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priation from Congress, obligate our
Government to the extent-I cannot re
call the exact figure, but in this bill it
would mean some $2 billion, in round
figures, for subsequent years.

Mr. President, it seems to me that this
is one of the most far reaching pieces of
legislation that has come before the Sen
ate in the 2 years I have served in this
body. I cannot conceive that the Senate
would adopt tllis language. I cannot con
ceive that Congress would adopt this lan
guage.

Not many weeks ago, 15 or 18 or 20
Senators took to the fioor of the Senate,
including and led by, I believe, the dis
tinguished, able, and splendid majority
leader, together with the Senator from
Arkansas and the Senator from Oregon,
to say that Congress has given too Inuch
power to the Chief Executive, has given
too much power to the executive branch
of the Government. I concur in that
thought. They were speaking mainlY-I
joined them that day-about foreign pol
icy. I concur that we have given too much
power to the executive branch with re
gard to the handling of foreign affairs.
It is time we get back some of that power.

The pending measure seeks to give to
the executive branch of the Government
additional power with respect to han
dling the Nation's finances, putting bil
lions of dollars into the hands of non
elected officials, money that has not even
been appropriated.

Section 9 of article I of the Constitu
tion reads:

No Money shall be drawn from the Treas
ury, but in Consequence of Appropriation
made by Law.

I submit that the proposal submitted
by the Senate committee in section 405
<b), page 135 of the pending measure,
would grant a power to an official in the
executive branch of the Government
which that official should not have and
no other official should have.

Under the Constitution, the Memhers
of Congress-the Representatives of the
people-are the only ones who have the
power to appropriate money which has
been taken from the taxpayers of our
Nation.

The purpose of my amendment is to
delete that language. I do not plan to
call up the amendment today. I prob
ably will call it up tomorrow. But I did
wish to make these few remarks tonight.

I thank the Senator from Mississippi
for yielding.

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

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield to the
Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Does the amendment
of the Senator from Virginia contem
plate striking the material appearing on
page 135 of the bill and identified as
lines 6 to 17, inclusive?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. The Senator
is correct. It refers to the language which
appears on page 135 of the bill, begin
ning at line 6 and extending through
line 17.

Mr. LAUSCHE. That language gives
to the Commissioner of Education the
power to enter into agreements and to
make them binding obligations upon the

United States, whether or not there has
been appropriate legislation passed.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. The Senator
is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator from Vir
ginia takes the position that such broad
power should not be given to any member
of the Government, thus eliminating the
requirement that no money shall be
spent except as duly appropriated by
Congress?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. The Senator is
exactly correct in his interpretation.

Mr. :':..AUSCHE. I thank the Senator.

WHOLESOME MEAT ACT-CONFER
ENCE REPORT

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I call up
a privileged matter.

I submit a report of the committee of
conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill CH.R. 12144) to clarify
and otherwise amend the Meat Inspec
tion Act, to provide for cooperation
with appropriate State agencies with re
spect to State meat inspection programs,
and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the report.

(For conference report, see House pro
ceedings of today.)

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the re
port was signed by all conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that the report is signed
by all of the Senate conferees.

Mr. HOLLAND. My understanding is
that the report is signed by all Senate
conferees and that all but two of the
House conferees signed the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Presiding
Officer.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
for the immediate consideration of this
conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the Sen
ate and House conferees on the meat in
spection bill reached an amicable agree
ment yesterday which I feel provides for
the type of inspection service most of us
envisioned when the bill was being de
bated in the Senate last week.

Essentially, the Senate bill differed
from the House-passed measure in seven
major instances:

First. The Senate bill included a sub
section requiring annual reports on the
administration of the imported meat pro
visions of the act. This is the Hruska
amendment. I am glad to say that the
House conferees accepted this with an
amendment clarifying and simplifying
reporting requirements related to the
handling of imported meat and meat
products.

I see on the floor the distinguished
senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA].
I understand he agreed to and partici-

pated in the drafting of the modified
wording.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield to
the senator from Nebraska.

Mr. HRUSKA. The amendments made
to the amendment of the Senator from
Nebraska were discussed both with the
manager of the bill, the Senator from
New Mexico, and also the Senator from
Minnesota. I believe the changes made
are very beneficial and point up the
amendment so it will be much more ef
fective for the intended purpose.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
That was my understanding. I am glad
to have it confirmed.

Second. The Senate measure continued
a provision in present law which gives
the Secretary of Agriculture authority to
exempt certain retail butchers and re
tail dealers from the application of full
Federal meat inspection. On this amend
ment the House was adamant and the
Senate conferees had to recede. The pro
vision was deleted from the conference
substitute. In this regard I have a letter
from Mr. Mehren, Assistant Secretary of
Agriculture, which shows in detail that
the existing practice was being phased
out anyway.

I present that letter and ask unani
mous consent to have it printed in the
RECORD at this point.

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

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE.
Washington, D.O., December 5, 1967.

Hon. SPESSARD HOLLAND,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR HOLLAND: The Department
has been requested to furnish a statement of
its policy on the application of the authority
for retail exemption certificates under the
legislation now being considered by the Con
ference Committee on H.R. 12144. I have
outlined below the policy we would follow.

1. The exercise of authority for retail
exemption certificates Is now discretionary
with the Secretary.

2. All such plants operating under ex
emptions currently must meet all sanitary
requirements.

3. As a matter of Department policy, the
Meat Inspection Division Is not granting any
further exemptions under tWs authority.

4. Further, the number of plants now
operating under exemption is gradually being
reduced with the eventual goal to eliminate
these exemptions.

5. 'TIle same standards are applied to all
holders of certificates. In view of the fore
going, the Dcpartment would not cOl:tem
plate the application of exemptions to mtra
state plants.

Sincerely yours.
GEORGE L. MErlREN.

Assistant Secretary.

Mr. HOLL!\ND. Therefore, I feel that
the loss of this amendment means little.

Third. The Senate amendment deleted
a provision in the House-passed bill
which would have permitted the Sec
retary of Agriculture to grant exemp
tions in the District of Columbia and
unorganized territories from the applica
tion of the act. The House conferees
receded with an amendment which
denies exemptions in the District of
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Columbia, but permits exemptions in un
organized territories.

Under the conference bill Federal in
spection will prevail in the District of
Columbia.

Fourth. The Senate amendment sub
stituted the term "at least equal" in lieu
of the term "comparable" to describe the
standards which States must meet in
order to qualify for Federal assistance
under the act. The House conferees
receded on this provision.

This means that the State statutes, in
order to be approved by the Secretary of
Agriculture, must be held by him to be
at least equal to the requirements of
Federal standards.

Fifth. The Senate amendment in
cluded a provision requiring that the
appropriate State law specifically permit
access by the Secretary of Agriculture in
order for such law to be considered at
least equal to the requirements of title II
of the Federal Meat Inspection Act. The
House receded on this provision also.

