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pacted he is in his state and how
thoughtful he has been about it. I thank
Senator WILLIAMS, the chairman of my
Qwn Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare, for a similarly gifted presentation.

I wish to make two brief points:
First, I think that what commends this

instead of detracts from it is exactly
what Senator ALLOTT finds unsatisfac
tory-to wit, the ability of the Secretary
to work out the subsidies on such terms
and conditions as he may prescribe. That
gives it the very flexibility which the
heterogeneous systems of the country re
quire.

To show that this is not thoughtless
and that we are not without ideas, Dr.
Ronan, of New York, who is the head of
our Metropolitan Transit Authority and
president of the Institute for Rapid
Transit, gave an instance of how he
thought it might be done. He thought
that an operating subsidy ought to be on
a per passenger contribution-that is, per
passenger travel-and that would avoid
what he calls the "bottomless pit" argu
ment--that is, that the payment would
have some relationship to operating ex
penses, labor costs, and so forth. On the
contrary, he said, you strike that out and
you deal with the number of passengers
carried.

Mass transit is completely old-fashion
ed, obsolescent, way behind the times. In
this day, we ought to be traveling on
automated belts, with automatic vehi
cles which need no people to attend to
them, and in the most modem concept.
Yet, even old-fashioned as it is, its ac
cident ratio is ridiculously small when
you look at automobiles. It is under 1
percent--about one-tenth of 1 percent-
in terms of passengers carried. Again,
another reason why we have been so
derelict in not buttressing these systems.

I am all for the research and develop
ment, and that ought to be backed. I
would much rather come down here on
the train in 2 hours, if it could be done,
or get into New York from Greenwich,
Conn., in 30 or 35 minutes, reading the
newspaper. Anybody would. But that is
not the case. One faces broken windows
and broken down transportation and late
trains and drafty and cold trains.

We all know what the problems are.
Yet, when it comes to dealing with them
in such a way that is not inflatlonary
by buttressing the real resources of the
country and people and business, because
we want to move from place to place effi
ciently-we become "chintzy" about it.

I hope that this amendment, which is
desirable and constructive, will be
adopted. I am grateful to the Senators
who have joined me in carrying the argu
ment.

I yield back the remainder of my time.
Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield back the re

mainder of my time.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. All time on the amendment has
been yielded back. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Sena
tor from New York.

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to

reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I move to lay that
motion on thel table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF JOINT RESOLUTION

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were commu
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one
of his secretaries, and he announced that
on February 21, 1972, the President had
approved and signed the joint resolution
(S.J. Res. 197) to provide a procedure
for settlement of the dispute on the
Pacific coast between certain shippers
and associated employers and certain
employees.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED
As in executive session, the Acting

President pro tempore (Mr. METCALF)
laid before the Senate messages from
the President of the United States SUb
mitting sundry nominations, which were
referred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of Senate proceed
ings.>

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP
MENT ACT OF 1972

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (S. 3248) to con
solidate, simplify, and improve laws rel
ative to housing and housing assistance,
to provide Federal assistance to local
governments in support of community
development activities, and for other
purposes.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, the Sena
tor from Colorado, who wishes to offer
an amendment, has very kindly yielded
to me in order that I might engage in a
brief colloquy with the floor manager of
the bill. I ask unanimou3 consent that at
the end of this colloquy, the Senator
from Colorado be recognized for the pur
pose of offering his amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

How is the time to be charged?
Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield the Senator

from Virginia 5 minutes, or so much of
that time as he may require.

Mr. SPONG. I thank the Senator from
Alabama.

Yesterday, the Senator from Alabama
noted in his floor statement the com
mittee's intent to give maximum flexi
bility to local governments in deciding
how they want to carry out this pro
gram. There are many situations where
it may be difficult for reasons of debt
limitation or other considerations for lo
cal governments to actually enter into a
contract. Did he mean by his statement
yesterday that where such limitations
exist or where a community simply feels
it more appropriate or desirable that
they can designate a local public agency
to enter into contracts directly with the
Federal Government for all or a portion
of this program?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; I did. I mean
just that.

I have discussed this matter \\ith Sen
ator TOWER, since the Senator told me of

his desire to propound this question and
he agrees.

I said yesterday that we intended that
where it was necessary or appropriate,
the unit of general government could
designate an agency to undertake part or
all of the program, and to make the nec
essary commitments that are required to
execute the program. We did this in order
to give localities the flexibility they need
and desire to carry out community devel
opment activities.

I should like to emphasize again our
intention to give localities maximum
flexibility in how they will carry out the
community development program which
is included in this bill.

Mr. SPONG. I thank the Senator from
Alabama. I have one more question.

When the Senator talks about loans,
temporary financing, and so forth, I take
it he means that in addition to taking any
direct loan from the Federal Govern
ment, as is presently the case under the
urban renewal program, the designated
local public agency would be able to bor
row money for short periods of time in
the private market, with such loans
backed by contractual guarantees from
the Federal Government.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Again, the answer
is in the affirmative. We intended that
the locality-meaning either the unit
of general government or its designated
development agency-would be able to
receive loans directly or borrow money
for short periods in the private market,
with such loans being backed by con
tractual guarantees from the Federal
Government.

Mr. SPONG. I thank the Senator from
Alabama.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. METCALF). Under the preVi
ous order, the distinguished Senator
from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT) is now
recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 977

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 977 and ask that it
be stated.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendment as follows:

On page 187, line 3, strike "(a)", and also
on page 187 strike lines 14 through 24, on
page 188, strike lines 1 through 25, on page
189 strike lines 1 through 12.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment to my amend
ment and ask that it be modified ac
cordingly.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator has that right and
the clerk will report the amendment to
the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 187, line 3, strike "(a) ", and also
on page 187 strike Hnes 14 through 24, on
page 188, strike lines 1 through 25, on page
189 strike all up to line 13.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendment is modified ac
cordingly. How much time does the Sen
ator yield himself?

Mr. ALLOTI'. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may need.
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It is my intention by this amendment

to move to strike out section 60Hb) of
the omnibus housing bill, which would
authorize subsidies for mass transit
operating expenses. The effect of the
amendment as it is now formulated
would also strike out that portion of
paragraph (f) and if the Javits amend
ment is adopted, it would also strike that
portion out.

Mr. President, Senators know that I
have been interested and active in the
field of mass transit for many years. I
have fought vigorously and consistently
during both the Johnson and Nixon ad
ministrations for cities, large and small,
to have sufficient funds readily available
for capital equipment.

I believe that when the Department of
Transportation and HUD bureaucrats
and the Office of Management and Budg
et have permitted the capital grant pro
gram to function as Congress intended, it
has been one of our best Federal pro
grams. Funding capital equipment is a
function which is able to be administered
equitably to all types of systems in all
parts of the Nation. Capital requests are
not open ended. They can be predicted
with reasonable accuracy. Even funds for
a large rapid transit system-such as the
one about to begin in Atlanta--ean be
projected and spread over several years
in a reasonable and equitable system.

The complaints about the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration's capital
grant program which have been heard in
Congress and the industry and the cities
have not been directed toward the sub
stance of the program. These complaints
have been directed toward certain aspects
of the administration of the program
such as planning certification and bias
of mode. Basically, Congress set up a good
program and with some necessary
changes, which Congress will insist upon,
the program should be allowed to con
tinue as is.

Now, Mr. President, I began my state
ment directed against the committee's
action on operating subsidies with a di
rect reference to the capital grant pro
gram because I believe it is necessary to
underscore the differences between the
two types of funds.

The committee's action is regrettable,
in my opinion, because it gets the Fed
eral Government involved in operating
subsidies for urban transit systems, while
at the same time necessalily cutting
down on the amount of funds available
for worthwhile programs such as capital
grants. I will have more to say on this
point later in my remarks.

It is now apparent in the discussions
which took place this morning on the
Javits amendment, particularly from the
remarks of the Senator from New Jersey,
the chairman of the subcommittee, the
Senator from Connecticut, and the Sen
ator from New York, that while they talk
about picking up capital costs-the rec
ommended operating subsidies-the real
problem they face is by way of capital
equipment.

When this matter was before the sub
committee-and I want to express my
appreciation to the Senator from New
Jersey-I offered an amendment, as a
means of securing equitable distribution

of our mass transit funds, that the capi
tal grants be made upon a 90-10 basis,
although the net effect is that while we
put the money out or leave it to the
whim or the will of the Secretary of
Transportation under the amendment
which has just been passed under capital
grants, we are able to determine exact
ly what is needed, what equipment needs
to be replaced; and so, in effect, we do
give an operating subsidy because we free
up the local community's money to fi
nance the operations of that particular
system.

Since we do it at the local level, we
will probablY have a greater economy
than we could have in any other way. As
the bill came out, it not only adopted
the amendment which I have suggested
a 90-to-10 basis for capital grants-but
also came out for subsection (f) upon
which the Javits' amendment is based.

I am opposed to this amendment on
several grounds. First of all, the com
mittee would leave the subsidy regula
tion to the Secretary of Transportation.

Everyone knows that I have the great
est respect for the Secretary of Trans
portation. John Volpe is one of the most
able public servants in Government. So
my comments should not be understood
as being directed against the Secretary
personally.

I believe, however, that Congress and
not the Secretary of Transportation, no
matter who he be, should determine for
mulas of this kind, if we must have them.
He should not be determining formulas
which are the responsibility of and which
belong to Congress.

Once again, we are giving up power
and responsibility which belongs in the
Congress. We have heard in the Senate
many times in the past few months that
Congress is giving up too much power to
the executive branch. I wonder how many
of these Senators today, on this amend
ment, will stand up and be counted where
we are giving a grant of $800 million to
the Secretary of Transportation with no
guidelines whatever for its expenditure
except that it will be a transportation
service improvement plan which is ap
proved by him and which sets forth a
program meeting criteria established by
the Secretary.

I think some Members of this body like
to talk of curbing the power of the ex
ecutive branch when it comes to foreign
policy, where the President and not the
Congress has clear responsibilities. On
matters of this sort, when there is a clear
opportunity for Congress to exercise its
powers-and even a duty, Mr. President,
to do it--and live up to its responsibili
ties-which also means facing the con
sequences-many of the Senators from
whom we hear the most on the subject
of executive encroachments, will vote to
give the power of Congress away whole
sale. I hope this is not another example
of this paradox.

I am opposed to this action on other
grounds as well. I believe that if Con
gress were to retain its proper jurisdic
tion, a formula could be established for
granting subsidy moneys to urban sys
tems.

