
Pulaski County, both located in the State of 
Illinois, and no more than $100,000 shall be 
expended from funds appropriated for the 
main stem study of the Ohio River to evalu
ate alternatives for flood damage reduction 
in Saline County and Gallatin County, both 
located in the State of Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. Chairman, I think 

for once this is an· amendment to this 
bill that is completely noncontrover
sial. This is in regard to funding of 
studies that have already been author
ized. 

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

Mr. SIMON. I yield to the gentle
man from Alabama. 

Mr. BEVILL. The committee is fa
miliar with this amendment. We have 
no objection to it, no one objects to it 
and we accept it. 

Mr. SIMON. I thank the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

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

projects and parts thereof <including power 
transmission facilities for Bureau of Recla
mation use) and for other related activities 
as authorized by law, to remain available 
until expended, $605,258,000, of which 
$130,063,000 shall be available for transfers 
to the upper Colorado River Basin Fund au
thorized by section 5 of the Act of April 11, 
1956, and $186,497,000 shall be available for 
transfers to the Lower Colorado River Basin 
Development Fund authorized by section 
403 of the Act of September 30, 1968, for 
construction and for liquidation of contract 
authority provided pursuant to said Act: 
Provided, That of the total appropriated, 
$221,735,000 shall be derived from the Rec
lamation Fund: Provided further, That 
transfers to the Upper Colorado River Basin 
Fund and Lower Colorado River Basin 
Development Fund may be increased or de
creased by transfers within the overall ap
propriation to this heading: Provided fur
ther, That the final point of discharge for 
the interceptor drain for the San Luis Unit 
shall not be determined until development 
by the Secretary of· the Interior and the 
State of California of a plan, which shall 
conform with the water quality standards of 
the State of California as approved by the 
administrator of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency, to minimize any detrimental 
effect of the San Luis drainage waters: Pro
vided further, That no part of the funds 
herein approved shall be available for con
struction or operation of facilities to pre
vent waters of Lake Powell from entering 
any national monument. 

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

page 8, line 21, strike out "$605,258,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$601,258,000". 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. CoNTE 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, those 
Members who are supporting this bu
reaucratic boondoogle clearly are 
grasping for straws. 

A recently distributed "Dear Col
league" by the Member from North 
Dakota would have you believe that 
the Congress owes the proponents of 
this special-interest project something 
for their patience. 

The author of this "Dear Colleague" 
states that one of the reasons for this 

water diversion project is to provide a 
"counterbalance for the negative 
impact that other aspects of the 
plan-the Garrison Dam itself and 
other mainstem dams-would have on 
the State of North Dakota." He con
tinues by saying in his letter: 

Unfortunately, the dam's construction to
gether with that of the Oahe Dam· in South 
Dakota, inundated one-half million acres of 
North Dakota's choice river bottom land. 

Let me respond to the gentleman's 
statement by saying that what he pro
poses to do will require the acquisition 
and substantial destruction of an addi
tional 200,000 acres of land. It must be 
said, however, that this is no ordinary 
land which the project would harm. 
Instead, it is a region which represents 
13 congressionally authorized national 
wildlife refuges; and 70,000 acres of 
prime prairie waterfowl marshes 
which provide the perfect environ
ment for the production of the canvas
back duck. No other State in the coun
try except Alaska can claim as many 
ducks as part of its environment. The 
support for these waterfowl marshes is 
obvious through the annual sales in 
duck stamps of $16.5 million. In fact, 
there has been such a controversy re
garding the potential loss of land if 
this project goes forward that one 
county has sued to leave the conser
vancy district and three more are con
sidering it. 

The proponents of this project 
would have you believe that because 
the project was authorized by Con
gress in 1965, that it must be con
structed now. As a matter of critical 
importance, U.S. District Court Judge 
Richey ruled on May 6, 1981, that the 
project may not continue unless Con
gress reauthorizes the project which 
now is expected to cost $1.018 billion 
versus the original projection of $207 
million. The Congress has not reau
thorized this boondoggle. In addition 
to the skyrocketing costs and plum
meting benefit-cost ratio, the project 
has been declared by the International 
joint Commission, one designed to 
study the impact of this project on the 
rivers which flow between North 
Dakota and Canada, as one which 
would cause significant injury to the 
health and property in Canada as a 
result of adverse impacts on the water 
quality. Let me emphasize to all Mem
bers in this Chamber that to go for
ward with this project would be a vio
lation of the 1909 Boundary Waters 
Treaty. 

Mr. Chairman, the proponents 
would also have you believe that this 
project will save North Dakota from 
some drought. It should be noted this 
taxpayer's nightmare will not be 
saving North Dakota from any 
drought since it is expected to irrigate 
only six-tenths of 1 percent of the ag
ricultural land in the State. In fact, 
this year the Agriculture Depanment 
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is projecting that the State of North 
Dakota may lead the Nation in wheat 
production. Therefore, Garrison will 
not be reclaiming arid wasteland. On 
the contrary, the land to be irrigated, 
at a cost of $800,000 per farm or $3,300 
per acre, is already productive. 

Mr. Chairman, the author of the 
"Dear Colleague" wants you to believe 
that a 5,000 acre test-plot, which the 
$4 million in this bill is expected to 
fund, will resolve the concerns of our 
good neighbors to the north in Canada 
who aided this Nation in its time of 
need during the hostage crisis in Iran. 
As I stated earlier, the International 
Joint Commission concluded that be
cause of the rough fish which would 
be transmitted into the Hudson Bay 
watershed from the North Dakota 
rivers that this project would be in vio
lation of the 1909 Boundary Waters 
Treaty. This 5,000 acre test-plot does 
not even address this issue. 

Mr. Chairman, at a time when fiscal 
restraint and responsibility is so criti
cal to this Nation, I cannot under
stand, for the life of me, why these 
people think they need another $4 
million in taxpayers' hard-earned 
money to fund this boondoggle when 
there are available $7.4 million in pre
viously appropriated, unspent funds. 

As I stated before, the district 
court's decision in May of this year 
blocks all new project construction 
and land acquisition on this project. If 
the Congress wants to spend this $4 
million, it should at least be put in a 
program where it can be spent effec
tively. Appropriating this $4 million 
for the Garrison project is a waste; it 
represents the stockpiling of Federal 
dollars behind a dead project. 

In the gentleman's final paragraph 
of his letter, he asks for the $4 million 
in tight Federal funds in order to keep 
the project from falling even further 
behind schedule. I must say to the 
gentleman from North Dakota that 
last year alone the project costs in
creased by $183 million, which is more 
than all the funds expended to date. 

Mr. Chairman, it simply is no longer 
fiscally responsible to pour additional 
new taxpayers' dollars into this bu
reaucratic boondoggle. At the present 
rate of increase of 38 percent of the 
project costs, the American taxpayer 
would be finished off long before the 
project. Funds previously appropri
ated should be used to determirie the 
best salvage value of the roughly 15 
percent of project features construct
ed to date. 

I strongly urge you to support the 
amendment to delete the $4 million 
for this travesty. 

0 1710 
Mr. Chairman and members of the 

committee, I have served longer than 
anyone in this House on the Migratory 
Bird Commission. There are two mem
bers. Right now it is me and the gen-

tleman from Michigan <Mr. DINGELL). 
Two members from the Senate, three 
members of the Cabinet. You do not 
know what we have to fight for from 
your hunters, from your sportsmen, 
who go out and buy these-duck 
stamp money-to buy a little wetland, 
to have some place where these ducks 
can breed, where waterfowl can breed, 
where they can travel in the flyways, 
in the Atlantic fly\Vay, in the Central 
flyway, the Pacific flyway. And one of 
the best breeding grounds we have in 
the 48 States is North Dakota. Now 
they want to flood that land and de
stroy these refuges that the sportsmen 
of this country have bled for and 
fought for. The people of North 
Dakota themselves do not want this 
dastardly project. So let us put an end 
to it today. 

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle
man from Oregon. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to compliment and commend the 
gentleman for his excellent presenta
tion of the issue and join him and as
sociate with him in the amendment 
and thank him. I was unavoidably de
tained in the reconciliation conference 
and got here a few seconds late. I 
thank the gentleman very much for 
offering the amendment. 

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman. 
I offered the amendment to protect 
the gentleman. I knew he was busy 
over there. 

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, is 
the gentleman of the opinion that we 
would not have as many ducks in the 
flyways if this amendment would not 
be successful? 

Mr. CONTE. This area here is one of 
the best, let me say the best breeding 
grounds in the lower 48 that we have. 
It is the best breeding ground for the 
canvasback outside of Alaska. It is a 
jewel of a place. Not only that, but if 
you look at the ratio of the thing, the 
ratio now is almost 1 to 1, the cost 
ratio of it. It is a boondoggle. One 
county has already gone to court and 
said they do not want the thing. There 
are three other counties that want no 
part of this project. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. The gentle
man fascinates me with his knowledge 
of the habits and the flyways of the 
canvasback. What is it the gentleman 
does with them after they fly down 
out of North Dakota? 

Mr. CONTE. Well, that is the idea of 
the whole thing. You want to keep 
that population up. You want to pre
serve the species so that the sports-

men can do a little hunting on their 
off times and harvest the flocks, but 
you do not want to destroy the flocks. 
There will be nothing to harvest later 
on. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. I would like to point 
out that the committees have consist
ently supported this project. There is 
a treaty between the two countries, 
Canada and the United States. The 
Prime Minister and President Reagan 
discussed this matter in Ottawa last 
week. President Carter and the Prime 
Minister of Canada had agreements. 
We have respected all of those. The 
delegation of North Dakota supports 
it, and the committee supports it. We 
urge the Members to vote no on this 
amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I am from Oregon, 
but I do have a great interest in North 
Dakota. My credentials are, for a non
resident, rather good. My great-uncle 
was the first secretary of state of 
North Dakota. He bequeathed a farm 
in North Dakota to my mother, a 640-
acre farm in the Williston Basin, the 
site of the great oil discoveries. Unfor
tunately, she gave it up for taxes in 
the 1930's, so we no longer own that. 

Also, in my first year in the Con
gress I killed a dam in my district. I 
killed that dam in my district because 
it was a boondoggle. It was a $100 mil
lion irrigation dam without an irriga
tion project. Yet they were going to 
build it. They were going to build it 
because ~he stream was there, I guess, 
because 1t had no purpose. It had a 
cost-benefit ratio about 1 to 1, the 
same as the Garrison Dam. And it 
hurt me. I lost 30 percent of the vote 
in that area because I did that. But, 
my God, if we are going to cut the 
budget, where is it going to be cut? Are 
we all going to sit here and say: Cut 
somewhere else, not me? 

Where I see waste, that is where I 
will go. And if it is in my own district, 
that is where I will go. The Garrison 
water project is a classic spending 
boondoggle. When originally author
ized, the unit was to cost $200 million. 
Today it is estimated at $1 billion. It 
has a cost-benefit ratio of 1 to 1, and 
that is at 3 lf•·Percent interest. They 
cannot even make a profit at 3 %-per
cent interest. My gosh, if you cannot 
make a profit today at 3¥.-percent in
terest, something has got to be wrong. 

Garrison has already drained $160 
million from the Federal Treasury. 
How much longer do we send this 
money down the swamp? The project 
is 15-percent complete, down from the 
20-percent complete estimated in 1979. 
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So it is going backward while we pump 
more money into it. Is there any 
wonder why we have inflation in this 
country when we build projects like 
synfuels plants at $4.5 billion and dam 
projects and canal projects at billions 
of dollars that do not pay their way? 
And then we say: Why do we have in
flation in this country? It is because 
we are wasteful, inefficient, and we 
spend the taxpayers' money without a 
real accounting. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
has adequately covered the waterfowl. 
I would like to repeat, however, that 
Canada, their opposition to this is that 
the waterways will flow into their wa
terways, bringing foreign rough fish 
and other biotic material into their 
Hudson Bay area. That is not being a 
good neighbor. 

You know, Garrison, just as the dam 
that I was talking about earlier that I 
killed in my district, was conceived 
back in the 1930's. And back in the 
1930's when no work was around and 
there were no public works and people 
were desperate, these dams were life
saving things to the community and to 
the working people. I supported them 
and I have supported dams all my life. 
But we have run out of the dams that 
are effective and efficient and that 
pay for themselves. Now we go back to 
this Dust Bowl era dam and try to res
urrect it and keep it alive, and our tax
payers' money and our Federal coffers 
go down the tube day after day be
cause we are afraid to say no. Well, let 
us say no today. 

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

Mr. WEAVER. I yield to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CONTE. The chairman of the 
committee mentioned that there was a 
1909 boundary water treaty and that 
this was not in violation of it. I would 
like to make the point that the issue 
was referred to the International Joint 
Commission, which concluded that the 
project, "would cause significant 
injury to the health and property in 
Canada as a result of adverse impacts 
on the water quality." And this would 
be in violation of the 1900 Boundary 
Waters Treaty. 

And I might say that I just got a call 
from Parliament in Ottawa this morn
ing in opposition to this. 

0 1720 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike the requi
site number of words. Mr. Chairman, a 
couple of evenings ago I was reading a 
book called "Touch of the Earth," 
that contains writings from Indian 
chiefs. The book describes Chief 
Joseph, Crazy Horse, and Sitting Bull 
discussing how you cannot always 
trust what they say in Washington. 

I was thinking about the Garrison 
diversion project with respect to that 
conversation. 

Back in the 1940's, the Pick-Sloan 
project was developed for a couple of 
reasons. They said they wanted to har
ness the Missouri River to provide 
both navigational aid and flood con
trol downstream. They also wanted to 
provide for hydroelectric power, they 
said. 

In exchange for what North Dakota 
had to give up for that project, 500,000 
acres of North Dakota land in ex
change for what we gave up for the 
construction of the dams within our 
borders, the Federal Government said 
it was willing to give North Dakota a 
million acre irrigation project. That 
was in the 1940's. 

Well, a dam was built in North 
Dakota, a good dam, the Garrison 
Dam, which provides a goodly amount 
of hydroelectric power and flood con
trol downstream. According to the sta
tistics I have seen, the amount of 
money saved from flood damage that 
otherwise would have occurred had 
the dam not been built equals the cost 
of the Garrison diversion unit. 

The fact is that our society, and par
ticularly the downstream areas, have 
received a lot of benefits as a result of 
the Garrison Dam. We have borne the 
cost of that dam, 500,000 acres of 
North Dakota land, in exchange for 
promised benefits. 

The promised benefit was 1 million 
acres of irrigable land in North 
Dakota. That changed in 1965. They 
said a quarter million acres. 

Now we have some folks in Washing
ton saying, no irrigable land. They say 
let us cut the project. 

It seems to me that if we are left 
with the costs and no benefits-if we 
are left without a major water project 
in our State's future, in a semiarid cli
mate, with 14-17 inches of rainfall per 
year-then we have lost something 
very precious. 

I stand here to ask my colleagues to 
reject the amendment offered by the 
two gentlemen who have recently 
spoken. I think that the Garrison di
version program is a program that is 
worth continuing. It may well have 
some changes before it is completed. 
They say the costs have skyrocketed. 
Certainly they have skyrocketed be
cause of inflation, because this project 
has been dragged out for so long. 

We are not talking about $400 mil
lion in funding. We are not talking 
about $40 million. We are talking 
about $4 million of funding for the 
Garrison diversion project this year. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to con
clude simply by saying that that prom
ise that was made to our area of the 
country in the 1940's and again in the 
mid-1960's-the promise of a reliable 
and consistent water program, a water 
supply system for municipal and in
dustrial use in North Dakota cities-is 
a very important promise. 

I wrote a "Dear Colleague" letter 
which has been quoted at some length 

and I would like to read a paragraph 
from that letter and explain what I 
meant by that paragraph and to ex
plain how that paragraph underlines 
what I think is the need for a water 
project in my State's future. 

I said: "After 16 years of waiting for 
water from this often-delayed project, 
the people of North Dakota are recog
nizing that the impact of energy devel
opment in our State is making the 
availability of water an ever-increasing 
problem." 

Let me repeat that."The people of 
North Dakota are recognizing that the 
impact of energy development in our 
State is making the availability of 
water an ever-increasing problem." 

"This fall we are about to begin pre
liminary studies on a State-funded 
$60-$80 million pipeline to deliver 
water to one of our major communi
ties. This city has grown so rapidly as 
a result of energy development that it 
can no longer supply its residents with 
decent water and now faces the possi
bility of having to recycle water from 
the third stage of its sewage lagoon. 
An emergency such as this community 
faces serves as a graphic reminder that 
wherever you go in a semiarid impact 
State like North Dakota, the availabil
ity of water can be a seriously limiting 
factor, one that-in the absence of a 
reliable delivery system such as Garri
son Diversion-is capable of creating a 
crisis situation practically overnight." 

I want to point out that the city of 
Dickinson, to which that paragraph 
referred, would not be served by the 
Garrison diversion program. The point 
is that the city remains arid, and illus
trates that wherever you go in a 
semiarid State, the potential of a 
water delivery problem exists. The po
tential of a dryup of water supply for 
those industrial and municipal pur
poses exists. 

North Dakota needs this project. I 
think the amendment should be 
turned down. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I reluctantly rise to 
oppose the amendment. I am reluctant 
because my good friend of many years 
has proposed this amendment. He is 
my neighbor in the Rayburn Building. 
He serves good iced tea every once in a 
while. 

However, because of the merit of 
this program, I am compelled to 
oppose this attack on the Garrison di
version. We have some perennial mat
ters here that come up every year, and 
this is one. This year we do not have 
our good friends, the former Member, 
MARK ANDREWS, who is over in the 
other body. Mark mentioned to me 
last night this matter would be coming 
up and urged us on his behalf and on 
behalf of the many people from North 
Dakota who come every year to sup-
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port this project. We do not hear from 
the Parliament of Canada. No, I must 
say we have never had a Member of 
Parliament come down and support it. 
We have had one or two people every 
year come in opposition. 

We understand and listen to them 
because, yes, they are affected: But we 
are trying to work out those differ
ences and I think we are about to re
solve those differences. Maybe not to 
the satisfaction of every Member of 
the Parliament of Canada. Neverthe
less, we are attempting to do that and 
it is a project that has widespread sup
port. 

The Governor has been here a 
number of times to testify on its 
behalf, and many members of the leg
islature, and it is one of those projects 
that certainly is not new to those 
Members who have been here for a 
while. 

But it is a good project. People in 
North Dakota gave up land with the 
understanding this project would be 
built. We would be really violating the 
spirit of that agreement. The fact is 
that others have sacrificed for this 
project. 

I think this body owes it to those 
who have sacrificed for the previous 
programs and projects. We should go 
ahead and complete this part, which is 
a necessary element in the complete 
project. 

So I urge that the Members not sup
port this amendment. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Weaver-Conte amend
ment. The Garrison diversion is a proj
ect whose time and appropriateness 
have long since passed. It is a classic 
example of a boondoggle water project 
which defies economic and environ
mentallogic. 

This amendment to halt Garrison 
should be adopted solely on the basis 
of economics. Originally projected to 
cost $207 million, the Garrison diver
sion has now ballooned to over $1 bil
lion with no end in sight for this ex
plosion cost growth. 

However, the problems with Garri
son go beyond cost growth. It has been 
demonstrated that the construction of 
Garrison will have severe environmen
tal impacts on this country and 
Canada. 

As has been stated earlier, the Garri
son diversion will require 220,000 acres 
to irrigate another 250,000 acres. A 
large portion of this land to be lost in 
construction includes national wildlife 
refuges. North Dakota possesses a rich 
waterfowl habitat. Its alkaline lakes 
and prairie marshes provide ideal 
breeding, feeding, and nesting areas 
for waterfowl. In fact, North Dakota 
produces more ducks annually than 
any other state except Alaska. 

The Garrison diversion would have a 
devastating impact on waterfowl and 
their habitat. Thirteen national wild
life refuge areas will be destroyed or 

degraded through project develop
ment. In all, over 70,000 acres of prime 
prairie wetlands will be irreversibly 
lost. 

Garrison diversion will also have 
severe environmental impacts on 
water quality for North Dakota, 
Canada, and Minnesota. A major con
cern is that the return flow of irriga
tion waters, channeled into the Souris 
and Red Rivers will increase the salini
ty of these waters and will add further 
pollutants such as sulfur. This concern 
is so great that Canada has appealed 
to the International Joint Commis
sion. The IJC has agreed that the Gar
rison project would be a violation of 
the 1909 Boundary Waters Treaty be
tween the United States and Canada. 
Because of this decision, the United 
States has made a commitment, reaf
firmed by President Reagan this 
spring, that no action would go for
ward on Garrison that would have an 
impact on Canadian waters. 

The concern in my State of Minne
sota about the potential environmen
tal impacts of the Garrison project is 
very great. The Minnesota-North 
Dakota border is the Red River, which 
is to receive some of the irrigation 
return flow. While this flow may in
crease water levels, it will also increase 
pollution levels above State legal 
limits. These significant environmen
tal impacts caused the State of Minne
sota Pollution Control Agency to join 
the Audubon Society lawsuit to halt 
the Garrison project. 