Sixth. The Senate amendment pro
vided for the extension of Federal inspec
tion to aU intrastate operations under
three circumstances: First, upon request
of a GDvernor who waived the applica
tion of State law in order to permit im
mediate Federal inspection; second, upon
.a finding that the State has not, within
a prescribed period of time-no later
than 3 years from the date of enactment
of this legislation-developed an inspec
tion system at least equal to the Federal
system; and, third, if the Secretary finds
any plant is distributing adulterated
products dangerous to the public health.
The House conferees accepted the sec
ond and third instances, but refused to
accept the provision which would have
permitted the Governor of a State to
waive the waiting period and request
Federal inspection immediately.

Seventh. The Senate amendment re
quired more detailed reports concerning
the operation and administration of the
act to be submitted annually to the Com
mittee on Agriculture of the House and
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry of the Senate. The House conferees
agreed to accept this provision.

There was some discussion within the
conference concerning the application
of Federal standards regarding plant
construction and other structural re
quirements. In order to clarify the posi
tion of the Department of Agriculture
we requested an explanatory letter,
which I now offer for the RECORD, and
which I ask unanimous consent to have
included in the RECORD as a part of my
remarks.

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

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.O., December 5,1967.

Hon. SPESSARD L. HOLLAND,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HOLLAND: TWs letter is
written in response to your request made
at the meeting of the conference on HE.
12144 for information regarding plant con
struction requirements in connection With
the Federal Meat Inspection Program.

The eligibility of an establishment for in
spection under the Federal Meat Inspection
Program is based upon a combined evalua-

tion of the operating procedures used by
the establishment and the building con
struction and physical facilities rather than
upon a separate evaluation of these factors.
As a result of many requests a gUide to plant
construction and equipment has been put
together for use by industry operators, archi
tects, engineers, and other Government
officials (foreign and domestic) interested
in the sanitary handling of products with
in an establislunent. The guide is a collection
of recommended minimum standards. How
ever, a gTeat variety of arrangements, build
ing materials, and equipment have been
considered acceptable so long as they lend
themselves to the production under sanitary
conditions of clean wholesome product.

The only mandatory construction re
quirements Bre set forth in general terms
in the regulations. These requirements relate
directly to maintenance of sanitary condi
tions for the production of Wholesome meat.
For example, "The floors, walls, ceilings,
partitions, posts, doors, and other parts of
all structures shail be of such materials,
construction, and finish as will make them
susceptible of being readily and thoroughly
cleaned."

The Secretary has responsibll1ty under
the statutory authority to insure that meat
and meat food prodUCts are produced under
sanitary conditions which will result in the
production of wholesome food. Therefore,
the only bUilding construction or equipment
requirements mandatorily prescribed under
or contemplated by the statute are such as
are necessary to insure sanitary conditions
in the light of operating procedures which
are to be used in the establishment.

Sincerely yours,
RODNEY LEONARD,

Deputy Assistant Secretary.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I feel
that we have a good bill before us; one
that will provide consumers with assur
ance that all meat will be wholesome and
clean. And further, one that will not
wreak havoc on the industry, but will
benefit livestock producers and con
scientious meatpackers and processors.

In closing, I want to congratulate the
distinguished Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. MONTOYA] and the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. MONDALE.l
BJth of them were active in the presen
tation of this legislation, especially the
Senator from New Mexico, who pre
sented the act, and the modifying amend
ments were presented by the two
Senators, as I have mentioned.

In effect, the conference measure
brings out largely unaffected the Mon
toya-Mondale Act, and I congratUlate
them upon that fact.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I want
to commend the Senator from Florida not
only for his great help in the commit
tee but also for his great help in chair
ing the conference into a final resolve on
the issues which confronted us.

I also want to pay tribute to the mem
bers of the House committee who came
into the conference with a determina
tion to get meat inspection improved for
the American consumer.

There was no OPposition to the con
cept of meat inspection as embodied
either in the House or Senate bill. There
was a little diversion of opinion as to the
approaches that were involved in both
bills.

I want to say also that the Senator
from Minnesota, as we neared the finish
line, contributed greatly to formulation
of the final piece of legislation. He was
also a great help in the conference. The
bill that has emerged from this confer
ence, I am sure, will assure to the Amer
ican consumer a dual inspection system
which, in my opinion, is an improve
ment upon the Federal system which we
have and upon which we have had to
rely.

Under the concept as embodied in the
finished product here. the consumer
emerges as victor. I think this piece of
legislation more than any other in re
cent years has demonstrated that if the
American taxpayer, whether he be
clothed under an umbrella as a COll
sumer or whether he be otherwise, exer
cises his right of petition and has him
self heard, as he was heard by the Con
gress of the United States, the Congress
will respond, as the Congress has re
sponded in this battle for better con
sumer legislation.

I think it is a tribute to the American
Congress that it has stood by almost
overwhelmingly to try to protect the
American consumer, to bring him a fa
cility which will insure improved stand
ards for health and the production of
food which is vitally necessary for the
promotion of the health of the human
being.

So in closing, I wish to commend all
those people who had a part in this
legislation; and I thank all Members of
Congress who supported the measure for
responding so warmly and so responsi
bly to the clamor of the American con
sumers "in enacting this measure.

Mr. President, we are now at the
threshold of success in insuring adequate
and proper meat inspection on behalf of
all American consumers. Evils exist, and
ample evidence has been presented that
we all run the risk of being exposed to
them and their consequences. It is plain
for all to see that the public health can
be placed in jeopardy by unwholesome
meat and meat products.

The evidence has been examined by the
Congress and the public. A legitimate and
growing demand has been heard for the
correction of these evils. The market
place must be clean, and we have at hand
the means with which to provide for the
cleansing.

There is no reason on earth why this
situation should continue unchanged. An
aroused public will not allow it. A respon
sible meat industry will 'not tolerate it.
An aware and responsive Congress will
not suffer it.

The conference report that we have be:..
fore us delineates the fairest and most
effective series of steps.

A Federal-State relationship is main
tained that closes the loopholes without
infringing significantly upon the respon
sibilities and agencies of the respective
States.

The consumer interest is foremost, and
closing the existing loopholes in meat in
spection, and providing for the quick ac
tion that must be taken in case of .clear
danger to the public health constitute
required procedures to effectuate this ob
jection. The unscrupulous operator can
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be taken in tow and his nefarious activ
ities inhibited.

The meat inspection programs of the
respective states are offered the Federal
aid. they would require in order to
strengthen their meat inspection pro
grams.

Mr. President, I think it is imperative
that we establish here the intent of the
Congress on two important matters 'n
enacting this legislation. First of all, the
Congress has provided that the Federal
share of the funds to be used to finance
this program will come from general ap
propriations. It is anticipated that the
States, because of our provision that they
provide for programs "at least equal to"
those of the Federal Government, will
likewise provide for the cost of their
share through appropriations out of gen
eral revenue funds. It is not the intent of
Congress that user taxes be used for
financing of meat inspection programs
under this act, either on the Federal or
State levels.

