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committee his cooperation and assist
ance was indispensable to this success.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Berry. one of its read
ing clerks, announced that the Speaker
had affixed his signature to the follow
ing enrolled bills:

S. 58. An act providing for the addition of
the Freeman School to the Homestead Na
tional Monument of America in the State
of Nebraska, and for other purposes;

S. 621. An act to provide for the estab
lishment of the Apostle Islands National
Lakeshdre in the State of Wisconsin, and for
other purposes; and

S. 2208. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to study the feasib1l1ty and
desirability of a national lakeshore on Lake
Tahoe in the State of Nevada and California,
and for other purposes.

MERCHANT MARINE PROGRAM

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 1090 (H.R. 15424) to amend
the Merchant Marine Act of 1936.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 15424) to amend the Mer
chant Marine Act of 1936.

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill which had
been reported from the Committee on
Commerce with amendments on page 2,
line I, after ., (46 U.S.C. 1119(b)." strike
out "is amended by striking the period at
the end thereof and inserting a colon and
the following: "Provided, however, That
the Secretary of Commerce is authorized
prior to June 30, 1980, to approve appli
cations and enter into contracts for con
struction differential subsidy and for the
cast of national defense features incident
to the construction of 300 ships for opera
tion in foreign commerce of such size,
type, and design as he may consider best
suited to carry out the purposes and
policy of this Act." and, in lieu thereof,
insert "is amended by inserting before
the period the following: ", except that
for fiscal years 1971 through 1980 there
is hereby authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary, without
fiscal year limitation, as appropriation
Acts may provide, for the uses set forth
in subparagraphs (1) and (2) of this sub
section, including but not limited to the
construction of 300 ships for operation
in foreign commerce of such sizes, types,
and designs as the Secretary of Com
merce may consider best suited to carry
forward the national policy declared in
section 101 of this Act."; on page 3, line
2, after the word "of", insert "efficient";
in line 3, after the word "repair", strike
out "facilities" and insert "capacity"; on
page 5, line 20, after the word "pur
chaser," strike out "if he is the appli
cant,"; in line 23, after the word "of",
insert "the first sentence of"; in line 24,

after the word "Act", insert "with respect
to competitive bidding,"; on page 6, line
15, after the word "any", strike out "di
rectly"; on page 7, line 12, after the word
"By", strike out "the insertion" and in
sert "inserting"; in line 13, after "(b) ",
strike out "of three new sentences to read
as follows:" and insert "the following:";
after the amendment just above stated,
strike out "The Secretary shall recom
pute such estimated foreign cost periodi
cally, as necessary. Between recomputa
tions the construction differential sub
sidy shall be based on such estimated
foreign cost, adjusted for the increases
or decreases in labor and material costs.
Such adjustments shaJI be based on the
most reliable available statistics show
ing such increases or decreases." and, in
lieu thereof, insert "The Secretary of
Commerce shall recompute such esti
mated foreign cost annually unless, in
the opinion of the Secretary, there has
been a significant change in shipbuilding
market conditions. The Secretary shall
~ublish notice of his intention to com
pute or recompute such estimated for
eign cost and shall give interested per
sons, including but not limited to ship
yards and shipowners and associations
thereof, an opportunity to file written
statements. The Secretary's considera
tion shall include, but not be limited to,
all relevant matter so filed, and his de
termination shall include or be accom
panied by a concise explanation of the
basis of his determination."; on page 8,
line 20, after the word "of", insert "the
first sentence of"; on page 9, line 10,
after the word "shall", strike out "notify
the Commission on American Shipbuild
ing of such contract and the Commis
sion on American Shipbuilding shall,";
in line 12, after the word "after", insert
"entering"; in line 13, after the word
"such", insert "contract"; in the same
line after the amendment just stated,
strike out "notification"; in the same
line, after the word "submit", strike out
"its" and insert "his"; on page 11, after
line 1, insert:

(a) By striking out the words "title VII
and section 509, and the Federal Maritime
Board, In connection With ship construction,
reconstruction, or reconditioning under title
V (except section 509)." in the second sen
tence and Inserting in lieu thereof "titles
V and VII,".

(b) By striking out the words "In such
manner as It may be determined" in the
second sentence and inserting in lieu there
of "In such manner as he may determine",

At the beginning of line 10, strike out
"( a) " and insert" (c) "; at the beginning
of line 12, strike out "(b)" and insert
"( d) "; at the beginning of line 15, strike
out "(c)" and insert "(e) "; on page 12,
line 18, after the word "the", where it
appears the second time, strike out "ship
builder" and insert "shipyard"; on page
13, after line 10, strike out:

(d) By striking out the second sentence
the words "In all such ccnstruc:ion the ship
builder, subcontractors, materialmen, or
suppliers shall use," and inserting in lieu
thereof the words "Any material or other
articles used In the construction of a vessel
and Included In the United States construc
tion cost for the purpose of determining the
cODl3truction differential subsidy payable and
all major components of the hull and super-

structure and any material used In the con
struction thereof shall,".

(c) By striking out of the second sentence
the words "only articles. materials, and SUD
plies" and inserting In lieu thereof the wo~j
"be".

At the beginning of line 23, strike out
"(n" and insert "(d)"; on page 14,
after line 3, insert a new section, as
follows:

SEC. 11. Section 509 of the Merchant Marine
Act. 1936 is amended as follows:

(a) By striking out the word "Commis
sion" Wherever it appears and inserting In
lieu thereof the words "Secretary of Com
merce".

(b) By striking out the word "applicant"
wherever It appears and Inserting In lieu
thereof the word "purchaser".

(c) By striking out the words "at 3¥, per
centum per annum," and inserting in lieu
thereof, the words "at a rate not less than
(I) a rate determined by the Secretary of
the Treasury, taking Into consideration the
current average market yield on outstanding
marketable obligations of the United States
With remaining periods to maturity com
parable to the average maturities of such
loans, adjusted to the nearest one-eighth of
1 per centum, plus (iI) an allowance ade
quate in the jUdgment of the Secretary of
Commerce to cover administrative costs, the
balance of such purchase price being".

At the beginning of line 23, change the
section number from "II." to "12."; on
page 15, at the beginning of line 19,
change the section number from "12."
to "13."; on page 16, at the beginning of
line 11, change the section number from
"13," to "14."; at the beginning of line
24, change the section number from "14."
to "15.";00 page 17, at the beginning of
line 4, change the section number from
"15." to "16.";

After line 5, strike out:
(l) By striking out of the first sentence

the words "on a serVice, route, or line" and
inserting in lieu thereof the words "in an
essential se;rvlce",

(2) By Inserting In the first sentence fol
lOWing the wo;rds "shall not exceed the ex
cess of" the words "the subsidizable wage
costs of the United States officers and
crews,".

And, in lieu thereof, insert:
(l) By striking out the words "Such con

tract shall provide that the amount of the
operating-differential subsidy fOIl" the opera
tion of vessels on a serVice, route, or line
shall not exceed the exce~s of" and Inserting
in lieu therea,f the words "Such contract
shall pit'Ovide, except a.s the parties shOUld
agree upon a lesser amount, that the amount
of the operating-differential subSildy fOT the
operation of vessels In an essential service
shall equal the excess of the SUbsidizable
wage costs of the United States officers and
crews".

At the beginning of line 21, 'strike out
"(3)" and insert "12)"; at the top of
page 18, insert:

(3) By striking out of the first sentence
the words "maintenance, repairs not com
pensated by Insurance," and inserting In lieu
thereof "maintenance and repairs not com
pensated by Insurance",

In line 10, after the word "to." insert
"and inserting in lieu thereof "'in
cUrred' "; at the beginning of line 21,
change the section number from "16" to
"17; on page 19, at the beginning of liYle
8, insert "and taxes or other govern
mental assessments on crew payrolls";
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In line 11, after the word "relating",
strike out "thereto:" and insert "to:"; in
line 20, after the word "finding", strike
out the ccmma and "or"; after the
amendment just above stated, insert a
colon and "And provided further, That
in determining whether officers or mem
bers of the crew are necessary for the
efficient and economical operation of
such vessel, the Secretary of Commerce
shall give due consideration to, but shall
not be bound by, wage and manning
scales and working conditions required
by a bona fide collective bargaining
agreement, or"; on page 20, line 4, after
the word "to", insert "ninety days fol
lowing"; in line 12, after the word "to",
insert "ninety days follOWing"; on page
21, line 9, after the word "established.",
strike out "The Secretary of Commerce
shall not start a new base period unless
he announces his intention to do so prior
to the December 31 that would be in
cluded in the new base period"; on page
22, line 4, after the word "cost", insert
"except that the Secretary shall not
establish a new base period unless he an
nounces his intention to do so prior to
the December 31 that would be included
in the new base period." on page 23, line
3, after the word "interested", strike out
"operator" and insert "contractor"; in
line 9, after the word "the", strike out
"end of such period" and insert "begin
ning a new base period"; in line 11, after
the word "the", where it appears the
third time, strike out "operator's" and in
sert "contractor's"; on page 24, after line
6, insert a new section, as follows:

SEC. 18. Section 605(b) is amended by
striking out the words "except on whose llfe
expectancy has been determined as provided
in section 607(b) for a period in no case to
exceed the life expectancy determined there
under, unless the Commission" and inserting
in lieu thereof ", unless the Secretary of
Commerce".

At the beginning of line 13, change the
section number from "17" to "19"; on
page 25, at the beginning of line 4, change
the section number from "18" to "20";
on page 26, after the semicolon follow
ing the word "items", insert "by striking
out '505(a)' and inserting in lieu thereof
'505';"; at the beginning of line 23,
change the section number from "19"
to "21"; on page 27, line 9, after the word
"providing", strike out "replacement or
additional vessels" and insert "replace
ment vessels, additional vessels, or' re
constructed vessels,"; on page 30, line 7,
after the word "to", where it appears the
first time, insert "tend to"; on page 38,
line 14, after the word "made", insert
"in"; on page 41, line 19, after the word
"those", strike out "voyages" and insert
"areas"; on page 42, line 4, after the
word "inclUdes", strike out "an ocean
going towing vessel or an ocean-going
barge" and insert "a towing vessel or
barge other than a towing vessel or barge
engaged solely in the transportation of
property on inland rivers or canals ex
clusively.

"(8) The term "noncontiguous trade"
means (i) trade between the contiguous
forty-ei~ht States on the one hand and
Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico and the in
sular territories and possessions of the
United States on the other hand, and (iD
trade between Alaska, Hawaii, and

~uertoRico and such territories and pos
sessions and (iii) trade between the
islands of Hawaii."; on page .43, after
line 6, insert a new section, as follows:

Sec. 22. Section 714 of the Merchant Ma
rine Act, 1936 Is amended as follows:

(a) By striking out the words "Commis
sion" and "Commission's" wherever they ap
pear and inserting In lleu thereot the words
"Secretary of Commerce" and "Secretary of
Commerce's" respect!vely.

(b) By striking out in the first sentence
the words "3Y2 per centum of the depreciated
foreign cost computed annually upon the
basis of a twenty-five year llfe of the vessel."
and Inserting In lleu thereof "an amount
equal to (i) the sum of a percentage of the
depreciated foreign cost computed annually
upon the basis of a twenty-five year llfe of
the vessel determined by the Secretary of the
Treasury, taking into consideration the cur
rent average market yield on outstanding
marketable obllgations of the United States
with remaining periods to maturity compara
ble to the term of the charter, adjusted to
the nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum, plus
(II) an allowance adequate In the judgment
of the Secretary of Commerce to cover ad
ministrative costs."

(c) By striking out of the last sentence
of the first paragraph thereof the words "of
3Y2 per centum per annum from the date of
purchase." and Inserting In lleu thereof,
"from the date of purchase, at a rate not less
than (I) a rate determined by the Secretary
of the Treasury, taking Into consideration
the current average market yield on out
standing marketable obllgatlons of the
United States with remaining periods to ma
turity comparable to the average maturities
of such loans, adjusted to the nearest one
eighth of 1 per centum, plus (11) an allow
ance adequate In the jUdgment of the Secre
tary of Commerce to cover administrative
costs."

On page 44, at the beginning of line
15, change the section number from "20"
to "23"; at the beginning of line 18,
change the section number from "21" to
"24"; in line 19, after the word
"amended", insert "to read"; after line
20, strike out:

(1) The words "Its discretion" are stricken
out and the words' "his discretion" are In
serted In lieu thereof.

(2) The words "by afflrmatlve vote of four
of Its members, except as provided In section
201 (a)" and the comma that precedes them
are stricken out.

(3) A colon and the follOWing are inserted
before the periOd at the end thereof: "Pro
vided further, That this section shall not
apply to any contractor under title VI, or
those In' the foregoing specified relationship
to him, who is not such a contractor on
April 15, 1970, and who becomes such a con
tractor after April 15, 1970, with respect to
specific activities that he, or those In the spe
cific relationShip to him, are engaged In on
April 15, 1970. Such contractor, or those In
the foregoing specified relationship to him,
may continue to engage in such of the afore
said specific activities in which he was en
gaged on April 15, 1970, for a period of twenty
years after the date he becomes such a con
tractor,after which time he, and those in the
foregoing specified relationship to him, must
divest themselves completely of such specific
actiVIties. During this twenty year period,
the contractor or those In the foregoing spec
Ified relationship to him, may not acquire,
charter or use directly or Indirectly a foreign
fiag vessel which was not owned, chartered
or used directly or Indirectly before April 15,
1970".

And insert:
"SEC. 804. (a) Except as provided In sub

sections (b) and (c) of this section, It shall
be unlawfUl for any contractor receiving

an operatlng-ditrerential' subsidy under title
VI or tor any charterer of "essels under title
VII of this Act,oranr holding company,
subsidiary, affilla.te, or associate of such con
tractor or such charterer, or any officer, di
rector, agent"or executive thereof, directly
or Indirectly to own, charter, act as agent or
brokfi!r for, or operate any foreign-flag vessel
which competes wlthany American-flag
service determined by the Secretary of Com
merce to !?e esscIltlal, as prOVided in section
211 of this Act. .

"(b) Under special circumstances and for
good cause shown, the Secretary of Com
mercemay, In his discretion, waive the pro
visions of SUbsection (a) of this section as
to any contractor, for a'speclfic period of
time.

"(c) Upon application to the Secretary of
Commerce the provisions of subsection (a) of
this sect.lon shall not apply to the following
specified activities of any contractor under
title VI, or those In the foregoing specified
relationship to him, who was .not such a
contractor on April 15, 1970, and who shall
have complied with the reqUirement set forth
In SUbsection (d) of this section:

"(I) Until April 15, 1990-
"(A) the continued ownership, charter, or

operation of a' forelgn~fiag '/essel engaged In
the carriage of dry or liquid cargoes in bUlk
which. was owned, chartered, or operated by
such contractor, or those in the foregoing
speclfied relationship to him, on April 15,
1970;

.. (B) the continued acting as agent or
broker for a vessel described In subsection
(c) (1) (A) of this section Which Is owned,
chartered, or operated by such contractor, or
those in the foregoing specified relationship
to him, and fOLWhlch such contractor, or
those In the foregoing specified relationship
to him, were acting as agent or broker on
April 15, 1970:

"(2) Until April 15, 1972, the continued
acting as agent or broker for a forelgn-fiag
vessel engaged In the carriage of dry or llquld
cargoes in bulk (other than one described In
subsection (c) (1) (A) ). for which the. con
tractor, or thpse In the foregoing specified
relationship to him, were acting as· agent
or broker on April 15, 1970;

(il) No contractor under title VI, whether
he shall have become such a contractor be
fo're or after the date of enactment of this
section, shall avail himself of the provisions
of subsection (c) of this section unless not
later than ninety days after the enactment
of this section there shall have been filed
With the Secretary, of Commerce a full and
complete statement, satisfactory In form
and substance to the Secretary, of all for
eign-flag vessels Which he, or those In the
foregoing specified relationship to him, di
rectly or Indirectly owned, chartered, acted
as agent or broker for, or operated on
April 15, 1970.

•• (e) During the period of time provided
for In subsection (c) of this section, the
Secretary of Commerce shall, at the begin
ning of each regular session, make a report
to the Congress on the activities of contrac
tors under such subsection, Including but
not limited to, the nature and extent of such
activities; Its effect, If any, upon carrying
forward the national polley declared In sec
tion 101 of this Act; and the Secretary's
recommendations for legislation, If such Is
deemed to be necessary."

On page 48, at the beginning of line
6, change the section number from "22"
to "25"; at the beginning of line 9, change
the section number from "23" to "26";
after line 15, insert a new section, as
follows:

SEC. 27. Section 901 of the Merchant Ma
rine Act, 1936 (46 U.S.C. 1241) Is amended as
follows,:

(a) By redesignating SUbsection (b) as
SUbsection (b) (1).
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(b) By striking the words "section 901 (b) "

in redesignated subsection (b) (1) and insert
ing in lieu thereof the words "section 901
(b) (I)".

(c) By adding a new subsection (b) (2) to
read as follows:

"(2) Every department or agency having
responsibll1ty under this subsection shall ad
mlnistE'r its programs with respect to this
subsection under regulations issued by the
Secretary of Commerce. The Secretary of
Commerce shall review such administration
and shall annually report to the Congress
with respect thereto.','

On page 49, after line 4, inSert ,a new
section, as follows: .

SEC. 28. Section 905 (a) of the Merchant
Mll-rine Act, 1936. (46 U.S.C. 1244(a», is
amended by striking the period at the end
thereof, sUbstituting a comma therefor. and
adding the words "except that in the con
tele"t of title V of thIs Act concerning con
struction-differential subsidy, the said
words 'foreign commerce' or 'foreign trade'
shall to the extent provided in uniform reg
ulations promulgated by the Secretary of
Commerce also include, in the case of ,liquid
and dry bulk cargo carrying services, trading
between foreign ports in accordance with nor_
mill commercial bulk, shipping practices in
such manner as wlll permit U.S.-fiag bulk
vessels freely, to compete with ,foreign-fiag
bUlk carrying vessels."

At the beginning of line 18, change the
section number from "24" to "29"; at the
beginning of line 25, change the section
number from' "25" to "30"; on page 50,
at the beginning of line 4, change the
section number from "26" to "31"; at the
beginning of line 8, change the section
number from "27" to "32";,at the top of
page 51, insert a new section, ,as follows:

SEC. 33. Section 1105 (d) of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936 (46 U.S.C. 1275(d» is
amended by striking the last sentence there
of and inserting a new sentence to read as
follows: "Such installments shall include in
terest on the purchase price remaining un
paid at a rate not less than (i) a rate deter
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury, tak
Ing into consideration the current average
market yield on outstanding marketable ob
ligations of the United States with remain
ing periods to maturity comparable to the
average maturities of such Installments, ad
justed to the nearest one-eighth of 1 per
centum, plus (11) an allowance adequate in
the judgment of the Secretary of Commerce
to cover administrative costs."

At the beginning of line 13, change the
section number from "28" to "34"; at the
beginning of line 17, change the section
number from "29" to "35"; on page 53, at
the beginning of line 8, change the sec
tion number from "30" to "36"; at the
beginning of line 13, change the section
number from "31" to "37"; after line 17,
strike out:

SEC. 32. section 301 of Reorganization Plan
Numbered 7 of 1961 (75 Stat. 840) Is amend
ed by striking out the words "and to the
Maritime Administrator and all other officers
and employeeil of the Maritime Administra
tion",

After line 20, insert a new section, as
follows:

SEC. 38. Reorganization Plan Numbered 7 of
1961 (75 Stat. 840) is amended as follows:

(a) By striking out section 201 and insert
ing in lieu thereof a new section 201 to read
as follows:

"SEC. 201. MARITIME ADMINISTRAToK.-There
shall be at the head of the MlI.r:Itime Admin
istratlon (established by the proVisions of
part n Of Reorganlzatlon Plan 21 of 1950) a

Maritime Administrator, hereinafter referred
to as the Administrator. The ASSistant Secre
tary of Commerce for Maritime Affairs shall,
ex officio, be the Administrator. The Admin
istrator shall perform such duties as the Sec
retary of Commerce shall prescribe."

(b) By striking out of section 301 the
words at the end thereof "and to the Mari
time Administrator and all other officers and
employees of the Maritime Administration".

On page 54, at the beginning of line
12, change the section number from "33"
to "39"; at the beginning of line 23,
change the section number from "34"
to "40"; on page 55, line 8, after the word
"section", where it appears the second
time, strike out "19" and insert "21";
in line 13, after the word "Act.", strike
out": Provided, That the Secretary of
Commerce may, in order to facilitate the
amendment, of existing contracts, settle
or compromise outstanding controversies
under such contracts in such manner as
he determines."; and insert "Nothing in
section 16 of this Act amending section
603 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936 or
in the contracts made thereunder, shall
be deemed, to affect or to change exist
ing law or contracts with respect to the
proceedings now pending before the Sec
retary of Commerce relating to the pay
ment of SUbsidy in respect to cargoes cov
ered by section 901 (b) (2) of the Mer
chant Marine Act, 1936, section 616(a)
of title 15, United States Code, or section
2631 of title 10, United States Code.";
~>n page 56, line 3, after the word "Act",
msert "or all of the amendments made
by this Act other than those made by
section 21,"; after line 17, strike out:

SEC. 35. (1) There Is hereby established a
commission to be known as a Commission on
American Shipbuilding (hereinafter referred
to as the "Commission"). The Commission
shall be composed of seven members ap
pointed by the President. Members of the
Conunisslon shall be appointed for the llfe of
the Commission. The President shall desig
nate one of the members of the Commission
as Chairman.

(2) Members of the Commission who are
not full-time employees of the United states
Government shall each be entitled to receive
the per dIem eqUivalent of the rate author
ized for G8-18 of the General SChedule un
der section 5332 of title 5 of the United
States Code when engaged in the actual per
formance of duties vested in the Commission,
including traveltime, and While away from
their homes or regular places of business may
be allowed travel expenses, Including per
diem In lieu of SUbsistence, as authorized
by section 5703 of title 5 of the United States
Code for persons In the Government service
employed intermittently.

(3) The Commission shal~ meet at the call
of the Chairman or at the call of a majority
of the members thereof.

(4) The Commission may appoint an Ex
ecutIve Director without regard to the pro
visions of title 5 of the United States Code
governing appointments in the competitive
service and shall fix his compensation with
out regard to the proVisions of chapter 51
and subtitle III of chapter 53 of such title
relating to ciasslfication and General Sched
ule pay rates.

(5) The Commission shall have the power
to appoint and fix the compensation of such
personnel, as it deems advisable, subject (ex
cept as prOVided In paragraph (4) hereof) to
the civil service laws and classification laws.

(6) The Commission may procure, in ac
cordance with the provisions of sectio,n 3109
of tltle 5 of the United States Code, the tem
porary or Intermittent services of experts or

consultants; Individuals so employed shall
receive compensatlon,at the rate to be fixed
by the Commission, but not In excess of the
per diem equivalent of the rate authorized
for G8-18 of the General SChedule under sec
tion 5332 of title 5 of the United States Code,
inclUding traveltime, and while away from
their homes or regUlar places of business may
be allowed travel expenses, including per
diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by
section 5703 of title 5 of the United States
Code for persons in the Government service
employed intermittently.

On page 58, at the beginning of line 12,
strike out," (7)" and insert "SEC. 41.
(1) "; in the same line', after the word
"The", strike out "Commission" and in
sert "Secretary of Commerce"; in line
15, after the word "The", strike out
"Commission" and insert "Secretary"; in
line 21, after the word "The", strike out
"Commission" and insert "Secretary"; in
line 25, after the word "the",where it
appears the first time, strike out "Com
mission" and insert "Secretary"; on
page, 59, line 2. after the word "cost",
strike out "it" and insert "he": at the
beginning of line 4, strike out" (8)" and
insert .. (2) "; in the same 'line, after the
\vord "The", strike out "Commission"
and insert "Secretary"; in line 9, after
the word "the". strike out "Congress, and
sixty days thereafter shall cease to exist."
and insert "Congress."; after line 10,
strike out:

(9) There are hereby authorized to be ap
propriated ,such amounts as may be neces
sary to permit the Commission to carry out
Its responsibllltles under this Act.

At the beginning of line 14, change the
section number from "36" to "42"; and at
the top of page 60, insert a new section,
as follows:

SEC. 43. Section 4 of Public Law 89-777 (80
Stat. 1356 et seq.), as amended by Publlc
Law 90-435 (82 Stat. 449) ,Is further amended
by changing the first sentence of the lang
uage of that section which amends subsec
tion 5(b) of the Act of May 27, 1936 (49 Stat.
1384) to read: "After November I, 1970, no
passenger vessel of the United States of one
hundred gross tons or over, having berth
or stateroom accommodations for fifty or
more passengers, except a vessel operating
solely on the Inland rivers, shall be granted
a certificate of inspection by the Coast Guard
unless the vessel is constructed of fire retard
ant materia!."

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, basically,
H.R. 15424 is a program which President
Nixon promised when he was a candidate
for office. It is a program to revitalize
our Merchant Marine Act so that it
will be viable and workable in wartime
and in peace,

The committee report is rathl:r formid
able. Even though it has been available
to Senators for some time, it is entirely
possible that because of the many de
tails that are involved in this program,
as well as in the amendments adopted
by the House and senate committees,
Senators may like to have a profile of
the bill. I have prepared, and I ask that
there be placed on the desk of every
Senator, a mimeographed statement de
scribing the principal features of the bill
and an indication of what are expected
to be the benefits to the Nation resulting
from enactment of the bill. I ask unani
mous consent that the profile of the bill
be printed in the RECORD, as well.
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There being no objection, the'state

ment was ordered to be printed in the
. RECORD, as follows:

MARITIME BILL-H.a. 15424
WHAT THE BILL DOES

Authorizes appropriations for the con
struction of 300 ships over the next 10 years;

Makes shipyards as well as shipowners
eligible to apply for construction subsidy;

Permits negotiated procurement of ships
as well as competitive bidding;

Establishes gUidelines for reducing con
struction subsidy from the present rate of
50 ':;. to 35 Co by 1976;

Extends operating subsidy to bulk carriers
(now only liner vessels which operate on a

fixed routE!, are eligible);
Ties operating subsidy to a new wage Index

In order to help reduce skyrocketing costs.
Gives newly subsidized operators 20 years

In which to divest their foreign fiag· bUlk
ships;

Extends tax deferment privileges to all op
erators in foreign trade, Great Lakes, non
contiguous trade (Alaska, Hawaii, etc.) and
the fisheries. This privilege Is now only en
joyed by 13 of the (SUbsidized) operators In
foreign trade, Under the bill, an operator may
deposit untaxed earnings In a fund and use
the fund to build ships. The tax basis of the
new ships Is reduced by the amount of tax
deferred so that deductible depreciation Is
reduced and the Government gets its money
back over the life of the new ship. The net
result is to cut In half the amount of capital
which must be accumulated to buy a new
ship.

