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series of reforms which have been car
ried out in Tunisia since that date.

President Bourguiba has stated that
his goal is "to raise the level of man, in
crease production, insure its distribution
in the most equitable manner, and-in a
word-build' a better :::ociety."

In line with this goal, he proposed and
implemented a wide ranging series of re
forms and programs for the development
of nearly every facet of Tunisian life.
Once again, the moderation and prag
matism of the Tunisian method of
achieving results is evident: Discussion,
accommodation with different view
points, and a realistic approach which
lacks the coercion and the violence so
often associated with progress in other
lands.

In fact, pragmatism and moderation
have become so characteristic of Presi
dent Bourguiba's style that they have
given birth to an "ism"-Bourguibism.
"Bourguibism" is a realistic approach to
political problems, a progressive pragma
tism, a conscientious striving to prevent
a confrontation with the opposition from
becoming a permanent rupture. How
ever, it should not be thought that this
entails a weak will or a willingness to
sacrifice principle.

President Bourguiba's attitude toward
the independence of his country during
World War II is a good example. De
spite the fact that he had spent many
years in French jaIls for his activities on
behalf of Tunisia, Bourguiba ignored the
Nazis, who sought his cooperation in
North Africa in return for promises of
future independence. First, he simply
could not accept the ideological premises
and the methods of the Nazis; second,
he felt that real independence for Tu
nisia could be obtained only from a free
France, once again ready to discuss
rationally the gains for both sides which
would be the result of such independence.

Now, in 1965, we see, once again the
impeccable logic behind Bourguiba's
thinking: if one ,,,,ere to cut oneself off
completely from all discussion with one's
opposition, no positive results could ever
be anticipated. Rather, both sides would
then sit alone; their grievances against
each other would fester and grow in mag
nitude; and imaginary insults and com
plaints would take on the shape of l·eality.
Bourguiba alone, among the Arab lead
ers, has been willing to state publicly that
Arab and Israeli differences should be
discussed in hope that the outcome could
or would result in a rational solution.
Clearly, without discussions, without de
bate, without contact, a peaceful settle
ment would be impossible.

I believe that many of our ,,'arId's de
veloping nations wouId do well to follow
the example of President Bourguiba.
One of the most painful, and yet obvious,
lessons which the past has to offer is that
a lack of reasonable discussion between
opposing forces has caused more mis
understanding. and bloodshed than was
ever necessary. Keeping open a "dialog,"
as Bourguiba himself terms it, presents
an alternative.

I therefore take this opportunity to
congratulate the Tunisians on the occa
sion of their national holiday, I hope
that under Habib Bourguiba, the remark
able progress which Tunisia has already

made will continue, and that the prac
tices and programs of Tunisia \\ilI become
models for other nations to follow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HARRIS in the chair). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

W. J. B. DANIEL
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of calen
dar No. 243, S. 304.

The PRESIDlL"ifG OFFICER. TIle bill
will be stated by title.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 304)
for the relief of W. J. B. Daniel.

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

There being no objection, the bill was
considered, ordered to be engrossed for
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

S.301
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives Of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to
W. J. B. Daniel, of Pelahatchie, MississippI,
the sum of $1,600. The payment of such sum
shall be for actual medical expenses incurred
by W. J. B. Daniel as a result of Injuries re·
ceived by W. J. B. Daniel during World War
II while serving as a civilian radar techni
cian with the United states Army Signal
Corps: Provided, That no part of the amount
appropriated in this Act in excess of 10 per
centum thereof shall be paid or delivered to,
or received by, any agent or attorney on ac
count of services rendered in connection
with this claim, and the same shall be un
lawful, any contract to the contrary not
Withstanding. Any person violating the pro
visions of this Act shall be gullty of a mis
demeanor and upon conviction thereof shall
be fined in a sum not exceeding $1,000.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECORD an excerpt from the report
(No. 253), explaining the purposes of the
bill.

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

The purpose of this legislation Is to au
thorize and direct the Secretary of the Treas
ury to pay to W. J. B. Daniel, of Pelahatchie,
Miss., the sum of $1,600. said amount repre
senting actual medical expenses Incurred by
him as a result of Injuries received during
and as a result of "Vorld War II service as a
civilian radar technician with the U.s. Army
Signal Corps.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
Mr. BENNETT obtained the floor.
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, how

much time is allotted to the Senator from
Utah?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. After
the unfinished business is laid before
the Senate, there will be approximately
3~ hours remaining on the bHl, and 1
hour on each amendment that may be
proposed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Utah yield, without
losing his right to the floor?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call

the roll.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is
there further morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not,
morning business is closed.

PUBLIC WORKS AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1965

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the unfin
ished business be laid before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none. The
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin
ished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 1648) to provide grants
for public works and developmer!t facili
ties, other financial assistance, and the
planning and coordination needed to al
leviate conditions of substantial and per
sistent unemployment and underemploy
ment in economically distressed areas and
regions.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask
that the Senator in charge of the bill
yield me 12 minutes on the bill.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
12 minutes to the distingUished Senator
from Utah.

NEW NAME-SAME OLD BOONDOGGLE

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the
Senate is about to vote on S. 1648, the
Public Works and Economic Develop
ment Act of 1965. Because of the time
limitations, I shall not attempt to dis
cuss specific segments of the bill or
amendments suggested by the minority
members of the Banking and Currency
Committee on sections 2 and 4 which we
considered.

This is another of those bills whose
stated purpose none of us can oppose.
The purpose is to reduce persistent local
pockets of unemployment by using re
sources of the Federal Government to
create local job opportunities that could
not come into being without such help.
How does the bill propose to do this?
By continUing, under a new name, the
program that has been operated for
nearly 4 years now by the Area Redevel
opment AdmInistration within the De
partment of Commerce.

Before we faee this decision and with
4 years of records to check, we should
have been given a clear picture as to how
well the old program has worked. But
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since all local projects were labeled with
a political billboard, I suppose that is
too much to expect. The only measure
of success on which we can check is
found in the claim, made in the agency's
March report, that the program had cre
ated 70,000 jobs and even this does not
hold up under scrutiny.

As I understand it, if we were taking
all the projects that actually got under
way and total up all the job estimates
that appeared on the original applica
tions for those projects, we would get
this 70,000 figure. However, when the
Comptroller General made a sample
check on 80 of these projects, he found
the jobs were overstated by some 98 per
cent. In other words, if that were true
for all projects, there would have been
only about 35,000 jobs, or half of the
70,000 estimate.

CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT DIFFERS

Have we any other employment figures
against which to measure this accom
plishment? Fortunately, we have the in
crease in civilian employment generated
without this special Government help
during those same 4 years. This figure
is 3% million jobs-lOO times greater
than the deflated ARA figure of 35,000.

Even 35,000 new jobs is an impressive
accomplishment if they have really been
created. But can we depend on this fig
ure? Several questions remain unan
swered. Are these 35,000 jobs permanent
or only temporary? Are the companies
supplying them operating successfully
or are they still running in the red, pay
ing out borrowed money for wages?
When I have raised this question, I have
been told that it is improper to give out
such information about specific projects
because it might damage them. This
sounds to me like a significant admis
sion that a very high proportion of all
projects are in trouble-an impression
that has been borne out by such specific
information as I have been able to get
on the outside.

There is another unanswered question
which is of basic importance. In spite
of all pious declarations against "pirat
ing," how many, if any, of these jobs
represent a net gain in employment, or
how many of the 35,000 simply represent
a transfer of activity and income from
people already employed in the same in
dustry? Of course, this goes on con
stantly between competitors in a free
market, but these switches are not
claimed as new jobs created.

UTAH EXAMPLE CITED

My doubts on this score have been con
firmed, in part, by what has happened in
my own State-and this experience has
become for me the symbol of ARA in
action. We have a coal mining area in
Utah whose capacity is much greater
than its market, and whose most efficient
operators have not been able for years to
provide full weeks of work for their
miners. ARA provided funds to reopen
two smaller mines that had dropped out
of competition years ago. One of these
apparently went through all its new Gov
ernment capital without really getting
into production and the account is being
liquidated. I can only guess what is
happening to the other one, or to other
local situations where a new competitor,

sponsored and subsidized by Government
comes into a community to divide rather
than increase the existing market wheth
er it be for lumber, recreation, or motel
rooms.

What about these jobs? Are they
really new and are they permanent?

Mr. President, I realize this bill will
pass. It will be adopted because all of us
support its stated purpose, and promise
of more jobs L r;maller, less industrial
ized communities, and because it fits into
the sociopolitical framework of the
Great Society. But it will continue to
fail to reach this goal because some of
its basic premises are unsound.

SLIGHT DIFFERENCES ONLY
It differs only slightly from the 1961

ARA bill. Some of the conditions and
standards have actually been lowered to
bring in more marginal applications with
less chance for ultimate success. I am
reminded of the old story of the man who
claimed to lose money on every sale, but
made up his loss by increasing his vol
ume. Stripped to its essentials this bill
proposes to solve the problem of local un
employment in only one· way-by dis
tlibuting Federal money through grants
and loans and do it over broader areas,
on easier terms, and with ~nterest rates
directly subsidized to a level that could
go below the cost of money to the Gov
ernment. Discussion of the bill also pro
duced the concept that "social" consid
erations will be injected into the lender
borrower relationship.

Of course, this basic "social" credit
idea is not new. But in this bill it means
several things to me. It is an admission
that many present loans are going baJ
and sponsors want to have an explana
tion ready when it w1l1 be needed. It is
a tipoff to the borrower that the admin
istration will not be a stern collector and
that part of the burden of repayment
can be avoided if he can have a list of
"social" benefits handj'.

But there is a new twist to social values
in this program. The bill is offered as
a means of protecting existing social capi
tal. That is to s~y that if a small com
munity already has paved streets, water
systems, libraries, and schools, not now
being used to their optimum capacity due
to a drop in population caused by lat::k
of employment opportunity, the funds
and forces of the Federal Government
must be brought to bear to restore the
population to its proper size, and thus
protect its "social capital."

GUARANTEES OF GHOST TOWNS?

I wonder if anyone in ARA or any Gov
ernment agency has thought that one
through. Is the Great Society to be
created by freezing the status quo and
making every village like Henry Ford's
Deerfield Village? Do we want Govern
ment guarantees against ghost towns?

Can a sound flourishing future be built
on such a philosophy? Should we ignore
the process that in 4 years created 100
times as many jobs as this one did? If
easy money is the key to job creation, why
have not the smart, successful American
business executives rushed in to seize this
golden opportunity? Could there possi
bly be other foundation stones on which
to base a decision of where to locate a new
enterprise? Even though the philosophy

of this bill ignores them, such factors as
climate, water, and power supplies, ac
cessibility to raw materials, labor supply,
and to markets-and many other factors
must be considered together and given
proper weight. Access to private money
is seldom denied to men or companies
with records of proven judgment. How
do such men look at the bait this bill
holds out?

Listen to an excerpt from the testi
mony before the Banking and Currency
subcommittee of a company president
who has recently faced and made a plant
location decision:

My personal business experience has pro
vided me with a background concerning in
dustrial plant location decisions and prob
lems Involving the relationships of these
decisions to Industrial development pro
grams. At the moment, we are completing
a stUdy which will result in our bul1dlng a
sizable plant in Grand Island, Nebraska.
Through a consulting firm, we have carefully
studied the special· inducements offered by
the Area Redevelopment Administration and
many individual localities across the coun
try and have come to the conclusion that
our decision should be based on unsubsidized
economics rather than on special artificial
inducements.

Mr. President, I am sure if we could
check the actual performance of the pro
gram against the promise of its purpose,
we would want to get much more infor
mation on its present success-or lack
of it-before we extend and broaden it.

Fortunately, an expiration date has
been included in the bill, and maybe by
the time Congress votes on it again, I
hope we will be able to have a clearer pic
ture of its weaknesses. Because I see
them clearly now, I must, as I did 4 years
ago--vote "No" on this particular bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
statement entitled "Area Redevelopment
Administration Revisited--or the Quest
for Truth in Spending," prepared by the
staff of the Senate Republican policy
committee.

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
AREA REDEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION RE

VISITED-OR THE QUEST FOR TRUTH IN
SPENDING

(Prepared by the staff of the Senate Repub.
lican policy committee; BOURKE B. HICK
ENLOOPER, chairman, Fred B. Rhodes, Jr.,
staff director, May 1965)

PREFACE
President Johnson, in his March 25, 1965,

economic development message, announced
the functions and powers of the Area Rede
velopment Administration are being trans
ferred to a successor organization to be cre
ated by the Secretary of Commerce.

In his panegyric to the glory that was
ARA, Mr. Johnson looked to the bright side
of things, observing:

"Our experience with various forms of as
sistance under ARA and the accelerated
pUblic works program has shown us ways to
improve our techniques and our tools for
providing economic growth."

Perhaps. But new agencies, like young
twigs, must be so bent as to grow in the
paths Congress intends. The following
pages are a summary of four General Ac
counting Office reports on ARA's manage
ment of the accelerated publlc works pro
gram. They provide an object lesson on
how to divert a program in directions quite
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different from the intent of Congress when
it passed the Public Works Acceleration Act.
These GAO reports should be required read
ing for the new Economic Development Ad
ministrator and the new Secretary of Com
merce.

.The 1961 Area Redevelopment Act was the
first of the Kennedy-Johnson pump-priming
experiments, followed in 1962 by the second
big one--the accelerated public works pro
gram. The Area Redevelopment Act was de
signed to give new direction to the
economically stagnant sections of the coun
try; accelerated pUblic works was to provide
the shoulder on which to lean until the de
pressed areas were moving again.

Original taxpayer investment in accelerated
pUblic works was $900 million. To handle
this money, the program was turned over to
the Area Redevelopment Administration,
which was given authority to formuiate poli
cies and promulgate regulations.

The idea behind accelerated pUblic works
was to provide immediate, if short-term, em
ployment in areas of the country where
existed a continuing hard core--approxi
mately 6 percent or higher-of unemploy
ment.

ARA and its adherents maintained a drum
fire of pUblicity requesting additional funds
for both of its programs. As Congress squares
away to eonsider fiscal 1966 appropriations,
the achievements ARA pUblicists have
claimed deserve closer scrutiny with an eye
to learning lessons valuable in future
handling of public works programs.

The General Accounting Office (GAO) has
provided a partial review along these Ilnes.
In May, June, August, and October 1964,
GAO issued a serles of four unfavorable re
ports on ARA practices. Before summarizing
the GAO reports. it might prove instructive
to consider two private assessments of ARA,
both issued after the first three GAO docu
ments were made publlc.

In a September 11, 1964, editorial, the New
York Times expressed great concern that
Congress would not appropriate more funds
for ARA. It admitted ARA had a problem:
"It is not easy to deVise workable criteria for
loans and grants to revive economically de
pressed communities, since, by definition, if
such communities could meet normal bank
Ing standards they would not need special
Government help."

Opaque prose such as this in 1961 might
have stopped the infant ARA in its tracks.
But since that time, the ARA did not let
prose of any kind, whether in law or edito
rial. interfere with its real mission: to spend
the money. And basically, the New York
Times agrees, when in effect it says Congress
must prove its sincerity by giving ARA more
money.

The Times cited impressive statistics.
ARA. it said, had retrained 35,000 workers
and helped create 110,000 new jobs. No
mention of any GAO reports to the contrary.

This leads us to a second, earller report-
August 3. 1964--of a group called the Na
tional Public Advisory Committee on Area
Redevelopment. (For the sake of brevity we
wlll refer to this as the PAC report.)

Representative \VRIGHT PATMAN, Democrat,
of Texas, halled the glowing PAC report as a
careful and studied evaluation when he in
serted the report in the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD. volume 110, part 17, pages 22191-22195.

The committee proved that ARA had not
promoted any pirating of industry from one
area to another. How? Herely by saying
the law specifically forbids this sin. The
committee also noted that ARA had been
criticized for loans to new enterprises in
fieids already overcrOWded and SUffering
from excess capacity, but added soothingly.
"ARA has made strenuous efforts to correct
this and to develop a definitive policy in
this regard."

And if the conclusion here is In the great
tradition of committee prose--"this was a

constructive development which needs con
tinued attention"-it also is perhaps the
only place in the whole report where the
committee hints there is any problem which
cannot be solved by larger appropriations
from the old miser, Congress.

The committee was aiso more prudent
than the Times as to the number of jobs
generated by ARA: "It is estimated that
when [the current projects) are in full oper
ation, a total of some 110,000 jobs may be
generated-66,500 jobs created directly, and
an additional 43,500 indirectly." The com
mittee explained that these estimates were
made by "applicants [for loans, who) arc ex
pected, sUbject to a review by ARA, to make
reasonable estimates of the nunlber of per
manent jobs that would be generated by
such financial assistance."

All in aU, the committee report found little
wrong with ARA that morc--much more
money would not correct. It mentioned no
serious probiems or mistakes.

This is puzzling, indeed, and raises the
question as to who composed these con
gratulatory remarks. The ARA itself per
haps? For, as we mentioned earlier, those
persistent watchdogs from the General Ac
counting Office had already attempted to put
truth into the spending argument by issuing
critical reports in May, June, and August of
1964. From the PAC report, one couid not
even find acknOWledgment that there Is
such a watchdog agency as the General Ac
counting Office. The Times did carry brief
notices of the GAO findings but the hard
facts of reality did not carryover to the
editorial page.

Undismayed by this bck of attention. the
GAO issued thereafter another report critical
of ARA in October 1964. and January 1965.
It is time these reports be given careful
attention.

The first four GAO findings concerned the
ARA method of administering the acceler
ated pUblic works program. By way of ex
planation, the accelerated public works pro
gram was designed to provide employment
in hard core depressed areas by means of
public works programs. The Community
Facilities Administration (CFA) was the
agency directing Important parts of the pro
gram, subject at all times to control and
polley decisions by the Area Redevelopment
Administration.
HOW MANY JOBS HAS AREA REDEVELOPMENT AD

MINISTRATION AND ACCELERATED PUBLIC
WORKS PROGRAM GENERATED?

In May 1964 GAO completed an investiga
tion of ARA's ciaiIllS on the number of man
m::>:J.ths and man-hours of on-site and off
site employment created by the accelerated
publlc works program.' PAC's report had
trumpeted. "These (APW) projects are ex
pected by their sponsors to generate an esti
mated 220,000 man-hours of on-site and off
site employment."

Said GAO:
"We found that the ARA reports con

tained significant overstatements of jobs
estimated to be created by accelerated public
works projects approved by the Community
Facilities Administration."

"We found also that the reports contained
O\'erstatements with respect to the number
of actual man-months of work created by
Community Faelllties Administration ap
proved projects already under construc
tion." 2

A GAO investigation of 190 projects re
vealed the Area Redevelopment Administra
tion overstated the man-months of work to
be created by 12,261. or about 128 percent.

I "Overstatement of Number of Jobs Cre
ated Under the Accelerated Public Works
Program," report to the Congress of the
United States by the Comptroller General of
the United States, May 1964.

"Ibid., p. 1.

GAO found that the Area Redevelopment
Administration had estimated 55,300 man
years of work for all projects approved as of
November 1, 1963. If the same margin of
exaggeration held for all public works proj
ects as for those aUdited. GAO projected that
the Area Redevelopment Administration
wouid have exaggerated the work created by
31,000 man-years.

Lest it be charged that GAO was indUlging
in mere speculation, this report revealed
that on 497 separate projects under con
struction ARA had overstated man-months
worked by 23,000, or about 83 percent. ARA
had pUblicly reported 50,853 man-months
worked, whereas GAO had discovered 27.845
actually worked. Again, based on perform
ance, GAO projected that if the same margin
of exaggeration held, ARA claims of 131,942
actual man-months worked on projects then
under construction or completed were ex
aggerated by 60,000 man-months.

How to overesiimate
The Generai Accounting Office found that

ARA had continued to use original estimates
either of appllcants for funds or of the CFA
with no attempt to check actual payroll
records. If a project was llsted as 60 percent
completed, ARA reported actual on-site
man-months of work to be 60 percent of the
original estimate as to total man-months of
work the project was supposed to generate.

r'OVERESTIMATE"-MORE APPROPRIATIONS

The influence of such grossly erroneous
claims is difficult to calculate, but the Gen
eral Accounting Office points out at least one
possiblllty:

"The data contained in the September I,
1963, directory of approved APW projects
was used extensively in ARA testimony be
fore the House Publlc Works Committee in
October 1963. to demonstrate the progress
and accompllshments achieved under the
Public Works Acceleration Act with respect
to the creation of employment." 3

DID THE MOST DISTRESSED AREAS GET THE
MONEY?

In its friendly report PAC said: "The pro
gram was aimed to mitigate national condi
tions of unemployment by helping provide
temporary jobs in the areas that need them
most."

An article by Rowland Evans and Robert
Novak, appearing in the Washington Post
for February 10, 1965, was less compll
mentary to ARA, but they assert that ARA
Director Wl1llam Batt and his aids "stick
to the old formula that good money should
flow to the poorest communities."

GAO agreed the intent of the Congress
was to provide jobs in areas "which suffer
from persistent and chronic unemploy
ment." But GAO reviewed ARA's per
formance to determine whether or not the
intent of Congress was obeyed by ARA.
Three investigations cover this matter.

1. In its June 1964 report GAO said:
"Our review disclosed that about $21 mil

llon in APW funds were obllgated for 85
projects in areas which were no longer eli
gibie at the time the agreement was con
summated or which were due to become in
ellgible shortiy thereafter." ,

This report pointed out that the Depart
ment of Labor determines the eligibility of
such areas and when an employment .situ
aUon has so improved as to render such
areas ineligibie. Formal announcement of
the latter action is always preceded by an
early warning system whIch says the situ
ation is improving. Such warnings, how
ever, seemed merely to stimUlate ARA, for

o Ibid., p. 13.
I. "Assistance Under the Public Works Ac

celeration Act to Areas No Longer Burdened
by Substantial Unemployment," report to the
Congress by the Comptroller General of the
United States, June 1964, p. 6.



f

t
12152 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD _. SENATE

the GAO reported, "the procedure Whereby
ARA is informed by the Department of Labor
of impending tennlnatlon of area ellgib1l1ty
appears to have been used to expedite proc
essing 01 grants to appllcants in such areas."·

In one instance GAO found projects to
taiing $250,000 were cleared 1 full year after
the Department of Labor notified ARA an
area was no longer eligible. Thus, by such
gross maladministration, projects were
pushed through in Ineligible areas, while
other areas with genuine chronic unemploy
ment--truly depressed areas-found their
appllcations could not be acted on because,
according to ARA, funds were no longer
available.

Base conjecture, perhaps, but this would
appear to have been an excellent method to
get larger and larger appropriations; process
tIle borderline cases as fast as possible, ex
haust the original appropriation, and use
the backlog of unfilled applications from the
hard core depressed areas as justification for
more money.

So It is, the friendly PAC report (that
"careful and studied evaluation") could con
clude, "because of its limitation in funds,
tIme, and purpose, the accelerated public
works program has succeeded only partly In
meeting the public facillties needs in the
eligible communities."

2. In its August 1964 report GAO found
that at least $7.4 million had been approved
by ARA for "projects in seemingly nonde
pressed areas."· Four States whose employ
ment situation was such as to not maite
them eligible for accelerated public works
assistance according to criteria laid down by
Congress and applied by tile Department of
Labor were given grants because ARA felt
there should be at least one such project in
every State of the Union regardless of how it
measured up to depressed conditions else
where. Again this meant less money for the
genuinely depressed areas.

3. In its October 1964 report, GAO found
that $26 mlllion had been committed to areas
after they had rec.overed from conditions of
SUbstantial and persistent unemployment.?

THE DETROIT STORY

The prize example in GAO's investigation
is Detroit, Mich., where we iearn:

"Through April 1, 1964, assistance of about
$44,700,000 under the Public Works Accelera
tion Act has been approved for the Detroit
labor market area, although it appears that
the area had recovered from its unemploy
ment burdens at the time of the act was
passed:' •

By September 1962 Detroit's unemploy
ment rate dropped below 6 percent and has
continued to drop ever since.

"We also learn that "exclusive of the state
of Michigan, the Detroit area by itself had
received approval for more accelerated pub
lic works assistance than 47 of the remain
ing 49 States:' •

TI~is included projects in such "pOel,ets of
poverty" as wealthy Grosse Pointe. Mich.

For reasons of its own, the U.S. Depart
ment of Labor would not finally delete the
Detroit area from the list of areas of sub
stantial and persistent unemployment until
July 1963. Apparently ARA did not get the

• Ibid., p. 7.
o "Unauthorized Assistance to Seemingly

Nondepressed Areas Under the Public Works
Acceleration Act and the Area Redevelop
ment Act," report to the Congress by the
Comptroller General of the United States,
August 1964, p. 3.

7 "Accelerated Public Works Assistanc~Ap
proved for Areas Under Consideration for
Termination of Eligiblllty," report to the
Congress by the Comptroller General of the
United states, October 1964, p. 5.

"Ibid., p. 9.
"Ibid., p. 9.

message even then, tor not until 7 months
later, on February 20, 1964, did the Area Re
development Administration terminate the
Detroit area's eligiblllty for Area Redevel
opment Act or Accelera.ted Public Works
assistance.

Thus, fully $23,400,000 in projects was
scheduled by ARA to start in October 1963 or
later, although the Labor Department had
declared the Detroit area as no longer eligible
in July 1963.' •Yet even after the Detroit· area was de
clared ineligible, the city remained eligible
under an amendment to ARA regulations
dated December 31, 1963, whereby munici
palities with populations in 1960 of 250,000
or over could be designated redevelopment
areas based on a correlation between the
unemployment rate for cities as determined
by the Bureau of the Census in 1960, and
the area labor market unemployment rate in
1960.11

Thus the money continued to flow under
this gimmick. Tile Department of Labor ad
vised ARA in June 1964 that the city of
Detroit's unemployment rate was at an a-year
lovr-3.3 percent in the "area," 4.6 percent in
the "city"-and questioned the advisability
of continuing Detroit's ellgibll1ty. In July
1961 the Department of Labor notified ARA
that Detroit's eligibility should be ended.
Thereupon ARA saluted smartly, took a read
ing on the upcoming elections, and roared
into action: it announced that if the unem
ployment drop continued, it would terminate
the eligibility of Detroit "on about January
15, 1965."]2

A SUMMING UP

These General Accounting Office investiga
tion reports of June, August, and October,
1964 indicate that at the very minimum
about $50 million of .Accelerated Public
Worlts funds were allowed by Area Redevel
opment Administration to be expended con
trary to the intent of Congress in enacting
the law. According to the watchdog GAO
this meant:

"Numerous areas burdened by unem;lloy
ment rates of 9 percent or more in February
1964, had applications for accelerated public
works projects pending in June 1964. Many
of these applications had been fully proc
essed by CFA early in calendar year 1963.
Accelerated pUblic works grants to assist
these needy arcas apparently cannot be made
because of insufficient funds:']3

GAO cited as another specific example
Wheeling, W. Va., which has suffered "an
unemployment rate of between 6 percent and
over 12 percent since September 1962." Said
General Accounting Office:

"On June 18, 1964, CFA records showed
that seven projects totaling $3 million were
pending for the Wheeling area. Some of
these projects had been fully processed as
early in the APW program as June 1963:' II

West Virginia must certainly bear the
dubious distinction of having been promised
the most, most often, while delivered the
least, most often.

One other point. The 1964-65 national de
bate topic for all colleges and universities
was: "Resolved: That the Pedera1 Govern
ment Should Establish a National Program
of Public \Vorl;;s for the Unemployed:'
The timing of this national debate topic was
especially significant in view of the enor
mous public works programs pushed by the
Johnson administration. It is hoped that
all these GAO reports were included in the
recommended bibliography for college de
bate teams. An informed public is equally
as important as an informed Congress on
this leading question.

]. Ibid., p. 15.
11 Ibid., p. 13.
:13 Ibid., p. 13.
]2 Ibid., pp. 23-24.
"Ibid., p.24.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr, President, I
yield 4 minutes to the Senator from
Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President, I
wish to say a few words in support of
the Public Works and Economic Devel
opment Act of 1965 of which I am pleased
to be a cosponsor.

This legislation means a great deal
to sections of my State and to other
areas of the country which fail to share
fully in the great pro:operity our country
now enjoys. I believe the tools which it
provides for State and local governments,
development groups, and private indus
try are appropriate to the tasks at hand.
The bill before us builds on the experi
ence we have gained in the relatively
short pe1iod of time the Federal Govern
ment has been in the business of doing
something for the underdeveloped areas
of our country.

I would be less than honest if I said
that my support for this legislation was
not predicated on the substantial bene
fits which the State of Arkansas has
derived from its legislative forerunner&
the Area Redevelopment Act and the
Public Works Acceleration Act. Primar
ily because of the initiative of local lead
ers in Arkansas, my State has profited
from both these programs to an excep
tional degree. Twenty-one ARA proj
ects involving $5,691,850 in public facil
ity loans and grants and $10,507,770 in
industrial loans attest to this fact. The
result is well over 4,500 new jobs for
Arkansas people.

But the usefulness of the ARA pro
gram in Arkansas should not be gaged
solely by statistics. These payrolls and
their multiplied effect on local economies
have brought new hope, new enthusi
asm, and even greater initiative to many
communities in Arkansas. The ink was
hardly dry on the Area Redevelopment
Act of 1961 when the first project-for
the Nation as well as Arkansas-was ap
proved. Through a combination loan
and grant for an addition to the water
system in Mountain Home, Ark., the Mar
Bax shirt factory was located in that
community. Four years later the com
pany employs in the neighborhood of 850
people and the city of Mountain Home
has become one of the most successful
communities of Arkansas. A large
pharmaceutical factory has located in
the community of its own initiative,
Without Federal assistance. Many other
towns and cities in Arkansas have bene
fited from the ARA program and I men
tion Mountain Home merely because it
is a classic example of the stimulating
effect of proper Federal investments in
local public facilities.

Most of the credit for these successes
rests with the leaders in these towns and
cities who have sho'i\'I1 faith in the fu
ttrres of their communities. I would like
also to pay tribute to the ARA field
coordinator in Arkansas, Mr. John Opitz,
for the truly remarkable job he has done.
Mr. Opitz has shown industry and
imagination in working to build his
native State and we are gratefUl to him
for the tremendous amount he has ac
complished.
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Mr. President, there is no point in my

reviewing in detail the provisions of this
bill. This task has been admirably per
formed by the chairman of the Public
Works Committee and the very able
senior Senator from Illinois who is un
questionably the Senate's expert in this
field. I think the Senate is indebted to
both of them and the committees they
represent for bringing to the fioor a very
good bill.

If our past experience in the field of
economic development has taught us
anything it is that there are no quick,
simple, and effective solutions to the eco
nomic ills of the less developed areas of
America. The bill before us largely
deals with the physical aspects of eco
nomic growth-water and sewer facili
ties, roads, airports, industrial parks, and
the like. Earlier this year the Congress
passed the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 tomore fully pro
vide for the development of the most
fundamental of economic resources-our
people. The Hill-Burton program for
hospital construction, the highway pro
gram, the Vocational Education Act and
the Manpower Development and Train
ing Act all contribute to the strength of
our economy and each has special im
plications for sections which lack the
revenues needed to provide the public
services on which private Investments
depend.

By the enactment of the legislation
before us the Congress can add another
set of tools to the overall Federal-State
local effort to see that every able Ameri
can has a skill to sell and a place to
sell it.

I strongly support those provisions of
this bill which generally modify and ex
tend the ARA program. Several useful
changes have been made. I am pleased
that this legislation will permit the Sec
retary of Commerce to enlarge the Fed
eral share of public facility grant projects
to a Federal maximum of 80 percent of
cost. If properly administered, as I am
sure it will be, this provision will mean
the difference between life and death for
many small communities which did not
share in the benefits of the accelerated
public works and ARA programs because
of their inability to come up with the
local matching funds.

This biIl provides a solution to one
problem which inhibited the ARA pro
gram. On several Arkansas projects the
companies planning a new plant or an
expansion found themselves hard pressed
for working capital. The ARA was pre
cluded from making working capital
loans. This new legislation will permit
Federal guarantees of working capital
loans to companies offering new employ
ment in eligible areas. I strongly sup
port this. provision.