Secondly, Mr. President, at the pres
ent time only federally inspected plants
are able to bid on meat contracts for
Federal institutions. It is certainly the
intent of the authors of this legislation
before us that where a State has enacted
and is enforcing a State meat inspection
program meeting requirements "at least
equal to" Federal requirements, that the
plant subject to such State meat inspec
tion program be entitled to bid on all
meat contracts for Federal institutions.
It is only reasonable and equitable that
once these plants are subjected to and
made to comply with standards at least
equal to those of federally inspected
plants, there is no reason to not allow
them to bid on such contracts.

I believe that the intent of the legisla
tion is quite clear in this respect. I just
wanted to point this out so there can be
no mistake about it. I ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point in
the RECORD a letter from Congressman
SAMUEL S. STRATTON, 35th District, New
York, enclosing a letter from Mr. Owen
M. Begley, counsel to the New York State
Meat Packers Association, raising this
very question. My comments here today
are meant to eliminate any doubt that
may still remain on this matter.

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

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, D.C., November 27, 1967.
Hon. JOSEPH M. MONTOYA,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR JOE: Following up our phone conver
sation of the other day, 1 am enclosing a
letter from former State Senator Owen M.
Begley of Schenectady, New York, who is
counsel to the New York State Meat
Packers Association.

Senator Begley makes the point that If
the new meat inspection legislation which
you and Congressman Purcell are sponsoring
is enacted, individual states will be required
to bring their inspection procedures into line
with Federal meat Inspection procedures.
When an individual state's program wins
Federal approval, Senator Begley says, it
wouid seem to make sense to give meat
packers whose plants are regularly inspected
by such an approved state system the same
privilege of bidding on meat contracte for
Federal institutions that is now reserved ex-

cluslvely for those plants SUbject to Federal
inspection.

You indicated to me that it was your bellef
that under the legislation which you have
sponsored this result would be automatic,
that no amendment to the legislation would
be required to achieve the result which Sen
ator Begley recommends.

In that case, I believe it would be most
helpful to the New York State Meat Packers
Association if this partiCUlar point could be
made in the Record as part of the legislative
history on your bill. I am sure too that Sen
ator Begley would have no objection if his
letter were used as a basis for making this
point in the legislative history.

I appreciate your help on this matter, and
know that its clarification by yourself as
author of the Senate legislation will be of
great benefit to meat packers in New York
state as well as elsewhere.

Sincerely yours,
SAMUEL S. STRATTON.

BEGLEY, MOYNIHAN & SHAW,
Schenectady, N.Y., November 15, 1967.

Congressman SAMUEL STRATTON,
House oj Representatives Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SAM: As you know, I am counsel to
the New York State Meat Packers Associa
tion, which Is composed of companies en
gaged in every phase of the meat industry
in our State. This organization has been a
strong supporter of adequate meat Inspec
tion, haVing worked to bring about the state
inspection program and the passage of the
Purcell Act.

At the present time, the State inspection
program (which applles only to the areas
outside New York City) compares favorably
with the Federal program and both coop
erate in bringing about better conditions in
the industry. The Purcell Act will, we be
lieve, increase this cooperation and make the
requirements of both programs almost iden
tical.

There Is a problem which those who are
under the State inspection are faced with.
Although Federally Inspected plants are per
mitted to participate In bidding for meat
prodUCts used by State agencies, New York
State inspected plants are precluded from
bidding on meat prodUCts needed for Fed
eral agencies, such as the armed forces and
government hospitals.

Since the Purcell Act WOUld, if passed,
bring about a review and approval of State
programs before granting participation in
Federal monies, it would seem only fair to
grant to the States, whose programs were
approved, the right to participate in bidding
on Federal contracts for meat supplies. Such
widening of the field of eligible bidders
WOUld, we believe, be beneficial to both the
Federal government and the industries in
States whose inspection programs are ap
proved under the Purcell Act.

If you concur with these views, would you
be good enough to attempt to have the Pur
cell Act amended to bring companies, which
are under Federally approved State inspec
tion, into the category of those which can
bid on United States agency contracts.

1 know the members of our organization
will appreciate whatever help you can give in
this matter.

Sincerely,
OWEN M. BEGLEY.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, this
is an eminently acceptable conference
report embodying an effective, fair and
strong piece of legislation. It will oper
ate in the public interest rather than to
the public detriment. It is my belief that
this bill, as reported, will operate in the
most effective manner.

Our choices are quite clear. Above all,
it is obvious that our consumers cannot

and will not wait. The public interest
requires this measure and the public
safety demands it.

Not to act now would be against that
public interest. Consumer protection is
a matter we must address ourselves to
without delay. The American consumer
is organizing as never before. Consumer
protection as a cause is leoming ever
larger on the national horizon.

Our educated citizenry are increasing
ly aware of the evils being perpetrated
against them, and resent it. An aroused
Congress acting affirmatively is what
they expect and should have.

That ever-growing group of aroused
and active consumers are hoping we will
not disappoint them. They ask for a meat
inspection act such as the one we now
have before us. I for one do not be
lieve they are asking for too much.

American consumers have the right to
expect the finest, wholesome meat and
meat products when they go to shop. We
can guarantee this to them by voting af
firmatively and swiftly for this confer
ence report.

The time is past for quibbling and
splitting of economic and social hairs.
Let us act now in the finest tradition of
protecting the public interest.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
for his kind comments with reference
to the Senator from Florida.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the Senator from Florida
for permitting me to make a few brief
comments about the wholesome Meat
Act, the conference report on which we
are about to r.dopt and send on its way
to the President of the United States.

I am grateful to the Senator from
Florida, moreover, for his skillful and
seasoned leadership as chairman of the
conference committee. It was a pleasure
to work with him on this controversial,
yet terribly important matter.

Mr. President, when Congress first ad
dressed itself some 4 months ago to
the question of the slaughtering and
processing of meat in this country, it be
came clear that bad meat was good busi
ness. It was possible for both the unscru
pulous and, regrettably, even those who
were conscientious but under heavy com
petitive pressure, to escape the high
standards of the Federal inspection sys
tem, and gain a virtually decisive com
petitive advantage over their federally
inspected counterparts. Bad meat was
driving good meat out of business.

As a result, approximately 2,000 plants
in this country were under Federal in
spection, and some 15,000 plants under
nonexistent or poorly enforced State in
spection. We saw a growing pattern of
major packing houses establishing wholly
owned intrastate subsidiaries in order to
take advantage of this competitive situa:
tion.

Some 25 percent of all processed meat
and 15 percent of all raw meat was in
intrastate commerce. More than 10 mil
lion head of cattle were slaughtered,
which together with processed meat
totaled some 13 to 14 billion pounds of
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meat outside of the Federal inspection
system-enough to feed 50 million people.

What were the competitive advan
tages?

First, diseased and substandard meat
could be received, slaughtered, and
processed in intrastate plantE.

Second. wholesome meat could be
processed and slaughtered under unsani
tary conditions, with all the cost savings
that could be effected thereby.

Third, meat could be stuffed full of
cheap additives such as water, cereals.
pig hides, and the rest. Occasions have
been reported in which 30 to 40 percent
of a ham was in fact water, and the
consumer was the loser. .