A few moments ago, the Senator from
New York suggested that it might be on
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a rider basis. Mr. President, I do not
know whether that would work out to
be completely equitable or not, but I do
know that there is not even that much
of a criterion in the bill. It would not
be an equitable formula. I believe that
no Federal formula can be devised-and
I fully believe thiS-Which would treat
all areas of the country-the President's
own area, for example, and my own
on a fair basis vis-a-vis the large cities.
There is just no way to write a formula
which treats all these areas the same
way.

Transit fares range from 15 to 50 cents
in the United States. Some systems give
free transfers, others charge 10 cents.
Some operations use four or five pas
senger buses operating on hourly head
ways on just a few routes; others use
eight car rapid transit trains operating
on 2 minute headways over complex
routes. Some operations are strictly ur
ban, others are gO-percent suburban,
with a few local stops. Some bus drivers
in small towns still earn $2.50 an hour.
In large cities, drivers on the same kind
of buses may earn $6 or $7 an hour. Some
transit systems have school and tourist
contracts and others do not. School and
tourist operations may lessen or elimi
nate a deficit, so one system in a city of
50,000 with the school service may make
a profit, while another system in a city
of 50,000 which actually carries more ac~

tual transit riders may have a large de
ficit. All of these factors and many, many
more combine to make it impossible for a
really equitable formula to be devised.

Now there are all sorts of formulas
which can be applied, but because they
will not be equitable and because of the
nature of the Federal Government and
because of inevitable political pressure,
the Federal Government will begin dic
tating to local communities how to op
erate their transit systems.

The Federal Government, if it once
gets into the subsidy business, will be
telling New Orleans to raise its fare, or
Chicago to lower its fare. It will be tell
ing BARTD to operate more service on
weekends or the Denver Metro Transit
not to operate so many buses on Colfax
Avenue. One has only to look at the
trends in other Federal programs to
realize the inevitability of such a situa
tion. Indeed, the Federal Government is
already trying to tell cities that buses on
expressways should be built instead of
rail rapid transit or systems employing
new technology. That is being done with
in the limited scope of the capital grants
program, so one could only imagine what
would happen if the Government gets
into operating subsidies.

Mr. President, I am also against a Fed
eral subsidy because it encourages the
worst systems to continue their bad prac
tices. New York's subway fare has always
been kept artificially low for political rea
sons. This bill, if it becomes law, will
amount to a reelection fund for the in
cumbent mayor or some other mayor.

Boston's deficits are due in part to po
litical patronage. Now if the local citizens
want to subsidize such practices that is
their prerogative, but I do not believe it
is fair to ask citizens throughout the Na
tion to pick up the bill.
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Mr. President, there are many other

reasons why a national urban transit
fare subsidy would not be desirable. It is
an issue, I might add, which is intrinsi
cally different from feeder airline and
even Amtrak subsidies which have been
voted by Congress. I believe the best
argument against a national subsidy is
the diversification of local systems, a
problem which is very poorly understood
even in the Department of Transporta
tion.

Even if I were for a national subsidy,
which I know is advocated by a number
of my colleagues in the sincere belief that
it will alleviate a difficult situation on
the local scene, I would be against the
committee's method of funding it.

Mr. President, the committee, despite
their denials, will be taking the money
out of existing funds for capital grants.
I must point out that of the $3.1 billion
authorized for capital grants approxi
mately $1 billion will have been utilized
through fiscal year 1972. This leaves ap
proximately $2.2 billion remaining to be
spent in fiscal years 1973, 1974, and 1975.
The President has requested that $1 bil
lion be appropriated for this purpose in
fiscal year 1973, leaving $1.2 billion for
the remaining 2 fiscal years. The thought
of taking any of these funds for fare
subsidy purposes when capital grant ap
plications are piling up and there are
insufficient funds available for those
grants astounds me.

Many Members of Congress do not like
it, but it is a fact of life that OMB
exercises a great deal of control over the
flow of appropriated funds. The com
mittee points out that money which Con
£Tess authorized under contract author
ity was not released by OMB. I am very
familiar with the problem. I joined many
other Senators in protesting the situa
tion.

Our protest was in vain. The additional
money was not released. I see no change
in the future. So, in reality, the money
for operating subsidies will be coming
out of the funds now available for capital
grants.

The pressure will be on the admin
istration to act swiftly on requests for
operating subsidies. An operating deficit
in a particular city may mean the transit
payroll is in trouble. That is quite differ
ent than a capital program which can be
postponed or stretched out. So, in prac
tical terms, even though the committee
would have otherwise, the operating sub
sidies will be competing directly with
existing funds, made available by OMB,
for capital grants. I believe in view of the
large numbers of applications for ex
tremely worthwhile capital grant pro
grams, particularly in view of the situa
tion cities such as Atlanta and Baltimore
will be facing, where a steady Federal
share of money \~il1 be necessary to
guarantee construction of their rapid
transit systems, it is very improper and
grossly unfair to the cities to handle the
operating subsidy matter without an
additional authorization. I would vote
against a separate authorization if
offered, but at least that would be a far
preferable way of handling this matter.
The committee says it will ask for a
separate authorization in reviewing con-

I

tract authOlity for fiscal years 1976 and
1977. If the committee thinks it is a
good idea for a separate authorization a
few years from now, it ought to come
forth with the proposal now so that
our great capital grant program is not
jeopardized.

I think the situation amounts to this:
Were the committee to suggest such a
new authorization, that authorization
would not pass both Houses of Congress.
The committee may believe therefore
that by getting the principle of a na
tional subsidy established with no addi
tional fund authorization, it will be able
to have both funds in a few years. Well,
Mr. President, either the capital grants
program will be ground to a halt or the
committee will be in here next year
asking for a separate authorization be
cause this is an unworkable bill.

When I testified before the committee
on January 31, I recommended that the
committee adopt a 90-10 Federal-local
funding ratio for the capital grant pro
gram. Happily the committee did so. As
I pointed out at that time, the cities
where operating deficits are the biggest
problem are also the cities \\ith the
largest capital programs. The change in
the formula can save these cities millions
of dollars a year.

While it is true that local operating
subsidies and local capital equipment
bonds are handled differently, the com
mittee could have devised a formula
which would have allowed the Federal
Government to return a portion of the
ant-third local share fund to the local
communities to be used for operating
purposes. The money returned could
have been the difference between the
present one-third local share and the
committee's suggested 10-percent local
share. The committee did not consider
such an approach and, in a move which I
regard as contradictory, increased the
Federal share of capital grant projects
while at the same time making money
for operating subsidies available out of
the same fund. There simply is not
enough money to do both under the pres
ent authorization. As bad off as most
cities and States are financially, I believe
local subsidies where necessary are far
preferable to the controlled mess this ac
tion will lead us into.

So, Mr. President, I believe the com
mittee action should be viewed for what
it is, namely, a means to get the national
fare subsidy foot in the door. The com
mittee will be back for a separate au
thorization later, and meanwhile the
committee may well foul up the plans of
countless communities which need capi
tal funds.

There is no other adequate way that
I can see. I have spent many hours in
studying this matter and I have had
experts spend many hours studying it to
see if a formula could be provided which
does not result in complete inequity to
many other areas.

For all these reasons, Mr. President,
I urge the adoption of my amendment to
strike this ill-advised section of the bill.

Mr. President, I would like now to
read into the RECORD a letter I received
yesterday from the Secretary of Trans
portation in this matter. I believe that

the words of the Secretary of Transpor
tation should be heeded.

I have noted the action t.aken by the Sub
committee of the Senate Banking. Housing
and Urban Affairs Committee to aIr-end 8-c
tlon 3 of the Urban Mass Transportation I.s
sistance Act of 1964 to Buthorize grants or
loans for mass transit operating expenses.

As you know. when we submitted our re
port to the Congress on "Feasibility of Feci
era1 Assistance for Urban Mass Transnorta
tion Operating Costs" in November 1971, we
stated that from our analyses it was diffic'.llt
to advocate with confidence that financial
assistance alone for operating costs wopld
meet the fundamental transit industry
problems of increasing costs and decreasing
ridership. We also indicated that any pro
gram of assistance for mass transit should
have as a primary objective previsions for
providing incentives to improve service and
operating efficiency. Many fundamental ques
tions beyond financial aid also should be
addressed-such as reguiatory changes, new
marketing techniques to improve ridership,
new uses of off-peak capacity and other steps
to induce commuters to leave their cars.
Many of these factors are, of course, a matter
of iocal responsibiolity.

In my opinion, the program proposed by
the Subcommittee would not accomplish
these essential objectives. Therefore, I would
have to oppose this proposal.

I would be most appreciative if you could
persuade the Senate to disapprove this par
ticular amendment.

Mr. President, there are two things in
that letter that I want to comment on.
The Secretary states:

. . . we stated that from our analyses it
was difficult to advocate with confidence that
financial assistance alone for operating costs
would meet the fundamental transit Industry
problems of Increasing costs and decreasing
ridership.

Mr. President, that is entirely true, be
cause the fundamental transit system
problems really deal with about 90 per
cent, although that may be high, but cer
tainly to a great degree with capital in
vestment problems. They deal with track
age, with operating procedures, and tech
niques of operation. They deal with new
cars, new trains, and everything else, in
cluding increasing the quality of the ride.

The Secretary then says that if we put
in an operating subsidy, all we do is
stimulate the conditon of continuing de
ficit or inefficient operation.

These two things appear to me to have
great merit and great weight.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, as the
manager's designee, I yield 4 minutes
on the amendment to the Senator from
Connecticut.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Connecticut is
recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I rise
to oppose the amendment of the Senator
from Colorado reluctantly, knowing of
his great interest in transportation, mass.
and otherwise, over the years. Just to re
fresh our minds, I would like to refer to
the very letter that the Senator from
Colorado read a moment ago where
Secretary Volpe said:

We stated that from our a.nalyses it was
di1llcult to advocate with confidence that
financial assistance alone for opertaing costs
would meet the fundamental transit industry



6548 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -SENATE March 2, 1972
problems of Increasing costs and decreasing
ridership.

Mr. President, that is the whole argu
ment of the amendment of the Senator
from New York. Admittedly, financial
assistance for operating costs is not the
answer to our transportation problems
today, just as the Secretary stated in his
letter. However, unless the committee bill
and the amendment of the Senator from
New York passes, then, we have no way
to get rid of operating deficits.

