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The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.

THE TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT
BOARD-APPOINTMENTS BY THE
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

Moss). The Chair, on behalf of the Pres
ident pro tempore, pursuant to Public
Law 92-484, appoints the following Sen
ators as members of the Technology As
sessment Board: The Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Sen
ator from South Carolina (Mr. HOL
LINGS), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
HUMPHREY), the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ALLOTT) , the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. DOMINICK), and the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SCHWEIKER).

FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CON
TROL ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1972
VETO MESSAGE
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

MossL The Chair lays before the Sen
ate the President's veto message on S.
2770, a b1ll to amend the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act.

The Senate proceeded to reconsider
the bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the veto mes
sage be considered as read.

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

The question is: Shall the bill pass, the
objections of the President of the United
States to the contrary notwithstanding?

The Senator from Maine is recognized.
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, my im

pression is that the consideration of the
veto is not likely to take too much time.
So far as my own remarks are con
cerned, I think I can finish them in under
10 minutes. I simply want to answer the
President's principal points.

I do not expect to prolong this eve
ning session, but I think we do need to
cover one or two points in order to make
the record to override the veto.

I think the essence of the President's
veto message is contained in the follow
ing language which I read:

Legislation which would continue our ef
forts to raise water quality, but Which
would do so through extreme and needless
overspending, does not serve the public in
terest. There is a much better way to get
this job done.

For this reason, I am compelled to with
hold my approval from S. 2770, the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments
of 1972-a b1ll whose laudable intent is out
weighed by its unconscionable $24 billion
price tag.

Mr. President, the language I have
read from the President's veto message
states quite plainly that he believes this
bill represents overspending. May I say
to the Senate that the amount author
ized in the legislation by the committees
is based on a very careful evaluation of
needs, including estimates submitted by
the administration itself.

I now read from a letter sent to the
President yesterday by Mr. Ruckels
haus, the Administrator of the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency:

The total amount of contract grant au
thority contained in the enrolled bill is

formUlated from the Administration's esti
mate of construction ·needs as submitted to
the Congress in Febnlary of this year. The
total estimate amounted to $18.1 billion.
The Federal share at 75% would amount to
$13.6 bUlion. This needs estimate did not
include any allowance for Inflation, nor did
it include funds for combined, storm, and
collection sewers, or for recycled water sup
piles. These are project ellgibilities newly
specified by the enrolled bUl.

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

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield to the Senator
from West Virgini'l.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Dick Hellman,
Phil Cummings, Bailey Guard, Barry
Meyer, and Leon Billings, staff members
from the Committee on Public Works, he
permitted to be on the floor at this time,
and also Mr. Jordan of the staff of the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER).

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

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Maine yield for 1
question?

Mr. MUSKIE. I will be happy to yield
in just a moment.

I ask unanimous consent to place in
the RECORD at this point the remainder
of the comments of Mr. Ruckelshaus on
this particular point in the President's
message.

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

The total value of construction initiated
in the near-term under the enrolled bill is
expected to correspond closely to the total
value of construction that would have been
initiated under the Administration bUl. Un
der the Administration's proposal, communi
ties were free to continue to initiate reim
bursable projects. were not constricted by
the $6 blllion authorization, and could have
SUbstantially Increased this amount. Reim
bursable projects are precluded under the
enrolled blll and the $18 blllion contract
grant authority represents a ceillng, whUe
the Administration's $6 blllion proposal rep
resented a floor. With the projected close
correspondence In total near-term value of
construction starts, the potential inflationary
impact upon the entire construction sector
would be minimized.

The total amount of contract grant au
thority contained in the enrolled blll is for
mulated from the Administration's estimate
of construction needs as submitted to the
Congress in February of this year. The total
estimate amounted to $18.1 blllion. The
Federal share at 75% would amount to $13.6
blllion. This needs estimate did not include
any allowance for Inflation, nor did it include
funds for combined storm. and collection
sewers, or for recycled water supplies. These
are project ellgiblllties neWly specifled by the
enrolled bUl.

This needs estimate prOVided to the Con
gress was constructed to support the com
mitment of the President in his State of
the Union message of January 22, 1970, to
"put modern municipal waste treatment
plants in every place in America where they
are needed to make our waters clean again.
and to do It now." This commitment was
repeated in the February 1970 Message on the
EnVironment, which enunciated funding sup
port for "every community that needs it with
secondary waste treatment, and also special,
additional treatment in areas of special need,
including communities on the Great Lakes."
The commitment was re-endorsed in the
February 1971 message on the Environment
with a statement that we shOUld proVide
"adequate funds to ensure construction of

municipal waste treatment facllitles needed
to meet water quality standards."

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield to the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. DOMINICK. I thank the Senator
from Maine.

Is my understanding correct that the
amount authorized here is still subject
to the appropriation process?

Mr. MUSKIE. Funds are made avail
able through contract authority which
is subject to the control of the President
and also the Committee on Appropria
tions. Yes. As a matter of fact, may I say
to the senator that the conferees adopted
an amendment proposed by Congressman
HARSHA to indicate clearly intent of Con
gress with respect to that point.

Mr. DOMINICK. And so the Commit
tee on Appropriations could by its action
determine what contract authority the
President would have. Is that correct?

Mr. MUSKIE. Under the amendments
proposed by Congressman WILLIAM
HARSHA and others, the authorizations
for obligational authority are "not to ex
ceed" $18 billion over the next 3
years. Also, "all" sums authorized to be
obligated need not be committed, though
they must be allocated. These two pro
visions were submitted to give the ad
ministration some flexibility concerning
the obligation of construction grant
funds.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield briefly? I would like to be
sure we are clear on this matter.

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield.
Mr. COOPER. Did I understand the

question of the Senator from Colorado
to be whether the Appropriations Com
mittees could set a limit on the amount
to be obligated?

Mr. DOMINICK. That is the question I
asked. I understood from the Senator
from Maine that the answer was in the
affirmative; that the Appropriations
Committee could set that limit.

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator.
Out of this $24 billion, $6 billion is not
subject to contract obligation. Is that
correct?

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator is correct.
Mr. President, may I say in addition

to the Senator from Colorado the amount
of contract authority may be anticipated
by the Appropriations Committee. That
is, years in the future up to 1975 the
Committee on Appropriations may set
amounts which the administration may
obligate in advance. So there is plenty of
flexibility in this bill for the President
and the Congress to control spending.

Mr. DOMINICK. I thank the Senator
for clarifying the record.

The distinguished Senator from Ten
nessee (Mr. BAKER) has been a valuable
member of the Subcommittee on Air and
Water Pollution. He has left with me a
statement to be printed in the RECORD.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the statement of the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) on this matter
may be printed in the RECORD.

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

STATEMENT By SENATOR BAKER

Mr. President, I am deeply disappointed
that President Nixon has chosen to veto the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amend
ments of 1972. I hope that my ~lleagues
wlll vote to override the President s veto.
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I am as eager as anyone to see Federal

spending held to responsible limits. I am as
eager as anyone to see a tax: increase avoided.
Nonetheless, the Congress has gone out of its
way to make it clear to the President that
the funds authorized by the water pollution
bUl did not have to be spent in their en
tirety. If the President received legal advice
to the contrary, I belie\"~ that such legal
advice was misguided.

'TIlere are many, many Federal programs
that are wasteful, and many American tax
dollars are idly spent on programs that do
not produce commensurate results. But that
is not true of the Federal pollution effort.
I have spent more time, as an individual
Senator, on environmental legislation than
on any other field of endeavor since com
ing to the congress in 1967.

I believe tl:at the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act Amendments of 1972 Is far and
away the most significant and promising
piece of environmental legislation el'er en
acted by the Congress. The goal of the legis
lation of to eliminate the discharge of pollu
tants into the waters of the United States
by 1985. Of course such a ambitious program
will cost money-public money and private
r.loney. The bill vetoed by the President
strikes a fair and reasonable balance between
financial investment a:nd environmental
quality. Study after study, public opinion
poll after public opinion poll have revealed
that the economy of this Nation can absorb
the costs of cleaning up pollution without
inflation or without n loss in economic pro
ductivIty. As I have talked with thousands
of Tennesseeans, I have found that the kind
of natural environment we bequeath to our
children and grandchildren is of paramount
importance. If we cannot swim in our lakes
and rivers, if we cannot breathe the air God
has given us, what other comforts can life
offer us?