Finally, these State plants could avoid
the honest labeling requirements of Fed
eral regulation.

That was the condition 4 months ago.
This evening, we are about to pass an
act which, in my opinion, constitutes one
of the most remarkable victories for the
American consumer in recent history.
For in those 4: months, we have walked
the long road from virtually nothing, to
the point where we are passing a very
strong bill. This bill has several funda
mental features which will, within 2 and
at the latest 3 years, assure that all meat
slaughtered and processed for the con
sumption of Americans will be whole
some, free from undue additives, and
sold in packages that will be required to
clearly and honestly state the nature of
the contents therein contained.

This was the Montoya amendment. To
that we added a standard that State reg
ulation must be at least equal to Federal
regulation-no weasel words. no loop
holes that would permit a standard less
than that which fully accomplishes our
objective.

Next, to avoid laWSUits, but more im
portantly to make certain that Federal
inspectors had complete access to the in
formation they needed to fulfill their re
sponsibilities under the act, we clearlY
spelled out their right to go into State
plants, inspect those plants, review rele
vant records, and take appropriate sam
ples.

Next we required, under this legisla
tion, detailed annual public reports to
Congress. While this is not the time to
report fully on the significance of that
provision, it could well be the most im
portant provision in the act. Because I
am convinced now more than ever that
an informed public is an irresistible po
litical force in our country. Without in
formation, they cannot demand their just
rights before Congress or any other fo
rum. If anything accounts for the miracle
of the passage of this act, it is that with
in these 4 months, the American pub
lic has been fully advised of the condi
tion of slaughtering and meat processing
in this country. The basis for that infor
mation has been the public disclosure
of detailed reports, not initially made
public, but which have now been made
public, of investigations conducted by the
Department of Agriculture in 1962 and
again in 1967.

In addition, we have deleted the
exemption for the District of Columbia.
We have imposed the same regulations
upon foreign meat as upon domestic
meat, and we have accepted an impor-

tant provision which permits the Secre
tary of Agriculture to impose Federal
regulation on an intrastate plant pro
ducing meat which endangers the public
health.

In addition to this, we have incorpo
rated many other fine features in the
House measure as it came to us.

So in 4 months, we have gone from
no bill to a bill which is a model of con
sumer protection legislation-a model, I
might add, which shows due deference
to our federal system, and shows an un
derstanding of the practical problems of
the industry.

Moreover, I think this shows some
thing that is more clear today than it
was some months ago, and that is that
the consumer movement, if it under
stands the issue, is one of the most ir
resistible political forces in our Nation;
and I hope we will not forget it.

I pay tribute to the communications
media, which fearlessly and courageously
reported the facts to the American pub
lic, particularly Niclc Kotz of the Des
Moines Register and Tribune. I commend
those selfless private citizens who wrote
courageously and creatively in this field.
I would name Ralph Nader as one of
those. I am proud, as a lawyer, that we
have some people's lawyers, who seek no
profit, but who, guided only by the motive
of public service, are digging out the
facts, and leading such unblemished lives
that they can stand up as examples of
the finest of our profession.

I am reminded, when I think of Ralph
Nader, of that time many years ago when
Louis Brandeis appeared in the famous
New York-New Haven case, and the
judge, surprised to see him there with
out an apparent client, asked him,
"Whom do you represent?"

Brandeis replied, "Your Honor, I am
the lawyer for the people."

'We ought to have more lawyers who
are la\lryers for the people; and I com
mend Ralph Nader here in the strongest
possible terms.

I commend the leadership from the
executive branch. President Johnson
prOVided genuine leadership, and we are
witnessing new vitality and new strength
in the office of his adviser on consumer
affairs. That is an office that I think
should have been created years ago.
Betty Furness performed magniflcently
on this issue, as she has on so many
others.

But none of this would have been pos
sible without leadership here in Con
gress, and I would begin and end, in addi
tion to mentioning such fine leadership
in the House of Representatives as that
of Representative SMITH and Represent
ative FOLEY, by commending the person
who, I think more than anyone else, is
responsible for this measure-a person
who has contributed selflessly and crea
tively to the cause of the Amelican con
sumer. I refer, of course, to the distin
guished Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
MONTOYA].

We knew the Senator was a gifted
lawyer. We knew he was a gifted legisla
tor. But his courage and devotion to the
public interest is without peer on the
question of consumer protection or any
other issue.

I commend the American Meat Insti-

tute, wruch I think regretted initially
that this legislation had to be adopted,
but which finally understood that the
American consumer comes first. It then
had the courage to stand up and shift
its position and support us here.

I have always thought there is an
identity of interest on the part of a con
sumer and an honest and ethical busi
nessman.

I commend the American Meat Insti
tute because, although its action was
late, nevertheless the American Meat
Institute stood up and did its duty as an
example of responsible business leader
ship.

I would like to commend Mr. Gray, the
president of Hormel Co., in my State,
who I believe serves as chairman of the
American Meat Institute, who spoke out
early and effectively on behalf of this
legislation.

I also strongly commend the effective
and able support of organized labor-in
particular, the Amalgamated Meatcut
tel's and Butcher Workmen, and the
United Packinghouse Workers, who
worked long hours and provided able
counsel to us.

In closing, I have a very rare docu
ment, a letter from a meatpacking com
pany in favor of strong meat inspection.
It is the only one I know of in existence.

I ask unanimous consent that this
letter from Mr. Dudley Smith of the
Elliott Packing Co., of Duluth, Minn.,
under date of November 13, 1967, be
printed at this point in the RECORD.

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

ELLIOTT PACKING co.,
Duluth, Minn., November 13, 1967.

Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: I want you to
know that I support the position you have
taken with respect to the Meat Inspection
BllIs. Although the industry, in general, has
supported the Purcell Bill, It is my personal
opinion that this b11l wlll not be effective In

-taking care of the Inspection problems that
should be corrected. I think your blll wlll be
a lot more effective than the Purcell Bll! and
I hope you' can muster enough support to
pass it.

In the event that your blll cannot be
passed, I think the PurcellBlll, with the
Montoya Amendment, Is ablglmprovement
over the original blll. However, I stlllthink
your bill Is the one tha.t the country needs.

Sincerely yours,
DUDLEY SMITH.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator for his state
ment about the Senator from Florida.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I yield
to the distinguished majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
commend the distinguished chairman of
the Senate conferees, the Senator from
Florida [Mr. HOLLAND], who has once
again demonstrated his abiding faith in
the consumers of this Nation.

I give special credit to the distin
guished Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
MONTOYA], Who, on the basis of his ini
tiative and leadership, was largely re
sponsible for the enactment of this fine
and strong bill that we have before us.
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I commend the· distinguished Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. MONDALE], who
joined on a partnership basis with the
Senator from New Mexico, so that to
gether they were able to bring forth the
legislative proposal which will be signed
into law soon and will be of inestimable
benefit to the American consumer and
to the American meatpacker, as well.

