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(C) such thirty-day review period shall

begin when such action is submitted to the
COngress.

(b) If any action covered by the provisions
of section 8 (b) of the Emergency Petroleum
Allocation Act of 1973, as amended by this
Act, or of section 4 of this Act is disapproved
by either House within the thirty-day review
period, no officer or agency of the Federal
Government shall have the authority to take
any action inconsistent With the provisions
of subsection (a) of this section.

(c) Any action reqUired to be submitted to
both Houses of the Congress pursuant to this
section shall be accompanied by a finding
and report, which shall contain the follow
ing:

(1) the need for the proposed action;
(2) the prices of imported and domestic

petroleum and other fuels and forms of en
ergy that are in fact anticipated to result
from the proposed action;

(3) the impact of the proposed action
upon domestic production and consumption
of petroleum and other fuels and forms of
energy;

(4) the impa.ct of the proposed action and
of the resulting prices of petroleum and other
fuels and forms of energy upon .living costs,
employment and unemployment, and real
incomes; and differential economic impacts
among regions, socioeconomic groups, and
industrial sectors of the United States; and

(5) the anticipated effects, with respect to
the considerations in (3) and (4) of this sub
section, of reasonable alternatives to the pro
posed action.

SEC. 6. EFFECT ON PaESIDENTIAL Au
THOarrY.-Nothing in this Act shall be
deemed to establish any new authority or to
enlarge any existing authority of the Presi
dent to impose or amend any tariff, fee, or
quota on imported petroleum.

SEC. 7. ENCOURAGEMENT OF ENHANCED OIL
RECOVERY.-Bection 4(e) of the Emergency
Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973, as amended
(87 Stat. 627). is amended by adding a new
paragraph 4(e) (3), to read as follows:

"(3) (A) In the event that the price regu
lation promUlgated under subsection (a) of
this section provides for more than one price
(or manner of determining a price) for a
given grade and quality of crude 011 produced
in a given producing area, the regulation
shall provide that the price applicable to 'en
hanced recovery aU', as defined in subpara
graph (B) of this paragraph, shall be the
highest price applicable to the given grade
and quality of crude 011 produced in the
given producing area.

"(B) For the purposes of this paragraph
'enhanced recovery 011' refers to any crude
011 produced from any property in any cal
endar month, in excess of a percentage, speci
fied in the regUlation, for each subsequent
calendar year, of the volume of crude oil pro
duced from that property in the correspond
ing calendar month of 1972.

"(C) The percentage specified for each cal
endar year pursuant to subparagraph (B) of
this paragraph shall refiect and take into
account the rate of decline in production
normally expected from individual 011 reser
voirs in the absence of enhanced recovery
techniques, such as measures to increase the
permeablllty of the reservoir, including aci
dizing and fracturing, measures to restore
reservoir pressure by injection of water,
steam, or gas, and measures to reduce 011
viscosity or caplllarity by the introduction
of injected substances or heat....

SEC. 8. ENTrrLEMENTs.-(a) section 4 of the
Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973,
as amended (87 Stat. 627), is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
sUbsection:

"(h) Insofar as any regulation promUl
gated and made effective under subsection
(a) of this section shall require the pur-

chase of entitlements, or the payment of
money through any other similar cash trans
fer arrangement aimed at equalizing the cost
of crude oU to domestic refiners, such regu
lation shall exempt the first flfty thousand
barrels per day of those refiners whose total
refining capacity (including the refining ca
pacity of any person who controls, is con
trolled by, or is under common control With·
such refiner) did not exceed on January 1,
1975, one hundred thousand barrels per day
from said reqUirement: PrOVided, That noth
ing herein shall be taken to restrict the right
of any small refiner as defined in section
3(4) of this Act to receive payments for
entitlements or through any other such cash
transfer arrangement.".

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) of this sectlon shall be effective for pay
ments due, pursuant to any regulation re
ferred to in such section, with respect to
crude 011 receipts and runs to stUls occur
ring on or after February I, 1975.

Passed the Senate May 1 (legislative day,
April 21), 1975.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
amendment and the third reading of the
bill.

The amendment was ordered to be en
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read a third time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass?

The bill (H.R. 4035) was passed.
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I move

that the Senate insist upon its amend
ment, request a cnnference with the
House, and that the Chair be authorized
to appOint conferees.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object--

Mr. JACKSON. This has been cleared.
Mr. GRIFFIN. I wonder if the chair

man would advise me and the Senate
whether or not there is any controversy
about this.

Mr. JACKSON. No. It has been fully
cleared with Senator FANNIN, the rank
ing minority member.

This deals purely with a, shall we say,
technicality.

We passed our bill, a Senate bill. The
House sent over a House bill with a House
number. So, rather than have the Senate
go through the same thing all over again,
this is the purpose of it, so we can go to
conference.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the distin
guished Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Washington.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Presiding Officer (Mr. GARY W. HART)
appointed Mr. JACKSON, Mr. CHURCH, Mr.
METCALF, Mr. FANNIN, and Mr. HANSEN,
conferees on the part of the Senate

EMERGENCY HOUSING ACT OF
1975-CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the conference report on
the bill (H.R. 4485) to provIde for greater
home ownership oppOrtunities for mid
dle-income families and to encourage
more efficient use of land and energy re
sources.

Mr. PROXMIRE. a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. How much time has
been running against my side on this?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time for
debate on this conference report is lim
ited to 30 minutes, equally divided and
controlled by the Senator from Wiscon
sin and the senator from Texas.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, has
that time started running yet, or is it
starting now?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
starts right now.

Mr. PROXMIRE. All right, I yield to
the Senator from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on H.R. 4485, final pas
sage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas' and nays were ordered
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield to me for a brief state
ment?

Mr. TOWER. I yield on my time to the
Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thor
oughly support the conference report. I
think they did a great job.

I shall make a statement on this mat
ter following the remarks of the dis
tinguished managers of the bill.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Senate and House conferees on H.R. 4485,
the Emergency Housing Act of 1975,
reached agreement on May 12, 1975. The
House passed the bill agreed to in con
ference. In reporting this bill to the
Senate, I urge approval for emergency
action to restore homebuilding activity
across the country, to increase employ
ment at a time when 9 percent un
employment faces the Nation, and to
provide critically needed housing for
families now priced out of the housing
market.

It is designed, in addition, to protect
the homes of some 100,000 workers who
have been deprived of income by the cur
rent recession because we have fore
closure provisions in the bill. By putting
idle men and resources to work, I esti
mate that the $1.3 billion Federal in
vestment in housing programs authorized
will increase Federal revenues almost
threefold, and will result in a reduction
of the Federal budget deficit by at least
$1 billion. The Emergency Housing Act
is anti-inflationary legislation.

. Unemployment Is so high in this area.
The need for houses is so great that the
additional supply of houses would tend
to reduce the price and certainly there
is no argument that I can think of that
would argue that if you put people to
work In an industry that has 20 percent
of unemployment there is any kind of in
flationary pressure. We have all kinds of
lumber, cements, and all other building
materials.

Mr. President, there are many rea
sons for adopting this conference report.
One is unemployment, and there is no
action I can think of that will provide
more jobs more quickly at less cost to
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the Government and the taxpayer than
will this bill.

Mr. President, the emergency hous
ing bill approved in conference is de
signed to aid 400,000 middle-income
families purchase homes to generate
more than 800,000 new jobs and over
$12 billion in production activity over
the next year.

The emergency bill establishes three
new initiatives for recovery. First, a tem
porary housing program that is expected
to result in 400,000 additional housing
starts during the next 12 months. under
the program, middle-income families
would be able to obtain either a 6-per
cent mortgage for 3 years, followed by a
gradual increase in interest payments
for an additional 3 years up to market;
or a 7-percent mortgage for the life of
the contract; or alternatively, by the
amendment of the Senator from Massa
chusetts (Mr. BROOKE) a $1,000 incen
tive to reduce downpayment at the time
of purchase.

Second, a homeowner's relief program
that would authorize HUD to make pay
ments up to $250 monthly for a period
of no longer than 2 years on behalf of de
linquent homeowners facing foreclosure
because of unemployment, or to purchase
the mortgage in order to help cure the
delinquency. A total of $500 million is
authorized for this program over a 2-year
period. I believe most Senators will sup
port that section of the bill.

Third, an expansion of the existing
GNMA tandem program to include
apartments and condominiums, making
use of the almost $2 billion in existing
authority.

In addition to these major initiatives,
the bill would also extend the present
program providing low-interest loans for
housing rehabilitation by authorizing $70
million in new loans over the next 2
years.

How does this bill differ from the bill
that passed the Senate by a 72-to-26 vote
earlier this year?

The bill I am recommending today dif
fers from the Senate-passed emergency
act in two major respects. First, the bill
does not contain the permanent coun
tercyclical housing program that I in
troduced last February. Under that pro
gram, a flow of Federal mortgage credit
would hl;1ve been automatically triggered
when housing starts fell below a critical
level and off when housing production
was restored to a level consistent with
our national housing goals. While the
House conferees indicated that they
were definitely interested in a program
to end the boom-and-bust cycle that has
affected the housing industry in recent
years, they insisted that they would need
to hold hearings on the subject before
they could recommend action to House
Members. The Senate conferees, in the
interest of getting a bill out at this time,
agreed to defer action for now on a per
manent countercyclical program.