Increases the authorization for mortgage
Insurance from $1 billion to $3 billion.

Gives the Secretary of Commerce author
ity to promulgate regulations as to the ad
ministration of the Cargo Preference Laws
(cargoes restricted to U.S. vessels) .

Establishes a new Assistant Secretary of
Commerce for Maritime Affairs.

Save the Delta Queen.
BENEFITS OF THE BILL

A modern merchant fleet capable of ineet
Ing the needs of our commerce and defense.

An improvement In our balance of pay
ments estimated ·a·t $2.9 billion during the
vessel construction program and $600 m1ll10n
annually thereafter.

Generation of 440,000 man-years of em
ployment for manufacturing employees
(sk1lled and semi-skilled), much of which
w1ll be In poverty areas.

An amelioration of the decline In seagoing
jobs which otherwise would drop by 50% by
1980.

Attached Is a copy of the Committee Re
port. Pages 9 to 11 are background and mari
time history. Pages 11 to 17 are charts and
statistics shOWing the need for the program.
Pages 17 and 18 are the legislative history.
Pages 18 to 20 summarize the major commit
tee amendlnents and cross-reference to more
detailed explanations. Pages 20 to 25 explain
the projected Impact of the program. Pages
25 to 65 are a section-by-sectlon report.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Senate
today has the opportunity to enact his
toric legislation to provide this Nation
with a new maritime program. There is
little legislation that is so urgently
needed or about the need for which there
is such overwhelming agreement. Con
gress has for many years urged the exec
utive branch to support a program to re
build our merchant marine. Our defense
requires it. Our commerce requires it.
Our balance of payments and the. con
tinued Vitality of our Nation require it.
For the first time in many years we have
before us a maritime program, that has
the full support of the administration,
the overwhelming backing of the House

ofRepresentatives, and the near-unani
mous concurrence of those in the private
sector whose cooperation will be required
to make the program work.

This legislation represents the efforts
of many persons, all of whom are to be
commended: the President, the Secre
tary of Commerce, the Maritime Admin
istrator, and others. But no man has
worked longer, harder, or more ably for
a new maritime program than the dis
tinguished senator from Washington
(Mr. MAGNUSON). He has for many years
labored to effect a revitalization of our
merchant marine. As chairman of our
committee, he has guided and shaped
this legislation and, as much as any man
in this country, is responsible for it. Un
fortunately, his wife is seriously ill and
he is unable to be with us today. How
ever, I have been in continuous consul
tation with him and ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the
statement he would have made had he
been here.

There being no objection, Senator
MAGNUSON'S statement was ordered to
be printed in the RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR MAGNUSON
Mr. President, the purpose of the bill Is

to revitalize our merchant marine. The bill
lays the legislative groundwork for a long
overdue rehabilitation of our maritime capa
bility to meet the u:-gent needs of our com
merce and defense.

This legislation represents the culmination
of a long and arduous process. The record of
the Committee on Commerce on this bill
alone extends over 800 pages and, most ap
propriately, could be considered a continua
tion of lengthy hearings conducted In the
last Congress over a period of flve months.
The bill before you and the. program It rep
resents is the product of the collective best
jUdgment and suggestions of a great num
ber of concerned people. The program has
the support of the President and the ad
ministration, Including speclflcally the Sec
retaries of Commerce, Defense and Trans
portation. It has received the virtually unan
Imous support of both labor and manage
mentin the shipbuilding and ship operat
Ing Industries. The Committee's considera
tion was also assisted by the suggestions of
shippers, potential .. Investors, and. citizen's
groups. The bill was passed by the House
of Representatives by an overwhelming vote
and, as amended, has been unanimously en
dorsed by the Committee on Commerce. I
heartily commend the President, the secre
tary of Commerce and all the others Who
have participated In framing this historic
legislation and I particularly congratUlate
the distinguished Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. Long), the Chairman of the Merchant
Marine SUbcommittee, for his flne and able
legisLtive leadership on behalf of this
Ineasure.

The time and effort devoted to this pro
gram and Its Widespread support is a meas
ure of Its importance. The legislation is
necessarily lengthy and complex because the
problems with which it deals are complex.
In the main, the bill Is cast as amendments
to the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, and Is
the most extensive revision of that Act since
It originally became law. The Committee's
Report, which Is over 130 pages In length,
explains In detail the need for the bl1l and
also each section of the legislation. I would
like to discuss only a few of the most per
tinent facts and review some of the most
salient features of this legislation.

Although the foreign trade of our nation
now accounts for about one-third of the
world's total International trade, our fleet

now ranks fifth In the world on' a tonnage
basis; ApproXimately- three-quarters of"our
foreign trade fieetconslsts of obsolete, over
age vessels that w1ll disappear WithIn the
next five years. We face a problem of massive
block obsolescence that Is reaching crisis
proportions. .

This Is crucial both. to our nationalsecu
rlty and ·to our economlc well-being. Mer
chant vessels have historically been and con
tinue to be the backbone of military logistic
support. Of the total cargo transported to
Southeast Asia from mid-1965 to the present,
97 percent moved by sea. Ships In our pri
vately owned fleet carried over 60 percent of
the cargo. To carry much of the balance we
had to break out antiquated, war-built ves
sels from the Reserve Fleet. These were cost
ly and Inefilcient. Their number has declined
dramatically, and we cannot count on them
In the future to provide the extra margin of
capacity necessary to meet emergency re
quirements. Without an emergencyseal1ft
capacity, this nation cannot be the master
of Its own fate but will be Inevitably forced
to rely on other nations whose policies may
or may not agree with our own.

A viable merchant fleet Is also necessary
to our continued economic well-being. As a
nation,we Inoreaslngly depend on our abll1ty
to Import raw materials and to export fin
Ished products. We are not self-sufilclimt,
and therefore must take steps to assure ready
access to foreign souroes of supply and foreign
markets. At present, We carry only. about
5% of our waterborne foreign commerce and
this w1ll decUne dramatioally over the next
few years If nothing Is done. A modern and
efilelent mercbantfleet is necessary to assure
a continued American v01l;e III wmldshlp
ping conferences that set ocean transporta
tion rates. It Is also necessary to assure that
American prpducts are carried at rates which
do not jeopardize their competitive position
in the world marketplace--rates that are not
unilaterally determined by our foreign com
petitors.

This bill represents the necessary govern
mental comIn1tment to l'evltalize our mer
chant fleet. It Is designed to prOVide a long
range shipbuilding program of 30 ShIps pel'
year for the next 10 years. By focusing on
series runs of standardized ships, the b.ill is
designed to 'reduce the government's per
unit cost on these ships from the present
rate of 50 % construction subsidy to 45 % in
fiscal 1971 and to 35% by flscal 1976.

One of the major objectives of this long
range program Is to build ~md operate bulk
carriers in our foreign trade. This trade,
Which was relatively unimportant at the
time the 1936 Act was passed, has grown tre
mendOUSly. Administration of the 1936 Aot
has Ignored the bulk trades at the same time
that Oil, Iron ore, baUXite and other raw
materials l1ave become. Increasingly impor
tant to us. Presently, our Uner trade Involves
the carriage of about 46 million tons an
nually while our bUlk tracles have grown to
almost 350 million tcins. The bill would help
us respond to this change in Our reqUire
ments and is designed to reduce our depend
ence on foreign flag ships In the transpor
tation of the raw materials our country
needs for defense purposes and to keep our
economy operating:

On the operating side, the bill makes other
changes Which should prove beneficial. It in
troduces a wage Index to which subsidy Is
keyed. Under the new system, the amount
of subsidy paid for crew costs will be deter
mined by considering other American in
dustries. This will. eliminate the. govern
ment's interference in the collective bargain
Ing process .alld wiUalso give operators an
Incentive tcihold down wage costs. If the
operator negotiates an agreement above the
index, he will not be paid subsidy on the
excess. If he negotiates an agreement below
the index, he benefi.ts. The bill also provides
for a floor and ce1ling to the l\mount of sub"
sidy paid for crew costs.
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A most important feature of the bill.ls;that

it extends tax deferral privileges to pew op
erators. At preseJ;1t, only operators with op
erating subsidy contracts may establish capi
tal construction funds on which taxes are
deferred. The bill would extend this privilege
to many new operators and would permit the
funds to be established for construction of
vessels in the foreign trade, non-contiguous
and Great Lakes trades, and the commercial
fisheries. In effect, these provisions cut in
half the amount of capital an operator needs
to accumulate in order to build a new ship,
and also see to It that the Government gets
Its tax money by decreasing the depreciation
that the operator can deduct from his taxes
over the useful life of the new ship, This
provision should do a great deal to revitalize
our merchant fleet and should also help Im
measurably in the development of a competi
tive American fishing fieet.

The Committee has also recommended sev
eral amendments to the bill.

Section 10 of the bill as passed by the
House eliminated the requirement that In
the construction of ships built with con
struction subsidy only articles, materials and
supplies of American origin can be used. In
stead, only the hull and superstructure and
material used In the construction thereof.
and articles used In computing subsidy would
be required to be of American origin. The
Committee received testimony relating to re
strictive practices employed by foreign ship
builders which preclude our supplies and
component manufacturers from competing
effectively In foreign markets, thus making
them dependent on American vessel con
struction. The Committee also received testi
mony relating to. dumping, dual pricing and
other predatory practices engaged In by some
foreign component manUfacturers. In light
of this, the Committee determined that It
would be unWise to unlIa.terally relax our
present buy-American poIlcy and a.mended
the provisions of the bill to continue exlst
inglaw.

As the bill passed the House, It provided
for a. .shipbuilding Commission to study our
shipbuilding industry a.nd to determine
whether the Industry could achieve the pro
ductivity goals of the new program. The
Committee was reluctant to create another
Commission and, therefore, eliminated the
provisions -creating the Commission and
vested all Its functions In the Secretary of
Commerce,

As we received the bill, it contained pro
visions which would give presently unsub
sldized operators twenty years after enter
ing subsidy contracts to dispose of their
foreign fiag vessel holdings and .affiliatlons,
The Committee substantially modified this
provision by limiting It to bulk carriers, dis
tinguishing agency relations from owner
ship, and prOViding filing and reporting re
quirements which Will facilitate review and
enforcement.

The last Committee amendment which I
will discuss relates to cargo preference under
section 901 of the 1936 Act. The amendment
would place in the Secretary of Commerce
the function of making regulations under
that section. This is altogether logical and
should alleviate some of the anomalies and
injustices that have reSUlted from a lack of
coordinated administration of cargo prefer
ence. Section 901 is promotional legisla
tion and the promotional agency for mari
time matters should guide its administra
tion.

Mr. President, that Is a brief summary
of some of the most salient features of this
bill. The Committee Report, under the head
ing "Impact of the New ~rogram" describes
what the bill will do for our Nation. It will
help meet the urgent needs of our cciiiiiii:erce
and defense, An Important secondary bene
fit ls that It will generate substantial numbers
of sltllled and seml-sltllled jobs and new eco
nomic opportunities-a result to -be desired

In these times of rising unemployment and
ir.creaslng economic hardships. The program
w!ll also make important direct and Indirect
contributions to our balance of payments
position. These have been estimated at $2.9
blllion for the period prior to completion of
the vessel construction program and $600
million annually thereafter. That would be a
substantial help in our struggle to Improve
our critical balance of payments and trade
balance problems.

I am mindful of the bUdget limitations
forced upon us by the economic conditions
now prevalIlng, and am well aware of the
vast demands upon the Federal budget dol
lar for badly needed domestic programs. I
have long supported and worked for many of
these domestic programs and wlll continue
to do so. But the need to rehabilitate our
maritime capabllity 1s also urgent and criti
cal. Too often, our efforts In the maritime
area have been reported to the American
public as simply a subsidy without explana
tion of their purpose or justification. We do
SUbsidize our merchant marIne, as do all the
other maritime nations of the world In one
form of another. If we did not; we would
have no merchant marine and the result to
our security and commerce would be disas
trous. American vessel constructIon and op
erating costs are hIgher than those of many
other nations reflecting the higher standard
of liVing In this country. ThIs has been true
for about a hundred years-it is not a new
development. How many of the people who
oppose marItime programs would have been
Willing to claim responslbllity for the result
if we had not had a merchant marine In the
two world wars, Korea. and Vietnam? How
many would be willing to take credit for
changes in our economy and way of life that
would result if we lacked dependable ocean
transportation?

The need to reVitalize our fleet should be
evident to everyone. This blll makes a
sound beginning In that regard. I urge my
colleagues to support It.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, in order to
develop a modern and efficient merchant
marine, the bill authorizes appropria
tions for the construction of 300 mer
chant ships over the next 10 years. It
streamlines and makes the procurement
system more efficient and provides guide
lines for gradually reducing the Gov
ernment subsidy level from the present
rate of 50 to 35 percent by 1976.

It extends certain tax benefits and
construction and operating subsidy ben
efits to the bUlk cargo fleet which we
have hitherto ignored. These cargoes are
of tremendous and increasing impor
tance to our economy and security. At
present, because there has been no pro
gram in this area, our capacity to carry
these cargoes is miniscule. The bill would
balance our efforts and assure a capabil
ity to carry the ores, grains, oil, and
other strategic materials required by our
security and "conomy.

The bill also substantially amends
and streamlines our operating subsidy
program. Instead of merely paying the
operator the difference between his
American costs and the costs of a for
eigner, it ties the subsidy to a new wage
index which will reflect wages in the
country as a whole, This will reduce
Government interference in the collec
tive bargaining process and at the same
time give the operator incentive to re
duce costs since he will not be paid the
excess if his costs exceed the index and,
within limits, he can keep the difference

if his negotiations result in an agree
ment below the index level.

Some of the most important provisions
of the bill extend the capital reserve
fund tax deferment privileges of the
1936 act. Under present law only subsid
ized operators have this privilege. In the
bill, this would be extended to all opera
tors in the foreign trade, Great Lakes
and domestic noncontiguous trade
Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico-and
the fisheries. This provision will do much
to revitalize our merchant marine and
ailing fishing industry. These operators
will be allowed to deposit untaxed earn
ings in a fund used to build ships. The
tax basis and therefore deductible
depreciation on the new ships is re
duced by the amount of tax deferred so
that the Government gets its money back
over the life of the new ships. The tax
provisions in existing law are SUbstan
tially tightened and improved to better
protect the Government's interest.

The bill also increases from $1 billion
to $3 billion the authorized level for
mortgage insurance. This has been an
excellent program but is now almost used
up and the increase is necessary to build
the new ships provided for in the pro
gram.

The committee also adopted a number
of amendments. One of these would con
tinue the provisions of existing law that
require that articles and materials used
in the construction of subsidized ships
must be of American origin. Another
amendment provides a realisti~ means
for phasing out the American owned for
eign flag or "runaway" fleet.. Another
would vest in the Secretary of Commerce
the authority to oversee the progress of
the shipyards in meeting the goals of the
program and also would give him author
ity to promulgate regulations with re
spect to certain military and Govern
ment-generated cargoes which are by ex
isting law restricted to U.S.-flag vessels.
These and other amendments are ex
plained in detail in the committee's re
port which accompanies the legislation,
and all of which I believe are substantial
contributions to the program.

Finally. a section in the bill will per
mit the continued operation of the river
steamboat Delta Queen. The Delta Queen
is a sternwheel passenger vessel that op
erates on the Mississippi, Ohio, Tennes
see, and Cumberland Rivers and is the
only passenger Vessel with overnight ac
commodations operating solely on the
inland rivers of the United States.

There is no real reason why this vessel
should not be excepted from the safety
at sea regulations. Those regulations
should not be made applicable to the
Delta Queen. It is one of our historic
vessels hnd operates solely on inland
rivers of the United States. It deserves
to retain its place in American maritime
life.

Section 43 of the committee report, on
page 64, relates to the Delta Queen. It is
particularly eloquent and moving Eng
lish prose. Since I am not the author of
this section, I shall not describe it, but
I ask unanimous consent that it be print
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, section 43 of
the committee report was ordered to be
'Printed in the RECORD, as follows:
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SECTION 43

This section Is a committee amendment,
the sole purpose of which Is to permit the
continued operation of the river steamboat
Delta Queen. The Delta Queen is a stern
wheei passenger vessel that travels the Mis··
sisslppl, Ohio, Tennessee, and Cumberland
Rivers. She Is the only passenger vessel with
overnight accommodations operating solely
on the Inland rivers of the United States.

The section would exempt the Delta· Queen
from the provision of Public Law 89-777
which requires that passenger vessels of
one hundred gross tons and over, havIng
berth or stateroom accommodations for fifty
or more passengers, be constructed of fire re
tardant material. Public Law 89-777 was en
acted in 1965 follOWing two disastrous ship
fires In the. Atlantic Ocean. The primary
focus of that law was to protect American
citizens from substandard safety standards
on deep-draft passenger vessels.

The committee is thoroughly familiar with
the Delta Queen and her manner of operation
and believes that she presents a special case
worthy of exemption. Unlike an ocean vessel,
the Delta Queen Is never more than a few
hundred yards or a few minutes from shore.
Unlike ocean vessels the Delta Queen's state
rooms open directly 'to the outside decks and
there are no long enclosed corridors where
passengers or crew members could be
trapped. Her compartments and rooms are
equipped with full coverage sprinkler systems
maintaining constant pressure. In the 44
years since her launching, her safety record
Is unblemlshed. Her oil-fired galley stoves
have been replaced with safe electric ranges
and ovens, and fire-retardant coatings have
been applied to nearly every surface on the
vessel. New and additional communications
equipment. firefightlng equipment and emer
gency devices have been Installed.

With the exception of the fire retardant
construction reqUirements of P.L. 89-777, the
Delta Queen is by all existing standards a
safe vessel. But no amount of modification
can bring her into compliance with that law.
In 1968, the Congress granted her a two year
extension to come into compliance, but
thereafter it became apparent that there was
no practicable way for her to do so. Although
her hull Is steel, the elegant teak. mahogany,
Ironwood and oak of her superstructures and
inie·:lors do not conform to the provisions
of the 1966 law which permits no wood to be
used, and her stll.irways, steamplants and
electrical machinery do not conform to the
law's requirements. Practically every piece of
the vessel would have to be rebuilt to make
her conform; the cost would be astronomi
cal and, even so, much of her historical charm
would be lost.

After considering all these factors, the com
mittee determined to adopt this amendment
to the blll which Is intended to apply only
to the Delta Queen. It Is not inappropriate
that this blll which looks to America's Mari
time future contain one section that wlll
alloW us to recall part of America's past. The
Delta Queen brings back memories of a by
gone era and her continued operation on the
rivers of mid-America wlll permit us to recall
the day when the riverboat was king, the
primary means of transportation for all of
the central United States, and when the
characters of Mark Twain could be found
along the riverbanks and not Just in books.
Further, the Delta Queen's continued service
between Minneapolis-St. PaUl, Pittsburgh,
Loulsvllle, Cincinnati, her home port, Mem
phis and New Orleans provides an excellent
tourist attraction which should further OUI
national objective of encouraging travel to
and within the United States both by Ameri·
can and our foreign visitors.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I urge Sen
ators to enact H.R. 15424. The needs of
our commerce and defense and the de-

terioration of our balance of payments
require no less.

Mr. scon. Mr. President, I propose
to call up an amendment which is spon
sored, principally, by the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) and cospon
sored by a number of other Senators,
particularly Senators from the Great
Lakes States, regarding an administra
tion proposal for the forgiveness of in
terest on certain obligations. I ask that
the reading of the amendment be dis
pensed with and that it be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Pennsylvania should be advised
that before the Senate can consider the
amendment, the committee amendments
must first be considered.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the committee amend
ments be agreed to en bloc. reserving to
every Senator the right to amend· them
in the first and second degrees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Louisiana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Without objection, the amendment of
the Senator from Pennsylvania will be
printed in the RECORD.

The amendment ordered to be printed
in the RECORD is as follows:

AMENDMENT
On page 60, Immediately after line 11, in

sert the following new section:
SEC. 44(a) (1) Sectlon 5 of the Act of May

13,1954, as amended (33 U.S.C. 985), is fur
ther amended by Inserting" (a)" tmmediate
ly after "Sec. 5.", and by striking out the
fourth. fifth, and eighth sentences thereof.

(2) Such section is further amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

"(b) EtIective as of the date of enactment
of this subsection tne obligations of the Cor
poration incurred under subsection (a) of
this section shall bear no interest, and the
obligation of the Corporation to pay the un
paid interest which has accrued on such
obllgatlons is termlnated."

(b) (1) Subsection (a) of section 12 of
such Act (33 U.S.C. 988(a» Is amended by
inserting after the first sentence the follow
ing: "Any formula for a division of revenues
which takes Into consideration annual debt
charges shall Include the total cost, inclUd
ing both Interest and debt principal, In
curred by the United States in financing
activities authorized by this Act, whether or
not reimbursable by the Corporation."

(2) Subsection (b) (4) of such section 12
Is amended by striking out the words ", pay
ment of Interest on the obligations of the
Corporation ....

SECTIONAL SUMMARY
Section 1(a) of the blll amends section 5

of the Seaway Act to delete the provisions
therein respecting the payment of Interest on
the Seaway debt.

Section 1(b) adds a new subsection to sec
tion 5 prOViding that as of the date of enact
ment of the subsection, the obllgations of
the Corporation incurred under section 5
shall bear no interest. and that the obllga
tion of the Corporation to pay the unpaid
interest which has accrued on such obliga
tions Is terminated.

Section 2(a) of the bill adds to section 12
(a) of the Seaway Act a new sentence pro
viding that any formula for the division of
the revenues between the Seaway Corpora
tion and the Saint Lawrence Seaway Au
thority of Canada which takes into con
sideration annual debt charges shall include
the total cost incurred by the United States

In financing activities authorized by the Sea
way Act, InclUding both .interest and debt
principal, regardless of whether the Corpora
tion itself Is obligated to make payments
thereon to the United States Treasury.

section 2 (b) of the blll amends section 12
(b) (4) of the Seaway Act to delete therefrom
reference to interest payments. The deletion
of the reference to Interest conforxns to the
amendments to section 5 of the Act.

Mr. scon. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I under

stand the good Samaritan intention of
the Senator in offering the amendment
and the great interest in the Great Lakes
area. However, we on the committee have
not had an opportunity to vote on this
matter.

Off~and, my reaction to the amend
ment is that while I do not personally
think I can support the amendment, if
it is the will of the Senate, I will cheer
fully take it to conference and try to
persuade the conferees to agree to it. I
have no objection to that.

The principal purpose of the amend
ment is to prevent an increase in toll
rates on the st. Lawrence Seaway. I
have no particular objection to the
amendment, particularly in view of the
fact that the administration supports it.

. The matter has not been reported by
the committee. .

I mildly protest the matter coming in
in this fashion. I would not want this
amendment to kill the bill. If the House
conferees will not take it, we will do the
best we can.

Mr. SCOTI'. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD a letter from the adminis
tration in support of the amendment.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION.
Washington, D.C., September 14, 1970.

Hon. SPIRO T. AGNEW,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR :Ma. PRESIDENT: There Is transmitted
herewith a proposed blll "To amend the Act
creating the Saint Lawrence seaway Devel
opment Corporation to terminate the accrual
and payment of Interest on the obligations
of the Corporation, and for other purposes",
together with a sectional summary.

On May 13, 1954, Congress enacted the
statute creating the Saint Lawrence Seaway
Development Corporation (33 U.S.C. 981).
The statute authorized the Corporation to
construct the portion of the Saint Lawrence
Seaway located In United States territory
and to operate and maintain the United
States facilltles. To enable the Seaway Cor
poration to finance its activities the statute
authorized the Corporation to issue revenue
bonds payable from the corporate revenue
to the Secretary of the Treasury. The statute,
as amended In 1957, further provided that
Intere~t payments on the bonds could be
deferred with the approval of the Secretary
of the Treasury, but that any interest pay
ments 00 deferred would bear interest after
June 30, 1960. Bonds issued by the Corpora
tion were to have maturities agreed upon by
the Corporation and the Secretary of the
Treasury, not In excess of fifty years.

The statute further prOVided that the tOlls
charged by the Corporation be calculated to
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Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I would
hope there would be sufficient support
in the other body for the amendment.
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cover as nearly as practl~able,all costs' of
opera'tlnd and maintaining the, facUltles
under the control of the Corporation, in
cluding depreciation arid interest on the ob
ligations of the Corporation. I~ addition, it
established the principle that, Seaway tollS
provide theCorporation sufilcient revenues to
amortize the principal of its debts and obli-'
gations over a period not to exceed fifty
years.

The first ten years of operation of the Sea
way were projected to be a development pe
riOd during which revenues would not be
sufficient to m~t all of thejl.nnual financial
requirements. The, plan fOJ;the first' five
years was to meetal! expenseilof operation
and maintenance, but notal! of ,the, Interest
expenses. However, it was projected that in
terest so defemid woulct)le paid back by the
end of 1967. By t'hatt'fnie, annual r,evenues
were forecast to be sufficient to provide for
the, payment of all operati'ilg exp,ense~ and
all current interest, on the debt, ~cr pay
ments on the principal of the deb~'wer~ to
begin. ; "', '
Unfortunately,Bom~ of the,asstimptlons

upon which the Seaway 'debt ,paymel1t plan
was establlshedhaye not proven out over the
long term. Each year since the opening?f the
Seaway the, Corporation has'" in' fact, paid
from re'venues all of its normal 'operating and
maintenance. costs. In additio:q., it pas re
turned over $S6 million to the Treasury.
However, 'revenues have: not be'eri ,adequate
to meet the interest on' the debt, and the
overail debt (including unpaid Interest) has
been 'groWing 'eacliyeai until It ,has, now
reached nearly $156 mUUon. ' " ,

The Departtnent believes, the point has
been reached where a substantial ::revision
is necessary to the deb~ ,repayment plan for
the Seaway. We oppose any inQreilSe In the
present tolls. on" the SeaV(ay, 'Its we believe
an Increase in tollswoullt'tend. to discourage
uSe of the waterwo;y arid, In turn, be ,detri
mental to the growth of 'the, milt-western
economy. Traffic forecasts indicate that cargo
volume eventually will increase ,from the 41
million tons handled in 1967, to,an annual
level of 70 million tons. Despite,;that growth,
however, major toll increases would ,be neces
sary to enable the seaway, CorBOratlon to
meet its debt repayment schedule:'

The Department therefore recommends the
enactment ot'legislation terminating the re
quirement for the Corporation to pay inter
est on the seaway debt. This includes unpaid
Interest Which has accrued to date, (apprOXi
mately $22 million) and Interest' that would
otherwise accrue on revenue bonds issued to
the secretary of the Treasury under se<:tion
5 of the Act of May 13, 1954. The enclosed
blll is designed to accomplish this aim.