What is required is new ideas along
'With new money. At best, what the
amendment of the Senator from New
York would do is buy time.

The Senator from Colorado indicated
his authorship and support of the por
tion of the bill that allocates a 90-10
funding for mass transit projects. I com
mend him on that. I commend the com
mittee for including it in the bill. But
there is the explanation for our National
mass transit deficiency.

For years a Governor or a local official
could get 90-10 funding for a highwaY
project, while he could get only one
third-two-thirds funding for mass transit
projects. Obviously, everyone used the
program which involved as little State
and local money as possible. Everyone
opted for highways, whether or not the
solution called for was a mass transit
solution.

The net result has been that we have
all the highways in the world but no
mass transit facilities. That is the reason
we come before Congress, as we have
Congresses before and shall in Con
gresses after, with a desperate plea to
make the necessary financial commit
ment to create a transportation system,
a balanced transportation system, a sys
tem that works.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The time of the Senator has ex
pired.

Mr. TOWER. I yield the Senator 2 ad
ditional minutes.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I re
peat, because I think the two go hand in
hand, that the present formula for the
financing of Amtrak is unacceptable to
this Senator for the very same reason
I am criticizing the amendment of the
Senator from Colorado.

The way Amtrak is set up at the pres
ent time all we are doing is covering
operating deficits.

Even the bonding authority which was
to be devoted for capital improvements
is going to operating subsidies.

Now I will not support unlimited sub
sidies that involve operating deficits for
if we are to get out of the cycle we are
in, the only way I know to do so is with
new equipment and new methods. Given
that infusion there would be no neces
sity to come back to Congress for the
money encompassed in the amendment
of the Senator from New York. But we
have been cut short for so many years
we need limited assistance until the capi
tal improvement programs can take
hold.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I appreci
ate very much the courtesy extended to
me. I am hosting a luncheon in a few

minutes and I will be as brief as pos
sible.

Mr. President, I rise to oppose the
amendment of the Senator from Colo
rado. I applaud everything he is doing
to have fiscal responsibility. I trust we
will have an opportunity to vote very
shortly on an absolute ceiling on Fed
eral expenditures, so that if we add funds
any place in the budget beyond the budg
et request of the administration we will
have to take it from some other place.
But I feel strongly that urban mass
transit is not the place from which to
take it.

I feel the long-range solution that is
best is to have a transportation trust
fund. It is ridiculous to have an unused
surplus of $2.5 billion in the highway
trust fund when we are starving for mon
ey in the mass transit area. I think the
highway user would very well better be
served by having more money put into
mass transit to keep the highways clear
so he can be able to navigate on the
roads.

I am pleased that my friend and busi
ness colleague, Henry Ford, saw fit, even
though he is in the automobile industry,
to take a position moving away from the
highway trust fund and having a broad
overall policy on the matter of trans
portation.

I am pleased that the distinguished
president of the UAW, Mr. Leonard
Woodcock, earlier this week while testi
fying before the Joint Economic Com
mittee and in replying to a question
which I put to him said that he and his
union support a heavier emphasis on
transportation systems for all types of
transportation, and not just the automo
tive; and they support a transportation
trust fund.

Mr. President, chapter VI of the bill
before us today, which amends the Ur
ban Mass Transportation Act of 1964,
represents a major step forward in im
proving mass transportation systems in
this country and comes closer to a bal
ance between mass transportation sys
tems and alternative modes of trans
portation.

This legislation today will help to cor
rect the great imbalance in the alloca
tion of our resources to various modes
of transportation. In the postwar years,
the Federal Government has spent near
ly $80 billion for domestic transportation.
Almost three-quarters of these funds
have gone for highways; 16 percent has
gone for aviation; about 8 percent has
been expended on waterways, and the re
mainder-about 1 percent--has gone for
urban mass transit or high-speed ground
transportation.

For years Congress has pumped billions
of dollars into highway construction
while starving our mass transit systems.
The result was predictable-decline of
mass transit, clogged roads, and in
creased air pollution.

As Mr. Leonard Woodcock reminded
me the other day, we are not just talking
about mass transit with the large urban
areas, although we desperately need that;
we are talking about mass transit for the
smaller communities in my State. The
cities of Rockford, Joliet, and Peoria
have had failing bus systems. What hap-

pens when a bus system fails? We all
know the result. For the elderly it means
total isolation in the home because they
cannot afford to own private cars or to
take taxicabs. This is intolerable.

Paid passenger fares have declined
from 1.1 billion in 1947 to under 400 mil
lion. Mass transportation continues to
decline in quality and service. Passengers
continue to desert the systems. The air
grows more foul. Lower income persons
are being forced to dig deeper into lean
budgets for higher fares they can ill af
ford. Means must be found to help reverse
the trend away from the decay of mass
transportation systems.

The problems of mass transit have be
come a national problem. More and more
municipalities are running transit sys
tems at a deficit. Deficits are currently
running at $360 million a year. There is
an increasing pattern of rising fares, in
creasing operating expenses, declining
ridership.

In the future we should move toward
the creation of an overall transportation
trust fund to fund all modes of transpor
tation on a balanced basis. However, at
the moment emergency help is required
by mass transportation systems.

Chapter VI of this bill does provide
that help.

It amends section 3 of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 by authoriz
ing assistance to defray operating ex
penses of mass transportation systems to
prevent reduction of essential transpor
tation services in the Nation's urban
centers.

Under terms of this bill, grants or loans
would be provided in order to assist any
mass transportation system which main
tains transportation service in an urban
area to pay operating expenses incurred
as a result of providing such services. In
clUded within the terms of such assist
ance are grants to State and local public
bodies for debt servicing for mass transit
investments.

For the first time, grants and loans
would be allowed for operating expenses
and debt servicing as well as capital costs.
This section is not intended to reduce the
funds available for capital grants but to
complement them.

Such funds under this section would
not be automatic, but would have to be
based on a determination of the Secre
tary of the Department of Transporta
tion that:

First, the services provided by the sys
tem involved are essential; and

Second, the applicant public body has
submitted a plan for improving trans
portation service and placing operations
on a sound financial basis.

Grants or loans under this bill would
be provided on a two-thirds to one-third
basis. State or local sources must put up
one-third of the total. There must be at
least one-third local contribution.

Another section of the bill would re
vise the Federal share of mass transit
project from two-thirds to 90 percent of
net project cost for capital assistance.
Placing the Federal share for mass tran
sit capital assistance at 90 percent means
that mass transit is placed on a par with
highway investments by the Federal gov
ernment. This is essential if transit in-
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vestment is to become an attractive al
ternative to highway programs, which
have long been funded on a 90 to 10 basis
for interstate construction. This will help
equalize funding of transit and highway
projects.

These provisions are especially wel
come to me as they represent in large
part legislation I have introduced in the
91st and 92d Congresses.

In 1970 I introduced S. 3499 to provide
emergency financial assistance for urban
mass transit systems. This was included
as part of the Housing Act of 1970, but
was deleted in conference with the House.

I introduced this provision again in
the 92d Congress as S. 870 and later in
modified form as part of S. 1343 and am
just delighted to see emergency financial
assistance as provided for in those bills
included as part of chapter VI in the
bill before us today.

Also in early 1971, I introduced S.
1341 to raise the Federal share of mass
transit grants to 90 percent from the
current level of two-thirds. I am de
lighted also that the bill today raises
the Federal share of mass transit grants
to 90 percent. This is essential if mass
transit investment is to be put on a par
with highway programs.

Mr. President, I think we still have a
long way to go. Our ultimate goal should
be to create a unified overall transporta
tion trust fund for funding all modes of
transportation on a balanced basis and
allowing states and communities to plan
their transportation programs in a com
prehensive fashion. I plan to testify on
March 16 before the Senate Commerce
on my bill S. 1344 to create a National
Transportation Trust Fund.

However, prior to the creation of such
a trust fund, we must do all we can to
improve and finance better mass trans
portation systems throughout our coun
try.

The bill before us today goes a long
way toward meeting the needs of mass
transit systems throughout our country
and I sincerely hope it is enacted into
law in the very near future.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes on the amendment of the Sen
ator from New Jersey.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from New Jersey Is
recognized.

Mr. ALLOTI'. Mr. President, would
the Senator yield to me for the pur
pose of asking for the yeas and nays?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield.
Mr. ALLOTI'. I ask for the yeas and

nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the time con
sumed for the request not be subtracted
from our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SPONG). Without objection, it is so or
dered.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, our
Nation's mass transportation systems-
both bus and rail, in communities of all
sizes throughout the country-are in a
state of crisis.

More and more commuter lines are
OR the verge of bankruptcy.

Systems in cities of all sizes are stag
gering under ever-increasing deficits and
must either raise their fares or curtail
services.

From Florida to California, from Mas
sachusetts to Texas, in Tennessee, Ohio,
Michigan, Maine, and in my home State
of New Jersey-in fact in a majority of
States in the Union-operating deficits
have become a serious handicap to pro
viding viable mass transportation.

During the 10 short years from 1961
to 1971, the number of municipalities
which were forced to initiate local pro
grams of operating assistance to transit
systems increased by nearly 400 percent.

Deficits are currently running at the
rate of $360 million a year.

These deficits are not a big city phe
nomena.

For example, systems in Biloxi, Miss.,
Waterloo, Iowa, Altoona, Pa., and Man
chester, N.H., are now operating in the
red and are being subsidized cut of local
funds.

Mr. President, so that all members of
this body may know the full extent of this
problem, I ask unanimous consent that a
chart listing the cities no-,v subsidizing
their transit systems be inclUded in the
RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks.

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

(see exhibit U
Mr. WILLIAMS. Today's situation is

grave and is getting worse.
At our committee hearings held 3 short

weeks ago, the National League of Cities
U.S. Conference of Mayors testified on
the future of urban mass transportation.

Patrick Healy, the League's executive
vice president, drawing on the extensive
research and documentation which his
organization has in the past developed
for the Department of Transportation,
described the prospects as follows:

At present rates, all vestiges of private en
terprise will disappear, thus greatly increas
ing the pUblic cost due to takeovers and de
pleting the funds of the capital grants
program. Costs, fares, and deficits wlll con
tinue to rise, and, as the pattern goes, rider
ship and services wUl continue to shrink.

The 108 systems which are at present sub
sidized-in 1965 the figure was 27-wlll al
most certainly increase to the point where
every large city transit system wlll be pub
licly owned and heavily subsidized.

