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jobs for young people growing up on the
farms, but the water supply was becoming
either inadequate or too polluted to fill their
needs.

Added to these problems, the lack of con
trolled streamflolVs limited the potential for
recreation of the area which otherwise had
superior attractiollS in scenery, mountain
streams, forests, and climate. The water re
source had, in many ways, became a serious
ly limiting factor.

In 1961, at the request of the North Caro
lina Department of Water and Air Resources,
TVA began to develop a plan for a compre
hensive water control system for the area
one which would deal not only with the
problems of the past but also would meet
these needs of the present and the future.

The plan that evolved is truly a product
of local participation. It is a classic example
of the workings of democracy at the grass
roots. I need not detail for men of your ex
perience that man has never been able to
develop a plan for anything, at any time,
anywhere, that was not opposed by some
one. And often for good and understandable
reason. The only solution is to understand
and weigh the conflicting demands, recon
ciling whenever possible and giving greatest
weight to those factors which promise the
greatest long-term benefits for the largest
number.

This was the difficult but vitally impor
tant approach TVA took in working with
the people of the Upper French Broad. The
plan was coordinated with state and Federal
agencies, with individual community lead
ers, with city councils and chambers of com
merce and civic clubs. It was developed with
the participation of private businessmen,
wildlife organizations, and similar groups
throughout the area. Together, we believe we
have come up with an overall plan that will
accomplish the maximum possible benefits
with the smallest possible amount of dislo
cation.

After studying many combinations of over
50 different dam and reservoir sites, the basic
components of the plan emerged. It will in
clude 14 small dams on the tributaries and
headwaters of the French Broad, some 74
miles of channel improvements and a levee
to be built along the low-lying portion of
the Ashev111e waterfront. Project cost is esti
mated at $115 million with a construction
period of eight and one-half years.

In the proposal's cooperative pianning and
in the benefits it offers, the advantage of a
comprehensive approach to resource devel
opment-and the flexibility inherent in such
an approach-comes clearly into focus. The
result is a multiple-purpose project for con
trolling floods, increasing water supply and
enhancing water quality, boosting recreation
potential and fish and Wildlife habitat while
at the same time offering greatly increased
shoreline development potential.

Let's take a brief look at these individual
benefits and what they will mean to the
area.

Flood control remains a primary function,
to be sure. Twin objectives of the plan's fiood
control design are to protect urban centers
and to reduce farmland flooding sufficiently
to enable the creation of new and expanded
commercial farm enterprises in the area. This
latter goal is urgently needed to increase
farm income in the area. The system will
control nearly 600 square miles of drainage
area and provide a high level of protection
to 13,000 acres of farmland as well as the
major communities throughout the region.
An appealing aspect of the flood control de
sign is that no extreme reservoir drawdowns
w111 be reqUired-the kind that expose ex
tensive bare areas along the reservoir shore
lines.

Adequate water supplies is another crucial
need. Growth of communities and the crea
tion of new jobs in industries both now
and in the future w1l1 depend on meeting

this need and meeting it promptly. I under
stand that a bill now before North Carolina's
General Assembly recognizes this fact, and
is designed to promote regional water sys
tems--systems, it says, which are needed
now by 50 counties in the State. The Upper
French Broad plan Will provide a stored wa
ter supply to fill current and projected needs
throughout the area. Recognizing this con
~ribution, the State has assured repayment
of the project costs allocated to providing
the water supply storage.

The Upper French Broad not only needs
water in abundant supply, it needs clean
water in abundant supply. The water con
trol system w1l1 Improve present water qual
ity in the area's streams by substantially in
creasing low flow volumes during dry sea
SOllS. Coupled with corrective action being
planned and carried out by municipalities
and existing industries in the area and an
effective pollution control program applied
to future growth, the plan can help restore
the river's usefulness for generations to come.
The achievement of this goal cannot be over
emphasized. It Is a measure of how far the
collect!ve efforts of the people of this area
have carried them. Not many months ago
some reaches of the French Broad were so
polluted that they were fit for use as little
more than an open sewer. Today, responsible
and responsive pUblic and private action is
attacking the problem with vigor. Certain
nutrient concentrations which defy practical
methods of treatment remain a problem. But
the proposed water control plan can reduce
these concentrations and make a major cor.
tribution to the restoration and preservation
of the river's ecology.