I am very pleased that title V of the
bill authorizes the creation and funding
of regional action planning commissions.
When the Appalachian regional develop
ment bill was considered, I urged the
Public Works Committee to include in it
funds for further recional planning
through Federal-State ~ooperat1on and
particularly to provide for the creation
of a development program for the Ozark
mountain region of Arkansas, Oklahoma,

and Missouri. Title V of the pending
bill is the fulfillment of a commitment
made at that time to satisfy this appeal
in separate legislation.

When the pending bill was considered
by the committee this year, I was privi
leged to testify on the prospects for an
Ozark regional commission. Testimony
was also received from Dr. John Peter
son, of the University of Arkansas, and
representatives of the States of Okla
homa and Missouri in support of this
proposal. I believe the record clearly es
tablishes the general economic condition
of this region and provides a base from
which a regional action planning com
mission can begin its work.

The bill does not specify the regions
for which commissions will be organized.
Rather authority is vested in the Sec
retary of Commerce to designate such
regions in which economic growth can
be fostered by this device and which
meet the general criteria set forth In
section 501. I believe this Is a wise
course. Those of us who have worked
for the creation of an Ozarks commis
sion have not tried to say that "this
county is in" or "that county is out."
These decisions should be left to the
Governors and the SecretarY-backed
up by sound economic counsel at all
levels.

Mr. President, I hope that once I.his
biIl Is enacted the Secretary will move
promptly to develop a regional commis
sion for the Ozarks by the initiation of
discussions with the Governors of the
States involved. He will find complete
cooperation at the State and local levels.
It is appropriate to point out that the
Arkansas and Oklahoma State Legisla
tures have both adopted resolutions sup
POlting this concept.

Mr. President, the Public Works and
Economic Development Act holds great
promise for the Ozarks region, for Ar
kansas and for less than prosperous
areas throughout the country. In truth,
this bill is designed to bolster our overall
economy which in the final analysis is
no stronger than its weakest links. I
hope the Senate will give this legisla
tion a substantial vote of approval.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Colo
rado.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I
cannot support S. 1648, the so-called
Public Works and Economic Develop
ment Act of 1965.

Under this proposed act, which we are
told is patterned after the Appalachia
program, the Department of Commerce
would inherit and be directed to expand
the ill-fated and much discredited area
redevelopment and accelerated public
works programs. If we have learned
anything from our experience with area
redevelopment and accelerated public
works, we know that they simply have
not worked. We have seen Government
subsidized competition drive out legiU.
mate business, inflated claims of creat
ing new jobs which have never materi
alized, political juggling with public
funds, vast numbers of highly paid Gov
ernment omcials running about the
country accomplishing little, and a gen
eral waste of your tax money and mine.

Now it is proposed to regroup these two
dubious programs under a different
name, pattern them after the Appalachia
program, which has not yet even tested
its bureaucratic wings, and expand the
entire pottage.

ARA and APW were just a drop in the
bucket compared to this proposed pro
gram. This bill would authorize the ex
penditure of $2 billion over the next 5
years, just under title I alone. It also
would authorize the expenditure of $265
million per year indefinitely. Thus, the
program will cost about $3.5 billion over
the first 5 years and after that it is any
one's guess. But even these figures do
not accurately measure the entire cost of
this program because the administrative
expenses are not included in the bill,
These expenses will be picked up by the
Department of Commerce through the
regular appropriation process. The
Committee on Public Works in its report
gives us an indication of its thinking on
administration of the act on pages 18
and 19. There the committee proposes
that the Department of Commerce cre
ate a new Assistant Secretary whose sole
function would be to assist the Secretary
in the administration of this act. The
committee also said and I quote:

The committee further is concerned that
sufficient supergrades be allotted for the con
duct of this program. The committee did
not specifically designate the number in the
b1ll but it would be considered inadequate if
less than 20 supergrades were assigned to the
administration of this program.

This sounds like an open invitation for
the administrators of this program to go
into competition with the poverty pro
gram to see who can hire the most highly
paid administrators.

Many of the defects of this bill have
already been pointed out in the process
of debate. However, a few of these cer
tainly bear repetition and emphasis. For
example, there is a provision in the bill
authorizing loans with a 2-percent inter
est subsidy. As I pointed out in the de
bate, it is entirely possible that, under
this provision, one company could come
into a depressed area and receive a sub
sidized interest rate and another com
pany in competition with that company
go into another depressed area and not
l'eceive a subsidy.

Section 203 establishes an economic
development revolving fund to be avail
able for loan assistance under sections
201, 202, and 403. Our past experiences
with revolving funds of this nature have
been quite unsatisfactory. It has al
ways served as a good coverup as to just
how much is being spent on a particular
program.

Unlike the Area Redevelopment Act,
this bill sets up only an annual rather
than monthly review of eligible areas.
But the blll does not even mention when
the first such annual review shall take
place. There is a suggestion made in the
committee report but this is certainly not
binding on anyone. Nor does the bill
provide for the termination of applica
tions after an area becomes ineligible for
assistance. This is certainly a loose way
to write a law for such a gigantic pro
gram.
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Mr. President, many of the pOints that
I have covered have been the subjects of
reports issued by the Comptroller Gen
eral over the past several years. His in
formative and useful report on this bill
is contained in the supplemental views at
the end of the committee report. And
yet the majority report of the Committee
on Public Works dealt at great length
with refuting or attempting t:J discredit
the Comptroller General's recommenda
tions. As we all know. the Comptroller
General, as the head of the General Ac
counting Office. is an arm of Ccngress.
He is often referred to as the "watchdog
of Congress." But what good can a
"congressional watchdog" accomplish if
we insist on muzzling him at every turn?

Mr. President, this bill is simply a re
hash on a grand scale of two of the most
discredited programs ever turned out by
Congress. The taxpayers of this country
do not need and certainly do not de
serve another program enlarging the
same defects in two such failures.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, we in
New Mexico and in the United States
have come a long way from the condi
tions which caused Anatole France to
say that. "The law, in its majestic equal
ity, forbids the rich as well as the poor
to sleep under bridges, to beg in the
streets, and to steal bread." But we
have not yet come far enough. And
the American dream of real individual
dignity and real equality of opportunity
would. be closer to complete fulfillment
upon S. 1648-the Public Works and Eco
nomic Development Act of 1965-becom
ing law.

This bill is of great importance to New
Mexico, where drought, depressed com
modity prices, and unemployment have
combined to render local communities
unable to make the public improvements
which are essential to the restoration of
a healthy and viable economy.

S. 1648 combines the best features of
the Area Redevelopment Act and the Ac
celerated Public Works Act which have
proved their worth to New MeXico. In
addition, this bill provides for regional
development as outlined in legislation
enacted this year for the Appalachian
region.

Two constructive amendments were
written into the bill before the Senate
Public Works Committee acted.

One amendment will insure that five
additional Indian reservations in New
Mexico, as well as other smaller com
munities throughout the United States,
will be eligible for economic aId under
the act. Originally, the benefits were
limited to areas of 1,500 or more popula
tion. That would have eliminated the
Jemez, Jicarilla, Mescalero, Ramah, and
Santo Domingo reservations in New
Mexico. But, with the generous cooper
ation of my distinguished colleagues in
the Senate Public Works Committee, I
was successful in having the bill amended
to lower the population figure to 1,000.
This important amendment will bring
these five reservations, and many other
smaller communities elsewhere in the
country, within the benefits of the law.

We were also successful in increasing
the first year's funding from $250 million
to $400 million for grants to help local
governments construct essential public
works.

In addition to the $400 million which
Vvill be available for public works grants,
the bill provides for $170 million in loans
to poverty stricken areas to assist in de
velopment of plants and facilities which
will creJ.te employment.

Earlier this session, Senator Moss and
I introduced an Appalachia-type bill to
develop the Four Corners area of New
Mexico, Utah, Arizona, and Colorado.
S. 1643 replaces our bill by providing for
larger scale regional development of all
areas where econemics and geography
indicate that an interstate approach is a
sound one.

The Four Corners region is ideally
adaptable to the regional approach.
This high plateau country, which is rich
in natural beauty and natural resources,
is seriously hampered by an inadequate
road system.

The area is sparsely populated and
lacks the assets to develop the road sys
tem so vitally needed. By opening this
area through an adequate highway sys
tem, many new job opportunities would
be created and the overall economy of the
are2. would be vastly improved.

Economic growth and development of
the Four Corners in northern New Mex
ico will do much to relieve the other
economic ills of New Mexico. as well as
Arizona, Colorado, and Utah. New Mex
ico borders on other areas in these three
States which together comprise one of
the largest land masses of chronic ill}
employment and underemployment in
the United States.

Many towns and cities in New Mexico
have indicated the extreme need which
exists for grants for public works and
development facilities.

A great need exists throughout the
country and in much of New Mexico for
community-type facilities ranging from
water projects to youth and aged recrea
tion centers, libraries, gas systems, and
the entire range of community facilities
necessary to make life more decent and
dignified in the smaller communities of
the areas of unemployment and under
employment.

Indian tribes in New Mexico on the
Acoma, Isleta, Laguna, Jemez, Jicarilla,
Mescalero, Ramah, Santo Domingo, ZUll,
Santa Clara, and Navajo Reservations,
no less than other disadvantaged New
Mexicans, suffer from substantial and
persistent unemployment and underem
ployment.

Federal financial assistance, inclUding
grants for the development of reserva
tion and community facilities. establish
ing of industries and enterprises, par
ticularly where there are self-help fea··
tures. should do much to alleviate pov
erty and to help the people become self
sufficient. It Will, indeed, as the bill
states, "enable such areas to help them
selves achieve lasting improvement and
enhance the domestic prosperity by the
establishment of stable and diversified
bcal economies and improved local con
ditions."

We wholeheartedly support the view
that such assistance should be preceded

by and· be consistent with sound, long
range econoniic planning and that under
the provisions of this act new employ
ment opportunities would be created by
developing and expanding new and ex
isting public works and other facilities
and resoW'ces rather than by merely
transfen-ing jobs from one area of the
United States tJ another.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Alaska.
ALASKA INDIANS AND ESKIMOS WILL BE HELPED

BY S. 1648, THE PUBLIC "VOaKS AND ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1965

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, we
are about to vote on S. 1648, the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965. This bill will help us wage a more
aggressive war against domestic poverty.
I hope this proposed legislation will be
enthusiastically endorsed by the Con
gress and sent to the President promptly.
We need the tools provided by S. 1648.

The Association on American Indian
Affairs, Inc., through its executive direc
tor, William Byler. communicated with
the Alaska congressional delegation for
clarification of the population require
ment in title IV of S. 1648. The associa
tion wanted to make certain that the
benefits of S. 1648 would apply to the
scattered Indian and Eskimo villages in
Alaska. The Senate report on the bill
specified:

Areas of less than 1.500 population shall
not be eligible for designation under this
program except In the case of Indian areas,
Which may be considered tor designation It
they have a population ot 1,000 or more per
sons.

It is expected, however, that the Secretary
would not consider for designation several
separated or widely scattered very small In
dian areas that In total would meet the 1,000
persons population requirement.

The association pointed out in its May
21, 1965, letter:

If the 1,000 persons population require
ment is applied to native vlIIages, then
clearly only a very few wlII quallfy for desig
nation under this program.

The bill clearly specifies that the Secre
tary of Labor shall designate as redevel
opment areas those with substantial and
persistent unemployment or those where
the loss of industry for reasons of re
moval, curtailment, or closing shall cause
unusual and abrupt rises in unemploy
ment.

The State of Alaska, with the excep
tion of Juneau and its immediate vicinity
is designated by the Area Redevelopment
Administration as a depressed area.
Conditions have not arisen to changethe
economic picture of the State. Most
Alaskan Indian and Eskimo villages are
in election districts which qualify for
area and district eligibility as redevelop
ment areas.

To clarify the situation I asked the able
chairman of the Senate Committee on
Public Works, the distinguished senior
Senator from Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA]
to comment on the population require
ment in title IV of S. 1648, area of district
eligibility for redevelopment areas.
Chairman McNAMARA concluded that the
population limitation of 1,500 applies to
the smallest area of eligibility which in
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the case of Alaska is the election district.
Thus, Indian and Eskimo villages located
within an election district would be quali
fied.

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of the letter sent to me on May 21,
1965, by the Association on American In
dian Affairs, Inc., my letter of May 24,
1965, to the chairman of the Senate Pub
lic Works Committee, and the chairman's
response of May 26, 1965, be printed in
the RECORD at this time, to dispel any
doubts as to the eligibility of the Alaskan
Indian and Eskimo villages.

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

ASSOCIATION ON AMERICAN
INDIAN AFFAIRS, INC.,

New York, N.Y., May 21, 1965.
Hon. ERNEST GRUENING,
U.S. Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR GRUENING: Knowing of your
vigorous support for S. 1648 and your strong
interest In the welfare of Alaska's native
communities, I am writing you to seek clari
ficatloI. of the population requirement In
title IV of the bill.

Senate Report No. 193 (p. 16) states:
"Areas of less than 1,500 population shall

not be elig!ble for designation under this
program, except In the case of Indian areas
which· may be considered for designation if
they have a popUlation of 1,000 or more per
sons. It is expected, however, that the Sec
retary would not consider for designation
several separated or widely scattered very
small Indian areas that in total would meet
the 1,000 persons popUlation requirement."

We are concerned that the benefits of this
legislation be extended to the many scat
tered native villages. If the 1,000 persons
popUlation requirement Is applied to native
villages, then clearly only a very few will
qualify for designation under this program.

Is It your understanding that, the above
quoted language notWithstanding, scattered
native villages with populations less than
1,000 persons will qualify for assistance
under the terms of the legislation?

Thank you for your thoughtful considera
tion of this inquiry.

Sincerely yours,
WILLIAM BYLER,
Executive Director.

MAY 24, 1965.
Hon. PAT McNAMARA,
Ohairman, Senate Oommittee on PubliC)

Works, Washington, D.O.
DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: The Association on

American Indian Affairs, Inc. seeks clarifica
tion of the population requirement In Title
IV: Area of District Eligibll1ty for Rede
velopment Areas, of S. 1648, as Interpreted
In Report 193, page 16. which states:

"Areas of less than 1,500 population shall
not be eligibie for designation under this
program except In the case of Indian areas,
which may be considered for designation
if they have a population of 1,000 or more
persons.

"It is expected, however, that the Secre
tary would not consider for designation sev
eral separated or widely scattered very small
Indian areas that in total would meet the
1,000 persons population requirement."

The bill clearly specifies that the Secre
tary of Labor shall designate as redevelop
ment areas those with substantial and per
sistent unemployment or those where the
loss of indUStry for reasons of removal, cur
tailment or closing shall cause unusual and
abrupt rises in unemployment.

The State of Alaska, with the exception
of Juneau and its immediate vicinity 1B des-
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ignated by the Area Redevelopment AdmIn
istration as a depressed area and conditions
have not arisen to change the economy of
the State.

.Most Alaskan IndIan and Eskimo villages
are In election dIstrIcts which qualify for
area and district ellgibillty as redevelop
ment areas. I will appreciate your clarifying
thiS matter for the members of the Asso
ciation on American Indian Affairs, Inc. A
copy of the letter I received from Execu
tive Director William Byler Is enclosed.

Cordially yours,
ERNEST GRUENING.

u.S. SENATE,
COMMITrEE ON PUBLIC WORKS,

!>fay 26, 1965.
Hon. ERNEST GRUENING,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR: I have your letter of May
24 requesting clarification of the population
requirement in title IV of S. 1648 with spe
cific reference to the limitation on Indian
areas.

The popUlation limitation of 1,500 applies
to the smallest area of ellgiblllty which, In
the case of Alaska, would be the election dis
tricts, or a labor market area defined by the
Secretary of Labor.

The exception to this is where there Is an
Indian area of at least 1,000 popUlation
whlcil is not withIn an area designated and
eligible for aid but which otherwise .meets
the eligiblllty requirements.

It shOUld be understood that Indian areas
of less than 1,000 popUlation located within
otherwise designated areas are eligible for
specific aid, and may themselves be appli
cants for such aid.

The report language to which you refer
was so stated so as to preclude from deSig
nation, Indian areas of leES than 1,000 popu
lntion scattered over a wide geographIc area.
It would be considered illoglcai to group such
smali areas, in order to come within the 1,000
limitation.

Unless the election districts to which you
refer are themselves less than 1,500 In total
population, those Indian and EskImo villages
located within them would be qualified.

SIncerely,
PAT McNAMARA.

Ohairman.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator state out of whose time the
quorum call is to come?

Mr. McNAMARA. I ask unanimous
consent that it be charged to neither side.

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

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call

the roll.
Mr. MANSFIElD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for quorum call be rescinded.

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

RECESS UNTIL 2 O"CLOCK

Mr. MANSFIElD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess until 2 o'clock p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered.

(Accordingly, at 12 o'clock and 46
minutes p.m., the Senate took a recess
until 2 o'clock p.m. today.)

At 2 o'clock p.m., the Senate reas
sembled, when called to order by the
Presiding Officer (Mr. BASS in the chair).

Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum..

The PRESIDING OFFICER. From
which side will the time necessary for
the quorum call be taken?

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time nec
essary for the quorum call not be charged
against any Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call

the roll.
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, on
Wednesday last I proposed five amend';
ments to S. 1648, all amendments having
the objective of insuring the maximum
involvement and participation of local
government in the program provided by
this legislation, It seemed to me that
these amendments were in keeping with
the basic principles of the program, as
outlined by President Johnson in his
message on area and regional economic
development. In that message he stated
that no economic development district
would be designated unless the State and
local people want it to be designated, no
plan would be approved unless it has the
approval of State and local authorities.

I realized that even without my
amendments many of the economic de
velopment programs would be developed
by "economic planning and development
groups" composed of, or responsible to.
the elected officials of units of general
local government. I also realized that
in some areas constitutional and statu
tory limitations would preclude local offi
cials from undertaking these proposed
activities. Furthermore, in other areas
the officials may demonstrate a complete
refusal or a reluctance to provide the
necessary leadership. These limitations
of our local governments have been ade
quately recognized in the committee re
ported bill. But I felt that we have failed
to provide sufficient congressional em
phasis on the positive role of local gov
ernment, specifically in the development
and implementation of the economic de
velopment programs themselves.

This should be done by-
First. Encouraging and giving prefer

ence to economic planning and develop
ment groups, composed of elected oifi
cials of units of general local government
within whose jurisdiction such groups
are authorized to plan an economic de
velopment program.

Second. Where the appropriate units
of general local government are not rep
resented on the economic planning and
development group the proposed eco
nomic development program should be
submitted to them for their review and
comment and consideration of such com
ment by the economic development and
planning group prior to the formal sub
mission of the program.

This is not a requirement for the
formal approval or rejection of the local
governments, rather a procedure to as
sure their 9:wareness. and participation in
a program which is designed to utilize
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the combined resources of an area or dis
trict. To prevent unwarranted delays,
such comments must be made within 60
days. otherwise the requirement would
be waived.

This additional effort appears to me
not excessive. It would provide a one
time requirement for a program with
long-range objectives and commitments.
Any initial delays created by these
amendments would be more than com
pensated for in the program's actual
implementation.

In addition. these requirements would
assist in the coordination and correla
tion of the economic development pro
gram with the existing programs and
plans of the constituent local govern
ments. It would be these local govern
ments who will continue to have the re
sponsibility of zoning. transportation
planning and a host of other govern
mental functions which are the ingredi
ents of a successful economic develop
ment program. Included within the re
sources of local government are the
matching funds called for in title I of
the bill.

There is another potential of this legis
lation which should not be overlooked
and my amendments were designed
greatly to aid in its realization. That is
with respect to the economic develop
ment district. It is not only in the area
of economic development that we can
gain by haVing our local governments
working together to solve common prob
lems. but it is also true in such areas as
health, water and air pollution, roads
and highways, education, planning, and
so forth. By encouraging our local gov
ernments to plan and work together in
the field of economic development we
can assist in providing the framework
for other forms of Increased cooperation.
This cooperation will be slow to come. if
at all, if the elected officials of the local
governments are not an integral part of
the leadership of any such effort.

It could be argued that the important
role of local government is Inherent in
the program and need not be spelled out
in legislative language. To me, their role
is too vital for it to be assumed.

Mr. President, my concern of this situ
ation is shared by the U.S. Conference of
Mayors and the National League of
Cities, the National Association of Coun
ties, and the Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations, all of
whom support these amendments.

In the intervening time since Wednes
day of last week I have spent some time
consulting with the Senator from Maine
[Mr. MUSKIE], and with others. The
Senator from Maine [Mr. MUSKIE] is
one of the principal sponsors of S. 1648
and has been a leader in its development
and consideration. Based on our dis
cussions, I have modified my amend
ments. Therefore, I shall not call up
the printed amendments at the desk but
in their stead I offer four revised amend
ments. I ask unanimous consent that
these amendments be considered en bloc,
that a full reading of each be dispensed
with, and that I be permitted to explain
each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Rus
SELL of South Carolina in the chair).

Without objection. the amendments will
be received and considered en bloc; and.
without objection, reading of the amend
ments will be waived.

The amendments offered by Mr. Moss
are as follows:

On page 31, between lines 17 and 18, Insert
the following:

"(3) to encourage participation by appro
priate local governmental authorities In
such economic development districts."

On page 7, between lines 5 and 6, Insert
the following:

"(f) The Secretary shall prescribe regula
tions which will assure that appropriate
local governmental authorities have been
given a reasonable opportunity to review and
comment upon proposed projects under this
section."

On page 10, between lines 18 and 19, insert
the following:

"(e) The Secretary shall prescribe regu
lations Which will assure that appropriate
local governmental authorities have been
given a reasonable opportunity to review and
comment upon proposed projects under this
section."

On page 32, between lines 10 and 11, Insert
the follOWing:

"(f) For the purpose of this Act the term
'local government' means any city, county,
town, parish, village, or other general-pur
pose political subdivision of a State."

On page 32. line 11, strike" (f)" and insert
"(g)" before the word "There".

On page 32, line 15, strike" (g)" and Insert
"(h)" before the word "In".

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, one of the
amendments I offer I shall try to relate
to the bill. The amendment would
come under title I of the bill, which re
fers to grants for public works and de
velopment facilities. At the end of sec
tion 101 of title I the amendment would
add an additional paragraph to be
styled as paragraph· (f) , and would read
as follows:

The Secretary shall prescribe regulations
Which will assure that appropriate local
government authorities have been given a
reasonable opportunity to review and com
ment upon proposed projects under this
section.

I would welcome at any point any com
ment the Senator from Maine or any
other member of the committee might
care to make on any of the amendments.

The second amendment would be in
serted on page 10 of the bill. This is
under title II, which is entitled "Other
Financial Assistance. Public Works and
Development Facility Loans."

On page 10, between lines 18 and 19,
which is at the close of section 201. would
be added a new paragraph styled para
graph (e), which would read:

The Secretary shall prescribe regulations
which will assure that appropriate local
governmental authorities have been given
a reasonable opportunity to review and com
ment upon proposed projects under this
section.

It will be recognized at once that the
language is similar in both amendments,
one applying to title II and the other
applying to title I, both having the same
purpose.

Since the term "local governmental
authorities" has been used in both
amendments, and this term appears else-

where in the bill, it is proposed, in the
third amendment which I now offer, that
on page 32, between lines 10 and 11, SUb
section (f) be inserted, which would
read:

For the purpose of this Act the term
"local government" means any city, county,
town, parish, Village, or other general-pur
pose political subdivision of a state.

By reason of inserting paragraph (f),
the remaining subparagraphs in this
particular section would have to be re
designated-(f) to (g) , and (g) to (h).

The fow·th amendment would be in
serted on page 31, between lines 17 and
18. It would be a paragraph (3) SUb
division of paragraph (b), coming under
the Economic Development District pro
vision. This subparagraph (3) would
read as follows:

To encourage participation by appropriate
local governmental authorities In· such
economic development districts.

This whole section is designed to de
fine and designate the economic devel
opment districts which would approve
the overall economic development pro
grams.

The Secretary would be required to In
vite the States to draw up proposed dis
trict boundaries, to cooperate with the
States in several ways, and to encourage
participation by appropriate local gov
ernments in such economic development
districts.

It is felt that these amendments
WOUld, by writing into the legislation
these requirements for contact with and
comment by local governmental units,
bring the local governmental entities
into the program. It is highly impor
tant that the local people be consulted
and be concerned. As I have already
said, many of the requirements of Gov
ernment that surround the development
of a program of this sort already lie with
the local districts, such as zoning, roads,
highways, water supply, and other items
that are of great importance in planning
a development district.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Utah yield?

Mr. MOSS. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Maine.

Mr. MUSKIE. The purpose of the
Senator from Utah is one in which I
think most, if not all, members of the
committee would concur. I should like
to point out that these amendments to
S. 1648 constitute a further implementa
tion of a purpose which was stated in the
committee report, page 16, as follows:

Local approval of development districts
Before the Secretary approves the estab

lishment of any economic development dis
trict as provided under section 403, which
in most cases will consist of several counties,
municipalities, or other political jurisdic
tions, steps should be taken to obtain con
currence of the appropriate local govern
mental authorities In the counties, muni
cipalities, or other political Jurisdictions
when such jurisdictions are wholly within
the proposed economic development district.

The first two amendments of the Sen
ator from Utah are to the public works
section of the bill. As I understand
them, they would require that an ap
plication made by a private ora public
nonprofit organization or association
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OREGON

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Local governments

VERMONT

6 ------------ 11 22
7 ------------ 7 36
7 --------- ..-- 1 29
9 ------------ 18 42
3 ------------ 12 7

11 --.._-------- 47 19
4 ---------- ... - 10 10

18 ------------ 42 32
10 ------------ 13 17

75 ------------ 161 214

effectively in my State. Our towns and
counties desire that the program con
tinue. They want to contribute to the
program and be a part of it.

That was another reason for writing
the requirement into the legislation that
the appropriate local authorities not only
be advised of proposed projects, but also
be consulted and asked for their com
ments so that they may participate in
the projects from the beginning.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I be
lieve that the senator from Utah has
stated what we each have in mind.

\Vith reference to the arguments of
fered, I believe that it would be useful
to have printed at this point in the
RECORD-and I ask unanimous consent
that this may be donG:-two tabulations
which indicate the number of local gov
ernments that could be involved in some
potential groupings of counties under
the bill. This indicates the problem
that would be created by a multiplicity
of governmental units.

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

Mr. MOSS. I yield.
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, what

effect would the amendments offered by
the distinguished Senator from Utah
have on bringing the establishment of
these regions in line with the Appalach
ian region? As I understand, under the
Appalachian program, we must have full
cooperation with the local governmental
authorities.

Is it the purpose of the amendments to
place the regions that would be created
under this bill in the same category as
Appalachia?

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I do not
believe that the concept of the economic
development district, which is a part of
this bill, was the basic concept of the
Appalachian bill.

Totnl MunIcl- Town- School SpecIal
IIncllldin, palitles shIps districts districts
county)

37 6 17 2 11
17 1 13 ------- ~----

2
34 9 18 4 2

88 16 48 6 15

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, not
withstanding that problem, we feel that
the Administrator and the Secretary
should use their discretion to do every
thing possible under the regulations to
encourage the participation of appro
priate local governments.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I am sure
that we are in agreement on that. The
amendments are offered so that there
would be a large involvement of appro
priate local authorities from the begin
ning of any planning or action. In this
way, there would not be misunderstand
ings at a later point.

At this time, I send the amendments to
the desk and ask for their immediate
consideration.

Mr. EILENDER. Mr. President. wlll
the Senator yield?

TotaL _

County

Clatsop_____________________________________________ 40
TiUnmook_________________________________________ 51
Llncoln_____________________________________________ 38
Cane_______________________________________________ 7U
Benton_____________________________________________ 23Linn_ __ _ __ 78
Polk__ ___ _ _ 25
Marion_____________________________________________ 113Yamhill. __ __ 41

TotaL I---45---9+----1----1----=-1---.::.

CaledonIa _
Essex _
Orleans _

not only to be in close communication,
but also to bring forth the strength of
local government.

In some instances, where there are to
be matching funds, it is of paramount
importance' that we begin, at the start,
with the local authorities, who have the
control of local taxing power and local
funds.

As I indicated, many governmental
activities are controlled by local authori
ties--zoning, the providing of facilities,
roads, water, and so on. These govern
mental activities ought to be involved
and recognized so that we do not create
a development district or finance any
kind of project that would be at cross
purposes or in competition with the ap
propriate local governmental authority,
or not recognized by it.

In my discussions with various county
officials-and I was a county official be
fore I became a U.S. Senator-I found
that there was a great desire to cooperate
with these types of programs. At least,
those with whom I have talked wel
comed the program. The predecessor of
this bill has been used very widely and

representing any red~velopmentarea or
part thereof, and covering a public works
project under the bill, should pass
through the appropriate governmental
authority for review and comment.

Mr. M03S. That is correct.
Mr. MUSKIE. This is highly proper,

desirable, and indeed necessary, if we
are to get a development program under·
way which truly refiects local desires,
local hopes, and local sentiment. So far
as I am concerned, these two amend
ments, dealing with the public works
section of the bill, are wholly acceptable.

The third amendment, which deals
with the economic development district
provision of the bill, is also one that I
find acceptable. The Senator's purpose
is that when an economic development
district is defined, it is likely to include
several units of local government, rang
ing from counties on down. It is the
Senator's desire that representatives of
the governments involved be brought into
the process by which designation would
be achieved, and also into the process
which would develop an overall economic
development program for the area.

The difficulty in dealing with this
amendment is that situations vary in dif
ferent parts of the country. For ex
ample, Aroostook County, Maine, which
is an eligible area under the existing Re
development Act, is 1 county involv
ing 93 towns, each of which is a unit of
local government. Tllis is a peculiarity,
perhaps, of New England, where the town
has been the foundation of local govern
ment from the beginning.

An area similar in size, involving a
similar number of people, in the part of
the country from which the Senator from
Utah comes, may involve only two or
three governmental units. So there
would be the problem of fewer govern
mental units than exist in New England.
Therefore, what the Senator from Utah
and I have tried to devise is compromise
language which would make it possible
to work in both situations, and still in
sure that local units of government
would be encouraged to participate in
the implementation of this provision of
the act.

Do I correctly understand the Sen·
ator's purpose?

Mr. MOSS. Yes. I thank the Sen
ator from Maine for his comments. He
has analyzed the amendments and has
stated the purpose of offering them at
this time. It was found, when we began
to discuss the amendments I submitted
last week, that there was such a wide
variation of local governmental orga
nization in different parts of the United
States that perhaps my previous amend.
ments were too broad. I should say that
diversity is one of our strengths in this
country, and we must recognize it and
deal with it. We must make certain at
the Federal level, when we begin to deal
with local areas, that we take into ac
count the variances that exist in our local
governmental organization. But the
Senator from Maine is entirely correct
in saying that the objective of the
amendments is to involve, in planning
stages, the local authorities--the towns,
the counties, and the cities--where the
various activities are to be conducted,
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The Appalachian program is a multi;'
State regional project, for which Cori
gress approved an overall program. The
economic development district proposed
in S. 1648, in most instances, would in
volve probably a few counties, or a large
number of smaller local units of govern
ment, such as towns and cities. How
ever, it is not the regional concept, as in
the Appalachia bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand that.
However, under the Appalachian pro
gram, an entire State, or two States, may
cooperate, particularly in roadbuilding
or other development projects of common
interest. Certain procedures are set out
to accomplish these purposes under the
Appalachian program.

Are those procedures of the Appala
chian program the same as those pro
vided to carryon programs in the region
al areas of the country that would be
covered by this bill? As I recall, when
the debate was held on the Appalachian
program, many Senators desired to pro
vide assistance for their own area. The
proponents of the Appalachian bill said:
"Do not offer your amendments now.
Later we will provide assistance for your
States under another program."

I believe that this bill is an answer to
Senators who desired to participate in
the Appalachian program.

How does the procedure under the Ap
palachia program differ from what the
Senator from Utah now proposes?

Mr. MUSKIE. First of all, the Ap
palachian program is a multi-State pro
gram. This development district pro
gram concept is not primarily a multi
State proposal. All that S. 1648 would
do with respect to the formation of re
gional commissions similar to those es
tablished under the Appalachian program
would be to authorize the establishment
of regional commissions to study the
possibility of establishing programs in
the multi-State regions.