I say all hail to the Montoya-Mondale
bill. I commend them both for their ini
tiative and courage in acting against
pressures. I commend them for the lead
ership they have both shown in this most
important and much needed and long
overdue bill.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished majority leader.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I thank
the majority leader for his fine, kind
words. I thank my good friend, the Sen
ator from Minnesota [Mr. MONDALE], for
what he has said about my humble part
in working together with other Members
on this legislation.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the distin
gUished Senator from Iowa, a valuable
member of the conference and of the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, who made a distinct contribu
tion to this particular act.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague, the Senator from Florida.

I should like to say a few things about
the action which has been taken.

First, I think it has been a very bright
day for the American consumer when
the American consumer realizes that the
action taken on the bill was taken with
the unanimous action of the Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

I think that in turn is attributable in
great measure to the. distinguished Sen
ator from New Mexico who made pains
taking elIorts to come up with a work
able and acceptable bill.

I thank my colleagues on the confer
ence committee for indicating that they
would stand firm with me with respect to
my amendment relating to retail exemp
tion certificates.

As the Senator from Florida has
pointed out, we received a letter from
the Department of Agriculture indicat
ing that the Secretary would, if we con
tinued his discretion, as my amendment
provided, begin to phase out the retail
exemption certificates. There are ap
proximately 500 of these retail exemption
certificate holders. And I would have to
tell them that retention or deletion of my
amendment would not make much dif
ference in the long run.

It was only discretionary authority
granted to the Secretary which was being
continued by that amendment, and the
Secretary has stated, as indicated in the
letter which the Senator from Florida
has had printed in the RECORD, that he is
going to phase out these retail exemption
certificates.

There has come to my attention some
concern with respect to the portion of the
bill added by the Senate, which reads:

That, notwithstanding any other provision
of this section, if the Secretary determines
that any establishment Within a State is pro
ducing adulterated meat or meat food prod
ucts for distribution Within such State which
would clearly endanger the public health he
shall notify the Governor of the State and the
appropriate Advisory Committee provided by
section 301 of the Act of such fact for effec
tive action under State or local law. If the
State does not take action to prevent such
endangering of the publlc health within a
reasonable time after such notice, as deter
mined by the Secretary, in light of the risk to
pUbllc health, the Secretary may forthwith
designate any such establishment as subject
to the provisions of titles I and IV of the Act,
and thereupon the establishment and opera
tor thereof shall be subject to such provisions
as though engaged in commerce untll such
time as the Secretary determines that such
State has developed and wlll enforce require
ments at least equal to those imposed under
tltie I and title IV of this Act.

I do not know where this has come
from, but there has been a misimpres
sion conveyed that the act provides for
the taking over by the Secretary of Agri
culture of plants. And the misapprehen
sion or rumor that has been spread never
points out that the language makes the
determination of the Secretary depend
ent upon clear evidence that the deter
mination by the Secretary is not to be
superficial.

I am sure that all of us intend that
the determination be based upon clear
eVidence, and that there is no intention
to have the Secretary of Agriculture
willy-nilly start to close down or take
over plants. The language makes it very
clear that he is not to do that.

Furthermore, while concern has been
expressed that the bill does not provide
for any judicial review, nevertheless the
United States Code, title V, section 702
this is the Administrative Procedure Act
updated-provides:

A person SUffering legal wrong because
of agency action, or adversely affected or ag
grieved by agency action within the meaning
of a relevant statute, is entitled to judicial
review thereof.

Section 704 provides as follows:
Agency action made reviewable by statute

and final agency action for which there Is no
other adequate remedy in a court are sub
ject to judicial review.

I must say that I believe adequate pro
tection is afforded persons who may have
expressed concern about the powers
granted to the Secretary of Agriculture.

I think we all agree that we have now
written a tight, workable bill. I suggest,
however, that the 2 years which we
have .aIlowed the States in order to bring
their standards and enforcement proce
dures up to a proper level will be needed
to meet not only money problems, but
manpower problems, as well. It will take
time to recruit and to train inspectors to
implement the law-not only inspectors
for the States, but also inspectors for the
Federal Govemment.

The Senator from Florida indicated
yesterday a policy which I am sure the
Senate and the House will go along with,
namely, of seeing to it that adequate
funds are appropriated for this pur
pose-at least, so far as the Federal level
is concerned.

I also suggest that while we have em-

phasized in the bill that our first concern
for the American consumer is whole
someness, cleanliness, and sanitation,
the American consumer also is entitled to
efficiently and economically produced
meat and meat products. This is some
thing to which I hope the Secretary of
Agriculture will pay very careful atten
tion, in addition to enforcing the stand
ards set forth in the act.

I would hope that because of the far
reaching scope of thp. act and the essen
tiality that there be good industry co
operation in implementing the act, the
Secretary will see fit to appoint an ad
visory committee consisting of State offi
cials and representatives of the industry
who can advise and consult with respect
to the regulations and the implementa
tion. Unless there is cooperation by the
Federal, State, and local governments
and the industry, the objectives of the
act will not be attained-at least, they
will not be attained as soon as they might
otherwise be attained.

Finally, Mr. President, I have been
much concerned in recent years over the
increasing amount of meat imports. I
believe that the committee and especial
ly the Senator from New Mexico are to
be commended for seeing that the Amer
ican consumer will receive protection
from meat imports from other coun
tries equal to that of our own domesti
cally produced meat. It is not good for
domestic producers, who are paying the
taxes, to be undercut by foreign compe
tition, which does not have to meet equal
standards and equal enforcement of
those standards. This act is very tough
on that point.

So I believe that we have done a good
job all around; and I wish to thank my
colleague, the Senator from Florida, for
his cooperation and for the opportunity
he has given me to say a few words on
this matter.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
from Iowa for his kind comment with
reference to the Senator from Florida
and other members of the committee.

I am glad to yield to the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I take
the floor as the Senate approaches final
action on a bill which will be marked as
one of the greatest forward steps since
the passage of the original Pure Food and
Drug Act, to voice my deep appreciation
to the distinguished senior Senator from
Florida for his excellent leadership, for
his great ability, and for the vast under
standing he has shown in this bill. He has
done so on dozens of bills brought to the
Senate and floor managed to successful
passage.

It seems we are enacting today some
thing that is more important than "ster
ling" on our silver as a hallmark of qual
ity. Because of the great efforts of the
senior Senator from Florida-joined by
the junior Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
MONTOYA], the junior Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. MONDALE], and the junior
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER]-the
passage of this measure will go down in
history as a red-letter day, indicating the
Senate's concern about the health of the
people of America, the great cattle in
dustry of America, and the housewives of
America, who are today more conscious
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than ever of the guarantee of purity,
sanitation, and quality of the meat they
buy in the grocery store. They are used
to buying brand names for their quality,
but heretofore they have had to guess in
the meat market, unless they bought
from large stores, what quality the meat
would be and under what conditions-
whether sanitary or unsanitary-the
meat was processed.