The committee also heard compelling
testimony on the impact of transit's
financial decline at the grassroots level.

The vice president of the Birmingham
Transit Corp. which operates local and
suburban transit systems in a score of
metropolitan areas around the country,
made this sobering report:

During 1969, we were compelled to discon
tinue, after 28 years of successful transit
operation. service in Cape Girardeau. Mis
souri; after 15 years. Paducah, Kentucky;
and after 19 years, transit service In Pen
sacola and Escambia County, Florida.

More recently. we have been forced by sub
stantiallosses to discontinue local operations
in Port Arthur. Texas; Danville. Illinois; the
Hammond-East Chicago-Whiting, Indiana
area; GUlfport and BUoxi, Mississippi area;
and in Pontiac. Michigan.

We have notified Shreveport, LOUisiana,
and Hattiesburg, Mississippi, that we can-

not renew franchises which expire within
one year.

Birmingham, Alabama; Texarkana, Texas
and Arkansas; and LaSalle-Peru, Illinois,
have also been notified that local transit
service wlll soon have to be discontinued.

Mr. President, the experience of the
Birmingham Transit Corp. is not unique.

In Cincinnati, Ohio, the situation is
equally grave.

Mayor Luken told our committee that
if it were not for the temporary relief
provided by Price Commission regula
tions, Cincinnati bus riders would be
paying a fare higher than the current
50 cents.

As the mayor eloquently stated:
Ridership in Cincinnati has declined

severely because of the fares, at least in
large part because of the fares. Loss of
ridership has meant loss of revenues and
necessitated cutbacks in transit service.

At one time Cincinnati Transit Co. had
passengers of apprOXimately 132 mlllion,
back in the late 1940's per year. This year
it will be less than 20 mlllion. It got down
to about 21 million last year and the esti
mates are for a continuing decline of about
14 percent or so per year.

So the transit system Which covers the
Ohio part of the metropolitan area has in
fact been dying a slow death and there seems
to be precious little time left. One thing is
certain, and that is that the transit system
cannot continue to be operated from rev
enues derived from the farebox. This has
meant one round after another of fare in
creases and service cutbacks.

If immediate remedial action is not
taken, the eventual outcome in numerous
cities may well parallel the gloomy fore
cast made by an executive officials of the
Bi-State Transit System in St. Louis,
Mo.

Re informed the committee that--
The seriousness of the situation is indi

cated by the fact that our board of com
missioners has warned the community that
if outside financial assistance is not forth
coming by the end of the summer, our bus
system will grind to a halt.

Mr. President, the need for revitaliza
tion and expansion of our Nation's mass
transit systems as highlighted in such
examples and in hundreds of other cases
is persuasive and overwhelming.

S. 3248, the Housing and Urban Devel
opment Act of 1972, is designed to meet
that need.

It is designed to aid our States and
localities so that more and more mass
transit systems will not be forced to
raise fares to intolerable levels, to curtail
essential service, and to eventually grind
to a halt.

The bill is an explicit affirmation of
the President's state of the Union plea to
make mass transit the top transportation
priority and the great success story in
the 1970's that highway building was in
the 1950's and 1960's.

It recognizes that transportation is the
lifeblood of an urbanized society and
that a program of capital assistance can
not, by itself, alleviate the financial dis
tress of both the transit industry and the
increasing number of municipalities
which o\vn and operate transit systems.

The transit portion of S. 3248 is similar
to provisions which the Senate passed as
part of last year's Housing Act.
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Unfortunately, the House bill did not

contain a comparable measure and the
operating assistance provision was delet
ed from the final version of the act.

A substitute provision calling for the
Department of Transportation to conduct
a study of the feasibility of operating
assistance and to report back to the Con
gress within a year was inserted in place
of the initial operating assistance pro
gram.

In November 1971, the Department of
Transportation forwarded to the Con
gress its report on operating a.<>sistance.

The report contains extensive docu
mentation of the critical state of the
transit industry and detailed review of
State and local actions to aid transit op
erations.

But the report's conclusion-unbeliev
ably after 15 months of study--called for
still further study and consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 10
minutes yielded to the Senator have ex
pired.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, how
much time does the Senator need?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Three minutes.
Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield the Senator

3 minutes.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, since

the time that study was authorized the
transit situation has become more criti
cal and there is a greater need for de
finitive Federal action today than there
was even one short year ago.

Let me now sketch briefly how S. 3248
would alleviate the transit emergency.

It would amend section 3 of the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to pre
vent reduction of essential transporta
tion services by authorizing assistance to
defray operating expenses.

Grants, on a two-thirds Federal, one
third local matching basis, would be pro
vided to State or local public bodies in
order to assist any ma.<>s transportation
system maintaining service in an urban
area and to pay operating expenses in
curred as a result of providing this
service.

Included within the terms of such as-

sistance are grants for debt servicing for
mass transit investments.

As a prerequisite for obtaining a grant
for operating expenses, the States and lo
calities woUld have to determine which
systems in their jurisdiction were in need
of such aid and then submit to the Sec
retary of Transportation a comprehen
sive mass transportation program to im
prove such service and to place mass
transportation operations on a sound fi
nancial ba.<>is.

The bill's provisions are geared to ful
filling three prime objectives: mainte
nance of service to the public; stimula
tion of further ridership, especially in
the commuter peak-hour category; and
a.<>sistance to communities in meeting
their overall development aims.

Federal operating assistance will be
an immense and immediate benefit to
local communities.

It will give them the option to plan
and implement the mix of transporta
tion services most responsive to their
own needs and their own goals for or
derly community growth and develop
ment.

It will provide local governments with
the resources to determine their own
transportation policy.

And, it will bring a new measure of
flexibility and balance to the planning
and implementation of urban transpor
tation programs.

By authorizing assistance for operat
ing expenses we are not jeopardizing the
existing capital grant program.

We are merely supplementing capital
grants with provisions for operating as
sistance, thereby increasing the total
Federal support for mass transit.

And to turn. down the desperately
needed operating aid for mass transit on
the ill-founded grounds that it would
detract from the capital assistance pro
gram would be an insult to the intelli
gence of the American people.

Therefore. I joined with the senior
Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS) in
cosponsoring the amendment to S. 32'18
which authorized $400 million a year over

the next 2 years for the new operating
assistance program.

This is a realistic figure of actual needs
and is fully supported by the chart which
I had previously asked to have inserted
in the RECORD.

Mr. President, in the past the Federal
Government has not hesitated to aid in
the development of a variety of forms of
transportation.

From the construction of the trans
continental railroads-to the promotion
of the maritime and aviation indus
tries-and, most recently. to the near
completion of our system of Interstate
highways, a national interest has been
recognized and Federal dollars have been
provided.

Today there is a great national stake
in increasing and improving our public
transit systems.

The Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1972 reflects this stake and au
thorizes commitment of Federal re
sources to meet the NO.1 transportation
challenge of the 1970's.

The pasture we are in now is that the
committee proposal has been amended
by the suggestions of the Senator from
New York. which received overwhelming
support. I was glad, as the author of the
original proposal, to have sponsored the
improvement.

Now the amendment of the Senator
from Colorado would strike from the bill
the transit section relating to operating
expenses which was favorably reported
by our committee. It is as clear and pre
cise as that.

For all the reasons given by all the
speakers we have heard from and with
whom I associate, let me say that if we
are going to reverse the decline and fall
of transportation alternatives and not
adversely effect the millions of people
who use mass transit. we must keep our
present systems alive. We must then
turn them around and improve their
services. Above all we must not reduce
their services. If we do this, fares can be
stabilized and not increased at a self
defeating rate, as we see in so many
communities.

EXHIBIT I

TABLE 11I-3.-LOCAL TRANSIT OPERATING SUBSIDY PROGRAMS

Transit property
(by State)

Ownership

Public Private
Fleet
size

Operating deficit
(thousands)

1969 1970

Operator
receives
State as
sistance

Source of local assistance-----------------------------Year General Gas/elec-
began revenue tric rate Property tax Other

1962 X735 _

4,790 _

72 _
126 _

574

4,485

52
114

13
11

118

699

Oxnard Municipal Transit System X _
PaJo Alto (Peninsula Transit lines. X

Inc.).