The Senate conferees also agreed to
defer action on the energy conservation
provisions approved in the Senate bill.
The House conferees stated that they
had not been able to complete action on

housing-related energy legislation, but
would do so in the very near future.

While the bill agreed to in conference
falls short of the excellent bill passed
by the Senate, I have no reservations in
urging my colleagues to pass the meas
ure before us. I believe this bill is an
essential first step to restoring the eco
nomic health of the Nation. During
consideration of this legislation we
heard considerable testimony to the ef
fect that "what is good for housing is
good for the Nation."

As a matter of fact, people in the
automobile industry, when I asked them
what was the best thing we could do to
help the automobile industry move out
of the doldrums, said "Effective, vigor
ous housing legislation that would pro
vide the Jobs we need in housing."

Mr. President, I would like to conclude
by reading from a letter from Mr. Nor
man, president of the National Associa
tion of HomebUilders, written on June
11, in which he said:

The approval of the conference report is
extraordinarily important to the rejuvena
tion of the Nation's homebullding industry.
Without enactment of this legislatIon we see
no chance of housing starts in 1975 exceed
ing 1.1 million units, the lowest production
level since 1946.

That means we are in the most serious
housing depression that we have been
in in some 30 years. Certainly, this legis
lation is most timely for that reason.
Mr. Norman goes on to say:

The 400,000 homes the middle-Income
fam11ies would be assisted In buying under
this bill would not otherwise be produced
without the assistance the bill prOVides.
With today's mortgage Interest rate level of
9 percent, close to 70 percent of the Amer
Ican popUlation will find themselves unable
to buy a new home. This has resulted In the
most drastic decline In housing production
in 30 years and an unemployment rate in
construction of 21.8 percent. In homebulld
ing we estimate the unemployment rate is
42 percent.

Mr. President, this is called an emerg
ency housing bill but, as I say, it is the
most effective, lowest cost way to put
people to work that I think the Senate
has considered.

Mr. President, syndicated columnists
RoWland Evans and Robert Novak wrote
this morning-in the Washington Post
that the bill before us is loaded down with
"questionable high cost subsidy pro
grams."

Unfortunately, they based their article
chiefly on one source in the House and to
put it simply, they did not get their facts
straight.

First. The bill is not "high cost." I
have argued above that the Federal in
vestment will be more than paid back
in increased employment, production
and Federal revenues. The bill is anti
inflationary, not inflationary.

Second. The bill is not higher cost
than the two original House bills. In fact
the conference bill is lower than these
two bills. The Senate middle-income sub
sidy provisions provide lower-cost op
tions than the House bill. The original
House committee report on these bills in
dicate that the housing subsidy and fore-

closure relief prOVlSlons would cost ap
proximately $1.7 billion. The bill before
us is estimated by both House and Senate
at about $1.3 billion.

Third. The bill does not contain ques
tionable items that add cost to our hous
ing programs. The only added program
that authorizes additional appropriations
is the section 312 rehabilitation loan pro
gram. This is a highly successful pro·
gram particularly in smaller communi
ties across the country. The amount au
thorized is $35 million yearly, or less than
one-third of 1 percent of the total au
thorized in the bill.

Fourth. The bill does not include the
energy conservation program proposed
by the President and passed overwhelm
ingly by the Senate-because the House
refused to accept the Senate bill. The
Senate receded on this important matter
in order to give the House more time to
act. We actually Unloaded the bill of
an item the President and the Senate
felt was an urgent matter.

As you can see Mr. Evans and Mr.
Novak did not get a number of facts
straight. They reported incorrectly that
Mr. BOLAND of Massachusetts had voted
against the emergency housing bill, when
in fact he voted for the measure.

I could go on with other items that
would call to your attention the fact that
the emergency housing bill is exactly
that-a bill that we need to pass right
now.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD an ar
ticle by Messrs. Evans and Novak as it
appeared in the Washington Post of to
day, June 1, 1975, entitled "The Demoral
ized Democrats."

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

THE DEMORALIZED DEMOCRATS

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)
Deepening demoralization within the

Democratic majority in Congress reached a
climax last week just before the House voted
to approve a $1.3-billion housing bill viewed
by middle-road Democrats as the probable
Victim of another successful presidential
veto.

Rep. Thomas (Lud) Ashley of Ohio, a
longtime housing stalwart on the House
Banking Committee, privately put this ques
tion to House Majority Leader Thomas P.
(Tip) O'Neill: "How long do we have to take
the gas, Tip, before we begin to hurt?"

In one form or another, that question is
being asked by every Democrat in the top
heavy Democratic Congress as President
Ford consolidates his control over the
diVided federal government, gives his party
its first taste of political cheer since Water
gate and watches the Democrats' dream of
congressional government go down the
drain.

The point of Ashley's question was this:
The housing bill had become hopelessly
loaded down With questionable high-cost
subsidy programs after the original House
version went to conference with a far
broader Senate housing bill. Ashley, a House
conferee, refused to sign that conference re
port. He then carried the battle to the
closed-door House Democratic caucus last
Wednesday.

But Rep. Henry Reuss of Wisconsin, House
Banking Committee chairman, never really
Joined battle. Reuss simply read to the
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caucus a. letter signed by Speaker Carl Al
bert, O'Nelll and Rep. Jack McFall of Cali
fornia, the majOrity whip, in which the
leadership appealed to every Democrat to
vote for the swollen bill.

In the House vote that passed the bill
the next day. 43 Democrats broke away from
the leadership and voted against the sub
sidy-rich housing bill-a defection from
party ranks that would virtually assure the
House upholding President Ford's expected
veto of the bill. Indeed, Democrats voting no
nearly double the 22 Democratic defectors
who made it possible for Mr. Ford to win
his spectacular fight against the House at
tempt to override his veto of the jobs bill
last week.

The 43 Democrats who rejected the Albert
O'Neill-McFall leadership should have sent
shivers down their spines. Rep. Edward Bo
land, an intimate Massachusetts colleague of
O'Neill, voted with Ashley and against the
veto-targeted housing bill. So did Washing
ton's Rep. Thomas Foley. chairman of the
Agriculture Committee and past chairman
of the Liberal Democratic Study Group, Rep.
Sam Gibbons, a bonded liberal from Florida,
and Rep. Robert Giaimo of Connecticut, a
liberal with close ties to the leadership.

What this adds up to is crisis for the Dem
ocratic leadership on Capitol Hill and what
one Republican strategist calls "the decisive
competItive edge" for Gerald Ford as he
rolls a Democratic Congress unable to find
or assert a collective will. That "competitive
edge" is now spreading far beyond Capitol
Hill, displaying a polltical maturing in
President Ford that is enhancing his prestige
nationally.

The contrast with extravagant Democratic
plans last January is particularly vivid. Then,
the Democrats unfurled a 14-point legislative
program to give them the initiative over an
unelected President to solve the energy
crisis, recession, inflation and kindred ail
ments. Tronically, two of those 14 points were
the heart of the original housing bill in the
House: interest SUbsidies for middle-income
homebuyers and foreclosure relief for unem
ployed mortgage-holders.

A presidential veto of such a lean housing
bill would almost certainly be overridden,
and the Democrats then could justify their
claim of making responsible congressional
government work. But now the housing bill
has become an easy victim of Mr. Ford's veto
pistol.

Such fine points seem beyond the grasp
of the House leadership, which has been
functioning this year in an admittedly dif
ficult role as administrators, not leaders,
of a huge majority bent on obliterating the
old, institutional power centers of the House.
Against such an opposition, Mr. Ford is doing
very nicely.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I re
serve the remainder of my time.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, be
fore I yield the fioor, I yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I would like to ask
the Senator a question. What level of in
come is necessary to make a person eligi
ble for these interest rate reductions?

Mr. PROXMIRE. 120 percent of the
median income in the area.

Mr. McCLELLAN. How will that be de
termined?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Federal Govern
ment computes income in various areas
of the country. HUD does it alreadY for
their existing housing programs. Those
figures are available and we would rely
Upon them.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I received a call last

night from a builder in my State who
constructs houses, and who has been in
this business for quite a long time. He
expected difficulty with people in the
middle-income group, as he referred to
them, being able to buy houses at the
cost they are now.

He would hope that this method pro
vided in this bill would be available to
what he termed middle-income people.

Mr. PROXMffiE. May I say to the
Senator from Arkansas-

Mr. McCLELLAN. I do not knoW what
to tell him, whether it is middle income
or what it is.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is precisely the
purpose of the bill. By providing those
with median incomes of 120 percent or
less to qualify, the middle-income group,
tha t is, those whose incomes are in the
area of $8,000, $10,000, $12,000, or $14,000
a year would be just the people who
would be in a position to buy under this
bill.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Of course, any
housing that is of any high quality, other
than just cheap housing, sells for around
$30,000, $35,000, or $40,000. Are the peo
ple who are going to be buying those
houses entitled to these reductions?