In my own State of Maine, we COUld,
if we were to meet the established cri
teria, form economic development dis
tricts wholly within the State of Maine.
That would be true in the State of Loui
siana or in the State of Utah. Those
districts would involve combinations of
counties and towns, rather than com
binations of States.

I believe that this same approach is
possible under the Appalachian program
in individual States-an economic devel
opment district.

This would be wholly within one State,
or a few adjacent counties in two States.

Mr. ELLENDER. Could it be on a
larger basis?

Mr. MUSKIE. Yes, this bill would
permit the establishment of a number
of development districts.

Mr. ELLENDER. Would the proce
dure in handling the money, if we were
to create the development districts that
we are now discussing, be the same as
under the Appalachian program?

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I hesi
tate to offer an answer that would con
stitute an interpretation of the Appa
lachian program. However, I should say
that it is the intent of both programs
to encourage the participation of appro
priate local units of government.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, would
States in the Appalachian region be able
to obtain funds under the program that
would be established by the bill?

Mr. MUSKIE. That is correct. The
Appalachian areas would not be ex
cluded from participation under the bill.
They would be covered by the bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. Therefore, States
which are participating in the Appa
lachian program would gain extra bene
fits to the extent of more than a billion
dollars and be eligible for this program
also?

Mr. MUSKIE. Those areas of Appa
lachia which could establish eligibility
under the criteria of this bill would be
eligible for the type of assistance author
ized by S. 1648.

Mr. ELLENDER. I was trying to find
out what the difference was between the
Appalachia program and the program
we are now considering, particularly in
the establishments of regions that have
been the subject of discussion on the
Senate floor today.

Mr. MUSKIE. I notice the Senator
from West Virginia is present. I would
like to have him correct me if I am wrong
with reference to the eligibility for in
clusion in the Appalachian program, it
was Congress which determined the geo
graphic boundaries of the Appalachian
region, so that no finding of eligibility
for assistance can be made administra
tively. In contrast, under this bill, Con
gress would establish the criteria for
eligibility. The actual designation of
eligibility would be made by the Secre
tary under the guidelines in the bill. So
not all areas included in the Appalachia
program would necessarily be eligible
under this program.

Mr. ELLENDER. Then the statement
that the bill authorizes an Appalachia
program for other regions of the coun
try really is not correct.

Mr. MUSKIE. I refer the Senator to
title V of the bill. Title V, beginning on
page 32 of the bill, authorizes the Secre
tary to designate appropriate economic
development regions within the United
States with the concurrence of the
States. This title undertakes to create
authority for the establishment in other
parts of the country of development
regions similar to Appalachia.

This measure would authorize regional
planning programs. So to that extent
the bill does carry out the Appalachia
concept if other regions are qualified.

Mr. ELLENDER. And notwithstand
ing the fact that we are creating this
authority to establish regions similar to
the Appalachia region, areas within
Appalachia will still be able to obtain
funds under this program?

Mr. MUSKIE. This will be true also
of the other regions which might be
established similar to Appalachia. Those
regions can, under this bill, take advan
tage of these benefits and at the same
time begin the process of creating special
regional programs for those parts of the
country.

Mr. ELLENDER. But those regions
will not be able to obtain funds from the

.Appalachia program.
Mr. MUSKIE. No; and they will not

get any funds unless and until they have

established an Appalachia type program
for their region which has been specially
authorized.

Mr. ELLENDER. Suppose, for ex
ample, there had been established an
Appalachia type regional commission in
the States of Indiana and Illinois.
Would those two States be able to obtain
money authorized for the Appalachia
region?

Mr. MUSKIE. No; they would have
to come to Congress for the approval of
a similar type of program for that region.

Mr. ELLENDER. Could it be done
under this act, without having to come
back to Congress?

Mr. MUSKIE. The process set up in
title V of S. 1648 would authorize the
designation of economic development
regions which would have the power
under the terms of the bill to research
and study their programs and submit
plans for their development. When such
plans are developed, they must come to
Congress, or the administration must
submit to Congress Appalachia-type pro
grams for the various regions.

Mr. ELLENDER. Would it be neces
sary for us to provide additional appro
priations or authorizations?

Mr. MUSKIE. Yes. We would be
premature in providing them now, be
cause as yet there are no plans.

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

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield.
Mr. MOSS. We were talking about

the kind of economic development which
is usually within one State. Then we
come to the title V, which includes
regions in more than one State. Title V
is a total planning process. It has
nothing to do with putting the program
into action, but planning. Therefore, a
State or region under title V would have
to gO back to Congress for appropriations
before anything could be done under title
V of the bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. So if these regions
are created, they will again come back
to Congress and attempt to obtain an au
thorization. Is that correct?

Mr. MUSKIE. It is not a question to
which we can answer precisely "Yes" or
"No." Direct loans for public works and
supplementary grants for public works
are contained in S. 1648. If a county or
region should qualify for such money
under this program, it would not be
barred from this assistance simply be
cause it was also included within a spe
cial regional program.

Northern New England, which con
ceivably could be made an Appalachian
type region, could obtain exactly the
same kind of benefit as the Appalachian
region would get.

Mr, ELLENDER. But there may not
be any need to develop the region.

Mr. MUSKIE. The fundamental pur
pose of the Appalachia region bill is to
develop a particular region. The public
works projects covered by S. 1648 are
more local in nature.

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

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield.
Mr. RANDOLPH. We cannot create a

program of development highways, as
envisioned under the Appalachia pro-
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gram, on a: county-by-county basis. The
Appalachia bill is focused upon the prob
lem of regional transportation. recog
nizing that some areas are, to a degree,
isolated, and it was designed to break
down those barriers. In Appalachia it
was thought that businesses and eco
nomic progress could not be generated
adequately without a sound transporta
tion system. With reference to the Sen
ator's argument, I think one program
complements the other, because in this
instance we shall be providing public
works to a degree and providing business
loans for those who need to develop their
ai·eas. In the case of Appalachia, the
program was primarily a development of
the transport system.

I believe that is a fair analysis.
Mr. MUSKIE. Nevertheless, it may

be pOssible, under this bill, to build a
limited developmental road within the
confines of a State or economic develop
ment district. The Secretary of Com
merce agreed that this was a part of the
concept. But when we speak of a multi
State development highway program,
that would be developed as a regional
program under a special authorization
for that region.

There may be other projects in other
regions of the country that could be
more important at this time than de
velopmental highways. We do not fore
close the development of any kind of
regional project in this bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. The region would
have to document its case. They have
to prove it; is that not true?

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator is cor
rect.

Mr. ELLENDER. What concerns me,
and the reason I am asking these ques
tions, is that under the Appalachia pro
gram we are bound to spend-as I re
member-a figure of $1 billion and $60
million.

Mr. MUSKIE. That is the total
authorization.

Mr. ELLENDER. Over 5 years?
Mr. RANDOLPH. Is the Senator

from Louisiana directing his question to
me?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. Is it $1.06
billion over a 5-year period?

Mr. RANDOLPH. The sum of $840
million is provided for the regional de
velopmental highway system. That has
to be taken out of the $1.06 blllion total
authorization.

Mr. ELLENDER. Notwithstanding
the spending of $840 million for roads,
do I correctly understand that the
States in the Appalachian region could
come in and get more money for roads
within their own boundaries under
title I?

Mr. MUSKIE. My impression is that
the States within the Appalachian re
gion and the communities within those
States are eligible, under the Appalachia
program, for benefits which are similar
to these. If they establish eligibility
under the Appalachia program, they
cannot at the same time, for the same
project--let me repeat that--the same
project--and for the same purposes, es
tablish eligibility and obtain the bene
fits which would be proVided under the
pending bill. In other words, they can-

not have assistance from both for the
sam3 project.

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand that,
but-

Mr. MUSKIE. If the community is
depressed, it cannot first go to the Ap
palachia Administrator and have its pro
gram underwritten by that Administra
tor, and then take the exact same proj-

-ect to the secretary of Commerce and,
under the pending bill, obtain additional
grants.

Mr. ELLENDER. I can well under
stand that.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.
Mr. COOPER. I should likt: to re

spond to the Senator from Louisiana,
speaking with respect to the points he
has raised. I believe that there is a dis
tinct difference between the purposes of
the Appalachia program and the pend
ing bill, at least in regard to titles I
and II. I believe that the distinction,
which has been alluded to by the Sena
tor fron! West Virginia and the Senator
in charge of the bill, the Senator from
Maine [Mr. MUSKIE], is this: The Appa
lachia bill looks toward the basic devel
opment of regions including develop
mental highways, mUlticounty hospitals,
timber management, and construction
of facilities to encourage investment.

Mr. ELLENDER. Schools?
Mr. COOPER. No schools, other than

vocational training, the basic kind of
development of a whole region is the Ap
palachian approach.

The emphasis of titles I and II of the
proposed legislation is to direct funds
toward community development and in
dustrial facilities which will provide long
term employment. In the Appalachia
bill no funds are made available to a
State or subdivision of a State or to any
nonprofit organization for commercial
or industrial plants.

To me, that is the distinction between
the Appalachia bill and the pending bill.
The money will be spent in an attempt
to encourage either the location or ex
pansion of plants-not relocation-along
with the generation of local investment
in commercial and industrial plants
within a county or subdivision of a State
or an area. That is the distinction.

I believe that the other question the
Senator from Louisiana raised, concern
ing the building of roads under Appa
lachia, was whether a State could come
to the Commerce Department and secure
funds to build roads under the pending
bill.

If a county, or three counties, in an
Appalachian area should make applica
tion under the pending bill for funds to
locate or build an industrial or commer
cial plant in that area, and if it ,"'ere
shown that it would be necessary to bUild
a quarter-mile or half-mile length of
road, or a road 100 yards long, as an
access road to that plant, then it could
secure funds under the legislation en
acted, provided for in the Appalachia
bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand that.
Mr. COOPER. I hope I have made it

clear.

Mr. ELLENDER. When the Senator
stated the items that could be eligible
under Appalachia, and I said schools, I
had in mind, at that point, vocational
schools.

Mr. COOPER. Yes.
Mr. ELLENDER. We can spend quite

a bit of money under Appalachia on vo
cational schools.

Mr. COOPER. For vocational schools;
the Senator is correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. To go back to the
question of creating regions-if. as, and
when the regions are created throughout
the country on a basis similar to Appa
lachia~ they then come back to Congress
for further authorization; is that not
correct?

Mr. MUSKIE. They would have to
obtain a special authorization from Con
gress for anything more than planning
funds and technical assistance.

Mr. ELLENDER. In other words, they
would have to make a case, as was done
for Appalachia?

Mr. MUSKIE. Exactly.
Mr. ELLENDER. So the amount of

money which may be authorized in the
future for the many regional areas which
may be created is somewhat indefinite;
it could amount to a large sum, could
it not?

Mr. MUSKIE. I cannot imagine that
Congress would let it go into a large
figure-at least not without full discus
sion and debate on the floor of the
Senate.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Appalachian
region includes certain areas in West
Virginia and seven or eight other States.
The amount authorized is $1,060 million.
Under title I of the pending bill for pub
lic works facilities and grants, $400 mil
lion a year would be authorized for 5
years, or $2 billion over that period.
Then, as I understand, under title II,
title III, title IV, and title V, the moneys
provided are for no specific time, but
would remain available indefinitely.

Mr. MUSKIE. Titles II and III have
been limited, under an amendment
adopted last week, to 5 years.

Mr. ELLENDER. I was not aware of
that.

Mr. MUSKIE. The major sections of
the bill are now under a 5-year limita
tion.

Mr. ELLENDER. So under the pend
ing bill, the major authorizations are
limited to 5 years. I shall not ask any
more questions on that point, because I
am glad that that was done. The ex
penditure of as much as $665 million, as
I remember it, with an indefinite time
limitation in the authorization, was, I
thought, very unwise.

Mr. MUSKIE. I know. The Senator
expressed that concern the other day.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.
Mr. MUSKIE. His concern had some

thing to do with adoption of the amend
ment to the pending bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. The reaSOn I am
asking these questions is that I believe
the bill as a whole to be a good bill, if
properly administered. The only point I
wish to go into again concerns that por
tion of the bill which permits· a com
munity to obtain money from several
sources, for example, to build hospitals.
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I. Public works and det'elopmen/ facilities "directly" related to economic development

Type Of praiect
Water warb and water lines related to industrial and commercial

developlllcnt.
Sanitary and storm sewers related to Industrial and commercial

development
Industrial parks (land dev"lop11lent and utiliHes) _
Ilolirc and fire stations reluted to industrial and cOlnnlcrcial de.

velopment.
Rcs".reb e""ters related to industrial aud commercial d"velop

Dwnt.Tourbm faeiliU,,-, - - -- - ---
Streets and roads re!:lled 10 industrial and commercial dewlop
nu~nt.

Wa<;te treatment facilities relating to industrial and commercial
dcvelopmellt.Area vocational schools ~ _

Airports . _
WatelO'hed protection and lIood prevention relat~'<! 10 Industrial

or corumcrdul development.
Wa!.er works and water lin,,-' related to residential development _
Sanitary and storm sewers primaril;,' relal"d to residential develop.

ment.
Ptre"ls primarily related to re.idential development _

Wa,te Irealment facilities not. related 10 industrial or commercial
dev('}opmcnt.

Hospitals related to communily or district economic deve10pment_

I do not know what the committee had
in mind in permitting a community to
obtain money under this legislation, while
under the Hill-Burton Act as much as 80
percent of the construction cost can al
ready be made available.

I am not clear about the necessity for
a community to be able to obtain funds
for up to 50 percent of the cost of a
project under one law, and then, under
the pending bill, be entitled to obtain
30 percent more. Why make it possible
for that community to obtain 80 percent
from two sources, when it could obtain
80 percent from one source?

I should like to know the reason for
the committee's action. I do not yet see
the necessity for tying in any Hill-Burton
Act funds. The Hill-Burton Act has
been operating very well, so far as I
know, and I am very proud of the part
that I played as a coauthor of it. This
bilI is making it possible for funds to be
derived from two sources for one project.
That question is something that I believe
needs a little study. I believe that the
possibility of obtaining money from any
other source than the Hill-Burton Act
should be reconsidered.

Mr. MUSKIE. Let me explain what I
apparently failed to explain previouslY,
and the reasons behind our action. In
the first place, a public works program
under the pending bill must be related
to the long-range economic development
prospects of a community. This is not a
general supplement to any existing
grant-in-aid program. Furthermore, it
is limited to areas of high unemployment
or low income.

To the extent that existing grant-in
aid programs may be useful in aiding the
community develop those long-run eco
nomic development prospects, it can be
eligible under the bill.

I am trying to find the language in the
bill which is applicable.

Mr. ELLENDER. While the Senator
is looking for the section of the bill he
is discussing, I should like to say that
in the past, Congress has been very lib
eral in providing funds for use by certain
localities in connection with the con
struction of hospitals. That program
has worked very well. I fear that if
we permit communities to obtain funds
from sources other than the Hill-Burton
Act, we shall make it possible to have
them get 30 or 40 percent of the money
from the Hill-Burton Act, and entice
them to get the rest of it from funds to
be obtained under the pending bill. I
believe that whatever money is provided
in the pending bill, particularly under
title I, should be used to the fullest ex
tent to provide sewage facilities, good
water, and things of that kind, instead
of mixing it all in with hospital construc
tion.

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

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield.
Mr. McNAMARA. I do not believe the

testimonY that was presented to us in
committee indicated any great intent to
supplement hospital programs. The bill
does not prohibit doing what the Sena
tor would visualize so far as hospital
construction is concerned. However,

there is no indication that this would
be a· great part of the program. It may
be that in an isolated area, where it is
not possible to raise the necessary funds
locally under the Hill-Burton Act, the
area or community would be able to get
money under the pending bilL It would
be able to get some of that money, at
least. However, I do not visualize any
great program being developed in that
connection under the pending bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. They could get 80
percent under the Hill-Burton Act,
could they not?

Mr. McNAMARA. They could get up
to 80 percent only with a supplementary
grant under this pl:Ogram. However, we
do not visualize the building of a great
many hospitals under the projected pro
gram. Very few would be assisted under
this program.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, if I may
pick up the thought which I started to
develop a while ago, this is the criterion
which the public works project must
meet under the act: It must "tend to
improve the opportunity in the area
where such project is or will be located

These are some of the existing grant
in-aid programs under which local pub
lic works projects can be built with Fed
eral assistance, and some of them with
out Federal assistance.

The Senator has asked what the theory
is. If a community or region or eco
nomic development district is deteriorat
ing badly, either because of the loss of its
essential element of economic strength,
or because of technological change, the
community is less able to put up match
ing funds under existing Federal pro
grams than a healthy, viable community
is able to do. If there is a public facility
available under an existing program
which would help that area get back on
its feet and increase its prospects for
economic growth, the committee felt that
in such a situation it would be useful
and justifiable for the Federal Govern
ment to supplement the existing program
and bring the Federal contribution up to
80 percent. That is the theory.

I raised this question about assistance
for hospitals during the testimony of the
Secretary of Commerce before the Public
Works Committee.

for the successful establishment or ex
pansion of industrial or commercial
plants or facilities,"

Unless a hospital under the Hill
Burtem program would tend to improve
the opportunity for the successfUl estab
lishment or expansion of industrial com
mercial plants or facilities, it would not
be eligible under the pending bill.

This is true of any other public works
facility with respect to which application
is made. This is a more restricted cri
terion than that established under the
Hill-Burton program, or under any other
grant-in-aid program, intended to sup
port projects useful to such an area.

In the second place, the concept of sup
plementary grants is already a part of the
Appalachia program, which has been ap
proved by Congress in principle.

With respect to the impact of the sup
plementary grant, last Thursday I in
serted in the RECORD various other pro
grams and the matching formulas. The
insertion is found at page 11915 of
Thursday's RECORD. Some typical public
works and development facilities are as
follows:

F..xitting grant-in..aid program
None.

Do_

Do.
Do.

Do.

Do.
50 pereent from BureBn or Public Roads If on

Federal aid higbway system.
Up to 30 percent rrOIll Public IIealtb Service.

50 percent rrom Office of Education.
50 to 70 percent rrom Federal Aviation A~cIlCY.

30 tol()() percent from Soil Conservation Service.

None.
Do.

50 percent frolll Bureau of Public Roads If on
Federal aid highway system.

Up to 30 percent from Public IIealt!l Service.

33 to 66 percent from Public IIealth Service.

I asked whether or not hospitals would
be eligible.

Secretary Connor answered:
Secretary CONNOR. We were thInkIng ot

those only If there Is a total lack of adequate
hospItal facilities whIch serIously hampers
the economic needs of the communIty. In
that case a hospItal project mIght be eligible.

A case we have financed under the ARA
program, as you know, were the hospitals.
the miners' hospitals In West Virginia and
eastern Kentucky. They were terribly Im
portant to economic development.

Mr. ELLENDER. When the Senator
says to bring it up to 80 percent, he
means cases in which a community
could not raise the necessary funds to
match the Government in programs
other than this. Is that correct?

Mr. MUSKIE. I assume that would
be one of the considerations of the Sec
retary in reviewing and evaluating the
projeCt.

Mr. ELLENDER. I can understand
that in many areas the Government
would be putting up everything except
the 20 percent of the money that could
be obtained locally. That is one thing
we must be careful about.
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Mr. MUSKIE. Under the accelerated
public works program there was a grada
tion in the Federal contribution which
depended upon the ability of the com
munity to participate. Similar tests
would be applied by the Secretary. The
80 percent is not mandatory.

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand. That
is why I thought that if the bill were
directed to programs to improve a sew
age disposal system or improve ~a~er,
we would be going far toward assIstmg
communities to get back on their feet.
Because of a low tax base, I can see that
it is impossible for many small commu
nities to provide sufficient funds to con
struct adequate water and sewage facili
ties. It was my hope that most of this
money could be used in that connection,
and that we could let the roadbuilding
and hospital construction be done under
existing laws.

At first that is what I thought the bill
would do. I express the hope that the
administrators of the program will see
to it that as much money as possible is
used to assist cities, towns, and villages to
obtain good water supplies and sewerage
systems.

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator should be
assured by the record of the public works
program under which a majority of the
projects were for either water or sewers.
I would expect that comparable experi
ence .would develop under the proposed
legislation.

Mr. ELLENDER. I had hoped that the
Senator could so provide by limiting the
program.

Mr. MUSKIE. We did not do so be
cause we could not imagine all of the di
versities of program that might be
involved in communities. If a commu
nity needs a vocational school, for
example, and it could not obtain assist
ance under any other program, or if it
could get aid under an existing program,
but could not provide the necessary
matching funds, and if that were the
critical additional public facility that
that community needed, we did not wish
to make it impossible for the Secretary
of Commerce to be of assistance.

On page 46 of the hearings of the Pub
lic Works Committee, the Senator from
Louisiana will find typical examples of
public facility projects which the Secre
tary believes would be covered and sup
ported ur.der the proposed program. The
Senator might be interested in examining
that material.

Mr. ELLENDER. I should like to ask
a few questions in relation to title II.
To what extent would the Small Busi
ness Administration have under its con
trol the distribution of funds for loans
and for the purpose of making industrial
and commercial guarantees for working
capital?

Mr. MUSKIE. As the Senator knows,
there is now a division of responsibility
between the ARA and SBA in respect to
that function. ARA makes the evalua
tion on the basis of thp. economic feasi
bility of the project an"; its need in the
area. SBA makes the ~redit evaluation.
That procedure could continue.

Mr. ELLENDER. Under SBA the
loans must be repayable. That is, there

must be reason to believe that if money
is put into a certain !?usiness, the bor
rower will be able to repay it.

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator is correct.
Mr. ELLENDER. Suppose an applica

tion is made to the Small Business Ad
ministration for a quarter-million dol
lars, and SBA does not believe that the
industry which would be created would
return enough profits to repay the loan.
If a case like that were presented, would
it be possible for moneys to be loaned
under the proposed legislation in order
to bolster a project which the SBA might
think to be too risky?

Mr. MUSKIE. It is possible, because
the Economic Development Administra
tion, proposed successor agency to ARA,
would be the administrative unit, EDA
would be the ultimate administrator of
the program. There has been some de
bate outside of Congress and within the
committees as to whether EDA should
not have total jurisdiction over all the
authority in the bill. The committee
felt that with the new arrangements
which have been established between
SBA and ARA, the present relationship
could continue. In some instances, the
agencies have disatrreed; but I do not
think that they have disagreed to a de
gree that should raise any alarm.

Mr. ELLENDER. As I understand the
present act, there must be a reasonable
belief that the loans would be repaid.

Mr. MUSKIE. The language is "a
reasonable assurance of repayment."

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct.
The Small Business Administration could
lend a certain amount of the loan applied
for and be almost entirely secured for its
part; but there ::night be serious doubt
as to whether or not, under the present
proposal, any further loans could be re
paid. What does the Senator have to
say about that point?

Mr. MUSKIE. All I can say is that
the language of the bill is clear. The
language of the bill contains a mandate
not only to the SBA, but also to ARA.
Their credit standards are different, but
I cannot conceive of either agency de
liberately disregarding that mandate. I
suppose that there could be an honest
disagreement between two individuals of
equal competence as to whether or not a
particular loan is a viable loan. But the
policy is clear. ARA delegated the credit
evaluating functions which it has under
the law to SBA primarily because SBA
has the manpower and the organization
to do the work. But both the ARA and
the proposed EDA programs are intended
to be developmental programs.

Mr. ELLENDER. Suppose the SBA
would loan a business up to 50 percent
of the money necessary to construct a
new facility. And suppose that the busi
ness could only raise from its own sources
an additional 30 percent of the total
amount needed, under the pending bill,
would it be possible for moneys to be
used to supplement the SBA loan to that
business?

In other words, it is now possible for
SBA to loan a celtain amount of money
which might not be satisfactory to the
borrower. Could the borrower then
come in under the proposed legislation

and borrow 20 percent more or 30 per
cent more, or whatever would be neces
sary in order that he might proceed to
construct the facility for which he had
applied, but for which the SBA had re
fused to loan all that he asked?

Mr. MUSKIE. We are talking about
industrial loans?

Mr. ELLENDER. We are talking
about industrial loans.

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator is asking
whether or not SBA could supplement
the ARA loans-

Mr. ELLENDER. No.
Mr. MUSKIE. Whether ARA could

supplement the SBA to support a given
project.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.
Mr. MUSKIE. I cannot give the Sen

ator from Louisiana an interpretation of
the law on that point; but, administra
tively, I cannot conceive that happen
ing, because the EDA and the SBA to
gether would administer this provision
of the law as the agencies have adminis
tered the ARA law. In the ARA ex
perience, I do not know of any instances
of splitting individual loans.

Mr. ELLENDER. The SBA would
then administer the project with its own
funds?

Mr. MUSKIE. The ARA-or the EDA,
as it may be called-would have direct
authority over the industrial loan provi
sions of the bill, could continue to dele
gate to SBA the evaluation of the credit
risk of each of the loans. The two eval
uations would finally determine whether
or not the loans should be made, so that
when the decision was finally made by
EDA under the proposed program, the
decision would encompass the total
financing for the project.

Mr. ELLENDER. The financing would
be obtained from two sources or only
one? That is the point I am trying to
develop. In other words, the borrower
under the SBA program may not be sat
isfied with the amount of money that he
can obtain from SBA.

Would one agency play against the
other?

Mr. MUSKIE. They could not do that.
Mr. ELLENDER. I want to be certain

about that, because if an application
were made, under the bill, for a small
business loan, the Small Business Ad
ministration would handle it for the
Commerce Department.

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator means
that there are some purposes for which
the SBA can make loans and the ARA
cannot?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. And I wish to
be certain that the SBA is not placed in
the position of making unsecured loans,
or loans secured by another Govern
ment agency.

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator under
stands that both SBA and ARA may be
in the financial picture of the particular
business, but tlley cannot play each
other off on any particular loan author
ized under the bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. In other words, if
the Small Business Administration were
to say to a concern that was about to
start a new business, "All we can lend is
60 percent of your needs, because that
is all we believe yoU can pay back; you
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will have to put UP the balance of 40 per
cent," it would not be possible, under the
bill, for the SBA loan to be supplemented
from funds derived from this source.

Mr. MUSKIE. I would say "No" to
the Senator, based on my understanding.

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not want it to
appear to be the intent of Congress for
the SBA to begin approving dangerous
loans and thereby losing money.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Rus
SELL of South Carolina in the chair).
The questicn is on agreeing to the
amendments, en bloc, offered by the Sen
ator from Utah.

The amendments, en bloc, were agreed
to.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which the amendments, en bloc, were
agreed to.

Mr. MOSS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
SMALL TOWNS IN AMERICA ARE ENTITLED TO

THEIR FAm SHARE OF PUBLIC WORKS AND
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Maine yield time
to me?

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Texas.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
it has been the historic function of the
American Government to rise to meet
the challenges of each age. When we

were in the period of our great national
westward expansion, the Government
gave away free land to settlers to see
to it that all sections of our vast domain
were settled, and gave away vast areas
of land to railroads to see that trans
portation was available to all sections
of our country. Today the American
Government is taking action to insure
that these areas remain settled and pro
ductive and not be abandoned to wast
age, but that they retain the prosperity
which has been created there down
through the years by the hard work of
pioneer families and their descendants.

The Public Works and Economic De
velopment Act of 1965 will provide as
sistance to communities that are dis
tressed by low income and high unem
ployment. This is a do-it-Yourself proj
ect. Local communities will work up
overall economic development plans
which will detail the steps they will take
to restore their economies to their form
er healthy conditions. Then they can
receive assistance in the form of loans
to attract industry and grants for bad
ly needed public works.

The bill makes it possible for small
towns to obtain the funds for water
works and sewage treatment facilities.
With our vast population, pure water
and adequate sewage are necessary if
our small towns are to be saved. With
out these health safeguards hepatitis
and other outbreaks or threatened out
breaks of disease doom towns and small
cities to a gradual withering away. With

the health and comfort safeguards of
pure water and adequate sewage disposal,
such towns are more nearly able to hold
their own.

Towns may also receive aid for fire
and police stations, tourism facilities,
airports, watersheds and fiood~rotec

tion, and area vocational schools. In
other words, this bill spells survival for
hundreds of smaller cities and towns of
America, which lack the capital to build
these facilities alone.

Mr. President, as a coauthor of the
Senate bill I strongly support the pro
posed legislation. It should be passed
without further delay so that we can
get on with the task of revitalizing our
small towns and rural areas.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the
RECORD, tables 1 to 8, on pages 1'16, 1'18,
1'19, 182, 184, 185, 190, and 192, chapter
V, of "Essays in Southern Economic
Development," edited by Melvin L.
Greenhut and W. Tate Whitman, and
printed by the University of North Car
olina Press. Chapter V is by George
Macesich.

Table 4 is especially relevant. Pro
jecting population migration in the
South for the period 19'10-2020, it shows
that migration from rural areas will
continue, although at a decreasing rate,
unless action is taken to save our rural
areas.