Sacramento Transit Authority X

Oakland A. C. TransiL X

~l~:~~~ ~::::-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
~hoenixlransitcCorp------------------------ X 95 None $60 ---.______ 1970 X Private operator under city control;

~~~~;~i~ ~ _~~~~'_t__ ~~~: ::: :::::::::::: ::: ::::: :_~ ~~ ~~ ~:_:::::::::: ~~~~ __~ ::::::::::::::::: ::::::: guaranteed profit of $15.000.

Bat~~~field Municipal Transit Sys- X 21 90 94 X • _

Chula Vista (Aztec Bus lines) X None 80 1970 X Private operator under city contract;

Fresno TransiL X 44 291 363 1961 X subsidy is $50/day!bus.
Gardena Municipal Bus lines X 28 30 57 .__ 1969 X _
Long Beach Public Transportation Co_ X 135 56 306 1963 3.75¢/$100 Subsidy produces $400,OOO/year for

Los Angeles-Southern California X 1.482 2,972 5,103 1970 S ~peJat\ng a'6d caPi~1 cOits. I' d
Rapid Transit distlic\. -----------------------.---------- u196l wm~ov~~~~s~s~hr~~~~ mt

reliet from p[operty tax.
1960 29.l¢/$IOO Transit district has no ceiling on desig-

nated tax rate.
m~ -------------------- 5¢/$IOO______ . .

-------- --- Prrvate operator under contract to city;
per mile basis is used to calculate
subsidy.

Footnotes at end of table.
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Transit property
(by State)

Ownership

Public Private

Operating deficit Operalor Source of local assistance
(lhousands) receives ------------------------------

Fleet State as- Year General Gas/elec-
size 1969 i970 sistance began revenue tric rate Prnperty tax Other

Receives 50 percent of revenues from
fare box; city pays all costs except
driver wages and benefits.

:::::::::::::::::::::::: General revenue meets about $1,500,000;
remainder comes from deferring
payments to pension fund (as 01
June 30,1970 DSR owed $9,400,000
with additional $7,000,000 in fiscal
year 1971).

:::::::::::::::::::::::: Subsidy covers pari of wages and cost
of special route operation.

1966 X _
1965 X _
1967 X . •
1968 X _

1971 X _

1971 X 7-county property tax.

1971 Oeficit covered by Mississippi Coast
Transit Authority.

1969 • Oetailed in extt.
1970 • City guaranteed $.92 per mile up t.

$102,000; reimburses ~ of senior
citizen fares.

1969 X
1970 X

1969 X

1970 X _
1970 Reimburses ~ school fare.
1968 Reimburses for reduced school fares.

1971 Private operator under contract to city;
$2 head tax on employers and em·
ployees.

Private operator under contract; small
contribution from 4 surrounding
communities.

_______________ .. Private cperator under contract; guar·
anteed operating ratio of 94 8ercent;
maximum payment of $30,00 "1968 __ X _

1965 X _

1970 X City pays $1,000 month; owns garage
and leases for $l/year.1969 X _

1969 X __
1969 X City owns buses; private operator is

non-profit corporation.1967 X _

1963 10¢/100 _

1952 X
1966 X

1963 X

1970 X _
1965 . __
1970 X $250,000 earmarked property tax.
1970 .. _
1968 1/2t/$100 .

1968 X __
1970 X _
1945 X _

1958 X •••• .. .. _. _

1967 .. 10¢/$100 _
1911 X _. .... .. _ _
1970 X .. __ .. __ _ ..
1965 .. _._ . .. __ .. _ 5¢1$l00 _

1958 X .. __ .. .. _

1967 X __ • __
____________________________________________ ~ percent sales tax earmarked for

transit.

15 _

20 __

100 X
749 X

637 X
409 X
240 X

59 X
183 _

492 _
69 _

30 _

175 _

78 _
58 _

165 _

251 _

116 _
27 _

$180 _

46 .. _

None .. __

167 X
34 X
30 X

205 X
5,865 X

170 X
Unknown X
Unknown X
Unknown X

155 X

761
Unknown

91

Unknown .. _
15,374 _

162 .. ._.
162 __.. _.. _

23 .. .. _

15

30

19

16

87
725

666
200
200

41

159
46

524
40

150

130

135
26

None

None

None
None

32

280
606

None Unknown _

23
76

5,727
23

$100

41

441
16,906

25
157

16

9

26

28
30

49

52
12

46

22
10

31

12
349

91
55
60
10

78

635

25

211

15
20

494
52

1,983 31,325 51,659 X18 X

14
56

171

22
I,m

34

8

210
1,121

54
12

6

X
X

Muncie City Lines .._.. .. X

San Bernardino Municipal Transit X
System.

San Buena Ventura C"tizens Transit X
Lines.

San Diego . __ ._. .. X _
San Francisco Municipal Railway X _
San Jose City LineL .... _.. ...... __ X
Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit X

district.
Santa Rosa Municipal TransiL X

lowell. X
New Bedford-Union Street Railway _
Springfield Street Railway _

Michigan:
Ann Arbor Transportation Authority_ X
Detroit Street Railways • X

lafayelle Municipal Transit system__ ;Monroe__ .___ _ X
New Orleans Public X .. .. __

Maine: Portland-Union Street Railway__• X

Flint Transportation Authority X
Grand Rapids TransiL X
Kalamazoo-Metro TransiL .. X
Muskegon City TransiL X

Minnesota:
Duluth Transit Authority .. X
Twin City Area Metropolitan

Transit Commission .. X
Mississippi' (Biloxi-Gulfport)

Municipal Transit lines .. .. _.. __ X

Missouri:
(Columbia) Municipallines. X
Kansas City Area Transit Authority __ X

Massachusetts:Boston MBTA X _
Brockton·Union Street Railway • X

Cedar Rapids Regional Transit Corp., X
Inc.

Sioux City lines .. • X .. __
Waterloo-Cedar Falls Transit Co .. X

Kansas: Wichita Metropolitan Transit X
Authority.Kentucky , . .. _____ _ ... .. .. .. .. .... .. _

louisiana:
Baton Rouge Bus Co X 40 None 78 _.________ 1970 .. .. .. • SUbsidy from dedicated parking meter

revenues in excess of $300,000.50 .. 1965 X .. _
80 1961 X • . _

3,844 X Owned by pUbflic utilily.
52 1969 Reduced rent or city owned garage; no

taxes paid: 5 cents per school ride.

South Bend Public Transportation X
Terre Haute .. __ .. X

Iowa:
Burlington Transitlines X

Stockton Metropolitan Transit dis· X
trict.

Torrance Municirl Bus Lines X .. _
Vallejo Citizens ransit lines .. __ .. _ X

Colorado:
Denver Metro TransiL_ .. __ .. .... __ X

Pueblo Transportation Co X 22 120 106 _.. __ .. 1969 X
Connecticut:

Connecticut Railway Corp .. _ X 132 2 201 .. 1969 __ .. X .. .. _.... __
Delaware , .. . ._ ,, . _" .. .. .. .. _.. _
Florida:

(Tallahassee) Cities Transit,lnc .. __ X 19 39 50 X 1971 X ._._ __ _.. _
Georgia ' .... .. __ . _. .. .. .. .. .._. • .. _
Idaho '. .. . _.... • . ._ • • . .. _.. .. • . __ .. . ....
Illinois:

Champaign-Urbana City lines X 40 None
Chicago Transit Authority_. .... X 4,313 2,781
Greater Peoria Mass Transit Dis'ricL X ' _.. _ 61 Unknown
Rockford Transit Corp .. .. _ X 56 Unknown

In~far~~~field------------------------ X -.. --- .. - .. __ 129

Fort Wayne Public Transportation X 60 127
Greater lafayette Bus Co __ .... X 15 15
Michigan City Municipal Coach X 10 76

Service_

Springfield City Utilities X 66 311 395 X 1951 X __
Montana: Bus lines of Billings. X 3 12 12__________ 1970 X leased to private operator.
Nebraska '. • • . . . . ' .. _
Nevada 1 __ • • • •• .. • _. _

New Hampshire: Manchester Transit
Union Street Railway • X Unknown None 59 .. 1970 Subsidy through school contracts and

reimbursements.

Footnotes a.t end of ta.ble.
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EXHIBIT I-Continued

TABLE 111-3.-LOCAL TRANSIT OPERATING SUBSIOY PROGRAMS-Continued

Transit property
(by State)

Ownership

Public Private

Operating deficit Operator
(thousands) receives

Fleet ------- State as·
size 1969 1970 sistance

Source of local assistance

Year General Gas/elec·
began revenue tric rate Properly tax other

300 X 1968 X .•.. _._ ..•••.• __ ••• _••.•
120 X 1970 X ••.•.•_..•• _..•.•.••.•••

61,200 X _ _ _ •.. See Appendix.
119 __ •• _••••• __ •• _••• ••••• _._ X ••.•.. _.•.• __ •

8,188 X
423 X ----···-···jgij·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Program financed from State general

fund.
570 • __ •• _•••••••••••••••• __ • X .•.. _. ._._

15 •• _••••• _. 1969 X __ .. _._ ..

29 .___ 1969 X __ ._ _._. __ .._. __ ... _
518 X 1961 •• • ••••• ._._ •• Subsidy from loan of $3.5 m'lIion (bond

issue); $155,000 remaining.

204 •• __ • 1968 X
11 ._ •••_. 1971 X
74 . . __ . . __ X
92 X 1970 X

16 35 55 • __ •
25 100 100 ._. •
62 Unknown Unknown • __ ._ :::::::::::::::::::::::: City guarantees operating ratio of 92;

paying approximately $20,000 month.

:::::::::::::::::::::::: Surrounding communities contribute
based on number of route miles; ex
em pt from all city taxes except pay
roll taxes.

._. __ .• •• _•• _•• • State provides 2/3; local 1/3 from gen·
eral revenue.

• __ •••• __ ._ ••••••••• _._. Do.
•••••••••• _. __ ••••••• Do.
• __ •• __ • ._ ••••• State provides 2/3; local 1/3 from gen-

eral revenue; county also has senior
citizen reduced fare reimbursement.

••••••• _._ •••••• __ •••••• City subsidizes up to $1,600/month.

•••••••_._ •••••••• _••••• Akron pays 80 percent and 5 surround
ing communities pay residual based
on route mile formula.

••••••• _._ •••••••••• _••• City subsidizes up to $l,OOO/month
for 9 months, $l,600/month for 3
months.

•.. __ ••••• _••.• •••• State subsid\zes 75 percent of loss and
local match 25 percent is met from
general revenues.

1967 •• __ • ••••• X •• _••. _._ •.
1967 X
1970 X

1971 •• _•••••••••• _•••••••••••• _••_•••• 0.3 percent payroll tax; will produce
$700,000 1st year.

1969 _. __ ••••••• _•••• __ •••••••••••••••• 0.5 percent payroll tax; produced
$82,000,000 for 1970,

1966 • __ ••••••• _•• __ ._._. X....-. __ ... Limited to $1000,00 annually.

1967 X
1968 X

1971 ._ •••_•••••••••_•••• 1mil/$100••••

1970 X

1970 X

1970 X

1970 X

1971 __ •••••• __ ._ •• _•••. __ ._._ ••••••• __ Subsidy from 25¢ override in State
mortgage transfer tax.

1970 X
1970 X

1970 X

1970 X
1970 X

1966 X

1969 X

1967 X
1968 X

... -.. -- .. X

26 __ ••• ",._

593 _••••••••_

1 .. _....•••

149 ••• _••••••
65 ._ •• _••• __

167 _••••• •

500 __ .' __"_'

2,495 •• _•••••••

97 • ••• _.

75 X

220 X
124 X

7,865 X

$232 X

120 X
112 X

3,823 X

549 X
327 X

428 __ ••••••• _

500 X

176
3

70
None

210

100

55

150
70

6,080

46
33
18
67

20 Unknown

234

17

2,706 278
170 317

86 389

54 3

81 None
300 591

58
21

1,050

66 $185

36 109
37 None

2,508 1,003

214 304
100 None

58 377

250 370

31 225
46 None

9,728 97,228
44 80

3 None

60 51

10 34

155 115

60 119
45 60

Springfield Bus Lines••••• _•••••••••• __ •••••• X

(Toledo) Regional Transit Authority•• X
Oklahoma:

Central Oklahoma Transportation &
Parking Authority_ •••••_•••••••• X

Tulsa Transit Co••••••••••••••••••• X
Oregon:

(Eugene) Lane County Mass Transit
Districl..••••• • __ ••••• __ ••••• X

Portland·Tri County Metropolitan
District Authority__ • __ •• ._ •••• X

Salem Transil.. •••• _••••• •••••• X
Pennsylvania:

Altoona and Logan Twp. Bus X
Authority.

Erie Metropolitan Authority._ ••••• __ X
New Castle Transit Authority. _._ ••• X
Pittsburgh·Port Authority of Alle- X

gheny County.

SEPTA._._ •••• •• _•••. •••• X
Rhode Island: Rhode Island Transit X

Authority.
South Carolina:(Columbia)S. Carolina ••••••••_. X

Electric and Gas Co.
South Dakota: Sioux Transit, Inc_ •••• __ ••••••••• X
Tennessee:

Chattanooga·Southern Coach Lines._._ •••••••• X
Memphis Transit Authority _•• ••• X

Texas:
Abilene Transi!._ ••••••• __ ••••• _•• X
Amarillo BusCo••• •••.. __ ._ X
Austin Transit•••• •••• _••••• __ ._._ ••••• X

(Corpus Christi) City Transit System. X
lubbock TransitCorp•• _•• __ ._. __ •• X
San Angelo Transit System ••• _••••• X

Utah: Salt lake City·Utah Transi!.. _'_ X

Clilton·Community Bus Lines •••••••••••••• _ X
Coast City Coaches••.• __ •••• _•• _•••• _._ ••••• X
Newark-Public Service Coordinated

Transporl. •• • • •••••••••••• X
Paterson·1 nter City Transportation

Co • ••••• _. • ._._. X
Trenlon·Mercer·Metro•• _. ••• _ X

New Mexico: Albuquerque Transit
System_ •••••• _•• ••••••••• __ •• X

New York:
(Albany) Capital Area Transportation_ X

(Binghamton) Broome County
Transil..._._. __ •• •• _•• __ • X

Utica Transil..•••••• ._ •• _••••• X
Metropolitan Transit Authority and

subsidiaries • •••• _ X _•• _••••••
North Carolina: Duke Power Co••• _•• __ ••••••••• X
North Dakota: Holiday Transportation

(Fargo)_._•••• _••• _••••• , ••••_•••••••••_. __ • X
Ohio:

Akron Metropolitan Regional Transit
Authority __ ••••••• __ •••••••••••• X

New Jersey:
Atlanlic City Transportation Co_••••••• __ ••• _•• X

1969 X .. .. Temporary subsidy only.
1951 • X • . _

3,988 X
565 X

2,547
49166

1968 X . State authorized "transit ',ax,"
• • _. • • • Private operator under contract; "tran-

sit tax,"
Tacoma Transil. •• • • X . . 110 824 919 X . .. . ._. ._. __ "Transit tax".

West Virginia ' ... __ • •.• • __ •. • • • •• • • • •