Mr. PROXMffiE. The limit here is
$38,000, except in high-cost areas where
it goes to $42,000.

Mr. McCLELLAN. So in my State, then,
they would be eligible for housing costing
that much?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed.
Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Senator.
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I re-

serve the remainder of my time.
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, when we

originally considered H.R. 4485, the
Emergency Housing Act of 1975, I op
posed the measure. I did so very reluc
tantly because it was the first major piece
of housing legislation that I have ever
opposed in my Senate career. After re
viewing the conference report, I find that
I must continue to oppose this measure.

Discounting the cost factors, in my
opinion the programs provided by this
legislation will, at the very least, be in
effective, and at the worst, exacerbate
the current crisis in the housing
industry.

Many of the questionable provisions of
the bill have been retained.

H.R. 4485 still contains the $1,000 grant
to anyone who wants to buy a new house.
Its purpose was to assist in making the
downpayment. I still question this, as
the downpayment for a $35,000 FHA
house is only 6 percent, and the down
payment for conventionally financed
houses can be comparable if private
mortgage insurance is used. For the most
part, in my opinion, much of this money
will be used to assist those families who
would have purchased homes whether
this program was available or not. Be
cause of this, I think it will have a negli
gible impact on spurring new housing
construction, and thereby alleviating the
severe unemployment in the housing
iJ,dustry.

In addition to the program which pro
vided for Government SUbsidies so that
6-percent mortgages could be available,
the conference committee agreed to a
new program whereby GNMA will pro-

vide 7-percentmortgage money. Again,
in my opinion, both of these programs
are questionable.

The 6-percent program is billed as a
program that will phase out over a 6
year period. I would just like to com
ment that I have seen few, if any, pro
grams like this that, in fact, were phased
out. I think that there will be enormous
pressures from the thousands of partici
pants in this program to make it per
manent. And what is so magic about 6
percent anyway? During the period of
our greatest housing production-dur
ing 1971-72-interest rates were about
7Y2 percent on the average. If we could
have such great production when inter
est rates were at that level 3 years ago,
I do not see the need now for the arti
ficially low rate of 6 to 7 percent.

Mr. President, no one can deny the
importance of the homebuilding indus
try to our economy. And, I might add,
just a few weeks ago, thousands of
homebuilders were in town to remind us
of this fact. I welcomed meeting these
builders because it is extraordinarily
educational to meet with the person who
has to work directly with the programs
we enact.

I told them what I thought about this
legislation and the basis for my beliefs.
Several in the group of about 50 dis
agreed with me, but many of them sup
ported my position. On the one hand
they acknowledged the problem and
some thought that this bill might bring
some short-term relief. But most
thought that we must first look to the
resolution of the long-term problem.
They strongly thought we must give our
financial institutions SUfficient powers
so that they can support a nongovern
mentalized housing industry.

These builders know that more Fed
eral programs mean more contusion on
the part of the buyer and seller, more
paperwork, and more regulation. This is
something they emphatically do not
want and they know that if we pursue
this course, the homebuilding industry
can only suffer.

In the words of one prominent build
er with whom I met--

This is another stop-gap type of legisla
tion which provides superficial treatment
rather than getting to the source of the
problems presently causing havoc with our
industry.

I completely agree with this state
ment. I strongly urge the defeat of the
conference report on H.R. 4485.

One indication of why this will not
do any good is that, as Senator Paox

MIRE said before the Joint Economic Com
mittee, the required minimum annual
income for a $41,000 house is $23,330
a year. Only 15 percent of the families
in the country make that much, and
therefore I submit that by the reckoning
of the Joint Economic Committee it
self, this bill will not solve anything,
and may even exacerbate the problem.

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on that point?

Mr. TOWER. I yield.
Mr. PROXMIRE. That is the whole

point. With 9-percent interest, of course,
they have to have this very high income
in order to buy a home. By reducing it
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to 6 percent, it makes it possible for
people who otherwise cannot buy a home,
to be able to buy it.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President. I strongly
support the conference report on H.R.
4485, the Emergency Housing Act of 1975.
This bill will provide the needed aid to
middle-income home buyers which is so
necessary at this time of trouble in the
housing market.

The bill provides for interest reduction
payments to bring down mortgages to a
rate of 6 percent. The bill also author
izes home purchase incentive payments
of $1,000 to make downpayments on new
homes. In other sections. the section 312
rehabilitation loan program is extended
for 2 years with new authorizations and
most importantly my amendment is in
cluded which would allow State housing
agencies to raise income limits for ad
mission to non-FHA-insured section 236
projects and to adjust rent-income ra
tios. This provision will allow agencies
such as the Urban Development Corpora
tion of New York to put their projects on
a more stable basis. Finally. the bill pro
vides for mortgage relief payments to
homeowners in an amount up to $250
per month to meet mortgage payments.
This payment would go to homeowners
whose incomes have been SUbstantially
reduced because of unemployment or
underemployment.

I think that H.R. 4485 is a good bill
and is needed in today's housing situa
tion. I am hopeful that the President will
not veto this legislation since the cost
is not great and HUD has discretion in
administering the programs in the bill.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield 2 minutes to
the chairman of the Joint Economic
Committee. the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HUMPHREY).

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President. one
of the reasons why I favor the Omnibus
Emergency Housing Act of 1975, and
have supported it before the committee,
is because of the studies that have been
made relating to the difficulties our peo
ple are having in the purchase of new
housing, due to two factors: The high
interest rates and. for a period of time,
the tightness of the mortgage money
market.

This bill. while not the total answer to
our housing needs. will do several things
that are important.

First. it gives the person wishing to buy
a house. for a short period of time. a sub
sidized interest of 6 percent. for a period
of 3 years, and a 7-percent mortgage for
the lifetime of the mortgage, which is,
of course, decidedly better than we have
under the present system.

Of equal significance, it is a job-pro
ducing bill. So it performs two very im
portant social and economic functions:
First, housing, particularly for middle
income families; and second, jobs for a
large number of construction workers
who are out of work today. The housing
industry employs more workers, both
skilled and not skilled, than almost any
other industry. once it is in motion. Many
of our unemployed unskilled workers
today would find jobs in a reactivated
housing industry, particularly in the
cities. I thank the Senator from Wis-
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consin. and I hope this proposal will be
adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President. I yield the
Senator from Utah such time as he may
require.

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, on the face
of this bill it says it is the Emergency
Housing Act of 1975. I serve on the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs, and sat in on all the hearings
concerning this bill, and that is one of
the things that concern me. We are con
stantly dealing with emergency legisla
tion rather than getting into any long
term planning of what the housing mar
ket needs and what the solutions to the
housing problems are. We are, moreover.
responding in a devious manner.

That is what we do in this case. There
were some 10 to 14 bills introduced and
before the committee, and. not knowing
what to do with them. we put them all
together in a big Christmas tree, the
Omnibus Emergency Housing Act of
1975.

I think we are responding after the
fact; and when I mentioned this to a
staff member, he stated, "I think you
are right; the current emergency is over,
but we will try to respond now to the
next emergency," without understanding
what the character of that emergency
might be.

Nevertheless, this omnibus bill did pass
the Senate and went to the House of Rep
resentatives. I was a member of the con
ference committee. It was a very diffi
cult conference, because the House bill,
in my opinion, was a more responsible
bill than that of the Senate; it did not
include so many ornaments on the
Christmas tree.

I signed the original conference re
port, although I did not agree with some
of the provisions it contained, but I
object to this one on two bases, if this
is the way we are to do business in the
Senate of the United States and the
House of Representatives. First, I object
to conference procedure by staff. It has
been mentioned the last couple of days
that the Senate and House staffs have
too much infiuence, and I certainly agree
with that. In this case, I refused to sign
the second conference report. The first
one was signed, but some of the House
Members disagreed and asked for an
other conference. But an additional con
ference was not called. Some Senators'
staff members and some Representatives'
staff members got together, and I was
notified by a very brief summary which
I found on my desk, and asked the ques
tion in a telephone call as to whether or
not I would sign the conference report
I stated I would not.

I believe that Senators and Represent~

atives, who are elected by the people of
their States and are responsible to them,
are the ones who ought to work on
these bills, because the staff members
never have to stand for election.

So I not only oppose the conference
report as a big Christmas tree. too much
and too late, but I object to not calling
the members of the conference back to
gether. This final conference was con
ducted by staff members.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator from Virginia such time as
h~ may require.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Pres
ident, it seems to me that there is con
siderable merit in this proposal.

However, as I understand the thrust
of title I, the long-term interest pay
ment, interest SUbsidies, and other bene
fits to be given to the individual building
a home are to go to middle-income
families; but that does not mean, neces
sarily, those in the $10,000 to $12,000 to
$14,000 brackets. It will mean to middle
income families as defined as "single in
dividuals and families whose incomes do
not exceed 120 percent of the median
incomes for the area."

Let me take three areas in the State of
Virginia to show how individuals in
those localities will be affected.