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

TABLE I.-Total, urban, and rural migration: 1950-60 TABLE I.-Total, urban, and rural migration: 1950-6D--Continucd

Migration rates
(perelIDt per year)

White Nonwhite

-2.40 -4.00

-2.82 -4.60
-3.63 -5.01
-1.86 -4.44
-2.52 -4.12
-].47 -3.76
-2.63 -4.46
-1.26 -2.92
-3.70 -4.23
-.52 -3.53

-2.16 -3.75
-3.70 -5.15
-1.42 -2.84
-2.72 -6.02

2.32 -2.09

White Nonwhite

Migration
(thousands of persons)

l\1iiU'ation Migration rates
(thousands of persons) (perceut per year)

Total Urban Rural Total Urban Rnral
---------------ohio ________________. 40!l 560 -162 0.46 0.89 -0.61Oregon_______________ 16 146 -130 .10 1.53 -1.90

Permsylvanis________ -475 -235 -240 -.44 -.30 -.76Rhode Island ________ -26 -5 -22 -.32 -.06 -1.80
South Dakota_. ______ -94 7 -101 -1.41 .28 -2.38Utah_________________ 10 83 -72 .13 1.50 -3.14Vermont_____________ -38 -6 -32 -.99 -.45 -1.31Washington__________ 88 186 -98 .34 1.08 -1.09
Wisconsin. ___________ -53 186 -239 -.14 .83 -1.66Wyoming_. __________ -20 11 -31 -.64 .69 -2.16

9
5
7 1 The District of Colnmbia has no rural population.
2

~ TABLE 2.-Southern Tural migration by race, 1950-60
7

9
8
5
1
5

84
9 South ._______________ -3,955 -1,800
3 1--.:.....-1·----=--1----1----
5 Alabam:>______________________ -315 -219

93 Arkansas__ .___________________ -326 -124
4 Georgia_______________________ -241 -233

~ ~~i~{~;t~~:::::::::::::::::: =m -=1~~
~ ~~s;i~~~oliiia:::::::::::::::: =~~ =~~
6 Oklahoma_____________________ -326 -39
9 South Carolina________________ -42 -201

65 Tennessee_____________________ -344 -67
I Texas .______ -848 -171
8 Virglnla_______________________ -194 -112

~ West Virglnia------------------
I
=="'-=3=18=1'= -34

~ Florida____________________________ 210 I -44

94

Migration Migration rates
(thousands of persons) (percent per year)

Total Urban Rural Total Urban Rural
---------------

United Statcs__ 2,621 11,733 -9,112 0.16 1.07 -1.69
-------------------South. _______________ -3, 247 2,607 -5,854 -.75 1.20 -2.73

---------
Alahama_________ -368 166 -534 -1.16 1.07 -3.35Arkansas_________ -422 17 450 -2.34 .25 -3.93
Ge-orgja~_________ -214 2f>O -4i4 -.58 1.40 -2.60
Kentueky___•____ -390 67 -457 -1.30 .56 -2.58
Loulsiana___ . ____ -50 2'1-3 -272 -.17 1.27 -2.26
MississippL__. __ -434 77 -511 -1.99 1.09 -3.49
N ortil Caroliua___ -328 133 -461 -.76 .84 -1.6
Oklahoma. __ . __ ._ -219 147 -365 -.9r. 1.13 -3.7.
South Carolhla___ -222 21 -242 -.99 .23 -1.7
'l'cnnessce________ -273 138 -410 --.80 .8.1 -2.3'Texas ___________ 114 1,133 -1,019 .1.1 1.91 -3.
Virginia~_________ 15 320 -306 .04 1. 72 -1.7
West Virginia____ -447 -94 -353 -2.31 -1.34 -2.8

------------------Florida_______________ 1,617 1,451 106 4.30 5.52 1.4
AriwlUL __ •__________ 3:1lI 412 -83 3. .10 6.30 -2.4
Cn.lifomia____________ 3,145 3,361 -219 2.42 .1.10 -1.0
Colorado_. ___________ 164 279 -115 1.07 2.67 -2.4
ConneetienL ________ . 234 197 37 1.04 1.12 .7
Delaware ____________ 64 53 11 1.69 2.17
District 01 Columbia_ -158 -158 (I) -2.02 -2.02 (I)
Idaho _.______________ -40 11 -51 -.64 .30 -1.4
IlIinois_ ~_______ w _____ 124 38.1 -259 13 .52 -1.3:
Ind iana. _____________ l>l 139 -75 1.5 .53 -.4
Io\\'a________________ ~ -228 30 -258 -.85 • 22 -1.Kuusas_______________ -44 1,>3 -197 -.22 1.31 -2.2
]l.f aine _______________ -66 -37 -20 -.70 -.77 -111 aryland ____________ 320 326 -6 1.18 1.70 -.0
M assachusetts_______ -93 -120 27 -.19 -.29
l\' ichigan____________ 156 288 -132 .22 .57 -.6
l\! Innesota. __________ -97 189 -285 -.30 1.01 -2.1
1\/ issouri _____________ -130 120 -250 -.32 .45 -1.6
]I.!onuma_____________ -25 30 -55 -.40 1.01 -1.Nebraska____________ -117 40 -U.s -.S!> .50 -2.3·N e\'ada______________ S6 84 2 3.97 6.04 .2
New Hampsllirc_____ 13 12 1 2" .35 .0New Jersey__________ 577 614 -37 1.0n 1. 21,) -New Mexico__________ 52 160 -108 .65 3.41 -3.2
New York __ •________ 210 152 58 .13 .11
North Dakota__•____ . -105 2'2 -127 -1.68 1.14 -2.
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TABLE 3.-Urban net migration by race, 1950-00 TABLE 5.-Nonagriculturallmlployment: 1950 and 1962 1

TABLE 4.-Population and migration projections for the Smtih:
1970-2020

Population l\I1gration

Year Thousands Percent Percent Thousands Percent
or persons Increase or total olpersons rate

Rural:1960_______________
20,522 -9.89 44.0 -5,878 -2.981970_______________
18, 946 -.80 37.1 -5,181 -2.631980_______________
17,655 -.71 30.6 -4,619 -2.5310\KL_____________
16,600 -.61 25.2 -4,150 -2.422000______________
15.773 -.52 20.9 -3,758 -2.322010______•_______ 15.119 -.42 17.3 -3,431 -2.222020__·_____________
14,626 -.33 14.4 -3,157 -2.12

Urban:1960___ . __________ 25,188 3.07 55.1 2,632 .881070_______________
32,145 2.43 62.9 2,334 .821980_____________
40,081 2. 20 69.4 2,105 .591990_______________
49,225 2.05 74.8 1.913 .432000_______________
59,849 1.94 79.1 1,753 .322010______________
72,2'12 1.88 82.7 1,620 .252020_______________
86,874 1.83 85.6 1,509 .19

Total:1960______________
45,711 1.10 100.0 -3,247 -.671970_______________ 51,091 1.11 100.0 -2,847 -.59

i::::::~:====~~==
57,736 1.22 100.0 -2,514 -.46
65,835 1.31 100.0 -2,237 -.362000_______________
75,622 1.39 100.0 -2,005 -.282010_____________
87,391 1.45 100. 0 -1,811 -.222020_____________

101,500 1.50 100.° -1,648 -.17

Rate
part

Percent per ~'"ar
growth: 1950--62

United South
States

1962

South

DilTer- Weight
ential part

0.43 -0.9.0

.33 -.06

.66 .11

.86 .05
-.16 -_26

.15 -.01

.88 .20

.79 -.05

.24 .00

.59 -.05

.29 .07
_95 .00
.75 .0.5

-3.05 -.~6

3.92 .33
5.05 ~ 15
2.34 .21
1.86 .19
.08 -.00
.37 -.13

-.62 1. 01
.07 .07

-.iO -.00
-.55 -.21
-.75 .16

,02 .02
-.87 -.01
-.64 .05
-.84 .05

-1.07 -.19
-.02 .08
-.58 .06
-.60 .02

.03 .30
5.24 .29

-.06 -.04
.20 -.10

2.19 .22
-.72 .12
-.40 .40
-.75 -.13
-.20 .05

-1.60 -:26
-1.79 -.00

.29 .41
1.74 .12

-.70 .02
.13 .22

-.30 -.08
-.20 -.25

1950

Growth
rate

1962

United States

Employment (thousands)

1950

TABLE G.-Nonagric!ilfural em.plo.llment growth rates and
differentials, 1950-62

[Averago percents per year]

South ,______ 2.13 0.48

Alabama .1---2-.0-3-1-----1-----1.----.-39
Arkansas______________________ 2.36 .55
Georgia- _ 2.56 .81
Kentucky_ 1. 54 .10
Louisiana. 1. 85 .16
MississippI. __ 2.58 .68
North Carolina________________ 2.49 .84
Oklahoma_____________________ 1. 94 .24
South Carolina________________ 2.29 . (04
Tennessee_____________________ 1.99 .22

~fr~i~ia=:~~=~~~~=~~=~=~~=~:~~= ~: ~~ : ~g
West Virginla__________________ -1. 35 -2.19

Florida I===5=.t=;2=1=====I=====1'===3=.5=9
Arizona.__________________________ 6.75 4.90
California_________________________ 4. 04 2.13
Colorado_ 3.56 1.!i7
Connecticut_______________________ 1. 78 .17
Delaware__________________________ 2.07 .50
District or Columbla . 1.08 -1.63
Idaho_____________________________ 1. 77 .00
Illinois_ 1.00 -.64
Indiana___________________________ 1.15 -.34
Iowa_ .95 -.91
Kansas____________________________ 1.72 .00
Maine ._______________ .83 -.86
Maryland ._________ 2.34 .59
Mas.,ochnsetts____________________ .86 -.89
Michigan__________________________ .63 -.88
]\finn"-,ota. 1.68 -.10
MissonrL_________________________ 1.12 -.64
Montana___________________________ 1.10 -.62
Nebraska__________________________ 1. 73 -.27
Ncvada__ 6.94 4.95
New Hampshire . 1.64 -.02
New Jersey 1. 90 .30
New Mexico_______________________ 3.89 1.97
New York_________________________ .98 -.84
North Dakota_____________________ 1.30 -.80Ohio_ .95 -.62
Oregon ._______________________ 1.50 -.25

~1~~:~\":~~___======:=====:===::=: -:~ =L~
South Dakota_____________________ 1. 99 -: 12
Utah______________________________ 3.44 1,62
Vermont__________________________ 1.00 -.72

~l:,~~~:===::===:==:=::===::== U~ =: g:
Wyomlng_________________________ 1.50 .05

1 Source: Bureau of L::.thor Statistics, "Emplo:rrnent anu Earnings Statistics for
States and Areas: 1939-62," Bulletin No. 1370 (1903).

-------1·-----------------------
TotaL _________ 44,942.3 55,123.6 9,098.4 11,753.3 1.70 2.13------------------------:Mining and oiL ______ 902.6 f>49.4 432.1 341.0 -2.74 -1.97

:Manufacturing_______ 15,248.2 16,783.7 2,603.1 3,259.4 .80 1.86
ConstrllcUOll_________ 2,313.6 2,817.3 536. 3 692.8 L53 2.13
Transportation,

communie.'1tion,
and public utllities_ 4,041.5 3,879.9 8510 843.2 -.34 -.11Trade__ . _____________ 9,412.6 11,502.4 I,09Q8 2,502.4 1.67 1. 91

FInance. insurance.
and roal e.statc _____ 1,8'13.7 2, i93. 4 2922 518.4 3.46 4.78

Serviccg and miscel~
laneotls_____________ 5,115. 6 7,724.4 1,004. 4 ],459.8 3.43 3.17

Governnumts ________ 6,034.5 8,973.1 1,380.5 2,126.3 3.31 3.60

Migration rales
(percent per year)

White Nonwhite

0.96 1_ 67

1.&1 .03

1.80 -.46
.53 -.71

1.99 .08
.71 -.61

1. 50 .77
1.84 -.18
1.26 -.35
1.13 1.16
.80 -1.12

1.14 -.20
2.08 .75
2.14 .10

-1.19 -3.50

6.11 3.16
6.39 4.56
2.98 4.58
2.63 3.91
.93 5.31

2.2i 1. 47
-5.26 1.90

.37 2.83

.22 2.85

.39 2.12

.16 3.86
1.39 .49

-.80 6.30
1. 78 1. 34

-.36 2.82
.38 2.07
.99 3.19
.34 1.30
.98 ~ 3.80
.53 2.03

5.83 9.29
.32 8.52

1.10 3.51
3.42 310

-.14 2.78
1.13 1.26
.75 2.16

1. 49 3.25
-.47 1.33
-.11 1.65

.25 2.21
1.51 .66

-.45 2.34
1.01 3.18
.67 7.72
.71 -.14

White Nonwhite

9,745 1,988

2,602 5

189 -23
29 -11

255 5
76 -I)

181 42
R2 -5

147 -14
133 14

49 -29
145 -8

, 1,077 56
317 4

-78 -16

1,285 166
397 15

2,984 380
266 13
157 40

48 5
-224 66

10 1
147 23G

94 45
2'2 8

149 4
-39 1
282 45

-146 26
173 115
181 7
80 40
29 1
3.5 5
76 8
11 1

483 131
155 5

-1.& 325
22 0

128 132
139 7

-329 94
-7 3

6 1
82 1

-7 0
168 18
146 39

11 0

1>llgratlon
(thousands of persons)

United States _
1=~=!,=~=I====I===South__ • _
I----!I----I----I----Alabama _

Arkansas _
Georgia----- _
Kentucky _
Louislana _
MississippI. _
North Carolina _
Oklahoma _
South Carolina _
'l'ennessec .;._

~~Xg'fnia~ ~=====~===~=====~====:West Vlrginla _

Florlda I======I======I===i,======
Arlzona _
californ�a _
co�orado _
Connecticut _
Delaware _
District ol Columbia _
Idaho _
Illinois _
Indiana _
10wa _
KaI1ll8S _
Maine. _
Maryland • •__• _
Mnssachusctts _
Mirhlgnn. _
Mlnnesota • _
Missourl _
Montana , • _
Nebraska • _
Nevada _
New Hampshlre _
New Jersey _
New Mexieo ~ _
New York _
North Dakota _
Ohio _
Oregon _
Pennsylvanla _
Rhode Island _
South Dakota _
Utah _
Vermont. _
Washinlrton • _
wisconsin _
Wyoming _

Source: See table 6.
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3.85

4.93
5.21
4.57
4.84
3.74
4.72
4.50
4.33
4.68
4.47
3.39
4.18
4.19

Percent
per year

Increase

700
699
743
754
616
556
723
772
664
707
673
796
715

8752,3661

1962 I Dollars I

867
805

1,016
958

1,089
729

1,009
1,133

881
995

1,340
I, Z22
1,095

1,491

1950

Personallnoome I
(dollars per capita) ~

Source: Department of CommercE'. Survey of Current Bu~iness.

United States__ .. __
1------1----1----1----

Alabama . _
..~rkansas ~ . ~ _w _ .. ~ _ - __

(ieorgia .. _._. _

ri~~!~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::
North Carolina _
Oklahoma .
South Carolina _
Tennesscc _
Texas _
Virginia _
West \·jrginia.. _

TABLE 7.-National image deviations: 1950 and 1962 I (percent of TABLE S.-Per capita personal income levels, 1950 and 1963
total nonagricultural employment)

1950 1962 1950 1962

South ____________________ 6. , ol.ll lowa__________________ 10.3 6.3------ Kansas _______________ 14.3 11.7
Alabama_____________ 5.2 1;.1 Maine_________________ 10.2 8.7Arkansas ____________ 9.8 4.6 Maryland.. ___________ 3.7 4.3Georgia ______________ 3.5 3.9 Massachusetts_________ 7.9 7.4
Kentucky____________ 11.8 6.6 Miehigan______________ 15.4 10.0
Louisiana. ___________ 11.9 13.8 Minnesota. _•_________ 8.9 6.2
Mississippi. __________ 10.0 6.4 MissourL. ____________ 6.7 4.1
North Carollna ______ 11.2 12.1 Montana______________ 23.2 18.6
Oklahoma.. _________ 20.4 16.7 N ebraska _____________ 1R3 13.6
South Carolina ______ 12.2 13.0 Nevada_______________ 30.0 29.8
Tennessee___ •________ 3.4 3.7 New Hampshire. _____ 13.6 13.3Texas. _______________ 15.7 11.8 New Jersey _..________ 11. 7 8.7
Virginia. _____________ 7_0 5.6 New Mexico. _________ 2".2 24.3
West Virginia ________ Z1.7 11.9 New York ____________ 5.2 5.6

------ North Dakota________ 2'J.7 25.8
Florida__________________

~'O. 5 15.0 Ohio__________________ 10.2 8.7Arizona. _________________ 24.0 15.7 Oregon.. ______________ 5.2 5.8Calilornla________________ 11. 3 4.6 Pennsylyania.... _______ 9.6 7.9
Colorado_________________ 16.7 13.5 Rhode Island _________ 15.6 9.8
Conneetlcut. ____________ 16.4 14.4 South Dakota_________ 2.~. U ?'!.3
Delaware ________________ 12.3 7.3 Utah _________________ HI. 1 13.9
Distrlet of Columbia_____ 38.6 36.6 VermonL _____________ 7.0 4.9
Idaho____________________ 18.3 13.8 Washingtoll ___________ 9.5 .~. 4
Illinois ___________________ 5.2 4.9 'Wisconsin _____________ E.6 7.2Indiana__________________ 11.7 10.6 Wyoming_ ~.__________ 29.1 25.4

1 Source: See table 5.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COOPER OF
KENTUCKY

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I offer
an amendment which I ask to have read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page 7, line 13, it Is proposed to strike

out "$400,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof
"$325,000,000."

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
time to be taken from the time of the
Senator?

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I with
draw the suggestion of the absence of a
quorum.

Mr. President, my amendment is not
difficult to understand. It would reduce
the amount authorized under section 1
from $400 million to $325 million-a re
duction of $75 million.

The President of the United States, in
submitting his message and request to the
Congress that this bill be enacted, asked
only an annual authorization of $250
million. The Secretary of Commerce
testified at length before our committee.
His testimony was comprehensive and
indicated a fine knowledge of the back
ground and purposes of the bill. The
Secretary stated that $250 million would
be an adequate sum for this section, and
he supported his testimony With careful
data.

It may be asked then, if $250 million
was the sum requested by the President
and by' the Secretary of Commerce, why
I do not move to reduce the $400 million
by $150 million? I shall be frank to say
that I believe that there is a greater
possibility that the Senate will consider
favorably a reduction of $75 million than
a reduction of $150 million. I say that
from my experience in the Senate and my
judgment of the programs under consid
eration. There are other substantive
reasons, which I shall now discuss.

In past years! have supported and now
support the various bills which are now
comprehended in this bill. As I said in
presenting the provisions of the bill on

the floor of the Senate, it is an extension
of three programs-the ARA, the Appa
lachian Regional Development Act, and
the accelerated public works program of
1962 and 1963, all of which I strongly
supported. I was one of the five cospon
sors of the original ARA bill, first recom
mended by President Eisenhower and
later enacted under the leadership of the
senior Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DOUGLAS] in the Senate. I also cospon
sored with other Senators the Appalach
ian Act, particularly with the distin
guished Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
RANDOLPH], and I comanaged with him
the bill on the floor of the Senate.

I speak as one who has supported the
legislation upon which the pending bill is
based. Nevertheless, I believe the record
will indicate that the sum proposed by
my amendment, $325 million annually,
a reduction of $75 million in the bill, will
be fully adequate. Neither the President
of the United States nor the Secretary of
Commerce asked for $400 million. Hav
ing worked on these bills in past years on
the Committee on Public Works, I know
that there are differences between the
pending bill and the earlier emergency
bills, which I believe, support my
argument.

This section of the bill differs from the
old accelerated public works program in
that it is not directed toward providing
emergency employment for a 2-year pe
riod, as was the old bill. The bill will be
effective for 5 years, and its criteria em
phasizes the development of commercial
or industrial enterprises which will pro
vide long-term permanent employment
in our communities.

The Secretary of Commerce said, in
his testimony before our committee, that
these criteria would be stricter than the
criteria used under the old Accelerated
Public Works Act. The new criteria
must be developed for both the area, and
the specific project within the area.
It would be wise for the Senate to watch
the operation of this new bill for a year
to see if the new regulations meet the
needs, before voting for the full amount
over and above the requests estimated by
the administration.

The increase of $150 million over the
request of the President is not included
in the budget. It would be added to the
deficit which is now expected to exceed
$4 billion. That has some significance.
The President has also now requested
that the national debt limit be raised to
$329 billion, and the House has approved
only $328 billion. We must take these
facts into account and make some reduc
tions as we go along, so that worthwhile
programs can be maintained and paid
for, and so the criteria that are applied
will enable people all over the Nation to
benefit.

The reduction encompassed by my
amendment is from $400 to $325 million
annually. I ask that the Senate agree
to this reduction. I ask this as one who
has been a cosponsor and a supporter
both in the committee and on the floor
of the Senate--of the worthy bills to
assist depressed areas and unemployed
people. I am the only Republican who
originally joined in sponsoring and intro
ducing this bill in this Congress. Since
the committee work on the bill, Sen
ator FONG has given his sponsorship, and
I believe that more than half of the
Republican Senators will vote for the
bill; but it is necessary that we do not
authorize more than is actually needed.

I believe that this is a sensible amend
ment. I notice my friend, the Senator
from Alaska [Mr. GnuENING], looking at
me. I know that he will say, "We are
giving the same kind of assistance to
foreign countries." In answer I say I
want to give this assistance to our own
people and communities. I shall vote to
reduce the foreign aid bill by the amount
needed to do so.

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
RANDOLPH] would tell us, and accurately
so, of the value of these projects. I
agree with him. .

I support the bill, but I believe that
it is sensible for us to adhere as closely
as possible to the request of the Presi
dent, so that the money will be spent
wisely.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senatoryield for a question?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.
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Pending AP>V grant-in-aid applications in

presently eligible redevelopment areas by
State

Mr. RANDOLPH. I wish to comment
on the amount. It is not $250 million.
It is $467,858,000. We realize that there
is an attrition, and the chairman of the
committee has set forth his views on this
matter. But when we find that in the
State of Kentucky there are applications
pending for more than $27 million, we
realize that those applications are valid
applications. These are projects in Ken
tucky now that are ready to gO, not a
year from now, not 2 years from now,
and not 3 years from now. They are
ready to go now. They are necessary
projects. They would strengthen the
economy of the area. They would pro
vide employment. They would build an
economic base on which the community
could develop business, industry, and its
entire economy in the years ahead, as
well as provide necessary employment.

With respect to the State of Michigan,
so ably represented by the Senator who
manages the bill, Michigan now has 102
projects ready to move, in the amount of
$16,565,000.

Mr. President, I wish the Senate to
realize that the $400 million in Federal
grants under title I of the pending bill is
not a figure arrived at out of thin air.

My beloved friend the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. COOPER] himself set $325
million as a figure. We believe that in

Alahama.._. __ _.._........ 43 II. S31
A Iaska•. _.._ . 'Zl 8,467
Arizona .. __ _ . 22 3.948
Arkansas ._. __ .. 64 10,373
California_.. . ... __... __ 28 7,3,56
Colorado .._.... __ .. _. __ .. __ 14 1,408
Connecticut- 6 1,777
Delaware ...••..•.._ _ 1 134
Fl °d 5 621
G~~~t:l_-::====:====:========== 73 ]3,894Hawaii.. •__• .._....... 2 99
Idaho . . . ..__ 3 180
llIinois ._. . ._. __ ._ 93 17,321
Indiana..__._ .._._ .... __ . .. 19 4,Og1
Iowa. __ ._ ..... __. .. __ ..._.. 7 4g9.
Kansas_ •. _.._. __ ._...._.._.__ 11 1.917

£~~fs~:~~==================== ~ U: ~~~lIlaine__ ....._.. __ .. ..__ 14 709
l\!arl-land .• __ .._.. .________ 12 2,844
lIlassnchusctts_. __ • ._._.... 27 ~,417

lIIichigan_.. _.._.._.....__ . . 102 16, ,565
l\nnn~ota __ ~_________________ 76 14,833

~1\~~~l;~i'!~~==================== ~~ g; ~~Mont.ana__... . __ ...•.. __._ 21 6,1,52
Nebraska•._. __. __ .. . __.___ 28 1,806
Nevada. .. ... • ...._
New Hampshlre ._.. 8 2,359
New Jersey ._ lOS 29,618
New Mexico • __ . 53 6.691
New York. .. 62 16,805
North Carolina__.._.... .. 21 5,667
North Dakota_._. .. ._.. 4 553
Ohio_ .._. __ ._ r>8 12,311
Oklahoma ._ 54 7,329
Ore~on. . .____ 34 4.413
Pennsylvania__ _ 416 88,009
Rhode Island . __ .. __ 13 7,298
South Carolina.. ... ..__ 3,5 4,795
South Dakota .. .. ... 40 3,680
'l'ennessee__. __ ....__..... 68 15, 1U3
Texas._. . __ .._._ 62 15,314
rtah .. _.._... _._. ._..__ ._ Z1 2,927
Vennont... __ •.. ... .... 1 30
Vlrltinia_. __ ...__ . .. .. 18 3,031
WllShin~ton.----..--------...- 22 3,337
West Vlr~inla. .. __ .. . 116 2'2,153
Wisconsin ... 83 6, 807
Wyoming... __. . 6 293
Gualn__ w • _

l'uerto Rlco ........__.._.____ 251 22,9(;0
Virgin Islands. .. _.._._. ._.. . ._•. _

I Number IAmount
of projects requested

$467 8582,518

State

Total. •...•• __ ....._. __ .

minimum needed to accomplish the de
sired result.

Our examination indicated that there
is a backlog of at least $250 million in
projects that could nut. because of ex
haustion of funds, be financed under
the APW program, but would meet the
criteria of this bill. We expect that a
similar total of new applications will be
made in the next fiscal year. About
$100 million in projects that are received
next -year should be processed to the
point of approval during the coming
year. That gives us a total of at least
$350 million in viable projects.

In addition, the committee felt that
there should be available an additional
$50 million in reserve to help finance
projects that may come in from areas
hit suddenly by economic disaster be
cause of plant closedowns, the removal of
military establishments. or other causes.

The Senator from Kentucky discussed
the testimony given by the Secretary of
Commerce and the grants requested by
the administration. His remarks were
perfectly in order. However, there was
a great deal of other testimony given
before the committee that justifies the
amount of $400 million, which the com
mittee recommended in the bill.

I now yield to the distinguished Sena
tor from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH].
who, I believe, has some thoughts on the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
appreciate the courtesy of the chairman
of the Public Works Committee in giving
me an opportunity to join in the refuta
tion of the remarks on the amendment
offered by our beloved colleague from
Kentucky, who would cut the amount
of the annual grant under the bill from
$400 to $325 million, the so-called public
works feature of the legislation coming
before us now.

It is important for me to say this at
the outset, because the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. COOPER] has indicated,
at least by indirection, that the White
House would be displeased if the Senate
should vote $400 million, rather than
$325 million that the Senator would like
to have in the bill.

The White House will not veto this
legislation if $400 million is included in
title lover the period of 5 years for such
a worthy purpose.

The Senator from Michigan (Mr. Mc
NAMARA] has indicated the amount of
accelerated public works projects which
are now, in a sense, on the shelf, ready
to be proceeded with, approval for which
has been given and local financing hav
ing been arranged. I think the Senator
has given a very conservative figure.

I like the presentation the Senator has
made, but frankly, I desire to have in
corporated in the RECORD the table which
is found on page 44 of the hearings. I
ask unanimous-consent that the table,
entitled, "Pending APW grant-in-aid ap
plications in presently eligible redevelop
ment areas by states," be included at this
point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD.

Mr. JAVITS. I gather that the Sena
tor's amendment has no relation what
ever to any other title of the bill than
public works.

Mr. COOPER. In no way at all.
Mr.JAVITS. May I ask the Senator

a question about title II, while he is on
his feet? I am deeply concerned about
the section's continuing to provide loans
for machinery and equipment.

Mr. COOPER. Yes. I know that was
brought out in the hearings.

Mr. JAVITS. We in the great indus
trial States are concerned about the
pirating of business; that is, the attrac
tion to business which comes from liberal
offers which can be an inducement to
establish new plants in other States.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is direct
ingattention to title IT.

Mr.JAVITS. Yes.
Mr. COOPER. We discussed this

question quite thoroughly. As I remem
ber, the old ARA did not permit loans
for machinery except in cases of dem
onstrated need. It was argued by the
Secretary that, unless the loan section
included provision for machinery, cer
tain projects might never come into op
eration. A second point discussed was
that loans should not exceed the life of
the machinery.

The committee unanimously accepted
the policy previously adopted by ARA in
this regard.

Has the Senator any particular
thought as to the value or lack of it?

Mr. JAVITS. We had a colloquy the
other day and have the implementation
in the RECORD enjoining the Secretary to
condemn and beware of pirating prac
tices, and the section of the bill referred
to was implemented; but I was inter
ested in the substantive part relating to
machinery and equipment. When I was
on the Banking and CUlTency Committee
I protested it. I sought to excise it from
the bill. I think it is a rather dangerous
point and requires great scrupulousness
in its administration. I wanted the Sen
ate to have some concept of the way in
which the committee looked at it. I
gather that the committee assumed that
it would be used sparingly.

Mr. COOPER. That is correct. I be
lieve we had assurances from the Sec
retary that applications for funds for
this purpose would be considered care
fully, particularly in regard to the terms
of these loans.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as may be re
quired, which will not be long.

The Senator's amendment goes to
title I. Now we are getting into a dis
cussion of title IT.

Mr. JAVITS. Yes.
Mr. McNAMARA. I wish to comment

now on the amendment of the Senator
to reduce the amount from $400 million
to $325 million.

We believe that any reduction in the
amount of money proposed to be author
ized for public works grants in this bill
would be a serious mistake. The Public
Works Committee has looked long and
hard at this subject, and believes that
the $400 mllllon authorization is the very
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the figure of $400 million we are being
conservative.

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUEN
INc] who is now in the Chamber believes
that it should be $1 billion a year.

Mr. GRUE1'i~NG. That is correct.
Mr. RANDOLPH. The Senator from

Alaska has introduced legislation look
ing toward that objective.

There are many Senators who, I be
lieve, are of the conviction that $400 mil
lion is a conservative figure, that it is not
a high figure-and I am one of those
Senators.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD under
title 1, the report which was filed with
S. 1648 which covers this provision of
the pending legislation.

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

MAJOR PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

TITLE I-PUBLIC WORKS AND DEVELOPMENT
FACILITIES

The purpose of this title Is to Increase the
amount of Federal funds being expended
both for general Improvement of the physical
structure of an area and for specific Improve
ments related to projected economic develop
ment. The committee believes that one of
the greatest handicaps of a community, area,
or region can suffer when economically dis
advantaged Is the Inability of Its physical
plant and public services to support existing
Industry, let alone new development.

"Indirect" as used In the language of this
title In section 101, as well as In section 201
of title II, Is meant to Include those facllltles
which commercial and Industrial develop
ment depend upon, but which are not neces
sarily related to a specific business enterprise.

For example, if a community has an In
adequate sewage treatment plant It can
hardly hope to Induce Industrial develop
ment which would further overload Its dis
posal plant, thus creating a health and wel
fare problem.

This type of Investment cannot adequately
be measured In terms of jobs created. The
purpose In this case Is not the Immediate
employment galll, although that will be all
additional benefit. The purpose Is first to
create public facilities that make a com
munity attractive for economic growth,
capable of supporting additional popUlation,
and of making the most of Its natural and
human resources.

The grants are not limited to traditional
public works but are meant to Include physi
cal properties which will have a bearing on
Industrial and commerlcal development.

Examples 01 projects
Examples of projects which should be eligi

ble for grants under section 101 (as wcll as
loans under sec. 201) on the basis of being
directly related to economic development are
waterworks and waterlines, sanitary and
storm sewers, Industrial parks, pollee and fire
stations, research centers, tourism facilities,
industrial streets and roads, waste treatment
facilities, area vocational schools, airports,
and watershed protection and flood preven
tion. This list Is not meant to be exhaustive
nor to Imply that grants applied for under
these examples need be related to a specific
Industrial or commercial project. They are
not limited to serving one new customer al
though that could be a possibility. Pros
pects for Industrial and commercial develop
ment will more likely follow after these proj
ects are undertaken.

Examples of facilities which If Indirectly
related to economic development could be
eligible for grants under section 101 (and
loans under sec. 201) are streets primarily
related to residential development, water

and sewage facilities related to residential
development, hospitals, vocational education
facl1ltles, community centers, and in some
circumstances libraries and similar build
Ings.

Use of lunds
The committee wishes to emphasize that

the funds provided under this title for
grants-In-aid are not to be merely substi
tuted for funds available under eXisting pro
grams. It would be contrary to the intent
of this act if other Federal agencies cut back
the amount of funCls which would have gone
to designated areas If these additional funds
were not available. The General Accounting
Office ought to be concerned that the Intent
of Congress In this respect Is carefully fol
lowed. The funds here are to be considered
additional to those which a designated area
might obtain under other programs.

This Is a major reason for providing sup
plementary grants in this bill In addition to
the direct grants available. It is an Im
portant feature In this program over and
above previous programs, that supplementary
grants may be made for projects receiving
basic grants under this bill, as well as under
other programs. Thus the Secretary can
make grants up to 80 percent of the cost of
a direct grant project In areas of greatest
need. These supplementary grants are ex
pected to be used for projects in designated
areas without regard to any limitation of
other laws, except that In no case will the
Federal share be greater than 80 percent.
Where supplementary grants are made to
direct Federal projects, such projects must
have been previously authorized. Direct Fed_
eral projects which can be useful Include,
but are not limited to, watershed and flood
prevention, water storage, and land Improve
ment.

The committee particularly notes the
grants can cover the cost of related equip
ment and machinery in development facility
projects as well as In Industrial and com
mercial projects.

The fundS authorized under this title
should be used for projects In eligible areas
even If those areas are In established develop
ment regions, but they should not be used
only for projects with regionwide impact.
The same is true for development districts
within regions. Projects of value to one
county, community, or a group of counties
should not be denied because of regional
assistance being given under another pro
gram.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President,
there is every reason for the Senate to
endorse the provisions of title I of the
pending bill. I believe that the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ken
tucky will be decisively defeated by the
Senate, that the pending bill will be
agreed to by the Senate and House of
Representatives, that it will go to the
President of the United States, and he
will sign it into law.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from
Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Alaska is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I am
in full accord with the statement the
Senator from Michigan, the chairman of
the Public Works Committee has just
made, which has been so well amplified
by the Senator from West Virginia who
has never ceased to work for this kind
of legislation which will put the unem
ployed to work, and give the economy a
substantial boost.

Whenever the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. COOPER] rises on the floor, his words

are entitled to the most respectfUl and
sympathetic consideration. We all love
and admire him. This happens to be one
of the rare occasions when I find myself
in disagreement with him. I must op
pose his amendment to cut the annual
public works appropriation in this bill
from $400 to $325 million. As it is, the
amount provided is far from sufficient.
I find it particularly distressing that he,
who has been the only Republican, ac
cording to his own statement, to endorse
this measure, should spoil that beautiful
and unique record by now moving a re
duction in the amount to be authorized,
which reduction is not quite so slight, be
cause the reduction of the $75 million
he proposes will be an annual reduction
and will therefore go on through the
years.

