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aEJ'INEIUES
They already have blocked construction of

several refineries In the U.s. Let me just tick
oft' a few: A Stuart Petroleum refinery at
Piney Point, Md. to operate in conjunction
With a bUlk plant it already has there; a
100,000 barrel a day facUlty by Supermarine
Inc. at Hoboken, N.J. on the site of the old
Todd Shipyard; a 65,000 barrel a day refinery
by North East Petroleum at Tiverton, R.I.;
expansion of the Amerada Hess plant at Port
Reading, N.J. and expansion by Chevron East
at Perth Amboy, N.J.

Shell OU Co. tried to bUild a 150,000 bar
rel a day refinery on Delaware Bay but ran
Into a state law obtained by the environmen
talists which prohibits refineries and other
heavy industry within 10 miles of the coast.
McClean Fuels Co. wanted to build a 200,000
barrel a day refinery at three durerent loca
tions, South Portland, Me., Searsport, Me.
and Riverhead, L.I., but failed to get envi
ronmental approval.

FUEL PENALTIES
Discouragement for obtaining petroleum

would seem to dictate stringent use of it, but
environmentalism is resulting in just the
opposite. At the beginning of this year when
he was head of the Office of Emergency Pre
paredness, General George Lincoln said that
cleaning up auto exhausts already has cost
300,000 barrels a day of extra gasoline and
will cost about two mlllion barrels a day QY
1980. Additional safety equipment means
more fuel penalties because of the extra
weight. Also, taking the lead out to please
environmentalists means a 15% to 20% de
crease In fuel efficiency.

BOILER FUEL
Because of the natural gas scarcity, the

Federal Power Commission has been trying
to discourage wastefUl use of it as a boiler
fuel. But here again environmental demands
are causing trOUble. The Commission is find
ing that many firms feel forced to use clean
natural gas for boiler fuel because of anti
pol1utlon reqUirements. Incidentally, some
who converted their faclllties to use oil be
cause of FPC pressure and natural gas scar
city now are having trouble getting 011.

COAL IS BLACK
Coal, of course, Is the only domestic fuel

in plentiful supply. But it's name Is black
With environmentalists because it Is dirty.
Filters have not yet been perfected. Neither
has lIqulfled coal. Meantime reliance on
limited supplies of lOW-SUlphur coal is crll
atlng much economic hardship.

Since there are inadequate resources for
extensive hydro-power, and technology is
still evolving for oil shale, thermal, solar,
tidal and other exotic sources of power. that
leaves only the atom. But that's anathema to
environmentalists.

NUCELAR POWER PLANTS
In a massive fuel stUdy released early this

year, the National Petroleum Council said
that 23 nuclear power plants with a capacity
of 20,000 megawatts will be delayed six
months to three years by environmental
obstacles. Let me stop here to translate for
you the meaning of 20,000 megawatts. That's
20 million kilowatts, and a kilowatt Is equal
to 1,000 watts. I have a good-sized home
covering 3,000 square feet, and It has 50
kilowatts. The next time we have a brown
out or black-out, you might consider how
many homes, offices and factories those 20
mUlIon kilowatts would power. (The Council
also said each year's delay could cost the
electric utility industry between $5 billion
and $6 billlon.) For 17 months following the
Calvert Clurs decision by the Court of Ap
peals the Atomic Energy Commission licensed
no plants at all while It took time to do the
environmental studies required.

Now Ralph Nader and Friends of the Earth
have gone to court to force closure of 20 of

the 31 operating plants but have faUed to
obtain an immediate Injunction, and the
Issue of whether they should be closed Is still
pending before a court of appeals.

AUTOS
A new game plan Is to penalize use of

private autos and compel greater travel by
public transportation. This, so the reasoning
goes, not only would mean purer air, but
less use of gasoline, thus leaving more pe
troleum for other purposes. So far as I can
determine however, no one has figured out
how the nation's cities, already strapped fi
nanclal1y, are going to be able to afford the
big outlays for public transportation this
will require. The tendency Is to look to the
federal government, but I suggest that those
who do so also take a look at the current size
of the federal bUdget. Also Ignored Is how
greater public transport would affect the
private auto market and, in turn, the na
tion's economy since the auto industry
makes up such a large part of It.

CLEAN Am ACT
The transportation edicts are framed by

the EnVironmental Protection Agency under
authority of the Clean Air Act which Is one
of the greatest Instruments of tyranny
fashioned by Congress. Although EPA Itself
admits that some of its orders under it lack
scientific validity and that it Is having trou
ble equating economic costs With health
benefits, woe be to anyone who doesn't obey
EPA. The Act calls for fines of up to $25,000
a day and Imprisonment up to a year for a
first Violation of EPA rules and $50,000 a day
and two years for a second offense. In some
instances compliance requires passage of
state laws. Yet, the Bill of Rights notWith
standing, the penalties for non-compliance
apply'to state and local officials as well as
ordinary citizens.