The median income for Lee County,
Va., according to the 1974 Department
of Housing and Urban Development
Statistics, is $5,500; 120 percent of that
figure is $6,600. So anyone making more
than $6.600 would not be eligible for
the subsidies and interest rate reductions
involved in the act.

Taking a nearby area, the town of
Norton, in Wise County, again in the far
southwestern part of the State, the me
dian income figure there is $10,200, so
that would break a family or an individ
ual earning up to $12,000--

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield briefiy?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. If the Sen
ator will let me cite one more figure. We
have a figure of $12,000, to represent the
maximum income for eligibility.

Then, coming all the way across the
State to northern Virginia, when we
come to the Washington, D.C., metro
politan area, the median figure there is
$18.100; 120 percent of that figure is
$21,720.

So there is a considerable discrepancy,
it seems to me, in the figures, as theY
apply throughout the Nation.

I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin.
Mr. PROXMIRE. I say to the Senator

from Virginia that he makes an excel
lent point. That is one of the difficulties
in these bills. They do not provide the
kind of equity we would like if we could
work it out perfectly.

We do have a problem because, obvi
ously, it would mean that in many sec
tions of the country we would not get
any home construction at all if we had a
limitation that was standard throughout
the country, say, $8,000, or $10,000, or
$12,000.

I think that there are two answers
that are not complete to the Senator.
but I think they represent something.
Part of it is the fact that there is a price
limitation on the house of $38,000, with
some somewhat higher in high cost areas.
but $38,000 is generally the limit.

The other part of it, of course, is that
this is fundamentally not really a home
construction bill, althOUgh the paint is
useful there, but it is a job bill. It puts
people to work.

As we know, we have heavier unem
ployment in construction than in almost
any other industry in the country. More
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than 20 percent of the people in con
struction are out of work.

But the Senator puts his finger on the
weakness in the bill, and I will agree to
that.

I do think in my view, at least, it is
overcome by the fact that it does provide
more jobs, and the cost to the Fed~ral

Government is less than any other Job
producing legislation that I think we
have enacted.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I thank
the Senator from Wisconsin and yield
back the remainder of my time to the
Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I think
I would be remiss if I did not note what
this is going to cost. The total cost in
volved in this bill is $2.2 billion. I just
do not think that we help the home
builders, people seeking to buy houses,
or anyone else in this country, if we push
the Federal Government further and
further into the debt market.

The Government already occupies
60 percent of the debt market in this
,Country, and with the kind of deficit we
are going to pile up this year, even a
more and larger percentage of that debt
market is going to be preempted. That
means that the average citizen pays. If
we raise taxes to pay for the program,
the citizens would raise the dickens with
us about it. But sometimes they do not
undertsand that they pay anyway when
the Government goes into the money
market to deficit spend. They pay
through higher interest rates. This is
precisely what this is going to do.

rt is going to be another one of those
things that is going to have an aggregate
effect of driving up interest rates through
increased Government preemption of the
debt market to the exclusion of the per
centage of debt market available for cap
ital, and capital expansion is the thing
that is most calculated to get the econ
omy back on its feet.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I will
use my remaining minute or so to reply
to the Senator.

The fact is that the foreclosure of this
bill is a loan. It is repaid. The cost that
we compute is $1.7 billion, but the most
important element here is that Federal
Government revenues will increase by $2
billion or $3 billion-we figure by a min
imum of $3 billion-because of the addi
tional activity, because of the additional
jobs. People will pay more taxes, and, of
course, as that happens revenues in
crease. The deficit declines because we
compute that the revenues of the Federal
Government revenues will increase by
substantially more than $2 billion.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter I read from the Home
Builders be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

NATIONAL AssOCIATION OF HOME
BUILDERS,

washington, D.C., June 11, 1975.
Hon. Wn.LIAM PROXMIRE,
Chairman, Committee on Banking, H0Ui!ing

and. Urban Affairs, U.s. Senate, Washmg
ton, D.C:

DEAR SENATOR I'RoxMmE: I understand that
the senate is due to vote today on the Con
ference Report of the Emergency Housing
Act of 1975, H.R. 4485. The approval of the
Conference Report is extraordinarily impor
tant to the rejuvenation of the nation's home
building industry. Without enactment of
this 1ea islation, we see no chance of housing
starts in 1975 exceeding 1.1 million units, the
lowest production level since 1946.

The 400,000 homes that middle income
familles would be assisted in purchasing un
der tills bill wouid not otherwise be pro
duced without the assistance that the bill
provides. With today's mortgage interest rate
levels of 9 per cent, close to 70 per cent of
the American popUlation find themselves un
able to purchase a new home. This has re
sulted in the most drastic decline in housing
production in 30 years and an unemploy
ment rate in construction of 21.8 per cent.
In home building, we estimate the unem
ployment rate is 42 per cent.

The enactment of H.R. 4485 and the over
500,000 jobs it wouid create are essential to a
recovery of the home bUilding industry and
to a recovery in the nation's economy. I urge
on behalf of this industry your continued
strong support for early enactment of H.R.
4485.

Sincerely,
J. S. "MICKEY" NORMAN, Jr.,

President.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Robert
Malakoff, of the staff of the Housing
Subcommittee, be granted the privilege
of the floor during the vote.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will you
add the name of Tom Brooks?

Mr. PROXMIRE. And Mr. Tom
Brooks.

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

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask the
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin
by whom was that figure quantified that
the Senator cited of $3 billion going to
flow into the Treasury?

Mr. PROXMIRE. This computation
was done by the staff of the Committee
on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
on the basis of computations that I have
seen repeatedly as to what happens
when you stimulate activity in the
economy. \Ve can compute how much
more economic activity we have, when
we have 400,000 new house starts, and
the cost of those housing starts over a
period of a year. We figure that is about
$12 billion. The revenue to the Federal
Government is around a fifth or sixth of
that, on the basis of all our previous
experience.

Mr. TOWER. What about the 400,000
or 500,000 house overhang that we have
now? What if we do not sell all these
houses that are going to be built? That
is not going to bring in much in the way
of additional revenues.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The tax credits are
designed to take care of that. We already
passed that. I was not in favor of that
particular provision. But that should
help.

Mr. TOWER. I joined the distinguished

Senator from Wisconsin in not favoring
that provision. But I do not think we
can accurately quantify what might flow
into the Treasury.

Mr. PROXMffiE. We have to do our
best on this.

Mr. TOWER. I could not quantify what
impact it is going to have on the debt
market and what it is going to do with
interest rates in the privat-e sector. I
think it is a certainty the more the Gov
ernment goes into the money market the
less is available for capital borrowing
and the higher interest rates are going
togo.

I think we ought to alert the American
people to the fact that if we are going
to have all these visionary programs
probably we will not solve the problem
anyway. They are going to pay through
the nose through higher interest rates.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, today
I will again oppose H.R. 4485, the Emer
gency Housing Act of 1975. When the
Senate first began debate on this meas
ure, I was undecided because I supported
the jobless homeowners mortgage relief
provision but strongly opposed the tem
porary mortgage interest subsidy pro
grams. I finally cast my vote in opposi
tion when I learned that Chairman
SPARKMAN of the Housing Subcommittee
planned to keep S. 1457, which dealt with
mortgage relief loans on the calendar
and would call it up for debate, if as ex
pected President Ford vetoed H.R. 4485.

I had, however, hoped that my col
leagues had learned a lesson from the
disastrous effects of temporary subsidy
programs which can only artificially
pump temporary money into the hous
ing market. This temporary money could
possibly meet some short term needs
but would then only cause financial
chaos when expired. The problem can
only be solved by long term programs
which promote stability not uncertainty
in the market.

The sponsors of H.R. 4485, have now
devised a short term temporary pro
gram which authorizes HUD to subsidize
at 6 percent for up to 400,000 families,
the mortgages for middle income fami
lies. Also included is a limited $1,000
grant to be used as incentives to pur
chase new homes and thus stimulate
housing construction.

Mr. President, I seriously question
whether such haphazard short term pro
grams will accomplish anything more
than temporarily meeting some people's
housing needs. Let us turn instead to
realistically examining the effect that
short term Government programs have
on the market and whether it would
be more reasonable to promote programs
with more stability.

I would, however, like to reiterate my
intention to support S. 1457, if called to
the floor because I do feel that mortgage
relief loans are necessary to aid other
jobless during these recessionary periods.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to
oppose H.R. 4485 as a shortsighted ap
proach to our housing problems.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
fully support the conference report on
the Emergency Housing Act of 1975. This
legislation is an important component of
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any comprehensive strategy to return
growth and prosperity to our economy.
It will produce housing, it will produce
jobs, and it will contribute to the
strength of our economic recovery.

No one can deny that our housing in
dustry is currently in the depths of a
severe depression. Housing starts are at
a seasonally adjusted annual rate of
990,000 in April, virtually unchanged
from the rate of housing· starts in
March-the lowest monthly rate in eight
years. Building· permits, which did show
a promising reversal in April, are still
well below levels necessary to meet our
national housing goals. In fact, the sea
sonally adjusted annual rate of housing
production for the first four months of
this year is less than 40 percent of the
national goal that was established in the
1968 Housing Act.