I have not yet read the veto message of
the President. I both hope and expect that
the President's veto is not based on any lack
of commitment to the quality of the human
environment but, rather, solely on fiscal
grounds. I believe that this Administration
has an excellent record in protecting the en
vironment. William D. Ruckelshaus, the Ad
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, is among the flnest appointments
made by President Nixon, and I cannot
Imagine a more dedicated champion of the
pUblic interest. The President's council on
Environmental Quality has the potential of
becoming a major force for progressive en
vironmental improvement.

Mr. President, the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act Amendments of 1972 have twice
been approved unanimously by the Senate.
They are genuinely a bipartisan product. I
am prOUd to have worked with members of
both parties in the evolution of this legisla
tion. I hope that the vote to override the
President's veto Will, again, be both bipar
tisan and unanimous.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I think it
would be useful to Senators on both sides
of the aisle if I read a few excerpts from
the statement:

I am as eager as anyone to see Federal
spending held to responsible limits. I am as
eager as anyone to see a tax increase avoided.
Nonetheless, the Congress has gone out of its
way to make it clear to the President that
the funds authorized by the water pollution
bill did not have to be spent in their entirety.
If the President received legal advice to the
contrary, I believe that such legal advice was
misgUided.

The Senator from Tennessee also
stated in his letter:

The bill vetoed by the President strikes a
fair and reasonable balance between finan
cial investment and environmental quality.
StUdy after study, pUblic opinion poll after

public opinion poll have revealed that the
economy of this Nation can absorb the costs
of cleaning up pollution without inflation
or without a loss in economic productivity.

Finally, the distinguished Senator
stated:

Mr. President, the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act Amendments of 1972 have twice
been approved unanimously by the Senate.
They are genuinely a bipartisan product.
I am prOUd to have worked with members of
both parties in the evolution of this legis
lation. I hope that the vote to override the
President's veto will, again, be both bi
partisan and unanimous.

Mr. President, another point the Pres
ident raised in his veto message is found
in the following language on page 3:

It should be noted that doing so would
by no means terminate the existing Federal
water quality programs, because the Environ
mental Protection Agency wiil continue to
operate those programs until the merits of
a new water bill can be dealt with as a. first
order of business in the new Congress.

That point in the President's veto mes
sage is also challenged by the Environ
mental Protection Agency in its news re
lease of April 22, 1972. It stated:
Top EPA OFFICIAL WARNS WATER POLLUTION

CONTROL PROGRAM WILL BE IN DANGER UN
LESS ACTION TAKEN PROMPTLY ON LEGISLA
TION

A top official of the U.S. Environmenta.l
Protection Agency said today (April 22) that
the Nation's water pollution control program
wlll be imperiled unless Congress promptly
completes action on proposed amendments
to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act.

This warning was sounded by John R.
Quarles, Jr., Assistant Administrator for En
forcement and General Counsel.

Finally, from Mr. Ruckelshaus himself
on August 2 of this year on that point:

We cannot overemphasize the critical im
portance of the need for the Congress to
enact authority for us to continue these
programs.

Mr. President, the Congress has work
ed for 2 years to write this legislation.
On the Senate side we Bad 33 days of
hearings, and 45 days of markup to write
the bill. Then, in the House-Senate con
ference we had 39 days of sessions to
work out the differences between the two
bills. And throughout there was no party
line drawn. The bill had the support of
both parties throughout.

I cannot recall, in my entire experi
ence in the Senate of 14 years, a bill
which has had more hard work, was more
soundly weighed, had a better staff rap
port and had a more thoughtful consid
eration of the issues than this one.

The bill reflects the input, as I have
indicated not only of the Senate and of
the House but of the administration, of
the Environmental Protection Agency,
and of the President himself.

Mr. President, there is no justification
for this veto.

With respect to the bUdget impact, let
me give the Senate just one more factor
to be included in the RECORD, a table
showing the expenditures projected un
der this bill. I ask unanimous consent
that it be included in the RECORD at this
point.

There being no objectio,n, the table was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

RATE OF EXPENDITURES BY FISCAL YEAR I UNDER
AUTHORIZATIONS OF S. 2770'

(In billions)

Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal
year 1973 year 1974 year 1975 Total

Fiscal year:1973__________ $0.25 $0.25
1974__________ 1. 00 $0.30 1. 30
1975__________ 1.51) 1.20 $0.35 3.05
1976__________ 2.00 1.80 1. 40 5.20
1977 .25 2.40 2.10 US
1978__ .30 2.80 3.10
1979___ _ __ _ .35 .35

TotaL______ 5.00 6.00 7.00 18.00

I lst year, 5 percent of authorization; 2d year,,20 percent of
authorization' 3d year, 30 percent of authOrizatIOn; 4th year,
40 percent of authOrizalion; 5th year, 5 percent of authorizallon.

• Fiscal year 1973, $5,000,000,000; fiscal year 1974, $6,000,
000,000; fiscal year 1975, $7,000,000,000.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, this bill
provides an authorization for 3 years.
The table indicates that it will be spent
over 7 years. The actual spending 1n this
fiscal year-and these are based on the
administration's figures-is $250 million.

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

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield.
Mr. YOUNG. The Senator says the

money will be spent. The Government
cannot spend the money without an
appropriation. Contracts are entered
into. The appropriations are required
before the contract. So the money can
not be spent without appropriations.

Mr. MUSKIE. The money is spent as
the contracts require.

The estimate of the administration is
that the spending in this fiscal year
not the contract authorization or the
amount of the contracts, but the money
to be spent-is $250 million.

The President, 1n his message, talks
about "budget-wrecking." I assume he is
talking about spending.

The second year we would spend $1.3
billion. The third year we would spend
$3.05 billion. The fourth year' we would
spend $5.2 billion.

That is spending. It takes time to
crank up these waste treatment facili
ties. It takes time to build up the bricks
and mortar, That is why it would take 7
years to spend the money that would be
subject to contract authority 1n the next
3 years.

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

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield.
Mr. SCOTT. Assuming that the money

can be and will be committed within 3
years, then the credit of the Government
has been pledged under this contract au
thority. so that there would be an obliga
tion to appropriate the funds to meet the
contract obligations. Is that correct?

Mr. MUSKIE. Of course, there is a
commitment. The whole intent of this
bill is to make a national commitment.
The President has not submitted budgets
to us for 1974, 1975, 1976, 1977, 1978, and
1979. So when he is talking about "bUdget
wrecking," I assume he is talking about
1973. We do not have a 1974 budget to
consider. We are talking about a 1973
budget.

May I ask the distinguished Senator if
we are wrecking the budget for 1974,
1975, 1976, 1977, 1978, and 1979?
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Mr. SCOTT. Well, if the Senator will
yield further, this bill contemplates an
expenditure over a period of years, and
therefore the President's veto has to re
late to the impact on the Government,
and therefore on the bUdget, not only of
the next budget but the impact on suc
cessive budgets as it would be expected to
be felt over the period which would be
covered by this bill. Is that not correct?

Mr. MUSKIE. Yes, that is correct, but
may I say--

Mr. SCOTT. Therefore-
Mr. MUSKIE. But may I say to the

Senator, when we pass a piece of legis
lation li:te this, with its requirements im
posed on industry, with its requirements
imposed on the States, with its require
ments imposed on the local governments,
the question that faces us then is, as we
impose this commitment on them, what
commitment are we prepared to accept
on the part of the Federal Government?

This point was well debated in the
Senate when we took up this bill. I made
it clear, the committee made it clear,
that what we were asking of the Con
gress was a commitment that these peo
ple in other levels of government and the
private sector could rely upon. Of course
there is a commitment. The President 3
years ago, in his state of the Union mes
sage, said he had preempted the environ
mental issue and that he was making a
commitment.

What is that commitment? Is it related
to our needs? Is it related to something
more than our needs? Does the commit
ment involve only State and local gov
ernments? Or, does it involve us? Of
course, it involves a commitment. If It
did not, I would not be here arguing that
we should be overriding this veto.

INTRODUCTION

Mr. President, I am at a loss to explain
the President's veto of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act Amendments of
1972.

To accept the argument that the reg
ulatory and enforcement provisions of
the bill are too strict presumes that the
President has not meant what he has
said in the past.

To accept the argument that the
money authorizations of the bill are in
flationary implies that the President
thinks that we cannot afford to support
life on this planet.