Today we are writing a Magna Carta
for the housewives to know what they buy
in their corner grocery store. We are
writing a bill that will be hailed as a great
forward step. I am impressed by the fact
that while there are only 2.000 interstate
plants in the country, which slaughter 75
percent of the meat and process 85 per
cent, we have still left in the unknown
quantity-the x in the equation-the 10
million cattle that are slaughtered each
year by intrastate packers and the 50
million people who purchase this meat.

It is a mark of great credit that we are
meeting this vast need. In closing the
loophole in the sanitation of State
licensed and State-inspected plants we
assure that States' rights will prevail up
to standards which people have the right
to eXJject when buying a pound of meat,
a roast beef, a ham, a pork chop or a lamb
chop in their grocery store, or when they
buy a steak or other food in a restaurant.
They will know that this meat, in 99 per
cent of the cases, will have been slaugh
te..:ed under sanitary conditions and was
not subject to terrible unsanitary condi
tions-broken-down toilets, overflowing
on the floor; hair being ground up in
hamburger or sausage; diseased cows
slaughtered, with the diseased portion
trimmed out and the remainder sent to
the market unidentifled as to quality, and
unidentified. in more important measure,
as to the lack of quality.

So I believe this is a great forward step.
Considering the cost of our Federal-State
meat inspection of $47 million, this will
cost us only $4.5 million, as the proper
State aid is given. This is a partnership.
The 3-year period that the conferees
have given-I believe Wisely-to the
States to meet these Federal standards
will bring about a most-needed reform.

I am glad that the American Meat As
sociation has endorsed this bill, because
this group has been foremost in guaran
teeing the housewives, the consumers,
an opportunity to identify the clean from
the unclean, the pure from the impure,
the noncontaminated from the contam
inated.

The Farmers' Union, which comprises
most of the farmers within my State,
has endorsed this measure, has it not?

Mr. MONTOYA. That is correct.
Mr. MONRONEY. Also, the National

Farmers' Association. The cattle of Okla
homa will rank almost with wheat in
income-producing operations.

I do not believe any cattlemen's or
ganization-although there are many
and they are most alert to the effects of
any legislation upon the cattle industry
has appeared to oppose this bill. Did any
of them appear?

Mr. MONTOYA. No, they did not,
There was a question as to whether they
would support the Purcell bill or the
Montoya bill, but eventually they all sup
ported the Montoya bill.

Mr. MONRONEY. I wasmppy to 00
a cosponsor of the Montoya bill, and this
is one of the reasons why I choose to
speak. The bill has been improved by the
committee and by the able generalship
of the senior Senator from Florida, so
that the measure passed the Senate by a
vote of 89 to 2. The entire Republican
membership of the Senate voted for it
unanimously, and only two of the Demo
crats voted against it. This is a record
breaking endorsement.

This is a recordbreaking endorsement.
The bill comes back from conference in
even better shape than when passed by
the overwhelming Senate vote.

This near unanimous decision of the
Senate shows there will be many benefits
derived. This measure will be beneficial
not only to the small, independent pack
ers but it will be of assistance with those
who are carriers.

Those who are greedy, who maintain
unsanitary conditions, and who process
this meat under conditions which are
unhealthy to the consumer are only a
very minor percentage of the small, in
dependent packers who will be affected.

This bill will benefit the cattle indus
try because the price stockmen will re
ceive for meat from large intrastate sales
will be greater. There will be better proc
essed meat for the consumers of this
country.

Does the senior Senator from Florida
know of any violation of States' rights in
giving 50 percent of the cost of improv
ing and paying for State inspection? Is
there a violation of the concept of States'
rights? The senior Senator from Florida
has been one of the great warriors for
States rights throughout his long and
distinguished career.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield on that point, I am
still a scrapper for States rights and I
always will be.

Unfortunately, there are 21 States
which had only voluntary inspection of
meats, or no system at all. The 29 States
which acted are not to blame for the
situation that brought about the neces
sity for this ad.

I must say-as to the time given in the
bill to the States which have not lived
up to their responsibility-because with
States rights this is State responsibil
ity-3 years should permit every one of
them to come up with a good program. I
hope they do because I would much
prefer to see States live up to their
responsibilities in this matter. If they do
not and wIlen they do not there is only
one power that can act effectively, and
that is the National Government. And
that would be done under this act.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the distin
guished Senator. The State of Oklahoma
has just begun. We have moved and we
now have a State inspection system
which is in its infancy. We have not had
money to employ necessary State inspec
tors as yet to run the program. This bill
will help State inspection and allow
tightening of standards for packers and
cattlemen. This measure gives the small
businessman a distinct advantage he
otherwise would not have had.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the senator
for his eloquent remarks. I rarely receive

such praise. I want to be mighty enough
to say that I do not merit it. The real
perlorma.nce here has·OOen given by the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. MON
TOYA] and the senator from Minnesota
[Mr. MONDALE]. The senator from Flor
ida simply wielded the gavel in the con
ference and had a most agreeable ex
perience in that there were no vital dif
ferences and we had no trouble report
ing the conference bill. It was a pleasure
to provide chairmanship for the con
ference. That was the entire function
the Senator from Florida performed ex
cept he did approve the bill, supported
it in committee and on the fioor, and
was glad to be the chairman of such a
conference.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the sena
tor. I am very proud to have been a co
sponsor with the senator from New Mex
ico [Mr. MONTOYA] on this far-reaching
legislation which the distinguished sen
ator from Florida has improved by the
extra year. I am pleased this matter of
paramount importance on high stand
ards for meat in this country will be
come law.

I congratulate all who have been as
sociated with the matter. Those who are
in the cattle industry or processing in
dustries will be the greatest benefici
aries. I intend to press the Small Busi
ness Administration to see that loans
are made available to small, independ
ent packers so they may bring their
plants up to standards for sanitation and
improve facilities. I know of no more
important reason for which loans could
be made. Oklahoma does want to live up
to the standards and now it will better
be able to do so.

I thank the Senator for yielding. I
apologize for the time I have taken and
the lateness of the hour, but before final
action I wanted answers to these ques
tions.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the senator.
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield.
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in the in

terest of saving time, although I have
a few comments to make, different from
those of the Senator from Oklahoma, I
wish to associate myself with every word
spoken by the Senator from Oklahoma.
I am proud to be one of the cosponsors
of the Montoya bill. I wish to join in pay
ing my very highest respects and deep
gratitude to the senior Senator from
Florida [Mr, HOLLAND], the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. MONTOYA], the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. MONDALE], the
senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER], and
others who have worked so hard to bring
to us this conference report at this time.

Because of my years of great interest
in the livestock industry I am a witness
to some qualifications in regard to the
need for this bill. I join the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. MONDALE] in his com
mendations of Mr. Ralph Nader as the
people's counsel in this case, for I think
he has been of great assistance to our
committee and he has been of great as
sistance to the Congress in focusing at
tention upon the public interest that is
involved in necessitating the· passage of
this legislation.
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Mr. President, the failure on the part
of some of the states to clean their
slaughterhouses has done great damage
to the meat producing industry in this
country. I do not need to tell Senators
how true that is because they know in
recent· weeks as they have sat· around
the dining tables of their friends--al
though I have not attended very many
dinners since this bill became a matter
of public interest-there was not some
time during the evening when there was
not a discussion of the matter. As Sena
tors know, the most powerful lobbY in
the country is the housewife. They know
what housewives have been saying and
are still saying about the shock so many
of them suffered when the information
got out that they could not be sure of the
quality of the meat they have been
buying. I heard many of them saying,
"I will never buy another pound of meat
without a U.S. inspection stamp on it."