The drastic decline in home construc
tion has had a devastating effect on em
ployment in the construction industry.
According to the Bureau of Labor Sta
tistics, a full 19.3 percent of all con
struction workers were unemployed in
April. This is an extraordinary waste of
resources that simply cannot be toler
ated.

Moreover, this statistic masks even
more severe hardship in specific labor
markets and specific trades. According to
the AFL-CIO, construction unemploy
ment is 40 percent in Phoenix, 30 percent
in Los Angeles, 49 percent in Miami, 32
percent in Newark, and 37 percent in st.
Paul. Within building trades, 80 percent
of the boilermakers in Louisville are un
employed, 75 percent of the plasterers in
Chicago, 65 percent of the plasterers in
Minneapolis, and 50 percent of the
painters in Philadelphia. This is no re
cession for this industry, it is a full
blown depression.

Unfortunately, the prospects are dim,
in my opinion, for returning, in the near
future, to levels of construction and em
ployment that are more consistent with
our national housing and employment
goals. No one would deny that new de
posits are flowing into our thrift institu
tions at unprecedented rates. Nor, would
anyone deny that there is an enormous
amount of excess capacity in the con
struction industry, both labor and capi
tal. But these conditions only set the
stage for recovery. They do not deal with
what I believe is the more significant
constraint on a recovery in housing-the
inability of the vast majority of Ameri
can families to be able to afford to pur
chase a home.

A recent study prepared by the Con
gressional Research service for the Joint
Economic Committee, at my request,
demonstrated the devastating effect that
rising housing, interest and utility costs,
combined with declining real incomes,
have had on home purchasing power.
The study showed that the minimum an
nual household income-spending one
quarter of household income on hous
ing-required to support the median
priced existing home jumped from
$16,700 in 1973 to $21,170 in 1974. The
percentage of American families hav
ing sufficient annual income to pay the
housing expenses on the median-priced
existinghome declined from 29.6 percent

in 1973 to approximately 20 percent in
1974, a decline of 33 percent in 12
months.

The situation is quite similar for new
homes purchases, as the minimum an
nual income required to support the
median priced new home rose from
$19,060 in 1973 to $23,330 in 1974. The
percentage of American families having
sufficient income to afford the median
priced new home declined from 21.5 per
cent in 1973 to approximately 15 percent
in 1974, a decline of 30 percent .

What these statistics say is that no
matter how much money is flowing into
the thrift institutions and no matter
how much excess capacity exists, we
simply are not going to get a vigorous
housing recovery unless we do something
to improve the home purchasing power
of American families. That means we
have to strenghten the demand for hous
ing as well as the supply of housing. The
excess capacity and the savings flows
set the stage, but demand must be
strengthened if housing is to recover.

The conference report that we are
considering today does just that. It pro
vides necessary assistance to middle-in
come families who otherwise might be
unable to purchase housing. It offers low
interest mortgages that will reduce the
annual costs of homeownership. It pro
vides the option of downpayment assist
ance to those families that have been
unable to accumulate a downpayment
during the last few years of economic
chaos. And finally, it provides assistance
to unemployed persons who are in danger
of losing their housing through fore
closure because they have lost their jobs.
It strengthens the demand for housing
which improves the strength of the hous
ing recovery.

Mr. President, it is time that we deal
with the severe depression in the home
building industry; it is time that we put
people back to work. It is time to utilize
our idle capacity; and it is time to get
the homebuilders back on their feet. I
urge my colleagues to support this legis
lation because it will make a major con
tribution to strengthening the expected
housing recovery.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, as a
conferee on the emergency housing leg
islation, I want to clarify for my col
leagues the provision dealing with the
sanctions of the Federal flood insurance
program. As you may remember, during
debate on this legislation, Senator
THOMAS EAGLETON and I, joined by Sena
tors SYMINGTON, THuRMOND, MCGOVERN,
STEVENS, BAYH, DOLE, KENNEDY, HARTKE,
ABOUREZK, EASTLAND, and CHILES, offered
an amendment in an attempt to ease
the sanctions contained in amendments
approved last year to the Federal Flood
Insurance Act. Our amendment would
have removed each Federal instrumen
tality responsible for the supervision,
approval, regulation, or insuring of
banks, savings and loan associations, or
similar institutions from the obligation
to deny mortgage credit to flood-prone
areas; would have limited the sanction
on disaster assistance in nonparticipat
ing communities to only flood disaster
assistance; and would have allowed in
dividuals who were willing to comply

with HUD standards on their own prop
erty to purchase flood insurance at the
subsidized rates even if the community
has not joined the program.

When this flood-insurance program
was drastically changed in 1974, the
Congress recognized the failure of the
voluntary program in encouraging flood
protection, and the need to provide low
cost comprehensive flood insurance.
Therefore, a mandatory program was
approved with Federal sanctions to force
participation. An individual who does not
buy flood insurance is denied FHA, VA,
SBA, and all Federal assistance for
acquisition or construction in the flood
plain as well as the ability to receive
funds through any federally supervised,
approved, regulated, or insured bank,
savings and loan association, or similar
institution.

This, in essence, is a taking of an in
dividual's property by rendering it, for
all practical purposes, worthless, with the
only form of redress being the purchase
of flood insurance. While this is a strong
sanction, it is not unworkable. Congress,
however, saw fit to add a Catch-22 provi
sion which does make the sanction un
workable. An individual is not eligible to
purchase flood insurance unless the com
munity agrees to adopt the program. A
community must adopt land use regula
tions in the flood plain, building codes
and zoning reqUirements. It is assumed
that the individual living in the flood
plain will be able to convince the town
to adopt these land management require
ments. This seems to bring pressure to
bear unfairly on an individual who may
be unable to force an action by his com
munity.

Our amendment would have allowed
individuals who wish to protect their
homes through flood insurance and who
are willing to comply with HUD stand
ards on their own property to enter the
program.

The substantive amendment was con
sidered to be too sweeping a change in
the program without the benefit of hear
ings. In order to give Congress time to
consider these changes and give com
munities relief from the fast approaching
deadline, a 6-months delay on all sanc
tions was proposed and agreed to in the
senate.

The Senate conferees did a commend
able job of supporting this amendment.
Senator PROXMIRE and Senator GARN
were particularly helpful in this regard.
The House conferees, however, were ad
amantly opposed to this 6-months delay.
After some discussion of the proposal a
few House Members did agree that this
program may be stretching the long arm
of Govelnment beyond a reasonable
point. The majority of the conferees,
however, were strongly supportive of the
present program, particularly the land
use provisions.

We were forced to offer several com
promise proposals, all of which the House
failed to accept. The version of the 6
months delay included in the conference
report is clearly a far cry from the relief
intended. The only delay is for 6 months
on the prohibition against existing resi
dential mortgage lending. I fail to see
what real relief is offered. What bank will
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either were discarded completely by the
conferees or were watered down drasti
cally. Instead, the provisions retained
which will have the most effect on the
housing stock provide subsidies for the

. purchase of 10w- to medium-priced new
single family housing. Were it not for
that title's likely contribution to the dis
mal construction unemployment situa
tion, I would be tempted to call it the
Suburban Sprawl Act of 1975.

A housing program which encourages
the production of detached single family
homes has appeal to politicians who view
a detached home as an indispensible
component of the American dream.
There is certainly a great need for addi
tional housing units and for a diversity
of housing facilities to satisfy the needs
of our citizens. Furthermore, the direc
tive that HUD try to encourage energy
and land conservation practices for the
subsidized housing construction should
be helpful.

Nevertheless, I have warned before
against reliance on Federal housing pol
icies designed largely to foster the build
ing- of personal ponderosas. The con
struction costs, land costs, energy costs
and environmental costs are simply too
great. These same factors also help to
render questionable a Federal housing
policy which relies too heavily not only
on single-family construction as opposed
to apartment and condominium con
struction, but also on new construction
of any kind as opposed to housing preser
vation and rehabilitation.

For these reasons, the deletion and al
teration of some of the Senate provisions
I have mentioned concern me greatly.
For example, last February 19 I intro
duced S. 751, which would have taken a
step toward remedying the emergency
mortgage credit program's concentration
on single family housing by providing
authority for the financing of mUlti
family projects under the program. Al
though the conferees adopted this pro
posal with the language virtually intact,
they did not accept the Senate's proposal
to extend the October 18 expiration date
for the entire mortgage credit program.
Thus, the provision is likely to have little,
if any, effect.

The Senate had proposed to continue
the section 312 3-percent rehabilitation
loan fund for the 3 years at an annual
authorization level of $150 million an
nually, with substantive changes to im
prove the financing mechanism and
make the program more cost effective.
These prOVisions were along the lines of
S. 1212, introduced and urged by the Sen
ator from California (Mr. CRANSTON),
myself and others in March. The con
ferees instead dropped all the SUbstantive
program changes and extend the pro
gram at an authorization level of only
$35 million per year. The House con-
ferees apparently had such a closed mind
on section 312 that they would not con
sider even changes designed to make the
program less costly per unit of housing
rehabilitated, by increasing the interest
rate for borrowers who could afford it.