And I flnd it diIDcult, Mr. President, to
put into words my reaction to the veto.

To call the President's decision "dan
gerous" falls short of adequately de
scribing the risk it asks us to take with
our rivers, lakes, and streams.

To call the President's decision "false
economy" does not describe in strong
enough terms either the President's bad
judgment or the effect of his mistake.

The House of Representatives ap
proved this legislation by a vote of 366
to 11. The Senate concurred with a unan
imous vote of 74 to zero. I cannot imagine
a congressional statement of public pol
icy that could be more clear or more
definite. I think that both Houses re
sponded to a deeply felt determination
on the part of our constituents to do what
we must, and to pay the price for water
that will support life. Now the President
has told us to ignore that resolve.

I would like to reply to the President's
veto message in his own terms-by an
swering each of the criticisms he has
made of the bill.

ALLEGED "INFLATIONARY" EFFECTS

The President has charged that the
legislation will have an inflationary ef
fect. Let me explain how the conferees
arrived at a flgure of S18 billion for the
construction grants program for fiscal
years 1973 through 1975, and why we
did not feel a lower figure could be justi
fied by the arguments which the Presi
dent has made.

The conferees spent hours and days
stUdying the problem of financing the
cleanup effort required by this new legis
lation, and specifically studying how
much money would be necessary to
achieve the objective and goals of the
act, as set forth in section 10l<a) :

To restore and maintain the chemical.
phySical and biological Intebrlty of the na
tion's waters. In order to achieve this objec
tive ... It Is the national goal that the dis
charge of pollutants Into the navigable
waters be eliminated by 1985.

And we studied the particular problem
of how much money and what level of
Federal assistance the States and cities
would need to construct the kind of
,municipal waste treatment facilities
necessary to meet those objectives. The
criteria for those facilities are set forth
in section 201 <d) :

(d) The Administrator shall encourage
waste treatment management which results
In the construction of revenue producing
facllltles providing for-

(1) the recycllng of potential sewage pol
lutants through the production of agricul
ture, sUvlculture, or aquaculture products,
or any combination thereof;

(2)· the confined and contained dispOSal
of pollutants not recycled;

(3) the reclamation of wastewater; and
(4) the ultlmate disposal of sludge In a

manner that wlll not result In environmen
tal hazards.

These policies simply mean that
streams and rivers are no longer to be
considered part of the waste treatment
process. This fact in turn means that ad
vanced waste treatment, a level of treat
ment not generally required under ex
isting law, will be required for every
community in the Nation.

That, Mr. President, is a tall order.
To set a level of funding which would
enable communities to meet it, we ex
amined the information we had received
from both the administration and from
the municipalities themselves.

In April of this year. the Environ
mental Protection Agency delivered its
annual report on the costs of clean wa
ter. That report stated that the esti
mated total cost of constructing waste
treatment facilities planned for fiscal
years 1972 through 1974 was $14.5 bil
lion. The report emphasized that these
were facilities "needed to meet current
water quality standards or enforcement
requirements"-that is, standards and
requirements less stringent, and thus
less expensive, than those mandated by
this legislation before us today.

In addition, the Senate Subcommittee
on Air and Water Pollution had re
quested the National League of Cities to
survey its members and to report to us

on their cost estimates for the construc
tion of treatment facilities to meet cur
rent needs. The League of Cities reported
a staggering need of $33 to $37 billion
over the next 5 years.

Since the President has told us that
the price tag on this legislation is too
high, let us compare the funding levels
of the bill with his own administration's
figures. Since the legislation requires
Federal participation in all funded proj
ects at a rate of 75 percent of the proj
ect's total cost, we should look at the
difference between the $18 billion author
ized in the bill for fiscal years 1973
through 1975, and 75 percent of the $14.5
billion in EPA's estimated needs for fis
cal years 1972 through 1974, or approxi
mately $11 billion; $11 billion is also the
amount authorized in the bill for fiscal
year 1973-74.

The difference of $7 billion between
what the bill provides and what the EPA
estimates indicated were required is iden
tical to the bill's 1975 authorization, a
year not anticipated by the EPA study
of cost. There were added factors that
forced the conferees to reach the $18
billion figure:

First. As I indicated earlier, the EPA
estimate was based on existing standards
and requirements. The new act will make
those requirements more stringent and
make meeting them more expensive.

Second. The old estimates did not take
into account the statutory deadlines
established by the new act. Those dead
lines will accelerate the construction
timetables in many jurisdictions, and
thus require more money in less time.

Third. The EPA estimates did not
include the costs of constructing and
reconstructing collection systems and
dealing with the problem of combined
storm sewers. In order to meet the new
requirements set forth in this act, mu
nicipalities will have to cope with these
problems and will need more money to
do so. The new act, therefore, makes
these projects eligible for Federal con
struction grants.

Fourth. The EPA estimates did not
anticipate wide, special use of joint mu
nicipal and industrial waste treatment;
the new act encourages this course as
more efficient and more economical. Even
though one-half of this industrial share
of the Federal grant will be repaid to the
Treasury, initial capital construction
costs will be higher, and the municipali
ties will need more money.

Thus, Mr. President, the conferees de
cided that $18 billion was the required
level of funding for Federal grants. None
of us were pleased that the price tag is
that high, but none of us are prepared
as the President is-to back off from
the challenge by claiming we cannot
afford to pay that price.

Mr. President, the question of adequate
funding for the construction of waste
treatment facilities has been a source
of almost constant frustration for this
Senator, members of the Public Works
Committee, and the Senate since the
grant program was expanded in 1966. It
has been frustrating because in the face
of facts which could not be more stark,
in the face of a threat to life that could
not be more real, in the face of all these
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things, there are still those in high places
who question whether we can afford to
spend this money.

At the time the Senate approved
the conference report on the bill, I
asked these questions: "Can we afford
clean water? Can we afford rivers and
lakes and streams and oceans which
continue to make life possible on this
planet? Can we afford life itself?" The
answers are the same. Those questions
were never asked as we destroyed the
waters of our Nation, and they deserve no
answers as we finally move to restore and
renew them. These questions answer
themselves. And those who say that rais
ing the amounts of money called for in
this legislation may require higher taxes,
or that spending this much money may
contribute to inflation simply do not un
derstand the language of this crisis.

Mr. President, the conferees attempted
also to reduce the possibility that this
legislation would be vetoed. In our last
conference, the able and distinguished
ranking minority member of the House
Committee on Public Works offered two
amendments which he indicated would
reduce opposition to the b111 from the
White House and the Office of Manage
ment and Budget. These two amend
ments were accepted by your conferees
and by other House conferees in order
to remove question of a veto on the basis
of the money authorized by the legisla
tion.

Under the amendments proposed by
Congressman WILLIAM HARSHA and oth
ers, the authorizations for obligational
authority are "not to exceed" $18 billion
over the next 3 years. Also, "all" sums
authorized to be obligated need not be
committed, though they must be allo
cated. These two provisions were sug
gested to give the administration some
flexibility concerning the obligation of
construction grant funds.

The President knows the intent of
those amendments. He knows that all
the money authorized in the bill would
not have to be obligated.

He knows as well as we all do that the
pollution that is killing our Nation's
waters will not abate, because we cry
"Inflation." And he knows from what
his own Council on Environmental Qual
ity has told him that it will cost more in
the end to quit than to fight. Let me read
from the economics section of the Coun
cil's third annual report:

The common property resources-air and
water-are not included in the market ex
change. They are used as free "dumps" for
consumption and production residuals. But
such dumping exacts social costs-in de
graded air and water,impaired health,loss of
fish and wlld11fe, loss of recreational oppor
tunities and aesthetic values, and added
costs of treatment necessary for downstream
water users. Environmental problems stem
largely from this fundamental failure of the
economic system to take Into account en
vironmental costs.

The traditional measure of the market
value of goods and services produced by the
economy_Gross National Product--was not
designed to reflect overall economic we:fare.
Environmental values are not now incor
porated in this accounting system. Many pro
duction and consumption activities degrade
the environment, polluting air, water or land.

This degradation is a cost, but it is not sub
tracted from the value of national output.
The measure of output, then, overstates the
real value of additional production by the
amount of the environmental costs that are
ignored. Conversely, When production en
hances the environment, the value of total
output is understated.

We are seeing more clearly the many special
costs of fallure to check enVironmental deg
radation. The failure of our economic sys
tem to take these costs adequately into ac
count in the past has spawned some of the
major environmental problems we face
today ....