The lakes will provide an added benefit in
the form of new and valuable recreation cen
ters in an area already blessed with great
scenic beauty. Boating, swimming, and lake
fishing will be added to present attractions
such as mountain hiking, trout fishing, and
camping. The State has been quick to recog
nize this opportunity. Plans are underway
for state construction and operation of rec
reational and fish and Wildlife facilities
around the proposed lakes at an estimated
initial investment of $6.7 million.

And now a word about the status of this
program-so important to the future of
western North Carolina.

The planning is complete. The project has
been studied and endorsed by such organi
zations as the Western North Carolina Re
gional PlannIng CommIssion, the North Car
olina Department of Water and Air Resources,
the North Carolina State Planning Commis
sion, the State Wildlife Federation, and the
State Wildlife Resources Commission. The
plan also has the endorsement of Governors
Scott and Moore, of the present and former
county commissIoners from each of the five
counties in the area, of the cIty councils from
every major community, and a host of other
public and private groups within the region.

The Congress has appropriated some $2.3
mlllion to start construction. Expenditure of
these funds has been deferred by the Office
of Management and BUdget because, in the
competition among the many needs for Fed
eral funds, they believe that other needs carry
higher priority at this time. TVA believes
the Upper French Broad project Is an ex
cellent and badly needed development pro
gram, and we are ready to begin construction
the moment the money can be released.

Inherent in my remarks today has been the
underlying theme that our water resource
precious as it is-does not stand alone, as a
separate entity upon which those of us inter
ested In Its wise development can concen
trate with singular, narrow purpose. Planning
for water use must, in this modern world,
concern itself with planning for land use as
well. One of the most useful values created
when a reservoir is impounded Is the new
shoreland-those acres lying along that

strategic line Where land and water meet.
These lands, properly utilized, hold almost
unbelievable potential for economic growth.

One measure of this potential is Illustrated
by a 1967 North Carolina State Planning Re
port which projects a $200 million investment
directly resulting from the Upper French
Broad project within 10 years following its
construction.

Viewed in the light of this kind of poten
tial, the development plan for this region
takes on sweeping new dimensions. The proJ
ect is seen clearly not as an end in itself but;
simply as a new tool to be used by the people
of the area to bUild greater quality into their
lives. Success will hinge on the degree of
cooperative planning that goes into this ef
fort. And here it aiso becomes clear that the
engineering expertise prOVided by 'l'VA in this
area was perhaps the least of our contribu
tions. Of far greater import is the spirit of
cooperation, the sense of working together
achieved by the whole spectrum of local
organizations and individuals who have been
intimately involved In this project's develop
ment from the beginning. The local Upper
French Broad Development Commission,
with whom we worked most closely, is a case
in point. This group has been composed of
seemingly tireless men from throughout the
region who fostered a spirit of cooperative
attack on the area's problems that should be
its greatest asset for the future, long after
the water control structures are completed.

Here, then, is a project designed jor and by
the people of a region undergoing the stresses
and frustrations of rapId change. Beset with
the common economic and environmental
problems facing most of Appalachia today, it
is lagging behind. But its leaders know the
value of resource development and they are
ready to match positive development pro
grams against the region's problems. They
have an excellent project ready to move fUll
speed ahead the moment national priorities
make it pOSSible to do so. They have TVA's
pledge of full support and assistance. They
need your continued support as well in this
never-ending quest to which all of us as
public servants are dedicated-the quest to
help bring quality to men's lives.

THE NEED FOR LEGISLATION TO
CONTROL PESTICIDE USE

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the
Subcommittee on Agricultural Research
and General Legislation recently con
ducted 4 days of hearings on pesticide
control legislation pending in the Senate,

The Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
NELSON) and the Senator from Minne
sota (Mr. HUMPHREY) have introduced
S. 660, the National Pesticide Control
and Protection Act, to provide a com
prehensive overhaul of the country's
pesticide control laws.

Senator NELSON testified before the
committee on the legislation, and his
testimony is ar. outstanding statement
on the issues involved in drafting im
proved pesticide controls. Of particular
interest to me is his description of steps
to encourage nonchemical means of pest
control, including legislation that would
establish pilot programs throughout the
country to demonstrate that integrated
biological and cultural practices will en
able our farmers to grow better crops at
less cost without chemicals.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Senator NELSON'S testimony be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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STATEMENT BY SENATOR GAYLORD NELSON
I wish to commend the committee for

conducting these comprehensive hearings on
the important issue of the use and effects
of pesticides. It is quite obvious to students
of the pesticides problem that there is an
urgent necessity for rational pollcies to pro
tect human health and the environment
while assuring an adequate food supply.