This is one of the most important
pieces of legislation from the standpoint
of the national economy that we could
have. I have been fighting for the reen
actment of public works legislation ever
since I came to the Senate. It has dem
onstrated its value. It means that peo
ple will be put to work on useful proj
ects' that the economy will be stimUlated,
not merely at the site of the project
where it goes into operation but at the
factory where the materials are pro
duced and on the arteries of transporta
tion in between. In Alaska partiCUlarly,
this will be important, because it will af
fect so many of the depressed areas
which need help, and all but one of
Alaska's areas are depressed areas. This
legislation will diminish the depression
and the unemployment.

I hope that the amendment will fail.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

time of the Senator from Alaska has ex
ph·ed.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Michigan yield?

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Pennsylvania is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, one of the
biggest mistakes Congress made in recent
years, in my opinion, is that it did not
refresh and refinance the Accelerated
Public Works Act of 1962.

Under that act, speaking only for the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, a great
many projects were built costing many
millions of dollars. This money was
spent-and spent wisely-for essential
public works. The increase in employ
ment which was generated by that
money is really startling. As soon as the
accelerated public works bill ran out of
money, we had a recurrence o~ unem
ployment in many of the areas of chronic
and persistent unemployment in my
State.

I believe that Republicans and Demo
crats alike in Pennsylvania will testify
today to the great economic benefit
which was brought to the Common
wealth of Pennsylvania by the passage
and administration of the Accelerated
Public Works Act.

I was very much disappointed when, in
this year's budget, there was not, to my
way of thinking, adequate refinancing
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and refurbishing of the accelerated pub
lic works principle.

The Senator from.,KlCl1igan, the Sen
ator from West Virginieva number of
other Senators and I wate of the view
that we should at least ,Jeduce the pro
gram to the same amount as before;
namely, $1 billion plus.

I was vastly disappointed when that
was not done. I testifietl before the sub
committee of which the able Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPHI was
chairman, and with my enthusiastic sup
port it increased the amount of the au
thorization for public works from $250
million to $400 million. I believe that
that increase was modest. I had hoped
that the amount authorized would be
substantially more, but he and I realize
the practical, pragmatic situation under
which we are operating, and it seemed
unwise to gO further than we had. We
were also acutely aware of the fact that
all of the State of West Virginia is in
Appalachia, as well as much of the State
of Kentucky. It seems to me incredible
that Senators coming from States where
the benefits of the war against poverty
are so badly needed, where the Appa
lachia program is making some dent in
the war against poverty, where the major
part of the public works program in Ap
palachia is for highways, would not join
unanimously in supporting the increase
in the appropriation for public works in
this particular bill.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. president, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield?

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Kentucky, but the Sen
ator must do so on his own time.

Mr. COOPER. That is satisfactory.
Mr. President,I yield myself 2 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senator from Kentucky is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. COOPER. I joined the distin
gUished Senator from Pennsylvania and
the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia in supporting and sponsoring
these related programs, the area re
development program, the accelerated
public works program, the Economic
Opportunity Act, and the Appalachia
development bill; but I have submitted
this amendment for two reasons. One is
that it would cut back the authorization
to one-half of the increase which was
made over the President's recommenda
tion of $250 million. Second, I am
aware of what Congress, and the Senate
in particular, has done in passing the
great bills which have helped my State;
namely, the accelerated public works
program, the Area Redevelopment Act,
and the Appalachia Development Act.

I believe that we cannot overdo it.
We just cannot expect that the country
will continue to provide ever larger
amounts before full needs and uses are
shown and proved. I. believe that we
must keep these programs within some
kind of reasonable limit-and the most
reasonable limit wherever possible.
I have proposed a very reasonable limit;
namely, one-half the increase made by
the committee beyond the request sub
mitted by the President.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from Ken
tucky is one of the ablest members of
this body. I respect him in every way.
I honor his integrity and ability. Inthis
particular case, however, I believe that
he is dead wrong.

This is not an extravagant and un
necessary increase in a vitally needed
program. The provision as it now ap
pears in the bill falls far short of the re
quirements for assistance in a number of
States, which come under the provisions
of the bill.

Mr. President, how much time have I
left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Pennsylvania has 30 sec
onds remaining.

Mr. CLARK. I yield 10 seconds to the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
RANDOLPH].

Mr. RANDOLPH. In the State of
Pennsylvania, there are 416 projects at a
cost of $88 million which are now eligible
and ready to move. The able Senator
from Pennsylvania knows that this is the
situation in all States in the Union. I
congratulate him on his vigorous es
pousal of this moderate increase in the
pending bill.

Mr. CLARK. I thank my friend for
his helpful interest.

Mr. President, I hope that the amend
ment will be defeated.
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREElviENT TO VOTE ON

COOPER AMENDMENT AT 4:45 P.M.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Michigan Yield me
one-half minute?

Mr. McNAMARA. I yield to the Sen
ator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote on the
Cooper amendment take place at 4:45
o'clock p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How is
the time to be allotted for further debate
on the amendment?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Whichever ways
Senators wish to use it.

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

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator from Ken
tucky has stated that he has supported
all these programs. He has been so pre
eminent in that support that I did not
wish to add my own voice at the point
when he was speaking, although it is a
fact that I have, on this side of the aisle,
also supported these programs. both in
committee, when I was a member of the
Committee on Banking and Currency,
and on the floor of the Senate;

I am known, and proud to be known,
as a liberal, anxious to have my State,
which pays the most taxes of all the
States, support the well-being of the
country, notwithstanding the fact that
it is often said, in answer to my votes
that New York pays $3 for every dollar
that it gets back. As long as I am a
Member of the Senate that will never be
a factor in determining my vote.

However, I appreciate and am ready
to support conservation where conserva
tion is appropriate in terms of these

projects. When the President of the
United States requests $250 million, and
the amount is raised by the committee to
$400 million, I expect eventually to hear
facts stated that will support the in
crease.

The Senator from KentuckY, a strong
supporter of the bill, proposes to cut
the increase by 50 percent, on the theory
that it is necessary to have a good reason
to raise the figure by $150 million, and
that in the absence of such a good reason
the least that can be done is to cut the
increase by one-half. If one is to be a
liberal, he must be a hardheaded lib
eral. Therefore, I am glad to support
the amendment of the Senator from
Kentucky.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, when
the Senator from New York speaks of
facts as an essential element in deciding
the issue which has been raised by the
distinguished Senator from KentuckY,
I would say that both the Senator from
Kentucky and the other members of the
committee felt that they had a sound
factual basis for their conclusions.

Secretary Connor, when he testified
before the committee, advised us that
more than $700 million worth of APW
applications were pending when that
program ran out. The Secretary has
screened the applications, and has re
duced the amount to a possible $450
million, or a little more than that which
might be eligible for assistance under
the pending bill, if it is enacted.

The $250 million figure obviously falls
short of that figure. We recognize that
the $250 million called for in S. 1648
would be an annual figure, running for
the life of the authorization, and that
the $450 million figure is also an annual
figure running for the life of the au
thorization.

I believe that in addition to the points
which have been made, it should be
pointed out that the $450 million in
APW applications will have a running
start on whatever figure Congress ap
proves for this bill. If it is the $250
million figure, the projects which can
be justified on the basis of needs devel
oped since the APW program terminated
will have to fall behind and run behind
the projects that are pending in the
APW file. It has seemed to us that this
would militate against the many areas
of the country which have developed
needs since that program terminated,
and would militate against smaller com_
munities and smaller towns which are
not in a position to develop projects as
rapidly as more sophisticated planning
departments are able to do in the larger
communities.

For that reason, in addition to the
others that have been advanced by the
Senator from Michigan and the Senator
from West Virginia, we felt we were
justified in increasing the figure to $400
million.

Mr. COOPER. To respond to that
argument, I should like to ask that the
analysis of the APW backlog, submitted
to the committee on Public Works by
Secretary Connor, shown at page 45 of
the hearings, be inclUded in the RECORD
at this point.



12168 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE June 1, 1965

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

ANALYSIS OF THE AP\V BACKLOG

From areas eligible under the Area Re
development Act on April 15, 1965-exclud
lng the "labor surplus areas" eligible only
under the Public Works Acceleration Act-
the Community Facillties Administration of
HHFA and the Public Health Service of
DHEW had on hand 2,518 applications re
questing $468 million In APW grants.

However, these figures have only very
llmited significance as a measure of the
potential demand for grants under section
101 of the Public Works and Economic De
velopment Act for the foIlowing reasons:

(1) The principal purpose of the APW
program was to create jobs, and projects had
only to fulfill an essential public need, not
necessarily related to economic development.
Under the new act, each project must tend
to improve either directly or indirectly the
opportunity for the successful establishment
or expansion of Industrial or commercial
plants or facllitles, or assist otherwise In the
creation of additional long-tenn employ
ment opportunities, or primarlly benefit the
long-term unemployed and members of low
income families or otherwise substantially
further the objectives of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1965.

(2) WhlIe apparently eligible under the
provisions of the Publlc Works Acceleration
Act, many of the pending APW applications
clearly do not meet the requirements of the
new act. For instance, the total Includes 368
grant requests for courthouses, townhaIls,
and the like, 8Jllountlng to $61 million, and
51 grant requests for hospitals and other
health facil1ties amounting to $29 mlllion,
most of which do not meet the new require
ments.

(3) Many of the pending APW appllcatlons
date back to 1962 and 1963, and we do not
know how many of these projects have been
bUilt in the meantime.

(4) Among the 624 grant requests for water
and sewer facillties and other utUltles
amounting to $129 million, there appears to
be a preponderance of projects which may
not meet the test of contributing to eco
nomic development, and the same appears to
be true of the 573 grant requests for streets
and roads, amounting to $92 million.

Conservatively estimated, no more than
one-third of the APW "backlog," or about
$150 mlllion in grant requests, will be eligible
under the new act.

On the other band, the fiow of new appli
cations under the Public Works Acceleration
Act was drasticaIly reduced In the spring of
1963, when both CFA and DHEW announced
that APW funds were already oversubscribed.
A large Infiux of new applications which
would be eligible under the new act may,
therefore, be anticipated as soon as the new
law is passed.

Mr. COOPER. This analysis was
prepared by the Secretary of Commerce.
It states:

Conservatively estimated, no more than
one-third of the APW "backlog," or about
$150 million In grant requests, will be eligible
under the new act.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the
words are "conservatively estimated."
Whatever figure is used to settle down
that $450 million figure will be an esti
mate. His guess may be better than
mine, and his guess may be more con
servative than mine. Whatever the size
of the backlog, it gives a running start
for communities which have applica
tions on file, and militates against com
munities which do not have applications

on file, even though their need might be
greater.

I now yield 10 minutes to the Senat-or
from Minnesota.
ML,<NESOTA AND THE PUllLIC WORKS AND ECO

NOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT

Mr. MO!'4"DALE. Mr. President, I wel
come this opportunity to speak in sup
port of S. 1648, the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965. I
welcome the opportunity because this
legislation represents a sound approach
to the problems of labor surplus and eco
nomic decline in many areas of the Na
tion. It extends and improves the im
POl·tant features of the area redevelop
ment program, the accelerated public
works program, and the Appalachian re
development experience. It prOpOseS to
deal with underdevelopment by a con
certed regional and areawide attack,
grouping distressed areas together to
form economically viable development
districts.

Those of us who have worked closely
with the ARA and the accelerated public
works in the past will recognize in the
new bill many substantive and techni
cal improvements which will make these
programs more effective and more suited
to the task of mobiliZing our economic
resources.

The greatest Promise of America has
always been the unqualified assurance of
equal opportunity for all people regard
less of their background or circum
stances. We have made it a fundamen
tal principle that every American be af
forded the chance to build a full life for
himself and his family. Today in Amer
ica there are a wide range of programs
and projects to guarantee that no {me
is denied this chance because of race,
because of a lack of education, or be
cause of the poverty of his birth.

But today opportunity is closed to
many of our fellow Americans because
of the economic decline of the area in
which they live. In such distressed
areas, which spread throughout the
country, young people leave school early
to help their families and thus rob them
selves of the skills and knowledge needed
for a full and rich life. The same young
people leave the area entirely, stripping
it of the youth and vigor necessary to
fight its ec.onomic problems. These cir
cumstances lead to blocked progress and
further decline.

We simply cannot afford to waste our
human and natural resources. Loss of
economic power stunts national growth
and inhibits our position as the leading
nation in the world community.

Most of all, we cannot sit contentedly
by and allow millions of Americans to be
foreclosed from the fulfillment of hope
that the rest of us share. This would
deny the American promise I spoke of
earlier-the unqualified assurance of
equal opportunity for all.

I am most happy that the bill specifi
cally provides for relief and assistance to
those living in substandard and poverty
conditions on Indian reservations in the
United States. This bill recognizes that
the great majority of these areas -are
among the most critical in the United
states in terms of labor surplus, eco
nomic distress, and poverty.

As former attorney general of Minne
sota and one ,~'1.0. has long been inter
ested in Ind!!!:'} &£:..,.irs as well as the
problem of ec{Cfomic development in eco
nomically distP~ssed areas, I myself was
shocked by a lo.cent review of the eco
nomic condition's of our own Indians.

In the State 01 Minnesota there are en
tire communitier-., not just isolated fami
lies, living on InJtian reservations in pov
erty and in det>\jution. The median
family income o:F'; ~e Indians on Leech
Lake, White Earth,~..ndNett Lake Reser
vations is under $1,000 a year, which, as
I understand it, Mr. President, is less
than one-third of the minimum which
our Government has ascribed as the pov
erty line and poverty level.

The unemployment rate on Leech Lake
ranges from 40 to 80 percent depending
upon the time of the year. At Nett Lake
the average rate is 69 percent, at White
Earth 60 percent, at Red Lake 47 percent.

Ninety percent of the Indians at Leech
Lake live in substandard housing, and 70
to 100 percent of the children drop out of
the public schools in the area before
graduating from the 12th grade.

I do not believe there is any other
area in the country or any other people
in the country that could mark a higher
rate of dropout than that.

This is, I think, a pathetic circum
stance of incalculable proportions in the
midst of the richest nation in the world.
I would like to see an attempt in Min
nesota to harness experienced, retired
managerial talent, making them avail
able for an extended period of time to
work With those on Indian reservations
and train them in management and
development skills.

I think our businessmen would find
such a project exciting, if we could say
to them, "You are now retired at the age
of 65. You are in good health. Why
do you not help us put together an in
dustry that will provide employment,
diversification, and give these people a
chance to get started?"

The bill does make it abundantly clear
that technical and management assist
ance will be made available to local de
velopment areas. Many of these areas
lack the technical skills and know-how to
attack their problems in an efficient and
practical fashion. The technical assist
ance the Secretary is authorized to pro
vide to redevelopment areas includes
project planning and feasibility studies,
management and operational assistance,
and studies evaluating the needs of and
developing potentialities for economic
growth of such areas. This section will
provide local areas with assistance in
developing their staff, their action pro
grams, and liaison with Federal and
other agencies that will be needed to
further their progress under this act.
It will assist them in understanding
what the economic potential of their area
is. It will help them pinpoint methods
by which they might harness the eco
nomic resources they possess.

In this connection, the bill will allow
the Secretary to provide such technical
and managerial assistance through ex
perienced retired managerial talent. It
seems to me a terrible waste to have
hundreds of top executive personnel, who
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have spent their whole lives in the unique
and rewarding experience of entrepre
neurial ventures, who have behind them
skills and talents to assemble capital, to
development of management systems, to
train and assemble what is necessary to
make an enterprise work not being fully
used by our society.

I might add at that point that many
leading executives in Minnesota who
have reached retirement age have come
to me and said, "Now, what do I do? I
am in good health. I should like to help
in some fashion. Is there some area in
which I can contribute my talents and
time?"

I believe that one of the most exciting
features of the Economic Development
Act of 1965 is the provision to use those
talents where they are most needed.

In addition, I was most happy to see
included in the bill language to insure
that eligible areas will not lose designa
tion or have their eligibility removed in
cases where economic growth may be
short term or where the growth is pri
marily the result of increased tem
porary employment. In many areas, an
infiux of construction labor, with a cor
responding rise of employment, will
cause a rise in unemployment statistics
which is purely temporary and passing.
Once the construction workers leave, af
fected areas would have to wait 3 years
for renewed eligibility, and many of the
good effects of the Federal programs
would be lost in the intervening period.
This amendment would allow a sufficient
period of time during which it could be
demonstrated with some assurance that
the expansive effects in certain areas
were not merely temporary.

I see this amendment as one of the
keys to the success of the program in
the state of Minnesota and in many oth
er regions across the Nation.

I had specifically in mind the problem
with which we are confronted in north
eastern Minnesota, in the heart of Min
nesota's traditional Iron Range. There
we are experiencing the beginning of a
taconite development which stretches
across that range. Approximately five
persons will be engaged in construction
labor for every one person who is finally
employed in the taconite mines once the
industry is in full operation. There will
be several thousand construction labor
ers and workers in related construction
work on the range during the next few
years, and that fact would probably make
st. Louis County and Itasca County
technically ineligible under the ARA.
But once the plants were in full opera
tion, I believe the statistics would refiect
that those counties would once again be
eligible.

What the amendment, incorporated in
the bill, would provide is that those
counties might contiaue to be eligible
during that period, recognizing the tem
porary nature of the employri..,.nt.

Many Senators must Sharqc}l the praise
for the drafting and work i,n this good
bill. As a member of the >mking and
Currency Subcommittee which consid
ered titles n and IV of this legislation,
I think that my chairman, the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS] and the
other members of the subcommittee, the

Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. PROX
MIRE] and the Senator from Maine [Mr.
MUSKIE] are to be commended and con
gratulated on the fine result of their
work. I also thank the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNAMARAl for his ex
cellent work in preparing this bill in the
Public Works Committee. I was most
happy to have had the opportunity to
playa role in drafting this legislation.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator Yield?

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from New
Hampshire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Maine has 2 minutes re
maining on the amendment. Does he
yield 3 minutes on the bill also?

Mr. MUSKIE. Yes. I yield the nec
essary time on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Hampshire is recog
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I
wish to urge my colleagues to support the
bill before the Senate, S. 1648, the Public
\Vorks and Economic Development Act
of 1965.

The citizens of Portsmouth, N.H., and
the Maine-New Hampshire seacoast area,
as well as the citizens of other com
munities which are about to be hit by the
loss of major sources of employment, will
all share my appreciation for the action
of the Senate Committee on Public Works
in retaining, and indeed, strengthening,
the language of my bill, S. 400, which
would have amended the Area Redevel
opment Act.

I would like to express my own sincere
thanks to the distinguished Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA], the distin
gUished Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DOUGLAS], and my neighbor from Maine
[Mr, MUSKIE], for their assistance and
contributions toward the best possible
legislation for the problems facing Ports
mouth.

What section 401(a) (4) does is to pro
vide the full assistance of the Federal
Government earmarked for redevelop
ment areas for communities such as
Portsmouth which are threatened with
severe unemployment because of the
planned, future loss of a major source of
employment. In the case of Portsmouth
and the seacoast area, such a threat has
been posed by the statements of the De
partment of Defense that the workload
at the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard will
undergo a severe drop by 1968.

The testimony before the Subcommit
tee on Production and Stabilization of
the Senate Committee on Banking and
Currency clearly brought out the sea
coast region's need for this type of as
sistance.

Mr. President. again I urge my col
leagues to support the pending bill.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield 5 minutes?

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President. I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Missis
sippi.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Mississippi is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President. I invite
the attention of the Senator from Maine

[Mr. MUSKIE] to my statement, which
will be brief. At the end of it I expect
to ask a question.

First, I shall support the bill. I be
lieve that we should have good. strong,
permanent legislation in the field of pub
lic works. We might call it made-work,
or whatever we will. The program is
necessary particularly in view of the fact
that a great many areas are so depleted
financially and their resources are so
thin that they cannot modernize, if we
might use that term, fast enough to get
into the running and thereby support
a viable economy at the present time.
With a little lift they could get over that
barrier.

As the Senator from Michigan knows,
title IV establishes the basic standards
for designation of redevelopment areas
under the pending bill. The two primary
criteria are that an area first, must have
an unemployment rate in excess of the
national average; or second, have a fam
ily median income not in excess of 40 per
cent of the national family median in
come. I am aware that these criteria
were drawn purposefully to be more re
strictive than the standards which were
established by the Area Redevelopment
Act and the Accelerated Public Works
Act. In addition they are concerned
with economic factors rather than labor
surplus standards.

Although I agree that the standards
under this bill should be more re:;;trictive
than those of previous acts, I question
the particular standards set up in title
IV.

Under the operation of the bill, 20
counties in my State would not be able
to qualify. Some of those counties have
a relatively thin economic status and
standing,

As will 'be recalled, the Economic Op
portunity Act of 1964 adopted the stand
ard that a family whose annual income
was less than $3,000 should be classified
as a poverty stricken family. Nation
wide. 21.4 percent of all families had an
income of less than $3,000. The average
for the State of Mississippi, however, was
51.1 percent (,f all families, and every
county in the State exceeded the national
average of 21.4 percent. Therefore, all
of the 20 counties excluded under this
bill exceed the national average for
families with less than $3,000. For ex
ample, in Prentiss County 62.1 percent of
all families have less than $3,000 income;
in all of the 20 counties except one. the
percent of families having less than
$3,000 exceeds 30 percent. So it is clear
that 19 of these 20 counties far exceed
the national average for poverty stand
ards as adopted last year when Congress
passed the antipoverty bill. In view
of these facts I believe it would be well
to consider modifying the standards.

I shall not offer an amendment, be
cause this is a complicated subject to
deal with, and needs the benefit of the
consideration of Senators who are mem
bers of the committee and of their ex
perts. I hope that as the bill progresses
through Congress. those handling it on
the part of the Senate will consider the
additional' facts that the debate has
brought out, to see if some standard
cquld be adopted which would protect the
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and the percentage of families having
less than $3,000 annual income.

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

Mr. MONDALE. Mr, President, a
number of questions have been asked
concerning the operations of the three
programs. I ask unanimous consent to
have printed at this point in the RECORD
a table entitled "Comparison of Indus
trial Commercial Loan Programs,"
which consists of a comparison of provi
sions of the bilI in nine categories.

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

846,778 1"'__ "_"""

bill and its sound provisions, and at the
same time make it possible for some of
the counties which are situated as I have
described to be included.

If we amend title IV. for example, to
make counties eligible if their family
income did not exceed 50 percent of the
national family median or 53 percent,
which equals the $3,000 standard of the
poverty bill, 7 of these 20 counties in
Mississippi which are now excluded would
be eligible. These counties are Union,
Prentiss, Tishomingo, Scott, Itawamba,
Wayne. and Alcorn. I believe these are
c:mnties of great need and should not be
excluded from participation in the bene
fits of this program. With only a small
variation in the formula, I believe those
counties could qualify for participation
in the progrp.m.

I should like to ask the Senat.or from
Maine what his interest would be in a
certain situation, I do not ask him to
give a binding promise at this stage of
the debate.

Mr. MUSKIE. It is conceivable that a
policy could develop in' the direction
which the Senator from Mississippi has
suggested. The 40-percent-of-national
median-income test was written into the
bilI because the criteria in the Area Re
development Act were unsatisfactory
with respect to rural areas-that is, areas
as to which no labor statistics and un
employment figures were available. The
Area Redevelopment Administration de
veloped some ad hoc standards, which
were regularized by its regulations. They
were useful and helpful in spreading the
benefits of programs into areas such as

the Senator from Mississippi describes.
Out of this experience was developed the
criterion of 40 percent of national median
income.

As experience develops under the pro
posed act, I would not be at all surprised
if the agency and the committees of Con
gress found that, in all justice, this
standard should be broadened 50 as to
cover the areas with which the Senator
from Mississippi is concerned.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
from Maine for his fine sentiment along
that line. The situation I have described
could exist because of the lack of more
accurate statistics as to the percentage
of persons who are actually employed.

I hope that as the bill progresses
through Congress, the Senator from
Maine will be friendly to the idea that the
criterion should be changed and the
formula modified to the extent of per
haps being more accurate, so as to in
clude countries that are near the border
line of the formula.

Mr, MUSKIE. We shall certainly take
a good look at the situation to see if the
formula should be modified. I thank the
Senator for his support and for his elo
quent expression of the philosophy of the
bill.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
from Maine. I appreciate the excellent
work that he and other Senators are do
ing in th;s field.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the
RECORTJ a table of the counties of Missis
sippi that are excluded, their population,

Counties excluded

~~ti~~~~~~=~~~~~~=~~~~UnioD w_

Lee ••••••__•••••••_
Itmvamba_ __ • __ .....•_
Monroe _•. _...•• _
Lowndes•...•••••..••.•••_
Lauderdale.•.••.._..••••_.
SootL .... .... •. _
Rankin_ ....•_••......•••.
Ilinds.....__•.......••..._Adams _
Wayne_ •._•._......••••••.
Lamar••• _•......_.•••....
Forest....._.•. ._ .
Pearl River .._._._ _
Stolle..••••.•......•.•.•_.
Harrison.•...•.•.__..._...
Jacksoll _

TotaL ••...•.••••••.

Population

25,282
13,889
17,940
18,904
40,589
15,080
33.953
46,639
01,110
21,187
34,322

187,045
38,730
16,258
13,675
52,722
22,411
7,013

119,480
55,622

Percentage of
lamilies with

less than
$3,000 annual

Income

54.0
61.0
62.1
60.3
43.8
55.9
50.0
42.8
39.7
6U
40.4
30.9
39.8
54.4
47.6

. 37.0
44.3
49.1
42.1
23.6

Compm'ison ('f induslrial and commercial loan programs

Item ARA EDA SBA, 7(a) loans

Also required to make ~uarantced loans first If

\
lOSSibk.

(a· Disaster .oans , 3 percent, 20 years, no limit.
(1)) Poverty program. $'.15,ooo, interest provision

same as E(~OnOlnic Development Act. 15 ye3rs~
f4reasonalJlc assurance of repayment. ,.

(c) Investment company 50 percent or $4,000,000,
whichever less.

(d) Stote and loca. ~cvelopment company for
reloaning to small business.· 25~YI~:1r term
(secs. 501 and 502).

(c) Small husiness investmentcornpany f'urcho.8'J
of debentures on matching bos:. up 10 $200,000.

$3.\0.000.
100 percent direct loans; 90 percent guarantees or

participation.
10 years.
Same as ARA in ARA arcas; otherwise maximum

5Ya percent.

"Of sueh sound value or so secured as reasonably
to assure rcpayment." Strieter collateral rc·
quircments than ARA.

Na restriction.Guarantee up to 90 percent of out
standing balance.

Annual approrrintion for all loans and
guarantees n70,CCO,ooO annually.

2.1 years__ _ _ _~ . .. _.
Cost to Treasury plus at Secretary's

option, amoun 18 ta cover other
costs. Estimate 1966. 4% percent.

Reasonable ac;suranre of repayment.
Can go to 2d position.

None . __ . . _
65 percent._. .. . __ . . _

Not to exceed n,325.0oo,000 olltstanding, In·
eluding Poverty Act and disaster loans. Ap
proximately $250,000,000 unused authority
will remain as of June 30, 1965.

t. Applknnb appro\,((11J)' in~::tnlnu'ntftljtyof Stat('. or subdiviRion thereof con('('rnl'd with problems oreconomic devrlopr,rnt.
2. Providl' more thun temporary alleviation ofunr-mrloyrf1f'nt. I
:·t Not uvuilablt.' for r('loeation.
4. I;'inaneing llIust not bl' othcn~-i~c 3xaihble.

__IPlll)!ic facility 10al1s ._--' Public ["cilit)' loans_ .. _.. __ • _
i I
, I

I
I

I

9. Additiol1alloun uuthority_._. ._._

7. Funds availablc_ _ _. Nct to exc"eel $200,CCO,ono in loans
outstanding.

8. TIcstriet.ions , _

5. Security re'luircd Reasonahle assurance of repayment.
Cun go to 2d position.

6. Working capitalloans __ . ... None __... _. ._. .

1. Umits on individual loon amount. None .... __ .. . . _
2, Limits on Federal participation_ .____ __ 65 percen!. . _

3. Limitsontcrm 25yf'urs .______ __ __ _ _
4. Rate ofil1terest._.•...._.._._..__ . Established with Treasury at 4 percent.

Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I support S. 1648, which is a
very far-reaching bilI and perhaps one
of the most significant pieces of proposed
legislation to come before Congress thus
far. It involves economic development;
but more, it puts the approving stamp
of Congress on planning. This is imp01'-

tanto Planning at the regional level;
planning at the multicounty level; and
planning at the local level. As in the
case of the Appalachia legislation, it
boks to sound programs of public im
provements geared to stimulating per
manent industrial growth and per
manent employment.

S. 1648 recognizes that there are areas
other than Appalachia which have not
shared in the general level of our pros-

perity and seriously need resource de
velopment <~through Federal assistance.
This is th(IJhilosophy that was shared
by many olths at the time of the debate
on the Appalachia bill. As Senators
will remember, it was because such a
piece of legislation was promised by the
administration to cover national needs
that we held off in expanding the Ap
palachia program to include our other
needy areas. S. 1648 seeks to fulfiII the
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promise and to expand the PQlicy of
regional rehabilitation.

I wish to compliment the Senators and
other Members of Congress who have
worked diligently and persistently to de
velop the concept of regional develop
ment for other areas of our Nation, .and
who have worked hard on the particular
bill before us. My particular gratitude
goes to the senior Senator from Michigan
[Mr. McNAMARA] and the junior Senator
from Maine [Mr. MUSKIE] who have done
an outstanding job In guiding this legis
lation in committee and on the floor.

S. 1648 is an excellent bill. It pro
vides for the establishment of regional
commissions to study the needs of our
less developed areas, and come up with
broad economic recommendations and
programs which can be applied above
and beyond existing Federal assistance.

It combines the better features of the
area redevelopment and accelerated
public works programs. placing primary
emphasis on public improvements that
will foster and expand industry.

It recognizes the importance of the
role that the healthier communities must
play in assisting the less fortunate areas.
The opportunity is provided for multi
county economic development districts
which could bring together eligible and
noneligible areas under special regional
and subregional plans for growth. This
type of economic. multicounty planning
is already underway in my state. The
planning and technical assistance money
provided in the bill will give these larger
areas a good opportunity to work out
coordinated programs.

The key to this new legislation is co
ordination; among the communities;
among the States; and between the
states and the Federal Government.
The goal of the legislation is to apply the
assistance to those areas and projects
where it will do the most good for the
long haul. This is a public works bill
with a plan; it signifies an excellent ap
proach for the future. I sincerely urge
its passage.

Last March, I made a special address
to the Massachusetts Legislature citing
the crucial need for a coordinated
regional development program for New
England, and for a regional commission
to implement this program. The re
sponse which I received to this suggestion
at that time was particularly encourag
ing.. Today I am extremely gratified to
announce that the Massachusetts House
and Senate have adopted a joint resolu
tion fully supporting S. 1648 and the
concept of a New England regional com
mission.

The joint resolution emphasizes that
the economic status of New England more
than qualifies the region for assistance
provided under S. 1648, and it supports
the principal that regional planning will
be effective and beneficial in coping with
our economic problems.

Mr. President, I think this expression
of approval from the Massachusetts L.eg
islature is a splendid e:s;ample of the way
many sections of the country feel about
this economic development bill, and I
would hope that other States in New
England, and in other areas. would fol
low the lead of Massachusetts in offering
state legislative support for this impor-

CXI--769

tant legislation. I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of the Massa
chusetts joint resolution be placed at this
point in the RECORD.

The formal presentation of this resolu
tion was made in the RECORD earlier to
day.