The section concludes with this advise:
The costs of effectively controlllng pollu

tion are well within the capacity of the Amer
ican economy to absorb, altho"Jgh there will
be some transitional problems. Our Nation's
quest for enVironmental qual1ty can be at
tained without sacrificing a healthy, dynamic
economy. Fallure to act would cost the Na
tion dearly in health impairment, loss of
recreational resources, and a decl1ne In the
qual1ty of 11fe.

The annual report of the Council un
derlines two flaws in the President's logic.
First, investments in pollution control are
not inflationary; in fact, we would ac
tually spend more of our money and more
of our resources in failing to invest in
pollution control than we would by mak
ing the investments authorized in this
legislation. We can no longer talk about
the "hidden" costs of inaction. Those
costs are as self-evident as the lakes and
streams we can no longer use !IJ1d the
rivers that have become open sewers.
And those costs are now coming to roost
in higher and higher prices for aU our
goods and services.

The second flaw in the President's logic
is the implication that we can save money
by postponing our investment in ade
quate pollution control. There is a job
that has to be done, and the magnitude
of that task w111 not decrease with time.
In fact, the pollution of our Nation's wa
ters is becoming so widespread so quickly
that this may be our last realistic hope
to catch up. Construction costs for waste
treatment facilities rise higher and
higher as every year passes and as the
level of treatment required gets more ex
pensive to achieve.

If we entertain any serious hopes of
preserving life on this planet, the water
pollution bill will have to be paid-soon.
And it is not going to get any cheaper or
less inflationary as time goes by.

CONCLUSION

It seems to me, Mr. President, and I
think most Members will agree, that we
have reached a point in our struggle
against water pollution where as we say
in New England-we must either "flsh
or cut bait." If we are serious about re
storing the quality of our Nation's waters
to a level that wili support life in the fu
ture, then we ought to be prepared to
make some sacrifices in that effort now.
If we are not serious, then let us bury our
heads in the sand, sustain the President's
veto, and count on some unlikely provi
dence to save us from ourselves.

This bill does not discriminate against
Republicans or Democrats, industrial or
municipal polluters, small businesses or
conglomerates, private citizens or public

officials. It simply says to everybody: We
have no choice. Water pollution must
stoP. And here is a uniform, effective law
to make sure that it does.

Let us close ranks, Mr. President, over
ride this veto, and approve this bill one
last time-so that we can take home to
our constituents this week the realistic
hope for a clean environment; so that we
can leave to our children rivers and lakes
and streams that are at least as clean as
we found them; and so that we can begin
to repay the debt we owe to the water
that has sustained our Nation.

Mr. SCOTT. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. MUSKIE. I yield.
Mr. SCOTT. The President makes it

clear in this message, as he did in his
original message, that what he seeks to
accomplish he seeks to accomplish with
in the bUdgetary framework of what the
Government expects to receive by way of
revenue. The President says this program
which is not a program for $6 billion, but
a program for $24 billion, has some retro
active features in it whereby state and
local governments are reimbursed $70
million for work done between 1956 and
1966, and therefore the Senator would be
establishing a pattern which, once begun,
would reimburse State and local govern
ments for work done 6 years ago and Is a
budget-busting operation.

Mr. MUSKIE. May I ask the Senator
which budget he is talking about? Is he
arguing that we are busting the 1973
budget, which is the latest one the Pres
ident submitted, or is he saying we are
busting some budgets as yet unpre
sented?

Mr. SCOTT. I think the President's
words are clear enough. He refers to a
"commitment of a staggering, budget
wrecking $24 billion."

Mr. MUSKIE. That is not in this
budget. The President's language is not
clear.

Mr. SCOTT. That is what the Presi
dent is talking about-that you have
gone to mortgaging future budgets and
future resources of this country with a
$24 billion program, which is $18 billion
more than you started out with, and he
says-

Mr. MUSKIE. Oh, no.
Mr. SCOTT. Let me finish. He says

that a vote to override the veto is a vote
to increase the likelihood of higher taxes.
How can the Senator deny that? This
additional $18 billion has to come from
somewhere.

Mr. MUSKIE. The President speaks
with one tongue earlier and another ton
gue now. Let me read from the letter of
Mr. Ruckelshaus sent to the President
yesterday. He said: •

The total value--

Mr. SCOTT. I was referring to the
President.

Mr. MUSKIE. May I read this?
The total value of construction initiated

In the near term under the enrolled blll is
expected to correspond closely to the total
value of construction that would have been
initiated under the Administration b1ll.

So the point is that in the near term
we have not asked the country or Con
gress t<l do any more than what the
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Mr. MUSKIE. I still have the floor.
Mr. scon. I know; that puts me at

a disadvantage.
Mr. MUSKIE. And I find that the Sen

ator uses that advantage when he has
the floor. .

Mr. SCOTT. You bet I do.
Mr. MUSKIE. Let me read from Mr.

Ruckelshaus' letter again:
The total amount----contained in the en

rolled b1l1 Is formulated from the adminis
tration's estimate of construction needs as
SUbmitted to the Congress in February of
this year. The total estimate amount Is $18.1
blllion.

President did when he submitted his leg
islation. If we are talking about who is
asking for too much in the near term, I
submit the language ·of Mr. Ruckelshaus
which I have just read.

Now, so far as the future is concerned,
so far as the President's bUdget-wreck
ing language is concerned, he did not
state in that message which budget we
are wrecking.

So far as 1973 is concerned, the ex
penditure under this bill is $250 million.
I would like to ask the Senator who is
the spokesman for the President whether
he says that amount would wreck the
1973 budget. Mr. scon. If the Senator will yield,

Mr. scon. Mr. President, I certainly I think the most natural expectation in
would not allow the Senator to first pas- the world is that the head of an agency
tulate a false premise and then ask me will seek to persuade the President to
to confirm it. give that agency as much money as he

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator is citing can secure for the agency. It is impos
the President's message. Is that a false sible to have Mr. Ruckelshaus here to
premise? testify. If we did, I think he would con-

Mr. scon. I think that the Senator found the senator from Maine. But since
is doing his best to make the point that he is not here, and the Senator is reading
because this is $24 billion it really is not excerpts from a single letter, let me point
going to cost anyone anything very soon, out that the obligation of the President
and what I am saying is-- is not to consider, no matter how well

Mr. MUSKIE. That is not my point, presented, only the argument of one de-
may I say to the senator. partment or agency; he must consider

Mr. scon. What I am saying is that the total budget, and he must do what
that is obligational. It is going to cost the Senate refllSes to do, adds up the
that; what it does not cost in this budget, totals and finds out whether those totals
it will cost in the next and the next and bust the bUdget; and he says, "Here is
the next and the next and the next and another one that busts the bUdget."
the next and the next, seven of them Mr. MUSKIE. All right. The adminis
altogether. The Senator knows that, and tration did consider it, and I refer the
the Senator knows it will take taxes to Senator again to the sentence I have
pay for it. read twice:

Mr. MUSKIE. I would be impressed by The total value of construction initIAted
the Senator's argument if he addressed' for the near term under the enrolled bU! Is
it as well to llhe program which the ad- expected to correspond closely to the total
ministration has submitted, because, as ralue of construction that would have been
described by Mr. Ruckelshaus in a letter nitlated under the administration bU!.
to the President which I just read to the Now, the bill was submitted to Con-
distinguished Senator: gress, and I assume it was based upon the

The total value of construction initiated estimates submitted by the Environ
in the near term under this bill is expected mental Protection Agency, as I indicated
to correspond closely to the total value of in the other quotation from Mr. Ruckel
construction that would have been initiated shaus.
under the administration bill. Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will

What the Senator is saying, therefore, the Senator yield to me briefly?
is that when Congress proposes this level Mr. MUSKIE. I yield.
of construction, it is reckless and budget Mr. MANSFIELD. I wonder if it would
wrecking. be possible to arrive at a time limita-

Mr. scon. That is right. tion, due to the lateness of the hour and
Mr. MUSKIE. But when the admin- the mandatory rollcall. Would the Sen-

istration proposes it, it is responsible. ate agree to a vote at the hour of 1
Mr. scon. No, I am not. o'clock, or is that too short a period of
Mr. MUSKIE. I just do not buy that time?

argument. Mr. SCOTT. I have no objection.
Mr. SCOTT. No, I am not saying that. Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Mr. MUSKIE. This is the same kind of majority leader yield?

rhetoric I heard the other night on tele- Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.
vision, in a television spot that under- Mr. COTTON. I wanted to ask one
took to layout the President's record on question of the Senator from Maine on
the envirorunent.