Wisconsin:

(Appleton) Fox River Bus Lines • • X 41 13 Unknown _
(Green Bay, Wisconsin) Public Serv- X 18 169 200 • _

ice Corp.
(Kenosha) Pathfinder City Transi!.. X 27 Unknown 1969 • ._. City parking commission subsidizes at

$2,500/month rate,
Madison Bus Co... · • X . 86 252 400 • 1970 X .. __ . • ..
Oshkosh City Transit Lines_ •• X 25 6 12 1970 X _.. . • limit to $12,OOO/year.

Wyoming ' • • • • .. __ •• • __ • • __ .. • • .. • _... .. ". • • _. __ •

Vermont '. __ • • ••• __ • __ ' __ • • • • ._._ ••• _. .' ._. _. • ._ •• _. • • • __ •• __ • _•• __ __ •
Virginia ' • __ • • __ •• __ • ._. __ •• .•. _. • • ._. •• _. __ .. _. __ ._. ._ _
Washington:

Seattle Transit System. X
Spokane Transil.. X

, Indicates absence of any State or local assistance. Assisl Urban Mass Transit, unpublished working paper prepared for Department of Transporta·

Source: National league of Cities/U.S. Conference of Mayors, Profiles of Existing Programs to tion (June 1971).
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Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, does

the Senator from Ohio seek time?
Mr. TAFT. I would like about 3 min

utes.
Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield 3 minutes to

the Senator from Ohio.
Mr. TAFT. I thank the chairman.
I wish at this time to subscribe to the

statement of the Senator from Connecti
cut on this subject. I think he hit the
nail right on the head, because it is basi
cally an emergency situation, and one
in which we need to do a far more com
prehensive job than merely opening up
the capital funds we have made avail
able, or at least authorized, for mass
transit to use for operating services.

In my individual views which appear
in the committee report, I stated, in
part:

It is ludicrous and deceptive to address the
situation by making money for operating
subsidies available from a fund which is not
nearly sufficient to fulfill its original pur
pose. The capital grant fund consists of 3.1
billion dollars. There iR a backlog of capital
grant applications which totals over 4 billion
dollars. The Committee's action sets the
precedent for Federal SUbsidization of mass
transit operating costs, but fails to provide
any additional money for this purpose. The
money to sUbsidize operating costs wll1 have
to be diverted from the fund-starved capital
grant program. Such a measure can provide
little relief.

Then I went on to say:
It should not be allowed to turn our atten

tion from leglsJation such as Transportation
Revenue Sharing, which would seek a last
ing solution for the mass transportation
problem In the conteJrt of our efforts to de
velop a national transportation system.

I feel that the amendment of the Sen
ator from New York, authorizing separate
funding of up to $800 million for operat
ing grants at this time, or operating
loans-and there probably will be more
loans than grants--is a temporary ex
pedience in order to keep some of these
companies operating at all at the im
mediate moment, to give us time to move
on the revenue-sharing approach to
ward the mass transportation problem,
and to give us time to work out new al
ternatives and at the same time proceed
with new research the Senator from Con
necticut has talked about to provide more
viable and effective means of solving
this problem.

I do not relish the prospect of going
into large operating subsidies provided
companies which are already clearly go
ing down in their revenues and rider
ship and do not seem to have any solu
tion for the problem. Putting this bait
out ahead of them, however, with a pos
sible operating fund subsidy, based on
which they would come before the De
partment of Housing and Urban Devel
opment and say, "What our,people would
like to do is this or that," or, "We need
this money in order to get time to put
our new plan into operation," seems to
me to make great sense.

Therefore, I support the Javits amend
ment and oppose the amendment which
would strike this provision from the bill.
I thank the Senator for yielding.

I thank the chairman for yielding.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time? I

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I yield

3 minutes to the Senator from Connecti
cut.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I com
mend the Senator from Ohio for his
analysis of the situation. I should like
to sum it up this way to my colleagues:

In a nation where we are bumper to
bumper, where we get hung up over air
ports, where we are enveloped by pollU
tion that comes from automobiles, it is
amazing to me that we can get all
steamed up over the SST, the ICBM's,
Vietnam, and Earth Day, and yet, curi
ously, we take all of the aforementioned
again and again and again.

I wondered why, and I came to the con
clusion that it is because as far as trans
portation in the United States is con
cerned, it has been a creeping rather
than an instantaneous catastrophe.

I say to my colleagues that we are not
talking about a problem just of the Sen
ators from New Jersey, New York, Con
necticut, and minois. We are talking
about any city that has lost a piece of its
park because an express highway is go
ing through the middle of town. And that
is children.

We are talking about elderly people
dying of respiratory diseases because the
air is all gunked up. We are talking about
our children and our friends who sud
denly become statistics when they join
the nearly 55,000 fatalities on our high
ways each year. We are talking about
the couple who used to own the comer
drugstore, newsstand, or candy store be
fore it was tom down to make room for
another expressway. And we are talking
about you and me, every time we get
into one of these traffic jams and cannot
move, whether from the Maryland sub
urbs into Washington or from Connecti
cut into New York.

We are talking about Colorado and
the other beautiful open spaces of this
country which still have their beauty.
And we are talking, if we vote this pro
gram, of no more deficits, but rather of
a transportation system that would be
self-sustaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired.

Mr. WEICKER. I ask for 1 more min
ute.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield the Senator an
additional minute.

Mr. WEICKER. We are speaking of be
ing able to supply decent, balanced
transportation to those areas that are
now crowded; of making sure that the
open spaces of the United States do not
fall into the same difficulties of urban
America; and of making sure that,
whether it is from an environmental
point of view, a safety point of view, a
travel point of view, or a health point of
view, we will have a system that is com
patible with the best interest of the
travelers of this country. And that is all
of us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I first
want to make it very clear that I sup
pOrt our mass transit program. I was a
coauthor, together with the distinguished
Senator from New Jersey, (Mr. WIL
LIAMS) of the Mass Transportation Act
of 1970.

I still, however, have serious reserva
tions about our plunging into operating
subsidies at this time. I do not believe
that sufficient guidelines have been spec
ified, either in the basic :Jill or in the
Javits amendment, to the extent that we
are protected against subsidizing inef
ficient management. I am afraid in many
instances that that is what we are going
to be doing, subsidizing inefficient man
agement, which raises the question of
what kind of Federal ccntrols on local
transit systems will be necessary to in
sure that these funds are not wasted
through inefficiency.

I think we would be very well advised
to wait until the revenue-sharing pro
posals of the administration have gone
through the committee process, until we
have held hearings on them and had
deliberations on them, and then try to
come up with a solution.

I do not say I am opposed to operating
subsidies. I do say I am opposed to plung
ing into operating subsidies without ade
quate guidelines and without adequate
assurance of efficient management.

At this time, therefore, I shall sup
port the amendment of the Senator from
Colorado.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, may I
have 3 minutes on the bill?

Mr. TOWER. The Senator may have 3
minutes on the amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, we have
been discussing a provision in the bill
which the amendment of the Senator
from Colorado would, in effect, seek to
strike, relating to the authorization of
funds for operating subsidies. I shall not
reargue what we have argued; but the
main point, Mr. President, is that this is
not just another subsidizing program. We
have subsidized many things which in
volve much less. This is a program in
volving the interests of 70 percent of the
people of this country. It is a program
to keep mass transit going. With the ad
ditional capital investment which is being
put into it and because of modern tech
nology, it will again reattract the riders
that it has lost, so that it can become
self-sustaining.

Right now, before we can get to that
stage, we are simply going to have to shut
down the systems, or further break the
financial backs of municipalities with
their backs already broken by other
causes, which will be put in the position
of having to carry the systems.

The problem is that the number of
riders, in spite of the population increase
and the growth of the cities, has shrunk
in two decades, from about 16 or 17 bil
lion per year to as little as 7.3 billion
per year, and that many municipalities
have had to take over their systems; 108
systems are currently being subsidized
municipally. They simply cannot do it;
and to wait for revenue sharing-that is,
a special revenue sharing which will ap
ply to this kind of expenditure-would
mean that most of them will be dead by
then, or wind up with an even greater
strain upon the body politic, with the
attendant inconvenience and accidents
on the roads, and so on, and the further
cost to the Federal Government, which is
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absolutely committed to the highway
program, where we are dealing with
infinitely greater sums.

For all those reasons, Mr. President,
the amendment of the Senator from
Colorado would be regressive, and would
be deeply and seriously adverse to the in
terests of over 70 percent of the popula
tion of this country which is in the cities.

The administration so far gives us
nothing but delay, and the committee it
self, I repeat again, rejected delay and
said, in its report, that the problem sim
ply cannot and will not wait:

The committee rejected the administra
tion's suggestion for further study.

This is the time. This is when it can
do some good, when it can still save the
system. For the very same reason that
the Senate has put in a provision au
thorizing subsidies, it should now reject
completely the ABott amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Much of what has been said on the
floor today I can agree with wholeheart
edly. When we talk about loading down
our highways with more assistance, there
is no argument about that. There is no
argument about the deaths on the high
ways. But those arguments are wholly
aside from what we are talking about
here.

What we are talking about is this: By
this act and by the amendment which I
first offered, we have increased the capi
tal contribution of the Federal Govern
ment from 50 percent or 66% percent,
depending upon the state of planning, to
90 percent. This, for the first time, puts
the cities of this country, the urban
areas, upon a basis where they can say
that they are getting essentiallY the
treatment that the highways in this
country are receiving.

What is the effect of that? If this is
done, then we are freeing hundreds of
millions of dollars of local funds which
the cities can then use for operating ex
penses, or SUbsidies, if we wish to call it
that.

This is the real gist of the matter. This
is the real argument here, when we get
away from the emotionalism that tends
to surround the issue. It is not solely, I
must say, a question of capital invest
ment. Secretary Volpe very carefully
pointed that out in his letter which I
put in the RECORD earlier.

For example, in 1970, the deficit in the