I realize that the Senator from Utah
(Mr. GARN) and other Senate conferees
fought very hard to obtain the final sec
tion 312 provision. I commend them for

and the depression in the housing in
dustry.

We must take immediate action to
stimulate the home building industry,
and I believe the first step is to make
mortgage money available once again.
H.R. 4485 will provide needed stimula
tion to the housing industry by author
izing the Secretary of HUD to provide
home mortgage financial assistance to
middle income families via three basic
subsidy programs. First, subsidies are
provided to cover all costs of a market
rate mortgage which exceed 6 percent
to be covered 100 percent for the first
3 years, assistance which will be grad
ually, phased out over an additional 3
years. Second, a payment of $1,000 can
be made to reduce the down payment for
home purchases. And third, HUD can
purchase 7 percent mortgages which
would be backed by GNMA issuing Gov
ernment-backed securities. In addition,
the act provides relief to unemployed
homeowners who are delinquent in their
mortgage payments and have received
notice of impending foreclosure by sup
plementing, up to a limit of $250 per
month, the amount which the home
owner is capable to contributing toward
such mortgage payments. These pay
ments would be made for an initial 12
month period, with one extension not to
exceed another 12 months.

Finally, several adjustments are made
in Federal programs in order to meet
various other needs of our national
housing situation.

In enacting this legislation, the Con
gress is taking a needed first step toward
breathing new life into the housing in
dustry.

The nation has waited too long for the
Federal Reserve Board to act. The
Emergency Housing Act of 1975 is a
needed step in our effort to aid the Hous
ing industry which is so vital to our Na
tion's economic welfare, and I am pleased
to support its passage.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I will vote
for this conference report as an anti
unemployment measure which also helps
housing. I have reservations about it
when viewed strictly as housing policy.

Last Friday the Bureau of Labor Sta
tistics announced that the construction
industry's unemployment rate has in
creased to 21.8 percent, the highest rate
on record. The middle-income housing
subsidies in this bill undoubtedly will
combat that situation, by providing a
boost to the weakest part of the indus
try. In addition, the foreclosure relief
loan provisions should save thousands of
unemployed homeowners from the
tragedy of losing their homes. These pro
visions are ver~' similar to legislation
which I introduced over 2 years ago, as
part of the Home Preservation Act of
1973-S. 971, 93d Congress.

The Senate bill also contained some
major housing policy initiatives. Some of
the most important provisions were
designed to counteract the historic boom
or-bust mortgage credit cycle, bring
multifamily units into the mortgage
credit program, establish mandatory
building energy conservation standards
and revitalize the housing rehabilitation
loan program. All of these initiatives

extend mortgage money on a home which
in 6 months may be tied UP in perpetuity?

My aim is not to weaken the Federal
flood insurance program. I feel. very
strongly that the Federal Government
should not expend taxpayers dollars
without some guarantee that flood prone
areas are trying to protect themselves.
However, protection of land against
future development in the flood plain
should not be mandated at the expense
of denying individuals the ability to pur
chase insurance. This sanction should
bring pressure not on existing structures
but on future development.

The amendment included in this con
ference report does not offer the kind of
relief I feel is necessary. On June 13, Fri
day of this week; the Housing Subcom
mittee of the Senate Banking Commit
tee will be holding hearings on S. 810, the
original legislation introduced by Senator
EAGLETON and me, as well as trying to de
termine the present status of this pro
gram. I hope this hearing will point out
the extreme hardship this program
brings to many communities, the unfair
disadvantage many individuals face due
to local opposition of Federal interven
tion and the Federal land use require
ments mandated by this act.

The provision in this conference report
is a very small start in rectifying this
overzealous legislation.

Mr. BENTSEN. I am pleased to sup
port the conference report on H.R. 4485,
the Emergency Housing Act of 1975. Un
employment nationwide has reached a
postwar high of 9.2 percent. This means
8.5 million people out of work. Some 2
to 3 million have taken part-time em
ployment instead of full-time work they
seek. And more than a million have be
come so frustrated that they have given
up their search and dropped out of the
labor market entirely.

This nationwide recession is alarming
in itself, but the effect on the housing
industry has been even more disastrous.
Unemployment among construction
workers reached 21.7 percent in April
and is increasing at a rapid rate. In sev
eral key metropolitan areas, the figure
is much higher: 40 percent in Phoenix, 32
percent in Cincinnati, 49 percent in Mi
ami, 32 percent in Newark, and 30 per
cent in St. Paul. And nationwide, 40 per
cent of the Nation's home building con
struction workers are out of jobs.

In the Housing Act of 1968, we set a
10-year national housing goal of 26 mil
lion units, 2.8 million of which we should
be building this year. But the annual
rate of new housing starts has remained
about 1 million since December, only one
third of our goal.

And prospects for future housing starts
are not nearly as bright as forecast ear
lier this year. The number of new build
ing permits issued in March was on one
half of the number issued in March of
1974. The sum of the matter is that the
housing industry is in deep trouble, and
in some areas of the country, homebuild
ing is at a Virtual standstill.

High interest rates, which for many of
the past 18 months have been the highest
since the Civil War, and the resulting
lack of mortgage credit, have contributed
substantially to our current recession
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it and I feel that the funding level, while
low, is high enough to be significant.
Nevertheless, I continue to believe that
Congress was right when it declared in
the 1974 act that we have not devoted
sufficient attention to the preservation
of existing housing and neighborhoods,
and I do not think the situation has
changed since that act was passed.

Therefore, today I am introducing the
Housing Preservation Alternatives Act of
1975. This bill authorizes several demon
strations, and makes several changes in
existing law, which would promote the
use of private and local government
funds for housing preservation. While its
Federal cost would not be likely to exceed
$25 million annually, I believe it would
promote a far greater amount than that
of housing preservation and rehabilita
tion. I urge the committee to consider
this bill, which I have explained in a
separate speech today, as a complement
to community development block grants
and whllltever section 312 money we
authorize.

I am also extremely concerned that the
provisions mandating building energy
conservation standards were deleted.
These provisions were obviously impor
tant, in view of the committee report
estimate that bUilding energy consump
tion could be reduced by at least 30 per
cent through energy conserving practices
and materials. While I realize the con
cern that this title was not considered
thoroughly enough, I am afraid that our
action may symbolize Congress inability
or unwillingness to grasp whlllt a serious
energy squeeze we are in. With only
about a decade's worth of domestic re
serves left of oil and gas and OPEC
threatening to raise prices drastically
again, it seems imperative that Congress
reconsider building energy conservation
legislation promptly.

I urge the President to sign this blII
for the primary purpose of combating
unemployment and its effects. But at the
same time, let us vow to do better on
the pOlicy questions which were raised
during the bill's legislative history, but
were not resolved favorably.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
extremely pleased that the Senate is
about to approve the housing bill con
ference report.

This is an important bill, Mr. Presi
dent. It Will stimulate housing construc
tion; it will provide employment to
thousands of idle workers; it will lead
to general economic recovery.

By its terms, the legislation agreed
upon by the conferees will provide the
potential homeowner with important
help. The bill will provide 6-percent
mortgage loans, with interest rates in
creasing to current market rates over a
6-year period. It will also provide a
$1,000 downpayment aid for use by the
new homebuyer.

These are important features of the
bill. I have been an enthusiastic sup
porter of these features since their origi
nal introduction many months ago by
the distinguished chairman of the
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
Committee (Mr. PROXMIRE). I tcst1fied
at the Housing Subcommittee hearings
on the bill in favor of these provisions.

But, Mr. President, I would like to
call my colleagues' attention to another
aspect of the bill. This is the provision
designed to give much-needed and long
awaited help to thousands of American
families who are in danger of losing the
homes they now have.

There are more than 8 million unem·
ployed workers in this country at the
present time. Many of these are heads
of households. Millions of these unem
ployed workers own homes and must
meet mortgage payments. Yet, as their
unemployment continues, their unem
ployment benefits decrease or disappear,
and no prospect for employment ap
pears, these workers face a desperate
situation.

They can no longer meet mortgage
payments, and foreclosure looms on the
horizon.

It was in recognition of this problem
that, nearly 2 years ago, I introduced
legislation designed to help the home
owner faced with foreclosure. Several
days ago, as the Senate considered the
new housing bill, I added a foreclosure
relief provision to the bill as an amend
ment.

I am pleased to report that the House
Senate conferees have included my
emergency relief provision in the con
ference report.

By its terms, the measure reported by
the conference committee will provide
payments of up to $250 per month, for
up to 2 years, to homeowners faced with
foreclosure because of a substantial loss
of income due to unemployment or un
deremployment due to our current eco
nomic conditions. The provision is de
signed with safeguards to insure against
abuse and to protect public funds.

This will cost money, of course, but I
can think of no better way to spend Fed
eral money than to help thousands of
American families save their homes.
Also, in the long run, the Government
will get the money back-in repayments
and interest.