Mr. Chairman, the Garrison project 
cannot stand the test of economics 
and environmental concerns. The time 
has come for Congress to say no to a 
program with skyrocketing costs and 
severe national and international envi
ronmental implications. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a serious problem in voting on 
the amendment to delete $4 million 
for the Garrison project. On the one 
hand, there are presently discussions 
being carried on by the State adminis
trations of North and South Dakota, 
and between those States' congression
al delegations, which could result in 
some very positive benefits for my 
State from the Garrison project. On 
the hand, there are, as yet, no provi
sions in the Garrison authorization 
which would protect South Dakota 
from some potential negative impacts 
resulting from the project. If the proj
ect is built as originally planned, there 
could be serious problems in my State 
with return flows from the project. 
There is nothing in the authorizing 
language which speaks to South Dako
ta's concerns about the quality of the 
water released into the James River, 
or about the timing of those releases. 
An ill-timed release could cause seri
ous flooding problems for residents 
along the James River in South 
Dakota. 

Even if the Garrison is built as origi
nally planned, South Dakota could be 
in trouble. But the fact of the matter 
is that the environmental concerns of 
the Canadian Government may very 
well prevent the project from being 
built as planned. In that case, an alter
native plan, draining into South 
Dakota entirely, might be substituted. 
In that case, the impacts on South 
Dakota might be even greater. I have 
tried to obtain assurances from the 
North Dakota delegation, and the 
State of North Dakota, that they will 
seriously consider specific protections 
for the State of South Dakota in the 
Garrison authorization. To this point, 
we have failed to successfully reach 
agreement on these protections in spe
cific terms. 

Coming from a State like South 
Dakota, I realize the necessity that 
water development is in our sister 
State, and I hesitate to oppose a proj
ect which North Dakota feels is neces
sary for its economic well-being. But I 
cannot support an authorization for a 
project which could seriously impact 
my State until some considerations are 
agreed upon to protect my State. I 
hope that some accommodation be
tween our two States can be made. But 
until that accommodation is made, I 
must vote in favor of deleting the $4 
million for additional construction this 
year. 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, the ura
nium enrichment program includes 
the development of advanced isotope 
separation technologies. This program 
could result in significantly lower costs 
for uranium enrichment and conserva
tion of uranium resources. Since gase
ous diffusion enrichment plants are so 
power intensive, the development of 
this technology would have an addi
tional national benefit-to conserve 
energy. 

There are presently three processes 
for advanced isotope separation being 
developed. The report for the energy 
and water appropriations bill we are 
now discussing has included language 
on this program. This language calls 
for the Department to select one of 
these three processes as soon as possi
ble. 

This rush to decide among the three 
projects is ill advised. All of the three 
competing processes still have signifi
cant problems to overcome. Require
ing DOE to choose one of them now 
would not allow DOE to make the best 
choice. This could be a precipitous 
move and a bad expenditure of funds. 

I am at present a member of Recon
ciliation Conference, which considers 
these matters. I intend to make the 
same arguments to my colleagues 
there. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Massachusetts <Mr. CoNTE). 
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The question was taken, and the 

Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

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

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 188, noes 
206, not voting 39, as follows: 

Applegate 
Archer 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Bailey <MO> 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bingham 
BUley 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Brown<OH> 
Broyhill 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carman 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coleman 
Collins <IL> 
Collins <TX> 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Corcoran 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne, James 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
D'Amours 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, R. w. 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 
Davis 
Deckard 
Dellums 
DeN ardis 
Derrick 
Derwinski 
Dingell 
Dougherty 
Dunn 
Early 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Emery 
Erlenbom 
Evans<DE> 
Evans <IN> 
Fascell 
Fenwick 
Fish 
Foglietta 

Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Atkinson 
Bafalis 
Barnard 
Beard 
Benedict 
Benjamin 
Bennett 
Bereuter 

[Roll No. 1591 
AYES-188 

Forsythe 
Frenzel 
Garcia 
Goldwater 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Green 
Gregg 
Grisham 
Guarini 
Hagedorn 
Hall<OH> 
Harkin 
Hartnett 
Hawkins 
Heckler 
Hiler 
Hillis 
Hollenbeck 
Horton 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Jacobs 
Jeffries 
Johnston 
Kastenmeier 
Kemp 
Kindness 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach 
Lee 
Lehman 
Lent 
Levitas 
Livingston 
Lowery<CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Luken 
Lundine 
Lungren 
Markey 
Marks 
Martin <IL> 
Martin<NC> 
Martin<NY> 
McClory 
McCollum 
McDonald 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McKinney 
Mikulski 
Miller<CA> 
Miller<OH> 
Minish 
Mitchell <MD> 
Mitchell <NY> 
Moffett 
Molinari 
Moore 
Moorhead 

NOES-206 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Blanchard 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Boner 
Bouquard 
Bowen 
Brooks 
Burton, John 
Carney 
Chappell 
Cheney 

Murphy 
Napier 
Nelligan 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ottinger 
Oxley 
Parris 
Patterson 
Paul 
Pease 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Railsback 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Rodino 
Roemer 
Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Russo 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shamansky 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Smith<NJ) 
Smith<OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
StGermain 
Stanton 
Stark 
Staton 
Studds 
Synar 
Tauke 
Trible 
Walgren 
Walker 
Washington 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber<MN> 
Weber<OH> 
Whitehurst 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 

Chisholm 
Clausen 
Coelho 
Coyne, William 
Crane, Philip 
Danielson 
Daub 
delaGarza 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dowdy 

Dreier Hubbard 
Duncan Huckaby 
Dwyer Hutto 
Dyson Hyde 
Eckart Ireland 
Edwards <AL> Jenkins 
Edwards <OK> Jones <NC> 
Emerson Jones <OK> 
English Jones <TN> 
Erdahl Kazen 
Ertel Kildee 
Evans <GA> Kogovsek 
Evans <IA> LaFalce 
Fary Lantos 
Fazio Leath 
Ferraro LeBoutillier 
Fiedler Leland 
Fields Loeffler 
Findley Long <LA> 
Fithian Long <MD> 
Flippo Lott 
Foley Lujan 
Ford <MI> Marlenee 
Ford <TN> Marriott 
Fountain Matsui 
Fowler Mavroules 
Frank McCloskey 
Fuqua McCurdy 
Gejdenson McDade 
Gephardt McHugh 
Gibbons Mica 
Gingrich Michel 
Ginn Mineta 
Glickman Moakley 
Gonzalez Mollohan 
Gore Montgomery 
Gramm Morrison 
Gray Murtha 
Gunderson Myers 
Hall, Ralph Natcher 
Hall, Sam Nelson 
Hamilton Nichols 
Hammerschmidt Nowak 
Hance O'Brien 
Hansen <ID> Oakar 
Hatcher Panetta 
Hefner Pashayan 
Heftel Patman 
Hendon Pepper 
Hertel Perkins 
Hightower Peyser 
Holland Pickle 
Holt Price 
Hopkins Quillen 
Howard Rahall 

Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Roberts <KS> 
Robinson 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Rousselot 
Rudd 
Sabo 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Simon 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith <AL> 
Smith<IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Solarz 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Stump 
Swift 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Traxler 
Udall 
Volkmer 
Watkins 
Weiss 
White 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams <MT> 
Williams(OH> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wright 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

NOT VOTING-39 
Alexander 
Anthony 
Ashbrook 
Batley <PA> 
Biaggi 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Brown<CA> 
Burgener 
Chapple 
Cotter 
Crockett 
Doman 

Downey_ 
Dymally 
Florio 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gilman 
Hansen<UT> 
Hoyer 
Jeffords 
Lewis 
Madigan 
Mattox 
Mazzoli 
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Mottl 
Neal 
Pritchard 
Roberts <SD> 
Roe 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Santini 
Siljander 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Wampler 
Wylie 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Vento for, with Mr. Crockett against. 
Mr. Ashbrook for, with Mr. Lewis against. 
Mr. Vander Jagt for, with Mr. Dornan of 

California against. 

Messrs. SCHEUER, McKINNEY, 
RODINO, HARKIN, D'AMOURS, 
LEVITAS, DAVIS, GOLDWATER, 
and LEHMAN changed their votes 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. WRIGHT 
was allowed to speak out of order.) 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAllrl 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I take 
this time to announce to all the Mem
bers an agreement tacitly made be
tween the leaders on both sides and 
the managers of the bill on both sides. 

We really would like to finish this 
bill tomorrow. We would like to get to 
the crucial votes by about noon in 
order to accommodate Members, many 
of whom have plane flights leaving 
shortly after that hour. 

Therefore, I am going to make a re
quest of Members, in which I believe I 
am joined by our counterparts on the 
Republican side, and the request is 
that Members on both sides of the 
aisle tomorrow resist temptations to 
make !-minute speeches and refrain 
from making those !-minute speeches 
at the beginning of the day in order 
that we may get on to the bill and 
back into the Committee of the Whole 
very early. The House comes in at 10 
a.m. If we can do that, then we can ex
pedite the business of the House. 

The gentlewoman from Tennessee 
<Mrs. BouQUARD) has said that for her 
part she would be willing to restrain 
and curtail her side of the amendment 
in which she is interested to 30 min
utes rather than the hour which has 
been agreed on, if there were a disposi
tion on the other side to do the same. 

In any event, we can begin, if it is 
mutually agreeable, with the general 
proposition that we will ask the Mem
bers not to delay tomorrow and to ex
pedite getting on to the Committee of 
the Whole House for the further con
sideration of this bill, and if there 
should be too great a number of Mem
bers seeking recognition, I would 
expect to assert the prerogative of the 
Chair simply to postpone those recog
nitions until after the business of the 
House has been dispensed with. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the distinguished majority leader 
yield? 

Mr. WRIGHT. Yes; I do yield to my 
friend. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, we 
have made commitments to Members 
on this side in connection with the 
debate on Clinch River, so I would not 
be able to guarantee that we can fore
shorten the debate, but I will certainly 
do my best to do so. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my friend for that comment. I 
am sure that he will act in good faith, 
and I am aware of the problem he 
faces. 

I have had the problem, too, when 
there have been so many who want to 
be heard, and I do not want to choke 
off dissent or cause either side to oper
ate under a gag rule of any kind. Per
haps we can both operate under a gen
eral restraint and get to a vote by 
noon at the latest on that particular 
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amendment. If we can do that, then I 
think everyone's purpose will be well 
served. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished majority 
leader for yielding. 

0 1750 
Mr. WRIGHT. Now, it may be neces

sary for some conferees on the budget, 
I am advised, to continue their labors 
over the weekend. That information 
comes from no less an authority than 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

For operation and maintenance of recla
mation projects or parts thereof and other 
facilities, as authorized by law; and for a soil 
and moisture conservation program on 
lands under the jurisdiction of the Bureau 
of Reclamation, pursuant to law, to remain 
available until expended, $128,606,000, of 
which $82,303,000 shall be derived from the 
reclamation fund and such amounts as may 
be required for the Boulder Canyon Project 
shall be derived from the Colorado River 
Dam fund: Provided, That funds advanced 
by water users for operation and mainte
nance of reclamation projects or parts 
thereof shall be deposited to the credit of 
this appropriation and may be expended for 
the same objects and in the same manner as 
sums appropriated herein may be expended, 
and such advances shall remain available 
until expended. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may engage the 
attention of the distinguished chair
man for the purpose of a colloquy 
which is of importance to the congres
sional district which I represent in 
Montana. 

As the chairman knows, I say to the 
gentleman from Alabama <Mr. 
BEVILL), there is an Army Corps of En
gineers water project in my district 
which has been the subject of ex
tended controversy in recent years. 
The project I am referring to is the 
Libby additional units and reregulat
ing dam. 

Several years ago, on November 8, 
1978, a Federal district court judge 
ruled that the reregulating dam por
tion of the project has never received 
congressional authorization, and the 
construction was halted. A year and 4 
months later, on March 15, 1979, the 
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals upheld 
the ruling. 

Since that time, the Congress has re
fused to authorize the reregulating 
dam. In fact, a year ago January, I 
successfully offered an amendment to 
the public works bill deleting authori
zation for the reregulating dam. 

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman 
knows, an economic analysis conduct
ed by the General Accounting Office 
showed that this project has a bene
fit/cost ratio 0.58 to 1. It is also neces-

sary to make the point that the cost of 
this project, like that of so many other 
projects in this time of inflation, has 
severely escalated. The corps' initial 
project costs were $300 million in 1979. 
They now estimate that the costs have 
risen to $559 million. 

As the gentleman knows, the corps 
had requested $14.6 million in order to 
continue work on the additional units 
5-8. The committee has cut that re
quest by $9.6 million to a total of $5 
million. Unless the reregulating dam is 
authorized and constructed, there is 
very limited need for the additional 
units in Libby main dam. Mr. Chair
man, these units cannot operate in 
conjunction with the four existing 
generating units due to downstream 
fluctuation criteria which govern the 
operation of Libby Dam. And while 
there is excess water behind Libby 
Dam which could provide additional 
electricity, it is only an additional 4 
percent of electricity using the corps' 
own figures. It would be unwise to 
double the capacity of Libby Dam and 
merely add 4 percent to the power 
output. The benefits to the taxpayers 
could hardly replace the cost in this 
instance. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I be
lieve we agree that the additional 
units at Libby Dam are not being in
stalled to operate as they were origi
nally intended. To add these addition
al units without the reregulating dam, 
which Congress has refused to author
ize, is unnecessary and wasteful. There 
is, however, wisdom in adding one of 
the additional units to Libby Dam to 
harness the electricity of the excess 
water to which I earlier referred. Am I 
correct then in my understanding that 
the $5 million which is being appropri
ated today is to be used only for the 
installation of one additional unit at 
Libby Dam, and not for any other 
facet of the Libby additional units and 
reregulating dam project? 

Mr. BEVILL. Yes, I can tell the gen
tleman from Montana that no funds 
in this legislation are to be applied to 
construction of the Libby reregulating 
dam or the additional units 6, 7, or 8. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk continued to read title II. 
Mr. MYERS (during the reading). 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the remainder of title II be 
considered as read and open to amend
ment at any point. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

points of order to the remainder of 
title II? The Chair hears none. 

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

I would like to engage in a colloquy 
with the chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, on page 72 of the 
report there is shown some $4 million 
for international programs. As we 
have discussed, there remains a need 
for approximately another $1 million 
to undertake other initiatives in this 
area of solar energy research and de
velopment, to improve our competitive 
advantages abroad. 

I was wondering if it would be possi
ble for us to shift $1 million out of the 
solar reserve account into the interna
tional account. It would show $5 mil
lion rather than $4 million on page 72 
of the report. 

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

Mr. WIRTH. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. BEVILL. Yes. We will agree to 
that and have no problem with it. 

Mr. WIRTH. I think that would be 
very helpful and would advance the 
competitive interests of this country 
overseas in the area of solar energy. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I also would like to 
engage the chairman in colloquy in 
the same area of concern in energy. 

Mr. Chairman, the administration 
presented us with an austere solar 
budget, particularly austere in the 
area of active and passive solar energy 
for buildings. Because we were not 
convinced that the administration is 
correct in asserting that active and 
passive solar are basically launched in 
the marketplace, we included in this 
bill a novel $24 million solar reserve 
account, to be used should the admin
istration find that its optimistic pro
jections are not coming to pass and 
that solar is not making the near term 
contribution to energy independence it 
potentially could. 

In the case of active solar, the com
mittee noted that such activities as 
the solar homebuilders program, the 
gathering of performance and reliabil
ity data on solar hot water and space 
heating and cooling, and the dissemi
nation of such information to the 
public and industry seemed to be of 
great importance. I would be apprecia
tive if the chairman would confirm for 
the record that the committee is will
ing to see $4 million from the solar re
serve account spent on these data ac
quisition, information dissemination, 
and training activities. 

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

Mr. FAZIO. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman. 

Mr. BEVILL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

We certainly are willing to agree to 
this and commend the gentleman for 
the outstanding work that he has done 
in the solar field particularly, and in 
the entire energy field. 
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Mr. FAZIO. I thank the chairman 

for his affirmation and appreciate his 
kind words. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no 
points of order against the provisions 
of title II and there are no further 
amendments to title II, the Clerk will 
read title III. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

ENERGY SUPPLY, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
ACTIVITIES 

For operating expenses of the Depart
ment of Energy necessary for energy 
supply, research and development activities 
and other activities in carrying out the pur
poses of the Department of Energy Organi
zation Act (Public Law 95-91), 
$2,115,499,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That not to exceed 
$9,800,000 of the funds provided herein 
shall be for the purpose of carrying out the 
West Valley Demonstration Project Act in 
accordance with Public Law 96-368. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COUGHLIN 
Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CouGHLIN: On 

page 16, line 15, strike "2,115,499,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof '' 1,887,499,000"; and in 
line 19, before the period, insert ": Provided 
further, That no part of this appropriation 
shall be obligated or expended for research 
and development, design, or construction of 
the Clinch River breeder reactor project". 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Pennsylvania desire recogni
tion? 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
desire to be recognized only to yield to 
the distinguished chairman of the sub
committee. 

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

Mr. COUGHLIN. I would be happy 
to yield to the chairman. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

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

and the Speaker pro tempore <Mr. 
NATCHER) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. BEILENSON, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consid
eration the bill (H.R. 4144) making ap
propriations for energy and water de
velopment for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1982, and for other pur
poses, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
<Mr. MYERS asked and was given 

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

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask to 
be recognized for the purpose of in
quiring as to what we agreed to a 
moment ago. Is it my understanding 
the agreement for this program to
morrow is that the 1 minute will be 

held to a minimum and if not, in any 
event, the Committee on Energy and 
Water will be recognized and have the 
time early? The first order of business 
will be to recognize the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. CouGHLIN) 
who has already been recognized. Am 
I correct? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
NATCHER). The gentleman is correct. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON WAYS AND MEANS TO 
HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT TO
MORROW TO FILE REPORT ON 
H.R. 4242, TAX INCENTIVE ACT 
OF 1981 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Ways and Means have 
until midnight Friday, July 24, 1981, 
to file a report on the bill <H.R. 4242), 
the Tax Incentive Act of 1981. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Illinois? 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, I just would 
like to say that the minority has 
agreed to have its minority views avail
able by the same time, midnight 
Friday. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

MERGER MANIA 
<Mr. ECKART asked and was given 

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

Mr. ECKART. Mr. Speaker, the 
merger mania marches on. In one of 
the most obscene displays of corporate 
overindulgence ever seen in this 
Nation, Conoco continues to be pur
sued by a bevy of heavyweight beaus. 
The field of serious contenders seems 

·to have been pared down to three, Sea
gram Co., the Canadian distiller, E. I. 
DuPont de Nemours & Co., the chemi
cal giant, and Mobil Oil Co., the 
second largest oil company in America. 
There are still some second-line suit
ors hanging on the fringe. These in
clude Marathon Oil Co.; Texaco, Inc.; 
and Cities Service Co. Looking at the 
frantic goings on, one might ask what 
each of the principal contenders hope 
to gain from a merger with Conoco. 
Seagram merely wishes to reinvest 
moneys gained from last year's sale of 
their energy holdings. Conoco is not 
too impressed with their overture, 
finds it, in fact, downright unfriendly, 
and wishes they would go away. 
Conoco might go so far as to say that 
they are not our kind, they drink, you 
know. DuPont, on the other hand, 
hopes to assure itself of an uninter-

rupted supply of petroleum products 
at reasonable prices to feed its petro
chemical plants. Conoco loves the 
DuPont offer. They are the right kind 
of people. Of course the fact that they 
promise to retain Conoco's top man
agement did not hurt their chances. It 
is tough to go out and find another 
six-figure salary on short notice. And 
Mobil, well, let me quote Mr. Willard 
Grimm, a well-known merger expert, 
who said that mergers of this type are 
"primary tools for achieving compa
nies' growth goals, namely to lessen 
risk and obtain better cash flow." The 
key phrase here is "to lessen risk." 
This from the industry that insists 
they need all those profits so they can 
throw the dice in search of more 
energy resources to free the United 
States from foreign sources. These 
three companies I can assure you are 
not dice throwers and they are not out 
on the frontier of risk. They are look
ing for the sure thing, the instant 
winner, or, in the vernacular of the 
race track, "the sailboat race." An 
ironic note about a merger with Mobil 
is that Conoco finds their advances so 
repulsive that Conoco threatens to sue 
Mobil on the grounds that a merger 
with them would violate antitrust 
laws. Since when have the corporate 
giants showed such sensitivity to anti
trust laws? The next logical question is 
who will finance these forays into 
merger land? Now any eighth grader 
will tell you that it is better to use 
someone else's capital and not your 
own. So of course most of the primary 
and secondary suitors have established 
lines of credit with their friends, the 
bankers. Mobil has established a $6 
billion line of credit with a group of 
international banks led by Citibank. 
Texaco has arranged a $5.5 billion line 
of credit. Marathon Oil Co. has ar
ranged a $5 billion line of credit with 
Chase Manhattan Bank. Cities Service 
Co. has arranged a $1 billion loan. 
This is all occurring during a period of 
time in our country when it is difficult 
to get a loan for a house or a car with 
sky-high interest rates for working 
men and women. And at a time when 
congressional budget conferences are 
trying to decide if middle-class college 
students should get loans, and banks 
are testifying to congressional commit
tees on the same subject that they do 
not wish to become involved in such 
small loans. 

I don't know how my colleagues feel 
on this subject, but it is difficult for 
me to stand by as Congress votes for 
budget cuts in essential services and 
not speak out against this carnival of 
avarice that continues day after day. 
Commenting on the accelerating pace 
of merger moves, the economist 
Robert Lekachman remarked: "The 
Reagan administration, which prom
ised an investment boom, has instead 
unleashed the wildest collection of 
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mergers and takeover events since Na
poleon conquered most of Europe." 