Boston Transit System was $51 million.
In 1971, although they had invested sev
eral hundred million dollars in transit
investments, the deficit immediatelY
jumped up to $70 million.

Mr. President, the argument has been
made here that we just have to do this
at this time. I do not for one minute be
lieve that if the amendment of the Sena
tor from New York which was adopted
earlier, with a handful of Senators on
the floor, is passed today and my amend
ment is rejected, we have seen the end
of this. While his amendment does have
a definite conclusion-there is no ques
tion about that--of two years, $400 mil
lion a year, I have no doubt that he or
others will bfl back in 2 years, asking

for money for the same kind of operating
subsidy.

This afternoon, we will have before us
a bill to raise the debt limit, and this
also has been discussed this morning.
An overall expenditure limitation will be
offered to that bill. We have learned that
this is not a total method of controlling
expenditures of the Federal Govern
ment. But let everyone in the senate
understand that if that is passed, and I
am sure it will be passed this afternoon
the debt limit and the limitation on
governmental expenditures-and the
$800 million stays in the bill, just as
sure as we are on the floor this morn
ing, Senators will have to do some hard
soul searching to decide from where they
are going to cut the $800 million-from
education, from the National Institutes
of Health, from the National Science
Foundation, from research programs
going on in their States, from many other
worthy social causes. So it is not free.

It is not a question of this against
highways. I agree completely with
everything that has been said here about
highways, and in this respect, at least,
the Senator from Connecticut and I look
at it alike.

Finally, I invite the attention of the
Senate to this: What we do by this is
to subsidize the worst systems, the worst
management, the worst operation, the
worst overloading of personnel-every
thing that is bad about the operation of
any system. For example, I think the
figures in the hearings show that the
cities of Philadelphia, Boston, Newark,
Detroit, Pittsburgh, and San Francisco
constitute at least two-thirds of the
deficit which the Senator from New
York spoke of this morning. I hope the
other Senators will consider how much
of a chance they are going to have to
get some money out of these operating
subsidies when these five big cities take
two-thirds. With the figures that ac
crued last year as to deficits, which I do
not have at this time, I fully believe that
80 percent of the deficits of these operat
ing systems will come from these five
cities.

So there is no point in any Senator be
lieving that his State is going to be taken
care of out of this sum, when so much
of it will have to go to these few places.

Mr. President, if no other Senator
wishes to speak, I am willing to yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. JAVITS. I should like 2 minutes
to answer the arguments of the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. TOWER. Only 1 minute remains
on the amendment. I will also yield 1
minute on the bill.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the Sena
tor made two points.

First, he says we are making it 90-10
instead of the previous provision. But
90-10 out of what? There are $4.1 billion
in applications and $600 million in re
sources in these capital funds. The Presi
dent is hanging onto $300 million of the
$900 million that would be available, so
there is only $600 million. So it is out of
what? Ninety percent 0;' nothing is still
nothing, and that is what these operat
ing subsidies are going to get if this
amendment is adopted.

Seconj, the Senator says we are go-
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ing to subsidize six badly run systems.
Mr. President, one cannot have it both
ways. One cannot say there are no guide
lines. Senator WEICKER, Senator WIL
LIAMS, and I say that the Secretary should
be given the flexibility to use this carrot
to make the systems more efficient and to
squeeze out the water. The Senator does
not have the confidence in the Secretary
of Transportation that he would be able
to administer this wisely, yet he wants
us to take his word for the fact that he
does not need it. One cannot have it
both ways.

I believe that we have made far the
better case and that the Senate ought to
go with us.

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield myself such time
as I may require.

Mr. President, the Senator talks about
the withholding of funds by the Presi
dent, which has been done since the year
I, almost. The Senator faces exactly the
same problem with respect to funds he
has placed in the bill for operating sub
sidies.

Also, in his enthusiasm, he is compar
ing apples and oranges. It is true that
there are $4 billion worth of applications
but those are spread over more than 1
year and for expenditure in more than
1 year, and $600 million is for 1 year
only.

Therefore, Mr. President, I think we
have made a good case. I do not yield
to anyone in my interest and in my full
belief that we in America have to face
up to the question of rapid transit. But,
subsidizing the most inefficient operat
ing systems in this country is not going
to solve the problem. If the bill remains
as it is, without the adoption of the pend
ing amendment, that is exactly what we
will be doing.

OPERATING SUPPORT NECESSARY TO FUTURE
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, we
in Congress know that public transit
companies throughout the country are
on the edge of bankruptcy. Transit serv
ices in most metropolitan areas are los
ing several millions of dollars a year.
Others raise fares or cut back services in
order to stay in the black.

Although we view with some reserva
tion a program that involves the Federal
Government in the support of operating
expenses for public transportation sys
tems, there would appear no other feasi
ble alternative which would insure that
public transportation survives in many
of the cities of our Nation.

For this reason I support the provi
sion in the committee bill as now
amended.

Public mass transit systems in Mis
souri's two largest metropolitan areas,
St. Louis and Kansas City, have experi
enced the financial problems which face
so many of our transit Systems today.

As an example, in St. Louis, where the
Bi-State Trallsit Svstem operates pub
lic transportation, t.-ansit officials have
projected an operating deficit of $2.5
million for the current fiscal year which
ended in February; and they predict it
could climb even higher because of a
steady decline in revenues.

Although faced with an increased defi
cit, plus the threat of bankruptcy, it is
reported that Bi-State has decided not
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So Mr. ALLOTT'S amendment (No. 977)
was rejected.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was rejected.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, in
working on this new housing legislation
the Housing and Urban Affairs Subcom
mittee agreed to establish a minimum
rent for all Government subsidized units.
This minimum rent was to be the cost of
utilities that were attributable to each
unit. I did not oppose this matter in com
mittee, but after the bill was reported, I
learned from HUD personnel in Minne
sota, and I think this is also true in many
other States, that this could be a real
hardship on some of the tenants in pub
lic housing.

In the northern part of Minnesota I
was told that the utility costs for each
unit can average between $40 and $65
a month on an annual basis. I believe
that when the members of the subcom
mittee agreed to this provision, we were
not fully aware of the possibilities of such
a wide variation of utility costs.

Mr. President, to correct this situation
I offer this amendment that would give
the Secretary of Housing and Urban De
velopment the authority to adjust the
minimum in rent in hardship cases and
if he desires to make adj ustments based
on a regional basis. This would allow for
an equitable system through the United
States and would not unduly burden
tenants residing in the northern tier of
States where utility costs can be very
high.

I understand that our staffs have been
discussing this matter and that it may be
acceptable to the distinguished ranking
minority member of the committee and
the manager of the bill as well, although
I do not know what the situation is. I do
understand that the Department of HUD
does not oppose the amendment.

Mr. SPARKl\1AN. Mr. President, I was
going to say that the amendment seems
to me to be significant. I have mentioned
it to the Senator from Texas. As far as
I am concerned, I am willing to accept
the amendment.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, as far as

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk which is now
in the hands of the distinguished man
ager of the bill, the Senator from Ala
bama (Mr. SPARKMAN), and ask unani
mous consent that its reading be dis
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GAM
BRELL). Without objection, it is so or
dered; and the amendment will be
printed in the RECORD.

The amendment reads as follows:
On page 45. line 21, beginning with "in

come," strike out all through the period in
line 24 and insert the following: "income. In
no case shall such rental payment be reduced
below an amount equal to utility costs at
tributable to the unit occupied by the ten
ant, unless the Secretary determines that the
application of this requirement in any area
would result in undue hardship because of
unusually high utlllty costs prevalllng sea
sonally or otherwise in such area."

On page 97, strike out lines 16 and 17. and
insert the following: "tary. In no case shall
the rental for any dwelling unit be less than
an amount equal to the utlllty costs attrib
utable to the dwelling unit, unless the Sec
retary determines that the application of
this requirement in any area would result in
undue hardship because of unusually high
utlllty costs prevalllng seasonally or other
wise in such a.rea."

Jordan. Idaho
MllIer
Montoya
Proxmlre
Stennis
Thurmond
Tower
Young

Percy
Randolph
Roth
Saxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Taft
Talmadge
Tunney
Weicker
Williams

Griffin
Hollings
Hughes
Javits
Jordan, N.C.
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Moss
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell

NOT VOTING-21
Hart McClellan
Hartke McGee
Hatfield McGovern
Humphrey Mundt
Inouye Muskie
Jackson Ribicoff
Kennedy Stafford

Baker
Church
Cook
Fulbright
Goldwater
Hansen
Harris

Aiken
Allen
Bayh
Beall
Bennett
Bentsen
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd. W. Va.
Case
Chiles
Cooper
Cranston
Eagleton
Fona

Ga~brell
Gravel

Allott
Anderson
Bellmon
Bible
Brock
Buckley
Byrd, Va.
Cannon
Cotton

CHURCH), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FuLBRIGHT), the Senator from Okla
homa (Mr. HARRIS), the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. HART), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY), the Sena
tor from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) , the Sena
tor from Washington (Mr. JACKSON), the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN
NEDY) , the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
MCCLELLAN), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. McGEE), the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN), and the Sena
tor from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) are neces
sarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF), is absent
because of illness in family.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Washing
ton (Mr. JACKSON), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN),
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
RIBICQF'F) would each vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOK), the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER),
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. HAN
SEN), the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HATFIELD), and the Senator from Ver