Under the Act, EPA also Is struggling with
What one official calls the "biggest chal1enge
in the air program" by trying to na11 down
specific reqUirements for about 50,000 indi
vidual stationery sources.

NONDEGRADATION OF CLEAN Am
But that's only one facet of the Clean Air

Act. Last June, in a case brought by the
Sierra Club, the U.S. Supreme Court upheld
the ruling of a lower court that there must
be no significant degradation of air quality,
even for areas Which presently have cleaner
air than required by federal standards. This
could throttle Industrial development for
clean areas. In a stab at defining "sig
nificant" in a way that woulld allow some
development, EPA .held hearings in August
on four rules it suggested. The Sierra ClUb,
however, has notified EPA that it doesn't
like any of the ideas and w1ll take the agency
to court If It tries to Implement any of them.

LAND USE CONTROLS
The draconian Clean Air Act notwith

standing, EPA officials still aren't satisfied
with their tools for forcing purity in the air
and elsewhere. They are advocating legisla
tion Which would reqUire an EPA okay for
any use to which land might be put. Thus,
a buyer who paid a handsome sum for a
choice slte with a specific use In mind might
find that use vetoed by EPA-If the land use
planning legislation goes through. If it does,
kiss property rights good-bye in the name of
purity.

WATER POLLUTION
Agency action under the Water Pollution

Act is not so far along since the measure was
enacted only last year. Here too, however, it
appears that EPA Is using It to impose ex
pensive controls on industry. They are ex
pected to cost bllliol1s of dollars and cause
some plant closings. Nevertheless, ina study
for EPA not yet made public, the National
Academy of Sciences has found that many of
EPA's criteria are faulty and lack adequate
scientlftc Justification.

DDT

EPA also administers the nationwide ban
on DDT. The depredations of the Gypsy Moth
In the east as a result are well known. Now
the Tussock Moth is devastating northwest
forests and worsening the shortage of timber.
Consequently, some of the Original Senate
sponsors of the DDT ban are trying to get It
rescinded.

OSHA
The Occupational Safety imd Health Act,

administered by the Labor Department, is
prOViding just as potent anti-business weap
ons as the environmental and consumer
movements. A year ago George C. Guenther,
then Assistant Secretary of Labor for Occu
pational Safety, told me that under OSHA,
the Labor Department commands enough
power to put everybody out of business. That
is not hard to understand. Senator Carl Cur
tis (R., Neb.) told the Senate that regula
tions implementing the law make up a stack
17 feet high. Virtually every employer is hi
violation of OSHA one way or another, and
the Labor Department has authority under
the law to assess fines without court review.
Critics of the law are legion and even include
some of its original congreSSional sponsors.
One of the main complaints Is that it is In
fiatlng the cost of doing business without
corresponding gains In safety and health.

As this cursory glance shows, the environ
mental and allied movements are using the
alms of angels to fashion the tools of tyrants.
Let us hope that the hysterical crash pro
gram soon succumbs to the rule of reason
so that we can get on with the job of clean
ing up under the system which affords the
greatest freedom, efficiency and general well
being of any yet devised by man.

ISRAEL'S RIGHT TO EXIST IN PEACE
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I would

like to call to the attention of my c.ol
leagues an eloquent statement written
by an eminent group of professors at the
Hebrew University of Jerusalem during
the fighting in the Middle East.

Mr. President, I believe this statement
is still worth reading now that a tenta
tive cease-fire has been agreed to by Is
rael and Egypt. Indeed, their message be
comes even more appropriate.

As the professors state:
We feel that It is the duty of free men

to insist on the overriding duty of the Arab
states to recognize Israel's right to exist In
peace, and to demonstrate this by agreeing
immediately to meet the representatives of
Israel for discussion and negotiation.

I ask unanimous consent that the
statement be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
STATEMENT OF THE STAFF OF THE HEBREW

UNIVERSITY OF JERUSALEM, OCTOBER 10, 1973
For the fourth time since its creation,

Israel is engaged In battle with the neigh
boring Arab world. It Is a battle Which Is un
even in two respects. In the first place, If
Israel wins, the Arab world will endure; If
the· Arabs win, Israel w1ll cease to exist. Sec
ondly, there Is no equivalence In the forces
engaged. Syria and Egypt have drawn on
enormous forces, both of manpower and ma
teriel. Sixteen other Arab countries have ex
pressed their solidarity With them, and a
number have already sent units of their
armed forces to Join In the battle. Israel faces
this situation as a small people fighting on
its own. Nearly all of our students, and most
of our colleagues, are today in uniform.