Under the proposed bill, the eXisting re
quirement for repayment to the '!'reasury of
the principal on the revenue bonds issued
by the Corporation would continue In effect.
Our projections indicate that providing the
Corporation relief from interest payments
should permit the repayment of the bonded
debt within the statutory period while hold
ing the line on tolls.

In summary, the enclosed bm is designed
to place the seaway on a sound long-term
financial footing and permit the Develop
ment Corporation to effectively develop and
promote the movement of cargo through the
Seaway. At the same time, it would retain
the requirement that the Corporation return
to the Treasury the amounts it borrowed to
construct the facUitles operated by the Cor
poration.

The Office of Management and Budget has
advised that this proposed legislation is con
sistent with the Admlnlstration's objectiVes.

Sincerely,
JOHN VOLPE.

This affects a great many States and
we hope that would generate support.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? I would like to ask a
question.

Mr. SCOTT. I Yield.
Mr. SPONG. I understand that the

amendment is designed to help the situa
tion ,on the Great Lakes. Will the Sen
atortell tlS what the amendment does?

Mr. SCOTT. The amendment would
relieve the St. Lawrence Seaway from
certain, unpaid interest obligations. It
does not affect the question of tolls at all,
so far as I am concerned.

Mr. SPONG. Would it affect future in
terest payments?

Mr. SCOTT. It takes into considera
tion the annual debt charges which shall
include the total costs, including both
interest and debt principal, incurred by
the United States in financing activities
authorized by the Seaway Act, includ
ing both interest and debt principal and,
therefore, 'deletes prior reference to the
debt payment.

In essence, it isa forgiveness of some
prior obligations of unpaid interest.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. The measure is a very

modest one but I think a very impor
tant one. The ultimate effect is to head
off a toll increase. It does not give much,
if any leeway for, a toll reduction. It does
thiS by forgiving accrued but unpaid in
terest and forgiving future interest. But
having forgiven that, the toll charges on
the Seaway are such they will barely pay
the capital costs and annual costs of op
eration and maintenarlce.

Mr. SPONG. In the past the Senator
from Minnesota sought the forgiveness
of principal and interest.

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator is c0r
reet.

Mr. SPONG. Do I understand no plin
cipal is forgiven?

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator is cor
rect.

Mr. SCOTT. Not on this amendment.
There may be other action but it is not
in this amendment.

Mr. MONDALE. This is a modest
amendment and it would make it possible
to head off a toll increase.

The St, Lawrence Seaway is the only
federally maintained waterway where
any tolls are paid, and the toll structure
is so exorbitant that this year ships ply
ing the locks have paid up to $21,000.
The situation is depriving the Seaway
and the Great Lakes of much potential.

I think there should be no tolls and we
would be on the same footing as everyone
else; but all we ask for now is the for
giveness of accrued and future interest
charges.

Shortly after I came to the Senate in
1964, it became apparent to me that there
was gross and unjust discrimination
against the Great Lakes region with re
spect to Federal transportation programs
and policies. Accordingly, I introduced a
bill in the 89th Congress to refinance the
St. Lawrence Seaway Development Cor
poration. I reintroduced that bill in the
90th Congress. Although hearings were
held on that legislation, no action was
taken,
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Last year, after further study, I con
cluded that the legislation was even more
urgently needed and introduced a new
bill, S. 3137. This bill had the bipartisan
sponsorship of 17 Senators from all of
the States in the upper Midwest and
from Penrlsylvania, as well. The bill was
the subject of a series of hearings by the
Special Subcommittee on Great Lakes
St. Lawrence Transportation, chaired by
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE).
The hearings began'in Washington, D.C.
and continued in Chicago and Duluth.

I was delighted last month when the
U.S. Department of Transportation re
versed the longstanding opposition of
the executive branch and recommended
legislation to relieve the Seaway Corpo
ration of the burden of interest pay
ments on its debt to the Treasury. The
Department announced that it was now
opposed to a toll increase.

While the Transportation Depart
ment's proposals do not go as far as my
original bill, they would certainly be
helpful to the Seaway and should remove
the pressure for significant toll increases.
Therefore, I have decided to support Sec
retary Volpe's recommendations, which
are now embodied in the pending
amendment.

Under thea.mendment, the Corpora
tion, will pay all operating and main
tenance costs out of toll revenues and
payoff the construction costs during the
next 39 years. In this respect, the sea
way would still be treated unfavorably
with respect to all other waterways in
the United States which have been de
veloped and operated entirely out Of gen
eral tax revenues. In this light, convert
ing the seaway debt to an interest-free
loan is a very modest step.

I think, however, that this approach is
one which will permit the seaway to grow
and remain economically viable. If such
legislation is not enacted, substantial
toll increases will be required under
terms of the seaway legislation and our
agreements with Canada.

The American midcontinent is the key
stone of the Nation's production. In
both agriculture and industry, the Mid
west is a leading world producer. It
outproduces the six Common Market
nations together. It also outproduces the
Soviet Union.

The midcontinent is the largest ex
porting region in the United States. How
ever, we find that the overwhelming ma
jority of exports from this region are
being shipped by expensive overland
routes to coastal cities where they must
be reloaded on oceangoing vessels.

Since the construction of Ute St. Law
rence Seaway, this American heartland
has been open to low-cost shipping
through a transportation artery extend
ing 2,342 miles from the ocean to the
head of the Lakes. We have cost data
which show that shipping from Great
Lakes ports through the seaway is ex
tremely economical, compared to alter
native routes. But Federal policies are
inhibiting Great Lakes shipping.

If the Great Lakes are to be fairly
treated, a number of other measures are
also required :

We must put a stop to discriminatory
overland transportation rates.
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We must assure that the U.S. Gov
ernment cargo isshipped,where it is
economical, via the Great Lakes-St. Law
rence system.

We must vigorously pursue the initial
study of the Corps of Engineers with
respect to extending the navigation
season in the lakes.

We must see to it that the lake ports
are developed, at the very least, to the
point that they can handle the largest
ships which can use the seaway.

But these improvements depend on the
maintenance cf a transportation artery
to the ocean which is not strangled by
excessive toll charges.

I urge "my colleagues to do simple
justice to the Great Lakes by acting now
to prevent any increase in tolls.

I ask unanimous consent that my tes
timony on this issue be included at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR WALTER F. MONDALE

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to be here
at the opening of your hearings of this im
portant, new Subcommittee.

I ,think the establishment of this Subcom
mittee Is a very significant step in estab
lishing the facts concerning both the prob
lems and the potential of the Great Lakes
St. Lawrence system-this vital transporta
tion artery which extends 2342 mlles from
the ocean Into the heartland of America.
When the facts have been put on record, I
am confident that your SUb~ommlttee will
be able to lead the way toward unlocking the
great potential of this unique transportation
system." •

The American mid-continent is thE; key
stone of the Nation's production. In both
agriculture and industry, the Inld-west Is a
leading world producer. It out-produces the
six Common Market· natlonstogether. It also
out-produces the Soviet Union. '. ,',

Within the United States, the Inld-contl
nent has become the largest exporting r'e
glon of the ynlted states. Indeed, Chicago
has become ,the leadln'g export city In the
nation. And 'Detroit 'Is now the second larg
est exporting city in the nation.

, Do we find that these leading exp~rt cities
are shipping their prodUCts out of their own
port fac111t1es? No. On the contrary, we find
that the overwhelming majority of exports
are being shipped by exMnslve overland
routes to coastal cities. There, they must be
reloaded on ocean going vessels to sall to
ports which, in many cases, are no closer to
the U.S. coastal city than they are to the port
of origin on the Great Lakes. For example,
the distance by water from Baltimore to Liv
erpool Is 3,936 miles. The city of Detroit is RC
tually closer to Liverpool by water. It meas
ures only 3,710 Inlle~. If we add the 604 miles
overland from Detroit to Ba1t1more we see
that route through the coastal port is 840
mlles longer than that through the Great
Lakes-St. Lawrence system.

Cost analysis of shipments through the
Lakes and from coastal ports bears out the
savings which should accrue from direct eX
porting. For example, the Wall Street Journal
recently observed that a shipment of power
transformers from Oil City, Pennsylvania to
LeHavre, France, cost the shipper $1,387 each
thrcugh Cleveland, compared With $2,232 If
the transformer had been shipped by rail
to New York and then to France.

Similar cost savings exist for shipments
via Duluth in my own State. For example,
In 1968 it cost $1.39 per case to ship scotch
Whiskey from Glasgow to Minneapolis via
DUluth and $1.99 via New York. Rough quar
ried marble cost $2.43 per 100 pounds from

Leghorn, Italy, to Minneapolis .via, Duluth
and $3.45 per 100 via. Boston.

Despite these Inherent,advantages of prox
IInlty via great circle 'routes to major U.S.
buyers abroad; despite the cost advantages of
water borne commerce over land borne com
merce; and despite the abllltyto Ship direct
ly without reloading at coastal ports, we find
that the lake ports are handling only 2\1. %
of the U.S. overseas water borne trade.

Virtually no U.S. government cargo Is
shipped abroad out of Great Lakes ports. For
example, the Department of Defense alone
exports almost 30 mlllion tons In a year and
only 2,000 tons were shipped through Great
Lakes ports In 1968. This amounts to less
than 1/100 of 1 % of the total Defense ex
ports. In contrast, approximately 35% of the
material exported by Defense originated In
the Great Lakes area. ,

Why do we find that the Lake ports are
not handling the traffic which would seem
to be their re~sonable share of U,S. exports?
The 'reasons are complex and Interrelated.
They Include some natural limitations such
as the extended winter period When, at least
by tradition, shipping is thought to be Im
practical becaUse of Ice conditions on the
lakes. But they also include a variety of
grossly discriminatory practices which are
either Imbedded In Federal legislation or are
sanctioned by Federal agencies.

For example, under'Section 22 of the In
terstate Commerce Act, free or reduced rates
are often given for government cargo mov
Ing to coastal ports. But such rates, are sel
dom offered on traffic to Geilt Lakes portS.

Moreover, the railroads have charged ex
cessive and unf8:lr rates ,;>0 Shipments to
Great Lakes ports as contrasted to rates for
shipments to more distant coastal ports:' As
noted by the Wall Street Journal, "It costs
nine times as much per'mlle ... to ship
steel silos by train from Kankakee, Illinois, to
Chicago than from Kankakee, Illinois to New
York." Another example. Is ~he proposed rate~

which have been file<i ,)'lIth goyerrupent agen
cies for shipment of soybeans and :rp.eal from
central Illinois to New Orleans-rate's which
are the same a.q those for shipment tOne~.rby
Chicago.

We also find that the cargo preference
iaws operate to prevent shipments of govern
ment cargo through lake ports because there
are usually no American Fiag Carriers avail
able In which to ship such cargo. The reason
why there are so few American Flag Carriers
on the Lakes Is that traditionally, the :ri-larl
time Administration has not made the bene
fits of maritime assistance programs avail
able to the Great Lakes.
. For example,the maritime construction

subsidy program offers some $100 million per
year in Federal asSistance, but not a dime
has gone to the construotion of vessels in the
Great Lakes. Similarly, the $300 Inllllon a
year in operating subsidies have gone almost
exclusively to the three coasts enumerated
In the Merchant Marine Act of 1936. The
Great Lakes sea coast is conspicuous only by
its absence.

Only three American Flag Carriers have
received operating subsidies from the Mari
time Administration', and these supported
less than a dozen voyages out of the Great
Lakes In 1969.

By comparison, vessels registered to the
Soviet Union made 33 voyages Into the Lakes
in 1969.

The total SUbsidy for the three American
Flag Carriers in the last four years has been
apprOXimately $11 million. In contrast, the
operating subsidy to a single U,S. vessel,
namely the SS. United States, was $11 mll_
lion in the last year alone.

In 1969, 11 of the 17 trips made by U.S.
Flag vessels were in connection with a tem
porary Department of Defense test to assess
the cost advantages of shipping defense
cargo directly through Lake ports. Even ,this

test, however, reflects the government-sanc
tioned discrimination against the Seaway
which has plagued development of the area
and I~S transportation ,syStem. '

Since these Defense-chartered vessels were
only able to,carry Defense cargo back from
their European destinations. they frequently
returned \V1th uneconomic loads. As a reSUlt,
this test could not fairly show the Inherent
cost advantages of shipment through the
lakes.

All of these factors have operated to Ilmlt
the number of voyages out of the lakes,
making it difficult for shippers to rely on
timely dellverly through lake ports. Thus, the
solution to the. problems of the Great Lakes
Seaway transportation system is as complex
as the interrelated causes. But a start has to
be made, and the work of this Subcommittee
shoula mark that Imllortant beginning.

I hope this SUbcommittee wlll help to
explore the 'feasibility of greatly extending
the navigation season on the lakes and sug
gest steps which can be taken during this
session of this Congress to begin the process.
Every year, hundreds of Inllllons, of dollars
are spent on navigation Improvements on
toll free waterways throughout the United
States. Let us not hesitate to spend a small
portion of. these waterways Improvement
funds on 'the Great Lakes-St; Lawrence
system. . . . .,

A feaslblllty stUdy, recently concluded by
the Corps.' of Engineers, ,revealed ,that It
should, be entirely practical from a technical
point of view, and entirely reasonable from
an economic point of View, to ~reatly extend
the Shipping season. Inclu'cllng a 30 year
amortization schedule for capital Invest
ment"the total cost per year for' extending
the shipping seaspn to a 12 month basis has
been estimated to be only $2.7 mlllion.

I also hope that'"'tiliS Subcommittee wlll
begin to explore !IUd expose the grossly dis:'
crlrnlmitory overland transportation rates to
lake ports. It Is a.lmost Uiconcelvable that an
agency of the Ul1lted States government
the . Interstate Commerce. Commlsslon
should have sanctioned sucll rates In' appar~
ent contrav~ntionof statutorypoUcy against
discriminatory rates. Unfortunately, the lake
ports hav~ only recently begun to protest
these unfair rates. But It is time for the
pongress t~ shqw that It, supports ~helr
(.lause and wlll not condone the,contlnuatlon
Qf such unfair policy a l1d practice by one of
Its regulatory arms. ,

Itisalso tlrne to bring to ,a stop the dls
crimination 'against ~he lake'ports,l,lnder the
maritime subsidy prograJl,ls. We must elimi
nate any Imperfectlc!ns In the 1936 Merchant
Milrlne Act,andmake It perfectly clear~hat
Great Lakes ports are fully ellgible for all the
benefits under that program. But' we must
do more.. "

I was amazed to note that the recent pro
posal, of the Administration for a 10 year
maritime prograIn made no reference to th~
Great Lakes trade'. The Maritime Administra
tion hassh0\vn something less than enthU
siasm for the development 'Of, Great Lakes
trade. In order that it does not continue its
well established practice of overlooking Great
Lakes commerce,I believe It essential that
we amend the legislation proposed by the
Administration ·to be very specific about our
obJectlves.Wemus~not only permit Federal
assistance to the' Great Lakes marItime trade;
but we must require It.

I WOUld, also hope that this Committee
cpuld be helpful In' persuaalng the Defense
Department to extend the so-called test for
studying t.he possible economies of shipping
defense cargo through lake ports. The test
conducted so far was Ilke sending a con
testantinto the fray with one hand tied
behind his back. Surely, If we are going to
have a test of the economics of shipment to
European ports, we can devise one where a
ship will have a full cargo on both legs of
its Journey,

. . j
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Finally, I would like to turn to the sub
ject of the financial structure of the St.
Lawrence Seaway Development corporation.
I was proud to Introduce S. 3137 with the
co-sponsorship of 14 Senators from both
parties from all of the States In the upper
mid-west.

This bill should not be regarded merely
as a regional measure., The seaway has
clearly benefited the entire nation. The
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Waterway system
permits extremely economical water, trans
port serving one of the world's richest agri
cultural regions and leading Industrial com
plexes.

J;n the year before the Seaway opened less
thaI1l2 million tons of cargo moved through
the St. Lawrence. This jumped to over 20
million tons In 1959 and ,continued to grow
to almost 50 million tons In 1968. Unfor
tunately. traffic declined last year to about
41 million tons, due In large part to extended
labor disputes at Iron ore mines and docks.
Much of this growth In volume represents
an Increase In the United States' share of
world trade. I pope the Committee will be
able to develop data to document this
growth. Overseas tonnage, was a mere 300 to
600 thousand tons before the Seaway opened.
In the first year. this jumped to almost 5
million tons and continued to grow to al
most 15 ml11l0n tons by 1967.

There are only five countries competing
In the world wheat market. The Seaway has
helped to secure a significant portion of that
market for U.S. farmers. It has provided an
excellent,' low~cost route for exporting sur
plus i agrlcultur!i4' production.

And so It Is for other U.S. exports of com
modities and Industrial products. such as
automobiles. locomotives. gasoline engines,
farm equipment. turbines, earth moving
equipment and heavy machinery. Manufac
turers and processors have also found that
the Seaway provides efficient and economi~

cal access to raw materials from Canada and
abroad. Here too. the benefits of increased
U.S. production are shared by the entire
nation.
, According to a study by the Maritime
Administration, the additional income to
the Great Lakes area In a single year. as a
result of the waterborne commerce, Is esti
mated at $300 million. This represents a re
turn of more than 200% per' year on the
total U.S. investment In the Seaway. Two
years ago. While similar legislation was pend
Ing, we were successful in securing a four
year moratorium on toll Increases on the St.
Lawrence Seaway. Two years have passed
without the action which Is necessary to
prevent new' proposals for toll increases.

It Is abundantly clear that the financial
projections underlying the original Seaway
Act are unsound. The time to put the Sea
wayan a solid financial footing is now. The
U.S. will soon have to agree with Its
Canadian partner on new toll rates to be
effective In 1971. Therefore, I believe that
prompt action on this bill is essential.

The St. Lawrence Seaway act of 1954 re
quires that the Corporation pay. out of toll
revenues. the entire cost of construction by
the year 2009. In addition. toll revenues
must cover fully the cost of operation and
maintenance.

This self-sustaining requirement Is unique
for waterways In the United States. The
Federal Government has developed and
maintained waterways and ports through
out the United states entirely out of gen
eral revenues.

For example. the U.S. has spent over $56
IIHlllon fer the development of, the Gulf In
tercoastalWaterway and an additional $50
million for operation and maintenance. The
Same region has been benefited by an expen
ditUre of $62 mUllon fOr the 76-mile Missis
Sippi River-Gulf Outlet and close to $11 mil
lion has already been spent on operation and
maintenance. The 50-mile Houston Ship

Channel has cost the taxpayers almost $33
million and more than $37 million has been
paid for operation and maintenance. The 96
mile D,elaware River Channel to Philadelphia
was developed at a pUblic cost of $130 mil
lion-which is greater than the U.S. Invest
ment In the St. Lawrence Seaway. Moreover,
$140 ml11l0n from general revenues has gone
Into operation and maintenance of that
Channel.

The Federal Government is also investing
more than $1 billion In the Arkansas River
project.

No user charges whatsoever have been
levied In the case of allY of these facilities.
For this reason, there Is growing recognition
that the financial framework of the St. Law
rence Seaway is unfair and unreasonable and
discriminates against the Nation's "fourth
seacoast."

This discrimination In financing an es
sential link In this 2342 mile waterway Into
the the mid-continent Is dramatized by con
trasting the Federal transportation aid given
to other regions. such as Appalachia. Up to
the end of the last fiscal year. the U.S. Gov
ernment has Invested $470 million In develop
ing roads to serve Appalachia. And much
more remains to be spent there.

I do not begrUdge those expenditures for
Appalachia. and I am sure that my fellow
Senators from the Great Lakes area do not
either. But we are compelled to wonder why
this unequal treatment for the Seaway. I,
for one. am determined to obtain fairer
treatment for Minnesota and her sIster states
in the Great Lakes region.

Perhaps. when the Congress authorized
this historic project, there was reason to be
lieve that the Seaway could, Indeed, bear
the unprecedented financial burden which
was placed· upon It. But this belief has
proved unfounded. Since the seaway was
opened in 1959, It has not been able to make
any significant payments toward reduction of
the bonded debt. Although it has made sub
stantial interest payments to the Treasury,
It has fallen In arrears $15.7 million In in
terest charges.

Thus. the original capital cost of $124 mil
lion, plus $6.7 million In interest during the
construction period, and $9 million for lock
rehabilitation has grown to a total of $155.9
mlmon. Based on present traffic projections
and current toll revenues. the debt of the St.
Lawrence Seaway Corporation will not be
eliminated by the year 2009. In fact, It will
grow to some $800 million if corrective ac
tion Is not taken.

Raising toll revenues Is not the solution.
Those who propose this easy remedy may be
unaware of what the toll rates are. Perhaps.
when they think of tolis, they have In mind
the $1.75 for an automobile to drive the
length of the New Jersey Turnpike. Or per
haps they think of the $5.00 a truck might
pay, How many realize that, for example, a
ship named "Andwel," carrying 22.636 tons
of Iron and steel, paid a toll of $21,225.28 on
October 12, 1969 to use the St. Lawrence Sea
way?

The existence of competitive modes of
transportation which were once. themeelves,
heavily subsidized, would draw off the neces
sar}' traffic If the tolls were significantly
raised. But the existence of the Seaway has
already served a very usefUl purpose in keep
Ing the rates on other transportation down.

A "principle" was put forth In 1954 that
transportation facilities should be self sup
porting. As I have noted, In the 15 years
since then, no other waterways have been
built or operated in accordance with this
principle. Air transport is also subsidized by
the Federal Government, Should'the Seaway
be forced into "bankruptcy" In the interest
of establishing this elusive principle?

under existing law, the current break
even pOint would be some 56 to 58 million
tons of Seaway traffic annually. In contrast.
only 41 million tons were handled' In 1969.

Thus. It can be seen that intensive traffic
building efforts would still fall far short of
making the Seaway self-supporting under
present statutory'provislons. But. clearly. we
should do our best to build traffic. Last year,
however, the House of Representatives denied
the Seaway Corporation $30.000 for a tratnc
development study. I regret that the Senate
did not see fit to restore that small sum.

Based on existing practice with respect to
all other Federally assisted waterways and
ports. it would be entirely reasonable to pro
pose that the bonded debt of the Seaway
be written off and that operating and main
tenance costs. henceforth, be paid out of
general revenues.

We still hear proposals for Initiating water
ways "user charges" on other Federally-as
sisted waterways.Perhaps we should propose
that toll charges on the Seaway be abandoned
until such time as the Congress adopts such
charges.

We have not made that proposal. however.
S. 3137 merely proposes to relieve the Seaway
of the crushing burden of debt service. It
could then pay Its fair share by fUlly cover
Ing Its operating and maintenance costs and
maintain reasonable toll levels.

The bill would cancel the existing debt
of the, Seaway to the Tl'easury. It WOUld.
however. require the Seaway to pay operat
Ing and maintenance costs. and payments In
lieu of taxes. out of toll revenues. Any money
remaining would be returned to the Treasury;

The Corporation has already returned more
than $36 million to the Treasury in the form
of, interest on the original bonded debt. Until
such time as agreement can be reached wIth
Canada for a substantial reduction in tolls,
the Seaway would have a "surplus" after pay
Ing operating and maintenance costs. Under
our bill, and In light of existing Canadian
law and international agreement. this "sur
plus" would result In payments to the Treas
ury at apprOXimately the current rate of $4
to $5 m,illion per year.

However. it is our hope that this bill will
lead to significant toll reductions. Based on
present traffic volume, and assuming Cana
dian agreement. a toll reduction of approxi
mately % would be possible.

It does not seem unreasonable for the
United States to payout of general revenues
the approximately $5lh million annual in
terest cost on the U.S. investment in the
Seaway. This seems very small In relation
to the billions of dollars In Federal revenues
which have been paid for the construction
and operation of other waterways. Consider
ing the extensive pUblic Interest and na
tional defense value of the Seaway. it Is
clearly appropriate to have general revenues
assume this modest cost.· .

I wish It were possible for the U.S. Congress
to require that Seaway tolls be substantially
reduced and eventually eliminated. But we
own only two of the seven locks. And our ac
tion must be coordinated with Canada's. Ac
cordingly. I will merelv state at this time the
objective of the sponsors that everything
possible be done by the U.S. to prevent any
toll increase and to move as rapidly as pos
sible toward reduction In tolls.

I suggest that, In hearings on this bill, the
Conunlttee explore various possibilities for
reducing or eliminating toll charges on the
Seaway. If a formula could be devised to as
sure sucl). reductions. I would !ike to see It
incorporated in the bill. If not,.! would hope
the Committee would express its intent about
toll rates In Its report on the bill.

Perhaps enactment of the bill will encour
age our Canadian partner to consider changes
in the financial structure of Its Seaway Au
thority. If Canada adopted similar legisla
tion, then surely there' could be significant
toll reductions.

If action along the lines of this bill is
not taken, the seaway wll; be forced to con
sider toll Increases In' the order of 25 to 50



32496 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 17, 1970

, So the amendment was agreed to,
Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, for those

of us who have served on the Merchant
Marine Subcommittee or who are in the
least familiar with marine affairs, today
is an occasion of special significance not
unlike the launching of a ship. In this
case, I am hopeful that the comprehen
sive legislation before us will lead to the
launching of a whole new era in our
merchant marine history.

There is no question about the ur
gency of solving the problems of our
merchant marine. The age and condi
tion of our fieet has deteriorated to the
point where this country is almost totally
dependent upon other nations to carry
its seaborne commerce. This has disturb
ing implications not only for our ability
to deploy and support our military forces
abroad, ,but for the continued vitality
of our international trade.

For the most part, our merchant fleet
is made up of worn out World War II
ships, three-fourths of which are more
than 20 years old and slated for the
scrap pile in the next 3 or 4 years. Unless
we can reverse the depressing record of
ship replacement, we will have barely
200 modern ships in our foreign trade
fleet by 1982, able to carry less than 3
percent of U.S. trade.

This projection is in startling contrast
to the picture immediately following
World War II when, as the result of a
crash wartime shipbuilding program,
the United States could boast the largest
merchant marine fleet in the world, with
some 3,600 vessels. Years of neglect and
a basic failure to understand the nature
and requirements of our role as a major
sea power has led to our present dismal
status among the seafaring nations of
the world.

I think it is clear that we either must
expand our shipbuilding program to of
set the deficiencies of previous years, or
we must resign ourselves to the position
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percent In the near future. That would
clearly be disastrous.

I believe that the national benefits al
ready realized from the constrllction of the
St. Lawrence Seaway are clear. It has been es
timated that seaway tratllc could be dOUbled
over the next 20 years, with vastly increased
contributlolUl to the security and well-being
of America. I hope that the bill will be en
acted speedily so that it will be unnecessary
for the U.S. to agree to an increase in tolls,
which would seriously jeopardize the Sea
way's potential. I also hope the other steps
which are nec~sary to extend the navigation
season, eliminate discrlminatory practices,
and assist Great Lakes shipping will be taken
promptly.