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

RESOLUTION BY THE COMMONWEALTH OF
MASSACHUSETTS

Resolutions memorializing the Congress of
the United States to enact legislation pro
Viding Federal grants and assistance to
economically distressed areas and regions
Whereas the Congress of the United States

has recently launched an attack on certain
areas of poverty, undevelopment, and under
development by the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965; and

Whereas there are pending before the Con
gress of the United States two bllls, cospon
sored by Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, one
providing grants for pUblic works and devel
opment facUlties and other financial assist
ance to alleviate unemployment In other
economlcally distressed areas and regions (S.
1648) and one providing for the use of public
works and other economic programs In a
coordinated e1Iort to aid other economically
disadvantaged areas of the Nation (S. 812);
and

Whereas said bills prOVide for the creatIon
of regional commissions to plan and Imple
ment economic programs, designed to foster
regional productivity, and growth; and

Whereas such a regional commission for
New England would be extremely effective
and beneficial In coping with serious eco
nomic problems which transcend State
boundaries, and which require Federal as
sistance founded on sound planning and
directed to projects that will enhance long
term growth; and

Whereas at a joint session of the General
Court of Massachusetts on March 9, 1965,
Senator KENNEDY expressed his hope that the
general court authorize participation In a
New England Regional Commission which
would work for regional development and
cooperation, and his Intention to sponsor
major legislation In the U.S. Senate to pro
vide Federal assistance for development of
the New England region; and

Whereas said legislation Is vital to the New
England region whose economic status more
than qualifies It for the assistance provided
by said legislation, because of many critical
problems, the more pressing Of which are
caused by the closing of mUltary Installa
tions, slack growth, deficient transportation
becoming more critical each day, Inadequate
water pollution control, high electric power
coots, a declining fishing Indus'try. unde
veloped natural resources, and unemploy
ment: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the General Court of Mas
sachusetts respectfully urges the Congress
of the United States to enact Senate bill
1648 rind Senate bll1 812, thereby providing
for strong, effective regional development
commissions to coordinate an attack on the
varied regional problems; and be It further

Resolved, That the General Court of Mas
sachusetts recogniZes the Importance of re
gional planning In connl?ction with such
legislation, and looks with favor upan the
participatIon by the Commonwealth of Mas_
sachusetts In a New England regional de
velopment commission; and be It further

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Com
monwealth transmIt forthwith copies of
these resolutions to the President of the
United States, to the Presid1ng Officer of each
branch of the Congress, and to each Member
thereof from the Commonwealth.

MI', KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Mr. President. at the hearings before the

Public Works Committee, members of
the New England senatorial delegation
and representatives from industry, labor,
and the Governors of our various States
made a comprehensive presentation in
support of S. 1648 and S. 812. There
was bipartisan support, and it was strong
support.

Mr. President, this regional approach
to solving economic problems was very
much a part of President Kennedy's
thinking. As a Senator, he devoted his
first speeches on this floor to outlining
New England problems, and calling for
a multistate approach to solving them.
He sought the united efforts of the entire
New England congressional delegation.
He supported the idea of New England
Governors' conferences. he backed the
New England Council. representing busi
nessmen, all with the conviction that the
way to get New England moving for
ward again was to plan, and coordinate,
and organize, and work hard. Above all,
he believed that New England's develop
ment would be best obtained by regional
planning and sound Federal-State pro
grams.

S. 1648, then, in large part. reflects the
President's hope for the future.

Mr. President, I think it would be very
helpful if excerpts of certain statements
and materials were placed in the RECORD
which would provide a picture of our New
England situation, and the strong sup
port this bill has received in our New
England area. I ask unanimous consent
that these be printed following my
remarks.

Thank you very mUCh.
There being no objection, the material

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
STATEMENT DELIVERED BY SENATOR EDWARD ]I.'!.

KENNEDY. DEMOCRAT, OF MASSACHUSETTS, IN
SUPPORT OF THE PUBLIC WORKS AND Eco
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT BILL (S. 1648) AND
THE NEED FOR SUCH LEGISLATION IN THE
NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL AREA, TUESDAY,
APRIL 27, 1965
Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to appear

before the committee this morning and ex
press my suppon; for the admInistration's
economic development bill. As the chaIr
man well knows, many of us were seriously
concerned during the Appalachia debate that
other areas of the country, also lagging In
economic growth, should have the oppor
tunity to develop regional programs similar
to Appalachia. In fact, we were prepared to
Introduce our own region amendments to
the Appalachian legislation, but held olI on
this after assurances from the administra
tion that we would be covered In a forthcom
Ing national development bill.

This we now have before us In S. IG48.
One of Its most Important provisions con
cerns the creation of regional commissions
to plan and implement long-range economic
programs. For some time, I have urged that
the establlshment of such a commission for
New England would be extremely effective
and beneficial. The administration has
wisely chosen to extend the Appalachia ap
proach of regional programing to other prob
lem areas. In my opinion, this Is one of the
most significant new steps In economic de
velopment legislation to come forward In
many years.

I would sugg,," that the committee seri
ously consider integrating the language of S.
812 into the admin1stratlon bill. S. 812, of
wblCh I am a COsponsor, was Introduced by
1;be senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. Mc
NAMAIIA], whose knowledge and experience in
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this field is of the highest caliber. I feel that
this language would provide more effective
guidelines and greater fiexiblllty in the selec
tion of regional commissions; a stronger in
centive for such commissions to come to the
administration and to Congress with a devel
opment program as soon as possible; and a
more specific description of the membership
of the regional commissions and of the power
of the Federal member in approving commis
sion plans.

In addition to providing for regional de
velopment commissions, S. 1648 provides for
continuation of the better features of area
redevelopment and accelerated pubic works
assistance, on a more flexible basis with
greater emphasis on planning for permanent
industrial development rather than the mere
creation of temporary employment. This as
sistance would be available as soon as money
is appropriated, and for the most part, would
not have to wait for long-range programs to
be developed by the commission. Contin
uing ARA and APW type of funding to as
sist existing redevelopment areas is of crucial
importance. My only major concern here is
that the annua.l money authorized for public
works and development facility grants Is too
modest and thus should be Increased sub
stantially in order to develop a truly mean
ingful growth program.

S. 1648 has two other features which I like
very -nuch and which I feel will be helpful In
implementing long-range growth programs.
One Involves the recognition of economic de
velopment centers which although not dis
tressed, would still be eligible for develop
ment assistance if the projects would con
tribute to the alleviation of high unemploy
ment and low income in surrounding areas.
The other concerns the creation of multi
county economic deveiopment districts which
would bring together eligible and nonellgible
areas under a kind of subregional develop
ment plan and program.

This type of coordinated area attsck on un
employment could be extremely effective In
the Lowell-I,awrence-Haverhill area of Mas
sachusetts, and in the Fall River-New Bed
ford-Providence area.

Of particular importance to my State, and
to New England, is the new provision for Fed
eral assistance to those areas or military in
stallation closings, or other economic emer
gencies.

Throughout the bill, there is the basic
philosophy that Federal assistance shall be
concentrated in accord with sound planning,
and directed to projects which will enhance
iong-term growth. With this kind of assist
ance, and with the additional funding Which
I hope will come from a New England re
gional program developed by its commission,
we have substantial reason to be encouraged
and hopefUl.

New England's present economic status
more than quallfies it for the assistance pro
vided in the pending legislation.

It is a six-State area, with economic and
cultural ties, separated from surrounding re
gions by its geographical location and its
topography. There is probably no more pre
cise version of an economic region eXisting
in the United States today than New Eng
land. We have traditionally shared markets,
employment, transportation, financial invest
ment, education and other resources. In
size, the region covers only 2.2 percent of
the country's area, yet it has almost 6 per
cent of U.S. population, and much of this
is concentrated in its three smallest States.
Because it is a small but distinct area, its
problems transcend local and State bound
aries, and it is constantly in search of re
gional solutions.

Recognizing this, our New England Gov
ernors recently proposed a six-State regional
planning compact to deal with major New
England problems. This cooperative effort
on the part of our Governors, will be en-

hanced and strengthened by the creation of
a New England Regional Commission adding
the Federal Government as a partner to our
regional efforts to solve problems and stimu
late economic growth.

Details on New England's present economic
condition wlll be set forth in exhibits and
analyses which have been prepared by the
Library of Congress, the Department of
Commerce, State agencies, the New England
Council and others. These materials will be
SUbmitted for the record during our presen
tation. From this economic information, I
should like to make some Important general
observations.

New England is a region which is increas
Ingly lagging behind the Nation's level of
growth. Unlike Appalachia, we were once
prosperous and prOductive, with a high level
of employment In manufacturing and agri
culture. As the Nation expanded, our mills
moved elsewhere, our farming declined, and
there was not SUfficient diversification of in
dustry to take up the slack.

As a reSUlt, New England's increase In per
sonal income is telow the national average.
Except for Massachusetts and Connecticut,
lts per capita personal income is considerably
less than the national figt,re. Serious pockets
of poverty are prevalent In its northern rural
areas and in older iLdustrlal centers of
southern New England. Unfortunately, ag
gregate statistics cannot tell the true story,
because the metropolitan Boston area and
southern areas of Connecticut with heavy
popUlations are doing rather well, while
many other parts of New England are falllng
far behind.

The most important single source of per
sonal income In New England has been man
ufacturing. It has prOVided a base for the
trade and the service Industries. It has de
veloped a splendid force of skilled and semi
skilled industrial workers. However, during
the past 15 years, industrial employment in
New England has fellen off by over 250,000.
Most of this dec!lne has come from losses of
textile, shoe, furniture, jewelry, and other
traditional industries Which were concen
trated in relatively few urban centers. For
many, the impact has been catastrophic with
substantial unemployment continuing for
many years despite efforts to bring In new
industry. Almost half of New England's
labor markets are in this category.

Other factors contribute to New England's
econo:nlc distress. The region ranks close
to the last in new bUildings for trade and
industry. Many of the old edifices which
housed the production of a great industrial
era now stand dilapidated and in some in
stances, unusable. New industry is not at
tracted to old environments. EXisting Indus
try lacks the incentive for expansion when
cities and towns cannot prOVide modern pub
lic improvements. Much private housing,
schools, and municipal bUildings are of an
cient vintage. All of these factors discour
age new industry from moving Into our labor
depressed centers.

We need a major redevelopment effort
through Federal assistance to provide the
opportunity for more and diversified indus
trial activity, and the development of our
human and material resources.

However, apart from its economic distress,
New England has a number of immediate
problems which need to be solved through
regional cooperation and planning.

We have a crisis In transportation. Our
major railroads are in or near bankruptcy
and need complete rehabilltation. We are
at this moment faced with the discontinu
ance of all Intercity passenger service, and
the possibility of substantial abandonment
of freight service which could ruin forever
Industrial development In hundreds of poten
tial growth centers in New England. Our
only major airline is fighting for its !lfe in
the courts. It needs permanent status as a
trunkline carrier, major financing for new

equipment; and better airports with elec
tronic guidance equipment.. Air service from
New England to eastern cities is SUffering
under this situation. Efficient air service
is a necessary part of economic improve
ment.

High-speed expressways are needed to open
up the resources of northern New England.
The Port of Boston is not being adequately
utilized. Many urban centers need new and
larger warehousing and handling facilities
for integration of truck, rail, and air freight
services.

All these things call for a regional program
of coordination and assistance to develop a
fast, efficient transportation network be
tween New England centers, and to markets
outside the New England region. Industry
cannot grow without efficient transportation.

New England has an abundance of wa
ter-for human consumption, for industry,
for power. Yet water Is one of Its major
problems. Sewage and Industrial wastes
make much of this resource unusable and a
peril to recreation, fishing, and industrial
development.

Water collectIon and distribution systems
are inadequate. Many urban areas increas
Ing their demands for clean water wlll be
faced with serious shortages. Again, we need
a regional program, 6ubstantial1y financed,
for both pollution control, and water dis
tribution and conservation.

New England is the highest cost electric
power area in the Nation. Its consumers
and Industries pay almost 30 percent more
than the national average. While other re
gions of the Nation have benefited from
billions of dollars of Federal funds, for hy
dropower complexes, no major facility of
this nature has been constructed in New
England. Nor do we have any substantial
program for buying power from other re
gions. Instead we rely on small and scat
tered power systems which must import
various fuels from long distances at increased
expense. This is another example of the
need for a regional plan to coordinate our
existing capacity, and to prepare major proj
ects to meet the demand that lies ahead.
Cheap and abundant electric power Is fun
damental to any regional economic develop
ment program.

New England has natural resources which
have not been adequately utilized. Per
haps It has been our preoccupation with
manUfacturing that has diverted our atten
tion away from this. We have more of our
land area covered by forests than does any
other region in the United States. This area
Is a natural for extensive recreational and
housing development for middle and lower
income families. At the same time, through
modern methods of forestry. and transpor
tation, commercial use of this resource can
be expanded. Since the early settling of
New England, commercial enterprise has
looked to the coastal areas and to the sea
for profit.

For many reasons, our fishing industry
has been allowed to decline, when In. fact
it shOUld have moved ta:. keep pace with
other regions of the United States and for
eign countries. This decline has contributed
substantially to unemployment in Massa
chusetts, and other States. The Continental
Shelf and coastal regions abound in fish,
shellfish, minerals, and other resources.
Science has provided us with the technology
and know-how to modernize our fishing fieet
and its marketing methods, and to begin
Industrial development of our offshore re
sources. We need now the program and
the initiative to move ahead. This, too, is a
regional responsibility.

Other problems concern our human re
sources. New England's severe unemploy
ment situation in areas which had long been
dependent on a single industry points up
the need for an accelerated program of vo
cational education and manpower retraln-
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4. Total percentage share accounted for by the n1ne industries listed above:

2. One other industry was represented In the decrease in every State. but the industry
share was 1.1sually less.

TotaL____________________________ 82.0 78.7 70.3 72.1 SO. 7 82.2 75.5

==1='====

8

Yer
mont

CHANGES IN NEW ENGLAND EMPLOYMENT.
1950-60; INDICATORS OF TRENDS IN THE
REGION'S ECONOMY

DECREASES IN EMPLOYMENT
1. Of the three industries that represented

over 80 percent of the decreases in emplOY
ment in New England as a whole, all are rep
resented in each State. and at least one Is a
major cause of the decrease (In relatIon
to its percentage share and the number of
industries In the total).

1. The decrease In employment in each
State Is usuaHy concentrated in one to three
Industries making up apprOXimately 5(\ to 75
percent of the total. On the other hand.
the increase in each State Is distributed more
evenly, with smaller percentage for each.

2. Most of the major decreases and in
creases center around corresponding move
ments away from land use (agriculture),
labor intensive production (textHes), and
outmoded forms of manUfacture and trans
portation (raHroads) and toward techno
logical and automated Industry.

New Con- Massa- New Rhode
England nectieut Maine ehusetts Ramp- Island

shire

New Connect- 1\1assa- New Rhode
England icut Maine chusetts Hamp_ Island Vermont

shiro
---~ --------------------

M.O M.9 30.7 53.1 35.1 76.5 18.7
18.1 17.0 33.4 8.7 34.6 2.8 48.2
8.9 6.8 6.2 10.3 11.0 2.9 8.6

Industry

3. Five industries were represented in the decrease In all but one State each:

Medical. educational. and other profes-
18. 8SIons~ _________________________________ 23.7 2'1.2 17.8 27.1 19.4 27.8

Industry net reported______________ --- __ 18. 7 14.2 8.8 23.6 15.0 21.6 8.3
Electrical and other machinery _________ 12.0 9.0 15.4 21.6 5.1 12.0
Transportation equipment maonIaetllr-

6.6 2.9 f.Oing_______• ____________ • ______________ p 8.9 20.6 4.0Armed Forces_____________________ 7.• 2.6 21.1 6.9 10. 6 If. 0 3.1
Total. ____________________________ 70.7/ li6.6 54.3 74. 9 69.9 64.1 51.2

I New
Conneet- IM~ New . Rhode

Industry England lcut Maine eh\lS{'Us Hamp_ Island Yennont
shire

9industries' share_______________________1 95.0 82.8 91. 4 1 88.8 89.0 95.6 87.

New Conneet- Massa- New Rhode
Industry England Icut Maino chusctts llamp_ Island Yermont

shira
----------------

Forestry and fisheries___________________ 2.3 1.1 5.9 1.7 0.3 3.8 1.3

CHANGES IN NEW ENGLAND EMPLOYMENT, 1950-60; INDICATORS OP TRENDS IN THE REGION'S
ECONOMY

INCREASES IN EMPLOYMENT
1. The increase In total employment was distributed more even1y over several industries

and not all of them represented a major share of the Increase in each State.

I.umber and wood products_____________ 3.9 10.6 1.6 2.8 0.3 9.8
Other transportation____________________ 2.5 1.1 .9 3.6 .2 3.6
Food and dairy products________________ 1.0 1.5 3.6 .9 2. 9 • Ii
Hotel and other persona) service_________ 2. 6 1.9 .9 4.9 3.3 2. 6
Entertalnmentandreereation.__________.7 1.3 1.3 .8 .2 .7

Total. -m7---3-.0-~1~1---8-.0-1---9-.6------wi

Industry

______I_n_dUS_lry :I__E_~_~e_l:_'_d I_C_o_~_~_~e_t_i-I_Ma_i_o_e_l_c_tJ_~_,~_ts_l-ll-~-:-p--I-r-,l:u_od_ld_O_t_v_erm__o_o_t

ROBERT T. MIKI.

Textiles _
Al!ricnlturc_ ~ ~ _
ltailroad and railroad expreSs _

CHANGES IN NEW ENGLAND EMPLOYMENT,
1950-60-INDICATORS OF TRENDS IN THE RE
GION'S ECONOMY
The material in the following four pages

show that:

shows movement away from land use (agri
culture), labor Intensive production (tex
tiles), and outmoded forms of manufacture
and transportation. As de."Iland shifts, as the
service sector grows. and as automation and
technological change takes plac~these be
Ing concentrated in the metropolitan areas
the intrareglonal disparity In growth widens.

4. Economic activity Is prlmarHy concen
trated In the Boston metropolitan area and
in the Connecticut SMSA's. Aggregate indi
cators. therefore, understate the slow growth
and development in the region as a whole.

To lessen Intrareglonal disparities and to
promote the growth of New England as a
Whole, the slowly growing areas need to be
more closely integrated With and draw eco
nomic sustenance from growing areas.

Sincerely yours,

.U.S. DEPAaTMENT OP COMMERCE,
AREA REDEVELOPMENT ADMINIS
TRATION,

Wash.ington, D.C., April 26, 1965.
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY,
U.S. Senate. Old Senate Building.
Wash.ington, D.O.

DEAR SE.l"'ATOIl. KENNEDY: Attached. as re
quested, are materials relating to the New
England economy.

BaIlent points about the region's economy
are:

1. Personal income In the New England
States has been rising, but more slowly than
the Un1ted States.

2. Oniy Connecticut and Massachusetts,
among the several States. mow sign1ficant
associations between pasoual income and
gross national product. The pull of overall
national growth through stimulation of ag
gregate demand is likely still to leave behind
and to aggravate the economic problems of
New England.

3. The trend of employment, as revealed
by industrial patterns in the period 1950-60,

ing. This is particularly necessary where
the industry we are attracting have job
opportunities primarily in the skilled cate
gories. OUr special need here is for regionally
located vocational schools. traln1ng insti
tutes, and community colleges, closely inte
grated with local industrial development
programs. New England can benefit greatly
from a computerized assessment of Its job
opportunities leading to regional and sub
regional placement programs.

Boston is one of the world's most promi
nent medical centers, yet the rest of New
England suffers substantially from the lack
of modern hospitals, medical schools, and
nursing care facillties. This creates a spe
cial problem because our region has one of
the highest percentages of citizens over 65.
which will need increasing care In advanc
ing years. Many of these older people are In
the low-income category. We wlll have to
develop a network of regional medical com
plexes, combining the latest in pSYChiatric,
medical and surgical care, and providing
special inexpensive diagnostic services. Our
state universities must be encouraged to
develop medical schools and training centers
at these complexes. Extensive centers for
aging. nursing care facUitles, should be con
structed in each of our popUlation centers.

A substantial financial Investment Is
needed With respect to our human resources.
A community which cooperates with Indus
try, trains and places its workers, provides
top medical care, and looks out for the aging,
is a community which Is bound to grow. It
Is attractive to Industry. and to the profes
sions Which Will give it leadership.

Mr. Chairman, I have taken the time to
explain some of New England's problems in
order to place in perspective the importance
of regional plann1ng contemplated by S.
1648, and the great need for substantial Fed
eral assistance to stimulate economic activity
in our area.

In many ways we are different from Appa
lachia. Weonee had economic success, but
now we are slipping: behind the Nation. un
able to offset fast enough the severe employ
ment losses and industrial shifts dealt us
over the past 20 years. Appalachia never
got started. but now it Is on its way. We
still have the economic potentials-in human
skills, in resources, in consumer strength, in
industrial sites, but we need a new effort to
put these potentials to work in a different
kind of economy.

Both Appalachia and New England. like the
lU"eas of the upper Great Lakes, the Ozarks,
and others can benefit from the special as
sistance and guidance that will come from a.
Federal-State regional plann1ng program.
S. 1648 Will begin the task. It Is for New
England to take the lead from there. We
wtIl take that lead. and we Will succeed.



12174 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-· SENATE
2. Five industries were represented in the increase in every State, but did not account tor

as large a share of the employment Increase:

11. 37.08.412.8

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. PHILLIP W,
HOFF, GOVERNOR, STATE OF VERMONT

Mr. Chairman, it is a distinct pleasw:eand
honor to act as liaison of my fellow New

PRESENTATION OF NEW ENGLAND GOVERNORS
BEFORE PUDLIC WORKS COMMITTEE, APRIL
27, 1965

1. Connecticut, employment losses in agri
culture, textiles, and miscellaneous manu
facturing have been offset by long run gains
in machinery manufacturing, general re
tail, and finance, insurance, real estate.

2. New Hampshire's employment losses in
agriculture, textiles, lumber, furniture, wood
products, and railroads and railroad express
services were matched by gains in machinery
manufacturing and government, leaving a
positive total employment effect.

3. In the other New England States, how
ever,losses in the several sectors (agriculture,
textiles, railroads and railroad express serv
ices, and retail food and dairy prodUCts) llave
outweighed employment gains in manufac
turing and other sectors.

The pattern, then, Is one of slow employ
ment gains, punctuated by employment rates
greater than the national average in Maine,
Massachusetts, and Rhode Island and pockets
of high unemployment in the several States,
as shown. If the unemployment rate in
Maine, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island were
brought down at least to the U.S. average,
the gap between potential and actual output
would be narrowed and personal income
should rise. Similarly, an increase in em
ployment in Connecticut, Vermont, and New
Hampshire, would raise the growth rate in
output and Income.

The pockets of continuous high unemploy
ment are especially significant for these
areas are not being pUlled up by growing
areas via spillover benefits. A program of
public works and development fac1llties is
particularly welJ suited to assist in faeil1tat
ing and accelerating the growth process by ,
prOViding a capital structure for the creation
of external economies in locallties where
such economies are presently poorly de
veloped, and the fostering of the location of
several enterprises in the same area.

1.7

30
7

46
6
8
2

•. 0

Industry

IlHlustry

Industry·

ToiaL .. _... _... , _. ... __ .

3. Six Industries were represented in the increase in all but one State each:

There have been wide sectional variations
within the region, for individual States ex
perience different patterns and rates of
growth depending on their industrial com
position and the growth rate of a region
within a partiCUlar industry-its regional
share. In general, New England's employ
ment gain (1950-60) in general industry,
finance, insurance, real estate, transporta
tion equipment manufacturing, and gov
ernment has been offset by losses in agriCUl
ture, textiles, railroads, railroad express serv
ice, and retail food and dairy products stores.

THE NEW ENGLAND ECONOMY FROM THE
PERSPECTIVE OF AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM

The objective of New England, as a region,
and of its component States includes the
economIc development of underdeveloped
resources and the promotion of more vigorous
development in growing areas, and the in
corporation of lagging areas into growing
sectors.

New England is growing, but less rapidiy
than the Nation as a whole. Over the long
run, as a consequence, its share In total
personal income has shrunk from 6.72 per
cent in 1948 to 6.44 percent in 1963. Con
comitantly, nonagricultural employment has
fallen from 6.94 percent of the total in 1957
to 6.70 percent in 1964; manufacturing em
ployment from 8.66 percent (1957) to 8.25
percent (1964). As a region, New England
has been losing economic resources to other,
more rapIdly growing regions.

1. Rhode Island, Maine, and Massachusetts
shares in total personal income have fallen,
While New Hampshire, Vermont, and Con
necticut shares remain virtually constant.

2. The individual States have shared pro
portionately in the decline in manufactur
ing employment, In 1964, the percentages
of New England manUfacturing were:
Connectlcul- . _
Maine ' _
Massachusetts _
New Hampshire . _
Rhode Island _
Vernlont _

I
Xcw Con- Massa- New Rhode

.England nedieut l\Iaine ehusclts l~~~~- Island Vermont

-------------,---------_._------------
Hindust.rieS'Share j 80.8 73.5 85.4 91.7 79.2 87.5 8~.4

England Governors before you during your
deliberations on senate bill 1648.

New England, by the dint of the magnifi-

I I I

cent efforts of our forebears and the
New Con- lIfag. New Rhode Yankee 1n~enuity of our inhabitants. has

England neeticut. Maine >achusetts ~~~ Island Vermont managed to share in the prosperity of our
I . American free enterprise system. New Eng-

----------------.--------,----'---------------- land as a region badly needs the assistance
Food and kindred products manu- of the current bill in order to maintain its
p fue:uring·.j--Tl'y .. '··-····--·-··-· ~:~ ~.~ n ~:~ U ~J g proper share of the Nation's bounty.
d:~'u::~~~nanS';M:dt~;OduCl;.~~:~~~::~: .5 1: 1 .4 .1 .1 .8 .4 To this point, I invite the attention of the
Otherretailtrade . __ .... _. ..._.. 2.8 6.0 6.4 .4 4.8 ...... __ .. 10.5 body to that work with whlch you and your
Publicatio", administration ._ __ .._.. -.:::. 2_.8_~~1 3._0 5_.4 2_._0 companion New England Senators are fa:

TotaL ..... ._ .. _. . 12.1 15.2 18.3 8.41 12.31 12. I 18.9 m
B

1ll
t
ar, Rethe It96~NFedEerall Rdeserve ~anikth°J.

os on par: ew ng an at worK n e
Space Age:' As so well stated by the author,
"Obviously the New England economic ma
chine simply cannot work-and equally ob
viously, it does:'

Disadvantages
Among the disadvantages New England la

bors under are its general lack of industrial
raw materials, and its disadvantageous loca
tion. I have presumed, Mr. Chairman, to
attach some core statistics (exhibit A)
whIch to me contain some important facts

13.3 which help highlight the need and deslr-
----'------'-----'----'--------'-----'------ abllltyof Senate blll 1648. Review of these

4. Total percentage share accounted for by the industries listed above: facts show:
(1) Our declining share of popUlation and

density of population; our slow rate of change
from agriculture to other income sources; our
fallure to automate.

(2) Our eggs-in-basket dependence on
manufacturing; our decline in size of manu
facturing work force; our low wage status.

(3) The substantial handicaps imposed on
New England's manUfacturers, e.g., lack of
raw materials; high costs of fuel and power
(to which I shall turn in a later section of
my statement); our longer haul to market
and our crucial transportation problems.

(4) Our curiously structured work force,
with proportionately higher older workers
and female workers than is found elsewhere
in the Nation.

Added to our disadvantages, Mr. Chairman,
are those economic scars, infrequent we are
pleased to say, which are identified in the
pending blll as distressed areas. And, fur
ther, those areas of pitifUlly low incomes. It
is indeed encouraging to note that in legis
lation now being implemented, in the 3'h
year history of the Area Redevelopment Ad
ministration, significant strides hf.ve been
taken. I am sure that this committee is well
aware of the well-documented report on this
matter issued In February 1965 by the U.S.
Department of Commerce Secretary, John T.
Connor, and Area Redevelopment Adminis
trator. William L. Batt, Jr.

I have attached hereto interim and infor
mal statistics as to New England's participa
tion in this worthy program (exhibit B).
May I note, Mr. Chairman, that it was the
wise and judicious action of the Senate which
caused the so-called Proxmire amendment
to be added so that our rural areas Incapable
of showing technIcal compliance Witll the
distressed area concept might also share in
the "operation bootstrap" improvements
made available to our low-income areas by
the original ARA bllls.

I strongly urge that the pending bill might
well be SUbjected to minor amendment to
permit continuation of eligible areas desig
nated under the Proxmire amendment. We
realize the annual review section of the
pending blll mIght be interpreted to divest
States, such as Vermont and New Hampshire,
of designations under the original ARA bill.
We in Vermont have had the benefit of the
Proxmlre amendment by gUbernatorial des
ignation of a three-county area, This has
brought needed municipal improvements and
new industrial hope,

New flexibility
The pending blll enjoys much needed new

fleXibility. We note, with appreciation, that

I New IConnect·I Massa-' Xow RhodeI Ellgland ieut ~Iaine ehusetl, lhu.np- Island Vermont
i slme

-A-p-p-"-re-I-,-ot-I-te-r-f"-j-)f-ie-._-_.-,-.·..-."_"._-_-_,-_-.-__-_-". 0.9 ===--~---I-.8-1~---3-.8-----0~
'l'ruekingserviceand ''''rehouslng._____ ,7 0.6 ._. . .• 1.0 .6 1.4
Communications________________________ .8 1.1 .7 .8 .4 .2
lIliscellaneous manufacturing__ ._. , 4.6 11.5 5.1 5.0 6.9 10.9
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1 Department of Commerce-Bureau of t.he
CensUS.

(b) Employment changes-nonagricultural
employment-1950-1960.1

Percent
New England + 11. 1
Middle Atlantic + 9.2
Far WesL +43.9
United States + 18. 2

EXHIBIT A

NEW ENGLAND HANDICAPS

Basically--disadvantageous location; gen
erallack of natural resources.

Specifically-I. Declining share in most of
the Nation's economic activities and vital
statistics.

(a) Population, 1950-60.1

cent more than the national average. Our
commercial enterprises pay 17 percent more
than the national average (exhibit C).

Again, the partnership among the New
England States needs the addition of the
Federal partner.

Planning
As indicated above, the New England

States have realized the urgent needs for
regional action. I am prOUd to have led the
introduction of a New England planning
compact before the New England Governors.
This compact has been approved by each of
the New England Governors and is currently
pending passage in the several States (ex
hibit D).

I hasten to assure this body that the New
England planning compact is by no means
an instrument competitive with the Regional
Action Planning commission, as viewed in
title V of this bill.

Viewed in one light, the planning compact
could serve a long-range purpose plan project
for New England. Viewed in another, the
planning compact could serve as one of the
arms of the New England Regional Action
Planning Commission.

The Appalachia solution, to us, seems
long overdue and most reasonable. The prob
lems of New England are not the problems
of the Pacific coast. The enactment of leg
islation designed to meet New England needs
is a real necessity. The joint Federal-State
effort is long overude.

While we in New England appreciate the
significant contribution of ARA and APW,
we foresee the Regional Action Planning
Commission as the most significant device
for improving the well-being of our citizens.
A plan without a purpooe is pi.ill.e. A plan
without consideration of regional impact is
equally worthless, and overall action without
proper planning and proper recognition of
the needs of our respective regions is reck
less.

I have attempted, Mr. Chairman, to ac
curately reflect the combined views of the
New England Governors. Factors of time
did not pennit SUbmission of the text of
these remarks to my fellow Governors. How
ever, although we New England Governors
may have differences of opinion as to the
priority of needs, I am confident that I
refiect our combined views when I urgently
recommend passage of this significant legis
lation.

-6.0
+7.8
-6.4

+70.1

-2.2
+9.1
-.7

+56.8

195(-60 1947-62

New England _
United States _
lIIiddle Atlnnlie _
~'ur West _

Percent
New England current income from

manufacturing____________________ 38
Middle Atlantic current income from

manufacturing____________________ 34
Far West current income from man

ufacturing________________________ 27
U.s. current income from manu

facturing_________________________ 28
Nonagricultural employment in manu-

facturing:
New England_______________________ 39
Middle Atlantic____________________ 35
Far VVest___________________________ 27

3. Decline both relative and absolute in
manUfacturing work force.'

Percent change

2. Eggs-in-one-basket dependence on man
ufacturing for its livelihood.'
In terms of concentration on manufactur

ing-New England ranks No.1:

New EngJand _
Middle Atlantic _
Great Lakes _
Far ''"esL _
Unit.ed States. _
VermonL . _

• National Planning Association.
'Federal Reserve Bank of Boston-Annual

Report, 1961.
• U.S. Department of Labor-Manpower Ad

ministration.