The basic problem with the use of pesti
cides today is that there is rigid rellance
on a single approach without regard for the
adverse side effects to nature's eco-systems
and to human health. There is a massive
accumulation of eVidence that In many areas
of the globe there is serloUil disruption of
the earth's life systems due to excessive use
of pesticides. Predator insects have been
eliminated along with the pests and the en
Vironment has been permeated with wide
varieties of chemicals. Resistance has built
up In pests, resulting in m111ions of dollars
being spent to develop more compounds to
replace those that once were advertised as
cure-alls. There is convincing evidence that
damage from the present practices of mas
sive, Indiscriminate introduction of pesti
cides In the environment have already have
exceeded Whatever temporary benefits we
have received.

The dangers wrought by our recklessness
with pesticides have been well documented.
But little attention has been paid to the
unfortunate situation where chemical com
panies have reaped billions from unwary
farmers who have paid for a program of pest
control which Is self-defeating in the long
run.

In the legislation introduced by Senator
Humphrey and myself, those who adminis
ter our pest control programs would have
the responsibility for seeking alternate solu
tions to the massive, indiscriminate dosages
of vast quantities of chemicals. The legisla
tion lays the foundation for reliance by ad
ministrators on the scientific knowledge that
we have to protect crops and enhance yields
by means that rely primarily on biological
controls and various crop-management pro
cedures.

The whole field of pesticides, from devel
opment right through to the use, Is con
trolled almost exclusively by the chemical
industry. The objective of this industry is
to promote and sell chemicals to a wide
variety of buyers who are given llttle choice
between using and not using chemicals. This
has resulted in a gross misuse of chemlcal
technology to the extent that one expert In
the field, Dr. Robert van den Bosch of the
University of California, has said borders on
chaos.

We have an opportunity for change. And
we have arrived at the point in time where
it Is imperative that the Congress provides
the leadership to promote that change.

Along with the National Pesticide Control
and Protection Act (S. 660) introduced by
senator Humphrey and myself and ',he bill
(S.745) Introduced by Senator Packwood at
request of the Administration, I believe we
have the necessary ingredients for compre
hensive solutions to our massive pesticide
problem. At least, we have the beginnings of
a total effort.

All of us are aware that when DDT emerged
as one of World War II's most celebrated
heroes, some entomologists gleefully suggest
ed that the war against pests may very well be
over. In favor of man, of course, In 1945 the
earth was dusted With 33 mi11lon pounds of
DDT. By 1951 this figure had more than
tripled, to 106 mi1l1on pounds, Resistence by
insects to DDT and other chemicals soon
became a substantial factor, and demand
was created for development of more and
more compounds. We didn't recognize the
failure of chemical-technology to control
pests. Today, more than one billion pounds
of pesticides-Including insecticides, herbi-

cides, fungicides, rodenticidas and fumi
gants-are produced annUally In the United
States. TIllS already is five pounds for every
American man, woman and child. But pro
jections are that by 1985 this figure of one
billion pounds will be Increased siX-fold.

Because of inadequate registration and
records of use, we are not certain how many
pounds of pesticides are utilized in this
country and abroad. Clearly, however, the
worldWide use is massive and the affect cer
tainly wlll be catastrophic for the planet If
our disastrous experiences thus far in this
country are an Indicator,

We now know that pesticides have been
carried far beyond the area of application by
wind and water and living organisms to the
extent that residues have been found in the
Adelie penguin in isolated regions of Ant
arctica and in dust high above the Indian
Ocean. Biological magnIfication has caused
high concentrations In the bodies or orga
nisms high in the food chain. It has been
shown, for example, that Americans carry In
their bodies an average of 12 parts per mil
lion of pesticide residues, nearly twice the
level allowed for most foods In interstate
commerce.

A report by the Health, Education and
Welfare Secretary's Commission on Pesticides
and Their Relationship to Environmental
Health (the Mrak Commission) concluded
that, "Pesticides are now affecting Individ
uals, popUlations and communities of natu
ral organisms, Some, especially the persistent
insecticide chemicals such as DDT, have re
duced the reprod'tictlon and survival of non
target species."

The National Cancer Institute found that
of 123 pesticide compounds tested, 11 Induced
a significantly increased incidence of tumors
In laboratory animals. (The 11 included the
Insecticide Mirex.)

The Mrak Commission later added five
chemicals to the list, and these are carcino
genic chemicals, aldrin, aramlte, dieldrin,
heptachlor and amitrole.