Mr. SCOTT. I represent the ports of
Philadelphia and Erie. I am convinced
this is perfectly fair to Atlantic seaboard
ports in that it goes no further than to
relieve the seaway of certain unpaid in
terest obligations. I think it is fair and
it does not harm my home port of Phil
adelphia.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I yield.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I have

heard this described as a modest amend
ment. How modest is it? How much is
the principal and to whom do they owe
it? How much is accrued that is not
paid?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so that Imay respond.

Mr. SCOTT. I yield.
Mr. GRIFFIN. It would cancel ac

crued interest of $22.4 million.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. To whom

is that owed?
Mr. GRIFFIN. It is owed, of course, to

the United States., When the legisla
tion authorizing development of the St.
Lawrence Seaway was passed, it was
passed with the requirement that the
investment be paid back with interest.
It was passed with certain estimates
about how much traffic there would be on
the seaway and what tolls would be.
There is no question that the traffic has
not come up to the estimates, and there
is a statutory obligation that the tolls
provide the seaway corporation with rev
enues sufficient to payoff its debt by
the year 2000.

We are in a situation where tolls must
be raised because they have not covered
both principal and interest. This is coun
terproductive since it will further re
duce traffic on the seaway. In previous
years Senators from the Great Lakes
area on both sides of the aisle have been
pushing for a forgiveness of principal
and interest. The Senator from Minne
sota, the Senator from Michigan and
others have tried to do this because we
believe the seaway has suffered as a re
sult of the unfair burden placed on it. It
is the only United States waterway hav
ing some type of user charge.

We have passed legislation authorizing
development of waterways and harbors as
well as authorizing construction of locks
in other parts of the United States with
out requiring anything to be paid back.
This amendment is a compromise.

This administration agreed only to for
give the interest. We will still have to pay
back the principal, but the necessity for
raising tolls will be eliminated.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I under
stand. I supported the Saint Lawrence
Seaway. That is an obligation that is
owed to the U.S. Government. Is that
right?

Mr. GRIFFIN. The Senator is correct.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Are any

of those moneys owed to the Canadian
Government?

Mr. GRIFFIN. No.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Will it

continue to be paid on other obligations
of the Saint Lawrence Seaway, or is this
the only obligation? I am trying to de
termine what we are forgiving.

Mr. GRIFFIN. No.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Saint

Lawrence Seaway does not owe anyone
except what they owe to the U.S. Govern
ment; is that right?

Mr. GRIFFIN. The Senator is correct.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SCOTT). On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, I an

nounce that the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CANNON), the Senator from Mis
souri (Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT) the Sen
ator from Alabama (Mr. GRAVEL), the
Senator from Washington (Mr. ,JACK
SON), the Senator from Washington
(Mr. MAGNUSON) , the Senator from Min
nesota (Mr. MCCARTHY), the senator
from Arkansas (Mr. MCCLELLAN), the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE),
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
MONTOYA), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss), the Senator from Maine (Mr.
MUSKIE), the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. STENNIS), the Senator from Mary
land (Mr. TYDINGS), the Senator from
Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH), the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY),
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
RIBICOFF), the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. RUSSELL), are· necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Washington
(Mr. JACKSON), would vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. COT
TON), the Senators from Arizona (Mr.
FANNIN and Mr. GOLDWATER), the Sen
ator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) , the Sen
ator from New York (Mr. GOODELL), the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. JORDAN), the
Senator from California (Mr. MURPHY),
the Senator from minois ( Mr. SMITH),
and the Senator from Texas (Mr. Tow
ER) , are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND) is absent on official busi
ness.

If present and voting, the Senator from
New York (Mr. GOODELL), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT), the
Senator from minois (Mr. SMITH), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND), and the senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) would each vote "yea."

The result was announced-yeas 56,
nays 14, as follows:
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[No. 312 Leg.]
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of a second-rate seapower. With the
United States standing virtually alone as
the leader of the free world, I cannot
imagine the American people accepting
such a fate.

I am hopeful that the bill before· us
today will begin to meet this· problem.
I am particularly pleased that this legis
lation seeks to correct a major inequity
in our maritime laws, an inequity based
on the extension of tax-deferred con
struction reserve beneflts for the Nation's
oceangoing merchant fleet, and a prob
lem which I sought to correct with legis
lation last year.

. By making available these tax beneflts
to unsubsidized as well as subsidized
companies, I am confident that we are
going to induce the investment of much
larger sums of private capital in new
merchant ship construction. And, of
course, if we can bring more private
capital into this sadly languishing indus
try, we will diminish by that much the
demands for more Government-which
is to say taxpayers'-money.

So I hope that this bill is the beginning
of a new true course. It reflects the di
rection taken by many of us in the Con
gress for a long time. That direction is
toward fair and equitable treatment for
all sections of the shipping industry in
volved in international trade, and the
attraction of more private capital to ac
complish the enormous task ahead of us.

The distinguished chairman· of the
Commerce Committee, Senator MAGNU
SON, the able chairman of the subcom
mittee, Senator LONG, and the ranking
minority committee member, Senator
COTTON, are to he commended not only
for introducing this bill but for their
efforts over the years to give this country
the kind of broad program it needs to
revitalize our merchant marine.

r am pleased that we are flnally em
barked on a committed course and r am
hopeful that we can move full speed
ahead by passing this long-awaited bill.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, after many
years of study and analysis, the Commit
tee on Commerce brings to the Senate
floor H.R. 15424, which provides for the
long-needed revitalization of the Ameri
can merchant marine. We regret that our
late colleague, Senator Bartlett, who
toiled at this task so long and so faith
fully, is not with us to see his efforts and
the efforts of others too many to name
reach fruition.

Particularly satisfying to those of us
from the Great Lakes area is the fact
that the committee has retained the
amendments to the administration's ini
tial bill added by the House Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.
These amendments recognize and pro
vide long-needed assistance to the strug
gling Great Lakes fleet and the rapidly
growing Great Lakes foreign commerce.
For the flrst time in history, lake car
riers will be entitled to receive Federal
assistance on the same terms that other
segments of the American merchant
marine have enjoyed since the enactment
of the Merchant Marine Act in 1936. This
assistance is long overdue, and it is our
hope that the hard-pressed lake carrier
fleet can be revitalized and modernized
under the provisions of the bill before
us today.

This bill also formally recognizes what
we have known to be true since the open
ing of the st. Lawrence Seaway in 1959;
namely, that the Great Lakes-St. Law
rence Seaway system is a vital and neces
sary avenue of f·:lreign commerce of the
United States. Section 23 of the bill de
clares this to be a fact, and in essence,
calls upon the Federal Government to in
sure that American-flag ships equitably
serve the Great Lakes overseas trades.
We fUlly expect that the Maritime Ad
mInistration will heed the intent of the
Congress and institute a program to pro
v~de adequate American-flag service on
all Great Lakes trade routes as expressed
in the passage of this legislation and as
earlier expressed by a special subcom
mittee of the Senate Commerce Commit
tee in 1965.

During our stUdy of this bill, the com
mittee considered an amendment to the
Military Cargo Preference Act of 1904,
10 U.S.C. 2631, which would have per
mitted the President to authorize the
Department of Defense to ship military
supplies via the lowest cost routing and
use foreign-flag vessels when there were
no American-flag ships serving the low
est cost trade route. The primary aim
of the amendment was to prevent the
diversion of millions of tons of military
cargo away from the lower cost trade
routes and ports, and to offer sufficient
incentive for American-flag ship owners
to provide vitally needed American-flag
service to Great Lakes ports and other
ports that are presently denied such
services. Because some of the members
were convinced that such an amend
ment, not fully considered by either the
Senate or House committees, might
jeopardize flnal passage of H.R. 15424,
the amendment was not accepted by
your committee.

Our consideration of the amendment,
however, pointed out that the strict ap
plication of the several cargo preference
laws serves to restrict the primary goal
of expanding the American merchant
marine because those laws remove any
incentive to expand available American
flag shipping services beyond a few
major port areas where such services
tend to concentrate in hopes of receiv
ing government impelled cargoes re
served to American-flag ships. This con
~entration leaves port areas like the
Great Lakes and New England substan
tially devoid of American-flag service and
does not in the long run promote or
foster a citizen-owned merchant marine
capable of carrying a substantial portion
of all American foreign commerce.

I suppOrt the enactment of H.R. 15424
and urge its early implementation in all
of its aspects by the Maritime Admin
istration. I also urge that the Maritime
Administration take immediate steps to
formulate a program that will insure
that American-flag ships equitably serve
all major U.S. trade routes with special
emphasis on those pOrt areas which are
presently denied American-flag service.
Our amendment would have provided
the flrst step in this direction, and we
will closely observe what steps the Mali
time Administrator takes to see that the
merchant marine truly grOWS to serve
the needs of the entire Nation.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I wish
to urge favorable consideration by the
Senate of the bill, H.R. 15424. This bill
will serve to provide the vehicle for the
new maritime program recommended by
President Nixon in his message to the
Congress on October 3, 1969 and, more
importantly. chart the course for the re
vitalization of the American maritime
industry for which many of us have
labored so arduously over the past sev
eral years.

Mr. President. H.R. 15424 is an omni
bus bill which principally serves to
amend the Merchant Marine Act of 1936
so as to bring its provisions in conso
nance with the maritime needs of our
Nation for the 1970's and 1980's. In so
doing,. it incorporates several prior legis
lative recommendations to improve the
administration of our Nation's maritime
program and to improve the competitive
posture with respect to both shipbuild
ing and ship operations. In a word, it is
the legislative blueprint for the Presi
dent's proposed 10-year maritime pro
gram.

Referring to the President's message
on this new maritime program, I invite
particular attention to the following
statements contained therein concern
ing the shipbuilding industry:

1. We shOUld make it possible for industry
to build more ships over the next ten years,
moving from the present subsidy level of
about ten ships a year to a new level of
thirty ships a year.

2. We should reduce the percentage of
totals costs which are subsidized.

These goals will be aided in their ac
complishment by the use of a multiyear
procurement system now used in connec
tion with other Government programs.

In connection with the ship operations,
H.R. 15424 would propose to continue
operating-differential subsidies for only
a limited number of speciflc items. It also
would tie the principal cost item of wages
to an indc.'C-type system. As President
Nixon observed in' his message:

A pollcy whiCh ties subsidies to this wage
index will reduce subsidy costs and pro
vide an incentive for further efficiencies.

Thus the bill represents a positive and
an affi~mative step forward to meeting
our national sealift requirements. It also
is signiflcant that, in the words of Presi
dent Nixon:

The expansion of American merchant ship
building which this program makes possible
will provide many new employment oppor
tunities.

But perhaps of greatest importance is
that this legislative proposal bears the
general endorsement and c.upport of all
interested parties:---the President and his
administration, the Congress, andby and
large the maritime industry.

In conclusion, I believe that President
Nixon perhaps best summed up the
thrust of this legislation in the following
manner:

It is my hope and expectation that this
program wlll Introduce a new era in the
maritime history of America, an era in which
our shipbuilding and ship operating indus
tries take their place once again among the
vigorous, competitive industries of this na
tion.

I, therefore, urge all my colleagues to
support the passage of HR. 15424,
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launching our maritime industry into an
era of challenge and opportunity, rather
than leave it in the present costly
doldrums.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 918

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident. I call up my amendment No. 918,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr, Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that fur
ther reading of the amendment be dis
pensed with~

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

The amendment (No. 918) of Mr. WIL
LIAMS of DeJaware is as follows:

On page 27. llne 3. strIke out "eligIble ves
sels (as defined In subsection (k)( 1))" and
Insert in lieu thereof "vessels operating in
the UnIted States foreign trade".

On page 27, line 7. strIke out the word
"vessels" and insert In lleu thereof "vessels
which can become agreement vessels (as de
fined In subsection (k) (1) )",

On page 27. lines 13 and 14. strIke out
". Great Lakes. or noncontiguous domestic
trade or in the fisheries of the UnIted
States" and insert In lleu thereof the word
"trade".

On page 28. lines 13 and 14. strike out "for
eign or domestIc commerce of the UnIted
States or In the fisherIes of the United
States," and Insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing: "United States foreign trade....

On page 33, lines 21 and 24, and on page
34. lines 2 and 3, strike out In each such line
"a quallfied" and insert in lieu thereof in
each such place "an agreement...

On page 40. line 11, strIke out the word
" 'ellgible" and insert in lleu thereof the word
" 'agreement".

On page 40, l1ne 15. strike out the word
"and".

On page 40. strIke out llnes 16 through 24.
and on page 41, strike out llnes 1 through 14
and insert in lleu thereof the following:

"(C) on which an operating-differentllli
subsIdy is being paId. and

"(D) which the person maIntaining the
fund agrees wi th the Secretary of Commerce
will be operated in the United States foreign
trade."

On page 41. line 15. strike out "(4)" and
insert in lieu thereof" (2) ".

On page 41, line 18, strike out "(5)" and
insert In lieu thereof "(3) ".

On page 41, line 23. strike out "(6)" and
insert In lleu thereof" (4) ".

On page 42. line 1. strike out "( 7)" and
insert in lleu thereof" (5) ".

On page 42, strike out lines 8 through 14.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident. although this bill is an amend
ment to the Merchant Marine Act of
1936. one of its principal purposes is to
indirectly amend the tax laws of the
United States, and it is my opinion that
for that reason the tax ,1ortions of the
bill should have been referred to the
Committee on Finance for its considera
tion before it was reported by the Com
mittee on Commerce.

I am referrint; specifically to section
19 of the bill. which extends the privi
lege of tax deferral of income taxes on
earnings deposited in a reserve fund to
unsubsidized American-flag operators in
foreign trade. vessels used in the Great
Lakes trade. in noncontiguous domestic

trade-such as that with Alaska. Hawaii,
and Puerto Rico-and in the fisheries of
the United States. This privilege of tax
deferral under present law il, available
only to subsidized ship operators in the
U.S. foreign trade. With this expansion
of the section under present law, it is
difficult to see why, should this bill be
enacted. the shipping industry will any
longer pay much, if any. Federal income
taxes. I can assure you that there is not
an industry in the country that would
not like similar treatment. It is difficult
for me to see why. if the Commerce Com
mittee is to exempt from Federal tax the
industries which come within its juris
diction. other committees cannot simi
larly exempt from tax those industries
coming within their jurisdiction. Ulti
mately, if this process continues, we
would, of course, raise no revenue from
American business. .

Under the terms of the provision, it is
true that the money placed in the capital
construction fund generally is to be spent
for the construction of new ships. How
ever, the fact that the money is invested
in the ships does not end the tax beneflt
with respect to the amounts previously
placed in the construction reserve fund.
Even when the money is invested in a
ship, the deferral continues and when
that ship is sold. if the funds are rein
vested again in the fund. the tax defer
ral can be continued indefinitely. Also.
the investment income of the fund falls
within this tax privilege.

One of my major concerns with this
bill is the substantial additional costs to
the Government through a reduction in
revenues which would otherwise be avail
able. The present provision costs about
$10 million and this bill would increase
this loss to between $50 and $100 mil
lion. or possibly more, depending on how
much is placed in the fund. I do not be
lieve we can afford this revenue loss at
this time.

I would like to go through with you
now the principal reasons why I believe
that this type of indirect tax legislation
is the wrong thing to do

First. as I have -already suggested. if
this one industry is for the most part to
obtain freedom from Federal tax be
cause it is a good thing to have for the
shipping industry. what about all of the
other industries that we need in the
country? How does one justify imposing
a tax on any other industry needed by
the country if specific tax exclusions are
provided for this industry?

Second. if you were to provide a sub
sidy for the shipping industry, I would
assume that you would not want the
largest benefits to go to those with the
largest profits. I think it is clear that to
do so is the reverse of what a rational
decision would be. Yet. that is exactly
the result under this provision. The
benefit depends upon the size of the
taxable income. The larger the ~ncome,

the larger the benefit; any business that
operates at a loss receives no benefit at
all. Thus, a tax subsidy operates just op
posite to the manner in which it should
work since those that need aid the most
receive the least help and the more a
member of the industry prospers.. the
more benefits it receives.

Third, it seems to me that if Congress
is to provide a subsidy for the shipping
industry, it would want to review this

.from year to year to see whether it was
working in the manner desired and
whether the subsidy was being granted
in the most economical way possible to
achieve the desired goals. Yet, a tax
subsidy of this type almost guarantees
that there will not be an annual review of
the subsidy since this is permanent law
and this cost does not appear in the
budget.

Finally, at a time such as the present,
when we are asking the Government
generally to cut back its spending, it
seems to me that this is a particularly
inappropriate time to say to the shipping
industry: "You no longer have to pay
any taxes."

The amendment I am offering today is
intended to preserve present law as far
as the use of the tax deferred reserve
fund is concerned. This means that the
subsidized vessels operating in the U.S.
foreign trade will continue to have avail
able a reserve fund in which they may
deposit their profits free from tax to be
used for ship construction in the United
States. However, as a result of my
amendment, the reserve fund will not be
extended to unsubsidized vessels operat
ing the U.S. foreign trade or to vessels
used in the Great Lakes trade, in non
contiguous domestic trade or in the fish
eries of the United States.

I understand that at the present time
this tax deferred reserve fund is ad
ministered by the Treasury Department
through closing agreements which, in
most cases, date back to the 1940's and
are not clear as to the tax status in vari
ous situations. This. bill. as I understand
it, besides expanding the use of the tax
deferred reserve funds. also revises the
tax treatment of the funds to clarify and
simplify the effect of the various trans
actions that are made by a company
through its reserve fund. For this reason
I am not opposing the technical changes
made by the bill. Instead, my amendment
is directed only toward cutting back on
the additional types of shipping which
would otherwise be given the tax deferred
treatment in the bill before us.

I suggest that if the Commerce Com
mittee believes that the merchant ma
rine industry is in need of financial aid
that it bring before the Senate a bill pro
viding subsidies through the use of direct
appropriations. We would then have the
opportunity of seeing who will receive
the subsidy and how the industry is tar
ing from one year to the next. This will
allow the Appropriations committee an
opportunity to review the needs of this
industry in providing-appropriations each
year. I feel that this is the better way
to provide aid for an industry than to
use the tax laws to provide an indirect
SUbsidy. It will allow us to see what we
are doing each year, instead of provid
ing subsidies by using the tax laws. The
subsidies through the tax laws are un
desirable nrst because they do not pro
vide the financial aid to those that need
it the most and second because under
this procedure there is no opportunity to
review from year to year the effect of the
subsidy.
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To summarize-the issue is very clear.
Under the existing law the merchant

marine, that is, the subsidized merchant
marine, those ships operl;iting in coastal
waters and those operating under cer
tain restrictions as to rates, are granted
certain tax credits or, the privilege of
setting aside a portion of their earnings
without paying income taxes. This can
be set aside and put in a special fund for
the purpose of buying a new ship or
expanding their fleet.

This privilege of tax credits has never
before been available to those nonsub
sidized lines flying the American 'flag in
international commerce, to fishing ves
sels or any of the nonsubsidized lines.
This bill for the first time extends this
tax credit and this tax privilege to aU of
the American merchant marine ships
classified as American-citizen-owned, or
flying the American flag regardless of
""here they operate.

I have checked,this with the staff of the
joint cOnullittee, and they pointed out
that under existing law this tax credit
costs the Government about $10 million
a year, All of the subsidized lines do not
take advantage of the provision because
there are some restrictions attached to
it; but with these restrictions removed
and these tax credits extended to all
ships fiying the American flag it is fig
ured that the loss in revenue would be
$50 million as a minimum estimate and
a maximum of $100 million. The reason
it would cost more· right, now is that
tanker rates and a lot of shipping rates
are at an abnormally high level. This
would practically excuse aU of the mer
chant marine from paying any Federal
income taxes whatsoever if the commit
tee bill is approved;

I think; in the flrst place, this tax
credit should have been considered by
either the Ways and, Means Committee
or the Committee on Finance. I am not
making any point of that now. It is late
in the session, and I told the chairman
we would debate the matter on the floor.
But I think we should be clear in what
we. are doing.

Without this amendment we would be
extending a tax-exempt haven to practi
cally, all of the merchant marine that
is classified as American owned, and
there would be very little if any income
taxes paid by this industry. I do not think
we can start exempting any of the indus
tries from having to pay their propor
tionate part of the cost of operating the
Government. If one of these ships should
be sunk: in international waters it may
mean the involvement of. our country in
war; They expect the protection of the
American flag, yet they do not seem to be
willing to pay anything toward the de
fense of this country. I do not see how
such favored treatment can possibly be
justified.

I asked the Department, and, while I
do not have a .list of all the companies
that would be classified as eligible for
this exemption-when I say eligible. I
mean they would be in an eligible position
where they could be considered for the
tax credit-I did ask them if all compa
nies which. are being subsidized with
Government-guaranteed loans would au
tomatically have to be classified as Amer
ican-owned companies in order to get

that guarantee, and the answer was in
the affirmative.

So we can well proceed on the theory
that any company which is operating in
international waters-a nonsubsidized
line.:.....where they had a Government
guaranteed loan, conceivably could qual
ify. It is rather significant that two large
operators, in particular, whom I have
criticized several times before for the
lenient treatment that has been given
them, would be beneficiaries of this tax
exemption. For instance, companies
owned by Mr. Onassis, who is already
enjoying the benefit of this country's
benevolence in that he has a 5-percent
Government-guaranteed loan financing
his shipping operation, could be eligible
for this tax exemption. Mr. Niarchos with
some of his companies would also be
eligible. The company which owns the
Manhattan tanker that went through the
Arctic was recently owned by Stavros
Niarchos, and its earnings would be
practically exempted from taxation, if
my amendment is defeated. .

Why should these shipping tycoons not
pay income taxes on their earnings while
operating under the American fiag?

I think this provision should be
stricken from the bill. I see no reason
whatsoever why we should extend this
tax-exempt privilege to all of the mer
chant marine just because they are fly
ing the American fiag or claiming Amer
ican citizenship on such a flimsy basis.

Mr. Onassis is not an American citizen,
but his two children having been born
in this country do have the status of
American citizenship, and his ships are
operated under a trust account in their
name. Theoretically, they could enjoy
tax-exemption on their earnings in the
shipping industry under this committee
bill, Why?

I think we have gone as far as we can
in extending tax benefits, and I ask for
the yeas and nays on this amendment.

The yeas and nays 'were ordered.
I ask unanimous consent that various

insertions relating to the financial ar
rangements with companies owned by
Onassisand Niarchros be incorporated
in the RECORD as a part of my remarks.

This lists the extent of the Govern
ment-guaranteed loans, and it shows the
rate of interest at 5 percent, Now the
committee wants to give them tax ex
emptions.

In my opinion both these individuals
have been having a free ride on the tax
payers, and I will not support an ex
tension of the benefits.

Nor can the extension of this tax credit
be justified for the other companies.

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

u.s. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE.
MARITIME ADMINISTRATION,

Washington, D.C., September 2, 1970.
Hon. JOHN J. WILLIAMS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D,C.

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: Reference is
made to your letter of July 29. 1970. and our
interim reply of August 4, 1970, relating to
any loans and/or loan guarantees approved
by the Maritime Administration during the
past twenty years for Aristotle S. Onassis,
Stavros Niarchos and any company affiliated
With either.

Attached is a statement covering the sales

of U.S. Government-owned vessels during
the past twenty years to domestic companies
reported to be owned or controlled by Messrs.
Niarchos or Onassis. These vessels were all
sold subject to preferred mortgages held by
the U.S. Government. These mortgages have
all been paid in full.

The follOWing information relates to loan
guarantees (loan and/or mortgage insur
ance) of the Maritime Administration pur
suant to Title XI, Merchant Mlld'tne Act, 1936,
as amended, for the aforementioned parties:

(A) Aristotle S. Onassls and atllllates
Victory Carriers, Inc. (Victory). This U.S.
corporation (Delaware) is 75% owned by
Onassls' children (U.S, citizens) under a trust
agreement with The Grace National Bank of
New York (now Marine Midland Grace Trust
Company) (Trustee) and 25% owned by
Sociedad Industrial Maritima Flnanclera
Ariona. Panama, S.A., a Panamanian corpo
ration owned and/or controlled by Mrs.
Onassls, Thus, Victory was deemed to be a
citizen of the United States within the
meaning of section 2 of the Shipping Act,
1916, as amended, and quallfied to own U.S.
vessels for operation in the domestic coast
wise trade.

Pursuant to a Maritime Administration
Trade-Out and Build Contract (MA-1439)
with Victory et ai, dated January 25, 1957.
as amended, Victory was obllgated to con
struct 3 tankers (2 of 46,000 DWT and 1 'of
106,450 DWT) in exchange for U.S. permis
sion to transfer 14 older vessels to foreign
registry. This contract was later amended to
require 4 tankers of 46,000 DWT each to be
constructed for the below llsted companies
under the terms and conditions stated:

(1) Mount Vernon Tanker Company
100% owned by Victory, the tanker Mount
Vernon Victory was bullt at a cost of $13,
553,068 and a 20-year, 5 % per annum mort
gage, executed January 27, 1961, in the
amount of $11,858,900, was insured under the
provisions of Title XI. The unpaid balance of
this mortgage as at June 30, 1970, is $6,313.
217.55. All mortgage payments have been
currently made.

. (2) Monticello Tanker Company-l00%
owned by Victory, the tanker Monticello Vic
tory 'was built at a cost of $13,655,384 and a
20-year, 5% per annum mortgage, executed
October 19. 1962, in the amount of $11,868,
600, was. insured under the provisions of
Title XI. The unpaid balance as of June 30,
1970, is $6,750,266.25. All mortgage payments
have been currently made.

(3) Montpeller Tanker Company-l00%
owned by Victory. the tanker Montpelier Vic
tory was bUilt at a cost of $14,501,043 and a
20-year, 5% per annum mortgage, executed
December 26, 1962, in the amount of $12,
313,450, was insured under the provisions of
Title XI. The unpaid balance as of June 30,
1970, is $7,630,918.35, All mortgage payments
have been currently made.

(4) Mount Washington Tanker Company
10ll..% owned by Victory, the tanker Mount
Washington Victory was built at a cost of
$14,656,290 and a 20-year, 5% per annum
mortgage, executed October 31, 1963. in the
amount of $12,313.450, was insured under the
provisions of Title XI. The unpakl balance as
of June 30, 1970, is $8,255,141.84, All mort
gage payments have been currently made.