I think that no one is to blame for that
but the so-called intrastate plants. They
have not carried out their obligation to
the public. I want to say in one sense,
speaking for the moment as a lawyer
from the standpoint of legal technical
ities and rules, but in a broader sense
no one has any State right to sell
unclean, unsanitary, and diseased meat,
but it happens.

Mr. President, my own eyes have seen
in various parts of the country animals
slaughtered that should have been killed
and buried. I know of instances in which
cattle were offered at a sales lot, in which
meat was subsequently to go to Federal
inspection was offered, and the sales
company would not even put it on the
block. What happened to it? Those ani
mals were put into a truck and sent to
an intrastate plant. They were slaugh
tered and the meat got on the dining
tables of people in that area. If there
ever was a case of walking out on a moral
obligation on the part of those business
men responsible for operating that kind
of plant, Mr. President, you name it. I
think that is about as bad as it can get.

Thus, I do not recognize the intrastate
argument which those on the commit
tee have had to deal with for a while.
They had some people who made techni
cal and· literal legal arguments on its
behalf. But I want to say that when I go
into state X, Y, or Z, there is no intra
state right within that State to serve
meat in a hotel or on any other table that
does not meet Federal standards.

Therefore, I think we should face the
fact-as was pointed out by the clear
implication in what the Senator from
Florida. [Mr. HOLLAND] said a moment
ago--that the Federal Government does
have the right to step in and protect the
health of the American people.

We are living in a mobile society. The
early concept of so-called intrastate
rights developed in our legal system
when there was not much mobility. But,
serving meat in a hotel or a home to a
visitor from outside the State, in my
jUdgment, reallY washes off the legal
blackboard, so to speak, the claim that
they. should be protected in doing that
on the basis of a States rights argu
ment.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER]
made comment about imported meat.
There is a problem there, too. At the
present time, there is prevailing in Eng
land p:oobably the worst, contagious
bovine epidemic in the histoIW of the
British Isles. I do not knvw what the
facts are. I do know the allegations, and
on the basis of those allegations, the
British Government has acted.

The allegation is that some diseased
meat came in through importation. As
a result, England has cut off the im
portation of meat from a good many
parts of the world.

I understand it is also true that meat
from carcasses of foot and mouth dis
eased animals is a threat to human
health.

Now I want to talk for a moment about
the economic consequences of what
would happen if we were subjected to
the kind of loss to which England is now
being subjected, if the allegation is true
that diseased meat from another country
was shipped into England which caused
the hoof and mouth epidemic now
sweeping the British Isles.

It is not only the economic aspect of
the problem, but also the health aspect
that must be considered. We have been
talking about cattle, but there is also
the shocking failure to carry out the
moral obligation in some intrastate
plants, where I know of instances in
which diseased chickens coming down
the track were rejected by U.S. inspec
tors, were taken out of some of the small
killing plants and moved not so many
miles away into an intrastate plant and
processed.

There is no doubt that housewives have
every reason to express the fears they
have to us around the dining tables of
our friends, in whose homes we have
been haVing dinner in recent weeks. The
situation must be cleaned up.

I want to highly commend the Sena
ators I have already mentioned, but I
also wish to commend the administra
tion for the support it has given the
program. I commend also Congress as a
whole for what the Senator from Okla
homa said in effect was the passage of
legislation on this subject which could
very well be compared to the original
pure food and drug law.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I realize that
the hour is late and that nothing I could
say would be other than repetition. But,
being present in he Chamber as the con
ference report is about to be adopted,
I would feel uncomfortable if I did not
rise to thank most especially the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. MONDALE] and the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. MON
TOYA] for their great interest in this
subject.

The consumer is America's most pow
erful lobby. But, it needs a leader. It is
a power group which can be easily di
verted, easily split, and easily confused.
It needs a MONTOYA and a MONDALE
yes, it also needs a Ralph Nader.

As a cosponsor of the bill, I am de
lighted to say, on the eve of its enact
ment, that I hope next we will turn our
attention to the fish bill which I have
introduceli and which is before the com
merce committee. I am no longer re-

quired to eat fish once a week, but I hap
pen to enjoy it.

I still believe that fish and fish prod
ucts are not adequately sUlJervised.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I want
to thank the Senator from Oregon for
his very kind words, and also to express
my appreciation to the Senator from
Oklahoma, who had to leave, and also
to the Senator from Michigan-the three
cosponsors of the Montoya bill. Cer
tainly, their names mean a lot on legis
lation in the Senate. They have been
most helpful. The Senator from Okla
homa was in constant communication
with me as we deliberated in committee
and outside committee on the bill.

The Senator from Oregon has been a
stanch defender of the consumer. I have
known of his great reputation in this
respect since I came to Congress.

Equally, the Senator from Michigan
has good credentials on that score. It is
certainly a pleasure to have all three
as cosponsors of the bill.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, as we
consider the conference report, I want
to stress the importance of meatpacking
in my own State of Kansas. The mem
bers of the conference are entitled to
much credit for their effort in improving
meat inspection.

Meatpacking, already one of the lead
ing industries in Kansas, will become
even more important to the State's econ
omy in the future.

Three factors which point to an even
larger meatpacking industry in the State
are first, greater importance of livestock;
second, the trend toward slaughtering
nearer the source of supply; and, third,
continued emphasis on development of
off-farm businesses.

Later figures are not available, but in
1963-the year of the last census of
manufacturers-meatpacking was the
third most important industry in the
State, as measured by the value added by
manufacturing. Aircraft manufacturing
and petroleum refining ranked first and
second, respectively.

Dollarwise, the importance of meat
packing is indicated by these figures:
$516 million worth of meat produced and
$440 million paid for raw materials. Total
payroll in 1963 was $54.2 million. The
industry employed 8,070 employes, or 7.1
percent of all manufacturing work force
in the State and contributed 5.2 percent
of the State's total value added by
manufacturing.

Prior to the early 1950's, slaughter ex
ceeded livestock production in Kansas.
This trend has been reversed since then,
particularly in slaughter of cattle and
calves. Increased livestock production
has been the big reason for this shift.

Figures on per capita production and
consumption bear out the fact that Kan
sas is a net exporter of processed meat.
In 1965 per capita production in Kansas
was: Beef, 381 pounds; pork, 1,308
pounds; lamb and mutton, 8.2 pounds.
Data are not regularly published on per
capita consumption by State.

A recent study, however, reported
Kansas per capita beef consumption at
132 pounds, considerably higher than
U.S. average estimated at 106 pounds for
1967. Average 1965 per capita consump-
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tion for the United States was 58.7
pounds of pork and 3.7 pounds of lamb
and mutton.