We, the undersigned, have always used our
right as free men to express our views on
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our country's policies. both external and in
ternal; and some of us has disagreed with
some of these policies In the past. Today it
is clear to all of us beyond any shadow of
doubt. that Egypt and Syria prepared this
attack over a long period, and deliberately
chose to launch It on the Day of Atonement,
the most sacred day In the Jewish calendar,

It Is equally clear to us that. though aware
of the Egyptian and Syrian plans, the Gov
ernment of Israel chose to abstain from a
preemptive strike, and ra.her to do ail it
could to avert the danger by a diplomatic

_ elfort.
The real issue today, as it was In 1967. is

the determination by Egypt and Syria to de
stroy Israel.

We are dOUbly convinced that the road to
meaningful negotiations for a peaceful out
come has always been open to the Arab
states. Had that road been taken by the Arab
states, the response of our people and our
government would have been such as to
ensure that every conceivable step to bring
ing these negotiations to a mutually accept
able and positive conclusion would have been
made by us.

The Egyptian and Syrian attack against us
on the Day of Atonement. has led us to the
painful conclusion that the polley of the
present governments of the Arab states. is to
go to any length to destroy the existence of
Israel.

There can be no peace In the Middle East,
unless the right of our people to independ
ence and continued existence In Israel is
fully recognized by our neighbors.

There can be no peace until the Arab
states change their polley. and understand
that the future of the Middle East must take
the form of peaceful co-existence between
them and Israel.

The cause of organizing a peaceful world
is based on the right of ail peoples to free
existence and harmonious national self-ex
pression and self-government. These rights
cannot be denied to Israel and its people.

For this reason. we feel that it is the duty
of free men throughout the world who cher
ish the cause of peace and see It as pre-con
dition for humanity's survival and develop
ment. to Insist on the overriding duty of
the Arab states to recognize Israel's right to
exist In peace, and to demonstrate this by
agreeing immediately to meet the repre
sentatatives of Israel for discussion and
negotiation.

The Arab doctrine of prior agreement by
Israel to withdraw from territory, is moglcal
and unacceptable. Everyone of us Is wholly
convinced that our very existence today
that we have been able, at considerable cost
in llves, to withstand Egyptian and Syrian
assault and turn It back-are due to the fact
that this doctrine was rejected by us. The way
In which the Egyptian and Syrian attack was
prepared and launched must convince the
world that this rejection was thoroughly
justified.

The argument has been heard that hav
ing sulfered m1l1tary defeat In the past. the
Arabs cannot be expected to negotiate with
Israel without a "gesture" from Israel. The
"gesture" demanded has been that Israel
should place the Arabs unconditionally, and
before any agreement or commitment on
their part. in a condltion where, as exper
ience shows, it would be made easier for
them to attack Israel. We cannot agree that
this is morally acceptable or practically feas
ible. Nor should the world agree. For the
fourth time since 1948, we have seen our
country besieged and attacked, our friends
and relatives killed; we have been the target
of terror on a world-wide scale; yet today,
When everyone of us haS' members of his
famlly. students and colle&;l'Ues. at the front,
we say that we remain \'Wady for a peace
process with our Arab n~ghbors. A peace
process must mean mutual recognition, with
peaceful co-existence as its gOal. achieved

by free negotiations. In the circumstances
which have arisen, the secure nature of the
agreed boundaries is, more than ever. seem
to be Imperative. The nature of the terri
torial settlement wm only emerge as a func
tion of mutual trust.

We address ourselvs to our colleagues, to
students, and to men of good will allover
the world In the hope that they will use
their Influence to the utmost to bring home
to the Arab countries the demand of the
world that the language of hate and Vilifi
cation. and the dialogue of war. must be re
placed by the dialogue of peaceful co
existence.

Shlom AVlneri, Joseph Ben-David, Ernst
Bergmann, Aryeh Dvoretzky, Samuel
Eisentadt. Saul Friedlander, Natan
Goldblum.

Jack Gross. Yehoshafat Harkabl, Avra
ham. Harman, Alex Keynan, Don Pa
tlnkln, Joshua Prawer, Michael Rabin.

Nathan Rotenstrelch, Gershom SCholem,
Moshe Shllo, Gabriel stein. Jacob Tal
mon, Ephraln Urbach, David Weiss.