The tenns and conditions reqUired by
Maritime for approving Title XI aid to the
four above-mentioned companIes exceeded
the minimum requirements of the Title XI
regulations, in that. in addition to the nor
mal restrictions imposed on the Title XI
companies, Victory, the parent company, was
reqUired to execute certain agreements, such
as a Financing Agreement, Guaranty Agree
ments, and a Restricted Fund Agreemell.t, all
of which provided additional security to the
United States. .

(B) Stavros Nlarchos and affiliates, Man
hattan Tanker Company (Manhattan). Pur
suant to certain agreements executed be
tween the United States and Nlarchos inter-
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1 Domestic company reportedly owned and controlled by Onassis.
, Domestic company reportedly owned and controlled by Niarchos.

Note: Amount principal outstanding. none.

mortgage executed January 15, 1962, in. the
amount of $20,925,000 was insured under the
provisions of Title XI. The Nlarchos interests
sold the stock of the Manhattan Tanker
Company to Transeastern Associates Inc.
(the interests of Joseph Kahn and Howard
Pack) within a year of delivery and are no
longer connected with any Title XI ships.
During Niarchos' ownership, ali payments
were currently made. The Manhattan is the
tanker which recently made the transit of
the Northwest Passage to the Prudhoe Bay
region of Alaska while under charter to the
Humble 011 Company.

If further information is desired, please
advise.

Sincerely,
_ M. E. PARR,

Acting Chief, Office of Subsidy Ad
ministration.'

ests, Mr. Niarchos was required, among other
things, to construct 'one or more tankers of
such tonnage as, in the opinion of the Mari
tlme Administration, has substantially equiv
alent utlllty value to the total tonnage of
the vessels to be approved for transfer to
foreign ownership and registry.

The common stock of Manhattan was held
on February 26, 1959, the date the Title XI
application was approved by the Maritime
Administration, by New York Tankers Com
pany, Inc. (66.7%) and Industry Tanker
Company (33.3 % ). Both of these companies
were 75% controlled by Chase Manhattan
Bank of New York (now Chase Manhattan
Bank (N.A.». as Trustee for minor children
of Mr. Nlarchos. In accordance with the
aforesaid agreements, the 106,000 DWT tank
er Manhattan was constructed at a .cost of
$27,406,128' and a 20 year, 5% per annum

has the right to order that ship into any
port it desires. It has the right to order
it not to come to an American port in
time of emergency.

The crewmen aboard that ship are
foreign natiqnals, and the foreign gov
ernment has a right to punish those
people, perhaps under penalty of death
if it wishes, if they refuse to obey the
order Of that foreign government.

. This Nation maGe a bad mistake iIi.
1936, ~nd at this late date we seek to
correct it. .

By rejecting the Senator's amendment,
we will have a bill that will permit US
to have a balanced feet that can carry
whatever. we need, be it oil, gas, iron
are, grain,. or whatever we need, rather
than a fleet that can only carry general
cargo.

Furthermore, the Senator's amend
ment would knock out some of the oper
ators who are developing many of the
most efficient· and newest types of ves
sels. These are vessels such as the lash
and container ships. They carry barges
or mobile vehicles which can reach a
port and then proceed up the river or
highway to deliver the cargo to the final
destination.

It is in this category that the United
States hopes to excel, because this is the
area where capital is so important; and
we feel that these vessels should be able
to operate iIi. the future even Without a
subsidy, because they are capital inten
sive . rather than manpower' intensive.
The Senator's amendment could take· us
completely out of many of these prom
ising technological developments.

Further, the Senator-I am sure he is
completely sincere about this-WOUld, in
his amendment, deny the Great Lakes

the consideration which the Great Lakes
has salong been denied. "

. As the law stands today, only general
cargo vessels have had this tax privilege,
and in the . long run the Government
does get its money back. But the repay
ment is over the life of the ship, and this
tax deferral definitely encourages the
construction of these ships.

The grain on the Great Lakes is being
moved in vessels that are 50 years old.
A seafaring man would ask, "How can
a steel ship last 50 years?" That is be
cause it is in fresh water. If it were in
salt water, it would have rusted away
twice during that periOd. Those pitiful
50-year-old ships, which need replacing,
would be denied the tax privilege they
desperately need if the Senator's amend
ment is agreed to.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President will the
Senatoryield? .'. '

Mr. LONG. I yield, .
Mr. MONDALE. I want to express my

appreciation to the committee for ex
tending these tax terms to the construc
tion 'of Great Lakes shipping, because,
as the Senator from Louisiana rightly
points out, the Great Lakes ·intralake
shipping facilities are in terrible shape.
As the Senator from Louisiana rightlY
points out, many of these ships are 50
years old or older. The Great Lakes in-"
dustry does not have a subsidy as some
of the others do. Our only hope to start
revitalizing the Great Lakes ships is
through this tax privilege.

I commend the committee for extend
ing it to our area, and I think it is going
to be most helpful and is arriving just
in time.

Mr. LONG. The Senate obviously is in
no mood to do such an .injustice to the
Great Lakes, as was indicated by the
last rollcall .vote..' The overwhelming
majority of Senators who voted for that
were not from· the Great Lakes region.
They thought the Great Lakes had made
an' equitable and convincing argument
for their position.'

The Senator's· amendment would not
only deny what the committee 'did with
respect to the Great Lakes, but also
Hawaii, "Alaska, and Puerto Rico. These
committee amendments were not rec
ommended by the administration. But
any Senator can see the injustice of
denying the same·' tax··' consideration
to the ships . that steam between our
west coast ports and Alaska and Hawaii.
Those two States· suffer the greatest
transportation expenseS of any States in
the Union.It is "a heavy and severe prob
lem for these two great States, the new
est members· of our Union.

n would seem to be a blind spann our
eyes were we to provide a needed and
desirable privilege" which has helped to
keep the fleet modern in competing with
foreign nations and to deny the same
consideration to Alaska and Hawaii
which pay greater transportation ex
penses than any other State.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. INOUYE. I should like to join my

colleagues in commending the chairman
of .the subcommittee for his forthright
statement and for his referral to the
plight of Hawaiians and Alaskans.

00.

00.

544,506 I
544,506

544,506 }
544,506
544,506

$54', 5C6j25 percent cash' 75 per·
544, 506 cent mortgage (12 annual

installments, 3)1 percent
interest payable semi·
annually).

D.te ot' Statutory
transfer sales price Terms of sale

Oate of
construction

Oct. 25,1943 Feb. 26,1951
Septl5,1943 Feb. 24,1951

Sept.28,l942 Feb. 20,1951
June 8,1942 Feb. t9,1951

Sept 25, 1942 Feb. 16,1951
July 30,1943 Feb. 23,1951
Dec. 29,1942 .....do.. .....

Type
(Liberty
dry
cargo)

Name of ship and company to
which sold by U.S. M.C.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Sena
tor's amendment would strike at the very
heart of what is perhaps the best feature
in the bill. He is striking at what Presi
dent Nixon had promised and recom
mended, and what is vital if we are to
have a merchant marine to serve this
Nation in time of war or national emer
gency.

As it stands today, only about 3 per
cent of our bulk cargo moves in Ameri
can bottoms, and that is because of a
mistake made in the 1936 .law and its
administration. In that 1936 law, only
the liner trade-that is, the American
ships that go on a regular route, mov
ing regularly back and forth and carry..
ing general cargo, has this privilege
which the Senator wishes to deny the
bulk carriers.

The result is that we do have a liner
fleet in which this Nation can take some
small pride. If Senators will look at the
report, on page 15, they will notice that
we have the eqUivalent of 176 good gen
eral cargo vessels, while we are in piti
fUl shape with regard to tankers, only 18,
and dry buIlt carriers, only 28.

Mr. President, of pur cargo moving on
the high seas, only 46 million tons is in
the general cargo. category which en
joys this tax privilege, while 350 million
tons is in the category which does not en
joy the tax privilege.

We are only carrying approximatelY
3 percent of our bulk cargo, of our oil,
of our iron ore, of our· grains and other
strategic materials in bottoms that are
subject to our control.

The Senator would like to think that
we could control Mr. Onassis. We can
not. Quite the contrary. When the ship
flies a foreign flag, that foreign nation

Victory Carriers, Inc.: I
Lewis Emery, Jr EC2-S-CI
Heywood Broun EC2"S-Cl

North American Shipping & Trading
Co., Inc.:'

David Bushnell EC2-S-Ct
Jame' Fenimore Cooper EC2-S-Cl

American Pacific Steamship Co.:'
Henry Villard EC2-S-Cl
Howard T. Ricketts EC2-S-Cl
KingS. Woolsey EC2-S-Ct
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My state, Hawaii, looks to the Mari
time Act of 1970 for assistance in
strengthening her economy. And it is to
the provisions of this bill which extend
to operators in the noncontiguous trade
the privilege of accumulating tax-de
ferred reserve funds for ship construction
replacement and reconditioning that I
wish to address myself today.

Heretofore, vessels built for the non
contiguous trade have been built at full
American costs. Consequently, freight
rates for voyages to Hawaii and the other
noncontiguous state of Alaska, as well
as to Puerto Rico arid Guam, have re
sulted in increased cost of commodities
to consumers.

In Hawaii, as I told the Conference on
the Noncontiguous Trade here in Wash
ington on April 9 of this year, the aver
age cost of goods and services is 22 per
cent more than the nationa'! average.
These high costs have a 'direct effect on
our basic economy by affecting industrial
relocation and expansion and thus the
availability of job opportunities.

For Hawaii, bUlk cargo means water
transportation. There is no alternative,
such as rail and motor carriers. Thus, we
have long looked for some means tore
lieve these costs pressures on our econ
omy. We have also long sought to eno:
courage trade between the mainland and
Hawaii rather than with foreign coun
tries where lower freight rates are avail
able,which tend to damage our balance
of payments situation. ,

Thus tax-deferred construction funds
for bulk carriers; tankers and container
ships by nonsubsidized companies in the
noncontiguous trade, should have a
strong and beneficial impact on Hawaii
as well as on U.S. trade generally.

Heretofore, taxes,' paid by' Hawallan
citizens have helped finance the Nation's
subsidized shipbuilding program. How
ever, this program has not helped reduce
Hawaii's transportation costs nor im
prove the efficiency of service because
the program has excluded subsidization
of vessels for Use in the mainland-Hawaii
trade except incidentallY where the ves
sels serve Hawaii as an intermediate
point in foreign trade operations. The
1970 merchant marine program over
comes this inequity and provides the
means whereby shipping companies will
be able to plan-at lower costs-for the
special transportation needs of Hawaii
as well as the other noncontiguous areas
of our nation.

But our gain, I believe, will not be all
external. Within the state itself water
transportation is a major concern.

For years, the glamor and economy of
Honolulu has ll.ttracted neople from the
outer islands. This population infiux to
Oahu has meant a population drain on
the outer islands. In fact, the outer is
lands are in the throes' of economic
stagnation without sufficient capital in
vestment.

This bilI can mean increased trade be
tween the islands of Hawaii. Increased
trade will benefit the outer islands and
all facets of Hawaii's economy-agricul
,tural and tourist. New industry-as well
as tourists-will be attracted to these
now somewhat isolated islands.

, This bill is exciting to Hawaiians. It
can have the effect of halting the ever
rising cost of living for Hawaiians and
help us revive the economy of a large
portion of the State.

And it means that we have done this
without weakening the protection pro
vided for our domestic shipbuilding in
dustry.

We accomplish a milestone by passing
this bill: We revitalize our maritime in
dustry, we provide needed assistance for
all segments of the American maritime
industry, and we help the people of the
noncontiguous States.

I also wish to take this opportunity to
acknowledge the strong support given
this measure by our Governor John
Burns, and the President of our State
Senate, David McClung, and others.
Their cooperation and expressed inter
est were most helpful.

I should like to remind the Senate
that less than a year ago, a major
shipping company in Hawaii purchased
a ship which was built in a shipyard in
Baltimore. That ship cost the shipping
company $23 million. A sister ship was
built in Hamburg, Germany, with the
same specifications and the same equip
ment. That ship cost $10 million. Some
body has to pick up the extra tab, and
the consumers in Hawaii are doing that
right now.

The city of Honolulu at this moment
has the honor-if one wishes to call it
that-of being labeled the most expen
sive city in the world. Part of this is due
to the high shipping costs and the fact
that we have not been able to get any
sort of assistance or relief from laws re
lating to merchant marine. This bill will
do much, if not the most that we can
eVer hOpe to gt::'~, in as::sistillg us iii, uur
plight.

I thank the chairman for his forth
right assistance.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, the hour

is late, and I merely want to concur in
what the distinguished chairman of the
Subcommittee on Merchant Marine has
said.

I introduced a bill to accomplish this 2
years ago. I was pleased when the admin
istration recommended it. I agree with
the extension of it that the committee
enacted. I hope the Senate will reject this
amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the fact

that problems existed in the trade be
tween the noncontiguous areas of our
great Nation and the mainland has long
been noted. Unfortunately, this notice
has generated a great deal of rhetoric,
but very little action.

All the noncontiguous areas of the
United States have in common a unique
and essentially exclusive dependence on
oceangoing vessels for our transporta
tion needs.

As any consumer in Alaska can tell
you, ocean shipping is simply not com
petitive with overland shipping. For ex-

ample it costs $210 to ship an automobile
from Flint, Mich., to Los Angeles, a dis
tance of 2,375 miles, while it costs $411 to
ship the same car from Flint to Anchor
age, Alaska, a distance of 3,800 miles. In
terms of percentages, it costs' 23 percent
more per mile to ship that car to Anchor
age than to Los Angeles.

The complaints this elicits from con
sumers are to be expected. They cannot
understand why they should pay more
for transportation than the residents of
the contiguous areas. This becomes par
ticularly hard for them to swallow when
they learn that throughout the rest of
the world, oceangoing transportation is
often the cheapest, rather than an ex
pensive form of transportation. These
higher transportation costs become un
acceptable when it is learned that theY
stem from a law which is designed to
protect the national security of all the
United States and its territories, but
whose cost falls almost exclusively on
the residents of the noncontiguous areas.

This, in a nutshell, is the problem as
viewed by the consumer living.in a non
contiguous area. He is being asked to
bear the full cost of what is ostensibly
a national policy predicated on national
security.

I would like to' explain the harmfUl
and inequitable effects of the present
program in a little more detaU.

Alaska is as dependent on ocean ship
ping as an island. There is no railroad
connecting Alaska with the south 48,
though there should be. The only high
way to the south 48 is still unpaved for
over 600 miles of its length. Both auto
mobiles and railway rolling stock are
transported on barges or ferries. Air
transportation is the only other means
of mass transportation of passengers· and
merchandise to and from Alaska. And,
at present, it is too expensive for the
carrying of bulk cargo. So, oceangoing
vessels must do the task. '

Even though Alaska must rely on a
single mode of transportation instead of
the myriad of alternatives available to
the south 48, there would be no problem
if this· mode of transportation were
competitive with the alternatives. And,
on a worldwide basis, it is. World trade
reached a staggering $487 billion last
year, and machinery shipped from Ger
many to Greece did not find itself at a
competitive disadvantage because it went
by ship rather than rail. In fact, in many
instances ocean shipping is cheaper than
alternative modes.

This is so partly because most of the
shipbuilding nations of the. world sub
sidize ocean shipping. These subsidies
take many forms. Greece, for instance,
exempts from income taxation for 10
years any ship brought under the Greek
fiag. Several nations provide either tax
benefits or low interest rates for ship
construction loans. France, Italy, Japan,
and the United States provide direct
subsidies for construction and operation
of ships in domestic and foreign com
merce.

But t..~e United States has done a most
peculiar thing. It has divided its ship
ping into two categories-foreign com
merce and coastwise trade-and we sub-
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sidize the former to a great extent, but
do nothing to make the latter competi
tive. Of the 11 major shiPQuilding na
tions surveyed by the Joint Economjc
Committee of the U.S. Congres.'$ in 1963,
three provided direct construction or op
erating subsidies to both foreign and do
mestic shipping and three provided such
subsidies t{) domestic shipping only, but
only one-the United states-provided
direct operating and construction subsi
dies to ships engaged exclusively in for
eign commerce,. while denying such sub
sidies to its own domestic shipping indus
try.

The decision to exclude coastwise ship
ping from -Subsidization was based on
two assumptions: That coastwise ship
ping was protected from competition by
cheaper foreign shipping by operation of
the Jones Act and that alternate meth
ods of shipping among the United States
did not receive construction differential
or operating differential subsidies either.

These two asumptions, which may have
had validity in 1936, are no longer valid
today.

First, coastwise shipping, insofar as
Alaska is concerned, does indeed receive
competition from foreign shipping.

Alaska finds that Japan, a little over
3,000 miles away, has a great demand for
its natural resources and is able to sup
ply consumer goods in return. The south
48, of course, is less than 2,000 miles
away and offers the same market. :How
ever, Alaska finds itself shipping increas
ing quantities of its natural resources to
foreign countries and importing increas
ing amounts of consumer goods from
these countries in preference to the
south 48. No one can tell me that there
is no foreign competition in shipping
when the shipping rates in foreign com
merce make it economically advanta
geous to ship lumber, badly needed in the
south 48 less than 2,000 miles away, to
Japan over 3,000 miles away.

The assumption that coastwise trade
does not require subsidization because it
does not compete with foreign trade is
wholly erroneous insofar as Alaska is
concerned. Foreign commerce does com
pete, and it is winning. Alaska is being
treated like a foreign country because of
the anomaly in our shipping laws cre
ated by this erroneous assumption.

The second assumption on which the
decision to exclude coastwise trade from
subsidization was based is equally falla
cious. The alternate methods of trans
portation are subsidized to a far greater
extmt than coastwise shipping. Highway
user taxes exacted of all users, including
passenger autos, build highways. Rail
roads received incentives to build their
original rights-of-way, and they devel
oped a system of rail transportation that
was the envy of the world. Railroads no
longer receive significant SUbsidies, and
the decline that has resulted is evident
to even the casual observer. In order to
restore passenger rall service, the Senate
has committed $10 billion to the urban
mass transit system-much of it for rail
carriers. The fact that unsubsidized
coastwise shipping is not competitive is
clearly evidenced by the small fraction

of cargo now carried in that trade com
parE)d to the volume handled by alternate
transpOrtation modes,

The pOlicies expressed in the Jones Act
are national policies designed to benefit
all Americans equally. But because of
Alaska's geographical position as a non
contiguous State, the burden of these
policies falls far more heavily on my
State than on the contiguous 48. Because
of the availability of alternate modes of
transportation in the south 48, Alaska
and Hawaii have ended up bearing al
most the entire burden of these national
policies. It is simply unfair to require
that two States should bear the burden
of pOlicies designed to benefit. all the
States.

The bill now before the Senate recog
nizes this basic inequity by extending,
for the first time, a very limited tax
break to the noncontiguous trade. The
bill would permit ship operators to set
aside income in a fund. If that income
were used to build ships for the noncon
tiguous trade, it would not be subject to
income tax.

The Senator from Delaware· would
now take away this crumb from us in the
name of fiscal responsibility. I am all for
a balanced budget, for holding down
Federal spending. But I ask you, why us?
We have been suffering under this in
equity for decades and you want us to
continue to bear the burden of this na
tional program. It is simply unfair to
continue to ask the small noncontiguous
States to bear the burden of a program
which principally .benefits the large
coastal States in the south 48. I will vote
against the Senator's amendment, and I
hope my fellow Senators will join me in
giving a fair deal to the noncontiguous
areas of this country.

Mr. President, I commend the commit
tee for its wisdom in extending to the
noncontiguous domestic trade this .0P
portunity for improvement. I believe
that the real burden of the Senator from
Delaware's amendment is the provision
that would strike irom the bill the Great
Lakes noncontiguous trade or the fish
eries of the United States. That is very
important to my State, and I hope the
amendment will be rejected.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Senator
from Delaware many times has been
labeled the "Conscience of the Senate,"
and he has every right to that title. I
think he has a very rightful claim to be
called the watchdog of the fiscal integrity
of this country.

But, Mr. President, one can make a
good argument that the Government
actually makes money by this tax provi
sion; because without this tax incentive,
we are not going to have these ships. If
we do not have the ships. we do not have
this business. If we do not have this busi
ness, we do not make this profit, and the
money is paid to other nations.

The committee received expert testi
mony that when we look at the taxes that
will be collected from workmen and the
revenue generated by their trading, and
in providing employment and opportuni
ties to others, in the long run the Gov
ernment will make money. Keep in mind
that it is only a tax deferral over the life

of the new ship.. We get all the money
back in reduced depreciation deductions.

But in addition. the bill assures us im
provement in our balance-of-payments
position, . which is in desperate shape
now. The program's contribution to our
balance of payments is estimated at $2.9
billion· over the next 10 years. When we
have succeeded in c:mstructing the type
of fleet that is needed, the favorable ef
fect to our balance of payments should be
$600 million per year. That is of enor
mous importance, even more important,
I think, than fiscal considerations.

As much as· I admire my good friend
from Delaware, and I salute him fer his
consistency in opposing anything that
would cost a lot of money. and opposing
it even if it would benefit his great State
of Delaware, may I say, although he is a
man of consistency and courage, I
honestly believe that we would be poorly
advised were we to reject what the ad
ministration has recommended and the
committee agreed to in this case.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I sup
port the committee position on the
amendment. I have the highest respect
for the Senator from Delaware and for
the position he has eXpOunded here, but
we have to consider the strong position
the President has taken on the revival
of our American merchant marine. It
does need reviving. It is not purely a
matter of. just endorsing an industry. It
is not purely an economic or commercial
matter. But we have to look at it by
realizing that .we have fallen from the
position we once occupied in the world of
shipping to a much less desirable po
sition.

The committee bill takes into account
all questions of high pOlicy and matters
of national position. sa that, under the
circumstances, notwithstanding the
sound arguments the Senator from Del
aware has brought to the attention of
the Senate, we should overcome. the ob
jections raised by his amendment and
support the committee bill.

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator from
Maryland.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I have listened with great interest
to these eloquent speeches and expres
sions of respect for the administration's
position on these tax credits. I am par
ticularly pleased that Senators have
spoken out so strongly that they want
to support the administration. I think
that is commendable, and I compliment
them. I call their attention to the fact
that the administration opposes the pro
vision in the bill which this amendment
proposes to strike.

I have a letter. in my hand dated
September 10, 1970, signed by Mr. Wil
liam E. Murane, Acting General Coun.,
sel of the Department of Commerce.

They have endorsed the committee
bill, yes, but with an important excep
tiOn. Here is their comment on this sec
tion which would extend the tax credits.

Our final comment on H.R. 15424 as re
ported by the Senate Commerce Committee
concerns the. provisions contained In sec
tion 21 amending section 607 of. the Mer
chant Marine Act, 1936. as amended (46
U.S.C. 1177), that would grant tax defer-
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ment of' earnings· for the construction of
ships to be operated in the noncontiguous
domestic trade, in the domestic tracle on the
Great Lakes or in the fisheries, Since for
eign-flag Hssels are not permitted to op
erate in these trades, the rationals for ex
tending tax defermehtto vessels operating
in foreign trade would not appear to apply
to these vessels. We are therefore opposed to

these provisions of the bill.

I repeat the last sentence:
We are therefore opposed to these provi

sions of the bilL

My amendment would strike these ob
jectionableprovisioris, so naturally I will
be expecting the yates of all these ad
ministration supporters,

So, Mr. President, I compliment the
Senators who have spoken during the
past half hour emphasizing their enthu
siastic support of the President's position,
and accordingly for their support of my
amendment.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the entire letter be printed in
the RECORD.

I call attention to the sixth paragraph
of this letter wherein they express their
opposition to the extension of· the tax
credits.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,

Washington, D.C" September 10, 1970.
Hon. JOHN J, WILLIAMS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: This is in reply to
your letter of August 14, 1970, concerning
H.R. 15424 as reported by the Senate Com
merce Committee. The following constitute
our views on those portions of the bl1l which
relate to the new Maritime Program,

H.R. 15424, as so reported, substantially
sets forth the Maritime Program announced
by President Nixon on October 23, 1969, The
need f'Or this proposed legislation and re
sulting benefits to the United States have
been commented upon at length and need
not be repeated at this time. This Depart
ment strongly supports H.R. 15424 as reported
by the Senate Commerce Committee. We
would, however, suggest a few amendments
to the bl1l as presently written. These pro
posed amendments are in the nature of re
finements to what we consider to be a sound
piece 'Of legislation,

The flrst amendment we would propose
concerns the "Buy American" provision set
forth In section 505 of the Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, as amended (46 U.S.C. 1155). This
section provides that In all ship construction
under the Act, the shipbuilder, subcontrac
tors, materialmen, or suppliers shall use, so
far as practicable, only articles, materials and
supplies of the growth, production or manu
facture of the United State.s. As originally
proposed, H.R. 15424 (section 9) would have
amended section 505 so that only those Items
for which construction-differential SUbsidy
is paid and all major components of the hull
and superstructure would be required to be
of domestic origin. The House made one
minor change to this section of the bill by the
addition of a provisi'On requiring that any
material used In the construction of such
major components of the hull and super
structure be of domestic origin. These provi
sions have been eliminated from H.R. 15424
as reported by the Senate Commerce Com
mittee, and the blll would continue the ex
isting requirements of section 505 that all
components used in the construction of a
subsidized vessel be of domestic origin, It is

our view that the provisions of the bill as
passed by the House (section 10) adequate
ly protect the interests of United States'
suppliers and would result in increased pro
curement flexibility for shipyards Involved in
the construction· of subsidized \'essels. Ac
cordingly, we urge that the provisions-in sec
tion 10 of H.R. 15424 as passed by the House
be adopted by the Senate.

The second amendment we would propose
concerns the Commission on American Ship
bUilding set forth in section 35 of H.R. 15424
as passed by the House. This provision would
establlsh a Commission on American Ship
bUilding composed of seven members ap
pointed by the President to review the status
of the American shipbuilding industry, to
determine whether the industry can achieve
a level of productivity by 1976 so that con
struction-differential SUbsidy will not exceed
35 percent of United States construction
costs and to recommend the steps that
should be taken by industry and government
to Improve the competitive position of ~he In
dustry. If the Commission concludes that
construction-differential SUbsidy cannot be
reduced to 35 percent, It would recommend
alternatives to the ship construction pro
gram proposed by the bill. H.R. 15424 as re
ported by the Senate Commerce Committee
would amend this provleion to eliminate the
Commission on American Shipbuilding and
vest its responslbiltles in the Secretary of
Commerce. It is our view that these functions
can best be performed by an independent
body, such as the proposed Commission.
Although, as pointed out by the Senate
Commerce Committee, this Department is
capable of performing the duties proposed
for the Commission, we believe that a Presi
dentially appointed Commission wouid have
easier access to the most knOWledgeable seg
ments of the maritime Industry and that the
recommendations of such a Commission
wouid more readily gain acceptance in the
industry. More importantly, proper discharge
of the functions of the Commission will re
quire the collection of much data and Infor
mation on ship construction. Since the
Maritime Administration of the Department
of Commerce will be administering the con
struction-differential subsidy program and
will in some instances be in a position ad
verse to the position of Individual shipyards
with respect to specific construction-differ
entiai determinations, It is likely that the
Department of Commerce wlll experience
substantial difficulty in securing ship con
struction information which the shipbuild
ers may view as reflecting adversely on spe
cific construction-differential requests pend
ing before the Maritime Administration. For
this reason, it Is the belief of this Department
that a Presidentially appointed Commission
would have freer access to information on
shipbuilding and would have a better op
portunity to hear the candid opinions of the
shipbuilding Industry than would the De
partment of Commerce. Accordingly, we
strongly urge that the provisions in section
35 of H.R. 15424 as passed by the House be
adopted by the Senate.