In that spot, you know, he claimed full a matter which is quite different from
credit for the 1975 clean car bill. Well, I the interrogations he has received. Could
wrote that bill, with the help of a bi- I use up 4 minutes?
partisan committee, and the President Mr. MANSFIELD. Four minutes?
fought that bill every step of the way. Three minutes? Is that enough to argue?
Now, in an election year, he gives us a dif- Make it 3 minutes to the Senator from
ferent view of what his role was. Alabama, 4 minutes to the Senator from

We have the same problem here. The West Virginia, 4 minutes to the Senator
Envirorunental Protection Agency sub- from New Hampshire, and 2 minutes to
mitted these estimates. The Senator may the distinguished minority leader, and
not have been in the Chamber when I the rest of the time up to the will of
read that. . . the distinguished Senator from Maine.

Mr. SCO'IT. Well, I-- Mr. COOPER. May I have some time?

Or may I speak on the time of the Sena
tor from Maine?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Moss). What is the request?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Do not ask me to
repeat it again. If there is no argument,
let the Senate agree to it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to voting at 10 minutes past
I? The chair gathered that much of the
request.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Five minutes to the
Senator from Kentucky, 4 minutes to the
Senator from New Hampshire, 2 min
utes to the Senator from Pennsylvania,
3 minutes to the Senator from West Vir
ginia, 2 minutes to the Senator from Ala
bama, and the rest to the Senator from
Maine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. Who yields
time?

Mr. COnON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Maine yield on my 4 min
utes for a question?

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield.
Mr. COnON. I have no desire to go

into the merits of the contentions be
tween the distinguished Senator from
Maine and the distinguished minority
leader. The only thing that I would like
to straighten out, so that the record will
be clear, is that I think there was a.
misapprehension created, though not
knowingly. of course, in the colloquy
about the control of the appropriating
committees of the Congress.

It is my understanding, and I will be
glad to have the Senator from Maine cor
rect me if I am. mistaken, that whether
yoU talk about the spending bUdget or the
obligational bUdget, the head of the EPA
will have the authority to enter into con
tracts and obligate the Government to
honor those contracts. It is also my un
derstanding that there are certain con
trols that the President may have, but
we do not always know he is going to
have them, or how much he will exercise
them, and we have been talking I:ere for
2 days about Congress not abrogating its
control to the President.

We have had some experience, in the
Appropriations Committee, I think my
colleagues on that committee will agree,
that when the head of a department
downtown has the authority to contract
ahead, I do not know anything that the
Appropriations Committee can do about
a fait accompli. The thing that I want to
be sure that we understand, and that the
record is clear on, is that this blll, re
gardless of what checks the President has
over it, does confer upon the head of the
EPA power to enter into contracts for
the future, and if that is the case, cer
tainly the appropriating committees of
Congress and Congress itself cannot
abrogate those contracts once they are
entered into; am I right or wrong?

Mr. MUSKIE. As I understand it, the
Appropriations Committees have the au
thority to limit the amount of contract
authority that might be used. I would
assume also that the President is in a
position to control the amount of such
authority that is used by the Adminis
trator of EPA, and probably the Office of
Management and Budget as well.

May I point out to the senator that
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in the language of the authorization are
the words "not to exceed." Obviously,
those are words of control.

Mr. COTTON. If the head of the EPA
acts more quickly and more expeditiously
than Congress acts to prevent a future
event, he can obligate us, and I do not
know what the appropriating committee
is to do about it, and I think that should
be a matter of record.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

The Senator from West Virginia is rec
ognized for not to exceed 3 minutes.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
regret that in his veto message, the Chief
Executive has indicated this bill has an
unconscionable price tag. I think that is
an incorrect statement, at least from
the standpoint of my study of the
problem.

I speak as a member of the Public
Works Committee and as a conferee on
S. 2770, who has spent the better part
of 2 years participating in the develop
ment of this important legislation.

I think it is important for us to realize
that the vote in this body on the original
measure as it came from the Committee
on Public Works-86 to zero. The Com
mittee on Public Works bill contained
authorizations of nearly $20 billion. I
recall, also, that in the Senate, when
the conference report came to the fioor,
the vote was 77 to zero. The Senate has
twice recorded its unanimous support,
first for the Senate version and then for
the conference agreement.

In the House of Representatives, with
more than 300 Members of that body
veting on that body's original bill,
only 14 votes were cast against it. Later,
in that bodY, only 11 votes were cast
against the conference report.

While the Senate bill contained $20
billion and the House bill contained
about $22 billion, we came from the con
ference with $24 billion, because of the
mix of the programs of different types.
These programs were considered very
carefully, as Senator MUSKIE has said,
for 39 sessions by the conferees of the
Senate and the House.

I think that as we consider the veto
message on S. 2770, we have overlooked
one very important fact that industrial
users will return to the Federal Treasury
in excess of $4.5 billion, this being their
share-I think it is very important to
stress--of the municipal plant construc
tion. So, in reality, we are thinking in
terms of a conference report not ac
tually involving $24 billion but $19.5
billion.

As I have indicated, I regret the use of
the wording "an unconscionable price
tag." I say quietly, but earnestly, that
I do not believe it is a matter of con
science on the part of the President or on
the part of Congress. It is the judgment
of the President that is at issuE'! and the
judgment of the Senate, and later the
judgment of the House will be at issue,
and ultimately the votes of both bodies.

I recognize and appreciate the prob
lems to which the President must address
himself in making a decision in the mat
ter so important to the environmental
needs of practically every segment of
O1,lr society.

The President correctly stated that we
have degradation of the waters of this
country. I think it is essential that we
meet the responsibility, this domestic
need, this priority, which is here at home,
rather than far away.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I will try
to limit myself to the questions asked by
Senators YOUNG, COTTON, and DOMINICK.

I should like to make clear that of the
sum of $24.6 billion, $18 billion is the
sum we are talking about in contract
authority for waste treatment works. The
remaining funding is subject clearly to
appropriation authority. The $18 billion
relates to contract authority for mu
nicipal waste treatment plants.

When the Senate first passed this bill,
it authorized $12 billion. The House had
$18 billion in its bill and insisted on
sticking to that figure, but we did
change the wording in conference. Un
der the wording of the bill the House
passed it was required that the sum of
$18 billion over a period of 3 years be
subject to contract authority. Upon the
urging of the Senate with the House
agreeing that language was changed in
section 207 to state that "not to exceed"
the given amount was authorized in each
one of these years: not to exceed $5 bil
lion in fiscal year 1973, not to exceed $6
billion in fiscal year 1974, and not to ex
ceed $7 billion in fiscal year 1975.

The bill provides that when the Ad
ministrator of EPA approves plans and
specifications for those years, it then be
comes subject to contract authority, but
"not to exceed" the amount specified.
So the final figure does rest with the
decision of the Administrator of EPA.

I pointed out that in the beginning, the
first 2 years, the Administrator of EPA
said in his letter to OMB it is true that
the sums under the administration bill
and the sums to be contracted under this
bill would be about the same, because
it takes time to get the program going;
but after 3 years, the spiral would rise,
and the difference woulq then begin to
approach from a half billion dollars to
$1 billion a year. Also, the option of im
poundment is still open, and the Presi
dent could utilize that option.

In making these statements, I do not
want to argue against this bill, on which
we spent almost 2 years. The Republicans
and the Democrats here in the Senate
were all in agreement on it, and the same
was true in the House. It is possible that
even with this $18 billion we may not
meet all the needs for constructing waste
treatment plants and cleaning up the
water, but we hope we will substantially
eliminate pollution from the Nation's
waters by 1985. I simply wanted to re
spond to the questions that have been
raised. I expect to vote to override the
veto.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, along with
every other Senator who voted, I voted
for this bill when it passed the Senate.
I made a mistake. I am frank to admit
that, and I appreciate the fact that the
President has given me an opportunity
to rectify that mistake.

I feel that this bill goes far too far, far
too fast. All of us are in favor of con
trolling water pollution. A program of
this sort is in absolutely no danger what-

ever, even if we sustain the President's
veto.

Just as soon as a new Congress comes
in, a bill can be passed. If a bill can get
86 votes to none against during one Con
gress, it certainly can pass during the
next Congress.