4. Wage rates-differentials, hourly wages,
manUfacturing: '

New England, $2.09 (a low-wage area).
Middle Atlantic, $2.32, + 11 percent over

New England.
Far VVest, $2.62, +25.4 percent over New

England.
5. Handicaps imposed on New England

manufacturers: •
a. Basic lack of industrial raw materials.
b. Higher than average costs of fuel and'

electric power.
c. Transportation costs higher because of

greater haul to market.
d. Distance from Nation's popUlation cen

ter and from rapidly expanding consumer
markets.

6. The general antiquity of its overall
manUfacturing equipment and to its lower
than average investment rate in new capital
equipment.'

MISCELLANEOUS

1. Low agricultural employment and in
come-1960: '

New England, 3.4 percent of labor force
1.1 percent of total personal income.

United States, 10.0 percent of labor force
3.7 percent of total personal income.

Percent change-agricultural employment,
1950-62: '
New England -42.5
United States -32.5

2. Transfer payments (social security and
old-age benefits) large part of New England
personal inco.me: '

New England, 10.8 percent of popuiation
65+.

(C) Overall relatively lower output per
employee (failure to automate).'
Gross product originating per employee

1960 dollars

------- -II~~
$5, 400 $6, 606
5,1l40 7,4U
5,582 7,535
6 523 8,274
5: 350 7,lfl'.l
4,357 5,681

166.5
300.1
148.0
23.6
50.5
42.0

+12.8
+19.3
+19.2
+40.2
+18.5
+3.2

Percent Dcnsit y

New England ._
l\fiddle Allantie _
Great Lak"" _
Paclfic _
rnited Stat"" _
\Termont .-- ---- --- --------

grants and loans for municipal projects may
now be given to improve job opportunities on
a long-range basis, as well as the proven
validity of the providing of jobs concurrent
with the construction of the projects. The
previous job justification criteria, proven
somewhat unsatisfactory, has been elimi
nated. Also the area designations are more
flexible in that in addition to the pocket
poverty distressed areas, now areas contigu
ous may share in the designation-provided
the multiarea unit is a recognized economic
region.

The new bill also provides guarantees for
working capital to industries being aided.
We feel this will enhance participation by
private banking sources-in Vermont our re
cent amendments to our Industrial Building
Authority Act were passed on this premise.

In 1963 I had the pleasure of appearing
before the House Committee on Banking and
currency in respect to the ARA bill. At that
time, I requested that technical planning
money be made available without matching
funds from the state or community. I note
with appreciation that the $15 million tech
nical assistance program in the present bill
does not require matching funds.

Action remedies
In addition to the badly needed changes

which this new bill includes, this bill pro
vides what we in New England believe to be
the key to the future. I refer to the re
gional action planning commissions we find
in title V.

The six New England states comprise one
region in the opinion of its inhabitants and
in the opinion of the Nation.

As was well said in an editorial in the
Burlington (Vt.) Free Press, on Tuesday,
March 30, 1965: "the eastern megalopolis now
stretching from Concord, N.H., south beyond
Washington, D.C. • • • In 1975, New Eng
land • • • in effect if not in fact • • •
w1ll be one large state. Programs of regional
cooperation which are just in the discussion
stage now, will wipe away the stifling bound
aries of traditional competition."

Over the years, valiant efforts have been
made to meet the regional needs of New Eng
land. We are all well aware of the signifi
cant contributions to our economy and unity
made by such groups as the New England
Councll, our labor groups, and various re
gional committees and commissions.

With partnership between the Federal
Government and our state governments
made feasible by the Regional Action Plan
ning Commission, we could begin to find ac
tion remedies for many of our problems.

Transportation
The transportation situation is but one of

a. number of major interstate-Federal prob
lems that are in evidence. Our air system
needs both planning and action. And, this
Senate is well aware of the staggering multi
State impact of the proposed closing of rail
services on the New Haven Railway. You are
also well aware of the fact that with tempo
rary economics in sight, some of our Fed
eral agencies are curtailing use of rail serv
ices, such as now occurring to railway mall
operations In New England. This, despite
the fact that New England Is so distant
from the popUlation center of the Nation
which continues moving westward-and New
England urgently needs a major improve
ment in surface bulk and passenger trans
portation.

Power
New England urgently needs massive im

provements in electric systems. Our re
gional consumers pay as much as 20 percent
more for electricity thalt the national aver
age. Our industrial consumers pay 66 per-
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All ages

United states. 9.2 percent of popula.tlon
65+.

Vermont, 11.2 percent of populat!on-65+.

About. 8 percent. of NeW' England persona.l Labor /orce part1cipation rates-/emale, 1960
1ncom.e trom transfer payment&.

3. NeW' England haa older Work force.

11.5
10.8
10.4
Ifl.Z
10.2
12.5

51.1
45.8
44.6
41.6
44.4
48.8

United States, 36 out of 100 women are in
the labor force (32.09 percent).

New England: Women accounted for more
than half of the long-term unemployment
claimants for compensatlon.5

United States: Women accounted for only
two-fitths of the long-term unemployment
claimants for compensation_"

• Federal Reserve Bank of Boston-New
England Business Review, March 1963.

New England _
Middle Atlantic _
Great Lakes _
}<"ar We3t _
United States _
Vermont _

35.47 5.13
33.69 4.52
36.11 6.~

45-M 55 and over

23.40
23.~

2L60

19.48
21.04
IS. 74

25-M

i~~f17.51

14-24 I

UnIted States, 11 percent of clafmants were
65+.

4. New England has a larger female work
force.-

New England, 40 out of 100 women are In
the labor force (34.59 percent).

• See footnote 3 on page 12175.

ExHIBlTB

ARA activity in 6 New England States as of lIfar. 31, 1965

Structure of labor force--peramt liistn7JUtion., ~960

Age groups I

LONG-TERU UNEMPLOYMENT CLAIJ\U.NTS ~oa

COMPENSATION 5

New England. 40 percent of clalmants were
over 55 years of age.

United States, 25 percent of claimants were
over 55 years of age.

New England, 25 percent of claimants were
65+.

New England----------------------------------lUnited States _

Vermont -----------_--------------------

Financial assistance Tcchnlcal assistance Training APW asslst,mce (Tan. 1,1965)

Employ- Man-
Number ARA ment Number ARA Number ARA Tralnecs Number Invest- month

of projects Investment potential. of projects investment 01 projects investment 01 projects ment empk>y-
ment

Conncctlcut_________________ I) $5, 693, 000 I,S10 .'\ $73,480 15 $519; 357 1,212 54 $6,367,000 fI,.'\1lMal ne________ •_____________"______
20 13,156,428 4,185 12 213.9n7 28 21)8,925 154 5S 4,593,000 7,212Massachusetts.______________ 15 3,257, f>83 1,095 10 403,031 29 777,MG 738 102 20.857,000 21,305New Hampshire________________ 4 991,730 220 2 102;1135 ----.&.-----

----ii55~ii87-
----_._~-- 23 2,116,000 2,497Rhode Island___________________ •__ 4 1,485,784 565 5 190,590 17 1,225 43 12,398,000 16,.5(Vermont__________________________

2 119,075 110 1 400 3 44,718 70 11 1,317,000 1,609
TotaL _______________________

51 24,703,700 7,685 35 1. 01-f, 603 112 2,566,333 3,908 288 47,648, 000 55.689

Source: 1003 Census of Manulactures, Bureau 01 the Ccnsus, U.S. Commcrce Department.

+00
+38
+27
+ll
+3
-6

-21
-21
-42

Percent
above or

below U.S.
average

Ceflt"
0.9013

1.4001
1.24€8
1.1431
.9990
.9250
.8442
.7121
.7080
.5222

Average cost
per kilo

watt-hour

Mi11ion
$2,827.1

180.0
151.8
545.3
808.8
327.3
175.9
27i.0
60.<[

298.5

Total cost

12.0
12.2
47.7
81.0
35.4
20.8
38.9
8.5

57.2

Bmi01l
313. 7

committee on State development has ap
proved the compact and no opposition was
voiced at the hearing held by the senate
committee on Federal and intergovernmental
relations.

Maine
After a hearing at which there was no

opposition the joint committee on State gov-

Kilowatt
hours

purchased

A combination of long winter nIghts,. hfgh
heating requirements, and high rates ......
results in the commercial consumers paying
from 11.3 to 45.4 percent more in their elec
tric blll than the national average.

[Percent paid above the national average}
Commercial consumers:

Maine
'
___________________________ 42

Connectlcut____________________ 17.2
Massachusetts 31.5
New Hampshlre ._________ 45.4
Rhode Island___________________ 43.7
"ermont__________________________ 11.3

1 Source: Federal Power Commfsslon pub-
lication, "Statlstics of Electric UtIllt1es In the
United States, Privately Owned, 1962."

Power purchased by manufacturing industrie:t--196e

EXHIBIT D
STATUS REPORT-LEGISLATIVE ACTION ON THE

NEW ENGLAND INTERSTATE PLANNING COM

PACT BY STATE, APRIL 23. 196,5

Connecticut
Compact legislation has been submitted In

both the senate and the house. The hoUse

Total. United Statcs _
1----1~----1----1---:__New E n~land_. • _

West North CentraL • _
Middlc At!antlc _
East North CentraL _

South Atlantic-- --- _-- -- _-- .------ ---- ------------ __IWest South CentraL _

tl~~~~j,~~~~~~~i~~::::::::::::::::::::::::~~~~:::::::

INDUSTRIAL

[Percent paid above the national average]
Industrial consumers;Malne

'
12.4

Connecticut . 45.7
Massachusetts 57.1
New Hampshire 41. 9
Rhode Island 61. 9
"er~t 44.8

>Source: Federal Power Commfssfon pub
llcatfon, "Statistics of' Electric Utilities In the
Unfted States, Privately Owned, 1962."

COMMERCIAl.

In 1962 New England commercial enter
prises paid 17.2 percent more than the na
tional average for power.

EXHmIT C
POWER

New England's electric consumers pay the
highest electric rates in the continental
United States.

Residential consumers pay as much as
20.2 percent more for electricity than the
average for the Nation.

Highest bllls In the continental United
States for 250 kilowatt-hours are paid by
residential consumers of Malne, New Hamp
shfre, Massachusetts. and Rhode Island, In
that order,

As of January 1. 1963, Connecticut resi
dential consumers' bills were 10.8 percent
above the national average for 250 kllowatt
hours.

RESIDENTIAL

[Percent paid above the national average]
Residential consumers:Maine , 20.2

Massachusetts 18.9
New Hampshfre 19.8
Rhode Island 16.6
Vermont 2.4

(Vermont's low figure fa due to St. Law
renee and Niagara power.)

> Source: "Typical Electrlc BI1ls. 1963," a
Federal Power Commlss1on publlcatlon (cities
2,500 and more).

New England-ABA totals:
Number of projects approved_ 178
ARA investment $28,143,636
Employment potential (dl-

rect)_____________________ 7,685
Employment. potential (d1~

reet and indirect) 12, 680
Number of trainees_________ 3.908

New England-APW totals:
Number of projects approved_ 268
AP~ investDlent $47,648,000
Man-months of employment.. 55,689
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ernment reportedly has a very favorable re
action to the compact.

Massachusetta
Governor Volpe stronglY flupported the

compact when he introduced the legislation
at a meeting of the joint assembly on April
5, 1965. The compact was unopposed at a
recent hearing held by the joint committee
on State administration.

New Hampshire
The compact, which has the strong support

of Governor King, IS presently in the house
rules committee.

Rhode Island
The necessary legislation has been sub

mitted by Governor Chafee's office, in addi
tion to the introduction of a supplemental
appropriation request to cover the State's
share for the operation of the Interstate
planning commission.

Vermont
The compact, considered to be one of Ver

mont's most important pieces of legislation
by Governor Hoff, has recently passed the
senate with extremely strong support. The
legislation is now in the hands of the house
conservation and development committee
which held its first discussion on the meas
ure on Aprll 22. The house committee's
initial reaction appeared quite favorable.

NEW ENGLAND INTERSTATE PLANNING COMPACT

ARTICLE I

Findings
New England Is by virtue of geographic lo

cation and other characteristics a great popu
lation, cultural, economic, and resource
area which, with more intense use of physical,
social, and economic resources, increasingly
requires coordinated planning as a basic in
gredientof effective and orderly growth of
the region. To this end, it is the intent of
this compact to establish and provide for the
operation of an interstate planning agency
for New England.

ARTICLE n
Purpose

It is the purpose of this compact to pro
Vide, in the New England region, improved
fac11lties and procedures for the coordina
tion of the policies, programs, and activities
of interstate significance in the New England
region in the field of physical, social, and
economic resources, and to study, investigate,
and plan appropril1te governmental activities
with respect to the conservation, develop
ment, and use of the same; to provide means
by which interstate conflicts may be re
solved; and to provide procedures for inter
state coordination of the interests of alI pub
lic and private agencies. persons and en
tities in the fields covered by this compact.
and to provide an organization for coopera
tion in such coordination.

ARTICLE III

Creation Of commission
There is hereby created the New England

Interstate Planning Commission hereinafter
called the commission.

ARTICLE IV

Membership
The commission shall consist of one mem

ber from each party State to be appointed
and to serve, In accordance with and subject
to the laws of the State which he represents.

ARTICLE v
Functions

To carry out the purpose of the contract
it shall be the responsibility of the commis
sion to prepare studies and plans, and to
recommend procedures for implementing co
ordination of the policies and programs and

activities of interstate significance in the
field of physical, social, and economic con
servation and development in the New Eng
land region which may inclUde the following:

(1) Collection and interpretation of basic
data.

(2) Investigation, planning, and program
ing (Inclndlng scheduling) of projects of
interstate or regional significance.

(3) Planning and scheduUng of govern
mental services and programs which would
be of assistance to the orderly growth and
prosperity of the region, and to the well
being of its population.

(4) Encouraging of the referral of plans
or proposals for projects and programs of
interstate or regional significance to the
commission.

(5) StUdying and recommending means
for the most effective utilization of such
Federal assistance as may be availabie on a
regional basis or as may have an interstate
or regional impact.

(6) Assisting the party States, or any of
them, In cooperative planning undertakings
with the Federal Government or any agencies
thereof.

To avoid dupUcation of effort and in the
interests of economy, the commission shall
make use of existing stUdies, surveys, plans,
data. and other materials in the possession
of the governmental agencies of the party
States and their respective subdivisions or
in the possession of other interstate agen
cies. Each such agency, within available ap
propriation and if not expressly prevented
or Umited by law, is hereby authorized to
make such materials available to the com
mission and to otherwise assist it in the per
formance of its functions. At the request
of the commission each such agency is fur
ther authorized to provide the commission
with information regarding plans and pro
grams affecting the New England region so
that the commission may have available to
it current information with respect thereto.

The commission shall use quaUfied public
and private agencies to make investigations
and conduct research, but if it is unable to
secure the undertaking of such investiga
tions or original research by a qualified pub
lic or private agency, it shall have the power
to make its own investigations and conduct
its own research. The commission may make
contracts with any public or private agencies
or private persons or entities for the under
taking of such investigations or original re
search within its purview.

The officers and personnel of agencies of
the party States, and of any other govern
ment or agency whatever, or private citizens,
or representatives of private organizations.
may serve at the request of the commission
upon such advisory committees as the com
mission may determine to create; and such
officers and personnel of any such govern
ment or agency, may serve upon such com
mittee without forfeiture of office or employ
ment and with no loss or diminution in the
status, rights and privileges which they
otherwise enjoy.

ARTICLE VI

Cooperation with the Federal Government
and other governmental entities

Each party State is hereby authorized to
participate in cooperative or joint planning
undertakings with the Federal Government,
any appropriate agency or agencies thereof,
or with any interstate agency or agencies.
Such participation shall be at the instance
of the Governor or in such other manner as
State law may provide or authorize. The
commission shall facll1tate the work of State
representatives in any joint interstate or
cooperative Federal-State undertaking au
thorized by this article, and each such State
shall keep the commission advised of Its
activities. in respect of such undertakings. to

the extent that they have interstate or re
gional significance.

ARTICLE VII

Voting
No action of the commission shall be bind

ing unless taken at a meeting at which a
majority of the commission members are
present and a majority of the total number
of votes on the commission are cast in favor
thereof: provided that any action not bind
ing by reason of failure to meet this require
ment may be ratified within 30 days by the
concurrence in writing of a majority of the
commission members.

ARTICLE VilI

Finances
A. The commission shaH submit to the

Governor or designated officer of each party
State a bUdget including a statement of all
funds expected to be available to the com
mission and their sources and, a request for
an appropriation to cover that State's share
of expenditures for such period as may be
required by the laws of that jurisdiction for
presentation to the legislature thereof.

B. With due regard for such moneys and
other assistance as may be made available
to it. the commission shall be provided with
such funds by each of the several States
participating therein to provide the means
of estabUshing and maintaining facilities, a
staff of personnel, and such activities as may
be necessary to fulfill the powers and duties
imposed upon and entrusted to the commis
sion.

With due allowance for moneys otherwise
available, each budget of the commission
shall be the responsibility of the party
States, to be apportioned among them as
follows: 50 percent on an equal basis; 30
percent on the basis of popUlation; 20 per
cent on the basis of area, either within in
corporated places or places having units of
local government, such population to be de
termined in accordance with the last official
U.S. census of popUlation.

C. The commission shall not pledge the
credit of any jurisdiction. The commission
may meet any of its obligations in whole or
in part with funds avaIlable to it under
article IX(E) of this compact. prOVided that
the commission takes specific action setting
aside such funds prior to the incurring 01
any obligation to be met in whole or in part
in such manner.

D. The members of the commission shall
be paid by the commission their actual ex
penses incurred and incidental to the per
formance of their duties, sl.lbject to the ap
proval of the commission.

E. The commission shall keep accurate
accounts of alI receipts and disburscreents.
The receipts and disbursements Of the com
mission shall be SUbject to the audit and ac
counting procedures established under its
bylaws. However, all receipts and disburse
ments of funds handled by the commission
shall be aUdited by a qualified public ac
countant and the report of the audit shall
be included in and become a part of the
ann\lal report of the commission.

F. The accounts of the commission shall
be open at any reasonable time for inspection
by such agency, representative, or representa
tives of the Jurisdictions which appropriate
funds to the commission.

ARTICLE IX

Administration and management
A. The commission may sue and be sued

and shall have a seal.
B. The commission shall elect annually,

from among its members, a chairman. vice
chairman, and treasurer. The commission
shall appoint an executive director who shall
also act as secretary, and together with the
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treasurer, shall be bonded In such amounts
as the commissIon may ro,qUlre.

C. The commIssIon shall appoint and re
move or dIscharge such personnel as may be
necessary for the performance of Its func
tions irrespectIve of any cIvIl servIce laws
whIch mIght otherwise appiy. The commis
sion shall establIsh and maIntaIn. independ
ently by contract or agreement. or In con
junction with anyone or more of the party
States, suItable retirement programs for Its
employees. Employees of the commission
shall be elIgible for socIal security coverage
In respect to old-age and survivors Insurance
provIded that the commIssIon takes such
steps as may be necessary pursuant to Fed
eral law to participate In such program of
Insurance as a governmental agency or unit.
The commIssIon may establlsh and maintaIn
or participate In such addItional programs
of employee benefits as may be appropriate
to afford employees of the commIssion terms
and conditIons of employment simIlar to
those enjoyed by employees of the party
States generally.

D. The commission may borrow. accept, or
contract for the servIces of personnel from
any State or the UnIted States or any sub
divisIon or agency thereof, from any Inter
governmental agency, or from any Institu
tion. person, firm, or corporation.

E. The CommissIon may accept for any of
Its purposes and. functIons under thIs com
pact, any and all approprIatIons, donatIo.ns.
and grants of money, equIpment, supplles.
materIals. and servIces, condItional or other
Wise. from any State or the United States or
any subdIvIsIon or agency thereof. or Inter
governmental agency. or any InstitutIon, per
son, firm, or corporation, and may receIve,
utll1ze. and dispose of the same.

F. The CommIssIon may establlsh and
maintain such faclUtles as may be necessary
for the transactIng of Its business. The
Commission may acquire, hold. and convey
real and personal property and any interest
therein.

G. The Commission may adopt, amend, and
rescind bylaws, rules. and regulatIons for the
conduct of Its business.

H. The CommIssIon shall make and trans
mIt annually, to the legislature and Gov
ernor of each party State. a report coverIng
the activitiea of the Commission for the pre
ceding year, and embodying such recommen
datIons aa may have been adopted by the
CommissIon. The CommissIon may Issue
such addItional reports as It may deem
desirable.

ARTICLE x
Other compacts and activities

Nothing In this compact ahall be construed
to Impair, or otherwise affect the jurisdIctIon
of any Interstate agency In whIch any party
State participates nor to abridge, impair, or
otherwise affect the provisIons of any com
pact to which anyone or more of the party
Statea may be a party, nor to supersede,
diminish, or otherwise affect any obligation
assumed under any such compact; nor shall
anything in this compact be construed to
discourage additional intel'state compacts
among some or all of the party States or the
establishment of intergovernmental agencies
In subareas of the region. Nothing In this
compact shall be construed to limit the juris
diction or activities of any participating gov
ernment, agency, or otIlcer thereof, or any
private person or agency.

ARTICLE XI

Enactment
This compact shall become effective when

entered Into and enacted into law by any
three of the States of Connecticut, Maine.
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode
Island, and Vermont. Thereafter It shall he
come effective with respect to any other

aforementioned State upon ita enacting this
compact. into law.

AKTICLlIl XI:I

Witharawal
This compact shall continue In force and

remain binding upon each party State until
renounced by it. Renunciation of this com
pact must be preceded by sending 3 years'
notice in writing of intention to withdraw
from the compact to the Governor each of
the other States party hereto.

ARTICLEXIn

Constru.ction and severability
The provisions of this compact shall be

severable and if any phrase, clause, aentence,
or provision of thIs compact is declared to
be unconstitutional or the applIcablllty
thereof, to any State, agency, person, or
circumstance ia held invalid. the consti
tutIonality of the remainder of this compact
and the applicablllty thereof, to any other
State. agency, person. or circumstance shall
not be affected thereby. It Is the legislative
intent that the provisions of this compact
be reasonably and liberally construed.

PRESENTATION OF NEW ENGLAND COUNcrL
BEFORE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE, AFIUL
27,1965

STATEMENT Oll' EDWIN W. WEBBER. DIRECTOR OJ'
INTERSTATE RELATIONS AND NATURAL RE

SOURCES. NEW ENGLAND COUNCIL

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to appear be
fore this committee on behalf of the New
Engiand CounCil, It private nonprofit or
ganization with otIlces In Boston, Mass. The
council is composed of 2,200 members drawn
from business, labor, education, and govern
ment within New England, and is devoted to
the development of a sound and dynamic
region through full utlllzation of all its hu
man, natural, and material resources.

It is an organization that seeks to repre
sent all of the economic interests of the
region. The councll la vitally Interested in
S. 1648, the proposed Public Works and Eco
nomic Development Act of 1965, for a num
ber of reasons, not the least of which is the
emphasis the act gives to regionalism as a
device by which joint Federal-State efforts
may be undertaken toward effectIve treat
ment and solution of economic problems.

Regionalism has alwaya been a meaning
ful concept to New England. It has been
made much more so in recent years, due to
the region'S realization that total develop
ment of the region'a potential Is achievable
only through creation of a balanced and
viable economic system.

More specifically, this achievement is pos
sible only through regional cooperation.

New England is a small region, composed
of six small States. These States share a
close-knit identity, and a similarIty of out
look and economic interest. There are, of
course, differences among the varIous States,
some of which are economic, such as levels
of income and economic resources. But In
general it may be said that their size and
compactness qualify them eminently for
regional planning and for regionally based
programa of economIc development.

These six Statea recognize this feature as
an integral part of their collective future,
and have been actively seeking regional so
lutiona to a number of common problems,
including regional economic development
and planning.

While our Statea have enjoyed some suc
cess in moving toward. achievement of these
regional goals, much remains to be done.
We have many needs, and I would like to
enumerate a few of our more basic reqUire
menta of today.

First. we need an economic system by
which the benefits of economic growth cre
ated Within those areas now enjoying high

levels of economic activity can be spread. to'
include those areas in New England that
have lagged behind, often. as a result of
structural changes In the economy.

The gradual reOl"ganization of the region's
economy from manufacturing to nonmanu
facturlng activities has resulted In shifts In
the location of our economic growth centers.
This process ot change, in tum, has rein
forced a trend of population movement from
outlying towns and vlllages to our expanding
metropolItan areas.

The result has been that the areas most
distant from these metropolitan centers
have experienced chronically high rates of
unemployment, as well as deterioration of
their pUblic lacll1tles.

The stresses and strains of making up tor
loat tax bases have created severe burdens
on the remaining economic elements of the
community, now reqUired to support facili
ties such as schools, water and street sys
tems, recreation facilities, and downtown
rehabUltation programs.

The problems of the expanding metropolI
tan area and the decline of the small com
munity suggesta the need for new solutions.
The Idea of organizing for development In
terms of growth centers, mUlticounty devel
opment districts. as well as the traditional
distreased redevelopment. areas, seems to hold
creative answers to hard problems.

It must become possible to develop,
through more adequate transportation ays
tema and better technical services, a more
meanIngful and complementary economic
relationshIp between economically weaker
communities and the growth centers. Such
a development would go far in applying ef
fective treatment to one of our region's
basic needs. .

Second, we need mechanisms by which all
levels of government can work closely to
gether In deVising the coordinated system
necessary for the effective, deliberate, and
orderly development of the region.

Governmental efforta must be coordinated
as well with private development efforts.
To this end, S. 1648 would provide authority
to create a series of joint Federal-State re
gional development commissiona. This un
dertaking is unique in that decisionmaking
would be shared by the participating States.

In New England much exists upon which
to bulld an even stronger regional economic
program. Numeroua Federal, State, local,
and private development efforts are under
way or are being proposed.

The need for more effective coordination
is ciear. Before the present Congress there
are other legislative proposals which have
regional ImplicatIons.

For example, there is the proposed Water
Resource Planning Act, S.21, HE.llll, which
could lead to establishment of a New England
Regional River Basin Commission. This
agency would be charged with the responsi
blllty for preparing comprehensive plans for
the development of the region's river basins,
and for related land resources.

By comparing this program with the aims
of the regional commission envisioned by S.
1648. it is possible to see two activities, seek
ing the same basic ends, but qUite possibly
utilizing confiicting and competing tech
niques. You cannot talk about regional eco
nomic development on the one hand, and
regional water resource planning and devel
opment on the other, without running the
risk of repeating yourself.

There has been a growing recognition
Within New England ot the need to avoid
this type of confusion, and our New England
States on theIr own Initiative have moved on
this problem by seeking creation of a New
England Regional Planning Commission.

The purpoaea 01 this interstate body are
to provide a mechanism by which the vari
ous statewide planning and development ef-
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forts may be coordinated, and by which a
comprehensive regional plan may be devel
oped.

This proposed Interstate group Is but the
most recent and dramatic example of re
gional cooperation In New England In a
number of Important areas. It Is our belief
that already existing and proposed Interstate
cooperative efforts can be an extremely valu
able asset In mounting the type of effective
regional development program proposed by
S.1648.

Against tbls background of general need,
namely, creation of a balanced viable eco
nomic system and coordination of govern
mental efforts, It Is possible to single out
some of New England's specific require
ments. For the sake of simplicity, they
may be categorized as functional and geo
graphical.

A. Functional
1. Passenger transportation, both Inter

cltY.and commuter service.
2. Urban development, particularly along

the circumference of our metropolitan areas,
and redevelopment of the downtown sections
In our older industrial towns.

3. Comprehensive mUltlp\lrpOSe river ba
sin development.

4. Water and air pollution control plan
ning.

5. A regional program to alleviate pov
erty.

6. A regional program for retraining and
placement of workers.

7. A regional program for technological
development with particular emphasis on
rendering technical assistance to Industries
and local governments In the outlying are~s.

8. A regional program for health services.
9. A coordinated regional program for out

door recreatiOn planning and development.
10. Optimum regional development of all

power resources.
11. Development of adequate port and air

facilities.
B. Geogmphic

We have urgent need for action programs
In certain subregional areas In New England
which are geographic In their context, In
cluding the following:

1. Redevelopment of the Fall River-New
Bedford-Providence area which comprises
ma.jor portions of Rhode Island and south
eastern Massachusetts.

2. Development of northern Maine.
3. Development of northern Vermont.
4. Development of the Berkshire area, In

cluding Pittsfield and North Adams, Mass.
5. Development of the fringe areas of Bos

ton's metropolitan area which reaches north
ward toward Maine and New Hampshire.

It shOUld be stressed that this list Is selec
tive rather than exhaustive and Js primarlly
Intended to show the dimension and form of
deve~opmentalneeds for our region. A more
complete picture Is needed, and can only be
obtained by systematic study of the problem.

However, If even this small list of problems
Is examined In terms of regional growth
trends, as projected to 1976, a picture of even
greater urgency for action emerges.

According to recent ~tudles completed by
the National Planning Association, the popu
lation of New England wUl be approximately
14 mllllon by 1976, an Increase of approxi
mately 3 mUllon over the present.

As a consequence, New England will have
an Increase In Its labor force of approxi
mately 1~ mUlion people by 1976. Approxi
mately 700,000 to 800,000 new and better pay
Ing jObs are going to be required In New
England if the increased !,opulatlon is to be
accommodated. '

Furthermore, urbanization will continue
to spread, and 78 percen,t of the popUlation
Increase will occur wlthlil these urban areas.
Today's major centers of popUlation wlll
continue to radiate outward, formlng an in
tegral part of what Is referred to as the

"megalopolis" of the Northeastern United
States.

More urbanization means more need for
recreational opportunities, but It Is equally
obvious that open space for such needs will
be In less supply. This increased popUlation
will require newer and expanded methods
of air and water pollution control, waste
disposal, Improved passenger transportation,
and numerous other publlc services.

It is no less significant that there will be
an increase of approximately a quarter of a
million people 65 years of age and older that
will have to be accommodated, and that ad
ditional health faclltties will have to be
constructed.

Even more dramatic In Its impact Is the
projected Increase In number of our young
people. It Is predicted that we wlll have ap
proximately 1 million more chlldren 14 years
of age or younger coming along within the
next 10 years. We will need teachers and
schools In sufficient number and quality for
them.

These problems are not limited to any
single region. Much of our frustration In
not finding quick and easy solutions to our
economic dlfIicultles has been our fallure
to recognize completely the regional dimen
sions of the task.

We believe that the willingness to experi
ment with new approaches to economic dis
tress on a regional basis represents a promis
ing step toward balanced economic growth.

We would Ilke to thank you for this op
portunity to appear before the committee to
comment on certaIn aspects of this signifi
cant legislation.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the capable Senator from Massachusetts
yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. ~

yield.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr, President, the

state of Massachusetts is incorporated
certainly within an area that could well
provide a proving ground for these pro
grams, including the program of public
works and development facilities.

At present, 116 projects in West Vir
ginia amounting to $22 million, are elig
ible for moving forward and employing
people in the construction of needed
facilities,

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

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator 1 minute.

'The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senatar from West Virginia is recog
nized for 1 minute.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I am
most appreciative, as I am sure other
Senators are, of the support given the
pending proposal by the Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Mr, President, I appreciate the remarks
of the Senator from West Virginia. The
Senator is one without peer in under
standing the concept of regional devel
opment. He has devoted his great
energy and conviction to this bill and
to the regional approach. The people
of my state-and the people of New
England-very much appreciate his un
derstanding and support.

Vie recognize that New England must
come up with a program and the kind
of stUdy that will demonstrate the need
for this special and far-reaching assist
ance.

I am convinced that we have the facts
to justify our program and receive the

support of Congress. All we ask is that
there be thorough consideration of the
needs of our less developed areas.

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Maine is recognized for
30 seconds.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I com
pliment the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts for the contribution
which he has made over the course of
the past several months to the develop
ment of the regional concept upon which
the important title V of the bill is based.

'The Senator and I have worked closely.
I know that he has worked closely with
Senators from other areas of the country
which could conceivably take advantage
of that title, the development of the re
gional concept, the administration sup
port for it, and the effort needed to bring
the legislation to the fioor.