Dr, Van den Bosch, who Is schedUled to
testify at this hearing, has pointed out the
Ironic situation in which man is exposing
himself and his environment to well-docu
mented dangers of pesticides and at the same
time actually creating more pests than are
eliminated. Target pest resurgences, second
ary pest outbreaks and pest resistence that
follow the dissemination of broad spectrum
poisons, are creating more pests that are
physically better able to withstand massive
pesticide dosages.

The United States Department of Agricul
ture has said (Misc. PUblication No. 1065,
in March, 1969) that insecticides have had
harmfUl effects on agriculture In a number
of instances, The department said the appli
cation of insecticides to protect cotton led
to drift that destroyed the beneficial insect
complex in citrus groves, necessitating the
use of insecticides to control certain pests of
citrus that ordinarlIy were controlled by
beneficial insects. The use of malathion to
control and eradicate certain cereal, forage
and forest insect pests has destroyed honey
bees and other insects necessary for crop pol
Ilnatlon.

The Department of Agriculture states fur
ther that the application of persistent in
secticides on potato lands has led to residues
in sugar beets grown In the same soil the
following year. The department reports that
Congress has authorized appropriation of $10
million to reimburse cranberry growers fol
lowing confiscation of certain lots of cran
berries found to contain 11Iegal residues of a
herbicide, which had been applied at the
wrong time of the growing season,

Hundreds of thousands of dollars have been
paid over the years to dairymen throughout
the country as compensation for milk re
moved from the market due to the pesticide
residues. Fish in farm ponds have been k11led
because of the drainage of insecticide wastes

from nearby lands Into these ponds follOWing
heavy rains. And the application of persistent
insecticides, such as dieldrin for the eradica
tion of the Japanese beetle, led to lOW-level
but significant residues in livestock grazing
in the eradication area.

The Mrak Commission conclUded:
There is a serious lack of information avail

able on pesticide-use patterns.
Much contamination and damage results

from the indiscriminate, uncontrolled, un
monitored and excessive use of pesticides,

Pesticides are now affecting indiViduals,
populations and communities of natural
organisms. Some, especially the persistent In
secticide chemicals such as DDT, have re
duced the reproduction and survival of non
target species.

Within the organochlorine group of pesti
cides, there is a wide range of potential for
acute tOXicity for man.

The organophosphate pesticides, particu
larly parathion, phosdrln and TEPP, are
health hazards because of their high tOXicity
and ease of absorption by Ingestion and the
dermal or respiratory routes.

The Mrak Commission also recomrnended
that the usage of certain persistent pesti
cides-including DDT, aldrin, dieldrin, en
drin, heptachlor, chlordane, benzene hexa
chloride, lindane and compounds containing
arsenic, lead or mercury-be restricted to
specific essential uses which create no known
hazard to human health or to the quality of
the environment.

The recommendation, of course, was not
new. Back In 1963, the President's Advisory
Committee, or the Wiesner Committee, rec
ommended that: "The accretion of residues
in the environment (shOUld) be controlled
by orderly reduction In the use of persistent
pesticides. As a first step the various agen
cies of the federal government might restrict
wide-scale use of persistent Insecticides, ex
cept for necessary control of disease vec
tors.... Elimination of the use of perSistent
toxic insecticides should be the goal."

Volumes of scientific materials have been
published on the misuse of pesticides, and
the tragic result of the carelessness. The case
Is well documented. Commenting on the
knowledge of one of man's most tOXic pesti
cides, DDT, Dr. Charles Wurster of the State
University of New York at Stony Brook, one
of the country's leading experts on pesti
cides, has said: "Our understanding of the
relationship between DDT and avian repro
duction Is now qUite conclusive. It's unusual
to have such solid eVidence where there is
such a subtle question of environmental
pollution and where the cause of the problem
Is so remote from the effect."

I need go no further In discussing the
myriad examples of needless damage that
has been caused by pesticides, Later this
week, several distinguished scientists, who
are experts on pesticides, will prOVide this
committee with scientific data and reports to
back up findings on the large-scale problems
with pesticides, In addition to the two I al
ready have mentioned, Drs. Van den Bosch
and Wurster, this committee wlll hear Dr.
Joseph Hickey and Prof. Orie LoUks of the
University of Wisconsin, Dr. Robert Ris
brough of the University of California at
Berkely, Dr. Charles Black of the Michigan
Department of Natural Resources, Roland
Clement of the Audubon Society In New
York, Dr. David 0, Peakall of Cornell Uni
versity, Dr. Lucille Stickel of the Patuxent
Wildlife Research Center, Dr. George Wood
well of the Brookhaven National Laboratory
in New York and Dr. Umberto Saffiotti of the
National Institutes of Health.