I believe that this veto message and
this debate tonight have indicated that
this bill is not needed at this time. There
is no emergency situation. As the Sena
tor from Maine said, only $250 million
will be spent during this fiscal year. Even
if the bill does not pass, the water con
trol program is not going to come to an
end. EPA will continue to enforce the
existing program. There is plenty of time
during the next Congress.

I feel that it would be the better part
of wisdom and discretion to sustain the
President's veto and take a new look at
the bill in the next Congress and pass a
water control bill in the next Congress.
We can certainly wait until then.

I would hope to sustain the veto.
Mr. SCOTT. I yield myself my 2 min

utes.
I introduced the President's original

enVironmental package in other bills. I
supported it in another form. I have con
sistently supported and favored envi
ronmentallegislation. I will again. I hope
to have a chance to do so early next year.
I wanted to support the bill. I hoped that
it would be possible for the President
to find that he could sign it. I hoped that
he would obtain a spending limitation
under which it would have been possi
ble, in my judgment, for him to have
signed it.

We have gotten through the spending
limitation. We have once again shown
that we do not know how to add in the
Congress. When we do not know how to
add, the President has to learn how to
subtract or our troubles and our burdens
will multiply. That is our problem. The
President says in his veto message-
. .. that at least one-third plUS one of the
members in one house will be responsible
enough to vote for the public interest and
sustain this veto.

And then,
It should be noted that doing so would by
no means terminate the existing Federal wa
ter quality programs, because the Environ
mental Protection Agency will continue to
operate those programs untll the merits of
a new water bill can be dealt with as a first
order of business in the new Congress.

As the Senator from Alabama well
stated, the very argument of the Sena
tor from Maine supports the arguments
of the President of the United States.
If, as a matter of fact, in the first year
the additional money is sent, then very
little is lost by the period in which we can
enact a bill which will not in its subse
quent operation and in its ascending and
escalating costs bust future budgets. It
is not enough to say that it does not bust
the present bUdget because the commit
ments made before very long, added to
the commitments made each year, will
bust a lot of bUdgets.

Therefore, I am reluctantly going to
have to take a position contrary to my
own interests, and my own consideration,
and probably contrary to what would be
a politically expedient vote.
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Mr. MUSKIE. I shall not take but a
minute longer, but would like to say that
the vote I ask the Senate to cast is not
a politically -expedient vote. There has
been a. unanimous view of committees of
both Houses, unanimous on both sides
of the aisle, that this kind of effort must
be launched. This conclusion was not
reached idly, as I have indicated earlier
and recited in an effort to eXDlain it:

To delay is not the casual kind of
consequence' suggested .by the. distin
guished .. Senator' from Alabama. Two
hundred .and fifty' million dollars and
no more can be spent the first year be
cauSe it takes time, a -lot of leadtime,
to build the plants. We have taken 2
years just to write the bill. It came after
it lot of sweat and hard work by a great
many dedicated Senators andRepresent-
atives. . .

This bill, if it is vetoed, and the veto
is sustained, I assure the Senate, and
the distinguished minority leader, and
the Senator from Alabama in particular,
it will take a long time for Congress to
act on .this kind of legislation again.
Thus, I urge the Senate to get towork
and to get the country started to work
cleaning up our waters. This bill will do
it. It is a good piece of legislation. It is
the sort of thing the President, I thought,
was asking for 3 years ago. This is what
he was asking of us when he criticized
us a few. weeks ago for not enacting his
environmental legislation. He did not ex
clude this bill from the list of 24 that
he castigated us about.

He did not say, "We want 801124 except
the water pollution bill." He criticized us
for not passing anything.

Here is the most important of them all,
the most important water pollution bill
we have had to consider in Congress in
the history of the country.

I urge the Senate to override the veto.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I do not

want this debate to close without some
body mentioning: Where are we going
to get the money?

I ask, Where are we going to get the
money?

Down home, in the State legislature,
when someone was asked what he was
going to do about getting the money, he
would say "Appropriations."

I suppose that is what we are going to
have to do here. But who is going to
vote to raise the taxes to pay for the
money in this bill? We have been talk
ing about ceilings. We have been talking
about restraints, restrictions and prerog
atives.

I voted for the bill. I knew what was in
it, but I do not know when we are going
to start putting the brake on here. So at
least I do raise the point, so that those
who read the RECORD may see the ques
tion in print: Where is the money going
to come from?

I do not know the answer.
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the

Senator from Mississippi yield?
Mr. STENNIS. I do not have the time,

r do not believe; but I am glad to yield.
Mr. ALLEN. I should like to ask the

Senator, inasmuch as the Senator from
Maine says that it was projected that a
quarter of a billion dollars would be
spent during this fiscal year, which of

course would last on to the first of June,
would it not be possible, when the new
Congress meets in January, to get
through an authorization bill which
would allow that some $250 million to be
spent during this fiscal year, as projected
by the Senator from Maine, in a some
what reduced program?

Mr. STENNIS. I would think we can
pass a bill. I do not say' that this is a
bad bill. I appreciate the work which
has been done on it, and the work its
forerunners did on it, too. The Senator
from Maine is entitled to a great deal
of credit. I will support any reasonable
amount for a water pollution control
bill. But my point is, on the basis of the
fact: Where is the money going to come
from, that we have run a. deficit of $100
billion over the past 3 years, counting
the current fiscal year as 1 of those
3 years, and we have a budget before us
this time that, with all due deference to
the President, is an intended deficit of
around $25 billion. This thing goes on
and on arid on. Someone, sometime, if
our system of goverment is going to sur
vive, will have to provide the money to
pay for all this. Some Congress is going
to have to do that.

I think it is just pitiful around cam
paign time that no one is going to be in
favor of a tax ihcrease, or even make a
suggestion that there is going to be one,
unless we are going to reduce our ex
penditures rather than increase them.

I am concerned about this, as I know
many are. I take my blame for the over
spending. We are all guilty to a degree.
But r think a more modest bill certainly
would be in order. We had $30 billion
just a few weeks ago for money we do
not have and it will be distributed all
over the country-how much each village
will get, each town, each county, each
State and city. It encouraged me to vote
against that bill as a matter of plain
commonsense.

At least, r have had my say here. I
have raised the point. r want the RECORD
to show it. Somebody must say it: Where
are we going to get the money?

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, first of
all, I suspect that the Senator from Mis
sissippi and I might disagree as to how
the priorities of our spending might be
modified to take care of this program.
I am not going to get into that here to
night; but the question the senator has
raised could be applied to the space pro
gram, the defense program, and across
the board. But we are not going to settle
those priorities in this debate.

As far as the Senator from Alabama
is concerned, may r say to the Senator
that r am not interested in spending this
kind of money unless we have tough re
quirements, tough enforcement require
ments, and get this kind of policy 'o\Titten
into the law and approved by Congress.
That will not be an easy task. Why did
we spend 39 days of sessions on this bill?
To rewrite it and include these tough
policy requirements is not going to be
easy. It will take months-perhaps
years-of effort.

r urge the overriding of the veto of
this bill.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, it is dif
ficult to take exception to much if not

most of what the President has to say
in his veto message.

As a member of the Public Works Com
mittee I did my best to try to hold the
line on such items as the retroactive
grants for completed work and on
the size of the Federal contribution. I,
too, am convinced that the necessary
work could have been set in motion
at far less cost to the Federal Treasury
although not at the low cost suggested
in the administration bill.

Unfortunately r and other like-minded
members of the Public Works Committee
proved to be in the minority; and we
saw the cost of the Senate bill added to
by the House.

r will not vote to override the Presi
dent's veto, however, for the following
reasons:

First, the delay in coming forward with
new water pollution legislation has al
ready proven enormously costly. r feel
we are simply beyond the point where we
can afford further delays; and by "af
ford" I speak in terms of total environ
mental and economic costs.

Second, r believe that a further delay
would be more likely to lead to still more
expensive legislation than that which the
President has vetoed. I therefore feel that
to sustain the veto could prove contra
productive.