The original legislative proposal submitted
by the Department of Commerce which be
came H.R. 15424, eliminated the payment of
operating SUbsidy for maintenance and re
pairs on subsidized vessels constructed after
January I, 1970. This subsidy item was elimi
nated because It was felt that given new
modern maintenance free construction tech
niques, its elimination would not slgnifl
cantly detract from the competitive posture
of subsidized United States flag Shipping
operations, The original proposal also con
tained provisions Which would have per
mitted the Secretary of Commerce to
place restrictions on the areas of the
world in which vessels built with con
struction-differential subsidy would be
permitted to operate. The purpose of this
provision was to insure that these vessels will

be used where they best serve the commerce
of the United States. Neither of these provi
sions was adopted by the House. The Senate
Commerce Committee did not alter the
House passed bill in tliis respect. We believe
that the addition of these two provisions
would strengthenH.R. 15424.

Our final comment on H.R. 15424 liS re
ported by the Senate Commerce Committee
concerns the provisions contained In section
21 amending section 607 of the Merchant
Marine. Act, 1936, as amended (46 U.S.C,
1177). that would grant tax deferment of
earnings for the construction of ships to be
operated IIi the noncontiguous domestic
trade, in the domestic trade on the
Great Lakes or in the fisheries. Since
foreign-flag vessels are not permitted to
operate in these trades, the rationale for
extending tax deferment to vessels operating
in foreign trade would not appear to apply
to these vessels. We are therefore opposed to
these provisions of the bill,

The cost to the Government of implement
Ing the new Maritime Program, as set forth
in H.R. 15424 as reported by the Sena.te Com
merce Committee, will depend primarily
upon the degree of private participation by
ship operators. Since the principal outla.y
will occur in the construction program, the
cost of the program will be determined by
the number of ships actually built by private
operators. In addition, Implementation of
this program will be SUbject to annual ap
propriations. Enactment of the new Maritime
Program will not require funds for fiscal
year 1971 beyond those amounts set forth in
H.R. 17575 as passed by the Senate on Au
gust 24, 1970.

This legislation constitutes the most far
reaching reform of the Merchant Marine Act,
1936, since Its original enactment. The wage
subsidy index system and t.he specific con
struction-differential subsidy goals of H.R.
15424 will give the shipbuilding and ship
operating Industries an incentive to cut costs
and Increase productivity. We believe the
result will be a merchant marine that will
be an effective commercial competitor and
will provide a modern fleet for use In times
of national emergency. We, therefore, urge
that you give the bill your favorable con
sideration.

With respect to Section 43 of the bill,
which provides an exception from the re
qUirements for a Coast Guard certificate of
Inspection, we defer to the views of the De
partment of Transportation.

We have been adVised by the Office of
Management and Budget that there would
be no objection to the submission of this
report from the standpoint of the Adminis
tration's program.

Sincerely.
WILLIAM E. MURANE,
Acting General Counsel,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr.
President, much has been said about
wanting to help the Great Lakes area, Let
us cut out all the fanfare. I supported
the amendment for the St. Lawrence
Seaway. I have nothing agafnst the Great
Lakes area, but who operates the bulk
of the shipping there? Let us face it;
there is a lot of lake traffic in ships carry
ing iron are. Who operates the iron are
ships? Who owns these oil tanks and
bulk cargo ships that will get this tax de
ferment? Certainly all of them would ap
preciate it.

Much has been said about the cost of
a ship that was built in the Baltimore
shipyard as compared with the cost of
the ship that was built in a German
shipyard.

That is true, but concerning the ship
built in Baltimore 55 percent of its con-
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Committee, when It reports out S. 3287, will
find It appropriate to include such amend
ment.

SIncerely yours,

struction cost was paid for by the Ameri
can taxpayers. to equalize the domestic
shipyard cost and the foreign shipyard
cost. After the ship is built the difference
in the cost of wages for American seamen
and foreign labor is paid by the tax
payers.

Is this not enough of a subsidy?
Nothing was mentioned about that.

Then, in addition, these shipping com
panies get the Government-guaranteed
loans at a lower rate for the part of the
construction costs they do assume. Adop
tion of my amendment does not take
away from one single shipping company
any tax credit or deferment which they
are now getting under existing law. The
only question is, without this amendment
the bill would be extending a tax defer
ment to all of the rest of the merchant
marine operating both internationally
and domestically.

According to the estimates I get there
will be very little taxes, if any, collected
in the future so far as the American
merchant marine is concerned.

I think that at a time when we have
a deficit averaging over $1 billion per
month at a time when we are asking
other taxpayers to pay their taxes, surely
this is not the time to exempt the whole
merchant marine industry from all taxes.

One other point that should be men
tioned, as they set aside these funds out
of their earnings, before taxes, $5 million
to $10 million or whatever it may be in
the trust fund, they can invest that
money, and the investment income is
exempt from taxes under the committee
bill. In other words, they will be a spe
cial-privilege group, exempt from taxes
under existing law.

If Senators want to extend complete
tax exemption for this merchant ma
rine industry, then they should go ahead
and reject this amendment. Suppose to
morrow someone comes in and says that
the railroads are in trouble. Will Con
gress exempt them from taxes? I am sure
that one by one the various industries
will all enthusiastically support the idea
of being exempt from taxes, but I also
expect that a lot of other taxpayers in
this country, who are making quarterlY
installments on their taxes or are having
taxes deducted from their pay, would
likewise like to get some tax exemption.

So far as the workingmen are con
cerned, those who work on the ships,
they will still be paying their income
taxes. They will not be exempt.

Why should we consider by one sweep
exempting a whole industry from in
come taxes?

Such favored treatment is an outrage
and an insult to all taxpaying citizens.

Surely Mr. Onassis and Mr. Niarchos
can afford to pay their income taxes.

According to our estimate under pres
ent law these tax credits cost about $10
million. Under this bill the tax credits
would be between $50 million and $100
million....,.possibly more. If this amend
ment is rejected there will be very little
if any tax revenue coming in from the
American merchant marine, including
those ships operated for e~ample under

American ownership by men like
Onassis and others.

If this amendment is defeated perhaps
this section of the bill should be labeled
"a relief measure for poor Onassis and
other shipping magnates,"

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I wish
to indicate my strong opposition to the
pending amendment. I ask that a letter
and an attachment be printed in the
RECORD concerning the effect of the Com
mittee provision on the Great Lakes.

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

LAKE CARRIERS' ASSOCIATION,
Cleveland, Ohio, March 24, 1970.

Hon. ROBERT P. GRIFFIN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.
Re: S. 3287-A blll to amend the Merchant

MarIne Act, 1936.
DEAR SENATOR GRIFFIN: ReplyIng to your

letter of March 16, 1970, we earnestly share
your hopes that through the pendIng legIs
lation to revIse the Merchant MarIne Act of
1936 the Great Lakes will be able to obtaIn
some equallty of treatment. As you know,
the Great Lakes vessel Industry has long
advocated that It should be granted the
rIght to set asIde tax-deferred reserve funds
for shIp constructIon. We belleve that the
opposItion which has arisen to this pro
posal stems from a misunderstandIng of
how the tax-deferred construction reserve
fund works. For that reason, the AssocIation
has undertaken a stUdy which Is herewith
enclosed.

ThIs study Is based on actual experIence
of a typIcal Great Lakes vessel company. It
IndIcates that a new $20,000,000 bulk carrier
could be made operational withIn four years
through the establishment of a taX-deferred
construction reserve fund. It further Indl
cates that within eight years the Govern
ment will have recovered all deferred taxes
and that at the end of 18 years the Govern
ment wlll receive In Federal Income Taxes
more than $63,000,000, whereas wIthout the
new vessel, the Federal Income Taxes on thIs
particular fleet would only be $43,000,000.

The AdmInistration's concern with Gov
ernment expenditures makes It understand
able that It would limIt Its new marItIme
program to vessels enr;aged In foreIgn trade.
What apparently Is not reallzed, however, Is
that the AdminIstratIon can go forward
with such a program and, at the same time,
extend to the Great Lakes the privilege of
establishing taX-deferred construction re
serve funds without any additional expen
ditures beIng Involved. We are not asking
for the entire package, but only this one
privilege Which, If properly administered,
Will, we believe, provide the necessary Incen
tive to undertake new vessel construction.
If that constructIon materIalizes, the Federal
Government will be the first to benefit be
cause of increased tax revenues.

When we submitted a statement In con- .
nectlon with S. 3287, there was attached a
proposed amendment WhIch would revise
SectIon 607 so as to make that Section ap
plicable to the Great Lakes. SInce that time,
we have revised thIs proposed amendment
so as to bring It as nearly as possible Into
conformity with the revision proposed by
the Administration. The princIpal dllference
between the AdmInIstration'S proposal and
that whIch we submit Is that the Admin
Istration would make It compulsory to de
posit all deprecIation In the reserve fund,
whereas we propose that the amount of
deprecIatIon to be deposited be made dIs
cretionary with the Secretary of Commerce.

We hope you will find merit In the amend
ment we propose, and that the Commerce

ScOTT H. ELDER,
General C'ounael.

CONSTRUCTION RESERVE FuND STUDY
In order to evaluate the desirability of per

mitting Great Lakes vessel operators to estab
lish tax: deferred construction reserve funds,
a study was made for the AssocIation wIth
the follOWing result.

PROCEDURES AND ASSUMPTIONS
Actual experIence of a Great Lakes vessel

company during 1969 was utilized to estab
lish the relationshIp of gross earnIngs from
vessel operatIons, operatIng expense and
overhead. It was assumed that these items
would remaIn constant over a period of 30
years. Federal Income taxes were assumed to
be 48 % of net taxable income and deprecIa
tion was calculated as currently allowed un
der the guIdelines published by the Internal
Revenue Service. It was further assumed that
the vessel operator's contract wIth the Secre
tary of Commerce would call for the addi
tion to the fleet of a new Great Lakes bulk
carrier costing $20,000,000 whIch, when com
pleted and In operation, would generate earn
Ings over and above operatIng expense and
overhead of $4,000,000 per year, less deprecI
ation, over a useful life of 30 years.

Assumed deposIts In the tax deferred con
structIon reserve fund consIst of 50 % of net
Income before taxes and 50% of depreciation
charges as presently allowed on the exIstIng
fieet. It was further assumed that upon com
pletIon of the new vessel, 50 % of the net In
come and 50% of the deprecIatIon charges,
computed at the rate of 15% per annum on
the declining balance method, would be re
turned to the constructIon reserve fund until
such tIme as the purchase price of the vessel
Is fully paId and the construction reserve
fund termInated.

No Interest assumptions were Included.

RESULTS
The study IndIcates that after the first

year the vessel owner would be In a position
to order a new vessel. Assuming a down pay
ment of 25% of the purchase price of the
vessel; namely, $20,000,000, would be re
quired, sufficient money would be aval1able
In the fund to accept delivery of the new
vessel at the end of the thIrd year, and the
new vessel would be operatIonal at the be
ginning of the fourth year.

At the end of the eIghth year, that Is,
after the new vessel has been In operation
four years, the government wl1l have recov
ered the full amount of all tax deferments.
From then on, Increased tax payments will
result untll at the end of eIghteen years, the
goverllIllent will have recovered a total of
$63,046,000 In Income taxes; whereas, If the
new shIp had not been built the total tax:
recovery from the basIc fleet would have been
only $43,665,000.

InterestIngly, the depreciatIon schedule of
the new vessel, namely, 15% per annum on
the declining balance method, benefits the
government In that the more rapidly the
vessel Is depreciated, the greater becomes her
taxable earnings. Thus, tax deferments are
recovered sooner. It can only be concluded
that both the vessel operator and the govern
ment benefit from the construction reserve
fund In that (1) the vessel owner borrows
tax dollars With whIch to construct the new
vessel and pays back those tax dollars
through the Increased earnings of the new
vessel, and (2) the government regains all
deferred taxes withIn a short period of time
(8 years, in this particular example). and
as an end result actually receives more tax
dollars because of the Increased earnings of
the new vessel.
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TABLE I.-CONSTRUCTION RESERVE FUND STUDY-GREAT LAKES VESSEL COMPANY-PROJECTED (1969) EXPERIENCE OF BASiC FLEET, 30 YEARS

Income before Net taxable Tax on basic Income before Net taxable Tax on basic
Year (1969) depreciation Depreciation income fleet operation Year (1969) depreciation Depreciation income fleet operation

1_.___________ •• _____________ $5,650,000 $1,700,000 $3,950,000 $1,896,000 16.___________________________ $5,650,000 $220,000 $5,430,000 $2,606,0002. _____ • ________________ -- --- 5,650,000 1,600,000 4,050,000 1,944,000 17 _________________ •__________ 5,650,000 190,000 5,460,000 2.621,0003__________________ •• ________ 5,650,000 1,330,000 4,320,000 2,074,000 18 ____________________________ 5.650,000 180,000 5,470,000 2,626,0004____________________________ 5,650,000 770,000 4,880,000 2,342,000 19_______________ ._, __________ 5,650,000 160.000 5,490,000 2,635,0005_. ______________ • ___________ 5,650,000 690,000 4,960,000 2,381,000 20. ___________________________ 5,650,000 140,000 5,510,000 2,645,0006__ •______ . ____ ._._. __ . __ •___ 5,650,000 620, 000 5, 030, 000 2,414,000 21_. _______ . ___ ._ .. __ ._. ___ . __ 5,650, 000 130, 000 5,520,000 2,650,0007___ . ____ ._. ___________ :_. ___ 5,650,000 560,000 5,090,000 2,443,000 22_____________ . _____ ... ______ 5,650, 000 1I5,OGO 5,535,000 2,657,000B______ •__ •_________ • ____ •___ 5,650,000 500,000 5,150, 000 2,472,000 23 _______________________ . ____ 5,650,000 105, 000 5,545,000 2,662,0009_. __ •_____ •_________________ 5,650,000 450,000 5,200, 000 2,496, 000 24____________ . _______ . _______ 5,650,000 95, COO 5,555,000 2,666,00010______________ . ___ .• ___ . ____ 5,650,000 410, 000 5,240, 000 2,515, 000 25 ____ . ______ •________________ 5,650, 000 85.000 5,565,000 2,671,00011 ___ • ____ ._. __________ ._. ____ 5,650, 000 370, 000 5,280,000 2,534, 000 26______ ._•• _. _... ________ • ___ 5,650,000 75,000 5,575,000 2,676,000
12__ •__ •____ •______ -. _--- --. -- 5,650,000 330,000 5,320,000 2,554,000 27 ____ ._. __ . ___ ._.____________ 5,650,000 70,000 5,580,000 2,678, 00013 ___ • __________________ •_____ 5,650,000 300,000 5,350, 000 2,568,000 28 _____________________ •______ 5,650,000 65,000 5,585,000 2,681,00014_•• _•• __ • ___ •____ ._. ___ •____ 5,650, 000 270, 000 5,380,000 2,582,000 29_. ____ ••• ___ •____ .__ •________ 5,650,000 55,000 5,595,000 2,686,000
15,______ •••__ ••-.--.-•••. - , •• 5,650, 000 240, 000 5,410,000 2,597,000 30_. ____ ._••• _______ . _________ 5,650,000 50,000 5,600,000 2,688,000

Note: Assumptions: Gross vessel earnings, $21,250,000 per year; operating expense, $13,200,000 per year; overhead, $2,400,000 per year. Depreciation as presently allowed under guidelines Federal
income tax 48 percent 01 net taxable income.

TABLE NO. 2.-CONSTRUCTION RESERVE FUND STUDY-EFFECT ON BASIC FLEET OF ESTABLISHING CONSTRUCTION RESERVE FUND

Addition to construction reserve lund

$850,000 . ._. __
800,000 . • _
665,000 . __ . . _
385,000 $912,000 $1,038,000
345,000 1,281,000 719,000
310,000 241,000

Revised taxable tax on basic-

Net taxable Less additions Net income,
Year (1969) income to reserve lund Income Fleet .basic fleet

1_________ •. ___ •__ •.• _________ • $3,950,000 $1,975,000 $1,975,000 $948,000 $1,975,000
2.•.________ •_____ • ___ ._. ______ 4,050,000 2,025,000 2,025,000 972,000 2,025,000
3. __________ •• _______ ••• __ . ____ 4,320,000 2,160,000 2,160,000 1,037,000 2,160,000
4. ___ . ____ ._•• _______ •• _•• _____ 4,880,000 2,440,000 2,440,000 1,171,000 2,440,000
5__ •_••• _____ •___________ .• -- ,- 4,960,000 2,480,000 2,480,000 1,190,000 2,480,0006_. _________________ •• _________ 5,030,000 1,374,000 3,656,000 1,755,000 1,374,000

Depreciation
basic fleet

Net income,
new vessel

Depreciation
new vessel

Total
reserve fu nd

$2,825,000
5.650, DUO
8,475,000

13,250,000
18,075,000
20,000,000

Note: Assumptions: Deposits in construction reserve lund to consist 01:
(I) 50 percent per year of net earnings 01 basic fleet.
(2) 50 percent year of depreciation of basic fleet
(3) 50 percent per year 01 net earnings 01 new vessel.
(4) 50 percent peryear 01 depreciation 01 new vessel.

Cost 01 new vessel $20,000,000. Vessel operational upon payment of purchase price. Fund

lerminated upon payment of lull purchase price of $20,000.000. Annual net income of new vessel
once operational $4,000,000 per year belore depreciation. New vessel depreciated at rate of 15
percent per annum On the declining balance method.

Amount in fund indlcales new vessel can be ordered at end 01 1st year and delivery accepted
at end of 3d year, making vessel operalionalln 4th year.

TABLE 3.-CONSTRUCTION RESERVE FUND STUDY-PROJECTION OF EARNINGS OF NEW VESSEL BUILT WITH CONSTRUCTION RESERVE FUNDS AND OPERATIONAL IN 4TH YEAR

Year (1969)

income
portion
reserve Depreciation

lund reserve

Basis
belore

current
depreciation

Depreciation
all5

percent
per annum

declining
balance

Net value
01 asset

Addition to construction
reserve fund

50 percent
01 net 50 percent of

income depreciation
Net income
new vessel

Tax on
income

new vessel
Tax on

basic fleet Total tax

1. . . __ . .. _. __ . . .. ----.- -- ---- -------- ----.- -.- --- ---- .----------- .. -- ... -- ---. __ ._._.,~ , __ .. , .. _
2 ._ •. .•. ••• _. . .. _. • -- .... ------ ••• ------.---- •• - .. -------------------.-.-.- --.-----. _

~--:::::::::::::::::--- iii: iiio:000' ::::::::::::::--iii:840:000' ---i2:07ii:000-- -iii:7ii(000'- -"-$9i2,'000----$i:038:000- ---$i:924:000---- --$48&;000-
5:: ._•• __ . __ ••• __ 9,512,000 $2,076,000 9,588,000 1,438,000 8,150,000 '1,281,000 719,000 2,562,000 .614,000
6 ._.________ 13,273,000 3,514,000 3,213,000 482,000 2,731,000 . ..._. 1241,000 3,518,000 1,689,000
7 •• 14,647,000 3,996,000 1,357,000 204,000 1,153,000 . . 3,796,000 1,822,000
8 ._. . . 4,200,000 1,153,000 173,000 980,000 . ._ 3,827,000 1,837,000
9: •• •••• _._. • 4,373,000 980,000 147,000 833,000 _. __ • . .. __ .__ 3,853,000 1,849,000

10. •.• . 4,520,000 833,000 125,000 708,000 .• . ••• 3,875,000 1,860,000
11. •. _••• . __ ._ .___ 4,625,000 708,000 106,000 602,000 •• -_. ._____ 3,894,000 1,869,000
12_. ._. __ • ••• _•• 4,751,000 602,000 90,000 512,000 .... _.. __ • __ . •• 3,910,000 1,877,000
13..._. ._. •__ .. 4,841,000 512,000 77,000 435,000 .. . .. 3,923,000 1,883,000
14•• __ • •• 4,918,000 435,000 65,000 370,000 ._. .. • ._____ __ 3,935,000 1,889,000
15_•• _. • •__ •• .__ 4,983,000 370,000 56,000 314,000 •__ •_••• __ .___ __ 3,944,000 1,893,000
16. ._. . • 5,039,000 314,000 47,000 267,000 . •• _._._________ 3,953,000 1,897,000
17: .•••. • __ • 5,086,000 267,000 40,000 227,000 . __.. __ ._. __ •• ... __ 3,960,000 1,900,000
18._•. •• _. • • 5,126,000 22J,OOO 34,000 193,000 _••• •• ._ 3,966,000 1,904,000

$948,000
972,000

1,037,000
1,171,000
1,190,000
1,755,000
2,443,000
2,472, 000
2,496,000
2,515,000
2,534,000
2,554,000
2,568,000
2,582,000
2,597,000
2,606,000
2,621,000
2,635,000

$948,000
972,000

1,037,000
2,095,000
2,420,000
3,444,000
4,265,000
4,309,000
4,345,000
4,375,000
4,403,000
4,431,000
4,451,000
4,471,000
4,490,000
4,503,000
4,521,000
4,539,000

I Reserve lund terminates.

TABLE 4.-CONSTRUCTION RESERVE FUND STUDY
COMPARISON OF TAX RETURN TO GOVERNMENT

Tax on basic
fleet without

addition 01
new vesselYear

Note: Assumptions: Acquisition price $20,000,000; annual earnings before depreciation
$4,000,000; depreciation 15 percent per annum on the declining balance methOd.

--------------T-a-x-on-l1-e-el Mr. LONG. Mr. President. just to sum
expanded by Up, for I know Senators are ready to vote,
addition 011 but I ask unanimous consent that there

v:t~~~:tr~cti~~ be 3 minutes allowed to both sides with
reserve fund 3 minutes to be allocated to the manager

of the bill and 3 minutes to the Senator
15__ • •. _. .__ 2,597,000 4,490,000 from Delaware, in order to sum up their
16__________________ 2,606,000 4,503,000 arguments.
17__ •. .. 22',66226,1,000000 4,521,000 Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-18. . ._______ 4,530,000

---------- ator can take all the time he wants. I am
SubtotaL_ •• _. 43,665,000 63,046.000 ready to vote..\9•• . . __ .__ 2,635,000 4,550,000

20__ •• __ .. .__ 2,645,000 4,560,000 Mr. LONG. Mr, President, I will only
21... ••.. 2,650,000 4,565,000 say that I take issue with the Senator's22__ • • 2,657,000 4,572,000 1
23.. •• _ 2,662,000 4.577,000 e oquent argument. I shall mention only
24__________________ 2,666,000 4,581,000 two points. One, he stated that the ad-
25 • 22,,667761',600000 4,586,000 ministration favored the amendment.26__________________ 4,591,000
27._._______________ 2,678,000 4,593,000 The administration favored the amend-
28.. __ •••• .____ 2,681,000 4,596,000 ment only insofar as it applies to the29_•• __ •• __ •__ . _ 2,686,000 4,601,000
30 . ._________ 2,688,000 4,603,000 Great Lakes. to Alaska. and to Hawaii.

TotaL._•••.• _---75-6-6-0-00-0---1-18-0-21-000- The administration does not favor the
_________' _' '_._ Senator's amendment because of the big

$948, 000
972,000

1,037,000
1,657,000
1,804,000
3,444,000
4,265,000
4,309,000

18,436,000
4.345,000

22,871,000
4,375,000
4,403,000
4,431,000
4,451,000
4,471,000

Tax on fleet
expanded by
addition of 1

vessel as result
of conslruction

reserve lund

$1,896,000
1,944,000
2,074,000
2.342, 000
2,381,000
2,414,000
2,443,000
2,472, 000

17.966.000
2,496,000

20,462,000
2,515,000
2,534,000
2,554,000
2,568,000
2,582,000

Tax on basic
l1eet without

addition 01
new vesselYear

L_._. ._ .. _
2 • .. __ ._
3_. • •
4 vessel operating _
5_. •• •• _._
6__•. ._ , ••• __
7 •__ . . __
8 . __ • ••

-----------Subtotal. __ •__ •
9••• •.•_•• _., __ ._

-----------
SubtolaL_~_••10__ • . _

11_••• _. • ._
12•• ._ .._•• __ : _
13_•• '_. • __ • _
14••~ •••• --- __: _
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LOUIE B. NUNN, Governor.

that this bill gives a'!ong-awaited ex
emption to the sternwheel steamer Delta
Queen. I have a. number of letters that
I ask unanimous consent be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

LOUISVILLE AREA CHAMBER OF
COMMERCE, INC.,

Louisville, Ky., July 10, J970.
Recognizing that your time is valuable,

we will attempt to be brief.
As a member of the Merchant Marine and

Fisheries Committee, you are already fami
liar with the problems being encountered in
including the river boat Delta Queen under
the Maritime Law, which applies also to
over-night, passenger-carrying, sea-going
vessels. While the Delta Queen is a Cincin
nati based boat, this community and the en
tire Ohio River Valley has a genuine desire
to exempt the Delta Queen from the same
safety regulations as ocean-going vessels 'if
it can be accomplished In line with adequate
safety to passengers.

It is the bellef of the Louisville Area
Chamber of Commerce that this can be done
and at a meeting of the Board of Directors
of this organization on July 9, a policy was
adopted urging your taking any action with
in your power, partiCUlarly as a potential
Conference Committee member of the Sen
ate passed Maritime Bill, to exempt the
Delta Queen from the Maritime Safety Regu
lations.

It is our sincere belief that the Delta
Queen; because of her quallfied sprinkler
system, is actually superior for fire safety
purposes to fire resistant construction. We
also feel that there is a substantial distinc
tion between ocean-going vessels and river
boats because of the constant proximity of
shore lines to the river boats. And finally
one of the most frequent but older causes
Of river boat fires, namely the use of fire
tubes In the boilers, is not a safety consid
eration with the Delta Queen. She has water
tube:S in the boilers and the boiler room is
equipped for automatIc release of carbon
dioxide in the event of fire.