The merger of Conoco and any of 
the suitors will not result in any real 
economic growth for this country, but 
is merely a redistribution of the 
wealth among the wealthiest giants of 
corporate American industry. 

Today you cannot get a loan to buy 
a house, a car or to put your children 
through school. But if you want to 
buy an oil company, have I got a deal 
for you. 

UNITED STATES NEEDS NEW 
IMMIGRATION POLICY 

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

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, the 
United States needs a new immigra
tion policy. Our present policy is 
unfair and ineffective. On March 6, 
the President set up a Cabinet-level 
task force to deal with this problem. 
During the past few months I have 
had the chance to look over some of 
the proposed recommendations by the 
task force. While immigration prob
lems are complex and no solution will 
be perfect, many of the task force's 
recommendations are vague and insen
sitive. 

As a Representative from the South 
Bronx, I am particularly concerned 
with immigration policy as it affects 
immigrants from the Dominican Re
public. Two of the proposals made by 
the task force have the largest impact 
on Dominicans. One, is the legaliza
tion program. As I understand it, the 
administration proposes to give legal 
status to all undocumented aliens who 
were living in this country on January 
1, 1980. The proposed legalization 
process would take 10 years to com
plete. Every 3 years immigrants would 
be required to renew their status sub
ject to their staying out of legal trou
ble. After 10 years, they would be 
given permanent residence status. 
During that 10-year period, however, 
they would not be permitted to bring 
their families to this country, nor 
would they receive any social welfare 
benefits other than medicaid and edu
cation. Yet, these individuals would be 
required to pay full social security and 
income taxes. 

What would happen would be the es
tablishment of an entire underclass 
alienated from society, and isolated 
from their families. For an administra
tion that places such strong emphasis 
on the family and more traditional 
values, it seems odd that it would sup
port legislation that breaks down 
these values. In essence, this program 
establishes a caste system for browns 
and blacks. They would be required to 
support the Government without 
reaping its benefits. 

The second major problem I have 
with the present immigration policy is 
with the preference system. As it 
stands now, the preference system for 
the admission of immigrants is unfa
vorably biased toward those countries 
and individuals who need to immigrate 
to the United States the least. The 
present system gives preference to 
family members of permanent U.S. 
residents first. I have no problem with 
that, but the system also gives prefer
ence to the more intellectually capable 
and sophisticated members of society. 
The sixth preference group, seventh is 
lowest, admits certified skilled labor
ers if there is a need for their skills. 
This is the category that most Domini
cans are eligible for. Yet, because they 
come from an economically deprived 
area, technical schooling or certifica
tion is nearly impossible. But these in
dividuals need help and opportunities. 
I am not suggesting opening doors to 
all the world's needy without setting 
some kind of limits. That would be ri
diculous. But I am suggesting that the 
immigration preference system be set 
up in such a way so that the more eco
nomically deprived would have a 
better chance of coming to this coun
try. 

Both the legalization program and 
the preference system, as it is present
ly structured, show an unfair bias 
against Dominicans and all other poor 
Latin and Caribbean peoples. If an im
migrant comes from an impoverished 
and politically unimportant country, 
he or she is not given equal treatment. 
Dominicans may not have oil but they 
have numbers, people who are willing 
to work to keep this country prosper
ous. It is not like America to forget 
the little person. I intend to see that 
we do not. 

CLINCH RIVER BREEDER 
REACTOR 

<Mrs. BOUQUARD asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend her 
remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mrs. BOUQUARD. Mr. Speaker, we 
will probably have a vote on the 
Clinch River breeder reactor issue 
today. I would like to read a copy of a 
letter sent by Dr. Edward Teller to 
Martin Anderson in the White House 
concerning the Clinch River project. It 
is a particularly interesting letter be
cause opponents of Clinch River have 
extensively quoted Dr. Teller's com
ments against the project. As you will 
see from the letter, Dr. Teller does not 
oppose the project and has just made 
a film in which he supports the breed
er reactor program generally, and 
Clinch River specifically. 

HOOVER INSTITUTION, 
Stanford, Calif., July 7, 1981. 

Hon. MARTIN ANDERSON, 
Assistant to the President for Policy Devel

opment, the White House, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR MARTIN: I have sent you a copy of 
my recent letter to all members of Congress 
in connection with the Clinch River Breeder 
Reactor, about which I had serious doubts. 
Congress has now taken the definitive au
thorization action regarding this project 
and while I know that corresponding appro
priation actions are still necessary, I feel 
that I should discontinue speaking of my 
reservations and rather try to support the 
National nuclear power program as it stands 
today and in a form from which it could be 
further improved. 

I have agreed to the request of people 
from Oak Ridge to give a talk generally sup
porting the Clinch River project and 
making suggestions as to how to ensure the 
success of our whole nuclear electric power 
effort. This will be videotaped and I hope 
widely distributed to interested utilities for 
use in the campaign to move forward with 
our nuclear program. 

Two points that I hope to emphasize, in 
addition to progress with Clinch River, are 
the great urgency of simplifying and im
proving the effectiveness of our federal li
censing procedures and, secondly, taking ap
propriate steps which may minimize the 
public opposition to the breeder project 
which is apt to develop after the research 
and development phase is completed and 
when deployment begins. Indeed, this has 
been the pattern of political opposition to 
the present light water power reactor pro
gr9..m. 

I hope all this will appear to you as right 
and practical. 

With best regards. 
EDWARD TELLER. 

EXTEND THE VOTING RIGHTS 
ACT 

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

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, last 
Tuesday, the Civil and Constitutional 
Rights Subcommittee of the House Ju
diciary Committee unanimously voted 
to extend the Voting Rights Act. I rise 
today to commend the subcommittee 
on its action, and to urge the commit
tee and Congress to give early and fa
vorable consideration to legislation to 
extend and improve the act. 

I learned through hard experience 
that the right to vote cannot be taken 
for granted, and that election laws can 
be unfairly applied to any minority
whether it be a people or a party. Our 
freedom to vote rests on both the good 
faith of our election officials and on 
the strength of our commitment to 
make and enforce fair and impartial 
election laws. 

I learned this lesson during my very 
first step into politics. It was 1960 and 
I was not old enough to vote, but I 
helped a friend who was running in 
the Democratic primary for State 
house. I recall that the two of us paid 
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a visit on an old Democrat ward heeler 
in an attempt to persuade him to sup
port my friend's candidacy. The old 
pol, sitting with his feet on a desk and 
chewing tobacco, told us that he could 
assure us victory in five precincts-if 
we paid a price. Because he refused to 
be bought, my friend lost those five 
precincts badly, and narrowly lost the 
primary. I lost some youthful naivete, 
but at the same time gained a lifelong 
appreciation of the importance of pro
tecting the voting rights of all. 

In this same year, 1960, the percent
age of eligible black voters registered 
to vote stood at only 15.6 percent; 
today the figure is approximately 56 
percent. 

Mr. Speaker, I have felt the outrage 
of finding the doors of our election 
process closed shut. I know that we 
must remain vigilant in protecting our 
most fundamental right-the right to 
vote. 

Since the adoption of the Voting 
Rights Act in 1965, minority voter reg
istration has increased dramatically, 
testifying to the act's success in en
forcing the 15th amendment of the 
U.S. Constitution. To preserve the 
gains in political participation made 
over the last decade and a half, and to 
provide incentive for good faith com
pliance in the future, Congress has the 
responsibility to extend the act. We 
also have a responsibility to examine a 
number of ways to make the Voting 
Rights Act fairer and more effective. 

First, it may be time to grant ag
grieved parties in sections of the coun
try not now under the administrative 
preclearance section of the act a 
better chance to utilize the preclear
ance remedy to protect their voting 
rights. Subtler forms of voting dis
crimination, such as may exist behind 
gerrymandering and sudden moves to 
at-large districting, are not unique to 
the South; a strengthened administra
tive preclearance remedy ought to be 
expressly part of the law for applica
bility in all sections of the country. 
This is a more equitable way to en
force voting rights and is fairer than 
automatically imposing nationwide 
preclearance-a step I oppose as un
manageable and probably unconstitu
tional. 

Further, I believe we need to encour
age States and localities covered by 
section 5 of the act-preclearance-to 
observe not just the letter of the law, 
but the spirit as well. We can most ef
fectively do this by providing a posi
tive incentive for compliance-the abil
ity for jurisdictions with consistent 
and excellent records of compliance to 
regain control of their own election 
laws. I am favorably impressed by a 
proposal introduced by Representative 
HENRY HYDE of Illinois, H.R. 3948, 
which would encourage covered juris
dictions to take positive steps to in
crease minority participation in the 

election process; the existing law 
simply maintains the status quo. 

Under Representative HYDE's pro
posal, a State or political subdivision 
could be relieved from administrative 
preclearance upon meeting an exact
ing four-part test. In order to prevail, 
the petitioning jurisdiction must per
suade a three-judge Federal panel 
that: First, no discriminatory test or 
device has been used during the 10 
years preceding the filing of the 
action; second, that during this previ
ous 10-year period, all submissions to 
the Attorney General have been made 
which were required under section 5; 
third, that the Attorney General has 
not successfully interposed any "sub
stantial" objection with respect to 
such submission; and fourth, that the 
petitioning jurisdiction has demon
strated "constructive efforts" to in
volve minorities in the electoral proc
ess. Following relief from administra
tive preclearance, the court retains ju
risdiction for a period of 5 years, 
during which time the Attorney Gen
eral or any aggrieved party may seek 
to reopen the case and reimpose pre
clearance, arguing that the jurisdic
tion in question has participated in 
conduct which, had it taken place 
prior to relief from preclearance, 
would have precluded relief in the 
first place. After the 5-year probation 
period, the jurisdiction would be treat
ed no differently than any other part 
of the cpuntry. 

Relief from administrative preclear
ance should only be possible after a ju
risdiction has taken meaningful steps 
to open-and keep open-the political 
process. And all the while, preclear
ance should remain a viable remedy
ready for use at any time in any sec
tion of the country where voting dis
crimination rears its ugly head. What
ever the details of the final legislation, 
the goal should be to promote good 
faith compliance with the act. 

I believe that the clear success of 
the Voting Rights Act in breaking bar
riers to minority voter rights man
dates the act's extension beyond 1982. 
As a southerner, however, I share the 
concerns of many that the existing 
law does not recognize or even encour
age positive State actions designed to 
broaden voting rights. That is why I 
shall support efforts that will, without 
weakening the act's goals, reward 
good-faith compliance and promote ef
forts to expand minority voter partici
pation. 

REAGAN MONETARY POLICY 
<Mr. ALEXANDER asked and was 

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
see in the morning news that the econ
omy is down at a rate of 1.9 percent in 

the second quarter. Domestic sales are 
down. Export sales are down. Unem
ployment is up and interest rates are 
up. 

The Secretary of Commerce, Mr. 
Baldrige, states that business is going 
to be in for a rough time for the rest 
of the year. I have news for Mr. 
Baldrige. The high-interest-rate policy 
of this administration is breaking the 
back of business, it is breaking the 
back of farmers, and it is breaking the 
back of individuals. 

Our own colleague, the gentleman 
from Ohio <Mr. PEAsE) published an 
editorial in the Washington Star yes
terday which reflects on the reason 
for this downturn in our economy. It 
states that the Reagan economic 
policy is producing a $80 billion defi
cit, and that the stock market, in re
acting to that deficit, is taking a down
turn. I insert the text of this editorial 
for the benefit of my colleagues: 
[From the Washington Star, July 22, 19811 
DEFICITS SuRE To FLow FRoM 3-YEAR TAx 

CUT 

While any tax cut debate obviously in
volves the kind and amount of tax reduc
tions, the Great Tax Debate of 1981 is 
mainly about federal budget deficits and 
spending cuts. 

To illustrate, the First Concurrent Budget 
Resolution <adopted by Congress on May 
20> envisions an FY 1982 tax cut of $54 bil
lion, spending cuts of $35 billion and a defi
cit of $38 billion. 

Clearly, using the Reagan administra
tion's economic assumptions, no tax cut 
would mean no deficit. 

A look at budget projections for FY 1984 
underscores the point even more vividly. 

The Reagan-backed First Concurrent 
Budget Resolution assumes an FY 1984 tax 
cut of $48 billion, additional, as-yet-unspeci
fied spending cuts of $28 billion, and a small 
surplus of $1 billion. 

But the 1984 "surplus" not only assumes 
that Congress will indeed make the $28 bil
lion in unspecified cuts. It also requires ac
ceptance of the extremely optimistic eco
nomic assumptions of the Reagan adminis
tration regarding inflation, interest rates, 
unemployment, and GNP growth. 

SIMILAR CONCLUSIONS 

If those two factors-assumed spending 
cuts and optimistic economic assumptions
are removed, what then? I asked three inde
pendent sources to estimate the likely FY 
1984 budget deficit under those circum
stances. The answers are remarkably simi
lar. 

The Congressional Budget Office put the 
FY 1984 budget deficit at $80 billion. 

Economist Joseph Pechman of the Brook
ings Institution put the FY 1984 deficit at 
$79 billion. 

Rudolph Penner, economist with the 
American Enterprise Institute and a general 
supporter of the Reagan economic recovery 
plan, estimates the FY 1984 budget deficit 
at $87 billion. 

From ·economist to economist, and from 
month to month, the projections for FY 
1984 will vary slightly, but not much. If 
Congress adopts the Reagan economic re
covel·y package this summer, it will face two 
years from now an FY 1984 budget which is 
also $80 billion in the red. 
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The tough choice for Congress in 1983 will 

be to make massive additional cuts on feder
al spending or to endure a huge budget defi
cit, the largest in U.S. history. The likely 
result: large, painful but insufficient cuts 
coupled with a large but not record-break
ing deficit. Is Reagan budget strategist 
David Stockman aware of this probable sce
nario? I suspect so. The object is to force 
the Hobson's choice upon Congress as a way 
of getting otherwise unacceptable budget 
cuts adopted in 1983. How else, with Reagan 
off his peak of popularity, will the adminis
tration induce Congress to cut programs, 
like Social Security and veterans benefits? 

Thirty-five congressional colleagues have 
joined me in signing a letter to President 
Reagan asking that the planned cuts for FY 
1983 and FY 1984 be identified so that, at 
the very least, congressmen will know what 
they are committing themselves to if they 
vote for a three-year tax package. 

Congress has struggled hard this year to 
come up with $37 billion in spending cuts. 
The Reagan budget strategy assumes fur
ther spending cuts <not yet specified> of $20 
to $30 billion in FY 1983. Will Congress 
make those spending cuts in the summer of 
1982, an election year, plus another $28 bil
lion in spending cuts in the summer of 1983? 
Rudolph Penner doesn't think so. He as
sumes that any spending cuts will be offset 
by a few new programs and by cut reversals, 
and "the net result is that no progress is 
made on balance toward finding the $28 bil
lion in unspecified outlay cuts listed for FY 
1984 in the <first concurrent budget> resolu
tion." 

BUILT-IN DEFICIT 

If Penner is right, and I believe he is, then 
the $48 billion tax cut which Reagan has 
scheduled for FY 1984 will contribute the 
bulk of a budget deficit that tops $80 billion. 

The three-year tax cut? The issue is not 
tax relief for Americans. To repeat, the 
issue is the federal budget deficits and 
spending cuts. 

Large deficits-an expansionary fiscal 
policy-must inevitably increase pressure 
for a very tight monetary policy with its 
certain concomitants: high interest rates, a 
depressed bond market, balky GNP growth 
rates, and business bankruptcies by the 
score. 

Considering his great prowess in lobbying 
Congress, President Reagan will probably 
get his three-year tax reduction package in 
late July-unless responsible business and 
financial leaders speak out to help stave off 
disaster. 

TAX BILL PROGRESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Georgia <Mr. GINGRICH) 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to continue the series of reports 
on the tax bill and the process being 
engaged in here between two groups, a 
bipartisan conservative Democratic/ 
Republican coalition that is trying to 
pass President Reagan's economic re
covery package and trying to help the 
United States fight high interest rates, 
inflation, and unemployment; and the 
efforts of the liberal Democratic lead
ership to retain power. 

This was summarized recently by 
one gentleman who said the difference 

is that President Reagan has a pro
gram for America while the other side 
has a program for their political party. 
I think that is a fairly accurate sum
mary. On the one hand we have a seri
ous effort to change economic condi
tions while on the other hand we have 
a continuing series of efforts to zigzag 
and maneuver. 

Least my colleagues think I am talk
ing purely out of my personal beliefs 
as a partisan, let me quote two leaders, 
one initimately involved in the liberal 
Democratic leadership, the majority 
leader, the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
WRIGHT). He said recently, and this 
was after a process of bargaining with 
the administration in trying to find a 
way to get a compromise bill: 

Obviously 25 percent in 3 years instead of 
30 percent in 3 years is not coming half way. 
It is coming one-sixth way. 

Let me repeat that because I think it 
bears thinking about as a frame of 
mind. I am quoting the gentleman 
from Texas, the Democratic majority 
leader (Mr. WRIGHT): 

Obviously 25 percent in 3 years instead of 
30 percent in 3 years is not coming half way. 
It is coming one-sixth way. 

It is as though halfway was between 
the gentleman from Texas, Mr. 
WRIGHT's position of zero and Presi
dent Reagan's position of 30 percent. I 
cannot really believe the gentleman 
from Texas wanted no tax cut at all, 
yet that is certainly the way his quote 
read. 

On another date he said: 
If the White House will insist on a 3-year 

approach, I am not sure we could sell this to 
most of the Democrats, but conceivably we 
might be able to half way, 5 percent for 3 
years, or 5 percent for 1 year, and then 7 
percent, and then stop and regroup. 

I think that gives my colleagues a 
fair summary of the difference. On 
the one hand there is an effort to bar
gain half way, give 5 percent, give 7 
percent, whatever will work. On the 
other hand there is a serious, funda
mental effort to reexamine the entire 
process. But the .liberal leadership was 
in a dilemma. They really could not 
come flat out against a popular Presi
dent, against a national movement, 
against an effort to cut taxes that 
runs from California to Massachu
seets. So they tried to hide behind a 
smokescreen. 

I quote again, and for the final time 
from the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
WRIGHT), the majority leader. "I am 
certain that most of them,'' meaning 
Democrats, "do not believe in the 3-
year tax cut. They do not want it. But 
a lot of the very same ones who do not 
believe in it nevertheless want to be 
perceived as supporting the Presi
dent." 

Some Democrats have been very 
upset, some liberals have been very 
upset with this approach. 

I want to quote from an article that 
appeared in this morning's Washing-

ton Post by Michael Kinsley. Mr. 
Kinsley is the senior editor of the New 
Republic, a liberal magazine, normally 
of Democratic persuasion. He entitled 
his article rather eloquently "The 
Shame of the Democrats." 
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He says: 
In the face of the conservative ideological 

revival, the Democratic Party has collapsed 
not just politically but morally. 

He goes on further to say: 
The moral humiliation is that the final 

program is worse for traditional Democratic 
values than Reagan's initial plan. The poor, 
the working class and indeed the country 
would have been better off if the Democrats 
had played no role at all in shaping the 
forthcoming tax and budget cuts. 

Mr. Kinsley describes the process I 
have talked about in recent days. He 
says: 

The progress of the tax bill since Febru
ary has been even more startling. Someone 
ignorant of American politics, observing the 
debate, would assume that the Democrats 
were quite literally the party of million
aires. Reagan amended his original proposal 
once in an attempt to get Democratic sup
port. That version has passed the Senate Fi
nance Committee. But last week the House 
Ways and Means Committee passed its own 
version, and the Democratic leadership is 
planning an all-out fight to avoid another 
defeat on the House floor. 

The Democrats' proposed two-year per
sonal tax cut is skewed ever-so-slightly more 
toward moderate income people <a matter of 
$45 to $60 for someone making under 
$30,000). They hope to get great political 
mileage out of this, though the Republicans 
are waiting in ambush with the message 
that their three-year cut is bigger for every
body in the end. 

Last night, I guess, we sprang that 
ambush by pointing out that the 3-
year cut is far better-far better-than 
the 2-year cut which in fact by the 
third year becomes a tax increase. 

The public has been confused in part 
because segments of the news media 
have, frankly, misreported, have 
stacked the deck against our efforts. 

For example, if you look at the way 
in which Time magazine printed the 
tax bill, you get the Senate Finance 
Committee for 1982, the House Demo
crats for 1982, the Senate Finance 
Committee for 1983, the House Demo
crats for 1983. 

Then you get the Senate Finance 
Committee again. But you do not real
ize, because there is no further bar, 
that in fact it is precisely in 1984 that 
the Reagan program begins to draw 
away from, to change, the whole face 
of American politics and of American 
take-home pay. For it is by that period 
that, for example, if you earn $15,000 
this year, you suddenly find that you 
are being left behind if you go for the 
Rostenkowski tax increase, that you 
are in fact falling further and further 
behind as your cost-of-living increase 
pushes you into higher brackets. 
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What you are getting, in essence, as 

Mr. Kinsley said, is an offer by the lib
erals to buy off your current desire to 
change the way we do business, to 
change the kind of tax program that 
has continually raised the taxes for all 
of us, raised it by 249 percent in the 
1970's. 

What the liberals are trying to do is 
slow down that process just long 
enough so that we will forget what is 
happening and go about other busi
ness. But the process they are using to 
slow that down is itself so distasteful, 
so unacceptable that even many liber
als are protesting. 