Mr. President. r recognize that we can
not continue to expend far more money
than we take in without the most serious
consequences-renewed infiation or in
creased taxation. If it should become
necessary to raise taxes ill order to meet
the cost of this and other legislation ap
proved by this and future Congresses
then we must be prepared to raise more
taxes or find ways of trimming expendi
tures in other areas. One area which
might fruitfUlly be investigated is the
possibility of establishing a federal user
tax on waste treatment facilities to be
applied in part to the cost of the Fed
eral Water Pollution Control Act.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, as Sen
ators know, the President has vetoed the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act of
1972. He complained that this legisla
tion authorized the expenditure of an
infiationary amount of money and im
plied that it was reckless and excessive.

All of us here know that the original
Senate bill, S. 2770, required nearly 2
full years to develop and was overwhelm
ingly approved by the Senate. Last No
vember, we supported it with a 72-0 vote.
A few month later, the House approved
H.R. 11896, their version of the bill, by a
380-14 vote.

A conference was agreed to on May 1
and from then until the end of Septem
ber, conferees met 39 times before sub
mitting a conference report. Again, the
Congress overwhelmingly supported wa
ter pollution control legislation. The Sen
ate by 74-0 vote and the House by
366-11.

By passing this legislation, Congress
has clearly demanded that the Federal
Government make a substantial commit
ment to cleaning our waterways.

Congress has said that it wants to see
the end of community and industrial dIs
charges by 1985. This will be enabled by
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the meeting of firmer interim standards.
Congress has gone on record supporting
national eIDuent standards so that indus
tries will no longer be able to relocate to
a community of less stringent pollution
standards and the apportionment of
funds to curtail water pollution among
the states on the basis of need. Congress
has provided the Environmental Protec
tion Agency with the authority to curb
discharges through a permit system with
penalties for violations. Furthermore,
Congress has said that it is willing to
commit the funds necessary to reach
these goals and standards.

Now, with very significant congres
sional support for this legislation, what
sort of leadership do we see from the
White House. We noticed Mr. Nixon's at
tempts to weaken the House bill. For
tunately, most of his provisions were
omitted during the conference. Now we
are told that Congress is reckless and
naive about this issue. I submit that the
Congress is merely refiecting the wishes
of the people who have sent us here to
Washington.

These people are wisely saying that
they have endured dangerously filthy
rivers, streams, and oceans for too long.
They are not content with a country in
which 90 percent of the watersheds are
more than moderately polluted. They
want to be able to swim and fish in the
waters that fiow near their homes. They
want to enjoy clean waters just as much
as they want to enjoy clean air. I believe
this guarantee is provided by the bill
which the President vetoed tonight.

I have been actively concerned about
the problems of water pollution for some
time. New Jersey has two substantial
problems which must be confronted.
First, the ocean off New Jersey's coast
has been devastated with the dumping
wastes. Second, the large amount of in
dustry in New Jersey necessarily requires
a means of disposing of its wastes. For
too long, they have relied on the rivers
and streams.

It is estimated that nearly 90 percent
of the sewage sludge dumped into U.S.
coastal waters each year is dumped
within 6 miles of the New Jersey coast.
The deleterious effect of this regular
dumping off Sandy Hook and Cape May
has resulted in the creation of "dead
seas" where marine life fit for human
consumption cannot survive.

This most serious dumping problem
has adversely affected the tourist indus
try as swimmers who emerge from the
surf are covered with itchy, slimy sub
stances and the shellfishing industry.
These problems led me to introduce leg
islation over the last several years to es
tablish new regulations for ocean dump
ing.

I am most gratified that the final bill
included major features of the legisla
tion I introduced. It immediately pro
hibits the dumping of toxic materials,
including biological, chemical, and radio
active warfare materials in offshore
ocean areas. Furthermore, it sets stand
ards under which a permit must be is
sued by the Administration of EPA for
any discharge of sewage sludge into the
contiguous zone or the oceans. These
standards will take into account the ef
fect of disposal of pollutants on human

health and welfare, on marine life, and
on recreational and economic values.

Now, after the extensive development
and the near unanimous passage of this
landmark legislation, we are faced with
a Presidential veto. In my judgment, the
President is being blatantly irresponsible.
Water pollution is an urgent problem
which we must start confronting. While
Congress provides the machinery and the
money, the President backs down. He has
condemned the most significant, respon
sible program Congress has developed to
reverse the dangerous trend to more se
vere water pollution.

At the same time, he does not mention
the fact that he has withheld $1.07 billion
of the $1.65 which Congress authorized
and appropriated for construction of
water pollution abatement facilities dur
ing fiscal year 1972. Mr. President, I can
assure you that this money which was
impounded is sorely needed by many
communities in New Jersey that want to
solve their water pollution problems but
do not have the fiscal capability. I am
wondering why this relativelY modest
amount of money was not spent, why the
President is dragging his feet on this vital
national problem.

While Mr. Nixon tells us that the wa
ter pollution bill is vastlY too expensive,
he pursues and spends freely in areas
which are much more closely questioned
here by all Americans. The Department
of Defense is the prime example. For
fiscal year 1972, DOD requested $73.5
billion and Congress appropriated $72.8.
For fiscal year 1973, DOD requested
$79.5 billion, an increase of $6 billion, but
fortunately the Congress had the good
sense to pare this down to $74.3 billion.

I have wondered where Mr. Nixon's
fiscally responsible evaluation was when
approximately $2.5 billion was paid out
during fiscal years 1970-71 for feed
grain, sugar, and wheat subsidies.

Another point which I must bring up
in the course of this discussion is the
cost of the war which continues to drain
the Federal economy. In his first year as
President, Richard Nixon said that the
war would be over by 1972 and would no
longer be a major issue tearing the coun
try apart. However, let us look at the
situation in Indochina today.

This year Mr. Nixon has undertaken
the highest level of bombing of the war.
It is estimated that the bombing of Indo
china this year alone will cost over $3
billion. However, this is not sufficient for
him. He has also mined Haiphong Har
bor and increased markedly the size of
the 7th Fleet off Indochina.

Many of us in the Congress seriously
question these expenditures which I have
mentioned. But very few-at last count
only 11 in both Houses of Congress-op
pose the idea of restructuring and re
alistically funding a water pollution con
trol program.

I think Mr. Nixon has chosen the
wrong time and the wrong issue to im
pose a veto. I believe he has failed all
Americans, by providing negative leader
ship on this vital matter. He has taken
a dangerous position by suggesting we
delay the beginning of a massive water
pollution control program.

Tonight, I urge my colleagues here in
the Senate to disregard Mr. Nixon's ill-

conceived advice on this matter,and
firmly override his veto.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, there can
be no doubt as to the critical need for
cleaning up the Nation's waterways by
establishing strict pollution standards
for industries and municipal plants. The
clean water bill authorizes the Federal
Environmental Protection Agency to en
ter into contracts totaling $18 billion for
construction of waste treatment facili
ties. The Federal Government would pay
up to 75 percent of the costs of such
projects and states and localities 25
percent.

The bill also provides for some $6.4
billion to reimburse municipalities for
plants that had been built in anticipa
tion of Federal aid, and would help to
finance research, demonstration projects,
low-interest loans to small businesses
for pollution control equipment, and
elimination of toxic pollutants in sludge
on river bottoms.

The President, having sought $6 bil
lion, with the Federal share at 50 percent
of costs, has termed the bill "infiation
ary" because it is more than triple the
amount of money requested for grants
to localities to build sewage treatment
plants.

Because of the vital need for waste
treatment facilities throughout the Na
tion and in minois, where the estimated
construction costs for such plants over
the next 3 years total $910 million, I re
gard this as a matter of the highest pri
ority. Indeed, I concur in the views of
EPA's Administrator, Bill Ruckelshaus,
that on fiscal grounds alone there would
be no appreciable increase in outlays in
the current fiscal year above what is in
the President's budget and outlays next
year could be held to $33 million. The
major increase would come in the latter
part of this decade and in the 1980's.