Later In my statement I will outline the
need for a comprehensive overhaul of the
present Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and
Rodenticlde Act,

Right now I would like to discuss what I
believe to be a rational approach to the pesti
cide problem, one that will help restore a
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proper ecological balance and step the sense
less assault on the environment, but one that
has demonstrated it can greatly enhance the
economic position of the farm producer and
assure an adequate supply of food and fiber.

Mr. Everett Dietrick of Rialto, California,
has been in the business of integrated pest
management for 11 years, in the Ceachella
Valley. Several distinguished scientists, who
have conducted vast amounts of research In
the field of Integrated control, have called
Mr. Dietrick's work to my attention. He has
traveled to Washington at his own expense to
be here today to relate his experiences In
managing insects in the field to maintain the
populations of certain species below pest
status.

Mr. Dietrick is an entomologist who was on
the faculty of the University of California for
15 years prior to starting his own Insect man
agement business at Rialto. His professional
staff contracts with several farmers In the
Valley to balance the Insect population
biologically and by various crop management
schemes. TIle import!int part of the total
program Is that chemicals are used oniy when
essential, and then they are used sparinglY
and selectively so existing insect populations
are not destroyed. The result is a program
that does not harm the environment but
which stlll enables the producer to grow
quality crops that are free of chemical
residues.

In fact, Mr. Dietrick says one of the great
est problems with the Integrated insect man
agement program comes from nearby farms
where chemicals still are used. These chemi
cals sometimes drift Into the fields where the
Integrated program is underway, kill seg
ments of the insect population and disrupt
the entire program.

My staff has advised me that the committee
would hear Mr. Dietrick, who Is scheduled to
return to Callfornla this evening.

In the last session of Congress, I offered
an amendment to provide. additional funds
for research Into nonehemlcal means of pest
control. The Congress approved $1 mlllion
for that effort.

Of course, the United States Dl'partment
of Agriculture is conducting some research
in the area of integrated control. But it Is
abundantly clear that a high priority, IlC
celerated program is needed.

I have begun to draft legislation, for this
committee's consideration, that would pro
vide funds for pilot projects In integrated
insect management throughout the coun
try. These pilot projects wlll be large enough
and diverse enough so that the Integr!ited
control program can be adapted to the
widely-varying crop situations.

Those who have conducted research and
field work In the integrated control program
point out there is a possib11lty for slight pro
duction decline during the periOd of transi
tion from chemical use to the integrated
progl"!im. One researcher described it as the
"Withdrawal period-something like getting
a person off dope." The production decline,
if it occurs at all, lasts no longer than a
few months.

In the legislation that I am preparing, any
farmer who would suffer any loss would be
compensated for that loss, just as many are
when their crops are removed from this mar
ket due to presence of pesticide residues.

I am confident that the integrated ap
proach wll1 work. Specialists in this program
withir> the research division of the United
States Department of Agriculture are simi
larly confident. In the case of Mr. Dietrick's
work in california, it is known to work.

The legislation before this committee is a
beginning to a rational pesticides control
policy. Certainly, our present laws need re
vision to upgrade the controls we have over
chemical pesticides. This need becomes more
acute when we consider the manner in which
onr present laws, inadequate as they are,
have been enforced.

In September, 1968, the U.s. General Ac
counting Office (GAO), in a report to Con
gress, cited the fallure of the Agriculture
Department to adequately enforce provisions
of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Ro
denticide Act. GAO said the department was
only seizing unsafe or ineffective pesticides
from the initial site they were discovered
without any further action to remove the
same product from other locations.

In 1969, the House Government Opera
tions Committee issued a discomforting re
port on the "Deficiencies in Administration
of Federal investigations b;, its Intergovern
mental Relations Subcommitte, under the
chairmanship of Congressman L. H. Foun
tain.

The 71-page report represented a thorough
indictment of the Agriculture Department's
continuing fallure to administer its respon
sibll1ties under the law in accordance with
the intent of Congress.

Some of the findings:
1. Untll mld-1967, the Agricult\lre Depart

ment's Pesticides RegUlation Division falled
almost completely to carry out its respcmsl
blllty to enfcrce provisions of the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act,
intended to protect the public from hazard
ous and ineffective pesticide products being
marl,eted in violation of the Act.

2. Numerous pesticide prodUcts have been
approved for registration over objections of
the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare as to their safety without com
pliance With required procedures for resolv
ing such safety questions.