It has been a privilege and a stimulat
ing experience for me to work with the
Senator. I congratulate him and take
this opportunity to make his contribu
tion clear on the record.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. How

much time does the Senator yield?
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I yield

5 minutes to the Senator from Ohio.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senator from Ohio is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I un
derstand that the Senator from Ken
tucky has offered an amendment that
would reduce the authorization of $400
million, provided for in title I, to $325
million.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct.
That is the pending amendment.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. Pres5dent, do I
correctly understand that if the amount
were cut to $325 million, it would still be
$75 million more than the administration
requested?

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct.
The administration asked for an author
ization of $250 million.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The bill, instead of
providing $250 million, would make $400
million available in the form of grants.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct.
Mr. L...-\USCHE. Do I correctly under

stand that there are other acts now on
the books that have a relationship to the
objective of this bill, which is, supposed
ly, to help areas in which unemployment
exists. Those acts are the Appalachian
Act, the Economic Opportunity Act, and
the Manpower Retraining Act. The
pending bill, if enacted into law, would
be the fourth program to cover the same
field of activity.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct.
The acts which the Senator has enumer
ated are related. However, they have
different specific purposes.

We discussed on the fioor today the
Appalachian program. That program
goes more to the basic structure of the
area,--,.such as roads, multicounty hos
pitals, timber and land management,
vocational training, and local public fa
cilities.
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The Economic Opportunity Act has
as its chief purpose, educational and
job opportunities. The Manpower Re
trainnig Act would train individuals in
the development of skills. I know these
programs well, and I have worked in sup
port of them.

The pending bill would appropriate
money for grants or loans to encourage
the establishment of commercial or in
dustrial enterprises which would have
long-term opportunities. The bill has a
specific objective and differs from the
other acts. However, it is true that they
are all related in that they try to improve
educational and employment opportuni
ties for the people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Ohio has ex
pired.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 4 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Maine is recognized for 4
minutes.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, there is
very little duplication between the pro
grams. They are all carefully separated.
For example, the ARA program, which
is current and has been in existence for 4
years, included a manpower retraining
program which we eliminated from this
program.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I did not
offer my amendment because a number
of bills contain similar proposals. I
merely ask that the amount be reduced
because the administration asked for
only $250 million and $325 million is
all that has been shown to be adequately
usable; after this program has been in
operation, there may be further use
shown to be required. This would be a
new program in the sense that its pur
pose is long time employment opportuni
ties, rather than emergency employment
opportunities, and the money is to be
more carefully spent.

The pending bill, if enacted into law,
would develop new and specific criteria
which, I assume, will take some time for
·the Secretary to apply and use to deter
mine what additional use of money may
be needed.

I believe that it is reasonable to say
that the Government cannot successfully
spend more than $325 million on this
program, based on the information and
testimony given the committees. That
is my judgment. I have worked on these
bills and know something about them.
I know something of their practical
application.

With respect to the emergency pub
lic works program, we had to work
quickly and approve applications to put
people to work. That was the objec
tive of the bill. However, this is a dif
ferent kind of bill.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, were
there any new developments in the
economy that occurred between the time
the administration requested that $250
million be appropriated and the time the

committee recommended that $400 mil
lion be appropriated?

Mr. COOPER. Yes. I believe that
there was a small change in the un
employment rate after the bill was in
troduced. Second, there is a proposed
cut in excise taxes, which is designed to
stimulate the economy and to provide
additional work as demand increases.

Mr. LAUSCHE. If there were develop
ments, they were developments that
would militate against the raising of the
request, and support a reduction of $250
million.

Mr. COOPER. That is correct.
Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I

yield myself 2 minutes.
The real developments between the

time the administration sent the bill to
Congress and the time the committee
acted on it were during the hearings on
the bill. There were long hearings and,
on the basis of the committee hearings,
some members were convinced after
hearing the evidence that there should
be prOVided $500 million a year for a 5
year period for public works; but we
were able to prevail upon those members,
after listening to the hearings, that we
could make a better case, and a good case,
for $400 million. I have already made
the case in the RECORD, so far as I am
concerned.

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

Mr. COOPER. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. What the Senator
has said refers to no new developments
for the program. That which the com
mittee had, the administration had when
it asked for $250 million a year. I do not
think it can be refuted that the economy
is stronger on this day than it was on the
day the President recommended $250
million.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute.

On the point just mentioned, I say to
the Senator from Ohio that the bill was
conceived in a period of unparalleled na
tional prosperity. We needed no direct
evidence that the country was prosper
ous. But we felt, and still feel after all
the hearings on the bill that, in spite of
general national prosperity, there are
pockets of depressed areas, areas that are
not enjoying prosperity, areas of high
unemployment. The situation of such
areas has not improved since the bill was
reported from the committee.

Mr. LAUSCHE. But the administra
tion knew about those areas.

I will ask another question. What will
Congress really do when we get into a
depression? What is it going to do when,
in a period of great abundance, we are
talking about spending that which rev
enues do not justify?

Mr. MUSKIE. We are trying to build
into the economic structure machinery
and safeguards that will avoid the heart
rending depressions that destroy a coun
try.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I have heard that
statement before. It touches the heart
and makes one sympathetic, but it is not
related to reality.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. RANDOLPH].

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
have listened to the remarks of the Sen
ator from Ohio, as well as those of other
Senators.

I say to the Senator from Ohio that
there are now pending in the State of
Ohio 68 projects, amounting to $12,
500,000. We do not look upon those proj
ects in any way as boondoggling, but as
investments. When sewage treatment
plants are built in a local community, it
is something that strengthens the econ
omy in that community of Ohio. The
Public Works Committee in the past re
ported a bill in an amount far in excess
of what has been reported in this case
for accelerated public works. It was not
enacted, but the committee had done
that plior to last year. There are bills
containing larger amounts than" that
contained in this bill. It was my inten
tion that the amount of $250 million be
increased to $500 million. I offered an
amendment to that effect, which is at
the table, and which has been signed by
25 other Senators. We have lowered the
amount to $400 million, as reported in
the bill before us, in an attempt to com
promise.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, may I
have half a minute to reply?

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield half a minute
to the Senator.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator from
West Virginia pointed out that there
were 68 applicants.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Sixty-eight proj
ects.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Sixty-eight projects.
The more money that is made available,
the greater the number of applicants.
There were no applicants before this bill
came into existence. If the amount were
raised to $650 million, there would be 130
applicants.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I do not know if
the Senator was against the accelerated
public works program, but I point out
that his State and the people of Ohio
were greatly benefited by it. I have
referred to pending projects, requiring
$12 % million.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr, President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Maryland.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I take
this opportunity to congratulate the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Michigan
[Mr. McNAMARA] for the excellent job
the Public Works Committee has done in
bringing this bill to the floor so quickly.
It will provide a great deal of assistance
to communities throughout the country
which are economically underdeveloped
and distressed.

My own State of Maryland is now
benefiting from the Appalachia bill. But
Appalachia is not the only depressed and
underdeveloped area in Maryland. We
have in the Chesapeake Bay area, both
on the Eastern Shore and in southern
Maryland, serious economic hardship.

In fact, Mr. President, Maryland
shares with its sister States of Delaware
and Virginia a depressed economy in the
entire Chesapeake Bay area, The bay is
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our greatest natural resource in Mary
land, but it has been misused and abused
for many years. We now have serious
problems of pollution, obnoxious aquatic
plants, of drastically reduced shellfish
and shellfish production. Many of our
bay fishermen find their catches dwin
dling every year. Our oyster catch last
year was one-tenth of what it was in
1890.

Title V of the bill provides for the
creation of regional planning commis
sions to deal with the problems of de
pressed areas that occur in two or more
States. I note that on page 17 of the
committee report, the committee states
that this title was developed to meet the
needs of such depressed areas as the
upper Great Plains, the Ozarks, and the
upper Great Lakes, and perhaps New
England.

I would like to propound this question
to the distinguished Senator from Mich
igan: Whether this list is exclusive or
whether it might be possible for other
regions in the country to qualify for
assistance under the title?

Mr. McNAMARA. I assure the Sena
tor from Maryland that this is not an
exclusive list, but is intended to be mere
ly a. list of examples of areas. It does
not preclude such areas as the Senator
has in mind.

Mr. TYDINGS. Am I correct, then,
in assuming that if the Chesapeake Bay
area, including parts of Maryland, Vir
ginia, and possibly Delaware, could
qualify under the standards set forth in
section 501 of the bill, it would be pos
sible to establish a Chesapeake Bay Re
gional Development commission under
title V?

Mr. McNAMARA. Yes.
Mr. TYDINGS. I am pleased to have

that assurance from the distinguished
senior Senator from Michigan. As the
record wllI shOW, there are a number of
counties located in this area that have
already been designated as depressed
areas under the Area Redevelopment Act.
In my own State of Maryland, Somerset
and Dorchester Counties on the Eastern
Shore, and Calvert County in southern
Maryland, have already been so desig
nated. In Delaware, Kent and Sussex
Counties have been designated depressed
areas under the Proxmire amendment
to the Area Redevelopment Act. Final
ly, in Virginia the northern neck coun
ties of Westmoreland, Lancaster, Rich
mond, and Northumberland have been
designated as depressed areas.

It would be my hope and expectation
that the States of the Chesapeake Bay
would be able to utilize the provisions of
this act to begin to solve some of the
problems of economic depression in the
Chesapeake Bay.

Mr. McNAMARA. The Senator men
tioned title 5. I am sure the Senator
recognizes that this title provides only
for planning money. That is what the
Senator has referred to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from West
Virginia.

Mr. BYRD of West Vxrginia. Mr.
President, I wish to express my strong

support of S. 1648, the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965, with
amendments as proposed by the Senate
Public Works Committee. This legisla
tion is of historical significance in its
dramatic approach to the problems of
economically distressed areas, and I am
pleased to have joined as a cosponsor of
the measure.

This bill serves as a recognition on the
part of the Federal Government that the
vast majority of these areas cannot,
within their own resources, initially pro
vide the basic community needs which
industry looks for and has a right to ex
pect when seeking new plant locations
for business expansion. The bill provides
an inducement to industry, not only to
accelerate its expansion programs, but
also to locate in areas where new em
ployment opportunities will have the
greatest economic impact.

The experimental Area Redevelop
mentAct program has already demon
strated the value of Federal assistance
to those areas of high unemployment
and low family income. It has given new
hope to the people in these areas and
prOVided a stimulus for uniting in a co
operative effort toward a common goal
achieving economic stability.

The preparation of the overall eco
nomic development program under ARA
was a large undertaking. For many
a,reas of my State of West Virginia, it
constituted the first organized effort at
long-range planning and practical, co
ordinated determination on the direction
to be taken in promoting economic
growth.

But the development of a program was
only the first step up the long trail
toward economic recovery and only a
few communities have been succeSSful,
thus far, in attracting a new industry.
One of the greatest deterrents has been
the inadequacy of basic community serv
ices, such as water and sewage facilities.
Because of the intense competition for
new industry throughout the United
States, plant locaters will not even look
at a proposed site where basic commu
nity services do not already eXist, or
cannot be readily expanded to satisfy
their requirements.

A further deterrent in many areas of
greatest economic need was the ARA
statutory requirement that 10 percent of
the project cost be provided by local or
State funds as equity capital or as a loan
repayable only after the Federal loan
had been repaid in full. In some in
stances, intensive effort by the local de
velopment organization failed to raise
the amount of money needed and the in
dustrial prospect located in some other
area. In other instances, the commu
nity was forced to turn away a second
industrial prospect because its funds
were tied up for such a long period as a
result of participation in an earlier proj
ect.

The people of West Virginia recognized
that ARA could provide them 'l\ith an
opportunity never before envisioned to
help them on the road to economic re
covery and they worked tirelessly and
diligently to avail themselves of this
opportunity. Not all their efforts were
successful, but they have made a. start.

They have been stimulated into activity
and are ready to intensify this activity
under the new legislation. ARA has ap
proved 16 industrial and commercial
loans; 17 public facility loans and
grants; 30 technical assistance projects;
and 49 training programs in West Vir
ginia, as of the first quarter of this year.
It has invested $42,111,000 in these 112
projects which will create 4,835 direct
jobs.

The accelerated public works program
provided an additional source of assist
ance for obtaining needed public facili
ties. And 303 projects were approved in
West Virginia with a total cost of $79,
674,000, of which $42,543,000 was pro
vided by APW. These projects wiU pro
vide an estimated 52,125 man-months of
labor.

The Public Works and Economic De
velopment Act of 1965 not only com
bines the best features of both ARA and
APW but it also follows the concept of
the Appalachia Regional Development
Act by encouraging regional development
planning. It has my full and whole
hearted support.

I wish to compliment my colIeague
from West Virginia, the Honorable JEN
NINGS RANDOLPH, for his effective and
constructive work on this measure in the
Public Works Committee. I pledge my
full efforts toward securing the necessary
funding to implement this authorization
bill as such time as it may be before the
Senate Appropriations Committee, of
which I am a member.

It is my sincere belief that the plan
ning and assistance envisioned under S.
1648 offer the sorely needed further op
portunity for distressed areas to move
toward long-range economic develop
ment and to consolidate past gains made
under the previous Federal programs.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from Con
necticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I am ex
tremely pleased that the Senate is mov
ing surely toward final approval this
afternoon of the vastly important Public
Works and Economic Development Act
of 1965.

I have long supported legislation to
provide the tools, the training, the ad
vice, and the planning necessary to real
ize the full economic potential of every
area of our Nation.

I have been a sponsor of bills to estab
lish an effective framework for Federal
State, and local planning to achieve the
necessary environment and facilities for
establishment of improved, stable, and
diversified local economies and enhanced
living conditions.

My sponsorship and vote for the Ap
palachia bill and my sponsorship of the
predecessor bill to S. 1648 illustrate my
continuing interest in this approach to
local, State, and regional economic prob
lems.

The signing into law of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act
of 1965 will represent a milestone of
effective Federal Government coopera
tion with State and local governments
and private industry to bring all areas
of the American economy up to their
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potential, to eliminate poverty, and to
provide full employment.

This bill addresses itself to the na
tionwide problem of underemployment
of people, machinery, and resources. In
short, it addresses itself to waste.

These problems of waste of human
and industrial potential are common to
many areas of our Nation.

They are of concern to all.
They prevent all our people from ful

filling and sharing in our national
wealth and prosperity.

They rob us all by retarding our full
national economic potential.

These problems are a particular and
unique concern to New England, the
cradle of industrial America, and to my
own state of Connecticut.

The traditional technology and indus
try which New England nurtured for the
new America a century and a half ago
have been, in too many cases, outpaced
by technological advance, displaced by
lower costs elsewhere, or replaced by new
forms of industry employing fewer per
sons.

The textile, shoe, and fishing indus
tries and the decline of railroad trans
portation are cases in point.

As a result, New England's employ
ment has declined, its new investment in
plant has been retarded, and the per
sonal income levels have lagged behind
the national growth rates.

I am gratified to be able to report that
industrial development and personal in
come in my own State of Connecticut
have set a faster pace than most other
areas of New England and by and large
compare favorably with the national
average.

But we in Connecticut have never
rested on our oars in pursuing full
utilization of our State's human and in
dustrial potential.

We cannot afford to do so now.
This act will provide the people of my

state, the people of New England, and
the people of all the United states the
planning and the financing to bring
every area of the Nation up to its full
economic promise.

The Public Works and Economic De
velopment Act of 1965 will help put an
end to waste of national resources-hu
man, industrial, and natural.

By doing so, the act will provide all
our people a richer and fuller participa
tion in our national life.

I hope that the New England States
will work together and with the Federal
Government, so that the people who live
in these six States can benefit from this
new program.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
South Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, as
a coauthor of S. 1648 and as one who is
concerned with the development of an
e~ective area assistance act, I want to
congratulate the Public Works Commit
tee on the pending bill.

I believe that the approach that has
been fashioned in this act for aiding
areas of lagging economic growth will
prove much more effective than the old
Area Redevelopment Act. I am espe-

cially pleased that the criteria for quali
fication of areas of below average devel
opment have been modified to include
measures other than unemployment
alone.

My own State of South Dakota is an
aglicultural State. Decline in farm
numbers and farm employment in the
State has been barely offset by an in
crease in tourism and development of
minor industries. For the most part, in
dustrial development has passed us by at
this point in our history.

In spite of lagging economic grmvth,
we do not have excessive unemployment.
We train our young people, and they
migrate to other States in search of em
ployment. Our outmigration of persons
seeking employment was slightly greater
than the total number of new entrants
into the labor force in the State in the
1950-60 decade. We have been trans
ferring our employment problems-along
with a sizable investment in training and
education of young people-to other
areas. To the extent that the South
Dakota economy, and the whole Upper
Great Plains economy. can be developed,
we will lessen the problems of other
States and cities.

I am strongly of the opinion that the
measure now pending will be of real as
sistance to the Upper Great Plains, to
my State, and to the sound economic
growth of the Nation as a whole.

The Public Works Committee has re
ported a splendid bill, and I urge that
it be enacted.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum, and I
ask unanimous consent that it be charged
to neither side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call

the roll.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BASS
in the chair). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. COOPER], I ask for the yeas and
nays on his amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call

the roll.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

The hour of 4:45 p.m. having arrived,
the question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
COOPER] .

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

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. IamlOunce
that the Senator from North Carolina.
[Mr. ERVIN], the Senator from Tennes
see [Mr. GoRE], the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. INOUYE], the Senator from Wash
ington [Mr. MAGNUSON], the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. MCGEE], the Sen
ator from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], and
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]
are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], the Sen
ator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
JORDAN]. the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. RIBICOFF], and the Senator from
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] are necessarily
absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Wyo
ming [Mr. MCGEE] is paired with the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS].

If present and voting, the Senator
from Nebraska would vote "yea" and the
Senator from Wyoming would vote
"nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. INOUYE] is paired with the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA].

If present and voting, the Senator
from Nebraska would vote "yea" and the
Senator from Hawaii would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. RIBICOFF] is paired with
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER].

If present and voting, the Senator
from Iowa would vote "yea" and the
Senator from Connecticut would vote
"nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SMATHERS] is paired with the Sen
ator from wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON],

If present and voting, the Senator
from Wyoming would vote "yea" and the
Senator from Florida would vote "nay."

I further amlounce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. ERVIN] and the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. JORDAN] would each vote
"nay."

Mr. KUCHEJ.... I announce that the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS], the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER], and
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMP
SON] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
HRUSKA] is absent on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. CURTIS] is paired with the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. MCGEE]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Nebraska would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Wyoming would vote "nay,"

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. HRUSKA] is paired with the
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE]. If
present and voting, the Senator fronl
Nebraska would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Hawaii would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MILLER] is paired with the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. RIBICOFF]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Iowa would vote "yea" and the Senator
from Connecticut would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Wyo
ming [Mr. SIMPSON] is paired With the
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Wyoming would vote "yea" and the S:m
ator from Florida would vote "nay."
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The result was announced, yeas 31,

nays 53, as follows:
[No. 100 Leg.)

YEA&-31

Prouty
Proxmlre
Randolph
RusseH, S.C.
Saltonstall
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Stennis
Symington
Talmadge
Tydings
Williams. N.J.
Yarborough
Young. Ohio

Curtis
Eastland
Ervin
Gore
Hruska
Inouye

Allott
Bennett
Byrd, Va.
Dominick

So the bill (S. 1648) was passed.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I

move that the Senate reconsider the vote
by which the bill was passed.

Mr. MUSKIE. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
announce that if the Senator from
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] were pres
ent and voting, he would vote "yea."

PASSAGE OF PUBLIC WORKS AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT ACT

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr.
President, passage by the Senate today of
the Public Works and Economic De
velopment Act is most gratifying. I
voted for this bill because it offers the
communities of New York as well as of
the whole country an opportunity to par
ticipate in the economic well-being of
the Nation. Under this bill, communi
ties and counties can band together in
economic development districts to im-.
prove employment and encourage the ex
pansion of industry. Cities and towns
will be able to build needed public fa
cilities such as waterlines, police and fire
stations, research centers and industrial
facilities.

I am particularly pleased that the Sen
ate accepted the committee amendment
providing that counties eligible for assist
ance under ARA on or after April I, 1965,
will also qualify for funds under the new
act. Hamilton County, which was just
designated as a redevelopment area,
would be eligible under the new program.
Cayuga and Cattaraugus Counties, which
are losing their designation, would also
still be eligible for assistance under the
new program.

Another committee amendment which
the Senate accepted authOlized $400 mil
lion rather than the original $250 mil
lion for the community development
phase of the program. This larger sum
will provide the needed funds for this im
POl'tant work.

It is now up to the communities of
New York and the Nation, to use this
assistance for the benefit of all our less
fortunate citizens.

Gruening McGovern
Harris McIntyre
Hart McNamara
Hartke Metcalf
Hayden Mondale
Hill Monroney
Jackson Monto~'a

Javlts Morse
Kennedy, Mass. Morton
Kennedy, N.Y. Moss
Lausche Murphy
Long. Mo. Muskle
Long. La. Nelson
Mansfield Pastore
McCarthy Pearson
McClellan Pell

NAYS-12
Hlcken100per Robertson
Holland Thurmond
Jordan, Idaho Tower
Mundt Williams, Del.

NOT VOTING-17
Jordan, N.C. Ribicolf
Kucllel Russell, Ga.
Magnuson Simpson
McGee Smathers
Mliler Young, N. Dak.
Neuberger

Cotton
Dirksen
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[Mr. ERVIN], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. GORE], the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. INOUYE], the Senator from Wash
ington [Mr. MAGNUSON], the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. MCGEE], the Sena
tor from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], and
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]
are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. JORDAN], the
Senator from Connecticut [MI'. RIBI
COFF] , and the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SMATHERS] are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. CURTIS] is paired with the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. MCGEE],

If present and voting, the Senator
from Wyoming would vote "yea" and
the Senator from Nebraska would vote
"nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. RIBICOFF] is paired with
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER).

If present and voting, the Senator
from Connecticut would vote "yea," and
the Senator from Iowa would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Flor
ida [Mr. SMATHERS] is paired with the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON].

If present and voting, the Senator
from Florida would vote "yea," and the
Senator from Wyoming would vote
'·nay."

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mrs. NEUBERGER] and the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. ERVIN] would each
vote "yea."

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS],
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER],
and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
SIMPSON] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
HRUSKA] is absent on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. CURTIS] is paired with the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. MCGEE].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Nebraska would vote "nay" and the Sen
ator from Wyoming would vote "yea:'

On this vote, the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MILLER] is paired with the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. RIBICOFF]. If
present and voting, the Senator Jrom
Iowa would vote "nay" and the Senator
from Connecticut would vote "yea."

On this vote, the Senator from WyO
ming [Mr. SIMPSON] is paired with the
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS],
If present and voting, the Senator from
Wyoming would vote "nay" and the Sen
ator from Florida would vote "yea:'

The pairs of the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. HRUSKA], the Senator from
California [Mr. KUCHEL], and the Sena
tor from North Dakota [Mr. YOUNG]
have been previously announced.

The result was announced-yeas 71,
nays 12, as follows:

[No. 101 Leg.)
YEAS-71

Burdick
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Carlson
Case
Church
Clark
Cooper

re-

Prouty
Robertson
Saltonstall
Scott
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Williams, Del.
Young, N. Oak.

NAYS-53

Fannin
Hickenlooper
Holland
Javlts
Jordan, Idaho
Kuchel
Lausche
Morton
Mundt
Murphy
Pearson

Hartke Morse
Hayden Moss
Hili Muskle
Jackson Nelson
Kennedy, Mass. Pastore
Kennedy, N.Y. Pell
Long, Mo. Proxmlre
Long, La. Randolph
Mansfield RusseH, S.C.
McCarthy Smith
McClellan Sparkman
McGovern Stennis
McIntyre Symington
McNamara Tydings
Metcalf WllUams, N.J.
Mondale Yarborough
Monroney Young, Ohio
Montoya

NOT VOTING-16
Inouye Riblcolf
Jordan, N.C. RusseH, Ga.
Magnuson Simpson
McGee Smathers
Miller
Neuberger

COOPER'S amendment wasSo Mr.
jected.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
announce that if the Senator from
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] were pres
ent and voting, he would vote "nay."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be proposed,
the question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 1648) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading and was
read the third time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on passage
of the bill.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

hour of 5 o'clock p.m., having arrived,
the vote on the passage of the pending
bill is in order. The bill having been
read the third time,and the yeas and
nays having been ordered on the passage
of the bill, the question is, Shall it pass?

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call

the roll.
Mr. KUCHEL (when his name was

called) . On this vote I have a pair
with the distinguished senior Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA]. If he
were present and voting, he would vote
"nay." If I were at liberty to vote, I
would vote "yea:' I withhold by vote.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota (when
his name was called). On this vote I
have a pair with the junior Senator from
Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE]. If he were pres
ent and voting, he would vote "yea."
If I were at liberty to 'rote, I would vote
"nay." I withhold m~r vote.

The rollcall was conc~uded.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from North Carolina
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Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the bill
which the Senate has just passed provides
for new and streamlined redevelopment
for distressed areas. In addition to pro
viding more effective help to areas with
high unemployment, it will also help
communities hard hit by defense in
stallations shutdowns and plant clo
sures.

The bill embraces most of the recom
mendations made last year by the sub
committee of which I am chairman, the
Subcommittee on Unemployment and
Manpower of the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare.

It includes provisions for making Fed
eral economic aid available to nondis
tressed communities faced by imminent
closure of a defense installation. Many
such communities, such as the Greater
Harrisburg area in my own State, are not
presently eligible for such assistance.
With this assistance now available, a full
kit of planning, technical, and financial
aid will be available to help Greater Har
risburg adjust to the impact of the clo
sure of the Olmsted Air Force Base when
and if it comes.

The bill includes another of our sub
committee recommendations by permit
ting groups of counties or even groups of
States to band together, pool their re
sources and launch a broad-scale attack
on their economic problems. Experience
has demonstrated how difficult it is for
each separate county-hobbled by little
money and little manpower-to rebuild
its economy.

Congress has already passed another
of our recommendations by consolidating
the old area redevelopment retraining
programs with the Manpower Develop
ment and Training Act, thus cutting red
tape to a minimum.

Finally, the bill is in closer accord with
our subcommittee findings on the need
for public works assistance in distressed
areas than the original administration
request. It has increased the authoriza
tion for public works grants from $250
to $400 million. This is much closer to
the $470 million backlog of already
approved but unfunded projects filed by
distressed communities under the old
Accelerated Public Works program.

In Pennsylvania alone, we have an $88
million backlog of approved community
public works in distressed communities
awaiting funds. This includes $12 mil
lion for hospitals, $10 million for water
lines, $30 million for sewers and sewage
treatment facilities, and $17 million for
streets and roads.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR NATIONAL AERO
NAUTICS AND SPACE ADMIN
ISTRATION
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 175, H.R.
7717.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BASS in the chair). The bill will be
stated by title.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK.' A bill (H.R.
7717) to authorize appropriations to the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration for research and development.
construction of facilities, and adminis
trative operations, and for other pur
poses.

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

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been i'eported from the Com
mittee on Aeronautical and Space Sci
ences with amendments on page 1, at the
beginning of line 5, to strike out "$5,183,
8<14,850" and insert "$5,196,826,350"; in
line 3, after the word "astronomy", to
to strike out "$4,537,121,000" and insert
"$4,533,350,000"; on page 2, line 1, after
the word "Apollo", to strike out "$2,967,
385,000" and insert "$2,973,385,000"; in
line 3, after the word "astronomy", to
strike out "$160,500,000" and insert
"$165,900,000"; in line 12, after the word
"development", to strike out "$60,600,
000" and insert "$63,600,000"; in line
14, after the word "procurement", to
strike out "$179,500,000" and insert
"$178,700,000"; in line 20 after the word
"systems", to strike out "$33,000,000"
and insert "$27,000,000"; in line 24, after
the word "propulsion", to strike out
"$51,200,000" and insert "$36,200,000";
on page 3, line 2, after the word "ac
quisition", to strike out "$242,321,000"
and insert "$246,200,000"; in line 5, after
the word "utilization", to strike out
"$5,000,000" and insert "$4,750,000"; in
line 8, after the word "acquisitions", to
strike out "$60,675,000" and insert "$67,
376,350"; after line 10, to insert:

(2) Electronics Research Center, Cam
bridge, Massachusetts, $10,000,000;

At the beginning of line 13, to strike
out "(2)" and insert "(3) "; at the be
ginning of line 15, to strike out .. (3)"
and insert "(4) "; in line 16, after the
word "Florida", to strike out "$7,854,
400" and insert "$8,195,000"; at the be
ginning of line 17, to strike out "(4)"
and insert "(5) "; at the beginning of
line 19, to strike out "(5)" and insert
"(6)"; at the beginning of line 21, to
strike out "(6)" and insert "(7)"; in line
22, after the word "Texas", to strike out
"$3,953,300" and insert "$4,180,000"; at
the beginning of line 23, to strike out
"(7)" and insert "(8)"; in line 24, after
the word "Alabama", to strike out "$4,
291,100" and insert "$2,309,450"; on
page 4, at the beginning of line 1, to
strike out "(8)" and insert "(9) "; in line
2, after the word "Louisiana", to strike
out "$269,500" and insert "$284,750"; at
the beginning of line 3, to strike out
"(9)" and insert "(10)"; in line 4, to
strike out "$1,905,600" and insert "$1,
910,450"; at the beginning of line 5, to
strike out "(10)" and insert "(11)"; at
the beginning of line 7, to strike out
"(11)" and insert "(12)"; in the same
line, after the word "locations", to strike
out "$19,871,400" and insert "$20,182,
700"; at the beginning of line 9, to strike
out "(12)" and insert "(13)"; in line 10,
after the word "for", to strike out "$7,
215,700" and insert "$5,000,000"; in line
11, after the word "operations", to strike

out "$586,048,850" and insert"$~~6.10Q,_
000"; on page 5, line 15, after the nu
meral "(2) ", to strike out "conlIicts
may be entered into under the 'Admin
istrative operations' appropriation fOr.
maintenance and operation of facilities,
and for other services, to be provided
during the fiscal year following that for
which the appropriation is made" and
insert "maintenance and operation of
facilities, and support services contracts
may be entered into under the •Admin
istrative operations' appropriation for
periods not in excess of twelve months
begimling at any time during the fiscal
year"; on page 6, line 22, after the nu
meral "(10) ", to strike out "and"; in
the same line, after the numeral "(11) ",
to insert a comma and "and (12) "; on
page 7, line 2,after the word "of", to
strike out "$53,459,300" and insert "$62,
376,350"; and on .page 9, line 12, after
"SEC. 5.", to strike out "It is the sens·e of
Congress that it is in the national inter
est that consideration be given to geo
graphical distribution of Federal re
search funds whenever feasible and that
the National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration should explore ways and
means of distributing its research and
development funds on a geographical
basis whenever feasible and use such
other measures as may be practicable
toward this end" and insert "It is the
sense of Congress that it is in the na
tional interest that consideration be
given to geographical distribution of
Federal research funds whenever feas
ible, and that the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration should ex
plore ways and means of distributing its
research and development funds when
ever feasible".

SEVENTEENTH INTERNATIONAL
PUBLISHERS CONGRESS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on Sep
tember 20,1963, the distinguished chair
man of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], together with the
then Senator HUMPHREY and Senators
CLARK, DIRKSEN, ERVIN, HICKENLOOPER,
JORDAN of North Carolina, Keating,
KUCHEL, SALTONSTALL, SCOTT, and my
self, introduced a resolution (S.J. Res.
120) extending an official welcome to
the book and music publishers from some
40 countries throughout the world who
would attend the 17th Congress of the
International Publishers Association in
Washington, D.C., from May 30 to June
5, 1965. This resolution was passed by
the Senate on February 7, 1964, passed
by the House of Representatives on April
6, 1964, and enacted into law on April
17, 1964.

This week, the 17th International
Publishers Congress is meeting in Wash
ington, D.C., under the sponsorship of
the American Book Publishers' Council,
Inc., and Music Publishers Association,
Inc., in what will hopefully be a fruitful
exchange of ideas and the basis for warm
and lasting relationships. The meeting
marks the first time in its 70-year his
tory that the International Publishers
l.ssociation will have conducted its meet-