On behalf of our more than 2,600 mem
bers, we urge that you give these factors
favorable consideration in any action you

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Frankfort, Ky., June 10,1970.

Hon. MARLOW W. COOK,
U.S. Senator, Old Senate Office Building,
WaShington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR COOK: In view of Kentucky's
rich heritage Involving the steamboat, I ask
your support of legislation to preserve the
Delta Queen as the last steamboat making
overnight trips on America's rivers. The
Delta Queen will be forced out of operation
on November 2, 1970, because she has been
inadvertently included in satety-at-sea leg
islation of the 89th Congress.

House Bill 16933 (Mrs. Sullivan, (D-Mo.)
or any of the subsequent bills or resolutions
(6-3756, 6-3737, H.R.-172l5) have the effect
of excluding the Delta Queen from the earlier
legislation which was specifically intended
to protect American passengers aboard for
eign vessels.

As the last river steamer of the floating
palace class, the Delta Queen's partly wooden
superstructure condemns her under the ex
isting law. Yet it is this fine mahogany, teak,
and iron-bark of her main salon that makes
her a floating palace, Moreover, in her 44
years of operation, nota single passenger has
ever been lost by ll.Ccident.

If she is permitted to go out of operation,
she will be gone forever. So great a tradition
should not be allowed to die for lack of ap-
propriate action. .

Sincerely,

Packwood
Pearson
Prouty
Smith, Maine
Symington
Williams, Del.
Young, N. Dak.

Aiken
Allen
Allott
Baker
Bennett
Boggs
Case

NAY8-45
Anderson Gurney McIntyre
Bayh Harris Metcalf
Bellmon Hart Mondale
Bible Hartke Nelson
Brooke Hatfield Pastore
Burdick Holland Pell
Byrd, Va. Holllngs Proxmire
Byrd, W. Va. Hughes Randolph
Church Inouye Saxbe
Cranston Javits Schweiker
Dodd Jordan. N.C. Sparkman
Ellender Long Spong
Ervin Mansfield Stevens
Gcre Mathias Talmadge
Griffin McGovern Williams, N.J.

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS
PREVIOUSLY ANNOUNCED-1

Hansen, for.
NOT VOTING-33

Cannon Jordan, Idaho Percy
Cotton Kennedy Ribicoff
Eagleton Magnuson Russell
Eastland McCarthy Scott
Fannin McClellan Smith, Ill.
Fong McGee Stennis
Fulbright Montoya ThurmoFld
Goldwater Moss Tower
Goodell Mundt Tydings
Gravel Murphy Yarborough
Jackson Muskle Young, Ohio

So the amendment of Mr. WILLIAMS
of Delaware was rejected,

Mr. LONG. Mr. I;'resident, I ask for
the yeas and nays on final pa::;sage.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WIL

LIAMS of New Jersey). The bill is open
to further amendment. If there be no
further amendment to be proposed, the
question is on the engrossment of the
amendments and the third reading of
the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.
Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I might say

Senator from lllinois (Mr. SMITH), the
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT),
and the Senator from Texas (Mr. Tow
ER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND) is absent on official business.

The Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY)
is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. PERCY), and the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT)
would each vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. FANNIN) is paired with the Senator
from California (Mr. MURPHY). If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Ari
zona would vote "yea." and the Senator
from California would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) is paired with the
Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER). If
present and voting, the Senator from
South Dakota would vote "yea," and the
Senator from Texas would vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 21,
nays 45, as follows:

[No. 313 Leg.]

YEA8-21
Cook
Cooper
Curtis
Dole
Dominick
Hruska
Miller

damage it would do to the bill, that is, by
striking out the tax deferment feature
to the bulk cargo and unsubsidized
carriers under our flag. On that point the
administration, I am sure, would agree
that the Senator's amendment would do
grievous injury. What the administra
tion is seeking to accomplish, as I am
sure everyone will agree, is for this bill
to be enacted into law. The Senator's
amendment would do untold damage to
the bill.

When the Senator talks about the dif
ference in cost of a ship built in Ger
many compared to the ship built in the
United States. he should keep in mind
that Hawai! does not enjoy the benefit of
any sUbsidy, that Hawaii has to pay full
price. They have to pay a tremendous
price which can be, and often is, twice as
much as the cost of a ship built else
where. All we are asking is that the citi
zens of Hawaii get the benefit of a tax
deferral feature to help modernize the
ships that are serving them.

Thus, I hope that the amendment of
the Senator from Delaware is rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
McINTYRE). The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from
Delaware.

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. HANSEN (after having voted in

the affirmative). The Senator from New
York (Mr. GOODELL), were he present
and voting, would vote "nay." I would
vote "yea." I withdraw my vote.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I announce
that the Senator from Nevada (Mr. CAN
NON), the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EAGLETON), the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. EASTLAND), the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT), the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator
from Washington (Mr. JACKSON) , the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KENNEDY), the Senator from- Wash
ington (Mr. MAGNUSON), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MCCARTHY), the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. MCCLEL
LAN), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
MCGEE), .the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator from Utah
(Mr. Moss), the Senator from Maine
(Mr. MUSKIE), the Senator from Con
necticut (Mr. RIBIcoFF), the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), the Sen
ator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS),
the Senator from Maryland (Mr. TYD
INGS) , the Senator from Texas (Mr.
YARBOROUGH), and the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. YOUNG) are 'necessarily ab
sent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Washing
ton (Mr. JACKSON), the Senator from
Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON), and the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) would
each vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. COT
TON), the Senators from Arizona (Mr.
FANNIN and Mr. GOLDWATER), the Sena
tor from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) , the Senator
from New York (Mr. GOODELL), the Sen
ator from Idaho (Mr. JORDAN), the Sen
ator from California (Mr. MURPHY), the
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W.L, WEBER.

may be, able to take t~ex;clude the Delta
Queen, from' the Maritime I..aw, requIring the
same standards for 'river boats as ocean
goIng vessels if adequately equipped with
other fire safety devices such as sprinkler
systems.

Cordialfy',
LEWIS B. KERBERG,

General Manager.

MARIETTA, OHIO, JUly 23, 1970.
Hon. MARLOW COOK,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C..

DEAR Sm: As Mayor of the City of Marietta,
Ohio, I am writing to you respectfully' re
questing, your, help in getting ,legislation
passed' through the Congress of the UnIted
States of AmerIca that would exempt the
riverboat Delta Queen from Publlc Law No.
89:-777. ,It is my feeling and the feellng of
our citizens in Marietta, that it is in the best

,interests of history, our herItage and the
preservatIon ,of the great American way, of
Ilfe that the Delta Qu,een should be, exempt
from saId law.

TIle law should not apply to the Delta
Queen because the real purpose and intent of
the law was to set ship construction stand
ards for ocean-going vessels. The law was
needed and made good sense for ocean-going
ships but should not be, used for stopping the
activities of the Queen here on the great
Ohio, Mississippi and ,Tennessee Rivers.

I am sure yOu have many facts and I don't
want to be repetitious, however, I do feel it
does rate a reminder to you that the Delta
Queen is nevermore than a few minutes
from shore. It does not encounter heavy seas
or the usual hazards' of ocean-going vessels.
The Queen only travels at ten miles per hour
and' has on her decks and in her halls and
her staterooms all the latest safety deVices
and equipment. The superb management
which overseas the operation of the Queen
is very' safety conscIous' and ali possible
safety precautions and· equipment are uti
lized and continually updated. In her 42
years of operation; she has never been in a
serious accident. 'In fact, Greene Line Steam
ers, Inc. has opera:ted28 boats for eighty
years and has never ltad a passenger fatallty
or significant accident or fire.

In closing, let me thank you for theop
portunity to c,allthis matter toyour atten
tion and urge that you do all in your power
to l'irlngabout exemption of the, Delt'a, Queen
from Public ,Law No~ 89-'-777. The fUll re
sources of myself and my staff are at your
disposal In 'any way that ,you feel we could

'be of service in this matter. '
'Sincerely. "',' ,

JOHN A. BURNWORTH,
, Mayor.'

FORT THOj\[AS, Ky.•
, ' 'JUly 28, 1970.

Senator MARLOWE COOK,
'Senate Office 'BUilding,
.'Washington, D.C. ;

DEAR SENATOR CooK:: I am writing you
inregard to saving the S,.S. Delta Queen. The
Delta Queen has become·.a source of pride
and pleasure to thousands in ourllrea and
we wlll deeplY' regret any Congressional and
Governmental ,action that would cause her
to cease operation. , ' ,

It seems Incomprehensible that the Delta
Queen could be considere,d in the same cate
gory as ocean-going vessels; especially since
the boat Is rarely over 200 feet from shore.
The, Delta Queen has had an impeccable
safety record and I would be the first one to
desire that it be maintained, lll>, I have been
involved in disaster planning for a number
of years on the state and national level and
,cUI:rentlY am a member of the Emergency
Medical Services Committee, of. the Kentucky
Depa+tment of, Health. '. , •

PersoIiallY"I deeply believe .that if., we
,ar\! goiIlg tQ.ftet,about ,the safety, of ',the
Delta 'Queen 'it Is misplaced. Such emphasis

should be placed on the numerous factors In
'volved in highway, rall, and aviation safety.

Thank you very much.
Sincerely yours,

JOHN D. HOYLE.

FALLBROOK, CALIF.,
August 5, 1970.

DEAR SIR:
, Please save the Delta Queen! My husband
& I are unable this year to go back & en
joy a long anticipated journey on her but
mean to next year.

I was reared in St. Louis & went on many a
Sunday school picnic up the Mississippi to
an island, on such, a steamer & want so
much to do it again. I Ilved in Louisville
for ten years.

Everything we ever loved is dlsappearing
please save the Delta Queen.

Sincerely,
MARIE E.GEORGE.

R. J. STEWART ASSOCIATES, INC.,
Louisville, Ky., September 2, 1970.

Senator MARLOW W. COOK, '
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR COOK: I am very concerned
about the possibility of the steamer Delta
Queen not being able to continue In opera
tion because of the 1966 Safety at Sea Law.
I do not believe, that the requirements for
a vessel at sea 'should' include the Delta
Queen since I believe that she operates un
der entirely different circumstances.

Last year, I was fortunate enough to take
a short" trip on this vessel and I was per
fectly dellghted with my time on board.
During my trip, I was impressed with the
concern of the captain and crew for the
safety of the passengers and the vessel. This
was true not only, in the pubIlc areas but
also in areas such as the' engine room which
I made a point of inspecting. The engine
room was as well maintained as the pubIlc
areas. Because,of mY,experience on the water,
a vessel would have to be abOve average for
me to commend her and I do commend the
Delta Queen and, wlll recommend her to
anyone who wishes to rellve' a part of our
history.

Iht\ve been fortiulate enough to have
owned 'Il: small power cruiser on the Ohio.
to have taken several trips on the Ohio,
Mississippi, and the Chicago River to Lake
Michigan on friends' cruisers, to have taken
trips u.nder po~er and sall in the Bahamas
and to have crossed theAtlantic from Gibral
tar' to Barbados aboard a 60-foot Ketch be
fore'my trip aboard the Delta Queen and I
feel that I was fortunate to have been
aboard her. r'hope that she wlll be preserved
fpr future gene~ationsof Americans to enjoy
aS,1 have done..
. Very truiy yours,

WHALING CITY Dl\Il=DGE & DOCK CORP.,
Groton, Conn., August 12, 1970.

Representative EDWARD A. GARMATZ, '
Chairman, House Merchant Marine Commit

tee, House Office Building, Washington,
D.C. ,

DEAR MR. REPRESENTATIVE: I think the
forced retirement of the Delta Queen is a
tragic mistake. That vessel carries with it
one of the last vistages of folklore and nos
talgia of our Great Country.

Born in 1896 near the Ohio River and hav
ing superVised work near, In and over the
rivers of the Eastern U.S.A. for some 50 years
It, seems that the, swish of the paddle wheel.
the echo in the valley of long gone musical
Instrument such as the Steam call1ope should
be preserved along with other things such
as we have in this area. The Old 1600 Water
Wheel Grist l\ffil. Nathan Hale SChool,the
Whaling' SChooner Morgan; ,

As Mayor of this City I had the pleasure of
turning on a permanent lighting system for
the Groton Monument at Fort Griswold. that

was a sad day for America when Benedict
Arnold sacked and burned New London and
Groton.

As president of this firm I started, seven
years ago, a "See Submarines by Boat" Tour
for our many thousands of citizens who
visit from all over the U.S.A. to observe
and understand past and present hiStory. I
can only say they love It.

We live wIth the U.S. Coast Guard and
their regUlations and Ilve by and approve all
matters pretaining to safety. I am positive
with a Ilttle effort the Delta Queen need not
be classified as an unsafe vessel.

Our modern methods of fire, proofing,
springier systems, Ilfe boats, etc, can be ad
justed to work in a manner of how it can
be done and not an attitUde of acceptance
of rules which apply to the wide open sea,
My only interest Is to suggest that your
committee take an affirmative appro!l.ch and
not a negative one.

I would hope that a favorable declsion be
accompllshed before it is too late tor thp
grand old lady.

Very truly yours,
C. B. SHAUP, Pres',denf

ABEL CONTRACT FuRNITURE &
, EQUIPMENT Co., INC.,

Austin, Tex., August 31, 1970.
Subject: H.R.16933.
Senator MARLOW CooK.
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR COOK: Although I write you
from Texas, I am concerned about tbe Delta
Queen, and ask that you take action to
exempt this fine ship from the provisions of
the PUbllc,Law 89-777.

We have ridden the Delta Queen in the
past, as we have other ships, and we surely
feel safer on the Delta Queen than on shIps
at sea. Surely operating on the Mississippi,
Ohio and Tennessee Rivers makes this vessel
far safer than many of the ships that are
Ilcensed to operate at sea, where fire or any
other disaster would cause much greater risk
to anyone's life than on the Delta Queen.

This fine symbol of our heritage wIth the
safety that it offers and the pleasure and

. recreation that this .steamer provides its
passengers in these frustrating times, should
cause it to be exempt from the safety-at
Sea Law.

It Is belleved that such a law was never
made to, apply to a river steamer which Is
always minutes from shore.

Congressman J. Pickle and Senator John
Tower are also being urged to exempt the
Delta Queen from the Safety-at-sea Law.
Your support to exempt the Delta Queen Is
urged.

Very truly yours,
J. D. ABEL. President.

",-'-
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD.,

August 19, 1970.
Senator MARLOW W. COOK.
U.S. Senate Building, '
Washington" D.C.
'DEAR SENATOR COOK: I am writing to you

for myself and my husband I\nd, two sons,
ages 10 and 12, concerning the future of the
Delta Queen, midwestern river boat of the
Ohio and MissIssippi.

We planned' for two years to make a trip
on this paddlewheel steamer and the last
weekend in July of this summer we finally
embarked on a two-and-a-half-day cruise
from Cincinnati to'Louisville and back again
aboard the Delta Queen. The trip far ex
ceeded our most generous expectations and

'was· the most treasured famlly "acation we
have had in our fourteen married years.

We would do anything we could to see
that ,the overnight cruises on the Delta
Queen continue, so, we thought' that letting
you know how we feel about this marvelous
piece of Americana is one of the best wavs.

-, "~As you know the Delta Queen is llmited by
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JOSEPH E. HlloE.

senator MARLOW COOK,
Senate Office Building.
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR COOK: Publ1c Law 89-777
(The Safety-at-Sea Law) is one that goes a
Uttle too far when it comes to regulation of
rivercraft. At this time I am thinking of the
future of the Delta Queen which Is operated
by the Oreene Lines.

This flrm has not lost a life in an accident
in 80 years of operation which is a. record
that no other transportation company can
say that I know about. The Delta Queen does
not travel the sea and does not travel far
from land at any time. The most she gets
away from land is 3 minutes.

It is my thinking that she.. should be al
lowed !tn exemption so she clm sail. She. is
about the only contact we have left with our
past and the things Which made this United
States great. She is a working symbOl and
not a' museum piece just to look at. Let's
keep 'her on. the river, where she belongs
and let the people that wish to sail with her
the chance to enjoy life as. it once was.

I hope that you will use your influence to
help keep the Delta Queen alive.

Sincerely,

DANVlloLE, VA.,
June 7, 1970.

THOMAS G. RHODES.

I wouldtb.ink that help from NASA safety
otllcials that Greene Line is getting should
prOVide even more reason for congress to pass
anexemptlon for the Queen.

Best of luck.
Sincerely,

OXFORD, N.Y.,
May 27,1970.

Senator MARLOW COOK,
Se'nate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR COOK: In an era when the
importance of maintaining as much of our
American heritage as possible is obvious, it
is incomprehensible to me why there should
be a dispute about the Delta Queen steam
ship. Therefore. I, am V!I'iting to appeal that
the Delta Queen. be,; permanently. exempt
from Public Law 89:-777 (The Safety-at-sea
law.)

Since Public Law 89-777 was enaCted to
set ship construction standards for ocean
going vessels, I can see no valid reason for

:Its appl~cation·to the Detta Queen. The
Queen travels only on the inland waters ot

,the Mississippi, Ohio, and Tennessee Rivers
at a "speed" of '10 mUes per hour. It obvi
ously does not encounter 'the dangers and
problems of ~he ocean-going' vesSel. The
Delta Queen has never had a serious accident
in 42 years of operation. How many of us
can make a comparable statement?

I have informed my Senators and Con
gressman of my sentiment and all members
of pertinent committees. A petition is cir
culating in Chenango County, New York
State, Which is receiving wide support. In all
sincerity, I ask you to vote for H.Il.. 16933
which will exempt the Delta Queen from
PubUc Law 89-777.

The Delta Queen is part of our Anlerican
heritage. Now, more than ever, we need that
heritage to stand as a symbol of what we
have been and may become.

Thank you for your courtesy.
Respectfully,

Miss LENORA A. SNEDEKEa.

GERRY HALL.
Travel Editor, the Toronto Star; Presi

dent, S.A.T.W.

ciety of American Travel Writers at its An
nual COngress in Helslnki, Finland and dl
ected to your attention:

RESOLUTION
Whereas the Steamboat Delta Queen is

being forced out of. overnight passenger
service because she is primarily of wood con
struction and therefore does not comply with
the federal safety at sea law of 1966 and

Whereas the Delta Queen meets all other
safety and navigation regulations of the
Federal Government as enforced by the
United States Coast Guard and is inspected
annually by the United States COast Guard
and

Whereas Greene. Une steamers, owner of
the Delta Queen, has operated 28 steamboats
on the nation's rivers for more than 80 years
without a single passenger fatality and

Whereas the condition, maintenance and
inspection system of the Delta Queen and the
safety record of Green Line Steamers in com
parison with airline, automobile and other
records, indicates steamboat travel is one
of the safest forms of transportation in exIst.
ence today and

Whereas the Delta Queen is considered one
of America's unique tourist attractions and

\\'hereas the American steamboat is close
to the hearts and Uves of mlllions of Amer
icans who llve along the nation's great rivers
in 16 States served by the Delta Queen and
stimulates JoY and love of country where
e'ler she salls and

Whereas America's steamboats and the
experience they provide the traveUng publ1c
are often imitated around the world, but
the Delta Queen is the last remaining Ameri
can steamboat in operation and the last
place in the world where that experience may
be had in its original form and

Whereas many thousands of U.S. citizens,
through petitions, have all expressed their
desire that the Delta Queen continue in
overnight passenger service, and members of
congress have introduced at least 22 bilis
in both Houses to that effect, and

Whereas the Department of the Interior
this year designated the Delta Queen as a
national historic site and

Whereas the Society of American Travel
Writers has long advocated the preservation
of America's scenic and historic wonder for
the bentflt of this and future generations
of travelers,. .

Now therefore be it resolved this 2nd day
of september, 1970. that the Society of
American Travel Writers requests the Presi
dent and Congress of the United States of
America, the secretaries of' .Interior and
Transportation an'd the chairman of the
Merchant Marine Committee of the U.S.
House of Representatives to grant a .perma
nent exemption to the Delta Queen from the
provisions of the federal safety at sea law
of 1966 to the extent that she be allowed to
continue overnight p1lSsenger service among
American cities.

Proposed by David liunter, travel editor,
the Cincinnati EnqUirer.

Seconded by A. Borcover, assistant travel
editor, the Chicago Tribune. . .

Passed unanimously by the Society of
American Travel Writers at its 15th annual
meeting in Helsinki,' Finland, September 2.
197«;1. ."

Signed:
Yours truly,

Mrs. SUE T. ,BAILEY.
RoBERT J. BAILEY, Sr.
RoBERT J. BAILEY, Jr.
DANIEL T. BAlloEY.

theso.tety-at-sea law PL. 89-777 which was
actually designed for ocean going vessels.
and because of her wooden superstructure is
facing a tragic termination of service No
vember 2 of this year because of having been
unnecessarily included under the above law.

We desire safety for ourselves and our
children and all people as much as any
one else. However you can carry the so.tety
issue to such extremes as to choke all the
spontaneity out of living. We drove West
from Havre De Grace. up the Pennsylvania
turnpike and out through West Virginia to
Cincinnati to board the Delta Queen. As far
as sheer safety statistics are concerned, it
was a far greater risk just driving to Cincin
nati than it was traveling aboard the Delta
Queen.

The boat is eqUipped with automatl.c
sprinkling Jire control devices, it is not over
crowded with passengers, and passage aboard
her is booked on a completely voluntary
basis. Also a crew member is continually on
fire watch aboard the boat 24 hours a. day.
The itinerary brochures from Greene Line
Steamers (owner of Delta Queen) in Cin·
clnnati point out the risks involved and those
who choose to make the cruises do so with
complete awareness of what they are doing.

I will not repeat the various agruments on
the subject which have been included in
newspaper publicity on behalf of the Queen
all summer, although we are in agreement
with them, now that we have seen for our
selves that they are true.

I would like to add before closing this let
ter, however, that no accommodations we
could have hoped for could have given us a
greater sense of security. The staff and crew
was more than adequate, the water was pure
for drinking and our whole family agreed
that we'd do it all over again even if we
knew in advance that we might have to
swim for shore on a moments notice. This is
purely hypothetical, however, as the Delta
Queen has a perfect safety record and has
had it for its entire 80 years.

Please do all you can to help pass the Sen
ate-amended Merchant Marine B11l which
has approval of the House and which would
permanently exempt the Delta Queen from
the 1966 Safety-at-sea law. Also the adminis
tration's $30 bil1lon maritime b11l With Delta
Queen exemption amendment, which has
been ordered out of the Senate's Commerce
Committee.

It doesn't reflect the desires of thousands
of United States citizens for such a b1l1 to
remain bottled up in a legislative commlt
tee. So we'd Uke to see it get on its way to
the Senate-House conference commlttee and
be settled once and for all.

Legislation must come by representation
of the people and it's obvious by now that
the people of this country want the Delta
Queen to remain on overnight cruise status.

It is rather irontc that the Chairman of
the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Commlttee, Edward Garmatz of Baltimore,
has prevented any previous Delta Queen bill
from coming out of committee for a floor
vote, yet has never been on the Delta Queen,
nor has he accepted any of the repeated in
vitations to do so.

Thank you for Whatever you can do to
help.

HELSINKI, FINLAND,
September 2, 1970,

Cabled To: Hon. Richard M. Nixon, Presi
dent, Hon. John Volpe, Department of
Transportation, Hon. Ed Garmatz. House
Merchant Marine Committee. '

Presented To: Hon. Walter J. Hickel, Depart
ment of the Interior.

The following is the text of a Resolution
passed today, September 2. 1970 by the SO-

SARATOGA SPRINGS, N.Y.,
August 24, 1970.

Senator MARLOW COOK,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR COOK: This is just a short
note to let you know that I support your
efforts to save the steamboat Delta Queen.
I have been a passenger aboard her this year
and feel that she is completely·safe.

JUNE 11, 1970.
Hon. FRED ScHWENGEL.
Rayburn Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR FRED: 0Ji Sunday May 24, I and C. W.
Stoll of Louisville, Kentucky, were invited to
participate in a program .aboard the Delta
Queen for the "Today" show which received
nllotionwide coverage on JUAe 10.

I have been very much concerned about
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the Delta Queen being included in a b1ll
Publlc Law 89-777 which outllnes the re
quirements for ocean-going or Great Lakes
steamers. I'm glad that you and John Culver
share my concern and have introduced sep
arate b1lls that would exempt the Delta
Queen from this measure.

The .daIlger of fire is so remote, and the
ease with which the boat could reach shore
in less than a minute makes her inclusion
both unfair, and In some respects absurd.
I know the Iowa Congressionai delegation is
famlliar With my writings on the Mississippi
and steamboat over the past 43 years, hence
they will understand my urging them to
exempt the Delta Queen from the provisions
of Publlc Law 89-777.
- The following is, in substance, what I said
on the "Today" show;

":The mighty Mississippi System, of which
the Ohio River forms a significant part, was
prior to the Civil War, constantiy referred to
as 'Western Waters.' It was not only the main
highway of emigration into the Mississippi
Valley (as witness how the census of 1820,
1830, and 1940, showed popuiation clinging
to .the borders of the Ohio, Mississippi, and
Missouri Rivers), but it aiso was the High
way of History, of Humor, and of grotesque
Tall. Tales. The Steamboat, rather than the
Covered Wagon, therefore, should be the
Symbol of the Westward Movement and the
expansion of the American Frontier. There
were more steamboats, and a greater tonnage
on Western Waters in the 1840's than there
were in the entire British Merchant Marine.
And the Delta Queen, on which we have the
privilege -of riding today, is a Symbol of the
pioneer steamboats-a llvlng, pUising, throb
bing Museum of Transportation and Com
munication, if you please, that can carry the
story of the expansion of the American fron
tier to a Elcore of bUSy ports in America
today."

The Delta Queen, and the 28 boats that
have served under the Green Line Steamers
flag for 80 years, have done so Without a
fatality. I think tbis can also be said of
tbe Diamond Jo Line Steamers, about whom
I have just· completed a story for The
Palimpsest. These are real records and
worthy of consideration,

I am grateful that you and John Culver
were quick to get bllls in Congress to exempt
the Delta Queen from Publlc Law 89-777.
Few men reallze more than you the loss to
America shOUld this 1l0ating museum of an
almost forgotten year be forced to discontinue
its service.

The fact that she travels over 4,000 miles
of the rivers of America each year and thus
Dan be seen by men, women and children
in 17 states is highly significant. I wonder
how many Congressmen realize that the
Delta Queen is extremely expensive to oper
ate and rarely breaks even. Her owners have
not run to Uncle Sam for a SUbsidy but we
can be thankful that two publlc-splrited
men, one in New Jersey and one in Call
fornia, have realized the difficulty of operat.
ing the Delta Queen and have personally
made up the deficit in order that the Delta
Queen would not pass Into obllvion.