3. The Pesticides Regulation Divistl.on has
approved pesticide prodUCts for uses which
It knew, or should have known, were almost
certain to result in megal adulteration of
food.

4. The Pesticides Regulations Division has
falled to take adequate precautions to in
sure that pesticide product labels approved
for registration clearly warn users agalnst
possible hazards associated with such prod
ucts.

5. Information available to Federal Agen
cies concerning pesticide poisonings is in
adequate and incomplete. The Pesticide
RegUlation Division has falled to make ef
fective use of even the limited data available.

6. The Pesticides RegUlation Division did
not take prompt or effective cancellation ac
tion in cases where it has"rea.son to believe
a registered product might be ineffective or
potentially hazardous.

7. The Pesticides Regulation Division has
consistently falled to take action to remove
potentially hazardous prOducts from market
ing channels after cancellation of a pesticide
registration or through suspens,ion of a regis
tration.

8. The Pesticide RegUlation Division has
no procedures for warning purchasers of
potentially hazardous pesticide products.

9. The Agriculture Research Service falled
to take appropriate precautions against ap
pointment of consultants to positions in
which their duties might confilct with the
financial interests of their private employer.
Facts disclosed by the subcommittee investi
gation raised a number of serious conflict of
interest questions.

Mr. Chairman, this Is essentially the back
ground for tbe legislation that Senater Hum
phrey and I have introduced. The legislation,
S. 660, amends the Federal Insecticide, Fun
gicide and Rodenticide Act of 1947, and
changes its title to the National Pesticide
Control and Protection Act.

There is little dispute over the inade
quacies of the present laws. The National
Pesticide Control and Protection Act would
provide a rigid testing program for pesticides
in use and those being developed, it would
establish a registration system so that all
uses are better controlled and recorded and
It makes administrators of pesticide pro
grams more responsive by enabling private

Citizens'to gain easy access ,tolrilormatlon
and to initiate court action 'to insure com
pliance.

In more detail, S. 660 would do· these
things:

It would transfer authority for pesticide
regulation from the Department of Agricul
ture to the new Environmental Protection
Agency-as is provided in the President's
Reorganization Plan-with close coordina
tion by the Department of Health, Educa
tion and Welfare. (Section 2)

It would revise the existing programs for
testing (Section 8), registering (Section a,
b, c) cancelllng (Section 5-d) , and suspend
ing (Section 5-e, f) pesticides and pest con
trol devices, and provide adequate emphasis
on environmental and pUblic health safe
guards.

It would authorize the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency to re
quire that potential users of certain hazard
ous pesticides obtain-prior to purchase-a
certificate (Section 9) justifying the use. And
some pesticides could be applied by qualified
and approved pest control operators only.

It would require that all pesticides and
pest control devices be thoroughly tested
(Section 8) prior to sale by the Environmen
tal Protection Agency and the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare to dis
qUalify potentially hazardous (Section 13)
products before they are placed on the mar
ket.

It would establlsh a National Pesticide Re
search and Control Trust Fund, a fund which
would be financed by assessments on pesti
cide sales, and which would be used to cover
the expense of the regUlation program, as well
as the extensive research program (Section
18). The funding program proposed here is
not altogether adequate. It is presented
mainiy for discussion purposes. Because of
the obvious public interest in the testing and
regUlatory programs, substantial allocations
from the general fund for these programs per
haps would be appropriate.

It would allow individual citizens to bring
court suits against persons, companies or
governmental agencies for violations of the
Act or failure to enforce its provisions (Sec
tion 15).

It would enable interested parties to ob
tain access to government-held information
on pesticide regulation and research except
for data on formulas and formulations (Sec
tion 10).

It would establish control over all pesti
cides and pest control devices produced in
the United States, regardless of whether they
are shipped in intrastate, interstate or for
eign commerce (Section 5). It should be em
phasized that pesticides and devices that are
exported must (Section 4) meet all require
ments of registration in the United States
before shipment for use in any other part
of the world.

It would place emphasis on the review of
biological and non-chemical means of pest
control alternatives to the use of chemical
pesticides (Section 2-9).