mont (Mr. STAFFORD) are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNPT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
BAKER) is absent on official business.

The result was announced-yeas 26,
nays 53, as follows:

[No. 82 Leg.]
YEAS-26

Curtis
Dole
Dominick
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Gurney
Hruska

NAYS-53

to either raise fares or cut services, in
order to maintain, as best they can, ade
quate public transportation in the area.

Transit officials indicate, however,
that if State or local subsidies are not
made available, and current funds are
exhausted without the prospect of any
financial help, the bus system will not
be able to continue.

A bill currently before the Missouri
Legislature would provide a much
needed $1.9 million subsidY to help fore
stall the failure of the st. Louis transit
system.

The Kansas City Area Transportation
Authority also faces grave financial
problems. After the KCATA was near
bankruptcy last July, the Missouri Leg
islature authorIzed Kansas City to levy
a one-half cent sales tax. This tax has
temporarily aV'3rted a financial collapse.
Revenue from said tax is expected to
provide Kansas City with $6 million of
additional funds, to help offset losses,
improve services, and lower fares.

Prior to passage of the tax, the KCATA
was forced to raise its basic fare to 50
cents-highest in the Nation-so as to
maintain its present bus operations; but
now that part of the sales tax revenue is
available, the transportation authority
has reduced the fare from 50 to 40 cents.

Unfortunately, the KCATA may have
to discontinue some money-losing subur
ban lines if they are to maintain an ade
quate level of service for the metropolitan
area.

Other Missouri public transportation
companies also recorded losses during
past fiscal years.

At the end of their fiscal year in April,
the transit system in Springfield will have
a deficit of approximately $490,000. Co
lumbia's Municipal Bus Lines ended
their fiscal year in October with a deficit
of $130,000.

The plight of many of our transit sys
tems is underscored by the steady de
terioration of vehicles and facilities.
Transit companies bought fewer buses
last year than at any time since World
War II; and while existing facilities get
steadily older, aging facilities are a fac
tor which causes passengers to abandon
public transportation.

Burdened by increased operating costs
and the need to revitalize their transit
systems, local transit agencies can only
look to the Federal Government for as
sistance. They know that State and local
governments alone can no longer bear
this financial burden.

Recognizing the transportation needs
in my own State of Missouri as well as
throughout the Nation, it has become
abundantly clear to me that if the critical
need for improved and expanded transit
services in our urban areas is to be met,
the authority provided in S. 3248 for
funds for operating costs is essential.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Colo
rado. On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
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the minority is concerned, I am willing
to accept it also. .

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having expired, the question is on agree
ing to the amendment of the Senator
from Minnesota.

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I thank

the distinguished manager of the bill.
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a statement by
the distinguished Senator from Con
necticut (Mr. RIBICOFF) be printed in the
RECORD.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR RIBICOFF
The Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs

Committee, under the distinguished leader
ship of the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SPARKMAN) has taken a significant step for
.ward bridging the gap between the suburbs
and central cities of this country. Section
307 of Chapter Three of the Committee's
bill, S. 3248, accepts the principle embodied
In my Government Facilities Location Act,
S. 1282, that a community which benefits
from the location or expansion of a govern
ment facility should ensure that decent
housing is available for the low- and moder
31te-income employees of that facility.

We have debated the problem of school
integration at length this week. But, as has
long been apparent, the racial isolation In
our schools only refiects the underlying
segregation of our society along racial and
economic lines.

The 1970 census validated the warnings
that our country-North and South-Is di
viding into Increasingly black central cities
and white surburbs. In the last 10 years cen
tral cities lost 2'12 million whites and gained
3 mlllion blacks. At the same time, suburbs
in the 66 largest metropolitan areas gained
12.5 million whites and only 800,000 blacks.
The suburbs generally are 95 percent or more'
white while the cities become blacker and
blacker each year.

Equally disturbing are the figures show
Ing that the suburbs are being foreclosed to
working class whites as well as blacks. In
many suburbs, housing prices begin at $40,
000, well above the amount the average
worker can afford. Numerous suburbs are now
discovering that they have even priced their
teachers, firemen, policemen and other mu
nicipal employees out of their own cities.

The problem is aggravated by the fact
that 80% of all new jobs In the last 20 years
were located In the SUburbs. The Suburban
Action Institute found that the 40 largest
metropolitan areas gained 5.1 million jobs in
manufactUring, wholesale trade, retail trade
and related services in the last five busi
ness-census years. The suburbs gained 4,
370,000 or 85% of these jobs. An analysis of
nonresidential building permits reveals that
in the last five years approximately 70%
of all metropolitan Industrial buildings were
constructed outside the central cities.

The result is that suburban communities
across this country have been able to seek
and attract new industries while at the same
time excluding many of the employees of
these new facilities. Qur present federal hous
ing policies have tolerated if not actually
encouraged this development.

The situation is Indefensible when Federal
agencies are allowed to locate facilities In
communities where the lack of adequate
housing turns their workers into either long
distance commuters or names on an unem
ployment compensation list. And yet this is
what has happened time after time across
this country.

In the Washington, D.C. area, for example,
many government agencies including the Na
tional Bureau of Standards, the Atomic
Energy Commission, the U.S. Public Health
Service and the Geological Survey have re
cently moved or plan to move into the sub
urbs. IneVitably, the absence of available
housing near these new locations has forced
hundreds of dedicated low- and moderate
Income black and white workers to give up
their jobs.

My bill, which is cosponsored by Senators
Brooke, Cranston, Gravel, and Mondale would
have attacked this problem by preventing
both the Federal government and Federal
contractors from locating new facilities or
enlarging existing ones in communities
which do not provide an adequate supply of
low- and moderate-income housing.

While the committee did not accept both
facets of my proposal, It has taken a positive
first step by making community develop
ment grants contingent upon the develop
ment of acceptable plans to house the low
and moderate-.jncome workers of government
facilities. I support this action.

Once we have gained experience about the
Impact of this provision, I would hope that
coverage would be expanded to include gov
ernment contractors as well. Just as we
should not subsidize communities anxious
to obtain the benefits of a federal facility
without assuming any responsibility for its
wurkers, so we should avoid allowing gov
ernment contractors to locate in areas un
willing to house their employees.

If we can begin to end the economic and
racial se;sregation we find in housing pat
terns across this couatry, we will have elimi
nated much of the need for lengthy debates
over neighborhood schools, federal court or
ders and huslng. This section of the Com
mittee's bill is a welcome step toward that
goal.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, the
Housing and Urban Development Act of
1972, which the Senate considers today,
contains a provision I am pleased to have
sponsored along with the senior Senator
from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) and the
senior Senator from Indiana (Mr.
HARTKE) .

The provision would permit cities
whose population has dropped below
50,000 by 5 percent or more-as shown
by the most recent census-to convert
their ongoing urban renewal activities
from a two-thirds Federal, one-third
local share to a three-fourths, one
fourth formula.

University City, Mo.; East Chicago,
Ind.; Wheeling, W. Va.; Bay City,
Mich.; and Atlantic City, N.J., would be
the cities affected by the bill. Its pur
pose would be to help these cities to com
plete ongoing projects and finance fu
ture developments.

This would be accomplished by amend
ing section 103(b) of the Housing Act of
1949 and increasing the authorization
for urban renewal programs by $650 mil
lion in fiscal year 1973 and $300 million
in fiscal year 1974.

In Missouri, University City has ex
perienced a decline in population from
51,249 in 1960 to 45,902 in 1970. DUling
that decade the city began work on three
projects. The Eastgate-Westgate, Del
mar Loop, and Cunningham Park proj-

ects were all financed under the two
thirds, one-third formula.

The bill we consider today would al
low the city to apply $750,964 in pooled
credit from these projects to the new
University Courts project and other fu
ture projects in University City.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that a message from
the President of the United States on
health, received today, be jointly re
fened to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare and the Committee on
Finance.

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

The message from the President is as
follows:

To the Congress oj the United States:
An all-directions reform of our health

care system--so that every citizen will be
able to get quality health care at rea
sonable cost regardless of income and
regardless of area of residence--remains
an item of highest priority on my un
finished agenda for America in the 1970s.

In the ultimate sense, the general good
health of our people is the foundation of
our national strength, as well as being
the truest wealth that individuals can
possess.

Nothing should impede us from doing
whatever is necessary to bring the best
possible health care to those who do not
now have it--while improving health
care quality for everyone-at the earliest
possible time.

In 1971, I submitted to the Congress
my new National Health Strategy which
would produce the kind of health care
Americans desire and deserve, at costs
we all can afford.

Since that time, a great national de
bate over health care has taken place.
And both branches of the Congress have
conducted searching examinations of our
health needs, receiving and studying tes
timony from all segments of our society.

The Congress has acted on measures
advancing certain parts of my National
Health Strategy:

-The Comprehensive Health Man
power Training Act of 1971 and the
Nurse Training Act of 1971, which I
signed last November, will spur the
greatest effort in our history to ex
pand the supply of health person
nel. Additionally and importantly,
it will attract them to the areas of
health care shortages, helping to
close one of the most glaring gaps
in our present system.

-The Congress also passed the Na
tional Cancer Act which I proposed
last year. This action opens the way
for a high-intensity effort to defeat
the No. 2 killer and disabler of our
time, an effort fueled by an addi
tional $10 million in the last year.
A total of $430 million is budgeted
for cancer programs in fiscal year
1973, compared to $185 million in
fiscal year 1969.

-The Congress responded to my state
ment of early 1970 on needed im
provements in veterans medical care
by authorizing increased funds in
1971 and 1972, increases which have