· Let me quote again from Mr. Kins
ley's "The Shame of the Democrats": 

Daniel Rostenkowski, Democrat of Illi
nois, chairman of the House Ways and 
Means Committee, is not going to sit idly by 
while the Republicans give away millions. 
Why should they get all the credit? He is 
determined to match every offer in the 
Senate bill, and raise them on a couple. The 
question, he said last week, is "whether you 
want to lose courageously, or to win." On 
the estate tax, for example, he outbid the 
Republicans by adopting all their changes 
and adding a 28 percent tax cut for estates 
over $2.5 million. The Senate proposes a 
$2,500 credit against the windfall profits tax 
for oil royalty owners. The windfall tax 
says, the committee report, "may impose a 
hardship on many low- and middle-income 
taxpayers." No doubt it is some sort of hard
ship to pay $2,500 in taxes, though this 
hardship is mitigated somewhat by up to 
$30,000 in oil revenues such a tax repre
sents. But why stop there in your concern 
for low- and middle-income taxpayers? Ros
tenkowski wants to exempt a thousand bar
rels a day from the windfall tax. This repre
sents a cool $12 million a year per operator. 

Let me recap. What Mr. Kinsley, a 
liberal Democrat, is saying, is that the 
effort of the party of the common 
man, the effort of people, according to 
Mr. O'NEILL who has a tax cut for 
those below $50,000, in fact involves a 
28-percent tax break for estates o:f $2.5 
million. It involves a tax break of $12 
million per year per operator, accord
ing to Mr. Kinsley. 

Surely not the common man, unless 
Mr. O'NEILL, the Speaker's common 
man, has become rather wealthier 
than he used to be. Twelve million dol
lars a year? Many, many working fam
ilies could spend a pittance of that $12 
million and be far better off. 

And where has this left us, this 
effort to wheel and deal, to maneuver, 
to zigzag, to somehow find a liberal 
answer which could at least slow down 
the tax revolt? 

Mr. Kinsley says it well, speaking of 
the Democrats and the Democratic 
Party and its current disarray and the 
liberal Democratic leadership and 
their disarray: 

What is the point of a political party with 
so little sense of its own constituency that it 
behaves in this way? Charles Manatt, the 
Democratic Party chairman, is a Sunbelt
style business lawyer from Los Angeles <real 
estate, entertainment, banking, and so on>. I 
suspect he knows precisely how a commodi-

ty straddle works, and hasn't a clue about 
the eligibility rules for AFDC. But his firm's 
Washington office will prosper, just as that 
of his predecessor, Robert Strauss, is pros
pering. Al Ullman, Rostenkowski's predeces
sor as chairman of Ways and Means, is now 
a Washington "consultant" and hired lobby
ist for the group working to gut the estate 
tax. Rostenkowski may think a similar 
niche awaits him. But if the Democrats 
keep devaluing their own souls, others may 
conclude that this merchandise is no longer 
worth buying. 

But let us not just rely on the New 
Republic or on national liberal editori
al writers. Let us look at the basic dif
ference. The basic difference is that 
President Reagan, for many years, has 
worried how to change what has been 
happening to America. He has been 
out talking to people, he is concerned 
about unemployment, about the lack 
of jobs, he is concerned about the lack 
of opportunity for young people. He 
knows we need new factories and new 
jobs, that we need better machinery to 
compete with Japan and Germany, 
that American workers deserve the 
best chance to compete and to earn a 
living that is possible. He knows that 
working families need a chance and 
real tax cuts that will allow them to 
spend money on their children going 
to school, to buy clothing, to have a 
better home. President Reagan is com
mitted to an economic recovery pro
gram. President Reagan has offered a 
clear systematic sought-out effort that 
by 1984 will have genuinely cut taxes. 
The other side is offering a tax in
crease, is offering an opportunity to 
hide for a little bit from the Tax Code 
that with each passing cost-of-living 
increase puts you in a higher bracket, 
takes more money away from you, 
leaves your family with less and less. 

In the next week we will have a 
chance to change American history. 
The Ways and Means Committee, 
stacked 2 to 1 against the conserv
atives and against the Republicans 
stacked with liberal Democrats, has re
ported out a Rostenkowski-O'Neill tax 
increase bill that clearly over the next 
3 years will not benefit working Amer
icans. 
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That bill will come to the floor next 

week. We will have a chance here to 
vote on it. 

Your opinion, your voice, can make a 
difference in whether America contin
ues to decay, whether we have more 
unemployment, more factories closing; 
less chance to compete, or whether we 
in fact really do take a new stride, a 
new direction, move to a period of real 
prosperity, real jobs, and a growth in 
real take-home pay for our families 
and whether or not we can rebuild a 
system that will enable us to support 
social security and to guarantee every 
retired American a livelihood for the 
future. 

If you want real economic recovery 
and a real change for the future, you 

have a chance now in the next few 
days to make your voice known. 

THE SECOND ANNUAL NEW 
YORK-TOKYO BOYS BASEBALL 
FRIENDSHIP SERIES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. ADDABBO) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, it 
seems all we read and hear about 
these days as far as baseball is con
cerned, is news of strikes, negotiations, 
and free agency. The current baseball 
strike has perhaps distorted our per
ceptions and clouded our memories 
that the youth of our country, and of 
the world, still revel in playing the 
game of baseball for the sheer un
abashed thrill and enjoyment of 
healthy competition, camaraderie, 
learning, and sportsmanship. It is a 
game where they and many of us here 
today, have been exposed for the first 
time to winning and losing, and all the 
responsibilities which come with both. 
The game of baseball on this level has 
always been and will forever remain 
just that, a game, to savor and enjoy 
in the glorious free time of adoles
cence. 

With this in mind, I would like to 
take this opportunity to call to the at
tention of my distinguished colleagues 
in the House of Representatives a 
series of youth baseball games cur
rently being played in New York City 
and its neighbor, Yonkers. It is an 
event helping to commemorate the 
20th anniversary of the highly suc
cessful and truly unique sister-city re
lationship between two of the world's 
greatest cities. Last year, Tokyo was 
the host of the initial New York
Tokyo Nanshiki Baseball Games, the 
people of Tokyo extending to the 16-
member New York Friendship Team 
the opportunity to experience their 
glorious city with all the hospitality 
and warmth Tokyo's citizens are 
famous for. This year's visit by the 
representative from Tokyo has been a 
time for New York to welcome our 
guests with open arms, the Japanese 
youth, when not playing baseball, vis
iting the sites which have made our 
"Big Apple" the electrifying and fasci
nating city millions of tourists have 
found it. 

The youth representing New York 
City and Yonkers were chosen by the 
board of education and the Police Ath
letic League. Each of the five bor
oughs and Yonkers were represented 
by a team selected by the league, with 
a special team representing the entire 
city, "The New York Friendship 
Team," chosen by the New York 
Board of Education. 

In the first game of the series, the 
Friendship Team and the visitors set
tled for an 11 to 11 tie in Central Park, 
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with three Queens residents-third 
baseman Pat Green of Flatbush, Dean 
Tatarian of Bayside, and Ozone Park's 
Mike DeLuca, who contributed a key 
two-run triple-playing important 
roles. In a game held yesterday the 
Queens PAL All Stars unfortunately 
found themselves on the short end of 
a 4 to 1 score, though this game, as 
well as all the others in this series, cer
tainly does not tell the whole story. 

You see, there are no losers in this 
series, only winners. The winners are 
the young people participating to 
meet new friends from a city around 
the world and to help them under
stand and learn about the many simi
larities and differences both cultures 
and nations have to offer. Sports have 
always been a fantastic tool in reach
ing understanding and facilitating co
operation on the international level, 
and is it my sincerest hope that the 
second annual New York-Tokyo base
ball series will become a tradition both 
nations eagerly await every summer. 

Through ventures such as the sister
city relationship, our two nations can 
become closer friends and partners in 
the search for world peace and securi
ty. The fine youth who participated in 
these games are the future world lead
ers of tomorrow and the lessons they 
have learned on the ballfields will be 
the ones they carry with them as they 
lead our nations to further greatness. 

I would like to point out that this 
series would never have been so suc
cessful if not for the tireless efforts of 
so many caring and dedicated people. 
There would have been no baseball if 
not for the work of Chairman Robert 
M. Reunitz and Executive Director 
Mico D. Licastro, two gentlemen who 
have played key roles in the New 
York-Tokyo relationship. Among 
others, just to name a few of the so 
many, AI Mazza of the board of educa
tion, Conrad Ford of the Police Ath
letic League, and all the various offi
cials from Tokyo all have done an out
standing job. 

More importantly, it is the players, 
managers, coaches, and parents who 
deserve our utmost thanks and praise 
in giving us the opportunity to witness 
the game of baseball the way it was in
tended to be played. Never can it be 
said that we can never learn a thing or 
two from our young people.e 

MIKHAIL RUDZEVITSKY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Hawaii <Mr. HEFTEL) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. , 
• Mr. HEFTEL. Mr. Speaker, it is an 
honor and a privilege for me to join in 
this special order honoring all Soviet 
Jews for their courageous battle for 
freedom and human dignity. I would 
like to take this occasion to pay special 
tribute to Mikhail Rudzevitsky, a 
Soviet Jew who was first refused per-

mission to emigrate to Israel on July Abundant supplies of coal will not 
19, 1973. An aeronautical engineer by contribute to energy security in this 
profession, Rudzevitsky was born in country if transportation systems to 
1949 and is married. He is being denied move it from mine to powerplant are 
permission to emigrate due to the al- inadequate. It is clear that the rail
leged secrecy of his service in the roads will continue to be a leading 
Soviet Army. Sadly, his status as a "re- transporter of coal, but in many areas 
fusenik" precludes him from practic- of the country coal is not even consid
ing his chosen career profession. ered as an alternative fuel because 

Rudzevitsky is one of the lesser- there are no rail tracks to transport it. 
known Soviet Jews whose attempt to Coal slurry pipelines should aid this 
emigrate to Israel has been denied. Be- country's fight for energy independ
cause of this, it is vitally important ence by serving areas which would 
that his plight receive wide publicity. I otherwise have no choice but to buy 
feel that all of us should speak out for expensive oil and gas. The recent de
those who have been denied the most regulation of the railroads is evidence 
fundamental of freedoms-freedom of that Congress believes in the competi
movement, freedom of thought, free- . tive health of the railroads, and slurry 
dom of expression, rights that we as pipelines competing for routes with 
Americans all too often take for grant- railroads will keep rates down in fur-
ed. therance of Congressional goals. 

Only through a knowledge of the 
plight of Soviet Jews can we as Ameri- I want to emphasize that the legisla-
cans fully appreciate the fruits of lib- tion we are introducing today was 
erty which are ours. 1 am therefore written by the coal slurry industry and 
proud to participate in this "Call to this is their proposal for consideration 
conscience Vigil" and 1 call upon my by the Congress. I do not necessarily 
colleagues to join with me in bringing agree with all the positions represent
the lesson of this ordeal to the atten- ed by the bill and will want to give 
tion of the American people. careful study to certain important 

The legacy of Mikhail Rudzevitsky issues when the bill is subject to hear
and of all Soviet Jews is one of indomi- ing scheduled by the Interior Commit
table human spirit and faith in an en- tee July 30. 
during ideal. It is in the end firmly This bill does not set up a complicat
rooted in a dream of freedom which ed regulatory process for accomplish
shall never die.e ing its purposes. Rather, it simply au-

COAL PIPELINE ACT OF 1981 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Arizona <Mr. UDALL) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 
• Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, today my 
colleagues, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. LUJAN, 
Mr. CLAUSEN, Mr. McCOLLUM, Mr. 
FuQUA, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. BREAUX, and 
I are introducing the Coal Pipeline Act 
of 1981. The bill would increase com
petition for transporting coal by 
making eminent domain authority 
available to slurry pipeline carriers, as 
it is currently available for other types 
of pipelines and railways. Although 
coal is a relatively cheap fuel, the cost 
of transporting it by rail amounts to 
about 50 percent of its delivered price. 
It is time to let slurry technology com
pete with rail transportation on an 
equal footing to help drive down the 
cost to American consumers of energy 
generated from coal-fired powerplants. 

It is imperative that we move quick
ly to replace imported oil with domes
tic coal as an energy source. Energy 
produced in a coal-fired powerplant is 
half the price of energy produced with 
gas, even taking into consideration the 
cost of air quality control equipment. 
The cost of oil is now roughly three 
times the cost of coal in the United 
States, and the unpredictable supply 
and pricing policies associated with im
ported oil should not be suffered by 
this country any longer. 

thorizes slurry pipeline carriers to 
apply for rights of way to construct 
pipelines to move coal, using mecha
nisms already in place in the Federal 
land Policy Management Act and the 
Interstate Commerce Act. It preserves 
the States' unqualified rights to ap
propriate, use, and regulate its water. I 
urge my colleagues to give this bill 
careful consideration in light of our 
country's policy on energy security 
and the Federal role in stimulating 
coal development.e 

REGULATORY REFORM AND 
JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House the gen
tleman from California <Mr. DANIEL
SON) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, on 
Monday, July 20, I received a report 
from the Judicial Conference on the 
United States expressing the views of 
that conference on the bill H.R. 7 46, 
the regulatory reform bill now pend
ing before this subcommittee on Ad
ministrative Law and Governmental 
Relations of which I have the honor 
of being the chairman. 

In early May, as chairman of that 
subcommittee, I requested an evalua
tion of our bill from the Judicial Con
ference because I knew that the regu
latory reform bills pending before 
both Houses of Congress as well as 
proposed amendments to those bills 
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would have a significant impact on the 
courts. 

The Judicial Conference is in a 
unique position to assess that impact, 
since the Conference operates as a sort 
of board of directors for the judiciary 
branch, and since it is composed en
tirely of Federal judges. · 

In response to my request the Judi
cial Conference in a letter dated July 
20, 1981, addressed three distinct areas 
of concern: The scope and standards 
of judicial review, the level of judicial 
review, and the race to the courthouse 
in administrative agency cases. 

The Conference restricted its com
ments to those portions of the bill 
which would have an impact upon the 
courts. 

The position of the Judicial Confer
ence is that some language in the 
pending legislation would force the 
courts to duplicate agency decisions 
and place them in a policymaking role 
which is inappropriate for the judici
ary. 

In its letter the Conference conclud
ed that the present language of H.R. 
7 46 and the Senate companion meas
ure, S. 1080 which provides for inde
pendent court review of agency action, 
overreaches that goal and creates an 
unmanageable burden for the Federal 
courts. 

The Conference bases this conclu
sion on its view that it is inappropriate 
that the judicial function become 
equated with complete oversight and 
redetermination of administrative 
agency decision. 

The Conference specifically opposes 
the creation of judicial review for the 
procedures-! emphasize procedures
of agency decisionmaking which are 
required by these bills, such as the de
termination of which rules are 
"major," the applicability of so-called 
hybrid rulemaking procedures, and 
the contents of regulatory analysis. 

The Conference concludes that such 
judicial review would put the courts 
"in the position of redetermining an 
agency factual decision whether the 
$100 million impact level had been 
reached" and would "require the 
courts to analyze the analysis that the 
agency used to reach their decision." 

This would result in a dramatic in
crease in the number and complexity 
of the cases to be reviewed as well as a 
qualitative change in the depth of 
that review. 

Among the other positions set forth 
by the Conference, the Conference 
also opposes the transfer of general ju
risdiction over agency actions from the 
district courts to the courts of appeal 
because of the negative impact this 
would have on the comparative work
loads of the courts. 

This provision has been removed 
from H.R. 746 but it is presently in
cluded in the billS. 1080. 

Because of the importance of the 
issues raised by the Judicial Confer-

ence, I intend to reopen the hearings 
on H.R. 749, if that is the wish of the 
members of my subcommittee, at the 
earliest possible date. 

In communicating with me the Ad
ministrative Office of the U.S. Courts 
said: 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE 
UNITED STATES COURTS, 

Washington, D.C., July 20, 1981. 
Hon. GEORGE E. DANIELSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Administrative 

Law and Governmental Relations, Ray
burn House Office Building, Washing
ton, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In your letter of May 
11, 1981, you requested the views of the Ju
dicial Conference of the United States on 
H.R. 746. As I indicated to you at that time, 
the Judicial Conference was then in the 
process of considering H.R. 746 and other 
regulatory reform bills of the 97th Con
gress. In order to expedite the development 
and transmission of Judicial Conference 
views to Congress, the Judicial Conference 
in March of this year created a special ad 
hoc committee to consider the regulatory 
reform bills pending in Congress. That com
mittee sent its report and recommendations 
to the Executive Committee of the Judicial 
Conference last week. Because the Judicial 
Conference meets only twice a year in 
March and September, the Conference has 
an Executive Committee authorized to act 
on behalf of the Judicial Conference on 
matters requiring action prior to a regularly 
scheduled session of the Judicial Confer
ence. Due to the priority attention that 
H.R. 746 and S. 1080 are receiving in Con
gress, the Executive Committee has acted 
on behalf of the Judicial Conference in an 
effort to be responsive to congressional re
quests for Judicial Conference views. 

The Judicial Conference addressed three 
distinct areas of concern: 

I. The scope of judicial review of the ad
ministrative agency actions and the stand
ards for such review; 

II. The level of judicial review in the first 
instance in the federal court system; and 

III. The proposed sO'lution to eliminating 
the unseemly "race to the courthouse" in 
administrative agency cases. 

I. SCOPE OF JUDICIAL REVIEW 
The Conference first addressed its atten

tion to the addition of the word "independ
ently" (italicized> to Section 706<a> and to 
the language in the new Section 706<c> 
which precludes a "presumption in favor or 
against agency action. These sections are 
quoted below. The language of the existing 
section of the Administrative Procedure Act 
is in regular type; the additions made by S. 
1080 are italicized. <The additions made by 
H.R. 746 to 706<c> are similar but presented 
in a different order.> 

8.1080 
§ 706. Scope of Review.-< a> To the extent 

necessary to decision and when presented, 
the reviewing court shall independently 
decide all relevant questions of law, inter
pret constitutional and statutory provisions, 
and determine the meaning or applicability 
of the terms of an agency action. 

706<c> In making determinations under 
clause <2><C> of subsection <a> of this sec
tion, the court shall require that action by 
the agency is within the scope of the agency 
jurisdiction or authority on the basis of the 
language of the statute or, in the event of 
ambiguity, other evidence of legislative 
intent. In making determinations on other 

questions of law, the court shall not accord 
any presumption in Javor or against agency 
action. 

The Conference does not object to the use 
of the word "independently" in§ 706<a> nor 
to the use of the phrase "[nol presumption 
in favor or against agency action" in 
§ 706<c>. The Conference recognizes the im
portance of preserving the judiciary's tradi
tionally independent approach to questions 
of law. The Judicial Conference is con
cerned that the language employed in S. 
1080 and in H.R. 746 will generate new cases · 
and will require more extensive judicial 
analyses that Congress intends or is practi
cable for the federal courts to undertake. 
Without appropriate qualifying language in 
the bill itself or in its legislative history, the 
modifications to the Administrative Proce
dure Act will have an effect beyond that in
tended by Congress and risks imposing un
manageable burdens upon the judiciary. 
The bills, S. 1080 and H.R. 746, appear to 
apply with equal force to all questions that 
might technically be termed matters of law, 
including the thousands of minor, intersti
tial matters which Congress appears to have 
intended as appropriate subjects of agency 
expertise. Additionally, there will be cases 
in which issues of law and fact will be so in
termixed as to defy any federal court's ef
forts to separate them. To apply literally 
this proposed language concerning the 
scope of review to all issues in all agency 
cases before the courts might require dupli
cation of the agencies' decisions by the re
viewing court. The committee questions 
whether Congress intended that in all 
agency actions the federal courts be re
quired to undertake such a difficult and 
time-consuming, if not impossible, task. It 
appears inappropriate that the judicial 
review function become equated with com
plete oversight and redetermination of ad
ministrative agency decisions including fac
tual decisions. Not only would such review 
be complex and technical in nature, but the 
scope of review contemplated in these two 
bills would significantly increase the incen
tive to litigate agency decisions. The impact 
on the courts would be an increase in the 
number of administrative agency cases and 
a qualitative increase in the courts' work
loads given the breadth of matters before 
the courts, the depth of the reviews, and 
the complexity of the matters subject to ju
dicial review. 

Position I.A. 

The Judicial Conference is concerned with 
preserving the independent review of ques
tions of law in agency actions by the federal 
courts. However, the language used in S. 
1080 and H.R. 746 to accomplish that objec
tive overreaches that goal and creates an 
unmanageable burden for the federal 
courts. Without appropriate qualifying lan
guage, the Judicial Conference opposes the 
modifications proposed to ensure independ
ent judicial review because the effect of the 
proposed language would exceed the objec
tive intended by Congress. 
If Congress believes as matter of policy 

that judicial review is necessary, Congress 
could create a specialized Article I court or a 
group of such executive branch tribunals to 
perform such judicial review. The existence 
of such a court would avert the overburden
ing of the Article III courts with the many, 
routine appeals from agency decisions and 
rules. Appeal by certiorari from that court 
to an Article III court could, of course, be 
created for meritorious cases. The Judicial 
Conference supported the creation of such ~ 
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court for Veterans Appeals in the 96th Con
gress. The Judicial Conference Subommit
tee on Federal Jurisdiction which met in 
June of 1981 recommends reaffirmation of 
that position. The subcommittee also rec
ommends supporting a similar Article I 
court for the appeals of Social Security 
claims. The reason is clear, the federal 
courts cannot absorb the workload. The fed
eral courts today, given their existing back
logged dockets and their limited resources, 
could not hear and decide in any reasonable 
period of time the cases which the judicial 
review provisions contained in S. 1080 and 
H.R. 7 46 would generate. 