Fred, I'm sending a copy of this letter with
an accompanying note to our Iowa delega
tion, and to chairmen of the respective Com
mittees in the House and Senate. I hope they
w1ll all understand the llmltations of time
that make this necessary.

Faithfully,
''vILLIAM J. PETERSEN,

S'uperlntendent.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I would like,
by way of reference, to make a change
in the committee's report on page 64,
under section 43, in that it refers to the
fact that the Delta Queen travels the
Mississippi,Ohio, Tennessee, and Cum-
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berland Rivers. I might say that she is
berthed in Cincinnati, Ohio, the home
State of the distinguished Senators from
Ohio, and I might read one comment
from a letter I received from the Gov
ernor of my State, the Honorable Gov
ernor Nunn, in which he said:

As the last river steamer of the fioating
palace class, the Delta Queen's partly wooden
superstnlCture condemns her under the ex
isting law. Yet it is this fine mahogany, teak,
and ironbark of her main salon that makes
her a floating palace. Moreover, in her 44
years of operation. not a single passenger has
ever been lost by accident.

I would hope that the conferees would
understand and realize the significance
to American history of a vessel that plies
the river from Pittsburgh to St, Louis,
to New Orleans, and up to Minneapolis
and St, Paul.

I would only say to you in all fairness
and all honesty that we have had a little
problem with the attitude of" the U.S.
Coast Guard. Yet when one views the
efforts of the Coast Guard to seek the
safety of the American people, with
which I agree, they have a beautiful and
fabulous bark that they keep at New
London, Conn., called the Eagle. The
Eagle probably violates 100 safety-at-sea
laws. She has wooden decks. She has
wooden bulkheads. She has hammocks
instead of bunks. She violates everything
in the book, but because she is exempt,
nobody really does anything about it.
The 280 young seamen who have to go
aboard it every year do not do it by
choice: they do it only because they
have to.

So I can only say to the members of
the conference and to the Members of
the House, I have submitted for the rec
ord letters from places as far apart as
Groton, Conn.; Austin, Tex.; and Fall
brook, Calif,; which say she is a fabUlous
and beautiful part of history and that
she ought to be kept.

Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. President, as we
discuss this legislation, I wish to call at
tention to a related area, that of ship
repair. In many areas of the country,
private shipyards are in a time of serious
decline. Some aspects of this were
brought out in the discussions surround
ing the amendment recently by the Sen
ator from Maine (Mr, MUSKIE), relating
to the destroyer construction under the
military authorizations bill.

We must not let our ship repair yards
wither and die, for they have made tre
mendous contributions to our economy,
and provide many jobs for many Ore
gonians even today. Unless we in the
Congress take some action, however,
those of us representing States with pri
vate yards may very well face even
tougher times in keeping our working
men on the job.

I will not belabor this point, Mr. Pres
ident, for this issue is not totally ger
mane to the discussion on this bill. I do
ask, however, that an article detailing
the current slowdown in the Portland
ship repair industry appear at this point
in my remarks.

There being no objertion, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

[From the Portland Oregonian, June 29,
1970)

ECONOMIC SLOWDOWN DEALS SHARP BLOW TO
PORTLAND MARINE CONSTRUCTION

(By Blaine SchUlZ)
Portland ship repair and marine construc

tion firms are suffering the worst economic
blow in 10 years. -

With income down 50 per cent in the four
major Portland yards, and the work force
down some 70 per cent of normal, the com-
panies are hurt badly and the outlook In
the months ahead is poor.

"It's very rough," said George W. Wintz.
vice president and general manager of
W1llamette Iron & Steel's ship repair and
shop divisions.

Operating with a skeleton organization of
60 men after being used to averages of 400
men and peaks of 700, Wisco wants business
but hasn't been able to get It.

The ship repair business is "down to
nothing" at both Wisco and Northwest Ma
rine Iron Works.

Normally carrying up to 700 men, North
west Marine is down to 400, saved by the $13.5
mUllon Navy contract, one-third completed,
on the fleet ba1l1stic misslle tracking ship
Serbune at Berth 3, Swan Island.

"This is the worst It's been In 10 years,"
said Kenneth W. Galbraith. vice president in
charge of sales at Gunderson Bros. Engineer
ing Corp.

Gunderson Bros., while keeping pace in the
raUroad car manufacturing, has dropped to
125 men from a normal of 450 to 500 in the
marine division and shop support sections:

WEST COAST HIT

Galbraith said this has resulted at Gunder.
son in a 75 per cent drop in manpower, and
revenues are down 50 per cent in the marine
work.

"The West Coast Is desperate for business"
Galbraith declared. '

Albina Engine & Machine Works has seen
its ship repair and new construction crews
drop from 550 to 275, with revenues down 25
per cent.

"Some have gone to California and Alaska
but many haven't found work," said a spokes~
man for the boilermakers, most of whom are
welders.

OTHERS FAVORITE

Companies which normally get a share of
the Navy or Coast Guard repair work are
bemoaning the lack of government contracts,
at a time when Gulf Coast repair yards are
fUll and Eastern yards doing well in new
construction.

Top naval and Coast Guard officers, reo
sponding to congressmen and the press, con
tend they must send their repair jobs to
"home ports" to keep the men happy and
have work done properly on sophisticated sys
tems aboard the vessels.

Arthur Farr, vice president and general
manager of Northwest Marine Iron Works,
doesn't bUy that pitch. He calls the home port
pOlicy "a bunch of bunk," contending that
half the crew doesn't live In the home port
anyway, and half are training at various
schools during the repair periods.

"Politics is stronger than real!on," he told
The Oregonian. He said there would be
enough Navy and Coast Guard business if
the two services cut work at Navy shipyards.

HATFIELD PROTESTS

Sen. Mark Hatfield has protested the re
cent use of a naval repair yard at Long
Beach, Call!., for repair of the Coast Guard
icebreaker Glacier.

With the Portland firms employing 500
to 560 men out of a normal force of 1,750 to
2,450 men, the Oregon RepUblican contends
the Coast Guard's Glacier should have gone
to a West Coast yard.

The Portland ship repair industry "de-
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serves an explanation," Hatfield said, consid
ering that Portland has a $20 mill10n Invest
ment In the Industry and the economic life
of 2,000 men at stake.

Responded Admiral C. R. Bender, U.S. Coast
Guard commandant: "Without this repair
period In home. port, there would have been
almost no opportunity for these men to be
with their families for more than a year."

He said the naval shipyard at Long Beach
had a drydock and labor force available to
meet Glacier's requirements.

Past polley and procedure of the Coast
Guard has been to use private Ship repair
yards.

Northwest Marine's Farr contends the Navy
Is trying to keep up Its work force In naval
yards, "while the private Industry Is going
down the drink."

Reps. Wendell Wyatt, R-Ore.. and Edith
Green, D-Ore., are filnglng the brickbats, too,
but Wintz, of Wlseo, feels the Oregon bar
rage won't be enough-that polltlcal muscle
wlll have to be mustered from all the West
ern states.

Wintz said the Rose Festival fieet pulled
out of Portland praising the friendllness of
the port, but he wondered if the friendliness
Is shared by the mll1tary.

Ship repair officials said the economic
pinch has caused shipping companies to pull
In their horns on new construction, "jum
bollzlng" and repairing. Wlseo wanted the
American MaU Line jumbollzlng jobs badly
but lost to Bethlehem yard In San Francisco.
Also the Navy has been taking ships out of
commission. And the two-year delay In the
North Slope oil project In Alaska has hurt
the contemplated tanker business.

All I.n all, said Wintz, "this Is the driest
It's been in many years."

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, on be
half of the Senator from New Hamp
shire (Mr. COTTON), who is not able to
be here, I ask unanimous consent that a
statement prepared by him in support of
the bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, Senator
COTTON'S statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR COTTON

Mr. President, I, too, wish to express my
support for the blll H.R. 15424 which, In ef
fect, provides the legislative scheme for im
plementing President's Nixon's Maritime
Program set forth In his message of October,
1969.

The problems confronting the American
maritime industry have long persisted, save
for cycllcal upswings In time of global con
fiict, such as World Wars I and II. The Magna
Carta, to meet these vexing problems, has
been the Merchant Marine Act of 1936. This
Act has been amended In part over the past
34 years to meet situations as they have
arisen. None, however, have been as far
reaching and as comprehensive as those pro
posed In the bill now under consideration,
whIch should serve to make a quantum jump
to prepare American shipping for the decade
of the 1970's and 1980's.

Generally speaking, H.R. 15424 is an omni
bus bill comprised of 43 sections. The thrust
of the provisions of H.R. 15424 may be sum
marized In the following ten points:

(1) Render ellglble for government assist
ance bulk carriers heretofore not so consid
ered, such as oil tankers and dry bulk cargo
vessels (see for example sections I, 3, 4, 5,
14, 15, 16, 19, 24, and 28);

(2) Provide a ten-year authorization of
appropriations for ship construction and
render eligible to establish reserve funds
with taX-deferred earnings vessels not pres
ently subsidized In the foreign trade, those in
the noncontiguous trade, those In the Great
Lakes, and fishing vessels, a privilege which
heretofore has been restricted to only those
vessels engaged In the foreign trade receiving

operating dilIerentlal subsidy (see sections 2
and 21);

(3) Streamline assistance in the form of
construction-d11Ierential subsidy by making
shipyards eligible to be applicants as well
as ship operators, now proVided under ex
isting law, and proVide a productivity incen
tive with a programmed decrease in the per
centage of such government payments (see
sections 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 20, and 22);

(4) Update the currently antiquated op
erating-dilIerentlal subsidy program so as to
remove It from the morass of administrative
red tape by tyIng it to a self-executing index
system (see sections 16 and 17) ;

(5) Recognize by express statutory lan
guage the Importance of our "Fourth Sea
Coast"-the Great Lakes Seaway System (see
for example sections 21 and 26);

(6) Provide uniform administration of our
cargo preference laws by regulations to be
Issued by the Secretary of Commerce and
thereby, hopefully, Improve the etllciency and
most eqUitable distribution of such govern
ment-Impelled cargoes (see section 27);

(7) Extend and expand existing programs,
such as War Risk Insurance (see section 34);
and loan and mortgage insurance, plUS ren
<ler eligible oceanographic vesseis (see sec
tions 29-32);

(B) Save our sole remaining stern-wheel
river passenger boat, The Delta Queen, a her
itage of our past (see section 43);

(9) Make technical and conforming
amendments to modernize the administra
tion of the program under the 1936 Act (see
for example sectionS 11-13, 1B, 23, 25, 33-39,
41, and 42). These provisions, such as sec
tion 12, incorporate earlier Administration
proposals, such as B. 1282 and S. 1171, which
had been sent up separately prior to the
submission of the program legislation; and

(10) In summary, the provisions of the bill
H.R. 15424 represent a hopeful launching of
a major elIort to rebUild an improved Amer
ican merchant marine which can sall confi
dently and elIectively in the decades of the
future.

I, therefore, urge all my colleagues to sup
port the passage of the blll H.R. 15424.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I rise
to make a brief statement in support of
this legislation.

The people in the state of Alaska are
dependent upon shipping for their exist
ence and know that the Merchant Ma
rine Act of 1936 must be updated. In
fact, my predecessor in office, the late
Senator Bartlett, was the one who initi
ated the movement to modernize the
American merchant marine. The legis
lation will provide a long-range mer
chant shipping program of 300 ships
over the next 10 years. It follows the
President's proposal to lessen the de
pendence of shipping on subsidies. It
gives an opportunity for the nonsubsidy
lines upon which our State is primarily
dependent to modernize their fteets
without reliance upon grants in aid.
As the President noted in his message
of October 23, 1969, three-fourths of our
merchant vessels are antiquated. These
are basically the nonsubsidy fteet. This
bill will give an opportunity for those
fteets to be updated and be economically
competitive.

The bill has been unanimously sup
ported by all who appeared, both labor
and management, both the unsubsidized
fteet and subsidized fteet as well as the
executive branch of· the Government.

I feel the legislation will have a signifi
cant impact on the future and economy
of Alaska and I strongly urge its pas
sage.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I rise to
express my support for H.R. 15424 which
carries out President Nixon's legislative
recommendations to rebuild· our mer
chant marine. This is the ftrst major
revision of the maritime laws since en
actment of the Merchant Marine Act of
1936. The bill was introduced in the
House on December 23, 1969, and I trust
it will pass the Senate today by an over
whelming vote.

At the close of World War II, th~
U.S. merchant fteet .was composed of
3,696 ships and was the largest in the
world. Since that time, the fteet has
been reduced to 967 ships, only 650 of
which are engaged in foreign trade. Our
fteet now ranks fifth in the world on a
tonnage basis. The present fteet of 967
ships will decline to 310 by 1980 if no
new ships are built.

Approximately three-fourths of the
650 vessels in our foreign trade fteet are
over 20 years of age. These 650 ships
are the equivalent in carrying capacity
to only 228 modern ships. If there is no
new construction after 1!l70, this fteet
will be reduced to 221 ships by 1980,
which would be the equivalent of only
123 modern ships.

The United states is the world's great
est trading Nation. Our exports and im
ports constitute one-third of the world's
trade. Yet our vessels carry only 6 per
cent of our trade by tonnage, and unless
there is a shipbuilding program, we will
carry only 3 percent by 1980. The con
tinued growth of U.S. trade depends on
efficient and reasonably priced trans
portation.

The bill provides a program for build
ing 300 ships over the next 10 years. In
this time of budget stringency it is crit
ical that this program be implemented
at the least possible cost to the Govern
ment. The bill provides for this. Assur
ance of a 300-ship program provides an
incentive to shipbuilders to modernize
their yards and thus reduce the cost of
building ships. Under the present law,
the ship operator is the applicant for
construction-differential SUbsidy. This
has resulted in the building of custom
made ships. These are more costly than
standard ships would be. The bill pro
vides that either the operator or the
shipyard may apply for the subsidy. The
purpose of this provision is to bring
shipyards into the design work on the
ships so that without reducing the qual
ity of the ships the ships will be designed
in such a way that they will be less
costly to produce. The program contem
plates the production of standard ships
rather than custom-made ships, because
standard ships are less costly to build.

The 55 percent maximum construc
tion-differential subsidy rate eXI:ired on
June 30 of this ye:lr and the maximum
rate reverted to 50 percent at that time.
The maximum rate will remain at this
level. The bill, however, contains produc
tivity goals. These are c:nstruction-dif
ferential subsidy rates of 45 percent in
fiscal 1971, reduced by 2 percent per year
until the rates reach 35 percent in fiscal
1976 and thereafter. If the lowest re
sponsible bid for a ship during any fiscal
yea,' would yield a construc~ion~differ

e:ltial subsidy in excess of the· prodac-
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tivity goal for that year, the Secretary
would be authorized to negotiate with
any bidder for a lower price. In addition,
the Secretary of Commerce would be au.;
thorized to accept, as a basis for con
struction-differential subsidy, a price ne
gotiated between an operator and a ship
yard if the price was within the produc
tivity goal for that year and he deter
mines the price is fair and reasonable.
The public interest will be further pro
tected by the Comptroller. General's
audit of - the -negotiated price contract
and the work.done under it:

The bill- provides for fixing the con
struction-differential subsidy periodical
ly by type of vessel rather than on an in
dividual ship basis. This will enable the
ship operator -to know in advance the
cost of the ship to him and will help the
shipyards to aggressively promote their
standard ships.

All of these provisions will result in the
rebuilding of the fleet at the least costto
the Government and to the ship oper
ator.

Turning now _to the operating-differ
ential subsidy, the amendments made by
the bill provide an incentive to the oper
ators to control their costs. Wages are

.the chief element of the operating sub
sidy. Under existing law, the Secretary
of Commerce must find that the wages
negotiated by industry -. and labor are
fair and reasonable. This has involved
the maritime industry and the Govern
ment in prolonged disputes as to whether
the wages and manning agreed to in the
collective bargaining agreements are fair
and reasonable. As a substitute for this,
the bill provides that in the future the
Secretary of _Commerce will determine
prior to the time a ship is built whether
the proposed manning of the ship con
tains officers or members of the crew that
are unnecessary for the economical and
efficient operation of the vessel. With re
gard to existing vessels, as the bUl came
to us from the House, it provided that
any disallowances made by the Secretary
of Commerce prior to enactment of the
bUl would not be included in the collec
tive bargaining costs on which the sub
sidy is based. To give the Secretary of
Commerce more adequate time to pass on
these disallowances, the committee
amendment would exclude disallowances
made by the Secretary prior to 90
days after enactment of the bill. In ad
dition to these disallowances, the bill
would gear any increases in collective
bargaining costs on which the subsidy is
based to an index of irlcreases or de
creases in collective bargaining costs in
other industries.

The bill contains one other very im
portant innovation with regard to oper
ating subsidy. The bill provides for pay
ment of operating subsidy for the opera
tion of bulk carriers. At the time the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, was enacted
the United States was largely self-suffi
cient with respect to raw materials. This,
of course, is not true at the present time.
At the present time our liner trade con
sists of 46 million tons annually, but our
bulk trade consists of 350 million tons.
Our present bulk fleet which consists of

inefficient World War II built vessels is
sustained by aid cargoes under the Cargo
Preference Act. It cannot compete for
commercial cargoes because of its high
costs resulting from the higher standard
of living in the United States. To com
pete for commercial cargoes, it needs
modern vessels and operating subsidy to
make up the disadvantage American
bulk carriers are in competition with
their low cost foreign competitors. The
bill provides for this subsidY. The United
States cannot rely on foreign bulk car
riers to furnish the raw materials we
need for commerce and defense. And
ev~n if such carriers are available, they
mIght only be _ available at inflated
prices-witness the closing of the Suez
Canal in 1956.. The United States takes
a long step forward under this bill which
provides for the United States to have its
own commercial bulk fleet.

The third step forward made by this
bill is the extension of tax deferment
privileges to all vessels in the foreign
trade, to vessels in the noncontiguous
domestic trade, to vessels in domestic
trade, to vessels in domestic trade on the
Great Lakes and to vessels operating in
the fisheries.

Under existing law, tax deferment is
extended only to vessels paid operating
differential subsidy which operate in the
foreign trade. In the foreign trade. this
is necessary to compensate for tax bene
fits which foreign competitors receive
from their government. In the noncon
tiguous domestic trade, it is necessary to
permit American products to compete, so
far as transportation costs are con
cerned, with foreign products. In domes
tic trade on the Great Lakes and in the
fisheries, it is necessary to permit re
placement of obsolete fleets

Recognition of the needs of vessels
operating on the Great Lakes has been
long in coming. The average age of the
l!.S. Great Lakes fleet is 40 years. It is
tIme that this fleet be replaced. The pro
visions of the bill that will permit the
replacement of this fleet and earnings on
which the tax is deferred will give real
impetus to the replacement of this fleet.

The bill recognizes the Great Lakes
as the fourth seacoa3t of the United
States and eliminates the prohibition on
the subsidization of American-flag ship
ping operating between the United States
and Canada. This recognition is long
overdue. Thus, the bill shOUld contribute
to the promotion of commerce on the
Great Lakes.

There is one committee amendment
that deserves special mention. That is
the amendment of the cargo preference
provision of the 1936 act to provide that
agencies subject to that act shall operate
under the act under Uniform regulations
issued by the Secretary of Commerce.
The hoped-for end result is more effi
cient and more equitable administration
of such Government-impelled cargoes.

As the bill came to us from the House
it would have granted to those operator~
who do not now receive Government as
sistance, 20 years in which to dispose of
their .foreign flag holdings and foreign
flag agency operations if they become

subsidized. The committee amendment
would reduce this to 2 years for agency
operations and it would exclude liner
operators from 20-year "grandfather"
rights. The committee felt that this was
all that was necessary in view of the fact
that most of the foreign operations are
by bulk operators.

This legislation would not have been
possible without the commitment of the
President to a strong merchant marine,
nor without the dedicated effort of the
Secretary of Commerce, Maurice Stans,
the Under Secretary, Rocco Siciliano,
and the Maritime Administrator, Andrew
Gibson, who guided the draft bill through
executive department clearance. Also it
would not be here without the stalwart
leadership of our distinguished chair
man, the Senator from Washington (Mr.
MAGNUSON), our distinguished ranking
minority member, the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. COTTON), the distin
guished chairman of our SUbcommittee,
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LoNG) .

I urge that the Senate pass the bill.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The blll

having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass?

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk wlll call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from Nevada
(Ml'. CANNON), the Senator from Mis
souri (Mr. EAGLETON) , the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT), the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the
Senator from Washington (Mr. JACK
SON), the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. KENNEDY) , the Senator from Wash
ington (Mr. MAGNUSON), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MCCARTHY), the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. MCCLEL
LAN), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
McGEE), the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator from Utah
(Mr. Moss), the Senator from Maine
(Mr. MUSKIE), the Senator from Con
necticut (Mr. RIBICOFF), the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), the Sena
tor from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS), the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS),
and the Senator from Ohio (Mr. YOUNG)
are absent on necessary business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL), the Senator from Washington
(Mr. JACKSON), the Senator from Wash
ington (Mr. MAGNUSON), and the Sena
tor from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) would
each vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New HampshirE!' (Mr. COT
TON), the Senators from Arizona (Mr.
FANNIN and Mr. GoLDWATER), the Sena
tor from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) , the Senator
from New York (Mr. GOODELL), the Sen
ator from Idaho (Mr. JORDAN), the Sen
ator from California (Mr. MURPHY), the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. SMITH), the
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT).
and the Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER)
are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
. THURMOND) Is absent on official business.
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If present and voting, the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) , the senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT), the
Senator from California (Mr. MURPHY),
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SCOTT), the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
SMITH), the Senator from South Caro
lina (Mr. 'THURMOND), and the Senator
from Texas (Mr. TOWER) would each
vote "yea."

On this vote, the Senator from New
York (Mr. GoODELL) is paired with the
senator from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN). If
present and voting, the Senator from
New York would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from.Arizona would vote "nay,"

The result was announced-yeas 68,
nays 1, as follows:

[No. 314 Leg.]

YEAS-aS

So the bill (H.R. 15424) was passed.
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I move

to reconsider the vote by which the bill
was passed.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate insist on its amend
ments, request a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes thereon,
and that the Chair be authorized to ap
point conferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Oflicer appointed Mr. MAGNU
SON, Mr. LONG, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. COTTON,
and Mr. GRIFFIN conferees on the part of
the Senate.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill clerk be
authorized to make certain technical
corrections that may have occurred in
printing.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
Senate Is deeply grateful to the distin
guished Senator from Louisiana (Mr.

NAYS-l
Wll1iams, Del.

NOT VOTING-31
Jordan, Idaho Rlblcolf
Kennedy Russell
Magnuson Scott
McCarthy Smith, Ill.
McClellan Stennis
McGee Thunnond
Montoya Tower
Moss Tydings
Mundt Young, Ohio
Murphy
Muskle

Aiken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bayh
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Case
Church
Cook
Cooper
Cranston
Curtis
Dodd
Dole
Dominick

Cannon
Cotton
Eagleton
Eastland
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Goldwater
Goodell
Gravel
Jackson

Ellender
Ervin
Gore
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hatfield
Holland
Holl1ngs
Hruska
Hughes
Inouye
Javlts
Jordan, N.C.
Long
Mansfield
Mathias
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf

Miller
Mondale
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Prouty
Proxmlre
Randolph
Saxbe
Schweiker
Smith, Maine
Sparkman
Spong
Stevens
Symington
Talmadge
Yarborough
Young, N. Dak.
Wllliams, N.J.

LONG). His leadership on this measure
was outstanding. This Nation's maritime
interests could not have been better
served. With his strong and effective
devotion this Nation's merchant ma
rine has a fine advocate. The
achievement this evening marks another
splendid accomplishment in the already
overabundant record of public service
compiled by Senator LoNG. Again, I ex
press my gratitude and the gratitude of
the entire Senate.

To the distinguished Senator from
Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) goes equally
high praise. As the ranking minority
member of the merchant marine sub
committee he too has served well the
maritime interests of this Nation. His
cooperation and assistance was deeply
appreciated.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU
TINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that
upon the disposition of the reading of
the Journal on tomorrow and the dis
position of unobjected to bills on the
legislative calendar, there be a period for
the transaction of routine morning busi
ness, with statements therein limited to 3
minutes.

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

SMALL BUSINESS AMENDMENTS
ACT OF 1970

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, now, for the purpose of laying be
fore the Senate the business which will
be the unfinished business except for
Senate Joint Resolution 1, I ask unani
mous consent that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar Order No.
1176. There will be no action on the bill
this evening,however.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk stated the bill (S.
4316) by title, -as follows: S. 4316, to
clarify and extend the authority of the
Small Business Administration, and for
other purposes.

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

PROGRAM
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I have been authorized by the dis
tinguished majority leader to state that
there will be rollcalls tomorrow.

It is anticipated that the Senate will
complete action on the bill which has
just been laid before the Senate, the bill
to clarify the authority of the Small
Business Administration.

It is also expected to take up a bill
which was programed on the sched
ule which was mimeographed some few
days ago, to amend the Federal Deposit
Insurance Act.

And, beyond that, it is expected on to-

morrow that we will complete action on
the conference report on the Treasury
PostOIDce appropriation bill.

We have a considerable number of bills
on the Consent calendar for the first
thing tomorrow.

As I have indicated, in addition there
to, we have at least two bills-the SBA
bill and the FDIC bill---"plus the confer
ence report. So there will be plenty of
action. There will be rollcalIs. Senators
are put on notice that we expect to com
plete action on those measures tomorrow,
and we just hope we will not have the
same problem that developed last Fri
day. We do not think we will.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, as I con

strue the unanimous consent of the Sen
ator from West Virginia, which has been
granted, the bill relating to the Small
Business Administration will be the
pending business after the morning
hour, rather than Senate Joint Resolu
tion 1; is that correct?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No, Mr.
President, the able Senator misunder
stood me, and for that I am sorry. The
unfinished business is still Senate Joint
Resolution 1. Until we reach tomorrow,
we do not know just whether or not
there will be lengthy discussion on Sen
ate Joint Resolution lor not.

Mr. ERVIN. Let me assure the Sena
tor that there will .be if Senate Joint
Resolution 1 remains the pending busi
ness, because I have a few laconic re
marks I should like to make on the sub
ject.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Well, it
may well be that we shall be able to pro
ceed as we did today. I am' sure that
speeches on both sides of the question
are available. But I trust, Mr. President,
that we will not have much discussion, if
any, on that resolution tomorrow, and
that we can get on with the bills we have
scheduled tonight.

Mr. ERVIN. I thank the Senator from
West Virginia for his information.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I am sorry
I was not able to be more exact in my
answer.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
10 o'clock tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to;. and (at 7
o'clock and 55 minutes p.m,) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, Sep
tember 18, 1970, at 10 a.m.