Mr. President, I was very disturbed
to hear rumors to the effect that the
President might veto this bill. This Con
gress has been repeatedly accused of do
ing too little about our economic prob
lems. Over and over again, we hear calls
to action.

This bill is action. It will provide jobs,
it will provide shelter, it will stimulate
the housing industry, it will stimUlate
related industries, it will greatly enhance
the prospects for rapid economic recov
ery.

A veto of this bill will expose the criti
cism of Congress for what it is-rubbish.
We are doing something. We are doing
something constructive. Now, we will see
if the President will allow us to act.

But, the effects of a veto go beyond
charges and countercharges about con
gressional action. A veto of this bill wiII
mean that thousands of American fam
ilies wiII lose their homes in the coming
months. A veto of this bill will be a cruel,
thoughtless blow to thousands of Ameri
can families.

I only wish the President could read
my mail on this subject before he decides
whether to veto this bill. I wish he couId
read the letters from hundreds of Minne-

sotans who are literallY terrified at the
prospect of foreclosure. I wish he could
listen to their calls for help.

Mr. President, I implore President
Ford to sign the housing bill when it
reaches his desk. For millions of Ameri
can families, it is their last hope.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
strongly support the conference report on
the emergency housing bill, S. 4485.

This is primarily an antirecession bill.
The prime thrust of the legislation is to
produce jobs. The authority in tP,e bill
would produce 400,000 new housing units.
This means 800,000 jobs because for every
house built two jobs are created.

Housing starts today are at the low
est level since World War II. So despite
our Nation's growth in population and,
in fact, in every important economic
activity we are producing today starts
at a 1946 level or a level of less than
1 million units. The National Association
of Home Builders say that without pas
sage of this legislation the starts for
1975 are not likely to exceed 1.1 million
housing units. This would be the lowest
level since 1946.

Mr. President, we have other housing
programs on the statute books but HUn
is not using them and we need this legis
lation at this time more than ever.

The Nation's economy with a 9.2 per
cent unemployment rates needs a boost
and housing construction can provide
the economic support needed to get us
out of this recession.

This bill is not inflationary. Construc
tion workers have an unemployment
rate of well over 20 percent and there is
a surplus of building materials so that
any increase in production wiII not push
up prices.

On the contrary, prices are very likely
to rise in rents and in housing prices un
less housing starts are increased.

Nor is this bill a "budget buster." The
cost to the Treasury will not exceed $1.35
billion over a 3-year period. The in
creased taxes resulting from 800,000 new
jobs and 400,00 new homes and the eco
nomic stimulus created by this program
wiII return income taxes to the Federal
Government far in excess of the $1.3 bil
lion. It is estimated that the return to the
Treasury equal to $3 for every dollar
spent on this legislation.

One important title in this bill is title
II, the foreclosure relief provision. This
would make available to the many un
employed people an opportunity to save
their homes in case they can no longer
pay their monthly housing costs. This
bill is tailored after the Home Owner
Loan Act which was so effective in sav
ing homes in the 1930's. The unemploy
ment compensation program is being
helpful now in saving homes, but very
soon these benefits will run out and we
need a program of this sort to help many
people save their homes.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the conference report on
H.R. 4485, the Emergency Housing Act
of 1975.

Our economy is in the midst of a very
serious recession-the most serious since
the 1930's. The rate of unemployment
across the Nation has reached the level
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of 9.2 percent, and scant improvement is
likely in the immediate future.

The housing industry is in even worse
shape than other sectors of the economy.
Indeed, I can say without exaggeration
that it is in a depression. The seasonally
adjusted rate of unemployment in the
construction industry is 18 percent na
tionally, and in my home State, New
Jersey, the estimates range up to 40
percent.

In 1974, we produced only 1.35 million
new housing units. This is the lowest
level in 8 years. In December, the annual
housing starts rate had dropped to 860,
000, and it has risen only slightly over
the past several months. New Jersey has
experienced a similar downturn in hous
ing starts, and the construction of new
homes is proceeding at a rate which is
estimated to be less than one-third of
that which is necessary to meet the needs
of our citizens.

The depression in the housing indus
try is attributable in part to the increas
ing costs of construction, but perhaps
more importantly, to record high inter
ests rates and lack of mortgage credit.
Due to lack of mortgage credit at af
fordable rates, a single-family home is
out of reach for more than one-half of
all American families.

I am convinced that the stimulus
which the Emergency Housing Act of
1975 would provide to the housing in
dustry is essential to a full recovery of
our economy.

Title I of H.R. 4485 establishes a pro
gram which is similar to the one which
I introduced in another bill. In order to
increase housing starts and to create
jobs, homebuyers whose family income
does not cxceed 120 percent of the
median income for their area would be
offered three options to assist them in
purchasing homes. They could elect an
interest subsidy which would reduce the
effective interest rate on their mortgage
to 6 percent for a period of 3 years. After
3 years, the rate would gradually rise
to the market rate. In the alternative,
homebuyers could elect a one-time home
purchase incentive payment of $1,000
which could be applied toward the
downpayment. The final option avail
able to the prospective homebuyer is a
home mortgage with an interest rate of
7 percent for the life of the mortgage.

This title is designed to serve families
primarily in the $10,000 to $18,000
bracket. These are hardworking Amer
icans who need a minimum of help to
make a go of homeownership. Homes
under this program could be financed
either through FHA or VA programs,
or with conventional mortgages, and as
sistance payments under this title could
only be made with respect to modestly
priced homes-those whose appraised
value does not exceed $38,000 or $42,000
in high-cost areas.

Title I could provide ll.ssistance for UP
to 400,000 home buyers. and it could cre
ate between 650.000 and 740,000 jobs. The
jobs created, of course, will be entirely
within the private ::;ector, and the cost
will be relatively little-between $1,000 to
$2,500 per job. This small initial cost,
however, should be weighed against the
additional tax revenue and the reduced

public assistance and unemployment in
surance payments which would result
from the increased employment.

Title II authorizes the Secretary of
HUD to make repayable mortgage relief
payments to homeowners whose incomes
have been substantially reduced because
of involuntary unemployment or under
employment. This title is designed to pre
vent the loss of homeownership for fam
ilies who are unable to make full mort
gage payments due to the current ad
verse economic conditions.

Title III contains several miscellaneous
provisions including an extension of the
312 rehabilitation loan program until
August 22, 1977; an extension of the 235
homeownership assistance program until
July 1, 1977; and an increase of $150 mil
lion in the set-aside of public housing
funds available for the use of public hous
ing agencies, one-half of which must be
used for conventional or turnkey projects.

Mr. President, I feel that H.R. 4485 will
provide sorely needed "elief for the hous
ing industry, and I urge my colleagues to
support it.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I cannot
support the emergency housing legisla
tion we are considering today, although I
strongly support the provision of the bill
to authorize Government loans to the
unemployed to prevent mortgage fore
closures. This provision, which was added
to the bill during the floor debate, would
allow people who have lost their jobs
through no fault of their own to seek
Federal loans of up to $250 per month to
avoid mortgage foreclosures on their
home. These loans would have to be re
paid, with interest, to the Government,
and they would be made only to persons
who would be able to fully resume their
mortgage payments when the economy
recovers.

I think it is important for Congress to
provide at least some relief to help the
victims of the recession keep their most
valued possessions, and this type of loan
program will provide that relief without
increasing the burden on the American
taxpayers. And although I am voting
against the bill this provision is attached
to, I am confident that this particular
section will be enacted into law sepa
rately.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a letter to the ed
itor reflecting my objections to the hous
ing bill.

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

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., June 9, 1975.

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR.
Mornin.q News, Orange Street, Wilmington,

Del.
DEAR SIR: The article In the Morning News'

of June 5. written by Mr. Alvin T. Schwartz
of the Delaware Homebuilders Association
and entitled "Some Facts on Housing" ig
nores some very basic facts both on my po
sition and on the Impact of the so-called
Emergency HOUSing Act of 1975.

Mr. Schwartz indicates that I am opposed
to the legislation to prOVide repayable loans
of up to $250 per month to people Who are
unemployed and facing mortgage foreclos
ures. I strong support this legislation, but
he ignores the fact that the provision. which
was original1y a separate piece of legislation

wIth widespread support. was added to the
housing subsIdy blll in order to attract more
support for that relatively weak piece of leg
islation. I am in favor of the mortgage fore
closure provision, and although I voted
agaInst the bill it was attached to. I am
confident thIs particular section will be en
acted into law separatelY.

Mr. SChwartz claims that the 6 percent in
terest subsidy provision of the housing sub
sidy bill would make it posslole for future
homeowners to purchase homes at a signifi
cantly lower monthly mortgage payment.
Specifically, he said that the monthly mort
gage payments for a $45.000 house would be
$65.81 cheaper if this legislation was en
acted. However. he completely ignores the
more important question of who is going
to make up the $65.81 difference. The answer
Is simple-the average taxpayer is going to
pay the difIerence. In other words, every
single taxpayer in the country would have to
subsidize the mortgage payment of a few peo
ple. In my opinion, it Is just not fair to expect
Delaware taxpayers, especially those who can
not afIord a home or those who .are now
struggling to meet existing mortgage pay
ments, to SUbsidize the housing Industry and
the mortgage payments of a lucky few home
buyers who would be eligible to receive this
subsidy.