The above signatories are on the sta!! of
the Her'brew University in Jerusalem.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY REGULATIONS

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the Envi
ronmental Protection' Agency-EPA
has promulgated regulations in the
July 5 and September 7 issues of the Fed
eral Register pursuant to sections 301
etnuent guidelines-and section 402,
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimi
nation System-NPDE8-0f the amend
ments to the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act-FWPCAA-of 1972 estab
lishing those agricultural pollution areas
that will be classified as "point sources"
and thereby have to file for a NPDES
permit and meet the zero discharge of
waste etnuent guideline by 1985.

The EPA regulations define both large
and small "concentrated animal feeding
operations" as "point sources" although
the EPA later excluded farm operatIOns
with less than 1,000 beef cattle, 700 dairy
cows, 290,000 broilers, 180,000 laying
hens, 55,000 turkeys, 4,500 hogs, 35.000
feeder pigs, 12,000 sheep and lambs and
145,000 dUCks from compliance with sec
tions 301 and 402 of the act.

During the debate of the FWPCAA
Congress clearly indicated that small
farm operations were not to be consid
ered "point sources" of pollution unless
they met three criteria developed by
Senator MUSKIE in a colloquy on the fioor
of the Senate with Senator DOLE. It ap
pears that neither set of the EPA regu
lations follows the congressional intent
in the manner small farm operations are
excluded from the compliance with the
act.

The Natural Resources Defense Coun
cil-NRDC-has filed suit against the
EPA alleging that the agency cannot de
fine all concentrated animal feeding op
erations as "point sources" and then
exclude small operations when the act
specifically states that all "point sources"
are to be controlled through the issuance
of a permit and compliance with pub
lished etnuent guidelines.

The NRDC agrees that there should be
a numerical cutoff determined with pub
lic hearings that distinguishes a small
farmer-feeder operation, a "nonpoint
source," from a large "concentrated ani-

mal feeding operation" that is a "point
source." The public interest law firm does
not specifically object to the feedlot
point source criteria established by Sen
ator MUSKIE, rather they object to the
waY EPA has drafted its regulations.

Furthermore, numerous constituent
letters indicate that the public has not
had an adequate and full opportunity to
draft responses for consideration in the
decisionmaking process. In fact, public
hearings were not held in Wisconsin until
October 2, 7 days before the public com
ment period expired on the draft etnuent
guidelines.

Therefore, in a letter to the Adminis
trator of the EPA. Mr. Russell Train, I
have urged the EPA to: First, extend the
public comment time for the September
7, 1973, effluent limitation guidelines,
second. hold public hearings on both the
NPDES and etnuent programs, and third,
redraft these two sets of regulations to
refiect in specific language the congres
sional intent and legislative history
Legislative History, volume II, pages
1298-99-<>f the FWPCAA as it pertains
to agricultural problems.

The July 5 regulations developed the
numerical cutoff point for farm opera
tions that must file for a NPDES permit
while EPA's second setof regulations es
tablish effluent guidelines for point
sources of pollution under section 301 of
the act. The September 7 draft etnuent
regulations initially proposed that all
farmers regardless of size would have
to meet a zero-discharge-total confine
ment of runoff by 1985. Seven days be
fore the public comment time expired,
the EPA announced a dramatic change
in policy: The farm operations that were
exempt from the NPDES regulations
would now be exempt from the etnuent
guideline limitation program. This ac
tion appears not only to be in variance
with the law but contrary to published
EPA policy-38 Federal Register, 128,
page 18001.

The question is one of implementation
rather than intent. Senator MUSKIE'S
colloquy clearly sets forth criteria which
the EPA should follow in determining
whether feedlots are "point sources" of
pollution. The criteria state:
"If a man-made drainage ditch, flushing
system or other such deVice is Involved and
If any measurable waste results and Is dis
charged Into water, it Is considered a 'polnt
source: Natural run-o!! from confined llve
stock and poultry operations are not consid
ered a 'polnt source' uniess the following
concentrations of animals are exceeded: 1,000
beef cattle, 700 dairy cows. 290.000 broiler
chickens, 180,000 laying hens, 55.000 turkeys,
4.500 slaughter hogs, 35,000 feed~r pigs, 12.
000 sheep or lambs. 145.000 ducks. Any feed
lot operations Which result in the direct dis
charge of waste into a stream that trans
verses the feedlot are considered point
sources without regard to number of animals
involved,"

This statement shows that if a feed
lot is a "point source" a permit is to be
required. The Congress gave the EPA
the discretion to distinguish between a
"concentrated feeding operation", which
would require a permit and emuent
guidelines and a farmer-feeder operation
which would not.

The EPA admits the proposed regula-