Assuming these figures are representa
tive of consumption in the State, then
plants in Kansas slaughtered and proc
essed more than twice as much pork,
lamb, and mutton as was consumed in
the State.

Studies show an excellent basis for in
creasing livestock production in the
State. Kansas-grown feed has generally
exceeded livestock requirements. With
even greater production anticipated in
the future, adequate feed will be avail
able to SUbstantially increase swine and
cattle feeding. Kansas packers, already
in a good competitive position to expand
beef and pork shipments to the Western
and Southwestern States, will see their
position improve as the population in
creases in these areas.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move
the adoption of the conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Florida.

The motion was agreed to.
Mr. HOLLAND. M::. President, I move

that the vote by which the conference
report was agreed to be reconsidered.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I move
that the motion to reconsider be laid on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

EXTENSION OF CERTAIN NAVAL
LOANS AND A NEW LOAN

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
that the Chair lay before the Senate a
message from the House on H.R. 6167.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate a message from the House of
Representatives announcing its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate
to the bill (H.R. 6167) to authorize the
extension of certain naval vessel loans
now in existence and a new loan, and for
other purposes, and requesting a confer
ence with the Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon.

Mr. STENNIS. I move that the Senate
insist upon its amendments and agree
to the request of the House for a confer
ence, and that the Chair be authorized
to appoint the conferees on the part of
the Senate.

The motion was. agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. RUSSELL,
Mr. STENNIS, Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. JACK
SON, Mrs. SMITH, and Mr. THURMOND
conferees on the part of the Senate.

EXPORTING LOGS TO JAPAN FROM
THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, one other
matter on which I shall detain the Sen
ate for only a vel'y short time.

I have sent to the Press Gallery today
a statement which bears on the subject
matter of the exporting of logs to Japan.

It so happens that the Senator from
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] and I have
been working hard in recent weeks on
the very serious problem which has de
veloped in the Pacific Northwest as are
suIt of the exportation of large quantities
of logs to Japan.

This exportation has resulted, in ef-

feet, in the exportation a.: thousands of
American jobs to Japan. These logs are
raw materials out of which lumber prod
ucts are made. There is no doubt that
the exportation of these logs has provided
some new jobs for our longshoremen,
seamen, and stevedoring companies and
the many people who work in ports.

I want to make it clear that we seek
to work out a program with the State
Department, Department of the Interior,
and Department of Agriculture, in
negotiatiom. that are about to take place
with representatives from Japan, that
will strike a fair balance in respect to
the economic interests of all segments of
the economy of the Pacific Northwest.

I want to say, to the great credit of the
stevedoring companies and longshore
unions and other groups in the Pacific
Northwest whose livelihood comes from
the operation of the ports, that they rec
ognize the need for striking that bal
ance.

They are not advocating unchecked,
unrestricted shipment of logs in what
ever quantities the Japanese want to buy
them. They have been cooperating with
us in trying to work out a program with
the Government that will give protection
to the lumber industry of the Pacific
Northwest.

The Forest Service and Bureau of
Land Management assured members of
Congress yesterday first, that they illl
derstand the urgency of the log export
situation; second, that they recognize
they have a responsibility to protect local
communities dependent upon their tim
ber; and, third, that they can act under
existing law to carry out that responsi
bility.

I deeply appreciate the complete
cooperation among Senator HATFIELD,
RepresentaJtives GREEN, WYATT, DELLEN
BACH, and ULLMAN, as we, as a united
Oregon delegation, have pressed for a
Government program thait would give
protection to the lumber economy of our
State.

We have said for a long time that we
felt the U.S. Forest Service and the Bu
reau of Land Management had authority
within existing law to issue whatever
rules and regulations and administra
tive orders were necessary to give to the
lumber communities of our State the
protection in Federal timber sales to
which they are entitled.

To the great credit of the representa
tives of the two agencies, in the confer
ence held with us yesterday afternoon,
they recognized that they have authority
to act in a manner that will carry out
their responsibility.

That is real progress, because until
yesterday, they had tended to point to all
the policing troubles that would be in
volved in export limitations on public
timber sales, rather than talking about
the powers they had to curb the exports.

Our next problem will come tomorrow
when members of the Oregon and Wash
ington delegations meet with the State
Department negotiators who will talk to
Japanese negotiators 1n Washington,
D.C., starting December 11. The industry
has not recommended a strong position
for us to take in the talks, other than to
impress Japan with the distress of the in
dustry. But it is meaningless to complain

to Japan and wait for Japan to suggest
a remedy.

Therefore. I shall urge the state De
partment not only to. explain the prob
lem. but specifically to seek agreement
with Japan that the Japanese Govern
ment will take more U.S. lumber products
and fewer logs.

One of the unfortunate thingS about
this controversy is that Japap really has
a cartel operating in this field. Japan
has restrictions on the importation of
finished lumber in Japan. They really
have a two-market system over there. An
American producer of lumber must sell
to the cartel. No matter what the U.S.
price is the cartel markets it at the same
price it fixes for its own lumber. There
is no price competition from U.S. im
ports into Japan.

If Japan wants to act in good faith
with us for an agreement that will in
volve the shipment of a certain quantity
of logs, she ought to be willing to enter
into, as part of that agreement, an un
derstanding that she will take a much
larger quantity of finished •lumber into
Japan.

It has been my position from the very
beginning that the high prices she bids
for our logs are possible only because
she shelters her domestic market from
our competition in lumber products. Our
first objective should be to break down
this Japanese trade barrier, and there
seems to be much support for that posi
tion on the part now of the Federal tim
ber agencies.

A larger supply of lumber should bring
down their own prices enough to bring
down what they can bid on our logs. But
in any case, we should seek to export
the lumber rather. than the logs.

I want to thank the spokesmen for the
Forest Service and the Department of the
Interior for the understanding of this
problem that they made clear to us yes
terday. They made us aware of their
determination to be of assistance to the
people of the Pacific Northwest in the
protection of their economic interests in
the field of the lumber operations of the
Pacific Northwest.

I feel that with a specific proposal of
this kind, we will be more likely to get
results. We are in a position now to show
that the problem is so serious that,· if
Japan does not agree to that kind of shift
in her purchases, the U.S. Government
will act to protect its timber resource.

Therefore, if we cannot get some relief
in regard to the great damage that is
being done to the economy of the Pacific
Northwest· because of the purchasing
raids of Government logs-that is, logs
taken off the Federal forests-and an
agreement between the U.S. State De
partment and the Government of Japan,
the senior Senatorfrom Oregon will con
vene, not later than January 15, his sub
committee of the Small Business Com
mittee of the U.S.. Senate, at which
hearings representatives of the U.S. Gov
ernment will be requested to appear to
explain their policies and subject them
selves to the examination of the com
mittee: .On the basiS of the record made,
I will then recommend-if it becomes
necessary, which I .hope it will not-
necessary legislation to give to the people
of the Pacific Northwest the protection
which they are entitled to receive from