Position I.B. 
The Judicial Conference supports, as an 

alternative to direct review of administra
tive agency cases, the creation of an Article 
I court or courts with certiorari review by 
Article III courts. 

The second major issue which the Confer
ence addressed under the scope of judicial 
review was the modification of the Adminis
trative Procedure Act to set a standard for 
judicial review of an agency's informal rule
making under section 553. The Administra
tive Procedure Act currently provides no 
specialized standard of review for agency 
proceedings subject to section 553 of title 5. 
The proposed standards are as follows: 

s. 1080 
<F> without substantial support in the 

rulemaking file, viewed as a whole, tor the 
asserted or necessary tactual basis, as dis
tinguished from the policy or legal basis, of 
a rule adopted in a proceeding subject to 
section 553 of this title; and 

H.R. 746 
<F> without substantial support in the 

rulemaking file, viewed as a whole, tor the 
asserted or necessary tactual basis subject to 
section 553 of this title; or 

The Conference is concerned that the pro
posed language may blur the distinction be
tween informal rulemaking <section 553 > 
and formal rulemaking <section 554}. The 
use of the phrase "substantial support" in 
S. 1080 and H.R. 746 is an improvement over 
the phrase "substantial evidence" which 
had been debated in the 96th Congress, but 
"substantial support" still tends to evoke an 
adjudicatory standard. Such a standard for 
informal rulemaking negates the Congres
sional purpose in establishing an informal 
process for creating, modifying, and repeal
ing certain types of agency regulations. The 
Conference noted that there are an enor
mous number of minor regulations which 
are subject to the informal process and that 
there are comparatively few cases involving 
important rules with significant impact 
which are subject to this process. 

A reviewing court needs the flexibility to 
address each case in a manner appropriate 
to the nature of the regulation considered, 
including assessing the suitability of the 
particular file in light of the particular reg
ulation involved. The Conference reasoned 
that the Congressional intent in adding sec
tion 706<a><2><F> is to require support suffi
cient under the circumstances for the oper
ation of the rulemaking process in a par
ticular instance. The Conference believes 
that the phrase "adequate support" or the 
phrase "sufficient support" would better ef
fectuate that intent than the phrase "sub
stantial support" which appears in S. 1080 
and H.R. 746. The Conference recognizes 
that the decision whether to add a separate 
standard for reviewing informal rulemaking 
is a matter of policy for Congress to address. 
Given the fact that Congress has inserted 

such a standard inS. 1080 and H.R. 746, the 
Conference feels that it is appropriate for 
the Judiciary to comment on the means by 
which Congress seeks to codify the require
ment for support in an agency rulemaking 
file. 

Position I. C. 
The Judicial Conference proposes alterna

tives to the phrase "substantial support" in 
section 706<a><2><F> such as "adequate sup
port" or "sufficient support" because the 
use of the term "substantial support" blurs 
the necessary distinction between the infor
mal rulemaking process and the formal ad
judicatory process which requires "substan
tial evidence" on the record. 

A third concern considered was the pend
ing amendments to permit judicial review of 
agency decisions and agency regulatory 
analyses supporting those decisions. Such 
judicial review would be a review of the 
entire informal rulemaking file, a review of 
the analyses and data supporting the agen
cy's decisions, and a review of the non-docu
mented processes of decision-making in in
formal rulemaking <§ 553}. Such matters are 
not the equivalent of a record in the sense 
that courts now review the records of adju
dicatory agency proceedings<§ 554}. <For ex
ample, these amendments would put Article 
III courts in the position of redetermining 
an agency's factual decision whether the 
$100 million impact level has been reached. 
The bills would also require the courts to 
analyze the analysis that the agency used to 
reach their decision.> Not only will the 
number of cases increase by creating such 
judicial review, but the time and expertise 
to make the review required will also in
crease dramatically. The Conference ques
tions the ability of the federal courts to per
form such a task effectively and quickly. 

Recommendation A.3. 
The Judicial Conference opposes the cre

ation of judicial review of such agency de
terminations and the supporting regulatory 
analyses. 

The fourth and final issue that the Con
ference considered pertaining to the scope 
of judicial review was the potential for "in
terlocutory" judicial review of agency deci
sions <e.g., whether to classify a rule as a 
major or minor rule}. H.R. 746 <as intro
duced and as printed on June 8, 1981> ex
plicitly precludes judicial review of an 
agency decision such as cited above <Section 
632<a> p. 10 of the June 8, 1981, committee 
print of H.R. 746}. S. 1080 is silent on the 
subject. Because there is concern that an 
amendment to create such judicial review 
may be offered, the Conference decided to 
address the issue. 

The Conference opposes judicial review of 
agency decisions during the rulemaking 
process for several reasons. First, such "in
terlocutory" review by the federal courts 
would add cases to already overburdened 
federal court dockets, cases which might 
again be before that court on the merits of 
the rulemaking process. Second, the agen
cy's initial decisions may not be well suited 
for judicial review at an early point in time 
given a potential paucity of information in 
the file combined with the technical nature 
of the regulation. Many cases could require 
remand. It is the Conference's opinion that 
reversals of preliminary agency decisions 
would occur only rarely. Also, judicial 
review at an early stage of the rulemaking 
process would require more discretion by 
the reviewing court than Congress may 
have intended. Third, due to the flood of 
civil cases coming to the courts and the ex-

isting backlog, these "interlocutory" reviews 
would not only overburden the federal 
courts, but they would also hinder the rule
making process. Given that one objective of 
regulatory reform is to expedite agency 
rulemaking procedures, creating a certain 
delay by permitting premature judicial 
review of agency decisions conflicts with 
achieving that objective of expediency. Fi
nally, this delay could be manipulated by 
either those making the rule or those chal
lenging it. Furthermore, that same strategy 
could be applied not only to the creation of 
new regulations but also to the modification 
or repeal of existing regulations. 

Position I.D. 

The Judicial Conference opposes efforts 
in Congress to create a right of judicial 
review for preliminary administrative 
agency decisions in the course of rulemak
ing. 

II. LEVEL OF JUDICIAL REVIEW 

H.R. 746 as introduced included the 
amendments to 5 U.S.C. § 704. The text of 
the current section 704 is as follows: 

[Ch. 7, Judicial Review, 5 §7041 
§ 704. Actions reviewable.-Agency action 

made reviewable by statute and final agency 
action for which there is no other adequate 
remedy in a court are subject to judicial 
review. A preliminary, procedural, or inter
mediate agency action or ruling not directly 
reviewable is subject to review on the review 
of the final agency action. Except as other
wise expressly required by statute, agency 
action otherwise final is final for the pur
poses of this section whether or not there 
has been presented or determined an appli
cation for a declaratory order, for any form 
of reconsideration, or, unless the agency 
otherwise requires by rule and provides that 
the action meanwhile is inoperative, for an 
appeal to superior agency authority. Pub. L. 
89-554, Sept. 6, 1966, 80 Stat. 392. 

The amendments proposed in the original 
version of H.R. 746 are as follows: 

JUDICIAL REVIEW 

SEc. 207. <a> Section 704 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended-

(1} by inserting "(a}" immediately before 
"Agency"; and 

<2> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(b) If no special statutory review pro
ceeding is applicable, an action for review of 
a rule defined in section 551<4> of this title 
shall be brought in the United States Court 
of Appeals, and venue of such action shall 
be determined in accordance with section 
2343 of title 28, United States Code.". 

The proposed addition to section 704(b} 
has been deleted from the June 8 committee 
print of the House bill. The Judicial Confer
ence chose, however, to consider this issue 
and recommend a position because the pro
posed change may be offered as an amend
ment to the Senate bill or reappear during 
the House mark-up of its bill. 

The effect of the proposed addition of 
704<b> would be to direct all administrative 
agency cases absent special statutory provi
sions to the courts of appeals rather than to 
district courts. The Conference considered 
the comparative workloads of the district 
and the appeals courts as well as the nature 
of the administrative agency action re
viewed <e.g., Social Security cases>. The 
Conference believes that the status quo is 
preferable to the judiciary. 
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Position II 

The Judicial conference opposes adding a 
section 704(b) as proposed in H.R. 746 as in
troduced. 

III. RACE TO THE COURTHOUSE 
The Conference directed its attention to 

the solution proposed in S. 1080 to the prob
lem of the "race to the courthouse." The 
provisions in S. 1080 (pp. 22-24) sustantially 
embody the proposal recommended by the 
Administrative Conference of the United 
States. To avoid unseemly action on the 
part of attorneys and to avoid inconsistent 
and contested actions by the various courts 
in deciding such matters of venue, the provi
sions in S. 1080 would amend 28 U.S.C. 
§ 2112 to provide for random selection by 
the Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts when multiple proceedings 
have been instituted. The Judicial Confer
ence supports this proposal with the caveat 
that the random selection is viewed as a 
ministerial function not as a judicial func
tion. Were it viewed otherwise, the Adminis
trative Office would not be an appropriate 
agent to perform the selection. The Confer
ence is concerned that no judicial functions 
be imposed on the Administrative Office by 
Congress. However, the Conference believes 
that the selection function contemplated in 
this bill is ministerial and administrative in 
nature. 

Position III 
As a matter of principle, the Conference 

opposes the imposition of any judicial func
tion on the Administrative Office of the 
U.S. Court. However, the Judicial Confer
ence supports S. 1080's solution to the "race 
to the courthouse" problem with the quali
fication that the selection procedure is a 
purely ministerial duty. The Judicial Panel 
on Multidistrict Litigation with its staff 
may, however, be an alternative to the Ad
ministrative Office of the U.S. Courts as the 
agent administering the random selection 
process. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM E. FOLEY, 

Director. 

0 1840 
Mr. Speaker, I know that you are 

pleased, as am I and all the Members 
of the House of Representatives, to 
have received this comment from the 
Judicial Conference, which comment 
will play such an important role in the 
further markup of regulatory reform 
bills, in their consideration in the com
mittees of the Congress, and in their 
consideration on the floor of the Con
gress. This exchange of ideas repre
sents a new high level of cooperation 
between the judicial and legislative 
branches of our Government. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

PRIVATE IMMIGRATION BILLS 
RELATING TO FOREIGN MEDI
CAL GRADUATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Kentucky <Mr. MAZZOLI) 
is recognized for 15 minutes. 
e Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, the 
Subcommittee on Immigration, Refu
gees, and International Law of the 
Committee on the Judiciary estab-

lished guidelines covering the consid
eration of private immigration bills In
troduced by Members on behalf of for
eign medical graduates. 

The subcommittee sent a "Dear Col
league" letter to all Members of the 
House which explained the policy 
adopted by the subcommittee at a 
meeting on June 11, 1981. 

To give further notice of this new 
policy, I include, following my re
marks, a copy of the letter detailing 
the new policy. 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

CoMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., July 13, 1981. 
DEAR COLLEAGUE: This letter details the 

policy, recently adopted by the Subcommit
tee on Immigration, Refugees, and Interna
tional Law, concerning private immigration 
bills which have been introduced on behalf 
of alien doctors who are currently living in 
the United States. These doctors are techni
cally known under the law as foreign medi
cal graduates <FMG>. 

FMGs are foreign-born doctors who have 
received their medical education and medi
cal degree abroad. They initially entered 
this country legally, under an established 
program providing for further medical 
study, but are now in the U.S. illegally. 

Many of these doctors want to remain in 
this country and practice medicine here. 
Under the law, they cannot remain here. 
They must return to their homeland. 

Hence, many seek to remain in the United 
States, and legalize their status here, 
through means of a private immigration 
bill. 

Quite a few of these bills are now before 
the Subcommittee. And, we have received 
reports that there are several thousand 
other FMGs in this country illegally. They 
are practicing medicine, some with proper 
medical licenses, others without such li
censes. 

We have also been advised that there may 
be as many as 30,000 FMGs in the U.S. ille
gally who are not practicing medicine but 
who are pursuing other occupations. 

In short, the presence in the U.S. of these 
FMGs constitutes a major immigration 
issue. But this is one issue on which our 
Subcommittee has proceeded carefully in 
the area of private bills because a decision 
on one private bill to benefit a single FMG 
may set a precedent for thousands of other 
FMGs. 

The Subcommittee, following extended 
and careful deliberation on June 11, 1981, 
adopted the following policy affecting the 
three categories into which these private 
bills fall: 
I. Private bills introduced and referred to 

the subcommittee by June 11, 1981 cover
ing FMGs who entered the United States 
prior to January 9, 1977 
The Subcommittee will defer final action 

on these bills until a time near the end of 
the 97th Congress. 

The Subcommittee desires the 
beneficiaries of these private bills to use 
this "grace period" to exhaust all adminis
trative remedies existing under current law 
which could legalize their status and lead to 
their acquiring permanent resident status. 

Specifically, this grace period is to enable 
the FMGs, who are the beneficiaries of 
these private bills, to satisfy the following 
statutory requirements for permanent resi
dence: 

1. Passage of the Visa Qualifying Exami
nation <VQE>. This examination tests the 
medical competence of physicians. It is 
given in 5 cities in the United States and 26 
locations throughout the world. The next 
one is scheduled for September, 1981. 

2. Exemption from the two-year foreign 
residency requirement. Some countries re
quire their citizens-who have entered the 
United States as exchange visitors for medi
cal studies-to return to their home country 
to practice the skills which they learned in 
the U.S. 

This Subcommittee policy applies only to 
FMGs admitted into the U.S. prior to Janu
ary 9, 1977, because this is the cut-off date 
established by Public Law 94-484, the 
"Health Professions Educational Assistance 
Act of 1976". In passing this law, the stated 
intent of Congress with respect to FMGs 
was to assure the services provided by such 
doctors was quality health care. 

All FMGs who have entered the United 
States after January 9, 1977, have clear 
knowledge that they must leave the U.S. 
following completion of their specialty med
ical training~ 

The Subcommittee will schedule final 
action on all private bills in this category 
once the author of the bill provides proof to 
the Subcommittee that those listed require
ments have been met by the beneficiary of 
the private bill. 

However, it should be noted that fulfill
ment of these requirements does not guar
antee favorable action on the bills by the 
Subcommittee. These requirements are 
simply prerequisites which must be met 
before the Subcommittee will take up the 
merits and equities presented by the case 
and move to final action. 

The Subcommittee has authority to initi
ate a request for official reports from the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 
<INS> and from the Department of State on 
a FMG, who is the subject of private legisla
tion. 

This request for an official report for a 
doctor in the United States-technically 
called a "waiver of Rule 4"-effectively 
stays deportation until all the reports are 
completed, are filed with the Subcommittee, 
and final action has been taken by the Sub
committee. 

The Subcommittee has a policy to "waive 
Rule 4" only in those rare instances when 
unusual hardship to the bill's beneficiary, 

tor to a U.S. citizen, can be demonstrated. 
Thus, in most instances, the Subcommittee 
does not waive Rule 4. 

As part of the Subcommittee's new policy 
FMGs falling within this category, it will 
waive Rule 4-i.e., request Depa'rtmental re
ports-on all private bills which were pend
ing before the Subcommittee on this cate
gory on June 11, 1981. 

To summarize: final action on private bills 
of this category will be deferred until the 
end of the 97th Congress to allow time for 
the accomplishment of the two statutory re
quirements listed above, except that final 
action will be scheduled earlier where the 
Subcommittee has proof that the two re
quirements have been fulfilled. 

Implicit here, of course, is that the Sub
committee ·will view with very little favor 
private bills in this category where the 
FMGs do not meet the VQE and foreign res
idency waiver requirements. 
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II. Private bills introduced and referred to 

the subcommittee alter June 11, 1981 cov
ering FMGs who entered the United States 
prior to January 9, 1977 
Private immigration bills for FMGs re

ferred to the Subcommittee after June 11, 
1981, covering FMGs who entered the 
United States under the exchange visitor 
program prior to January 9, 1977, will not 
be scheduled for Subcommittee consider
ation until the Subcommittee receives proof 
that the FMGs have met these two require
ments: passage of the visa qualifying exami
nation, and, exemption from the two-year 
foreign residency requirement. 

The Subcommittee intends to clear its 
docket of all private bills for FMGs before 
the 97th Congress adjourns. 

Implicit here, of course, is that the Sub
committee will view with very little favor 
private bills in this category where the 
FMGs do not meet the VQE and foreign 
residency waiver requirements. 
III. Private bills already introduced and re

ferred to the subcommittee or yet to be in
troduced covering FMGs who entered the 
United States on or alter January 9, 1977 
Private bills on behalf of FMGs, who en-

tered the U.S. on or after January 9, 1977, 
will be scheduled in the regular fashion. 

It is the intention of the Subcommittee to 
view unfavorably all private bills to benefit 
FMGs who entered the country on or after 
January 9, 1977. 

As was explained earlier, January 9, 1977, 
was the date upon which the new national 
policy on FMGs became effective. 

All FMGs who have entered the U.S. for 
study on or after January 9, 1977, know 
clearly that they must leave the U.S. and 
return to their homeland after completion 
of their medical studies. 
Conclusion 

The Subcommittee has developed its 
policy on private immigration bills for 
FMGs with three objectives in mind. 

The first is to provide a balanced, 
thoughtful, and firm application of the na
tion's immigration laws. 

The second objective is to support the 
goals of the Health Professions Educational 
Assistance Act of 1976 which established a 
new national standard for foreign medical 
doctors. 

The third objective is to be of assistance 
to Members of the House who have spon
sored private immigration bills for FMGs. 

We appreciate your attention to this com
plicated issue. If you have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to contact the Sub
committee staff on 55727. 

Sincerely, 
Romano L. Mazzoli, Chairman, Subcom

mittee on Immigration, Refugees, and 
International Law; Sam B. Hall, Jr.; 
Patricia Schroeder; Barney Frank; 
Hamilton Fish, Jr., Ranking Minority 
Member, Subcommittee on Immigra
tion, Refugees, and International Law; 
Dan Lungren; Bill McCollum.e 

THE FAMILY FARM ANTITRUST 
ACT OF 1981 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin <Mr. KASTEN
MEIER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, 
I am pleased today to introduce the 
Family Farm Antitrust Act of 1981, 
which is being cosponsored by my col-

leagues Mr. BONIOR, Mr. FORSYTHE, 
Mr. KOGOVSEK, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. 
PRICE, Mr. STUDDS, and Mr. WEAVER. 
Our purpose in proposing this legisla
tion is to preserve the family farm 
base of American agriculture by pro
hibiting large, nonfarm investors from 
gaining control of farm production. 

Historically, · American agriculture 
has been based on the family farm. To 
a large degree, this is still the case. 
However, we are now witnessing major 
changes in the way we produce food. 
Since the late 1930's farm numbers 
have declined from 6.8 million to 
under 2.7 million. The size of the aver
age farm has increased dramatically, 
and the Nation's largest farms are pro
ducing a growing share of our food 
supply. 

Concern over these trends prompted 
former Agriculture Secretary Bob 
Bergland to hold a series of public 
forums around the Nation in late 1979 
on the structure of American agricul
ture. If there was one common thread 
in these discussions, it was the wide
spread public support for the family 
farm. Americans recognize that it is 
the farm family which has made the 
United States the most efficient food 
producer in the world. 

We cannot totally halt the trend 
toward fewer and larger farms; nor is 
it desirable to return to an era of small 
subsistence farms. What we can do, 
and what my proposal seeks to do, is 
to insure that corporate giants do not 
use their overwhelming economic 
power to control the production of 
food in this country. 

During the past decade we have 
found that companies such as Dow 
Chemical and Boeing are in direct 
competition with family farmers. 
Many of the large conglomerates 
which produce farm machinery, fertil
izer, seed, and livestock feed are 
moving directly into farming. Often 
these companies also process and 
market farm commodities. Therefore, 
they can provide important advan
tages to their farm subsidiaries. We 
cannot expect small independent 
farmers to compete with the economic 
muscle of these giant firms. 

In discussing this issue, some would 
argue that the presence of business 
corporations and wealthy investors in 
farming is not a problem. They might 
point out that nonfarm corporations 
appear to have a small share of the ag
ricultural market. 

However, if we look beyond the gen
eral statistics, we find some disturbing 
trends. Last year, in a staff working 
paper, the Congressional Budget 
Office analyzed the most current 
available figures on corporate farming. 
The Budget Office revealed that there 
are 800 large corporations involved in 
farming and reported that most of 
these corporations have substantial 
nonfarm business activities. The CBO 
further looked at the largest one-third 

of these corporations and found that, 
on the average, each owned 20,000 
acres of farmland and had $9.3 million 
in annual agricultural sales. Twenty
one of the companies reported receiv
ing Government farm subsidy pay
ments averaging $434,000 in 1974. 

Also in 1980, farmers all over the 
country were alarmed to learn of the 
formation of the American Agricultur
al 1nvestment Management Co., Inc. 
<AAIM), which has been organized to 
help pension funds invest in farmland. 

_ Under this plan, AAIM would pur
chase and operate farms for its clients. 

It appears that the company has not 
yet made any moves toward actually 
buying farms. This is fortunate, be
cause pension funds in this county 
command vast financial resources, and 
could afford to invest in huge tracts of 
our prime agricultural land. However, 
we must do more than merely hope 
that this does not occur. We must 
enact legislation on the national level 
to restrict such purchases. 