It would require the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency and the
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare
to determine that benefits from the use of
any pesticide would be substantially greater
than potential detriments to the public
health, safety and welfare and the environ
ment before a. pesticide registration would be
approved (Section 5). In making that deter
mination, the two officials would be com
pelled to consider the following criteria:

A. the specificity of the pesticide and the
nature and extent of harm done to non
target organisms;

B. the persistence and mobpity of the pes
ticide or its by-prOducts and their incor
poration into non-target organisms;

C. the toxic, carcinogenic, mutagenic, tera
togenic and other health effects of the pes
ticide or its by-products;
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D. the adequacy of the knOWledge of its

effects on the public health, safety and wel
fare or the enVironment; and

E. the availabUlty of safe and effective bio
logical and nonchemical alternative means
of pest control to control the pests specified
In the registration or registration appllca
tlon.

Instead of relying on the present procedure
of reviewing research data supplled by Indus
try, the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency and the secretary of
Health, Education and Welfare would be au
thorized to conduct or contract for inde
pendent· research on those pesticides desired
to be registered.

The bill would streamllne the present can
cellation procedure by greatly reducing the
period of time for administrative hearings
and review of a proposed cancellation from
upwards of 400 days under existing law down
to 150 days under the new measure.

The suspension system itself is in need of
revision. Under eXisting law, the Department
has to determine that there exists an "Im
minent hazard to the publlc" before suspen
sion can be ordered. This condition has been
an obstacle to the immediate suspension of
a number of questionable pesticides. Under
the proposed legislation, suspenSion would
be allowed when the Administrator of EPA
or the Secretary of HEW determines that the
use of a pesticide presents a serious actual
hazard to man or the environment, or that
it presents a serious potential hazard which
may become a serious actual hazard before
cancellation proceedings can be carried out.

The blll also provides a new authority for
pesticide control-prellmlnary suspension.
Under it. the Administrator of EPA or the
Secretary of HEW could suspend use of a
pesticide for up to 90 days if there is reason
to belleve that the pesticide may constitute
a serious actual or serious potential hazard.
The suspension period would allow time for
obtaining information to support a firm
determination.

If either the Administrator of EPA or the
Secretary of HEW determine that use of a
particular pesticide would endanger the en
vironment or public health, safety, and wel
fare. the purchase and use of that pesticide
can be restricted to persons who have ob
tained a certificate for such purchase and use
from an authorized agent of the Administra
tor. In as many instances as possible, this
agent will be the local county agent or his
representative. The certificate will indicate
the specific pesticide authorized for pur
chase, the maximum amount that may be
purchased and the manner in which the
pesticide is to be used.

In addition, the use of any pesticide can
be limited to approved pest control operators
if either the Administrator of EPA or the
Secretary of HEW determine that use other
wise would constitute a serious actual or
serious potential hazard to man or the
environment.

In order to finance the expanded regula
tory functions of the proposed legislation
along with the new research responsib1l1tles,
a National Pesticide Research and Control
Trust Fund is establlshed. Assessments wlll
be made on the sale of domestic pesticides
and the importation of foreign products to
provide revenue for the trust fund.

Under the present statute, it is not clear
what the rights of individuals are for in
volvement In court actions with violators of
the law or agencies not carrying out the law.

This bill would enable a person or group of
persons who alleges injury or alleges sub
stantial harm to the environment, or who
alleges irreparable injury or harm will occur
as a result of a violation of the Act to file a
civil suit for damages or for injunctive relle!
in the district court of the United States.

In addition, an individual or group may
file for injunctive rellef against the Admin
istrator or the Secretary of HEW if either

official takes action inconsistent with the
Act or falls to take action reqUired by the
Act.

The. Agriculture Department has inter
preted the existing act as forbidding the pUb
lic release of virtually all Information ob
tained by the agency in Its regulatory func
tion. For example, there is no present way
for an Individual citizen or an Interested
scientist to review the safety data submitted
by a manufacturer to the Department either
before or after a pesticide is approved for
marketing.

The Administrator of EPA Is required by
this legislation to make avallable upon re
quest by any interested party all records
maintained in the administration of the Act
except the formulas and formulations of
pesticides that he determines to be a trade
secret and not protected by a patent or other
safeguard.

Present law does not provide regulation for
pesticides manUfactured, sold and used
within a single state and specifically excludes
pesticides producecl in the U.S. for foreign
export from the provisions of the Act.

This blll covers every pesticide and pest
control device which Is distributed, sold or
offered for sale In any State, or which Is
shipped in any State, or which Is received
from or sent to any foreign country.

Whlle It Is essential that the present pesti
cide regulatory system be substantially im
proved, the main goal should be a greatly
decreased level of use of chemical pesticides
in the United States.