Mr. Schwartz also claims that the housing
subsidy would return approximately $74.3
million In Federal, state and county taxes to
Delawareans. But he Ignores the fact that
the housing subsidies would cost the tax
payers of this country over $1 blllion.

The main problem with the housing mar
ket is that years of Government deficit
spending have eroded the capital markets
and driven mortgage Interest rates upward.
PIecemeal emergency programs and constant
Government intervention just do not work,
and we are only hurting the economy and
the housing industry by continually throw
ing more and more money into these pro
grams.

Congress has already adopted, and I have
supported a variety of measures to help the
housing industry, including the $10 billion
Emergency Housing Act of 1974. I have also
advocated a proposal to allow a p~rcentage of
interest Income from savings acr:'ounts to be
tax-exempt. This proposal would encourage
people to invest in savings accounts and pro
vide additional mortgage funds for the hous
ing industry.

The Government has done Its share to
help the hOUSing industry, and more Gov
ernment intervention will only increase the
Federal bUdget deficit, unleash Inflationary
pressures, and result in higher levels of un
employment.

Sincerely,
WILLrAM V. ROTH, Jr.,

U.S. Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Wisconsin has ex
pired.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce

that the Senator from North Carolina
(Mr. MORGAN) is necessarily absent.

I further announced that, if present
and voting, the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. MORGAN) would vote
"yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
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VOTE
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is, is it the sense of the Senate that

ADDITIONAL SENATE COMMITTEE
EMPLOYEES

The Senate resumed with the consider
ation of the resolution (S. Res. 60) au
thorizing each Member of the Senate to
employ additional assistants to work on
matters pertaining to committees on
which Senators serve.

CLOTURE MOTION
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the

previous order and pursuant to rule
XXII, the Chair lays before the Senate
the pending cloture motion, which the
clerk will state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned senators, In accord
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the senate, hereby move
to brIng to a close the debate upon S. Res.
60, authorizing each Member of the senate
to employ addltional assistants to work on
matters pertaining to committees on which
Senators serve.

Bill Brock, Alan Cranston, Mike Gravel,
Mike Mansfield. Lloyd Bentsen, Floyd K. Has
kell. Bob PackWood, Wendell H. Ford. Jake
Garn, Paul I.a.xalt, William D. Hathaway, Hu
bert H. Humphrey, Walter F. Mondale. Lee
Metcalf. Joseph M. Montoya. Edward M.
Kennedy. Jennings Randolph. Pete Domenicl.

Each Senator now has 1 hour for
debate.

Who yields time?
AMENDMENT NO. 560

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Each
Senator now has 1 hour for debate. Who
yields time?

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, I yield my
self 5 minutes. and I call up amend
ment No. 560.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BROCK)

proposes an amendment No. 560.

The amendment is as follows:
In lieu of the language proposed to be

inserted by Mr. GRAVEL. insert the foUow
ing: That rule XXV of the Standing Rules of
the Senate is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

"8. (a) SUbject to the limitations con
tained in subparagraph (b) of this para
graph, each Senator serving on a commit
tee is authorized to hire staff for the purpose
of assisting him in connection with his mem
bership on one or more committees on which
he serves as follows:

"(I) A Senator serving on one or more
standing committees named in paragraph 2
shall receive, for each such committee as he
designates, up to a maximum of two such
committees, an amount equal to two times
the amount referred to in section 105(e) (1)
of the Legislative Appropriations Act, 1968.
as amended and modified.

"(2) A Senator serving on one or more
standing committees named In paragraph 3
or. in the case of a Senator serving on more
than two committees named in paragraph 2
but on none of the committees named in
paragraph 3; select and special committees of
the senate; and joint committees of the
Congress shall receive for one of such com
mittees which he designates. an amount
equal to one and one-half times the amount
referred to in section 105(e) (1) of the Leg
islative Appropriations Act, 1968. as amend
ed and modified.

"(b) (1) The amounts referred to in sub
paragraph (a) (1) shall be reduced. in the
case ofa senator who is--

"(A) the chairman or ranking minority
member of any of the two committees des
ignated by the Senator under subsection (a)
(1);

"(B) the chairman or ranking minority
member of any subcommittee of either of
such committees that receives funding to
employ staff assistance separately from the
funding authority for staff of the committee:
or

"(C) authorized by the committee. a sub
committee thereof, or the chairman of the
committee or subcommittee, as appropriate.
to recommend or approve the appointment
to the staff of such committee or subcom
mittee of one or more Individuals for the
purpose of assisting such Senator in his
duties as a member of such committee or
subcommittee,
by an amount equal to the total annual basic
pay of all staff employees of that committee
or subcommittee (i) whose appointment is
made, approved, or recommended and (il)
whose continued employment is not disap
proved by such senator if such employees
are employed for the purpose of assisting
such senator in his duties as chairman,
ranking minority member, or member of such
committee or subcommittee thereof as the
case may be, or to two times the amount
referred to in section 105(e) (1) of such Act,
whichever Is less.

"(2) The amount referred to in subsection
(a) (2) shall be reduced in the case of any
senator by an amount equal to the total
~ual bastc pay of aU staff employees (i)

Metcalf
Mondale
Montoya
Moss
Muskle
Nelson
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Randolph
Rlbicoff
Roth
Schwelker
Scott, Hugh
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Taft
Tower
Tunney
Welcker
Williams

Brooke

Allen
Bartlett
Byrd.

Harry F .• Jr.
Cannon
Eastland
Goldwater

debate on the resolution (S. Res. 60),
authorizing each Member of the Senate
to employ additional assistants to work
on matters pertaining to committees on
which Senators serve, shall be brought
to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory un
der the rulp..

The clerk will call the roll.
Mr. ALLEN. A parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. President.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will state it.
Mr. ALLEN. Does this cloture motion

require a two-thirds vote of the Senators
present. or does it require merely 60 votes
to invoke cloture?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Being a
measure to amend the Senate rules, it re
quires two-thirds vote of the Senators
present and voting, a quorum being
present.

Mr. ALLEN. We are still under the old
rule, then, as regards this cloture motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, If that is
the Senator's desire to interpret it that
way.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

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

that the Senator from North Carolina
(Mr. MORGAN) is necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Carolina
(Mr. MORGAN) would vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
BROOKE) and the Senator from New Jer
sey (Mr. CASE) are necessarily absent.

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 77.
nays 19, as follows:

[RollcaU Vote No. 222 Leg.]
YEAS-77

Abourezk Gravel
Baker Griffin
Bayh Hansen
Beall Hart. Gary W.
Bellmon Hart, Philip A.
Bentsen Hartke
Blden Haskell
Brock Hatfield
Buckley Hathaway
Bumpers Hollings
Burdick Hruska
Byrd. Robert C. Huddleston
Chiles Humphrey
Church Inouye
Clark Jackson
Cranston Javlts
CUlver Johnston
Curtis Kennedy
Dole Laxalt
Domenic1 Leahy
Eagleton Magnuson
Fannin Mansfield
Fang Mathias
Ford McClure
Gam McGee
Glenn McGovern

NAY8-19
Helms Sparkman
Long Stafford
McClellan Stennis
McIntyre Stone
Proxmire Talmadge
Scott, Thurmond

William L. Young
NOT VOTING-3

Case Morgan

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PERCY). On this vote. the yeas are 77.
the nays are 19. Two-thirds of the Sen
ators present and voting having voted
in the affirmative, the motion is agreed
to.

Hruska
Laxalt
McClure
Roth
Scott,

William L.
Thurmond
Tower

Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Proxmlre
Randolph
Rlbicoff
Schweiker
Scott, Hugh
Sparkman
Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Stone
Symington
Taft
Talmadge
Tunney
Welcker
Williams
Young

Brooke

Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
BROOKE), and the Senator from New Jer
sey (Mr. CASE) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. BROOKE) would vote "yea."

The result was announced-yeas 72,
nays 24, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 221 Leg.]
YEAS-72

Abourezk Hathaway
Bayh Hollings
Bentsen Huddleston
Biden Humphrey
Bumpers Inouye
Burdick Jackson
Byrd, Robert C. Javits
Cannon Johnston
Chiles Kennedy
Church Leahy
Clark Long
Cranston Magnuson
Culver Mansfield
Eagleton Mathias
Eastland McClellan
Fong McGee
Ford McGovern
Glenn McIntyre
Gravel Metcalf
Hart, Gary W. Mondale
Hart, Philip A. Montoya
Hartke Moss
Haskell Muskie
Hatfield Nelson

NAY8-24
Allen Curtis
Baker Dole
Bartlett Domenici
Beall Fannin
Bellmon Gam
Brock Goldwater
Buckley Griffin
Byrd, Hansen

Harry F., Jr. Helms
NOT VOTING-3

Case Morgan

So the conference report was agreed
to.