Several State governments have 
acted to restrict investments by non
farm corporations and aliens. These 
statutes vary greatly, but their exist
ence indicates the level of concern 
among the States over this issue. 

We must recognize three important 
points about corporate concentration 
in agriculture. First, it will not in
crease efficiency. U.S. Department of 
Agriculture studies have shown that a 
fully mechanized, single-family farm 
can achieve maximum efficiency per 
unit of production. 

Second, soil and water conservation 
will decline under corporate steward
ship. Business firms seek to maximize 
profits, and many important conserva
tion practices reduce profits in the 
short term. Such practices are much 
more attractive to a family which has 
held a farm for generations and hopes 
to leave the land to its children and 
grandchildren. 

Third, corporate control will change 
the very character of rural communi
ties. Sociological studies show that a 
much higher quality of life exists in 
areas dominated by independent farm 
families than in those areas where 
nonfarm investors are prevalent. 

We are slowly learning the painful 
lesson that economic concentration 
does not result in greater efficiency 
and productivity. We have seen the ef
fects of such concentration in the 
profiteering of the oil companies and 
the total mismanagement of the steel 
and automobile industries. Enactment 
of the Family Farm Antitrust Act will 
mean that we will not have to relearn 
this same lesson in our most important 
industry-food production. 

The Family Farm Antitrust Act 
would prohibit any person or corpora
tion with nonfarming assets in excess 
of $5 million from engaging in farm 
production. It addresses not only the 
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ownership of productive farmland, but 
also the control of agricultural produc
tion through the leasing of farmland 
and through contracts which give the 
corporation control over the actual op
eration of farms. The Secretary of Ag
riculture is directed to periodically 
advise the Congress on the need to 
raise the nonfarm asset ceiling. 

Upon passage of the Family Farm 
Antitrust Act, companies and individ
uals who are in violation would have 5 
years to divest their holdings. The 
Farmers Home Administration would 
be required to acquire those holdings 
at fair market values if no other 
buyers could be found. This land must 
then be resold within 2 years. 

A civil penalty would be applied to 
those who do not divest within the 5-
year period and those who come into 
violation of the bill after its passage. 
The penalty equals $2,000 per year for 
every acre of farmland controlled in 
violation of the act, or twice the value 
of the commodity illegally produced, 
whichever is greater. 

Agricultural cooperatives and non
profit educational and research insti
tutions would be exempt from the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support the Family Farm Antitrust 
Act. I would like to submit the text of 
this legislation to the RECORD at this 
time: 

H.R. 4250 
A bill to amend the Clayton Act to prohibit 

certain anticompetitive practices in the 
agricultural industry 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"Family Farm Antitrust Act of 19S1". 
FINDINGS; DECLARATION OF POLICY 

SEc. 2. <a> The Congress finds that-
< 1 > in order to nurture the private enter

prise system, it is desirable to protect con
sumers and small businesses, and to provide 
for the continued existence of the family 
farm, by protecting family farms against 
the monopolization of the agricultural in
dustry, 

<2> vertical integration within the agricul
tural industry by corporations engaged in 
the processing, distributing, and retail in
dustries, and other conglomerate corpora
tions, tends to create monopolies in the agri
cultural industry, to foster anticompetitive 
trade practices in that industry, and to 
produce unfair competition for family 
farms, and 

<3> the anticompetitive forces at work 
within the agricultural industry, by threat
ening the existence of the family farm, are 
causing population shifts from rural areas 
to urban areas which rob the rural areas of 
productive population and increase the 
problems of already overcrowded urban 
areas. 

<b> The Congress declares that it is the 
policy of the United States and the purpose 
of this Act to restore competition to the ag
ricultural industry and to provide for the 
continued existence of the family farm. 

AMENDMENTS TO CLAYTON ACT 
SEc. 3. <a> The Clayton Act <15 U.S.C. 12 

et seq.) is amended by inserting after sec
tion S the following new section: 

"SEc. SA. <a> Except as provided in subsec
tion <b>, no person engaged in commerce <or 
in an activity affecting commerce> in a busi
ness other than farming, whose unrelated 
assets exceed $5,000,000 shall-

"<1> engage, directly or indirectly, in farm
ing or the production of agricultural com
modities; 

"(2) control, or attempt to control, the 
production of agricultural commodities 
through the ownership or leasing of land 
for use in the production of agricultural 
commodities; or 

"(3) participate in the production of agri
cultural commodities by acquiring a control
ling interest in the stock or other share cap
ital, or the assets, of another person, or by 
any other means of acquisition or control of 
another person who is engaged in the pro
duction of agricultural commodities. 

"(b) Subsection <a> shall not apply to a 
person who is-

"<1) an organization which is described in 
section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 and exempt from tax under 
section 501<a> of such code if the farming 
activities of that organization do not result 
in unrelated business income taxable under 
part III of subchapter F of chapter 1 of 
such Code; or 

"<2><A> an association that is described in 
the first section of the Act entitled 'An Act 
to authorize association of producers of ag
ricultural products', approved February 1S, 
1922 <7 U.S.C. 291> commonly known as the 
Capper-Volstead Act, and that satisfies the 
requirements of the first section of such 
Act; or 

"<B> a cooperative association, as defined 
in section 15<a> of the Agricultural Market
ing Act <12 U.S.C. 1141j(a)) that satisfies 
the requirements of section 15<a> of such 
Act. 

"<c><l> Subject to paragraph (2), any activ
ity engaged in, or property or other interest 
owned, during the 5-year .period beginning 
on the effective date of this section by a 
person to whom subsection <a> applies, 
which would <but for the operation of this 
paragraph) be a violation of subsection <a> 
shall not be considered to be a violation of 
such subsection for such 5-year period if en
gaging in activity or owning such property 
or other interest is a continuation by such 
person of an activity engaged in, or property 
or other interest owned, by such person im
mediately before such effective date and if 
such activity or such property or other in
terest is not increased or expanded during 
such 5-year period. 

"<2> Paragraph (1) shall not apply with re
spect to any activity engaged in, or any 
property or other interest owned, during 
such 5-year period by any such person if, 
immediately after the end of such 5-year 
period, such person continues to engage in 
such activity, or own any property or other 
interest, in violation of subsection <a>. 

"<d> It shall not be a violation of subsec
tion <a> for any creditor, beneficiary, or in
testate successor to acquire, pursuant to for
feiture, devise, or the laws of intestate suc
cession, and to hold for not more than 2 
years any property or other interest, which 
acquisition and holding would violate such 
subsection but for the operation of this sub
section. 

"(e) Any person who knowingly violates 
subsection <a> shall be subject to a civil pen
alty not to exceed the greater of-

"<1) twice the amount of the gross income 
from the production of agricultural com
modities in the calendar year in which the 
violation occurs received by such person, di
rectly or indirectly; or 

"<2> the product of $2,000 and the number 
of acres used in the production of agricul
tural commodities in the calendar year in 
which such violation occurs. 
Such penalty shall accrue to the United 
States and may be recovered in a civil action 
brought by the United States. 

"(f) For purposes of this section-
"(!) the term 'agricultural commodities' 

means livestock, grain, cotton, tobacco, pea
nuts, other field crops, vegetables, fruits, 
tree nuts, milk, eggs, or hay or other forage; 

"(2) the term 'grain' means wheat, com, 
barley, oats, rye, rice, grain sorghum, and 
soybeans; 

"(3) the term 'livestock' means cattle, 
swine, sheep, goats, horses, ponies, mules, 
donkeys, burros, hares, rabbits, fur-bearing 
animals, bees, chickens, turkeys, ducks, 
geese, or game birds; 

"(4) the term 'production of agricultural 
commodities' means the use of land in a cal
endar year to produce agricultural commod
ities if in such calendar year the fair market 
value of the aggregate amount of such agri
cultural commodities disposed of for profit, 
by sale or otherwise, exeeds $1,000; and 

"(5) the term 'unrelated assets' means 
assets which are not used for the purpose of 
engaging in the production of agricultural 
commodities.". 

<b> Section 11 of the Clayton Act <15 
U.S.C. 21> is amended by-

(1) by striking out "sections 2, 3, 7, and S" 
in subsections <a> and <b> and inserting in 
lieu thereof "sections 2, 3, 7, S, and SA", and 

<2> in subsection (b) by striking out "sec
tions 7 and S" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"sections 7, S, and SA". 
ASSISTANCE OF THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 

SEc. 4. <a> To the extent provided in ad
vance in appropriation Acts, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, acting through the Farmers 
Home Administration, shall acquire at fair 
market value any property or other interest 
of which a person is requred to divest him
self in order to comply with section SA<a> of 
the Clayton Act, if such person establishes 
to the satisfaction of the Secretary that he 
is otherwise unable to sell or exchange such 
property or other interest for such purpose 
for the fair market value of such property 
or interest. 

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture shall sell, 
at not less than fair market value, any prop
erty acquired by the Secretary under sub
section <a> as soon as practicable, but in any 
event not later than 2 years after the date 
on which such property is so acquired under 
such subsection. 
ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES OF THE SECRETARY OF 

AGRICULTURE 
SEc. 5. The Secretary of Agriculture 

shall-
< 1 > acquire information to determine 

whether violations of section SA<a> of the 
Clayton Act have occurred if such informa
tion is available to the Secretary under any 
other provision of law, 

<2> exercise any general investigatory au
thority vested in the Secretary, to investi
gate alleged violations of such section re
ported to the Secretary by any person, and 

(3) report to the Federal Trade Commis
sion the results of such investigations. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING LEGISLATION 

SEc. 6. The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
from time to time submit to each House of 
the Congress any recommendation for ad
justment of the monetary amount specified 
in section 8A<a> of the Clayton Act, as 
added by this Act, which the Secretary de
termines to be necessary, taking into ac
count changes in economic conditions, to 
carry out effectively the purpose described 
in section 2<b> of this Act. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 7. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out sections 4, 5, and 6 of this Act. 

D 1850 

POTENTIAL IMPACT OF CUTS ON 
CHILD HEALTH IN BUDGET 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Michigan <Mr. DINGELL) 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 
e Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, Mem
bers of Congress are being forced in 
budget reconciliation conferences all 
over the Hill this week to deal with 
hundreds of Federal policies and pro
grams for which we are making thou
sands of separate budget decisions in
volving billions and billions of dollars. 

I am seriously concerned that the 
administration has proposed drastic 
cuts in areas like health care with no 
realistic idea of their impact of human 
life and human health. For that 
reason, I am convening a joint hearing 
with the Subcommittee on Health and 
Environment and the Subcommittee 
on Oversight and Investigations next 
Monday to assess the potential impact 
of these cuts on child health and 
infant mortality so that conferees 
might be better able to weigh this 
impact during our conference discus
sions. Meanwhile, I commend to my 
House and Senate colleagues an excel
lent' discussion of this subject by Larry 
S. Gage, general counsel of the Na
tional Association of Public Hospitals, 
which appeared in the July 21 Wash
ington Star: 
[From the Washington Star, July 21, 19811 

BUDGETS AND THE LATE BABY DOWNING 

(By Larry S. Gage) 
Sometimes it takes a tragic emotional inci

dent like the death of a premature baby to 
open our eyes to the damage our budget
cutting mania may do to the national 
health. 

Two pounds, six ounces, "baby boy Down
ing" died of respiratory failure in a rural 
Florida hospital earlier this month. He had 
been denied admission, because of recent 
budget cuts, to a public hospital neonatal in
tensive care unit just 40 miles away. In the 
scant few hours he lived, he taught us sever
al valuable lessons about the remarkable 
past and uncertain future of our nation's 
health-care system. 

Perhaps "baby boy Downing" would not 
have been saved in any event by his transfer 
to the neonatal unit, but he'd have had a 
chance. Prior to 1950, his chances would 
have been zero in any hospital. In even the 
best-equipped facility in 1965 his chances of 

survival would have been closer to 7 in 100 
than the current estimate of 7 in ten. 
Recent technological advances in emergency 
transportation and patient care for these in
fants, as in many other areas of medicine, 
have been nothing short of astonishing. 

AVAILABLE TO NEARLY ALL 

Because this technology has been costly, 
it is perhaps equally astonishing that we 
have in many areas made it available to all 
citizens, regardless of their ability to pay. 
Despite some noticeable gaps, and notwith
standing our consistent failure to enact uni
versal national health insurance, our patch
work crazy-quilt of federal, state, local, and 
private support has enabled us-at least 
until now-to provide this care in many 
parts of the country to almost everybody 
who needs it. 

The federal government, through Medic
aid, Medicare, and other health-care pro
grams, is a major partner in this system
but by no means the only one. Many serv
ices are directly funded by state and local 
governments, through publicly owned hospi
tals, clinics, and other institutions. These 
subsidized public services are often far more 
extensive than people realize-ranging from 
state-wide emergency transportation sys
tems, to shock-trauma centers, burn units, 
well-baby clinics, poison centers, renal dialy
sis, and neonatal intensive care. The neona
tal unit in this case, for example, was in a 
county-owned institution: Tampa General 
Hospital. 

Highly specialized services like neonatal 
units are expensive. Babies often must stay 
for a long time, at prohibitive cost. In a 
public institution, government must ulti
mately agree to pick up the tab. 

In a state like Florida, where Medicaid eli
gibility is extremely restrictive, a public hos
pital must find other sources of income if 
such care is to be provided for those who 
cannot afford to pay. For the most part, 
such hospitals must rely on direct state or 
local operating subsidies, which often com
prise a major portion of a hospital's budget. 

When state or local governments cut back 
on their contribution, however, a public hos
pital may have no choice but to slash avail
able services. And despite the special trage
dy associated with the death of a child, it is 
only logical that costly, high-technology 
services which benefit only a few will be 
early budget-cutting targets. 

Baby boy Downing was refused admission 
to Tampa General for precisely this reason. 
The state of Florida has cut direct subsidies 
for neonatal care nearly in half. The Tampa 
General governing board responded by in
sisting that the number of available beds be 
reduced from 33 to 18. 

HOLES IN THE NET 

At other public hospitals faced with other 
budget cuts the services reduced might be 
different-but the net result will be the 
same; people denied necessary medical at
tention, perhaps even in life threatening sit
uations. In fact, cities and counties are 
going through similar fiscal crises all over 
the country, even before the current wave 
of federal budget cuts goes into effect. 

This story is being heard in public hospi
tals-our system's institutional "safety 
nets"-all over the country, Denver, Los An
geles, St. Louis, Boston, Chicago, Atlanta, 
and New Orleans, are among those already 
struggling with funding shortfalls. 

There is clear cause for alarm as Congress 
works to complete the budget reconciliation 
process. While neither house accepted the 
President's proposed 5 per cent cap on fed-

eral Medicaid increases, for example, the 
Senate adopted Medicaid cuts of consider
ably greater magnitude than the House, pri
marily by reducing the minimum federal 
share from 50 per cent to 40 per cent, and 
indexing federal Medicaid increases in later 
years to the GNP deflator. 

ESCALATING COSTS 

Reducing the minimum federal match will 
have a cruel impact on a small handful of 
states-California, Michigan, Illinois, and 
New Jersey will lose over a half a billion dol
lars among them in 1982 alone. Tying the 
rate of later increases to the GNP deflator 
will also result in severe disruptions for 
"safety net" institutions. For without major 
structural changes in health-care systems as 
a whole, overall health costs will continue to 
increase at a rate 3 to 5 per cent faster than 
general inflation-due in no small measure 
to new developments in areas such as neona
tal care. 

Fortunately, the House adopted a more 
moderate and equitable set of health-care 
budget cuts, especially for later years, and it 
is thus up to the Reconcilation Act confer
ees meeting this week to learn the final 
lesson from "baby boy Downing": That 
unless they act with utmost caution in fash
ioning a final list of health-care budget cuts 
from the House and Senate proposals, there 
will be many more like him to come.e 

PRODUCTIVITY: THE 1981 JEC 
MIDYEAR REPORT 

The SPEAKER pro tem)>ore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin <Mr. REuss) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 
e Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I intro
duce today the Joint Economic Com
mittee's unanimous midyear report on 
"Productivity." The 20 members of 
the committee have been carefully 
studying and reviewing the critical 
economic issues of America's declining 
productivity. This report represents 
the result of the committee's latest 
work and their agreement on the iin
portance of reversing the productivity 
slump if we are to restore America's 
economic health. The report includes 
the committee members' consensus on 
recommendations to reverse America's 
declining productivity. The commit
tee's bipartisan report is being intro
duced in the Senate today by its vice 
chairman, Senator RoGER JEPSEN. 

Here are. the major points of the 
Joint Economic Committee's midyear 
report. The committee hopes that 
Members will take note of the magni
tude of the productivity decline, its 
effect on the economy, and the impor
tance of reversing the slump. We hope 
that Congress will be moved to action 
on the committee's recommendations 
for reversing the negative trend in 
productivity. 

During the three decades following 
the end of World War II, the Ameri
can economy was the strongest and 
most productive in the world. Since 
1973, however, our productivity 
growth has deteriorated sharply. Be
tween 1950 and 1965, the level of pro-
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ductivity grew at an annual rate of 3 
percent. For the period from 1967 to 
1973, the annual rate was 2.4 percent. 
Between 1973 and 1980, the country 
experienced a dramatic drop in pro
ductivity as the rate of growth fell to 
0.6 percent annually. 

This fall off in the growth of U.S. 
labor productivity has become a major 
source of concern for Congress and 
the American public. And for excellent 
reasons: declining productivity has far
reaching effects on the Nation's eco
nomic health; declining productivity 
leads to higher inflation, higher unem
ployment, and a weakening of the U.S. 
trade position. In addition, the ab
sence of productivity gains prevents 
any general improvement in the stand
ard of living of the American people. 
As the Joint Economic Committee has 
concluded in an earlier study, "Slug
gish productivity growth is the most 
important factor contributing to our 
economic malaise." 

Higher productivity is vital if Amer
ica is to restore its image and position 
of strength in the world. Higher pro
ductivity is vital if America is to stop 
its inflationary spiral. Higher produc
tivity is vital if America is to increase 
employment levels. And, higher pro
ductivity is vital if America is to main
tain and increase the quality of life of 
its people. Without productivity gains, 
it will be difficult, if not impossible, to 
achieve the healthy and strong econo
my we are all working for. 

Congress has recognized the impor
tance of this issue. The effort to re
verse the productivity slump now 
takes center stage in virtually all con
gressional economic policy discussions. 
Efforts to improve the level of produc
tivity must remain at the forefront of 
not only the work of Congress, but 
also in the actions of business, labor, 
and the American people in general. 
The Joint Economic Committee's mid
year report proposes meaningful rec
ommendations for all parties which 
have an important stake in reversing 
the productivity decline. 

America still has the highest level of 
productivity in the world. Discussions 
about America's declining productivity 
refer to a decline in the rate of pro
ductivity growth, and not total pro
ductivity. When one looks at the 
entire U.S. private economy compared 
to our competitors, American industry 
and workers rank as the most efficient 
and productive in the world. However, 
if current trends continue, it will not 
be very long before many of the other 
industrialized countries achieve pro
ductivity levels that meet or exceed 
the productivity of the American 
worker. 

Although productivity growth has 
long been recognized as one of the 
most important determinants of na
tional well-being, it has not until re
cently been a major source of concern 
for Congress or the American public. 

The members of the Joint Economic 
Committee are encouraged by the 
growing interest in this issue which 
the committee first began studying in 
1957 with a study on productivity, 
prices, and incomes. The committee 
continued to review the productivity 
issue periodically throughout the 
1960's and 1970's. Over the past few 
years, especially, the Joint Economic 
Committee has been actively studying 
and reporting on the extent, causes, 
and effect of the productivity decline. 

The Joint Economic Committee's 
midyear report calls attention, once 
again, to this most important issue. 
The report begins with a summary of 
America's productivity record and a 
discussion of the causes of the decline. 
In the main portion of the report, the 
committee presents their unanimously 
approved recommendations for im
proving America's productivity. The 
committee's eight recommendations, 
which are primarily microeconomic 
policies, involve both Government 
policies and private-sector activities 
that could help restore the American 
economy's productivity growth. 

The specific recommendations for 
action are directed at three areas: 

First, Congress and the administra
tion should pursue economic policies 
aimed toward restoring our economy 
to healthy, long-run growth, as well as 
toward lower inflation and unemploy
ment. 

Second, Government and business 
should work together toward increas
ing the stock of capital available to 
America's workers. In both the public 
and private sectors, we should pursue 
policies to increase investment in both 
real and human capital, reduce waste 
and inefficiency, and improve the Na
tion's infrastructure. 

Third, corporate managers should 
retune their thinking to look beyond 
short-term profits. Greater emphasis 
should be placed on the question of 
how today's business decisions influ
ence productivity and affect American 
industry's long-run ability to survive 
and compete in the world economy. 

The Joint Economic Committee's 
first recommendation calls for Con
gress and the administration to pursue 
policies which will promote economic 
growth, reduce inflation, and increase 
employment. High growth will enable 
industry to utilize their unused capac
ity, thereby increasing the output per 
unit of fixed costs. A reduced rate of 
inflation will improve productivity by 
increasing personal savings and by 
providing a stable and less risky eco
nomic environment conducive to busi
ness investment. High employment im
proves productivity by making it easy 
for workers to adjust to technological 
change by finding new jobs at compa
rable or better pay. 