This legislation" reqUires that before the
Administrator can register a pesticide he
must consider the avallablllty of safe and
effective alternative biological and non
chemical alternative means of pest control
to deal with the pests to be eliminated by the
pesticide. It also reqUires t~e authorized
agent Issuing the certificate for purchase and
use of certain pesticides to review the possl
blllty of areawide control of pests by bio
logical and non-chemical means of pest con
trol before issuing the certificate.

Reform of our pesticide law Is justified
now. The need for reform Is now. In my
jUdgment, this legislation can provide the
foundation for reform.

RURAL REVENUE SHARING
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, rural rev

enue sharing is being examined by all
segments of our Nation, rural and urban.

The rural plan is similar to the other
plans in its intent to delegate the Federal
regulating powers to the State and local
governments. These government bodies
are closer to the people who receive the
benefits from the Federal programs, and
therefore can be more responsive to the
lo<:al need for these funds.

George L. Smith, a capable agricul
tural writer and editor of the Kansas
Farmer magazine, discussed the potential
of rural revenue sharing in the ['tate of
Kansas in a recent editorial in that pub
lication. I ask unanimous consent that
Mr. Smith's editorial be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed :n the RECORD,
as follows:

NIXON WOULD RECHARGE RURAL AMERICA
[Recently] President Nixon invited mem

bers of the farm press In the midwest to
Des Moines for a briefing about agriculture
and rural America. He brought with him
four members of his Cabinet: Secretaries
Hardin, Morton, Romney and Stans. The
obVious purpose of the meeting was to ex
plain the President's Special Revenue Shar
ing proposal to the farm wrl ters knowing

that we, in turn, would pass the word along
to you.

A couple of my brother farm writers com
mented tllat the meeting was just a politi
cal exercise. Perhaps.... PoUtics or not
revenue sharing for rural America appears to
have some advantages for Kansans. Mr. Nixon
Is qUite aware of our problems. He men
tioned low farm income, Inadequate housing,
credit needs, poor health facllltles, and more.
He also pointed out the U.S. exceeds the rest
of the world in agriCUltural production by a
wider margin than we lead In any other area
or Industry. Recognizing the contributions
agriCUlture makes ... in terms of our high
standard of living, and agriCUlture's Impor
tance to the balance of payments, he said,
"For the first time agriCUlture and rural
America wlll be given due priority, which It
has not had In the past."

The President explained that it Is essen
tial for rural America to get fair and equal
treatment; essential to develop a sound econ
omy for the famlly farm, adequately financed.
He said we must develop opportunities for
education and employment or we wlll have
the continuing problem of rural erosion (mi
gration) which adds to the problems of the
cities.

Mr. Nixon admitted all this Is a big order
and there Is no simple answer. Progress
can be made, he said, through Rural Devel
opment and Revenue Sharing. He called this
a process, not a program. It calls for addi
tional funds totallng $1.1 blllion (an Increase
of 25 percent) to be spent in rural America
for education, health, transportation, envi
ronmental Improvements, housing, or for
whatever local authorities may choose.
Money would be shared with ~he states based
on need. Need would be determined by such
things as loss of rural popUlation and rural
per capita income. This, and other Informa
tion. would be applied to a formUla and the
states would get the funds automatically. A
state with high out-migration and low rural
per capita income would receive more funds
than a state with less out-migration and
higher per capita Income. Kansas would get
about $20 mlllion.

State and local governing bodies would
determine how the money would be spent.
The only Federal stipUlation Is that Special
Revenue Sharing funds be used to benefit
rural residents. We are not at the bottom
In rural per capita Income but we are near
the bottom among the states In popUlation
growth which Indicates a heavy out-migra
tion from rural areas.

Revenue sharing is in keeping with the
President's philosophy of returning govern
ment back to the people. He believes we
Kansans know more about the needs of our
state and its communities than do bureau
crats In Washington. I subscribe to that.

If some Kansas money should return
home through revenue sharing, at least the
State Legislature and other governing bodies
wlll be bound to use It to benefi t rural resi
dents. That's one part of the President's pro
posal I like. We were told that emphasis
wlll remain on trying to Improve net farm
Income 5ln<:e that is the key to a better
llfe for all rural citizens. I agree.-George L.
Smith in the Kansas Farmer

THE WORK OF THE SENATE SUB
COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE JU
VENILE DELINQUENCY, 1971
Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, as the new

chairman of the Juvenile Delinquency
Subcommittee, I should like to comment
on the work that this jUdiciary subcom
mittee has done in the past 10 years un
der the chairmanship of Senator Dodd.

I will submit for the record some of the
achievements the Senate has made to
ward the prevention of youth crime and