This bill constitutes a landmark step
forward toward control of water pollu
tion by supplementing water quality
standards-that is, the stream by stream
determination of how much pollution can
be absorbed-with uniform eIDuence
standards for the Nation, specifying what
pollutants can be dumped in waterways.
The present program to control indus
trial waste initiated by the President was
literally brought to a halt by a court de
cision nearly a year ago. Unless this bill
becomes law, the President's program for
requiring permits for industrial wastes
will be undermined, and the ability of
States and localities to reduce municipal
wastes will be severely impaired. I there
fore must vote to override the President's
veto.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Maine has expired.
All time has expired. Under the previous
order, the Senate. will now proceed to
vote on the question, Shall the bill pass,
the objections of the President of the
United States to the contrary notwith
standing?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the Constitution and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce

that the Senator for New Mexico (Mr.
ANDERSON), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr, BAYH) , the Senat{)r from Texas
(Mr. BENTSEN), the Senator from Missis-
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 52, and the nays are 12.
Two-thirds of the Senators present and
voting having voted in the affirmative,
the bill, on reconsideration, is passed, the
objections of the President of the United
States to the contrary notwithstanding.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

THE MYTH OF THE
"BLOODBATH"

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, with all
that has been written about the Vietnam
war it is not often that we are able to
be moved by yet another piece of writ
ing. Yet this must be the effect on any
one who objectively reads the recently
released report by D. Gareth Porter of
Cornell University entitled, "The Myth
of the Bloodbath: North Vietnam's Land
Refo.rm Reconsidered." Toward this end
I ask that the report be reprinted in its
entirety at the conclusio.n of my short
remarks.

Its findings are contained in the title
it exposes as myth the notion made pop
ular by the Nixon administration that
the land reform period of 1953 to 1956
was characterized by a deliberate reign'
of terror against former foes o.f the North
Vietnamese leaders. Who can deny the
!Yl.~nst:ruus mL hi'r· indeed the disas-

EMERGENCY HEALTH PERSONNEL
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1972

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay I!lefore the Senate a mes
sage from the House of Representatives
on S. 3858, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to improve the pro~

gram of medical assistance to areas with
health manpower shortages, and for oth
er purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore ,the Senate the following message:

Resolved, That the House concur In the
amendments of the Senate numbered 1 and
2 to the bll1 (S. 3858) entitled "An Act to
a.mend the Public Health service Act to Im
prove the program of medical assistance to
areas with health manpower shortages, and
for other purposes."

Resolved, That the House Insists on .its dis
agreement to the amendments of the senate
ntunoe.red 3 and,4 to the .aforesaid bill.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I move
that the' Senate recede from its position
on amendments 3 and 4.

The motion was agreed to.

Scott
, Stennis
Young

ter-this misplaced belief has visited on
us through our tortured rationalization
for continuing the war?

It is of course on.ly a short step from
swallowing the story. of the "earlier
bloodbath" to imagining the "slaughter"
of the vanquished South Vietnamese or
the full-scale attack on American troops
on the beaches as they finally quit the
country. Such a view fits neatly with the
common tendency to picture all enemies
as bloodthirsty, fanatical, irrational,
broadly unpopular with their own people
and ready to wreak their vengeance on
them at the slightest whim. How tragic
our misguidance.

The reason this Cornell study is so im
portant, of course, is that the bloodbath
story is as we all know, one of the prin
cipal arguments the administration has
used for remaining in Vietnam-or, if
you do not believe we are remaining, for
doing what we have been doing there
these last 4 years. Some of us attacked
the thesis on the grounds that the blood
baths are daily bringing to that sad
country and region through our cam
paign of massive air strikes surely ex
ceeds any likely kUling of Vietnamese by
other victoriousVietnamese. Now we find
in the Porter report that there Is very
convincing evidence that even the earlier
"bloodbath" was in fact a hoax in num
bers and extent. What a cruel way to play
with American public opinion to gain
support for this perversion of policy of
destroying life in order to save it.

lt is nearly inconceivable to me that
an administration would base so much of
its conduct of the war on a thesis so
scantily researched, so little thought out,
and so highly speculative. With such vast
resources in the administration devoted
to foreign affairs-or at least military
ones-why was so little research done to
support or refute the bloodbath story?
Whereis the scholarship on the admin
istration's side or was it in fact a matter
of extrapolating the experience of a few
villages plus a mountain of hearsay from
others?

If there has been sloppy scholarship on
this crucial point the State Department,
tbeDepartment of Defense, and the Na
tional Security Council must share a
major portion of the blame. And if there
were darker motives behind the perpetu
ation of this myth-if myth it be-then
we should hold the administration fully
accountable. We are constantly reminded
of how quick the administration is to play
fast and loose with statistics, as for ex
ample, the President's assertion last July
when justifying his POW stand that
15,000 French prisoners were never ac
counted for after France quit Indochina.
The French Veterans Ministry subse
quently stated that the figure was 6.200
and that the last French prisoners were
returned less than 3 months after the
Geneva agreements were concluded.

I commend the reading of the Cornell
report to each and every colleague for its
implications are powerful and strip away
still another "reason" for doing what
our country is do.ing in and to Vietnam,
and I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the report is
or;pred to be printed in the RECORD,as
fOllows: '

Stevens Tunney
Stevenson Wllliams
Symington
Taft

NAY8-12
Ervin
Fannin
Hansen
Hruska
Jordan. Idaho

NOT VOTING-36
Eastland Metcalf
Edwards Mlller
Fong Montoya
Goldwater Mundt
Gurney Pearson.
Harris Saxbe
Hartke Sparkman
Hatfield Spong
Holllngs Talmadge
Hughes Thurmond
McClellan Tower
McGee Welcker

Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bayh
Bellman
Bentsen
Boggs
Brock
Cannon
Cook '
Curtis
Dole

Roth
Schwelker
Smith
Stafford

Allen
Bennett
Byrd.

Harry F .• Jr.
Cotton

sippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the Senator from
Louisiana (Mrs. EDWARDS), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS) ; the Sena
tor from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the Sen
ator from South Carolina (Mr:' HOL
LINGS), the Senatol"from Iowa (Mr.
HUGHES), the Senat{or from Montana
(Mr.. METCALF) , the .. seriator.. from New
Mexico (Mr, MONTOY,"'>, the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), the Sen
ator from Virginia (Mr. SPONG), the Sen
ator from Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE) , and
the Sen.ator from Arkansas (Mr. MCCLEL
LAN) are necessarily ttbsent. I' also an...
nounce that the Senatoifrom Wyoming
(Mr. MCGEE) and the. Senator from
Nevada (Mr. CANNON) are absent on offi
cial business.

On this·' vote, the Senator from' Iowa
(Mr. HUGHES) is paired with the Senator
from'· Mississippi (Mr. EASTLA.ND). '

If present and' voting, .the Senator
froin Iowa would vote "yea.'" and th,e Sen
ator from. Mississippi would vote "nay!'

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr HOLLINGS) i the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CANNON); and the' Senator from
Arkansas, ,(Mr. MCCLELLAN), would vote
"yea!" " .

Mr: .GRIFFIN. I anno.unce that the
Senator froin Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT) , the
Senators from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER and
Mr; BROCK) , the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. BELLMaN), the Senator from Dela
ware (Mr. BOGGs), the Senator from Ne
braska (Mr. CURTIS), the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. DOLE), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. FONG), the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER), theSenator
fro.m Florida (Mr.. GURNEY) , the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Sena
tor from Io.wa (~r. MILLER), the Sena
to.r from Kansas· (Mr. PEARSON) , the Sen
ato.l" from Ohio. (Mr. SAXBE) , the Senato.r
from South Caro.lina(Mr. THURMOND)
the Sellator from Texas (Mr. TOWER)'
and the Senato.r fr,om'connecticut (Mr:
WEICKER) are neyessarily absent.

The Senator, from Kentucky (Mr.
COOK) is absent on. official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.
" If present and voting, the Senator from
Texas' (Mr; TOWER) and the Senator
from, Iowa ,(Mr. MILLER) would.· each
vote "yeil.!' . ,

On this vote, the Senator from Tennes
see (Mr. BAKER).' and' the Senator from
Delaware (Mi"; BOG'Gs) are paired with
the Senator from Nebfaska (Mr. CURTIS).
If present aIldvdting, the. Senator from
Tennessee ,and the Senator from Dela
ware would each vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Nebraska would vote "nay!'

The y~as and nays resulted.c.-yeas 52,
nays 12, as follows:

[:No. 571 Leg.]
YEAS-52

Aiken' Fulbright Mathias
Beall Gambrell' McGovern
Bible Gravel McIntyre
Brooke Griffin Monda.le
Buckley Hart Moss
Burdick Humphrey Muskle
Byrd. Robert C. Inouye Nelson
Case Jackson Packwood
Chiles Jav1ts Pastore
Church Jordan. N.C.' Pell
Cooper Kennedy Percy
Cranston Long ProXIll1re
DomlnJck .!.~o"'!u"l·n Ran:lc1ph
Ea;letcn ••'M£IU!1.cld . . Rlbicolf
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