The second recommendation pro
poses that the tax system be targeted 
to encourage productivity improve-

ment in the private sector. Specifical
ly, the committee favors liberalized de
preciation for capital-intensive indus
tries in order to stimulate fixed invest
ment, tax incentives for research and 
development activities, and improve
ment and increased use of the targeted 
jobs tax credit for labor-intensive in
dustries. Adoption of this recommen
dation will help to resolve one of the 
most important factors in the produc
tivity slowdown, the inadequate level 
of capital investment during the 
1970's. At the same time, the commit
tee recognizes the need to give sub
stantially the same benefit to new 
spending for research and develop
ment, and job training. 

Creating conditions for lower inter
est rates is the focus of the third rec
ommendation. The Democratic and 
Republican members of the Joint Eco
nomic Committee believe that lower 
interest rates will stimulate invest
ment in business, agriculture, housing, 
and research, with the result being an 
expansion in productivity and compe
tition. 

The fourth recommendation calls 
for improved investment in vital 
public and private infrastructure. The 
proper macroeconomic policies or a 
well-designed capital depreciation pro
gram will not have a maximum effect 
without adequate highways, ports, 
railroads, bridges, utilities, and the 
like. The steady shift in population 
from the Northeast and Midwest to 
the South and West, coupled with de
clining tax bases in some parts of the 
country, has placed increasing, unmet 
demands on the Nation's infrastruc
ture. While public works investment in 
constant dollars by the Federal Gov
ernment has remained near its 1968 
peak, such investment by State and 
local governments declined by 40 per
cent and 25 percent, respectively. The 
committee believes that some revision 
or consolidation of existing Federal 
categorical grant programs may stimu
late a more effective use of public 
funds and diminish the risks of waste 
and fraud occurring in these pro
grams. 

In the fifth recommendation, the 
committee advocates Government ef
forts to reduce the burden of paper
work and anticompetitive economic 
regulation. Efforts must also be made 
to insure that social regulation meets 
its objectives in cost effective ways. It 
would be difficult to quantify the 
effect of Government regulation on 
productivity, but there can be little 
doubt that the rapid growth of Feder
al regulatory programs during the 
past 15 years has hurt. A program to 
improve the productivity of the Ameri
can economy must include measures to 
improve regulatory cost-effectiveness, 
and reduce the unnecessary costs of 
redundant, ineffective, wasteful, and 
conflicting regulations and paperwork. 
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Regulatory cost-effectiveness must be 
improved, but not at the expense of 
tampering or rescinding the signifi
cant contributions some of the regula
tions have made toward the overall 
well-being of consumers and workers. 

The sixth recommendation focuses 
attention on the need to improve the 
productivity of the Federal Govern
ment. Just as America's businesses use 
scarce resources to produce privately 
consumed goods and services, the Gov
ernment also absorbs scarce resources 
in order to produce public goods and 
services. Improving the Federal Gov
ernment's productivity would free up 
resources for use in the private sector 
or to permit effective achievement of 
Governmet objectives without expand
ing the budget or Federal employ
ment. 

The final two recommendations 
focus on business and labor's responsi
bility in reversing the productivity de
cline. The seventh recommendation 
encourages business to develop a new 
emphasis on longrun competitiveness 
in product develpment, production, en
gineering, distribution, and marketing; 
rather than on short-term financial 
performance. A key component of in
creasing long-term competitiveness is 
increasing productivity. Therefore, the 
members of the Joint Economic Com
mittee strongly urge each and every 
American business firm to develop its 
own productivity improvement pro
gram. 

The final recommendation encour
ages labor and management to cooper
ate in improving longrun productivity 
and competitiveness. Cooperative ac
tivities by labor and management have 
already demonstrated their effective
ness in increasing productivity. The 
committee heartily supports continued 
labor /management cooperative activi
ties. 

The committee's midyear report is 
valuable, not only because of the rec
ommendations which outline actions 
needed to help improve productivity, 
but also because it recognizes the role 
and responsibility of all the actors 
who must participate if America is to 
reverse the productivity slowdown. 
The claim has been made that Gov
ernment is the sole or primary cause 
of the problem. The further claim is 
made that governmental changes 
alone will reverse the productivity 
slowdown. These claims are simply 
false. Responsibility for reversing the 
productivity decline rests with every 
individual and segment in our Nation. 

There is no doubt that Government 
must play an important role in revers
ing the productivity decline. The com
mittee's recommendations clearly out
line Government's responsibility. The 
Federal Government must pursue poli
cies which will reduce inflation, lower 
interest rates, and provide a more 
stable and less risky business environ
ment. Congress and the administra-

tion must also develop a tax system 
which will encourage, rather than dis
courage, productivity growth. And, all 
levels and branches of Government 
must work toward reducing unneces
sary and anticompetitive paperwork 
and regulation. 

In addition to Government, however, 
business, labor, and the American 
people in general must share in the re
sponsibility for improving productivi
ty. There is much that the private 
sector can do on its own that would 
significantly enhance productivity. I 
am pleased to report that business and 
labor have already undertaken suc
cessful efforts to improve productivity. 

The hearings which the Joint Eco
nomic Committee has held during the 
past few months have introduced the 
committee members to what U.S. busi
ness and labor can and are doing to 
improve productivity. Industry and 
labor leaders have examined Japanese 
methods, as well as tapped their own 
resources, in developing programs to 
improve productivity. Industry is plac
ing greater emphasis on quality and 
people-oriented management. They 
have recognized that productivity, 
quality products, and quality of work 
life are inseparable. Labor has demon
strated their appreciation of the pri
vate sector's role . in improving produc
tivity through their willingness to 
join, as well as lead, industry efforts to 
promote productivity. 

Here are some examples of business 
and labor's efforts to improve produc
tivity. 

Business and labor have begun to 
improve productivity on their own by 
making better use of our country's 
most valuable asset-our people. These 
efforts revolve around an understand
ing of and appreciation for the new 
value system of today's worker. In his 
testimony before the committee, Dr. 
James J. Renier, from Honeywell, de
scribed the new value systems as-

One that values persons over institutions, 
individualism over conformity, participation 
over authority, quality over quantity, diver
sity over uniformity, and experience over 
things. 

This new value system reflects the 
great improvements in the standard of 
living for America's workers, and the 
fact that workers' concerns extend 
beyond simply earning enough money 
to meet life's necessities. Today's 
workers want assurance that they are 
making a real difference, that their 
best talents are being effectively used, 
and that they are recognized as an in
dividual and not just another input in 
the production process. 

The best example of business and 
labor's recognition of the values and 
abilities of the American worker is the 
increasing number of companies estab
lishing quality control circles. In these 
quality control circles, representatives 
from management and labor meet reg
ularly to discuss production problems 

and to present and review proposals 
for improving the production process 
workers' knowledge. Companies across 
the board are reporting that these co
operative labor /management efforts 
result in productivity gains, improved 
labor /management relations, and 
better work environments. 

The Westinghouse Electric Corp. 
currently conducts 700 quality circles 
at 150 locations, involving 10,000 
people. The Honeywell Corp. is proud 
of the fact that, at one facility, 10 
teams improved productivity by 46 
percent over 2 years. At another Hon
eywell plant, 28 teams reduced assem
bly time in 1 year equal to savings of 
$625,724. Quality circles are also being 
established in the automobile indus
try. Labor and management have 
worked together at General Motors to 
establish over 50 quality circles. The 
result has been improved product 
quality, reduced absenteeism, and a 
more satisfied work force. 

Industries are also instituting large
scale productivity programs that in
clude not only quality circles, but also 
investment and engineering programs. 
Many of these programs are aimed at 
improving product quality and devel
oping and implementing advanced pro
duction methods. Robert M. Lynas of 
TRW told the committee that: "The 
challenge of the 1980's for U.S. indus
try is to increase the emphasis on 
quality management." The success of 
the Japanese can be attributed, in 
large part, to their insistence on high
quality products and production proc
esses with low reject rates. Successful 
efforts in this country include a large
scale program at Beatrice Foods which 
resulted in a $7 million savings in 1 
year ending February 28, 1981. An
other example is Westinghouse, which 
has created a multimillion-dollar pro
ductivity "seed fund." About $30 mil
lion has already been used on more 
that 120 projects, including advanced 
robotics systems. 

Private sector activities to improve 
productivity are not limited to Ameri
ca's large corporations. Small compa
nies are one of the greatest contribu
tors to increased productivity. For ex
ample, the emphasis which the Milli
pore Corp. of Bedford, Mass., places 
on research and development, and 
long-term horizons has resulted in pro
ductivity improvements and growth. 
The willingness of America's small and 
high-growth industries to take addi
tional risks in the marketplace will 
help pull America out of its productiv
ity decline. 

Corporations of all sizes are begin
ning to respond to the values and 
abilities of the American workers. 
With the continued cooperation of 
labor, the private sector will continue 
to be a vital part of our efforts to re
verse our painful productivity slow
down. The result of private sector pro-
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ductivity activities has and will be 
higher productivity. 

Implementation of the recommenda
tions of the Joint Ecomomic Commit
tee's report will require the coopera
tive efforts of business, labor, and 
Government. The committee believes 
that this report sets the tone and di
rection for such cooperation. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE SMALL 
BUSINESS INNOVATION RE
SEARCH ACT OF 1981 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. LAFALCE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I am in
troducing the Small Business Innova
tion Research Act of 1981 which 
amends the Small Business Act in a 
way which will significantly strength
en the role of the Nation's smaller, 
technology-based firms in federally 
funded research and development 
projects. This bill, which is identical to 
a bipartisan measure introduced in the 
Senate, moves toward a solution of a 
very real problem facing the United 
States-the low and falling rate of pro
ductivity and innovation. 

Within the last few years, productiv
ity levels of U.S. industry have 
dropped below those of all leading in
dustrial nations. While the annual 
growth rate of major trade competi
tors such as Japan and Germany has 
been on a sharp upturn. 

During this same period, innovation 
rates have also decreased. New tech
nologies are not being developed to 
keep pace with the needs of U.S. mar
kets. I submit that one answer to this 
highly complex issue lies in utilizing 
our limited monetary resources in a 
way that insures maximum benefits 
through a comprehensive and coordi
nated effort aimed at improving our 
methods of producing innovative tech
nology. 

The Small Business Innovation Re
search Act of 1981 will provide a pow
erful and creative method of properly 
channeling the impact of the Federal 
Government in the area of research 
and development. Approximately 60 
percent of all research and develop
ment in this country is funded by the 
Federal Government. This amounted 
to $31.7 billion in 1980. With enact
ment of this legislation productivity 
will be increased through Federal en
couragement of small businesses to 
engage in risk taking, job creating en
terprises. 

As the delegates of the White House 
Conference on Small Business per
ceived, there is ample reason to insure 
that small business receives an equita
ble share of Federal research and de
velopment dollars in light of its dem
onstrated ability to produce low-cost 
technological development. As docu
mented in a recent study by OMB it 

was found that from 1953 to 1973 
almost half of all major U.S. innova
tions were developed within firms with 
less than 1,000 employees. Additional
ly, other studies have shown that tra
ditionally, small firms have produced 
innovations and technological break
throughs at a far greater rate than 
larger, more heavily structured busi
nesses. 

The National Science Foundation, 
whose highly successful small business 
innovative research program was the 
model for this proposal, found that 
small businesses are much more cost 
effective than larger companies engag
ing in R. & D. research. 

Let us not forget that small busi
nesses are not only the innovators but 
the job creators as well. As a 1979 MIT 
study shows, firms with 250 or less em
ployees produced 90 percent of the 6.8 
million jobs created from 1965 to 1976. 

The Federal Government's failure to 
recognize the innovative technological 
potential of small business is all too 
clear. Over the past 4 years, the share 
of Federal research and development 
funds received by firms with fewer 
than 500 employees remained at a 
mere 3 to 4 percent. 

The time has come for Congress to 
recognize its responsibility to foster 
the growth of this potential by en
couraging small businesses to create 
new jobs and tax revenues through 
the generation of new technologies. 

The engine for this growth will be a 
requirement that agencies having re
search and development budgets over 
$100 million must establish small busi
ness innovative research-SBIR-pro
grams designed to enable small firms 
to develop the types of new products 
and processes needed by the particular 
agency. This bill will require that a 
goal of 1 percent of each agencies' 
annual R. & D. budget must be allo
cated to small business. 

We even have an existing mecha
nism in place to facilitate this goal set
ting process within an agency. Public 
law 95-507 already provides a system 
whereby an agency undergoes an 
annual small business goal-setting 
process. Utilizing 95-507 to implement 
the requirements of this law for re
search and development will avoid un
necessary disruptions of the Federal 
procurement system. 

As it stands, small innovative compa
nies are held back due to an insuffi
cient capital base. High-technology 
firms are rich in innovative potential 
and call for extensive financing. How
ever, viewed as they are as high-risk 
ventures, investors are hesitant in fi
nancing them. 

This bill would attack this capital in
vestment trap that innovative small 
businesses find themselves caught in. 

The SBIR provides for three-phased 
funding of small, high technology 
firms. Initially, agencies invite small 
businesses to submit R. & D. propos-

als, of which the most promising will 
be funded up to $50,000 for testing of 
feasibility of the innovation. If this 
initial research proves successful addi
tional funding is possible-where pri
vate capital is not within reach-rang
ing from $100,000 to $500,000. Finally, 
the actual production and marketing 
will be financed by private capital. 

In order to implement the SBIR pro
gram, each Federal agency is called to 
set aside 1 percent of its total annual 
R. & D. budget for small business. A 3-
year phasein period calling initially 
for two-tenths of 1 percent is provided 
in order to allow agencies adequate 
preparation time for proper construc
tion of the SBIR program. The SBA 
would be responsible for coordinating 
the release of program solicitations, 
monitoring the awarding of grants, 
and reporting to the Small Business 
Committee on the implementation of 
the program. 

If enacted, the Small Business Re
search and Development Act of 1981 
will assist the Federal agencies in 
meeting their R. & D. objectives, while 
developing the untapped potential of 
small, high-technology companies. 
New products, more efficient processes 
and more jobs would be created as a 
result of the programs. No new Feder
al moneys are required; simply the 
transference of a minute portion of al
ready existing funds to the leading in
novators in our economy: small busi
nesses. 

The benefits accruing to our Na
tion's spirit of entrepreneurship and 
the stimulus 1 to economic diversity 
arising from such a carefully limited 
Federal effort may very well play a 
significant role in revitalizing our 
economy over the decades ahead.e 

REQUEST FOR A RULE ON H.R. 
4242, THE TAX INCENTIVE ACT 
OF 1981 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois <Mr. RosTENKOW
SKI), is recognized for 5 minutes. 
e Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak
er, today the Committee on Ways and 
~eans favorably ordered reported to 
the House, H.R. 4242, a bill to provide 
significant tax relief to individuals and 
to restructure the tax treatment of 
business income to encourage in
creased savings, investment, and pro
ductivity growth. 

I take this occasion to advise my col
leagues that the Committee on Ways 
and Means has specifically instructed 
me to request a modified closed rule. 
We intend to file the committee report 
tomorrow, July 24, 1981, and will re
quest to be heard before the Commit
tee on Rules as expeditiously as possi
ble.e 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas <Mr. WHITE) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I was 
under the impression that I had re
corded my vote in favor of the Courter 
substitute to H.R. 3519 that directs 
the President to submit recommenda
tions to the Congress to improve effi
ciency and management, and eliminate 
waste, fraud, abuse, and mismanage
ment in the Defense Department. As 
the RECORD of July 16 does not reflect 
my having voted, I would like to make 
it clear that I agree with the intent of 
that amendment <rollcall No. 136).e 

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE 
PREMIUMS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Florida <Mr. NELSON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
• Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to ex
press my displeasure with the recent 
national flood insurance premium in
cease. 

A number of families in my district 
have received NFI premium increases 
ranging from 300 percent to greater 
than 800 percent. I find it distressing 
that a Government agency, in particu
lar, the Federal Emergency Manage
ment Agency, would contribute so 
heavily to the inflationary fire. At the 
very least, such an increase in premi
ums would be more reasonable if that 
rate hike were spread over a longer 
period of time at a more acceptable 
rate increase. 

I appreciate FEMA's attempt to 
make the national flood insurance pro
gram fiscally sound. But, it stands to 
reason that a 300-plus-percent increase 
is unjustified and a poor decision in 
today's economic climate.e 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. GAYDOS <at the request of Mr. 

WRIGHT), after 11:30 a.m. on Wednes
day, July 22, and for today on account 
of personal reasons. 

Mr. HENDON <at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL), for July 24, 1981, on account 
of official business. 

Mr. GILMAN <at the request of Mr. 
MicHEL), after 1 p.m. today to attend a 
funeral. 

Mr. MARTIN of Illinois <at the re
quest of Mr. MICHEL), for July 24, 
1981, on account of illness in the 
family. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to address the House, following the 
legislative program and any special 

orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. DAvis) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. DouGHERTY, for 60 minutes on, 
July 29. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. FAZIO) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. ADDABBO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HEFTEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. UDALL, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. DANIELSON, for 60 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MAZZOLI, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. KASTENMEIER, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. PEPPER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DINGELL, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. REUss, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. LAFALCE, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. WHITE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. NELSON, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

Mr. LIVINGSTON, to revise and extend 
his remarks on House Joint Resolution 
308 at the conclusion of the debate. 

Mrs. BoGGS, to revise and extend her 
remarks on House Joint Resolution 
308 at the conclusion of the debate. 

Mr. VENTO, on the Weaver-Conte 
amendment, in the Committee of the 
Whole today. 

Mr. BEDELL, to revise and extend his 
remarks, during general debate on 
energy and water in the House today. 

Mr. LuJAN, immediately preceding 
debate on title III of H.R. 4144 in the 
Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. DASCHLE, during the Committee 
of the Whole today. 

Mr. BEREUTER, during general debate 
on H.R. 4144 in the Committee of the 
Whole today. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. DAVIS) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Ms. FIEDLER in two instances. 
Mr. FISH. 
Mr. NELLIGAN. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 
Mr. ROTH. 
Mr. ASHBROOK in two instances. 
Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances. 
Mr. BROYHILL. 
Mr. LEACH of Iowa. 
Mrs. HOLT. 
Mr. LuJAN. 
Mr. EMERY. 
Mr. DENARDIS. 
Mr. PORTER. 
Mr. WoLF. 
Mr. COATS. 

Mr. CLAUSEN in two instances. 
Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE. 
Mr. RoussELOT in two instances. 
<The following Members <at the re-

quest of Mr. FAZIO) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. FoRD of Michigan. 
Mr. YATRON. 
Mr. UDALL. 
Mr. PEASE. 
Mr. OTTINGER. 
Mr. SHARP. 
Mr. HUBBARD. 
Mr. FOWLER. 
Mr. BEDELL. 
Mr. HEFNER. 
Mr. HEFTEL. 
Mr. LELAND in two instances. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. 
Mr. RICHMOND. 
Mr. RODINO 
Mr. SKELTON. 
Mr. HAWKINS. 
Mr. SYNAR. 
Mr. CoNYERS in two instances. 
Mr. SoLARz in two instances. 
Mr. DICKS. 
Mr. DYSON. 
Mrs. BOGGS. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly <at 6 o'clock and 50 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Friday, July 24, 1981, at 10 
a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1868. A communication from the Presi
dent of the United States, transmitting a 
report on progress toward conclusion of a 
negotiated solution of the Cyprus problem, 
pursuant to section 620C<c> of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended <H. Doc. 
No. 97-78); to the Committee on Foreign M
fairs and ordered to be printed. 

1869. A letter from the Secretary of Agri
culture, transmitting notice of a delay until 
July 31 in the submission of a report on the 
study of the potential for expansion of U.S. 
agricultural exports and the use of agricul
tural exports in obtaining natural resources 
or other commodities and products needed 
by the United States, required by section 
210<a> of Public Law 96-494; to the Commit
tee on Agriculture. 

1870. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
S«:cretary of Defense <Comptroller), trans
mitting a list of contract award dates for 
the period July 15 to October 15, 1981, pur
suant to 10 U.S.C. 139<b>; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

1871. A letter from the Director Defense 
Security Assistant Agency, trans~itting a 
report on the impact on U.S. readiness of 
the Air Force's proposed sale of certain de
fense equipment to the United Kingdom 
<Transmittal No. 81-83), pursuant to section 
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813 of Public Law 94-106; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

1872. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of the Navy (shipbuilding and Logis
tics), transmitting notice of the proposed 
conversion to contractor performance data 
entry /keypunch function at the Navy Re
gional Finance Center, Washington, D.C.; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

1873. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of the Navy <Shipbuilding and Logis
tics), transmitting notice of the proposed 
conversion to contractor performance of the 
guard services function at the Aviation 
Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pa., pursuant 
to section 502<b> of Public Law 96-342; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

1874. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of the Navy <Shipbuilding and Logis
tics), transmitting notice of the proposed 
conversion to contractor performance of the 
custodial services function at the Fleet 
Training Center, Mayport, Fla., pursuant to 
section 502<b> of Public Law 96-342; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

1875. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 4-58, "Vital Records Act of 1981," 
and report, pursuant to section 602(c) of 
Public Law 93-198; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

1876. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 4-64, "Clothing of Two Public 
Alleys in Square 1818," and report, pursuant 
to section 602(c) of Public Law 93-198; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

1877. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the DiStrict of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 4-62, "District of Columbia State
hood Constitutional Convention Amend
ment Act of 1981," pursuant to section 
602<c> of Public Law 93-198; to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

1878. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 4-63, "Traffic Act Amendments 
Act of 1981," pursuant to section 602<c> of 
Public Law 93-198; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

1879. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 4-67, "District of Columbia Deposi
tory Disclosures Amendments Act of 1981," 
pursuant to section 602<c> of Public Law 93-
198; to the Committee on the District of Co
lumbia. 

1880. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 4-66, "Good Faith Donor and 
Donee Act of 1981," pursuant to section 
602<c> of Public Law 93-198; to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

1881. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 4-65, "To authorize the sale of li
brary-related items by the District of Co
lumbia Public Library," pursuant to section 
602<c> of Public Law 93- 198; to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

1882. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting proposed final regula
tions to govern the legal profession training 
program, pursuant to section 43l<d><l> of 
the General Education Provisions Act, as 
amended; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

1883. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting proposed final regula
tions to implement the institutional grants 
for graduate and professional study pro
gram, pursuant to section 431(d)(l) of the 
General Education Provisions Act, as 
amended; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

1884. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting proposed final regula
tions to govern determination of a student's 
cost of attendance at a postsecondary Insti
tution under the Pell grant program, pursu
ant to section 431(d)(l) of the General Edu
cation Provisions Act, as amended; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

1885. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
notice of the Air Force's intention to offer 
to sell certain defense equipment to the 
United Kingdom <Transmittal No. 81-83), 
pursuant to section 36(b) of the Arms 
Export Control Act; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
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. NATCHER: Committee on Appropria
tions. House Joint Resolution 308. Joint res
olution making an urgent supplemental ap
propriation for the Department of Health 
and Human Services for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1981 <Rept. No. 97-
92>. Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. GINN: Committee on Appropriations. 
H.R. 4241. A bill making appropriations for 
military construction for the Department of 
Defense for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1982, and for other purposes <Rept. 
No. 97-193). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. PERKINS: Committee on Education 
and Labor. Report pursuant to section 
302(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 <Rept. No. 97-194). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House . on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. BINGHAM: Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. H.R. 3136. A bill to amend the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961 with respect to 
the activities of the Overseas Private Invest
ment Corporation, with an amendment 
<Rept. No. 97-195). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. GINN: 
H.R. 4241. A bill making appropriations 

for military construction for the Depart
ment of Defense for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1982, and for other purposes. 

By Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: 
H.R. 4242. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to encourage econom
ic growth through reductions in individual 
income tax rates, the expensing of deprecia
ble property, incentives for small businesses, 
and incentives for savings, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BROYHILL: 
H.R. 4243. A bill to establish a national 

tourism policy and provide for its effective 
implementation; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. CHAPPELL (for himself and 
Mr. HuTTo): 

H.R. 4244. A bill to continue the minimum 
monthly insurance benefits under title II of 
the Social Security Act for individuals cur
rently entitled to such benefits; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COTTER: 
H.R. 4245. A bill to amend the Gun Con

trol Act of 1968 to provide for separate of
fense and consecutive sentencing in felonies 
involving the use of a firearm; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 4246. A bill to require a speedy trial 
for criminal defendants charged with use of 
a firearm in the commission of a Federal 
crime; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JAMES K. COYNE: 
H.R. 4247. A bill to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to allow paid leave for Federal 
and District of Columbia Government em
ployees serving in volunteer fire depart
ments or rescue squads in emergency cir
cumstances; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

H.R. 4248. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to clarify the tax ex
emption for interest on obligations of volun
teer fire, ambulance, and rescue depart
ments: to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. EMERY: 
H.R. 4249. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow the residen
tial energy credit for certain wood-burning 
stoves; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. KASTENMEIR (for himself, 
Mr. BONIOR of Michigan, Mr. FOR
SYTHE, Mr. KOGOVSEK, Mr. PANETrA, 
Mr. PRICE, Mr. STUDDS, and Mr. 
WEAVER): 

H.R. 4250. A bill to amend the Clayton 
Act to prohibit certain anticompetitive prac
tices in the agricultural industry; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. OTTINGER: 
H.R. 4251. A bill to provide for the modifi

cation of the navigation project at Mamaro
neck Harbor, N.Y., relating to the Federal 
share of certain costs of disposing of 
dredged material; to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

ByMr.SABO: 
H.R. 4252. A bill to amend the Railroad 

Retirement Act of 1974 to make annuities 
payable before the first day of the month 
when the first day is on a weekend or holi
day; to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. 

By Mr. GUARINI <for himself, Mr. 
CoURTER, Mr. DWYER, Mrs. FENwicK, 
Mr. FLORIO, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. HoL
LENBECK, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. HUGHES, 
Mr. MINISH, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. 
RoDINO, Mr. RoE, Mrs. RoUKEMA, 
and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey): 

H.R. 4253. A bill to modify the navigation 
project for Anchorage Channel, New York 
Harbor; to the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation. 

By Mr. LAFALCE: 
H.R. 4254. A bill to amend the Small Busi

ness Act to strengthen the role of the small, 
innovative firms in federally funded re
search and development, and to utilize Fed
eral research and development as a base for 
technological innovation to meet agency 
needs and to contribute to the growth and 
strength of the Nation's economy; to the 
Committee on Small Business. 

By Mr. UDALL <for himself, Mr. 
LUJAN, Mr. DINGELL, and Mr. BROY
HILL): 
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H.R. 4255. A bill to authorize appropria

tions to the Nuclear Regulatory Commis
sion, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. GEJDENSON <for himself and 
Mr. DOWNEY) 

H. Con. Res. 161. Concurrent resolution 
disapproving the proposed transfer by the 
Republic of Korea to UrugUay of certain 
items produced using technical data of U.S. 
origin; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. RAHALL: 
H. Con. Res. 162. Concurrent resolution 

expressing the sense of Congress that acts 
of violence and aggression in Israel, Iraq, 
and Lebanon aimed at innocent citizens be 
condemned; that the administration be com
mended for its decision to suspend the ship
ment of military planes to Israel, and calls 
for further temporary suspension of arms to 
Middle East combatants; that Congress be 
involved in the development of a compre
hensive U.S. policy leading to peace in the 
Middle East region; and that Congress urges 
all parties to the violence to halt all aggres
sive acts; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

By Mr. DIXON (for himself Mr. 
WAXMAN, Ms. FIEDLER, Mr. DYMALLY, 
Mr. LEwiS, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. HAW
KINS, Mr. MooRHEAD, arid Mr. 
PEPPER): 

H. Res. 193 Resolution concerning the 
safety and freedom of Soviet citizen Yuri 
Badzyo; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

By Mr. HAWKINS: 
H. Res. 194. Resolution expressing the 

concern of the House of Representatives 
with respect to the loss of jobs in the United 
States due to expanded foreign production, 
and sale in the United States of goods, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

PRIVATE BILlS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. JOHN L. BURTON: 
H.R. 4256. A bill for the relief of Reynaldo 

B. Nidoy and Bella Anderson Nidoy; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 52: Mr. RAILSBACK and Mr. MARKS. 
H.R. 247: Mr. MoLLOHAN and Mrs. SCHROE

DER. 
H.R. 352: Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. 
H.R. 374: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. HOYER, and 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. 
H.R. 375: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. BIAGGI, and Mr. 

WHITLEY. 
H.R. 560: Mr. RICHMOND. 
H.R. 768: Mr. McEWEN, Mr. ERDAHL, Ms. 

FIEDLER, Mr. ANTHONY, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. 
FLoRIO, Mr. DoWNEY, and Mr. ERLENBORN. 

H.R. 907: Mr. WEAVER. 
H.R. 2034: Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. LELAND, and 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H.R. 2052: Mr. EDGAR. 
H.R. 2208: Mr. HUNTER. 
H.R. 2561: Mr. DAUB, Mr. WEBER of Minne

sota, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. LANTos, 
Mr. HAMILTON, and Mr. NICHOLS. 

H.R. 2773: Mr. FRANK and Mr. WATKINS. 
H.R. 3136: Mr. FINDLEY and Mrs. SNOWE. 

79-059 0 - 85 - 20 (Vol. 127) Pt. 13 

H.R. 3186: Mr. GRAMM and Mr. LoEFFLER. 
H.R. 3456: Mr. SHELBY, Mr. DORGAN of 

North Dakota, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. MADIGAN, 
Mr. SPENCE, Mr. VENTO, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. 
RAILSBACK, Mr. HUNTER, and Mr. RITTER. 

H.R. 3496: Mr. ALExANDER, Mr. GARCIA, 
Mr. CHAPPlE, Mr. WILLIAM J. CoYNE, Mr. 
GORE, Mr. HANSEN of Idaho, Mr. HAWKINS, 
Mr. HoYER, Mr. JoNEs of Tennessee, Mr. 
KoGovsEK, Mr. LELAND, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. 
RATCHFORD, Mr. RunD, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. 
SMITH of Iowa, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. 
WIRTH, Mr. WoLPE, and Mr. YATES. 

H.R. 3575: Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. BAILEY of 
Missouri, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. EMERSON, 
Mr. FROST, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. MYERS, Mr. 
RoBERTS of Kansas, Mr. RoTH, Mr. SYNAR, 
Mr. WEBER of Ohio, and Mr. WHITTAKER . . , 

H.R. 3666: Mr. LEBOUTILLIER. ' 
H.R. 3708: Mr. McCLORY, Mr. GOLDWATER, 

Mr. STUMP, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, 
Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. HANSEN of Idaho, Mr. 
FRENZEL, Mr. WINN, Mr. TRIBLE, Mr. BAR
NARD, and Mr. WAMPLER. 

MEYER, and Mr. DAUB. Mr. DAVIS, Mr. DE LA 
GARZA, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DE LuGo, Mr. Dz
NARDIS, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. 
DICKS, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. DIXON, Mr. 
DORNAN of California, Mr. DOWDY, Mr. 
DREIER, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. DUNN, Mr. DWYER, 
Mr. DYSON, Mr. EDGAR, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
ERDAHL, Mr. EvANS of Georgia, Mr. FARY, 
Mrs. FENwiCK, Ms. FERRARo, Mr. FIELDs, Mr. 
FisH, Mr. FLIPPO, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. FoRD 
of Michigan, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. FOUNTAIN, 
Mr. FOWLER, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. FuQUA, Mr. 
GEJDENSON, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. GIBBONs, 
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. GONZALEZ, 
Mr. GooDLING, Mr. GREEN, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
GUNDERSON, Mr. RALPH M. HALL, Mr. SAM B. 
HALL, JR., Mr. HAMMERscHMmT, Mr. HANsEN 
of Idaho, Mr. HARTNETT, Mrs. HEcKLER, Mr. 
HEFNER, Mr. HENDoN, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. 
HILER, Mr. HILLIS, Mr. HoLLAND, Mr. HoL
LENBECK, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. HOPKINS, Mr. HUB
BARD, Mr. HUCKABY, Mr. HYDE, Mr. JEFFRIES, 
Mr. JENKINS, Mr. JoNES of North Carolina, 
Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr. KAZEN, Mr. KEMP, 

H.R. 3710: Mr. BEDELL. 
H.R. 3824: Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. CLAY, 

HYDE, Mr. JEFFRIES, Mr. HERTEL, and 
WILLIAMS of Ohio. 

Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. KRAMER, Mr. LAFALCE, 
Mr. ',.Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. LANTos, Mr. LEATH of 
Mr. Texas, Mr. LEE, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. LELAND, 

H.R. 3904: Mr. MURPHY. 
H.R. 3929: Mr. BURGENER, Mr. JAMES K. 

CoYNE, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, 
Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
STANTON of Ohio, and Mr. WOLF. 

H.R. 3949: Mr. FRosT. 
H.R. 4002: Mr. WEAVER and Mr. PANETTA. 
H.R. 4015: Mr. RALPH M. HALL, Mr. MoTTL, 

Mr. WYDEN, Mr. SABO, Mr. HALL of Ohio, 
Mr. HERTEL, Mr. VENTO, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. 
DAUB, and Mr. CORRADA. 

H.R. 4155: Mr. BROYHILL. 
H.J. Res. 50: Mr. McDONALD. 
H.J. Res. 168: Mr. PICKLE, Mr. ST GER

MAIN, Mr. WHITLEY, Mr. PORTER, Mr. PER
KINS, Mr. GoRE, Mr. FoRD of Tennessee, Mr. 
EvANs of Delaware, Mr. EvANs of Iowa, Mr. 
PRITCHARD, Mr. JAMES K. COYNE, Mr. BROWN 
of Ohio, Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota, Mr. 
HATCHER, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. NAPIER, Mr. 
BINGHAM, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
SKEEN, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. BRINKLEY, Mr. FoGLI
ETTA, Mr. SMITH of Alabama, Mr. UDALL, Mr. 
McCLORY, and Mr. AuCOIN. 

H.J. Res. 214: Mr. ARclttR, Mr. ALExANDER, 
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BADHAM, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 
BoLAND, Mr. BoWEN, Mr. BREAux, Mrs. 
BYRON, Mr. CARNEY, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. 
DouGHERTY, Mr. EMERY, Mr. FARY, Mrs. 
FENwiCK, Mr. FISH, Mr. FoRD of Tennessee, 
Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. GINN, Mr. 
GRADISON, Mr. HowARD, Mr. JEFFRIES, Mr. 
KEMP, Mr. LATTA, Mr. LuKEN, Mr. LEAcH of 
Iowa, Mr. LENT, Mr. MOORE, Mr. MoTTL, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. PicKLE, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. 
SMITH of Iowa, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. 
STANTON of Ohio, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. WAL
GREN, Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr. WHITTEN, and 
Mr. WoN PAT. 

H.J. Res. 263: Mr. AKAKA, Mr. ANNUNZIO, 
Mr. ARcHER, Mr. AsHBROOK, Mr. BAFALIS, 
Mr. BAILEY of Pennsylvania, Mr. BAILEY of 
Missouri, Mr. BARNES, Mr. BEARD, Mr. BE
REUTER, Mr. BETHUNE, Mr. BLILEY, Mrs. 
BOGGS, Mr. BONIOR of Michigan, Mrs. 
BouQUARD, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. BRINKLEY, Mr. 
BROOKS, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. BROWN of 
California, Mr. BROWN of Colorado, Mr. 
BURGENER, Mr. JOHN L. BURTON, Mr. PHILLIP 
BURTON, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. 
CHENEY, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. CLAUSEN, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. COATS, Mr. COELHO, Mr. COLLINS 
of Texas, Mr. CONTE, Mr. CORCORAN, Mr. 
CouGHLIN, Mr. JAMEs K. CoYNE, Mr. CRAIG, 
Mr. D'AMOURS, Mr. DAN DANIEL, Mr. DANNE-

Mr. LENT, Mr. LEwiS, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. 
LoEFFLER, Mr. LoTT, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. MAD
IGAN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MARKs, Mr. MARTIN 
of New York, Mr. MARTIN of North Caroli
na, Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois, Mr. MAVROULES, 
Mr. McCLORY, Mr. McCURDY, Mr. McDADE, 
Mr. McDONALD, Mr. McGRATH, Mr. McKIN
NEY, Mr. MICHEL, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. MILLER 
of Ohio, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. 
MITCHELL of New York, Mr. MOORE, Mr. 
MooRHEAD, Mr. MoRRISON, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. 
MYERS, Mr. NATCHER, Mr. NELLIGAN, Mr. 
NICHOLS, Mr. O'BRIEN, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
OTTINGER, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. 
PARRIS, Mr. PASHAYAN, Mr. PATMAN, Mr. 
PATTERSON, Mr. PAUL, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. 
PETRI, Mr. PEYsER, Mr. PoRTER, Mr. PRICE, 
Mr. PRITCHARD, Mr. PURsELL, Mr. QuiLLEN, 
Mr. RATCHFORD, Mr. ROBERTS of Kansas, Mr. 
ROBINSON, Mr. RoEMER, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. 
RosE, Mr. RosENTHAL, Mr. RoussELOT, Mr. 
ROYBAL, Mr. RunD, Mr. Russo, Mr. SAWYER, 
Mrs. ScHNEIDER, Mr. SCHULZE, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. SHAW, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. SHUMWAY, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, 
Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska, Mrs. SNOWE, Mr. 
SOLOMON, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. STANGELAND, Mr. 
STANTON of Ohio, Mr. STATON of West Vir
ginia, Mr. STRATTON, Mr. STUMP, Mr. SWIFT, 
Mr. SYNAR, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. 
THOMAS, Mr. VENTO, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. 
WALKER, Mr. WAMPLER, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. 
WEBER of Ohio, Mr. WEBER of Minnesota, 
Mr. WEISS, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. WHITLEY, 
Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. WILSON, 
Mr. WoLF, Mr. WoLPE, Mr. WoRTLEY, Mr. 
WRIGHT, Mr. WYLIE, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, 
and Mr. YOUNG of Missouri. 

H .J. Res. 277: Mr. McCLORY, Mr. GoLD
WATER, Mr. STUMP, Mr. JONES of North 
Carolina, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. HANSEN of 
Idaho, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. WINN, Mr. TRIBLE, 
Mr. BARNARD, and Mr. WAMPLER. 

H.J. Res. 293: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. VENTO, and 
Mr. GRISHAM. 

H. Con. Res. 112: Mrs. FENwicK, Mr. 
FRANK, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. GRAY, Mr. HYDE, 
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LEAcH of Iowa, Mr. SIMON, 
Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. TRIBLE, and Mr. YATRON. 

H. Res. 176: Mr. AnDABBO, Mr. McKINNEY, 
Mr. REGULA, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. 
FOGLIETTA, Mr. CONTE, Mrs. SCHNEIDER, Mr. 
DELLUMS, Mr. WoRTLEY, Mr. UDALL, Mr. 
LANTos, Mr. MORRISON, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, Mr. BROYHILL, Mr. GREGG, Mr. COR
CORAN, Mr. RoE, Mr. RAILSBACK, Mr. EVANS 
of Iowa, Mr. RITTER, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
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Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. CROCK
E'rl', Mr. WEBER of Ohio, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
DERRICK, Mr. DWYER, and Mr. BROWN of 
Ohio. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
146. The SPEAKER presented a petition 

of Howard Jarvis, Los Angeles, Calif., and 
others, relative to passage of "The Ameri
can Tax Reduction Act of 1981"; which was 
referred to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 4119 
By Mr. ERTEL: 

-Page 53, immediately after line 22 insert 
the following new sections: 

SEC. 622. None of the funds provided in 
this Act to any Department or Agency shall 
be obligated or expended to provide a per
sonal cook. chauffeur, or other personal 
servants to any officer or employee of such 
Department or Agency. 

SEc. 623. None of the funds provided in 
this Act to any Department or Agency shall 
be obligated or expended to procure passen
ger automobiles as defined in 15 U.S.C. 2001 
with an EPA estimated miles per gallon av
erage of less than 22 miles per gallon. 

By Mr. PEYSER: 
-Page 49, line 2. immediately before period 
insert the following: ": Provided, That no 
funds appropriated under this section shall 

be e:xpended by the Governor of the Farm 
Credit Administration, the Federal Farm 
Credit Board, or their delegates to imple
ment or execute any policy authorizing 
loans under the Farm Credit Act of 1971 as 
amended, other than rural housing loans, to 
persons or legal entities who derive less 
than 50 percent of their income as bona fide 
farmers or ranchers, or less than 50 percent 
of their income from farm-related 
businesses.". 

H.R. 4121 
By Mr. LEVITAS: 

-Page 43, after line 21, insert the following: 
SEc. 617. None of the funds made avail

able pursuant to the provisions of this Act 
shall be used to implement, administer. or 
enforce any regulation which has been dis
approved pursuant to a resolution of disap
proval duly adopted in accordance with the 
applicable law of the United States. 

H.R. 4144 
By Mr. ERTEL: 

-Page 31, immediately after line 19 insert 
the following new sections: 

SEC. 504. None of the funds provided in 
this Act to any Department or Agency shall 
be obligated or expended to provide a per
sonal cook, chauffeur, or other personal 
servants to any officer or employee of such 
Department or Agency. 

SEC. 505. None of the funds provided in 
this Act to any Department or Agency shall 
be obligated or expended to procure passen
ger automobiles as defined in 15 U.S.C. 2001 
with an EPA estimated miles per gallon av
erage of less than 22 miles per gallon. 

By Mr. SNYDER: 
-Page 38, after line 15, add the following 
new section: 

SEc. 322. None of the funds in this Act 
shall be used to implement any change in 
the policy or rules governing the operation 
of aircraft at Washington National Airport 
<14 CFR 93, subpart K; 14 CFR 159, subpart 
C> as such policy or rules were in effect on 
July 21, 1981. 
-Page 38, after line 15, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 322. None of the funds in this Act 
shall be used to implement any change in 
the policy or rules governing the operation 
of aircraft at Washington National Airport 
<14 CFR 93, subpart K; 14 CFR 159, subpart 
C> as such policy or rules were in effect on 
July 21, 1981. This limitation shall not 
apply to any change in 14 CFR 159.60. 

H.R. 4242 
By Ms. MIKULSKI: 

-Add to title I, subtitle A: 
That <a> section 170 of the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954 <relating to charitable, 
etc., contributions and gifts) is amended by 
redesignating subsections <h> and (i) as sub
sections m and (j), respectively, and by in
serting after subsection (g) the following 
new subsection: 

"(h) STANDARD MILEAGE RATE FOR USE OF 
PASSENGER AUTOMOBILE.-If the Secretary 
prescribes by regulation a standard mileage 
rate which may be used to compute for the 
taxable year the deduction under section 
162 for use of a passenger automobile, such 
standard mileage rate may be used to com
pute for such year the deduction under this 
section for use of a passenger automobile." 
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